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I
n an article published in 1892 and dedicated to anarchism, the critic Constantin 
Dobrogeanu-Gherea noted that “writing about anarchism, especially about theoreti­
cal anarchism, is as difficult as it gets. The reason is that you don’t have a starting 
point, you don’t know who and what to start with.”1 Published during the “propaganda 

by the deed” period,2 when a series of bombings and assassinations attributed to anar­
chists stirred heated political debates across Europe, the article was an attempt to demon­
strate, from a Marxist perspective, the overall irrationality and dangerousness of anarchist 
ideas. The heteroclite aspect of libertarian practices and concepts, the overall difficulty 
of a comprehensive theoretical systematization, deeply dissatisfied the illustrious critic. 
While Gherea admitted to the existence of a “specific way of thinking, characteristic of 
anarchism in general,”3 he strongly denounced its lack of structure and its inherent ideo­
logical indiscipline, concluding that anarchism could not be expounded in a scientific 
way. The Romanian critic’s position mirrored, in fact, some of the classical Marxist argu­
ments against anarchism, considered a nebulous, contradictory and primitive doctrine. 
For Dobrogeanu-Gherea, Max Stimer’s individualist philosophy and Ravachol’s bombs 
represented the synopsis of libertarian ideas and practices. It was a caricatural, yet com­
monplace, representation of anarchism, recalling Engels’s famous sarcastic depiction of 
Stirner calmly “sipping beer, and later blood, like water!”4 or the popular portrayal of 
anarchists as bomb throwers.

Over half a century later, historian Eric Hobsbawm reached a comparable (if more 
nuanced) verdict when analyzing the 19th century anarchist peasant movements in Anda­
lusia, whom he included, alongside brigands, urban mobs, secret societies and religious 
sects, in his list of “primitive rebels.” Their “utopian” resistance to the capitalist moder­
nity; as well as their unwavering faith in the advent of a world of justice and liberty; argued 
Hobsbawm, imprinted a definite millenarian and pre-modem character to their move­
ment. At the same time, Andalusian peasants passionately embraced “science, progress 
and education,. . . rejecting religion and the Church” and aspiring towards “a new moral
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world”5 based on knowledge and reason. The Marxist historian nevertheless concluded 
that classical anarchism6 was “a form of peasant movement almost incapable of effective 
adaptation to modern conditions,”7 d(x>med to inexorably fail because of its political and 
historical inadequacy.

Both Dobrogeanu-Gherea and Eric Hobsbawm viewed anarchism as a primitive, 
amorphous and, essentially, irregular body of thought and praxis. Their arguments con­
centrated on two différent, although related, aspects. Dobrogeanu-Gherea, on one hand, 
was disconcerted by the peculiar aspect of libertarian theories, by their seemingly chaotic 
proliferation, in the absence (and often in spite of) a clearly defined ideological center. 
This, he argued, made anarchism unintelligible and “unscientific” as a whole. On the 
other hand, Eric Hobsbawm insisted on the spontaneity, lack of organization and “mil- 
lenarian” character of anarchist movements, which amounted, in his opinion, to a form of 
“political Luddism”8 and backwardness. While we could rightfully say that Dobrogeanu- 
Gherea’s and Hobsbawm’s conclusions were to a large extent influenced (and informed) 
by a certain ‘traditional’ Marxist mistrust of anarchism,9 they also reveal a series of dif­
ficulties common to many studies on anarchism.

First and foremost, anarchism’s protean qualities, the fragmentary aspect of its expres­
sions, whether intellectual, political or social, as well as its far-reaching influences in art, 
science, literature, made it somewhat difficult to define it in a comprehensive and total­
izing manner. Approaching the anarchist tradition from different directions, historians of 
anarchism have tried, nevertheless, to map the ‘anarchist invariant’ (or, rather, constella­
tion) and to determine its core characteristics, relations and ideological sources.

