
IN ROMANIAN literature, the name of
Ion Vinea is associated with the pro-
motion of the historical avant-garde
and with the experimentalism cul-
tivated by the modernist journals.
Alongside poetry and prose, a major
component of his creation is repre-
sented by his newspaper articles: from
1913, the year of his debut in the re-
view column of the Rampa (The Stage),
and until after World War II, Vinea
wrote for the newspapers almost on a
daily basis, experiencing various bans
on the journals for which he wrote, the
interventions of the censorship office,
general mobilizations, and even the
arrest of newspaper owners and of his
fellow journalists.

Ion Vinea’s journalistic activity seems
to be naturally structured into decades,
just like the generations of our post-
war fiction: 1922–1932 at Contimpo-
ranul (The Contemporary), 1924–
1934 at Eugen Filotti’s Cuvântul liber
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ter N. D. Cocea and turned into a so-
cialist newspaper.
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Vinea’s activity as a political journalist coincides with a time of historical
effervescence, in the aftermath of World War I. Events took place in rapid suc-
cession, journalists saw the information of the public as their primary task, and
the high circulation of newspapers turned journalists into celebrities of their
time. The press was no longer in its infancy, and opinions, information, and
fictional series were no longer featured on the same page. Professional infor-
mative genres reports or investigations, began to appear in the written press.
The names of some great reporters of that time, from F. Brunea-Fox to Marius
Mircu, became synonymous to the journalistic art and craft. Commentaries,
personal notes, articles of opinion in general began to appeal to many of the
great literary personalities of the time, who descended among the people and
learned the craft of writing for the press. The discipline of the genre and the
direct contact with objective reality, such as it was, instituted concision and
authenticity as the main features of both information and opinion articles, fa-
voring a “live” experience of the real.

Ion Vinea remained connected to this effervescence for at least two decades.
His editorials, political commentaries, his pamphlets and his unflinchingly demo-
cratic-socialist views made him an authentic doctrinarian of the left, one of the
few leftists of that time capable of separating between utopian designs and the
Romanian priorities. Like any competent pamphleteer, Ion Vinea no longer
wondered (unless for rhetorical purposes) who was to blame. Instead, he un-
derstood and argued that blame should be evenly distributed. It would seem
that this is the perspective of all pamphleteers: they need no court ruling or
direct confession; they just know those responsible and point them out, culti-
vating the image of disappointed prophets. Apart from the power of their
words, pamphleteers also have this other power: they bestow upon themselves
the right to decide who is guilty or not! Still, as opposed to poet Tudor Arghezi
(who saw the whole world as flawed to the core, showing in his pamphlets the
desperation of one who knows that nothing can be done and that his own words
are utterly futile—hence, maybe, the bitter and devastating lyricism of Poarta
neagrã (The black gate), for instance), Vinea focuses his pamphlets on a spe-
cific target, fundamentally responsible for the evils of the world: the political
system. Yet another difference has to do with the fact that with Arghezi the
injustice, the mistake, the violation of codes may or may not have already taken
place; as the world is itself fundamentally flawed, then a strict chronology is
immaterial: even if it has not happened yet, the mistake will most likely occur
in the future. Arghezi would write political pamphlets criticizing political events
that had not yet taken place, just like he could write an ad hominem pamphlet
without knowing the person in question. For Vinea, the political pamphlet is
always post festum; the political system, ultimately responsible for the great



PARADIGMS • 59

injustice of the social world (and only of the social world!), is minutely dissected,
in all of its manifestations and components: the parliamentary system, govern-
ment power, the electoral process, party journalism (and its consequence, the
subservience of the press).

Pamphleteering Poetic Arts

T
HE ART of Vinea’s pamphlets reflected the spirit of all modern poetic
creations, not so much in terms of direct confessions (a sort of ars
poetica adapted to the journalistic style), but rather through the con-

stant cultivation of a certain kind of pamphlet, unchanged during Vinea’s
entire career. His unflinching vehemence is doubled by an unchanged formal
model, almost identical in all of its manifestations. In the majority of cases,
Vinea’s pamphlets are “normal,” sound, and blunt, colorful and unbound,
moving freely between ghastly portrayals (which sometimes do not even spare
the dead) and the animated scenes from editorial offices and cafés, sarcasti-
cally exposing the scriveners who gave the profession a bad name.

