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While the overused collocation “Caragiale’s topiydlmay have negative
connotations, because it rather implies the idedat#lism characteristic of our
nation, the term “vitality” is much more suitabte render the ability of Caragiale’s
work to maintain itself alive in our conscience,edio the fact that it has been
resuscitated not only by extra literary reiterasiaf its language and of the social
and political behavior it reflects, but also by remsus writers’ willingness to
refresh its basic constituents within the flux osRCaragialian Romanian literature.
It is almost impossible for anyone who studies, if@tance, Eugen Simion’s vast
analysisScriitori roméani de azi‘Romanian Writers of Today’], to overlook the
frequency of the term “Caragialian” as an atribuged to describe contemporary
prose writers, playwrights and even poets. Oncaatieed this, we could formulate
the hypothesis related to the massive influencelthaCaragiale has exerted on our
literature, to his great power of fascination, e teverberations that his texts have
had on a very large variety of writers, includirfge tcontemporary ones. This
actually proves the fact that the work of our graaywright is still alive, being the
very canvas on which an entire type of literatuse hlready been created, a type of
literature which, in fact, cannot be understoodhuitt having the landmark of
Caragiale’s work in mind. The aim of this papertisdefine and delimit Post-
Caragialian literature, as the needed premise dbatd allow us to surpass the
speculative area within the limits of which anyadission about the perrenial nature
of Caragiale’s work would otherwise take place.

The term “Post-Caragialian” is an attribute whiotplies not only a temporal
determination, but also a structural one, as itingsf the writers who were
chronologically Caragiale’s followers, at the satime pertaining to his aesthetic
matrix, whether they had “the acute awareness wfgbthe successorgSpiridon
2000: 39) or not. The core of the term “Post-Caligin” is that of “Caragialism”,
on the understanding of which the correct and eglewaffiliation of the writers to
this Romanian literary current depends. Althougé thajority of interpreters of
Caragiale’s work have tried to capture the esseht€aragialism” by emphasizing
only one or a few of its distinctive marks, we ddes that we should take into
account two meanings of the term (llie 2012: 24-A)st, rather than reducing
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Caragialism to a certain style, an attitude or, Gs Gilinescu put it, “an
individualized manner of talking” @inescu 1998: 447), we define it as “a group of
defining features of Caragiale’s work, namely thfisstures that can be found at the
intersection of the typological axes with the thémane and with that of the style”
(llie 2012: 24). Mitia, the demagogue politician, the characters thatn ftie
conjugal triangle, “the trifle”, “the great gibbsh™, “the carnival”, the
gastronomical euphoria, the slum, the comic, “tbait realism”(Fanache 1997: 8),
the absurd, “the moment”, “the theme with variasibtechnique etc. are among

these emblems. Nevertheless, we have specified that

Caragialism is more than a museum-like string @ftsmf arms, it is rather a
pervasive spirit that is suddenly revealed by medi&roust-like flashlights provided
by an intertextual type of reading of Romaniarréitare understood in Borge’s terms
as "the great text”. A certain collocation, a sitom, a gesture of the literary
character, a certain mark of the style etc. sp@aasly activate that cultural memory
which immeditely relates the text being read wita Caragialian “hypotext” which is
thus refreshed (llie 2012: 418).

More exactly, the direct allusions to marks relatedthe language of
Caragiale’s “heroes”, the act of remodelling infeliént fictional context certain
types that were exemplary created in his sketchdsamedies, such as the the one
of Mitic4, of the demagogue, of the pseudo-scientist etthawe variations that can
be reduced to themes from Caragiale’s patrimongh &8 that of the urban family
and of the political scene, and finally, the sisioig reevaluation of certain textual
techniques that were inaugurated in his prose, ifigtance “the theme with
variations”, “the list”, “selfreferentiality” andoson, certify the fact that his model is
viable and, at the same time, definitely refutesttiesis about the perishable nature
of his work.

It is a well established fact that Anghel Demetiegin some studies
published in 1896 and 1903), Pompiliu Eliade, cti@m@sed by Dorina Gsoiu as
»the most perfidious of all adversaries”@Soiu 2002: 18), Eugen Lovinescu and
many other interpreters of Caragiale’s work shatexl opinion that “Caragiale’s
playwrighting, so deeply rooted in the social ardditigal realities of the day, is
doomed to die quickly” (Gisoiu 2002: 24). We have mentioned in the chapter
Semnul lui Caragialg'Caragiale’s Sign’] from our boolkJn veac de caragialism
[‘One Century of Caragialism’] that in spite of Hgedark forecasts,

the reception of Caragiale’'s work was not imposed the public by means of

explanatory footnotes, as E. Lovinescu prophésiedt by its vivid presence in the

substance of the literature that was written afBaragiale’s death. Out of the

Caragialian “games with more strategies” (FI. Masol 1983: 262), the one played
with his posterity was won not because he assureself a place in our great classical
writers’ Pantheon, but due to the fact that he edamore lodes that could be later on
explored in turn by many writers that followed Hituition (llie 2012; 25-26).