George Crowder, one of the prominent historians of anarchist ideas, saw anarchism 
as an eminently modem and European movement, having its intellectual roots in the 
Enlightenment tradition, and its political origins in the revolutions that shaped the 19lh 
century. The British historian’s mapping of the core anarchist concepts relied mainly 
on the survey of Gcxiwin’s, Proudhon’s, Bakunin’s and Kropotkin’s works, considered 
to be the primary repositories of classical anarchism. The common theme shared by all 
these thinkers was, in his assessment, the idea of “an ordered society without coercive 
government.”10 Echoing Crowder’s analyses, Saul Newman defined classical anarchism as 
a form of anti-authoritarian philosophy, embedded in the rationalist, scientist and human­
ist tradition, expressing a radical rejection of the government principle, and the aspiration 
towards a society “established voluntarily and without coercion.”11 Both Crowder’s and 
Newman’s analyses can be included in the “canonical” tradition of anarchist historiogra­
phy, inspired by Paul Eltzbacher’s analysis of anarchist ideas and thinkers.12

The idea of an “anarchist canon” has not escaped, however, critical scrutinv. Matthew 
S. Adams noted that the reduction of anarchist history to a series of hagiographical ac­
counts and conceptual taxonomies, mainly attributable to “the disciplinary dominance of 
political theory in anarchist studies,”13 risked obscuring the rich social and intellectual his­
tory of anarchism, as well as the broader context of its emergence. At the same time, the 
commentaries centered on a specific (and relatively narrow) number of voices, tended, as 
Ruth Kinna pointed out, to obscure the fact that anarchism “extended well beyond the 
activities of a handful of activists in western Europe and that it was transnational from 
the beginning.”14
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The Kropotkinian Turn in Anarchist Historiography

T
here are, however, other, equally influential (and established) approaches to 
anarchism—owing principally to Pyotr Kropotkin’s evolutionary account of an­
archist history (and pre-history)—that suggest different pathways into libertarian 
history. While he didn’t deny the role that certain intellectual figures had in articulating 

the core principles of anarchism, the Russian anarchist did not connect the genealogy of 
the “libertarian idea” to particular texts or personalities, but rather to the diffuse legacy 
of anti-authoritarian popular organizing, which exceeded, he argued, the historical, geo­
graphical and even ideological framework of classical anarchism.

In an article published in 1910 in Encyclopedia, Britannica, Pyotr Kropotkin defined 
anarchism as “a principle or theory of life and conduct under which society is conceived 
without government.”15 Starting from this working definition, he distinguished between 
two great social conceptions which, in his opinion, traversed and shaped human history: 
one inspired by the social and ethical ideal of “anarchy,” egalitarian and communal in 
its outlook; and the other tributar}7 to the authoritarian model. Kropotkin placed anar­
chism firmly within the popular tradition, and in opposition to the hegemonic strand, 
best illustrated by the centralized and hierarchical structures of the state.16 From this 
perspective, anarchism did not represent a mere transitory7 historical (or political) phe­
nomenon. Instead, it pointed to a constant tendency in society, albeit elusive and protean 
in its manifestations. Its roots were to be found in “the constructive, creative activity of 
the people, by which all institutions of communal life were developed,”17 and not neces­
sarily in the “philosophers’ cabinets.”

Needless to say that Kropotkin’s definition, and especially the way in which he traced 
the course of the “anarchist idea,” had a significant echo, especially7 among other lib­
ertarian historians, inclined, as one can easily guess, towards a similar understanding. 
Murray Bookchin spoke, for instance, of a “legacy of freedom” that he opposed, in a 
Kropotkinian fashion, to the “legacy of domination.” Moreover, Bookchin added, an­
archism was not to be understood as a fixed doctrine, but rather as a wide spectrum of 
principles, ideas and movements that formed a distinctive historical current visible “in 
the daydreams of humanity7, in the great ideals and movements—rebellious, anarchic, 
and Dionysian—that have welled up in all great eras of social transition.”18

George Woodcock, the author of a comprehensive history of anarchism,19 criticized 
this approach, and especially its tendency7 towards what he interpreted to be the my­
thologization of anarchism. Bom at the crossroads of different historical eras, revolu­
tions and currents of ideas, anarchism was essentially a synthesis, hence the impression of 
incoherence and heterogeneity, but perhaps also the temptation, suggested Woodcock, 
to credit it with a far too generous historical and ideological scope, as Kropotkin did.

Notwithstanding its potential flaws, the vision proposed by Kropotkin effectively 
revolutionized the understanding of anarchist history, inspiring different alternatives to 
the canonical approach.