Quite possibly, Vinea turned to intellectual pamphlets when his nature sought
to separate itself from the journalistic profession, when his poetic writing spilled
into the other registers. From contemporary accounts we know that he wrote
with difficulty, altering the text time and time again, a toil hardly comfortable
with the agitated environment of newspaper offices. His finely tuned pamphlets
could also be a personal response to this unbearable way of life, they might be
seen as the outbursts of a delicate bohemian meant to counterbalance the de-
sire for a comfortable and easy life with a cure of vehemence and scatology. In
Vinea’s writing we do find this aggressive side, this revolt that ignores the
imperatives of decency and suspends intellectualism in favor of the naked truth.

Vinea’s pamphlets lie between the bohemian refusal to become a literary
scrivener and a firm ideological choice. The components of the pamphlets seem
to come from both directions: the political pamphlets, directed against the lib-
eral institutions, the parliamentary system, sometimes the monarchy, are joined
by the gallery of portraits sketched by a pamphleteer skilled in the art of styl-
ization, artistic caricature, and the grotesque. The rhetorical mechanisms of the
pamphlet underlie both types; the intellectual drive, if at all present, is chiefly
related to the insertion of a lyrical element in order to create a contrast and
unleash the discourse.
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The Journalistic Genre and the All-encompassing Lyricism

A
S IN most cases, Vinea’s pamphlets pre-dated his theoretical attempts
and statements of intent. The journalist first wrote his pamphlets and
only afterwards, after analyzing what had been published, came to

theorize on the features of the genre. As an apprentice of T. Arghezi and N. D.
Cocea, Vinea learned that pamphlets can be written even in the absence of a
consecrated recipe or technique. Furthermore, the work of the eternally cen-
sored Cocea must have shown to him that openly calling oneself a pamphle-
teer could cause personal complications, from imprisonment to house arrest.
It would have been therefore wiser to show discretion in his pamphleteering
attacks or, at least, to avoid any negative consequences by adopting a more
cautious position. But this was not something that Vinea was willing to do.

While his first pamphlets practically coincide with his debut as a journalist,1
the first tentative poetics of the genre came relatively late, at a time when he
had already gained a reputation as a journalist and had properly learned the
lessons of Arghezi and Cocea. Vinea’s early considerations about the art of the
pamphlet, albeit manifestos veiled in avant-garde rhetoric, are similar to
Arghezi’s short pieces on poetic art: written as advice for beginners or for the
occasional enemies, their sharp irony concealed underneath a string of meta-
phors, these professions of faith are praiseworthy first and foremost for the
honesty of their programmatic nature.

The lyricism of the daily newspaper did not remain a mere rhetorical device
for Vinea, whose poetic art described everything as one great poem: prose,
poetry, and journalism alike. His understanding of the pamphlet is grounded
in two axioms: the pamphlet was a literary genre (pamphlets were literature
because, as most representatives of the avant-garde argued, journalism was
literature, more so than any novel2), and it was fundamentally lyrical in nature.
We see here once again the dual nature of Vinea’s fiction: on the one hand, the
spirit of the avant-garde, on the other hand, a broader literary modernism, which
alters the paradigm and restructures the criteria for the recognition of works
according to genre.

By including the pamphlet among the other literary genres, Vinea demon-
strated, at least in part, his manifest support of avant-garde poetics. We know
that the representatives of the avant-garde expected the journalistic genres to
replace the slow and reactionary traditional novels, and lyricism, in its brutal
sincerity, became the only form of expression: “I’m writing out of sheer exas-
peration with life,” claimed the young Geo Bogza, while Vinea himself, in a
text that was to become one of the most famous manifestos of the Romanian
avant-garde, set the terms of the substitution: “THUS: the death of the epic novel
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and of the psychological novel / the anecdote and the sentimental novella / re-
alism, exoticism, epic / shall remain the province of skilled reporters (A good
daily report can today supplant any long adventure or analytical novel).”3 If in
poetry and prose Vinea is far from assuming the program of a true avant-garde
artist,4 his position with regard to the pamphlet could also be inferred from his
decision (made in the spirit of the avant-garde, at least) to include journalism
among the fields of literature.