! The intended title of Mircea lorgulescu’s famousper published a&seu despre lumea lui
Caragiale(Essay on Caragiale’s Wordlorgulescu 1988).

2 Caragiale. 1. Considerani asupra Momentelor lui. 2. Considgiani asupra actualiiii
literaturii lui (Lovinescu 1979: 175).
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In this way, Caragialism has always remained pteseour literature, though
only some of its components were emphasized inemdifft literary periods.
Generally, we have noticed that for the period egponding to the end of the 19th
century, some authors, such as G. Ranetti, Gied8u, Anton Bacalla can be
easily recognized as Caragiale’s followers esplgcia a result of contaminations at
the level of expression, most of their famous cttara talking “in the style and with
the syntax® of Caragiale’s heroes. During the interwar peritidy most striking
resemblances occur in the domains of typology &edhes, since one can discover
descendents of the Caragialian Miticof the “trifler” of the politician, of the
seducer etc. in the novels of Mateiu Caragiale cééirEliade, Tudor Arghezi, even
Hortensia Papadat- Bengescu and @in€scu or in certain plays of Camil Petrescu,
Mihail Sebastian, Liviu Rebreanu. Although typolmjiand thematic recurrences still
exist in the prose of the writers affiliated to tbe called “School of Targayue”
(Mircea Horia Simionescu, Costacheia@hnu) and then in that of some poets and
prose writers from the 80's (Mircea Nedelciu, Ghidilin, Sorin Preda, loanitust
etc.), in their case the main stress is put onr¢waluation of those elements of a
certain Caragialian “textual engineering”. Finallypwadays Caragiale’s mark is
visible especially in the rather annoying and esi#esuse of irony and gibe in the
media. That is why we need a global definition afr&gjialism, since its essence is
thus revealed by an endless fluctuation of sormits afifferent constituents preferred,
as shown, at some points by certain categoriesitdra/ (llie 2012: 25-26).

The second meaning of the term Caragialism resldtgously out of this
diachronical evolution, namely that of an “attitugli and aesthetic parentage of
Caragiale’s spirit and art’(llie 2012: 306). Theealdy mentioned examples imply
that this lineage consists of writers of variougmations. It is worth mentioning
that in order to establish the dimension of Calagigposterity, we should not limit
it to those writers who clearly admitted their dégy congenerity with Caragiale.
Although such declarations of adherence and acceptaf their role as successors
can be found especially among the representativége B0’s -O noui scoali a lui
Caragiale [[A New School of Caragiale], signed by lon Sim{1989), Modelul
Caragiale ['The Model Caragiale’lby Florin laru (1983),Competiia continui
[The Continuous competition’] by Sorin Preda (1988ocaia succesoral [The
Successor Vocation’] by Vasile Gogea (1988)he existence of such documents
should not be the only criterion of inclusion iretaragialian tradition, because it
fails to offer a panoramic view of the true imp&aragiale’s work has had on our
literature. But, if we take into account the cadfiintertextual type of reading, which
allows us to construct a larger corpus of textshenbasis of the so called “memory
associations” (Riffaterre 1981: 4), then we carnude in the Post-Caragialian trend
writers that are either obviously indebted to tmeag forerunner, as could be the
case of G. Ranetti and even Al.O. Teodoreanu, imarkably original and hardly
connectable with Caragiale at first sight. As aultesf our inventory and analysis,
we divided Caragiale’s literary descendents in mmategories. The first and the

% paraphrase of the title of a brief text calledstilul si cu sintaxa Monitorului oficia[‘In the Style
and with the Syntax of the Official Monitor’], inhich Caragiale only selects a sample of wrongly
built complex sentences, specific to uneducateglpasho are in charge with writing official reparts
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most uncontroversial one refers to writers, such Degnian Sinoiu, Tudor
Musatescu, Al. Kiriescu, lon Biesu, Teodor Mazilu etc. who are inevitably related
to Caragiale due to the fact that they approacheaomic and could not or did not
even want to step out of his shadow. A second gumifes authors such as Mircea
Eliade, Camil Petrescu, Hortensia Papadat Bengebiy Rebreanu, Tudor
Arghezi, |. Peltz, Gib. |. Mikescu,Mihail Sadoveanu who are major representatives
of other literary currents and for whom the conimecivith Caragiale seems rather
surprising.Yet, this type of intertextual reading reveals éof Caragiale in certain
novels such afkomanul adolescentului miopThe Novel of the Short-sighted
Adolescent’], GaudeamusDubla existen: a lui Spiridon Vidastra[The Double
Existence of Spiridon &lastra’],Huliganii [ The Hooligans'], intoarcerea din Rai
[The Return from Heaven’], in short-stories suchSarpele['The Snake’Jwritten