Firstly, his emphasis on the popular, collective dimension of anarchist tradition shift­
ed the focus from the pantheon of representative thinkers to the contexts in which ideas 
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developed, thus opening the way for social and cultural histories of anarchism. Secondly, 
the idea of a pervasive and enduring “libertarian legacy,” permeating geographies, his­
torical periods and contexts, challenged the Eurocentric outlook typical of canonical 
interpretations, bringing to light anarchism’s fundamentally global and transnational 
dimensions.

Equally important is the fact that, for Pyotr Kropotkin, anarchism was more than a 
mere political doctrine. It was a “scientific method,” a comprehensive system of knowl­
edge seeking the complete reconstruction of social, economic and politic relations. 
Therefore, the libertarian universalism outlined by Kropotkin in his historical analyses 
was to be understood in relation to the idea of anarchism as a “synthetic philosophy,”20 
embracing the totality of material and social phenomena, as well as science, art or lit­
erature.

Kropotkin’s insistence on the convergence between anarchism and modern science 
and literature, his constant emphasis on “how closely anarchism is connected with all the 
intellectual movement of our own times,”21 were meant to show that anti-authoritarian 
ideas and practices were not reactionary, atavistic outbursts of “political Luddism,” but 
viable alternatives to the dominant narratives of progress and modernity.

Anarchism, suggested Kropotkin, was not anti-modern or opposed to “civilization.” 
On the contrary, anarchists actively and consciously articulated a different conception 
of progress (and of politics), equally inimical to the statist and to the capitalist world 
systems. They affirmed their own views on social renewal and transformation, while at 
the same time mounting a thorough criticism of the implicit (or explicit) assumptions 
that shaped the dominant understanding of what progress meant. In doing so, thev did 
not reject technology, education, mass-media, art and literature, or the latest scientific 
theories, normally associated with the modem. Instead, as Sho Konishi observed, “they 
gave these elements new meaning and created new forms of expression in accordance 
with their anarchist concepts of progress and civilization.”22

It is impossible to think of classical anarchism, for example, without acknowledging 
its role in the dissemination and popularization of science or literature. A case in point is 
the emergence, during the last decades of the 19th century, of the first anarchist circles in 
Romania and their role in disseminating the latest scientific notions, such as Darwinism 
or evolution.23 Equally illustrative is the complex and close relationship that developed 
during La Belle Epoque period in France between avant-garde artistic and literary milieus 
and anarchist militants, groups or publications. However, anarchists succeeded m mobi­
lizing more than the support of a few avant-garde writers or publications. Much of the 
popular and proletarian culture of the Parisian faubourgs, including here the culture of 
Montmartre cabarets, was also imbued with anarchist ideas and practices.24
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Classical Anarchism and 
the Cultures of Non-Domination

A
narchists did not see the participation in formal structures of political power 
as a suitable means of achieving meaningful social change. Unlike their Marxist 
counterparts, they were highly skeptical that social revolution could be achieved 
by engaging in bourgeois and state politics, which they actually saw as a way of reinforc­

ing the status quo. For libertarians, the goal was not the conquest of power through 
(electoral) politics, but the complete emancipation of the proletariat from the system of 
domination as such, epitomized by the state and capitalism. This had been one of the 
main points of contention between anti-authoritarian socialists and Marxists during the 
First International, and one of the fractures that eventually lead to its dissolution.

Anarchists saw domination as a set of institutions, discourses and practices designed 
to sustain, reproduce and justify social inequalities in all aspects of life. The fact that 
libertarians were, generally, detached from electoral or state politics, directed them to­
wards culture as a suitable means of disseminating their ideas. By advocating coopera­
tion, mutual aid, creativity and individual autonomy, anarchists sought to encourage the 
emergence of “cultures of non-domination.” They believed, as David Weir pointed out, 
that “widespread social changes could only occur in the context of some kind of counter­
culture”25 that would present a challenge (and an alternative) to the prevalent bourgeois 
“cultures of domination,” a term coined by Ruth Kinna.26 This also explains the promi­
nent role that knowledge sharing and education played in anarchist circles. The classical 
libertarian tradition included an impressive number of educators and pedagogical in­
novators: from Paul Robin and Francisco Ferrer i Guàrdia (the founder of the famous 
“Modern School”) to Sebastien Faure or Henri Roorda. At the same time, the establish­
ment of free, popular schools, the encouragement of non-repressive pedagogical prac­
tices, as well as the free circulation of skills and knowledge were some of the preferred 
methods put in place by anarchists in order to counter the “cultures of domination.”