Seen as a “body meant to participate, with all of its senses, to the rhythms
and the rumors of unanimous life,”5 journalism belongs to literature by virtue
of two essential coordinates—one regarding the changes in reception (a report
is enough to quench the public’s thirst for stories and facts), and another that
comes to individuate the text (with a recovery of style). The former has to do
with the substitution mechanism mentioned in connection to the avant-garde
manifesto of 1924: journalism deals with events and facts, previously the prov-
ince of prose (chiefly of the novel), but which readers no longer look for/iden-
tify in the great literature, as they are provided by newspaper reports: “Factual
histories are no longer of interest, because they have been successfully replaced
by the reports of the daily newspapers. The public appetite for stories is fully
satisfied in this fashion . . . The news reports are the great competitors of the
novels.”6 Following up on the avant-garde slogan “Let the Reporter come!”,
the previously non-literary genres are granted a new status, within a logic
whereby a paradigm that privileged the grand récit is replaced by another, of
rapid, concentrated, and rhythmic information. One avant-garde manifesto
turned the elementary school exercise (Underline the subject with one line and
the predicate with two lines7) into an entire poetics: the exclusion of the non-
functional descriptive and of the digression, the placement of action, of dyna-
mism, before anything else (the verb gets the “two lines”…), the maximum
concentration of expression in the skeleton phrase. We can easily see in these
features the elements required of an informative piece. Hence the conclusion
bluntly stated by Vinea: “Nowadays, the report has become a literary genre.
The series, the adventure novel, and the realist tale belong to it, and enjoy the
same advantages… Today, a reporter is not expected to exceed the qualities of
a novelist, whose equal he must be in terms of imagination and astuteness of
observation.”8 The movement is obviously an act of reparation: the newspa-
per report catches up with the “great” genres (consecrated by practice and by
literary historians), grounded in the same structures and circumstances (imagi-
nation and astuteness of observation); still, it has all the chances of turning into
a movement of complete substitution: “A literature can splendidly exist even
in the absence of novels.”9
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“Cursing Is the Most Difficult of All Language Arts”

G
ENERATED MAYBE in part by the journalistic fashion of that time,10 the
“meta-narrative” articles, performing a sort of internal analysis of
the genre, are quite frequent in the work of Ion Vinea. Their forms

vary: pieces that are fully devoted to pamphleteering and which any pamphle-
teer feels he must write in order to legitimize his craft,11 but also fragments on
invective, for instance, or simply on cursing, found in his political or literary
pamphlets. They coalesce to form the image of the genre as it was understood
by its staunch practitioner. Just like Arghezi, Vinea reflected upon the mecha-
nisms governing the genre of the pamphlet; still, as opposed to the author of
the Icoane de lemn (Wooden icons), he left few direct confessions, few pieces
that clearly highlight his personal style, deliberately or playfully.

Vinea never referred to his writing in the first person, avoided “confessions”
and seemed to have little appetite for them. Always concerned with professional
ethics and with the status of journalism, he wrote few texts that offer an insider’s
view, in a strongly subjective vein, of his own profession. Could we be dealing
here with the same “carelessness” that got him involved in one of the most widely
debated Romanian literary “enigmas,” the permanent refusal of the writer to
publish his literary work? Critics have long discussed this refusal, seeking to
explain why the author of Ora fântânilor (The hour of fountains) and of Lunatecii
(Lunatics) long neglected to publish his writings in volume format, to take care
of their editing and especially of his “image with the posterity.” Several hypo-
theses have been formulated: from the alleged indulgence in a masculine-sen-
sual bohemian attitude, to the proud refusal to become a “classic,” from the
(underestimated) image of the mediocrity of his own literature, to the impos-
sibility of breaking free from the agitated world of daily journalism. Rumors
circulated at the time about brilliant poems polished and further refined on a
daily basis, mention was made of the hundreds of articles whose writing preven-
ted Vinea from pursuing his literary interests, while others talked about a
mysterious proxy or about a book that was to be published only several de-
cades after the author’s death.12