by Mircea Eliade, in Camil Petrescu’s plMitica Popescuin Hortensia Papadat
Bengescu’s novelogodnicul['The Fiancé’] in Liviu Rebreanu’s play#\postolii
[The Apostles’],Plicul [The Envelope’],in Tudor Arghezi’'s play®odi and Podi,
Neguatorul de ochelari [The Glasses Seller], Patriotul [The Patriot],
Interpretri la cleptomanie['Comments on Kleptomania’], in his noveéimitirul
Buna Vestirg“The Annunciation” Cemetery’], and in his satiagk proseTablete
din Tara de Kuty['Tablets from The Kuty Land’]in I. Peltz’ novelActele vorbgte
[‘Actions Talks'], in Gib. I. Mihaescu's novels, especially ifilele si nogile unui
student intarziaf The Days and Nights of a Delayed Studeriti]short-stories such
as La “Grandiflora” [‘At “Grandiflora™], Pacaleala ['The Trick’], in Mihall
Sadoveanu’s pla¥ile vesele, duprazboi[‘Happy Days after the War’]. We called
the third group, in which we included Mihail Sehbast and George-Mihalil
Zamfirescu, the category of “Promethean offspriffe 2012: 27), because we
consider that, in their lyrical and respectivelgrkd comedies or melodramas, they
attempted to distinguish themselves from the Catiagi tradition without managing
to avoid being compared to and, consequently, &tsdcwith Caragiale.

A special category is formed by the creators foromhCaragiale’s work
represents not only a non-avoidable valuable lamkmbut also a treasure of
intuitions and notable anticipations. In other vrthese writers may be considered
Post-Caragialian if we turn the intertextual spggks the other way round, namely
from Caragiale’s texts towards theirs. Thus, asmdg the dimension of the absurd,
I.L. Caragiale’s posterity is enriched with Urmu2agini bizare['Bizarre Pages’],
in the palimpsest of which an attentive readingaiers Caragiale’s sign in the
bewildering re/deconstruction of the type of théitipian or scientist “trifler”, of the
conjugal triangle and of “the mecanomorfous méRaloti 2000: 471) as well as in
the ironic, grotesque, allusive, allegorical styfd. the same time, the inchoate
techniques related to the anti-literature as wellhe comic of the absurd constitute
decisive reasons for integrating Urmuz in the ggllef Post-Caragialian writers.
The Post-Caragialian route of this type offers gampg stopovers, for instance
Tudor Arghezi's essays in playwright and his novef®r example, his play
Negudtorul de ochelari['The Glasses Seller’], published in 1968, but athe
written in 1928, relates intertextually both to @giale’s sketchPetiriiune ['The
Petition’], and to Eugen lonescu’s sket8hlonul autoThe Auto Salgnand to his
play Englezete firad professor['English without Teachers’]. This entitles us to
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consider Arghezi's play “the missing link” betwe€&aragiale and the author of
Céantireara chealdi [The Bald Prima Donna’], rather than between Urnarzd
Eugen lonescu, as Nicolae Manolescu consideretféxolescu 2008: 635).

This kind of progressive/prospective affiliation@aragialism, which actually
means that Caragiale’'s texts experimented scripti@ehniques that would be
claimed by ulterior currents of wide scope, is @lua@lso for the prose writers
Mircea Horia Simionescu and Costacheér®nu, as well as for the writers known
as “the generation of the 80’s”, who reverentiafijace themselves “at Mr.
Caragiale’s door”, as loan Laciissays memorably in one of his short-stories.
Unlike Paul Zarifopol, who considered that “theeimtiptions and the theoretical
annexes” (Zarifopol 1930a: XLII) in CaragialePBoveste['Story’], Douwi loturi
[Two Lottery Tickets’] and some other short-st@jeare annoying and “uselessly
integrated in the textgZarifopol 1930b: 18), the representatives of “Tiiégovite
School” and those of the 80’s seem to appreci@setinchoate forms of Caragialian
“referentiality” and “selfreferentiality” above athe aspects of Caragialism (llie
2012: 182). Together with “the collage”, “the listthe theme with variation”, these
actually became frequent techniques practised vedtels by the “Romanian
Postmodernists” (8tirescu 1999: 142-402) and their “precursbr@he absurd
and “the texistence” (Mirceadtarescu) are, therefore, among the components from
the Caragialian paradigm which were augmentedhermne hand in Urmuz’ bizarre
prose and on the other hand, in Mircea Horia Sieson’s and Costache &B¢anu’s
disconcerting prose. Since Urmuz is widely accepie&ugen lonescu’s forerunner
and the Targoyte writers are proved to have anticipated RomaR@stmodernism,
Caragiale should be recognized as both Eugen loisessnd the Romanian
Postmodern writers’ “precursors’ precursor” (lliel12: 233).