If anarchism, as Kropotkin had argued, was a “scientific method,” an intellectual and 
practical template aimed at demystifying authority and reconfiguring the totality of social 
and economic relations, then we could rightfully conclude with Jesse S. Cohn that, what 
at first seemed to be a mere political theory was also a theory of meaning, a reflection on 
language, notions and narratives, and, most importantly, on the way they were produced 
and circulated.27 Anarchist politics, therefore, cannot be understood solely in political 
(theory) terms, but needs to be placed into a broader cultural and discursive context.
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Counter-Publics, Transnational Networks 
and the Political Culture of Anarchism

D
uring the second half of the 19th century, a pervasive anarchist cultural field 
started to take shape, as anarchists developed their own discursive spheres 
and practices, based on anti-authoritarian values and principles. These distinc­
tive anarchist spheres—which Kathy E. Ferguson suggestively described as “anarchist 

counterpublics”28—were laboratories and, at the same time, vehicles of anarchist ideas. 
Anarchist counter-publics were articulated through public speeches, lectures and direct 
agitation, through popular songs, poetry, theatre, or the printing of books, pamphlets 
and other publications. However, the main and “the most visible and the universal in­
stitution of anarchist movements”29 remained the anarchist press. Citing historians Jean 
Maitron and Alain Droguet, Constance Bantman identified “three key functions for the 
anarchist press: spreading political views, arguing for revolutionary change and—a less 
usual role, more specific to anarchism—serving as an organization, a party.”30

Anarchists generally rejected centralized, hierarchical organizations, favoring looser, 
quasi-informal, network-type structures. As a consequence, publications became centers 
(or nodes) for anarchist organizing and the spread of libertarian literature. They en­
sured a certain continuity, serving as “correspondence bureaus,” while also functioning 
as discursive arenas, where ideas were circulated and debated. Anarchist periodicals thus 
“played a decisive role in the cultural construction of anarchism as an identity, an ideol­
ogy and a movement.”31

Migration and the broad social composition of anarchist milieus favored, on the 
other hand, cross-linguistic and cross-cultural exchanges. Fleeing political repression, 
or simply migrating in search of work, anarchists spread their ideas around the globe, 
constantly changing geographies, identities, languages, or social status. An extensive 
network of publications followed the migration paths of militants. The abundance of 
anarchist literature and its built-in transnational character can also explain the broad 
radiation of anarchist ideas and practices at the time, all over the globe, from Japan, to 
Russia, and from Romania, to France, the us or Argentina. At the same time, it is im­
portant to point out the role that translation played in the creation and proliferation of 
transnational anarchist networks and counter-publics.32

Taking into consideration the cultural dimension of classical anarchism, as well as 
its transnational character and specific (counter)discursive functioning, current studies 
of anarchism have generally departed from the canonical framework of interpretation, 
adopting broader scope and methods.

Critically reassessing the canonical interpretation, Matthew S. Adams reflected on 
the need to reconccptualize the way we approach anarchist ideas and history; advocat­
ing for studies informed by recent methodological developments in cultural and social 
history; Political theory alone cannot offer, he argued, a comprehensive and nuanced 
perspective on the complex and, sometimes, ambiguous tradition of anarchism. While 
still “taking anarchist ideas as worthy objects of historical study,”33 Adams proposed a 
contextualist history, which would take into account the specific symbolic and embodied 
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practices underpinning the growth of ideas, and the attempts by anarchists “to fashion a 
distinctive political culture.”34