The rare verbs in the first person found in his articles are also a rhetorical
mask, sometimes exposed in a gesture of self-irony, otherwise intended to high-
light the convention, ruthlessly dubbed “rhetorical hypocrisy.”13 When featured
under the guise of “myself,” in a deliberately ambiguous fashion the character
of the pamphleteer seeks to reduce the excesses, to strive for moderation, to
abandon violence for a moment: “of course, when it comes to the Brãtianu
brothers, only their death shall set us free. Calm down! This is not an instigation
to murder! I am too prudent to issue such an exhortation and too knowledgeable to
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believe that anyone would really listen to me.”14 It is seemingly a recovery of the
moment before the adoption of the conventions of the pamphlet: before be-
coming “he who speaks firmly in our behalf, for all of us,” he wanted to be just
a moderate and gentle “I.” But it is all a game of anti-sentences: the exagger-
ated care for pointing out the differences and for taming the discourse (“I am
too prudent…”) is a clear indication of the fact that his words have the exact
opposite meaning, feigning innocence merely in order to highlight the serious-
ness of the discourse.

Vinea’s opinions on the pamphlet (found in his ars poetica pieces or simply
stated whenever “the point needed to be made”) reveal the image of a genre
defined by an overflow of expressiveness. This seems to be the existential con-
dition of the pamphlet, the fundamental way in which it can gain distinctive-
ness, and the only chance of avoiding the “non-journalistic” (and therefore, for
Vinea, “non-literary”) types of discourse, such as the denunciation, the porno-
graphic or obscene text, verbal aggression. But what is actually this expressive-
ness and how come Vinea chose it as the defining (and sometimes fully suffi-
cient) feature of the genre?

In the most programmatic of his articles, “Pamflet ºi pamfletari” (Pamphlets
and pamphleteers), we read that

form generates expressiveness: irony, sarcasm, invective; the common denomi-
nator of pamphlets is aggression, and all those interested in maintaining a
certain hierarchy and status quo have hijacked this name and applied it to
any text that shows the truth. This is wrong. Pamphlets are defined by form,
and therefore by their expressiveness. The truth stated in flat sentences
is less convincing and active than a well-written infamy. Truth is easily
mistaken for cynicism on account of its strong effect on hypocritical minds. It
often serves as a foundation for pamphlets, but only in part.15

Therefore, we see that the mechanisms of aggression are powerless in the ab-
sence of good writing, and this can easily disregard any consideration as to the
truthfulness of the stated facts. Just like any other true pamphleteer, Vinea is
immune to ethics. The pamphlet is not a product that can be judged in terms
of morality; it can only be approached from the vantage point of the “aesthetic
autonomy” of expression. Hence its strong literary character: as with Maiorescu’s
understanding of the work of art, the pamphlet lies beyond good and evil, for
its internal law is aesthetic rather than moral in nature. The formal expressi-
veness mentioned by Vinea tips the balance between infamy and truth in favor
of the former; only “hypocritical minds” mistake truth for cynicism, while raw
(and only raw) aggressiveness, not cast in an expressive mold, does not make
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a pamphlet. Violent denunciations, abominable deeds, human monstrosity, none
are sufficient to give substance to the pamphlet, just like a good subject does
not necessarily make a good novel. Showing surprising traditionalism, Vinea
describes talent as a felicity condition: “had that twit had any talent, his article
would have been remembered by all as an act of magnificent injustice, an aes-
thetic excuse, a grotesque representation of expressive hatred, a pamphlet of horrors,
no less savory than black cherries. The critical article is a lyrical poem. Hymn or
pamphlet—what’s the difference? It is only its expressive force that engenders and
supports it.”16 Expressively presented, the injustice becomes magnificent (some-
what less unjust, isn’t it?), and the “pamphlet of horrors” is savory (Vinea’s
comparison evokes both savor and scent, and the “horror” is fascinatingly black,
like the “mulberry of the breast” in Arghezi’s Psalm). At any rate, the “aes-
thetic excuse” is not just an excuse: it so envelops and supports the text that all
opposition between hatred and admiration—between pamphlet and hymn—is
cancelled and reduced to a mere difference in intensity (once again, to the ad-
vantage of the former): “[the pamphlet] is the concave side of poetry, it is the
inner shape of the poetic drive. Its core is love, to the extreme point where it be-
comes hatred, its mechanism is revolt.”17 It is savor that saves the pamphlet from
horror; similarly, lyrically expressed hatred separates it form the mere verbal
aggression, turning it into a paradoxical form of love, a sort of unrestricted
amour-haine.