Another way of identifying Post-Caragialian litareg¢ is to consider it a
“second degree kind of literature“which would include, apart from the easily
recognizable network of “intertexts”, a number bfpertexts” based on perceivable
Caragialian “hypotexts”, together with an ever gimgvamount of “metatexts”.
While the intertextual relations, in the variougnfis of allusions, quotations or
simply any type of microscopically small traces Gfaragiale’s mark are
innumerable and actually unmatched by any other d&dem writer, examples of
“hypertexts” are not so numerous. We could men#®. Teodoreanu’ sketches
Manevre['Maneouvres’], S-au sugrat profesorii['The Teachers Became Upset’],
Tudor Muwatescu’s Post-restant['Post-Restant’], Camil Petrescu’s playlitica
Popescu Mircea Horia Simionescu’s short-stoAcceleratul complimenteldfThe
Fast Train of Compliments’], loanacust’s series of sketchelsa usa domnului
Caragiale['At Mr. Caragiale’s Door’] from his volum&€u ochi blanz{*With Kind
Eyes’]. All of them have in common the attempt tgstallize the “geometric place”
of Caragialism in symbiotic texts that can be chlomage-like pastiches and
parodies (llie 2012; 308). These examples actualyfirm that in each important
period of our literature, |.L. Caragiale’s textsn@ned a model and a challenge at

4 Mircea Horia Simionescu, Radu Petrescu, Costatlie@u are considered by lon Bogdan Lefter
the first Romanian Postmodernists, therefore RoamaRbstmodernists’ forerunners (Lefter 2003).

® If we were allowed to use one of G. Genette’s fasngollocations and to paraphrase his
distinctions between “transtextual” relations: "leyfexts”, “hypotexts”, “metatexts” (Genette 1982).
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the same time, a decisive test for the “appreriticelso have assimilated his
“lessons” and can continue his work on their own.

If we sum up the results of combining various cigteof identifying
I.L. Caragiale’s traces in the subsequent litemture conclude that writers such as
AlLO. Teodoreanu, Tudor Matescu, Al. Kiriescu, lon Biesu, Mircea Eliade,
Camil Petrescu, Liviu Rebreanu, Tudor Arghezi, dlt®, Gib.l. Mihiescu, Mircea
Horia Simionescu, Urmuz, Eugen lonescu etc. canafidiated with Post-
Caragialism, understood as a distinct Romaniamalgedirection. However, one
should not consider that, because of this categiioiz, these authors lose anything
from their own literary integrity. On the contrateir literary identity is enriched
through this original manner of exerting their vik@a of being our greatest
playwright’s worthy successors. Thus demonstratbd, amazing fertility of the
Caragialian textual seeds, explored in this immditeeary posterity, categorically
disproves E. Lovinescu’'s thesis according to whidh Caragiale’s work is
ephemeral and proves, on the contrary, its longplgwitality. That is why, instead
of focusing on the commemoration of one hundredsyesince |.L. Caragiale’s
death, we should rather see it as an opportunitynaok the anniversary of one
century of Caragialism in Romanian literature.
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Abstract

The paper outlines the dimension and the configamadf the vast literary Caragialian
lineage. This everlasting fluorescence of the Galiag texts in the flux of our literature
definitely proves I.L. Caragiale’'s work's undeniabVitality. In order to identify all
Caragialian traces both diachronically and syncicadly, i.e. to demonstrate that we could
consider delimiting a distinctive Romanian literargnd, we have simultaneously applied
more criteria to a large number of writers: thesece of certaiars poeticawhich can be
seen as “patrilineal” documents confirming theithmus’ adherence to the aesthetics of
Caragialism, the act of re-creation and revaluatidntypological, thematic or stylistic
constituents of the Caragialian paradigm, the reitmp and augmentation of elements of
this paradigm, which anticipated literary curreotsvide scope, such as the literature of the
absurd and Postmodernism and, eventually, the texblar effort to refine the Caragialian
“hypotext” into Post-Caragialian “hypertexts” asnmage paid to the great forerunner. Out of
the combination of these criteria, there comes tlaclusion that writers such as
Al.O. Teodoreanu, Tudor Matescu, Al. Kiriescu, lon Biesu, Mircea Eliade, Camil
Petrescu, Liviu Rebreanu, Tudor Arghezi, I. Pel@ib.l. Mihiaescu, Mircea Horia
Simionescu, Urmuz, Eugen lonescu can be affiliateéost-Caragialism, not as epigones,
but rather as worthy descendents with their owerdity identity enriched by this original
manner of assimilating our greatest playwright'ssion.
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