hi his compelling study of Italian anarchism as a transnational movement, Davide 
Turcato challenged interpretations of anarchism that represented it as an amorphous, 
incoherent and essentially primitive movement. Turcato pointed out that the issue of 
discontinuity and incoherence, also brought up by historians in relation to Italian anar­
chism, was essentially related to the limiting analytical framework adopted—predomi­
nantly national in scope—and to a certain opaqueness peculiar to anarchist movements 
in general, which had been misread by historians, and driven to secretiveness by state 
repression. Therefore, in order to reveal “the more complex patterns of how anarchists 
organized and provided continuity to their movement,”35 Turcato proposed a broader, 
transnational approach to the study of Italian anarchism. It was precisely in these pat­
terns and specific discursive practices, he suggested, that we might find the "anarchist 
invariant’ and coherence, rather than in the abstract convergence of ideas. Turcato also 
adopted a network-based analysis, focusing on “the most densely and continuously con­
nected nodes” in this transnational network: the anarchist press, playing the role of 
an informal institution, on one hand; and, on the other, the life and activity of Errico 
Malatesta, a prominent figure in the Italian anarchist movement.36

This methodological approach favored by Turcato is similar to Constance Bantman’s 
biographical, print-based and transnational study of French anarchism,37 combining the 
description of the various militant networks with a detailed analysis of Jean Grave’s ac­
tivity and role as a libertarian editor; or to Benedict Anderson’s mapping of the complex 
exchanges between anarchism, anti-colonial and national movements in the Philippines 
during the late 19th century.38 Anderson’s analysis emphasized the crucial role played by 
the print media in the constitution of global political communities and the dissemina­
tion of ideas, while closely following the biographies of three key intellectual figures of 
the period.

Anarchism in Romania: An Ignored History?

A
lthough anarchism has never inspired a significant popular following in Ro­
mania, as it did, for example, in Spain, and didn’t have the literary and political 
breadth of the French movement, or its global outreach, the penetration and 
spread of anarchist ideas had not been completely insignificant or echoless in Romania. 

Nonetheless, a typical assumption had been for a long time that ""we did not have a 
proper militant movement or anarchist theorists.”39

Mostly ignored or forgotten, the history of anarchism in Romania suffered from the 
same “opaqueness” that Davide Turcato touched upon in relation to Italian anarchism. 
There were a series of both external and internal factors at play in this process of histori­
cal invisibilization. At a scholarly level, the focus on political theory and methodological 
nationalism, and, frequently—as in Hobsbawm’s case—the historian’s own political bi­
ases; at a historical level, the repression against anarchists, which was a recurrent theme 
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in all anarchist histories. Lastly, the lack of formal, durable anarchist institutions, as 
libertarians preferred to organize in informal structures and loose networks, frequently 
based on personal affinities, made it difficult for historians to draw comprehensive, sta­
ble pictures of the movement.

There have been several attempts at outlining the contours of the classical period of 
anarchism in Romania.40 The earliest ones are: Max Nettlau’s list of periodicals, pam­
phlets, translations and other anarchist publications published in his Bibliography of An­
archy41 in 1897; Eugen Relgis’ pamphlet “Libertarians and Pacifists from Romania,” 
published initially in France in 1951;42 and Vladimiro Munoz’s anthology from the 
1970s, The Rumanian Libertarians, dedicated to some of the prominent figures of the 
movement: Joseph Ishill, Panait Mușoiu, Eugen Relgis etc.

Two details stand out in relation to these initial surveys of Romanian anarchism. First 
of all, they all belonged to authors with definite libertarian leanings. Secondly, they were 
published outside of Romania and remained generally unknown there. These two details 
point to the fact that anarchism in Romania was not an exclusively local or “national” 
phenomenon. Anarchists such as Panait Mușoiu, for example, occupied a marginal— 
political as well as cultural—position at home. They participated nevertheless in wider, 
transnational revolutionary networks, and held a distinct place in this parallel political 
and discursive landscape. This, in turn, made them more susceptible to be recognized 
by an international anarchist audience than by a national one, hence the relative “abun­
dance” of international libertarian sources on Romanian anarchists.

