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others. Incensed, Iorga, the president of the Chamber, related to Argetoianu a significant
incident: one evening, he burst upon them and told them bluntly: “For God’s sake, gent-
lemen, do a foolish thing, but do something!” Unruffled, $t. Cicio-Pop told him they
did something: they were deliberating. Then they asked for beer and went on “to exa-
mine the situation,” while Iorga, exasperated, left.”” Constantin Argetoianu, in connec-
tion with the depuues’ lack of experience, wrote that “it was a Parliament where Iorga
talked continually and was interrupted from time to time by some courageous speaker!”™?*

The politicians of the Old Kingdom were resentful of the autonomy showed by the
Transylvanians, a characteristic otherwise shared by all national minorities of the for-
mer Habsburg Monarchy, in the opinion of $eicaru.”’ Nevertheless, they were blamed for
it, like heretics, the same way the journalist I. Rusu $irianu did it in his book publi-
shed in 1930, Bicatele Ardealulus fagd de sufletul Vechiului Regat . . . [The Sins of Transylvania
towards the Soul of the Old Kingdom . . .].

Around 1922 Maniu tried to merge with the Liberal Party and failed. Successively, he
objected constantly against the Liberal reforms, including the 1923 Constitution.”
The boycott of King Ferdinand’s and Queen Maria’s coronation at Alba Iulia (October
15th 1922) earned him many politicians’ antipathy. Maniu reproached Britianu that
he converted the coronation into a party demonstration, but king Ferdinand never for-
gave him,* while the liberals persecuted his political allies as if they were Huguenots,
wrote Mihail Manoilescu.

Likewise, the Transylvanians were baffled by the Bucharestian politicians’ manner.
The election organized under the terror of government forces shocked them, stealing
of the ballot boxes, preventing the voters to vote etc. were common practices used in
Bucharest, but not in Transylvania.”* At the 1921 election, Al. Vaida Voevod stood as can-
didate in a city of Banat and had the unexpected surprise to be escorted by the Romanian
gendarmes’ bayonets.” In the army, the first mentality clash was witnessed in 1919 at the
time of its mobilization against bolshevized Hungary. The Transylvanian soldiers, unac-
customed to being treated with “hey, you,” slaps and punches, with the pay withheld
by the sergeants or even by the superior officers, protested and were considered rebels.”
As it might have been expected considering his imperious and impulsive temper, Vaida-
Voevod provoked various incidents, his words were exploited by other politicians, like
his statement that the Romanians of Transylvania live worse under the liberal govern-
ment than under Tisza.”® His outbursts of contempt for the Balkanic civilization of the
Old Kingdom were frequent.” In an interview given to “Patria” [Homeland], in December
1920, Vaida asserted “We will not tolerate anymore this oppression and pillage disgui-
sed under the placid fagade of unification, but will ask: Transylvania for Transylvanians!”
In 1922 he wrote the preface to Iancu Azapu’s brochure entitled Ardealul Ardelenilor [The
Transylvanians’ Transylvania] which was published in Vienna and got a prompt and vehe-
ment reply from Goga in his article Regionalismul [The Regionalism].” The adherents
of centralization blamed him for a campaign of slander against Regiteni officials in
Transylvania, whom he called “rascals” and accused of discrediting the unification policy.”

Further on I examine some aspects of Octavian Goga’s literary and political career
in Greater Romania. The difficulties he encountered resulted rather from the democra-
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His oratorical success (like the literary one) in the years of neutrality, influential in the
decision of the Romanian army marching to Transylvania, represented a decisive stage in
his subsequent evolution ~ the salon poet prepared himself for an important political
career.* O. Ghibu, an enthusiast partner in the war years, later a stern critic, empha-
sizes that the two volumes of poetry published in 1915 (Strigdte in pustiu [Callings in the
Desert]) and in 1916 (Céntece fari tani [Countryless Songs]) had an extraordinary response
in the public sphere.*’ The young people considered him like a prophet of their time,
knew by heart his poems and recited them at various celebrations, so that “there was
no other name better known in the entire country than the name of Octavian Goga, which
had a profound echo in the hearts of all generations.”? Nichifor Crainic said even
more emphatically: Goga was the poet of the World War and Union generation.** His
public success was at times so spectacular that succeeded to intimidate the poet, even if
his contemporaries acknowledged that the priest’s son from Riginari was at ease in every
social milieu. Poetry reading became a means of propaganda between 1914 and 1916,
to influence the public opinion in favor of an alliance of Romania with France and the
Entente. Oltul, recited by Tony Bulandra at Athenacum, was the climax of the eve-
ning, the audience applauded frantically and called for the author to come on stage.
Intimidated, the poet slipped away with his friends, telling them about the revolutionary
potential of his poetry.*

The political integration into Greater Romania was less easy for Goga, and his options
ware rather limited, in spite of his earlier literary success. The most powerful party was
the Liberal Party, but he was not in good terms with its leaders. In his memories, I. G.
Duca believed that Goga’s aversion for the liberals was due to Vintild Britianu, minis-
ter of war in 1916, who bluntly refused his request to be accepted in the army at that
time.* Argetoianu’s opinion about this issue seems more realistic: Britianu adopted an
air of condescension toward the poet, and Goga, with his bohemian attitude, could
not accustom himself to iron discipline professed by the strong personalities of the Liberal
Party. In addition, there was his brother’s resentment toward the entire Britianu family
for the disaster of Turtucaia where he lost the use of his arm. Goga was, until 1931, a
member of The People’s League headed by the renowned general Averescu, which
coincided more with his aspirations. The People’s League was also more popular than
the unlikable Liberals were.*

His political involvement left little space to literature. A young journalist paid him
a visit in 1920 to ask for a literary collaboration. To his surprise Goga received him all
dressed up in the morning, unlike other Bucharestian politicians who received their guests
in pyjamas or robes. Later, he realized that the Transylvanians were very ceremonious.
The poet admitted he wasted his time with friends and politicians, and made plans to
spend one hour a day dealing with literature, but it was impossible for him to stick to his
plan.¥” Although he was a success in Parliament (see the 1926 polemic, when, in his
duel with Iorga, he appeared like a “very skillful debater in Paliament™),* although at
the end of the war he was elected as member of the Romanian Academy replacing Cogbuc,”
and in 1924 he received the National Poetry Prize, Goga was growing even more pes-
simistic, at least Onisifor Ghibu believed so and there are no reasons not to trust his judg-
ment, taking into account that he knew Goga since his childhood. In Ghibu’s opinion,





