When the force of expression (which for Vinea, as we have seen, is synony-
mous to all-encompassing lyricism) is absent, the act of revolt, no matter how
energetic, remains futile and ignoble. The young twit Mircea Eliade “has point-
lessly wasted his wits, efforts, and learning in the act of writing,”18 failing mis-
erably: “he poured in enough malice,” but he did it without talent! What we
know as an ineffable category becomes thus mandatory: “talent” (probably
understood here as the power to create a text defined by style and expressive-
ness) generates the pamphleteering effect; in its absence, “the aggressor finds
under his blade just the shadow of the victim, cast on a fence.”19 Another proof
of ineffectiveness is the absence of an echo: the article about Arghezi’s Cuvinte
potrivite (Suitable words) will never be remembered, will stir no echo among
the public—and this is absolutely essential according to Vinea’s poetics of the
pamphlet. The reading public is the ultimate recipient of the pamphlet and the
main benchmark for its value: without a reaction (indignation or applause, it
matters not, as the difference is merely in degree…) the text fails, in utter im-
potence. Manque de pointe, the main indicator of failure for a genre which seeks
to stir rather than inform.

There is an interdependence between the pamphleteer and the reader of a
newspaper (and not just because theories of mass communication so claim): if
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“the pamphleteer becomes affable when speaking to the public opinion,” he is
also “forced to spare the public and believe in them. For instance, in the eyes of
the pamphleteer, the reading public must be pure and sacred; otherwise, if the
pamphleteer treats the public with outrageous sincerity, he will be cast out,
chastised, attacked from every angle.”20 Here as well Vinea comes close to the
definition of the genre devised by specialists: in order to be effective, the voice
of the pamphleteer must appear related to the voice of the exasperated and
revolted “multitudes.” The convention tells us that this individuation within a
chorus of alleged malcontents (who do not actually exist, in itself an exasperat-
ing situation) is the only source of legitimacy for the pamphleteer: he is the
self-proclaimed herald and spokesperson of a revolt and frustration that he and
he alone sees as collective: “empowered by no one, always going against the
institutional discourse, the pamphlet is the expression of an imperative com-
ing from within.”21 If the role is disregarded and the pamphleteer turns against
the “masses,” then he basically compromises his own status, losing all legiti-
macy: if the reading public is no longer “pure and sacred,” then on whose be-
half is his attack?

Vinea also realizes the dangers of exaggerated identification:

However, a pamphlet becomes suspicious when it calls upon the arbitration of
the all-too-sovereign masses. Sovereign judges and executioners, as we saw in
’89, when after a few brief sentences uttered by Desmoulins the victims were
dragged out and hanged by the nearest lamppost. When Marat’s obscene
words and his tavern eloquence became law for both praetors and crowd. The
pamphlet finds a favorable framework in the delicate balance between powers,
but in balance nonetheless. Only thus can it maintain the harmony of a literary
genre—with immediate effects on opinions and sometimes on actions.22

Such statements come to distance the image of the pamphlet from the stan-
dards of the genre: first of all, the “all-too-sovereign masses” upset the bal-
ance of interdependence—the masses no longer need to be imagined by the
pamphleteer, as they are already in a position where they can directly express
their revolt. Then, and more importantly, what passes for pamphlet in a con-
text such as that of the French Revolution (with Desmoulins and Marat as the
main negative examples) fails to meet the essential condition of expressiveness
set by Vinea: the sentences are too “brief,” the words are “obscene,” the elo-
quence is that of the “tavern.” Only a carefully crafted style, elaborate and rhyth-
mic phrasing, and superior rhetoric are likely to ensure the expressiveness of
the pamphlet. Finally, if such a discourse leads to murder, then it violently aban-
dons the autonomous status of a literary genre, monstrously entering the realm
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of the “real,” governed by other rules than those of aesthetic harmony. Such a
discourse is no longer a pamphlet, it is a denunciation—and therefore despi-
cable. Only “sometimes,” argued Vinea, does the pamphlet achieve immedi-
ate effects in terms of concrete actions. What grants it cohesion and stability is
its ambivalent nature: a literary genre which is at the same time a genre of
opinion.