A more recent contribution is Câlin Cotoi’s excellent overview of the emergence of 
social modernity in Romania during the 19th century.43 His analysis, inspired by Benedict 
Anderson’s work on fin-de-siecle transnational anarchist networks, and also anchored 
in a biographical approach, marks a turning point in the historiography of Romanian 
anarchism. Cotoi follows the life (and political) trajectories of three 19th centurv an­
archists—Nicolae Russel, Nicolae Codreanu, and Zamfir Arbure-Ralli—trying to map 
the complex personal, intellectual and ideological landscape they travelled through. 
The study is illustrative for their formative role in the emergence of a local progressive 
cultural and political sphere. Contemporanul, the famous literary and scientific maga­
zine that appeared in lassy during the 1880s, was a telling example in this respect. The 
group publishing it had been initially under the influence of “Bakuninist” ideas and 
figures, such as Nicolae Russel, and even claimed at some point their adherence to an­
archist principles.44 At the same time, the constitution of a distinct (counter)discursive 
sphere was intimately linked to the practice of translation, as numerous texts bv Reclus, 
Kropotkin, Bakunin, Jean Grave or Jules Vallès, were translated and circulated within 
small study and discussion circles, inspired by the revolutionary circles in Russia.

Apart from its cultural and discursive dimensions, another equally important element 
defining the narodnik period of anarchism in Romania, which Cotoi amply discusses, 
was its basic transnational character. The anarchists’ involvement on a local level did not 
prevent them from continuing to be actively involved in various revolutionarv projects, 
extending from France to Switzerland, Romania, and Russia. Romania thus became one 
of the main transit points for the smuggling of subversive literature into Russia, and 
part of a wider, transnational network that linked revolutionaries from all over Europe.
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Panait Mușoiu and Revista Ideei: A Case-Study

I
T is this fin-de-siecle political and cultural landscape, infused with socialist and anti­
authoritarian ideas, that engendered a durable and distinct anarchist movement in 
Romania.

The “heyday” of Romanian anarchism is closely linked to the figure of Panait Mușoiu 
and to his activity as a publisher, translator and editor, a period stretching roughly from 
the last decade of the 19th century until the First World War. In 1900, after being in­
volved in a series of short-lived editorial projects, he founded the most important an­
archist publication in Romania, Revista Ideei (Idea Review), published under his care­
ful guidance until 1916. By its endurance and continuity, but first and foremost by its 
wide reach, nationally and internationally, and its broad thematic coverage, Revista Ideei 
became one of the most important vehicles for the dissemination of socialist literature 
and revolutionary ideas in Romania. Mușoiu’s paper thus gained an almost institutional 
status, much like other well-known anarchist publications at the time, Freiheit, Freedom, 
Les Temps Nouveaux etc.

Taking Constance Bantman’s relational and biographical approach to French anar­
chism as a methodological guide and focusing primarily on the particular role played 
by the anarchist press (namely, Revista Ideei) in the development of the local libertarian 
movement, I would like to briefly outline some of the most relevant aspects related to 
its publication and circulation.

Quite atypically for other anarchist publications of the period, which usually pub­
lished passionate manifestos calling for social revolution, the program announced in 
the first issue was, actually, an extensive program of translations, as Revista Ideei, wrote 
Mușoiu, aimed at “enriching Romanian literature with all the best works from foreign 
literatures.”45 While the relatively mild tone adopted by the paper can also be explained 
by Mușoiu’s wish to deflect any unwanted attention by the police, it also reveals the 
pivotal role that the practice of translation and the popularization of translated texts had 
in the emergence of the local anarchist circles.

Panait Mușoiu’s collection included a large number of titles, mostly translations from 
authors such as Chernyshevsky, William Morris, John Stuart Mill, Bertrand Russell, or 
Maeterlink. A sizeable part of his publications were nevertheless dedicated to the “clas­
sics of anarchy”: Bakunin, Kropotkin, Stirner, Sebastien Faure, Malatesta, Henry David 
Thoreau etc. Revista Ideei thus contained the most comprehensive collection of anarchist 
literature in Romanian. Also worth mentioning is the fact that some of the translations 
published by Panait Mușoiu were the first editions to appear in Romanian. A case in 
point is Thoreau’s Walden, a text that he translated from a French edition and published 
in 1936. Another example is Nikolay Chernyshevsky’s influential novel What Is to Be 
Done? that Mușoiu translated in 1896, also after a French version. Last but not least, 
Mikhail Bakunin’s, God and the State, one of the most influential texts of classical anar­
chism, was also translated and published by the indefatigable anarchist editor in 1918.

