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Ovidiu Pecican

ROMANIAN MASCULINE MODEL

In Romania studies on taking over an identity in accordance with affiliation to one sex or another do not yet enjoy a tradition. Nevertheless, it can be asserted that they will allow the clarification of some highly interesting aspects of the masculine behavior in our country in the past and, also, in the present.

Through all her history, Romania represents a kind of society still strongly linked with the traditional model in which basic occupations are agriculture and cattle raising
. This means nothing other than a man’s functions – as well as a woman’s – within family and society, as the mental reflection of their status, are in a close correlation with the occupational and cultural realities of the past. Fifty years of communism with its forced politics of industrialization and its implicit displacement of peasants from rural to the urban areas have not succeeded in radically changing the representation of man’s and woman’s roles. According to this view -- very generally and even schematically evoked in the following lines -- man is the active element, the one on the move, the one with the initiative, who earns the family’s income and retains authority within it. And, even if things do not always look like this anymore however frequent be the situations differing from the one considered here as characteristic, such cases are still regarded -- especially by middle and senior generations in Romania -- as deviant. But the above is probably characteristic to any traditional model in European society. What are then the differences in representation which make Romanian man’s case a specific one?

Facts become extremely interesting if one asks the question of historical models underlying such type of representations. Why? Despite individual differences, there is a common background within the whole community or a large part of it; it is symptomatic that, through a more or less general consensus, two folklore creations such as Mioriøa and Mãnãstirea Argešului are considered as characteristic for the Romanian people. The main character of the first is the shepherd who will die, killed by his comrades due to their envy of his wealth. But instead of thinking of a resistance strategy to face the threat, he projects himself in all kinds of allegorical representations of death, contemplating them with an obvious esthetic satisfaction. The other ballad -- and in comparison to the first enjoys a much wider circulation in the Balkans as well as in Central Europe
 -- narrates a mason’s repeated efforts to build a cloister that keeps falling down. Proud of having finally succeeded, he boasts to the prince who ordered the building that he is able to build another one at anytime. As a result, the scaffolds are removed, his punishment being to die on the monastery’s roof. But due to his skill, the mason succeeds in manufacturing a pair of wings, ending the same way Icarus did.

One can easily notice, even from the brief summaries above, that both male heroes are predestined to an unjust death, in spite of their qualities, clearly emerging from the ballads. If, on the other hand, we will remember that Romanians are Christian -- Orthodox and Greek-Catholic -- and, as with any other Christian, consciously or not, the paradigm of Christ functions as a model, then we will perhaps have an image of the type of masochism which determines, from the start, that the Romanian male considers himself a victim of injustice, a martyr.

It can be added that due to historical developments in the region, Romanians -- in spite of their often successful fight against foreign invaders -- lived under foreign rule for several centuries, often changing one master for another. This circumstance was sufficient to induce, on one hand, the acquiring of a very clear confirmation of their unfair destiny, and, on the other hand, it lead to suspicion towards foreigners, if not straightforward hostility and xenophobia.

Another consequence of the model sketched here is that, almost regularly, emblematic male characters are chosen -- voluntarily or not -- from among those whose biographies contain the element of sacrifice
: this is the case of Mihai Viteazul [Michael the Brave], unifier of the three principalities at 1600, but murdered by General Basta’s men; this is the case of Constantin Brâncoveanu, a prosperous prince who was thrown by the envy of his relatives from the Cantacuzino family into the hands of the sultan’s executioner and a subsequent martyr for the Christian faith; this is the case of Horia, leader of the peasant uprising from Transylvania in 1784, betrayed by some of his followers and executed on the wheel; this is the case of Tudor Vladimirescu, leader of the anti-Ottoman Revolution of 1821, betrayed by some of his chiefs, cut into pieces by Greek Etherists and thrown into a well.

But the model is operational in the realm of literature, too. Mihai Eminescu, considered Romania’s premier poet and “the fully accomplished man of our culture” according to Constantin Noica, is also the beneficiary of a national cult of a vigorously elegiac color; he died insane, at an age when he hardly had attained the impetus of great creation. Bogdan Petriceicu Hasdeu is an emblematic figure, not only for his titanic work, but also for the way the death of his daughter Iulia collapsed him psychologically, leaving him unable to recover.

How false this model is can be seen from at least by the introduction of some eloquent historical facts. One of them is that in the 13th and 14th centuries when local great powers were undergoing an acute crisis caused by the consequences of the great Tartar-Mongolian invasion, Romanians -- who, only a century ago, were the coagulating factor of the Bulgarian state’s renaissance and of the anti-Byzantine fight, establishing a confederation with Bulgarians and Cumanians -- were founding two new states north of the Danube: Walachia and Moldavia.