For Vinea, just like for Arghezi, the main device responsible for the effects
of the pamphlet is the “artistic curse.” Granted aesthetic status and creating an
effect of silent admiration, like any work of art that knows no ethics, the ex-
pressively phrased insult was seen by interwar pamphleteers as the supreme
measure of poetic talent. Why this fascination for the genre and for its main
instrument? Definitely not just because of a modernist fad that made little dis-
tinction between the general fascination with La Charogne, Flori de mucigai
(Flowers of mould) and for Poemul-invectivã  (The invective poem) just because
they are all à rebours and likely to make the petty bourgeois wince. There is, of
course, a certain indulgence in abusing common sense, but this is not enough
to justify such a superlative abundance of the genre. Equally unsatisfactory is
an ethnic explanation, postulating a Romanian culture fascinated by (self)des-
tructive impulses. We are dealing instead with a fascination with the difficult
craft of “cursing in style,” for that test of skill that involves the refinement of
the basest linguistic material into authentic literary art. In a literature of shal-
low encomia that owed little to the heritage of Cambronne,23 the interwar
pamphlet came not just to “spice things up” a bit but also to set a new bench-
mark for poetry. Postulating the complete identification with the poetic genre,
Vinea devised firm hierarchies and performance criteria: “Cursing is the most
difficult of all language arts, and its profitable and exquisite practice requires a
different individual, a different blood, a different voice, a different tone, a dif-
ferent inspiration!”24 Individual-blood-voice-tone-inspiration: we have here a
synthetic portrayal of the ideal pamphleteer, the only one capable of mastering
the ambivalent nature of the pamphlet (the profitability and exquisiteness pair
echoing the joint aspects of journalistic genre/literary genre). Personality and
temperament, firm rhetoric and, finally, inspiration (an unavoidable requi-
rement for any form of poetry, as definitively postulated by the Romantic
artists), these are for Vinea the features of the ideal pamphleteer.

In the absence of these features, the author of invectives remains merely
obscene and becomes the object of ridicule. And when such a person happens
to be Ion I. C. Brãtianu (the liberal prime minister), Vinea responds with an
energetic pamphlet on the better usage of invective in politics and in art.25  First
of all, cursing is reduced to a symptom of senility: it lacks temperament and
energy, it is but a momentary lapse of reason, a reason previously displayed
as… silence. The mask of a padishah, of a “somnolent and bloody caliph,”
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maintained with the help of a Sphinx-like silence, breaks into pieces: Brãtianu
loses control in two successive speeches, calling his opponents “dogs” and “mad
dogs.” Presently on familiar ground, Vinea the pamphleteer responds as a con-
noisseur and a master of the art: “Instead of finesse . . . the insulting epithet
from the vocabulary of an old wife, dressed in the fanciest of garbs . . .  to dem-
onstrate how proud the poor old man was to have come up with such a
trouvaille. Oh, the utter disappointment! It is like a novel in which the lover
finds the maiden to be an abject whore.”26 Being merely insulting, the epithet
used by Ionel (Ion I. C.) Brãtianu is unavoidably feeble: the expressiveness of
the pamphlet requires one to move beyond trivial vulgarity and devise a so-
phisticated construct (starting from the old principle whereby the figure is
defined as a slippage, a “gimmick”). As accusations go, “dogs” and “mad dogs”
are so mundane that, according to Vinea, they come to have a paradoxical ef-
fect: instead of harming their target, their turn against the one that voiced them
and make him the trivial object of contempt.