Panait Mușoiu’s extensive program of translations was not only a means of importing 
foreign literature, but principally a form of participation in the broader, transnation­
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al anarchist network, as Revista Ideei became one of its important “nodes.” Moreover, 
Mușoiu’s editorial efforts cannot be detached from the personal relationships that he 
often developed over time with other libertarian militants, writers or publishers. Many 
of the texts Mușoiu published in his paper were taken, for example, from Les Temps Nou­
veaux, the most important anarchist publication in France at the time, edited by Jean 
Grave, one of his long-standing and constant correspondents.

Les Temps Nouveaux was not the only source of anarchist texts for Revista Ideei, which 
had numerous connections with other notable libertarian publications: Freiheit, Arbeiter 
Freynd, Freedom, Mother Earth, Tierra y Libert ad.

At the same time, Mușoiu’s paper functioned as an organ for the Romanian anarchist 
movement, and acted as a liaison and organizational hub. This did not mean, however, 
that its scope was strictly local; quite the contrary Revista Ideei gained numerous sub­
scribers and correspondents in the United States, mostly among Jewish anarchists who 
had emigrated from Romania at the turn of the 20th century. They were some of the 
most active and dedicated contributors to the paper, sending regular correspondences to 
Mușoiu for publication. Some of them, like the interesting group from Leclaire, Illinois, 
even edited their own “intimate paper” called La Coș/The Wastebasket. These groups of 
workers generally remained involved in the local anarchist movement, which they sup­
ported financially and by contributing regularly to its periodical. In a reply to a letter 
send by a Nathaniel Finkelstein from Colorado, Panait Mușoiu admitted that Revista 
Ideei was not strictly a local organ, but was “meant to inspire all those who know Roma­
nian, wherever they may be in the world.”46 Thus, Revista Ideei, similarly to other popu­
lar anarchist papers at the time, had a global outreach, with readers and contributors 
from Switzerland, France, Hungary, Great Britain, Italy, Bulgaria or the United States.

Conclusions

T
he spread of anarchist ideas in Romania was accompanied by an intense activity 
of popularization of science and an increasingly important literary and editorial 
production, including numerous translations. For the early anti-authoritarian so­
cialists, as well as for Panait Mușoiu later on, translation was an important political and 

cultural strategy. It played a crucial role in the formulation of an anarchist (counter) 
discursive sphere.

Translation was part of a wider “culture of circulation” (as Kathy Ferguson called it), 
highlighting the transnational pattern of emergence and development of classical anar­
chism in general. A pivotal role in sustaining anarchist counter-publics and transnational 
networks was played by the anarchist press, and, in a broader sense, by the circulation 
of anarchist literature. We could thus say that the practice of translation was embedded 
from the start into anarchist politics and culture.

All in all, the benefits of a transnational (and translational) approach that, quoting 
Constance Bantman, “integrates ongoing research into personal and political networks 
with the substantial historiography exploring the cultural politics of anarchism,”4’ are 
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undisputable when trying to trace the contours of less known anarchist expressions and 
figures that would hardly find their way into the “canon” of anarchist history, and which 
are normally excluded from local literary or cultural accounts. It also the case of anar­
chism in Romania, a minor movement which developed, nevertheless, broad transna­
tional ramifications, while also engaging in wider dialogues with local writers, artists 
and cultural figures, still to be uncovered and explored.

□
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Abstract
Political Culture, Translation, and the Emergence of Anarchism in Romania 

at the Turn of the 20th Century

The aim of this paper is threefold. Firstly, it discusses the various approaches to anarchist history, 
arguing that the canonical framework of interpretation, based on political theory and the history 
of ideas, is limiting. At the same time, it explores methodological alternatives to the canonical ap­
proach, advocating for studies informed by recent developments in cultural and social history, with 
an emphasis on transnational, biographical and relational analyses. Secondly, it outlines some of 
the characteristics of anarchist political culture, taking into account the role played by translations, 
print and transnational networks in the emergence of global and anarchist political communities. 
Lastly, it tries to illustrate the cultural and transnational dimensions of classical anarchism by fo­
cusing of Revista Ideei, the most important anarchist publication in Romania at the time.
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