The other is the extraordinary historical chance of aggregating their national state when the Versailles Treaty unified Transylvania, Basarabia and Bucovina with the Kingdom of Romania (at the end of 1918) and practically doubled Romania’s territory and population.

Nevertheless, Romanian males continue to think about themselves as potential martyrs, as fate-wronged people and as losers, to the effect that in certain limited situations they act as such.

Let us exemplify the above statement with the behavior of Transylvanian Romanians at the beginning of 1990. For them the tutelary symbol is Avram Iancu. It is pointless to remember that the great Romanian leader of the 1848 Revolution of Transylvania against the Hungarians, who refused granting collective rights to Romanians, died in a state of deep depression after having wandered for years through the Apuseni mountains, playing sad doina songs on his shepherd’s flute. The same martyrdom is shared by another great Transylvanian leader, co-author of the great unification of 1918, dignified and decided leader of the parliamentary opposition and who died in the prison where communist authorities had thrown him. I refer to Iuliu Maniu. Thus, starting from the same model as all other Romanian men, Transylvanians tend to direct their attention to some own “tutelary deities.”

But in Transylvania there also is a Hungarian minority. Without entering into too much detail, I think, because of a series of mythical and historical reasons, that the Hungarian model articulates itself on the dimensions of Attila, Stephen the Saint, Ferenc Rákoczi and Lajos Kossuth. We are, therefore, dealing with an active, aggressive model of claims. Small wonder that besides existing objective motives, i.e., communism’s inheritance and all its complications, this model could lend extra vigor to the claims of Transylvania’s Hungarian minority at the beginning of 1990. My opinion is that had not this “victimary” model existed in the subconscious of Romanian males and in the radical tint of Hungarian protests (accentuated by their own inconspicuous model), the Târgu Mureº riots in March 1990 would not have taken place. Proof for the first part of my hypothesis could be the manifestation throughout articles in virtually all of Romanian newspapers, disproportionate both in tone and dimensions with the weight of the events and revealing a mentality of “besieged fortress,” concerning a dramatically endangered minority. On their side, Hungarians continued their program of claims with relative intransigence (the electing of Lászlo Tökés as a honorary president of the Democratic Union of Romania’s Hungarians isn’t to be only attributed to his part in the triggering of the Revolutionary events in December 1989), keeping on par with the initiative of political steps by their Romanian counterparts.

It could happen that, at closer scrutiny, the above hypothesis wouldn’t hold. It deserves, nevertheless, to be taken into account, and perhaps the male model of civic behavior as outlined in today’s Romania can offer a supplementary explanation where analyses of a different nature fail. 

***

When discussing the Romanian masculine model we must consider the overlapping and even the interference between several divergent models. The one in view came from far below. It is directly related to Romanian mythology, traditional Romanian works and some historical circumstances that happened in the Romanian people's lives.

But there are some active models in Romanian society. The most important one in the result of a tenacious effort by the political and non-political intellectual elite of the modern era.

If we only refer on the last two centuries -- beginning with the moment of national awakening started by the 1821 Revolution -- we can outline this nascent masculine paradigm that manifested itself. We talk about the one of the “fighter for national freedom.” It's symbolical figure was the main leader in the rise to arms, Tudor Vladimirescu. Researchers have developed the complexity of his character: ancient fighter in the Russian-Turkish War (on the Christian army's side), then trustful man of a great landlord and almost always present in the Court Houses of the time. He was a revolutionary “tolerated by the police” in current terms and part of some unclear transactions -- both with the Turkish and the Greek armies -- even during the Revolution. All these attributes stand only as scientific acquisitions rather than registered in the people's mentality. Until today, Tudor Vladimirescu's myth presents him as being a clear, faithful revolutionary, incorruptible, able to sacrifice himself for a noble cause and for the country's interests: political emancipation from the Turkish trusteeship and the struggle to improve the Romanian people's social situation. We should also mention that his military records lend him a romantic halo above his line of bravery and spirit of adventure.

This myth -- the one of the fighter for his country's welfare -- is, of course, the creation of the Romanticism. It was exposed to public attention by the generation of the 1848 Revolution but in defeat the 1848 Revolution only saw it's major ideals realized after a decade with the unification of the two countries: Moldavia and Romania (January 24, 1859) and much later by conquering state's independence (1877-78). The new, united state, inaugurated by Alexandru Ioan Cuza's reforming reign, needed to fortify itself through the propaganda of a popular cult, dedicated to the Prince. Cuza became though a whole cycle of popular stories that became later legend not only the prince of the unification but a symbol for a just state and it's people's prosperity, a real Harun-al Rašid of Romania. His interest for justice, punishing the guilty and compassion for the poor were characteristics meant to gain the people's sympathy for the reign in competition with the landlords’ conservatism.