The reception effect is further highlighted in a pamphlet related to the one
on Ion Brãtianu27: the dominant feature of the speeches made in Bacãu and
Deva, despite their “fictional and rhetorical glory” which amounted only to the
“sudden vehemence of the big boss, unable to restrain himself and obviously
slipping into senility,” is taken up by an underling, Chirculescu,28 “congenitally
senile . . ., spewing obscenities and shouting infernal threats . . . In politics,
Chirculescu would have had the base and sluggish existence of any weak and
dull creature, had it not been for this phenomenon of literary extraction that
allowed him to ape his boss, pathetically and foaming at the mouth.”29 Spitting
and screaming, aping and threatening, the poor Chirculescu could not be far-
ther from the poetic nobility of cursing: his limited means hopelessly confine
him to the “base” world of the dull (more than stupidity, this involves the in-
ability to come up with enticing expletives…). Consequently, a pamphlet that
initially exposed the pathetic case of “literary” influence ended in an act of jus-
tice: those ignorant of the noble art of cursing are expelled with a phrase that
mimics the only kind of discourse they know and understand: “Careful, minis-
ter! Innocuous verbal outbursts and sudden slips of the tongue are only wor-
thy of a brief and crude response. Do not leave yourself open to that. Go to…!”30

Brief and crude, the naked curse is the basest form of invective. From this
ground zero, as vehemence is turned into art, true pamphlets are born.

Interestingly enough, the same naked expletive is also seen by Vinea as
defining the ultimate level of the genre—not the level of high lyrical art, but
the level that, once reached, brings about the very cancellation of the genre. In
a tentative attempt at praising the expressive potential of the Romanian lan-
guage, Vinea identifies the same blunt, two-word expression, as the supreme
level reached by the pamphlet: “Romanian language and sensitivity offer ex-
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cellent material for pamphlets. The language also has a blunt synthetic expres-
sion, in two and a quarter words. The day a journalist dares use it in print against
a political opponent would mark the death of the Romanian pamphlet. It will
have reached the highest artistic form of aggression and contempt.”31

What is the difference between the crude “Go to…!” and the “blunt syn-
thetic expression” mentioned above? Why is Chirculescu demeaned by the
former, while the hypothetical bold journalist achieves thus the ultimate artis-
tic level? What separates between the two expletives—both equally violent, and
equally hollow? There is only one possible answer: the second one comes in
written form, as part of a discourse structured according to specific rules and
methods, in keeping with a specific style (the journalistic style), having a tar-
get readership (the political opponent, but also the reading public) and an ar-
gumentative order. The inclusion of the two-and-a-quarter words in a written
discourse gives them new meaning and rhetorical substance, makes them the
object of intellectual scrutiny and forces them to withstand it. We find here the
two boundaries of the pamphlet: from the complete absence of expression to
its ultimate synthetic transfiguration, in the mandatory presence of discourse.

Becoming a Pamphleteer

I
T IS only seldom and with difficulty that Vinea turns himself into the ob-
ject of fiction; whenever that happens, the features of the alter-ego are
so transparent as to render pointless any analysis: Lucu Silion from the

novel Lunatecii, Jean, the idealistic candidate on campaign from “Tempi
passati,”32  the journalist Fabriciu, “my young friend,”33  all have something of
the voice, the habits, the passions and the concerns of their creator. For the
purposes of the present study, the most interesting is the latter character: Fabriciu
is the character in a story that tells of the early formative years of the journal-
ist. This is as close to a confession as we can get with Vinea (who seemingly
abhorred the genre), the only direct one he was willing to make and, quite sig-
nificantly, the only one in which we read about a pamphleteering tradition with
which he identified.

Devised in four episodes,34  this comprehensive confession written in a style
reminiscent of Voltaire’s has a manifestly didactic purpose:

Consequently, as far as the reading public is concerned, these notes serve a purely
practical purpose: the young men attracted by the shallow glory of daily jour-
nalism must be warned against a number of adventures and flights of fancy,
otherwise natural at their age, but somewhat more deceptive and frequent in
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the paper landscape of journalism. Should just one individual pay heed to our
words, we would think that we have been extremely successful. This because,
as we know, ready-made experiences are of little to no use to anybody…35

The third episode in this meaningful tale about the pitfalls behind the façade
of the journalistic profession tells the tumultuous story of the young Fabriciu,
employed by a left-wing newspaper as an apprentice journalist to an editor-in-
chief “famous for his many political arrests.” The editor in question bears the
transparent name of Mihoarã (N. D. Cocea used the pseudonym Nicoarã al
Lumei). Helped by his “extraordinary” talent for polemics—and quickly re-
ceiving a fifty percent pay raise—Fabriciu is praised for his pieces, “true mas-
terpieces of the genre,” and rewarded with the professional affection of the
energetic editor:

Presently, his big night was celebrated here and there by handshakes and,
invariably, by the always different congratulations of the editor: enthusiastic
praise, sudden congratulations, effusions, a hug. Praise with the eyes and the
hands raised towards the heavens—the editor was a geyser spewing, in a silvery
flow, admiration over Fabriciu. Quiet praise, prostrate praise, pious praise, as
if the merry voice of Mihoarã sought to tell him: “What can I say? You are
amazing! But you left me simply dumbstruck…” Or measured, analytical,
and precise praise: Mihoarã was once again the theorist, the professional.36

Overwhelmed by all this newfound glory, like any word crafter, the young
Fabriciu (also a mock alter-ego of the other great naïf, Fabrice del Longo) be-
gins to believe in his own omnipotence. One thing puzzles him though: how
come that his merciless lightning blasts had no effect whatsoever on the oli-
garchy they targeted on a daily basis? Where was the power of the fiery word,
if nothing actually changed? And then the disappointing explanation:

Mihoarã was on almost friendly terms with a number of ministers, deputies,
senators, and even bankers, which was more than strange . . . At times, the
editor would ask him to ‘go easy’ on someone whom Fabriciu knew for a fact to
be an absolute scumbag. Sometimes, such appeals came after a meeting with
the intended victim, a minister or a banker. Then the editor would explain:
“The interests of the newspaper… We need some support in the Cabinet. A
couple of days ago there was talk in the Council of Ministers about a ban on
our newspaper… Had it not been for our friend I. G. D., there would have
been no issue today!” . . . Still, Mihoarã confused him beyond measure. One
morning, he would set him against the same friend in government, and after
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yet another visit he would say: “Have you read I. G. D. speech? That slime!
Take him apart!” And, resolutely, Fabriciu would spew out invectives under
the title The Phanariot.37

Bitter and deliberately self-ironic, this is the lesson for the apprentice journal-
ists: the rules of the game exclude the ideal of consistency (when they do not
completely rule out any ideal). It is a world of survival by way of compromise,
stunning the young man confident of his “talent” and of its effects. The revela-
tion of this mechanism once again serves a didactic purpose; furthermore, it
also indicates a major stage in the definition of the relation between the pam-
phleteer and his target: “Devoted to the main goal, the undermining of the
oligarchy, of capitalism and of dictatorship, he was less interested in people.”38

The abstract nature of his principles, the “high” goals, do not require the pam-
phleteer to show consistency in his opinions. “Reconsideration” is an intrinsic
part of the game.

In the journalistic activity of Vinea, the pamphlets, political or otherwise,
occupy the same place as Icoane de lemn and Poarta neagrã do in the work of
Tudor Arghezi: the ultimate level of pamphleteering expressiveness and, with
it, the completion of a style. Had they enjoyed the fortunate fate of the icono-
clastic texts written by Arghezi (which were collected in volume format soon
after they appeared in periodicals), their entry into the field of literature would
have been faster and more fertile.
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Abstract
“Expressive Hatred, Magnificent Injustice”: Ion Vinea’s Pamphlets

The paper presents the journalistic activity of Ion Vinea, whose name is chiefly associated with the
promotion of the historical avant-garde and with the experimentalism cultivated by the modernist
journals. However, alongside poetry and prose, a major component of his creation is represented
by his newspaper articles, of particular interest being his pamphlets. Included in the lyrical genre
(according to their author, this genre was the only one capable of encompassing all literary aspects
of modernity), the pamphlets published by Ion Vinea emerge as a fortunate combination between
his temperament, firm rhetoric, and lyrical expressiveness. Only thus do pamphlets acquire the
image of a genre defined by boundless expressiveness: an existential condition, a way to gain au-
tonomy and the only chance of avoiding the “non-journalistic” (and therefore “non-literary”)
types of discourse, such as the denunciation, the pornographic or obscene text, verbal aggression.
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