From our point of view it is worth noticing that these attributes -- along with his patriotism involved in his “’48er’s”past and his central position in the unification -- testifies to an enlargement of the masculine model proposed to the society of the period. Without lacking his military attributes (Cuza was colonel and he is often represented in his superior officer's uniform), the new model points out mostly the civic virtues that occurred in daily life.

Establishing a dynasty on the throne -- and the gesture of linking the date of proclaiming the state's independence on Carol the First's day of birth -- indicates the direction that national propaganda gave to the officially accredited masculine model. The explanation is made up on the request of defeating the idea that the sovereign has foreign origins. Linking him most directly to Romanian interests, the country became an equal partner to other European states. Two other facts will exist within this paradigm. The first is considering King Ferdinand as the one who unified Transylvania with Romania, thus becoming a symbol of Romanian unification. The second is naming the minor Mihai great voivode of Alba Iulia (an other symbol of the unification, evoking, as the name of the Prince shows, the pan-Romanian saga of Mihai Viteazul).

It is obvious why the royal propaganda made the King's figure a prototype not only for patriotism but -- implicitly -- one for Romanian males. In the era marked by the uprising of state-forming nationalism, although a modern, united, independent, national state, the patriotic paradigm the sovereign contemplated was most probably self-imposed.

Furthermore, this model was the product of the intellectual elite that was involved in building up the state. It spread by the means of written culture (press, books) as well as by public life (speeches, conferences, meetings, festivities). It was highlighted for all Romanian citizens. Within the political message, a second component was spread, interested in building up masculine identity.

The problem is not to whom the messages -- launched by the throne and its propaganda -- were addressed to but who shall reach them. Only by answering this question can we establish -- even in general terms -- the impact the messages could have had. We think that the public modeled by this message was, mainly, the instructed one. The more education in school was completed (the years of modeling personality were longer), the more persuasive the effects of education. No wonder that in the period between the two World Wars, the most ferocious nationalists were the students from secondary and high schools, pushing their options to extremism. They were even convinced that their armed actions were legitimate in the name of the national cause. Under the influence of a virile masculine model -- subordinated to the noble cause of patriotism and being sensitive to the nationalist-militant issues, manipulated mostly by extreme-right political parties (A.C. Cuza's L.A.N.C; C. Zelea-Codreanu's "Iron Guard") and present in the speeches of prestigious characters of the culture (Nicolae Iorga, Octavian Goga) -- the students from secondary and high schools were practically the subjects of this kind of modeling. Of course, neither segment of young population whether unaligned or attached to the extreme right's ideologies extinguished the sphere of action of the masculine model: fighter patriot citizen; we can find some characters out of conduct on the public scene, mostly the ones who had other political options.

We could misinterpret from the above mentioned things that royalty is somehow guilty for the political overload of the young generation during the period between the two World Wars. The explanation would oversimplify the situation, and it would be wrong. In fact, the patriotic and masculine model, accredited by the state propaganda and through the King's image, was one that rose from the whole historical evolution of nationalism. The fact that the creation of the united, national, independent state couldn't be achieved in a single historical moment but rather in several parts gave it a long life. We can practically say that this fact took place in the whole period between 1821-1918. A century long. And as it was not about an issue a single section of people (social, professional, age) had in mind, this mobile captured the attention of whole parts of Romania's active population in the Principates and Transylvania. Due to these circumstances parallel with the state's role in promoting the model of the active patriot citizen (even in military sense)
, it is worth mentioning the diverse cultural currents, personalities or resounding creations that gave their contribution, each in its own way, to the prestige of the model. Names such as B.P. Hasdeu, Mihai Eminescu or Nicolae Iorga surrounded the era with great prestige and attached themselves to the concept that disseminates the active virile nationalist model (not in the terms of political activity but in the ones of heroic activities), thus accrediting the same model. All the above mentioned characters -- and others beyond them -- re-read the Romanian past so that they could find reasons to encourage the conception of patriotism and the line of military heroism confronting foreign trusteeship. This fact led to including hostility against the foreigners in the sphere of patriotic virtues, conferring to the Romanian nationalism a xenophobe, anti-Semite shape, developed mostly by the extreme-right parties. It remains significant that facts with these kind of accents never were lacking from party activities -- such as the Liberal Party's -- or some political leaders (liberals by opinion) as C.A. Rosetti and I.C. Brãtianu. Their nationalism and anti-Semitism -- as much as they had -- has to be studied further.

Establishing communism in Romania seemed to basically modify some issues, at least in economics and politics The main figure of the period became the secretary of the Party, who's major attributes are internationalism, the struggle against the capitalist exploitation that belongs to the workers. The above values come, of course, in violent contradiction against the masculine model traditionally accredited by propaganda and the state. In consequence, in the first two decades of Romanian communism (1947-1964) they could not impose these values despite the great efforts of the state and the Communist Party. This explains, in part, why it was necessary not only to compromise political parties and their leaders -- as existed in the period between the two World Wars -- but the physical extermination of the bourgeoisie political leaders, their internment in work-camps and political prisons and their "re-education" in Pitešti-type prisons. However, these kind of efforts yielded no results.

Only the next stage (1965-1989) succeeded where the communism of Gh. Gheorghiu-Dej failed. Nicolae Ceaušescu’s “Golden Era” knew how to identify the necessary propaganda in order to impose the new masculine model. For this they gave up unlimited internationalism -- affirmed by ancestors -- and developed the so-called “nationalist communism,” an alliance between nationalism and communism. The new strategy was looked upon by the Romanian people as a first step on returning to normal and they saluted the recovering of traditional values, even in spite of communism. Putting himself in the position of leader of the national fight for maintaining the state’s independence in the moment of the Soviet invasion upon Czechoslovakia (1968) -- a moment of real international tension -- Ceaušescu succeeded over night through a great move to polarize the sympathy of the people, even if sometimes we could guess the demagogic purposes of the regime regarding economics and social life. He understood that every leader must guarantee a policy of national dignity. The new model Ceaušescu embodied was the one of the heroic patriot, as in the ancient times, that many people liked. “The work-visits” in the factories and in the fields, the raids from time to time among the people all over the country underlined Ceaušescu's quality of being a son of the people, an exponent of the crowd, a populist leader. We can place him, if we like, in line with Cuza and Harun-al-Rašid
. 

Frequent tours abroad and the active foreign policy of the dictator gave prominence to Ceaušescu’s policy of independence and national affirmation. In one word: he was continuing the famous model developed in the period when the united, independent national state was established. In consequence, the masculine model embodied by Ceaušescu allowed adhesions coming from several directions. (This was not possible in Gh. Gheorghiu-Dej's case.) And as he consolidated his regime, transforming it in the second part of the '70s into a personal dictatorship, his national-communist autarchic policy recovered more and more from this ancient xenophobe and nationalist dimension.

Therefore, the ‘90s have inherited a complex situation. A basically changed scale of options does not correspond to the willingness for political changes. No wonder, therefore, that the platform of the National Christian-Democratic Peasant Party (P.N.T.C-D) seeks a still not complete image varying between nationalism, populism and Christian democracy. As for the dominating masculine model in these new conditions, after the revival of the political life and the explosion of the media and press after the removal of the communist regime, other remodeling options have appeared. One is the nationalist one (C. Vadim Tudor, Gh. Funar), and the other is the populist one (Adrian Pãunescu). The two tendencies emerged in the actions of the ex-president, Ion Iliescu. This explains, among other causes, his qualification as a crypto-communist. In fact it is hard to imagine the basic changes of the masculine paradigm promoted by the state and official propaganda. If there shall be any alternative shaped in this field, this can only come from the sphere of the civic society, from the activity of the non-governmental organizations and, nevertheless, from the free mass media. 

Translated by Romulus BUCUR and Enikô BATIZ

� Latest statistics show that the ratio of city population is but 53% as compared with the rural one of 47% (Cf. Cord Jakobeit & Alparslan Yenal, ed., Gesamteuropa. Analysen, Probleme und Entwicklungsperspektiven, Bundeszentrale fur politische Bildung, Bonn, 1993, p.693). We should, nevertheless, mention that, due to specific historical conditions, in most of the small Romanian towns, the dominant mentality is the one belonging to the conservative, traditional type.


� See, for the circulation area, Ioan Taloš, Mešterul Manole, Bucurešti, ed. Minerva, 197 , p. ; Mircea Eliade, De la Zalmoxis la Genghis han, Bucurešti, ed. Humanitas, 1995, p. (Also here, p. – , about “Mioriøa”.)


� Protocronists would too, no doubt, insert here a reference to sacrificing of the best of men in Geto-Dacian rituals of sending a messenger to tutelary gods. More cautious, I refrain from doing so.


� This role, superficially shaped during the short activity of the Muntenian revolutionary government of 1848, is coherently felt only after 1859. This shows that the persuasive action of the Romanian state came into discussion only for the second part of the period.


� From another direction, some actions had their model in the ideologies of two currents: “idyllicism” and “populism,” giving privileges to the peasant and his role in the Romanian society and to the patriarchal past. At their time they marked a refusal of the capitalist present and favored the rural life against the city life. This tendency -- in association with the above mentioned one -- proposed enough clearly (even in subsequent forms) to the Romanian male as a guide in his actions a golden age (placed somewhere in the past) and a heroic masculine model (placed in the paseistic and populist future). On this part Nicolae Ceaušescu resorted to the arsenal of the voivode's history for suggesting his legitimacy in the succession to the noble names he followed, and because he imagined himself in the same voivode's paradigm (his image with the presidential sceptre left no doubt about it).





