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Abstract: The subversion of Professor Martin's essays lies precisely in the fact that he equally defends 
the evidence, the fake and the truth, posing, in turn, in the body of each of them. The great elegance of 

the approach rises from the tolerant, pluralistic and dialogical vision of the evidence; from the 

strength to empathize even with evil, precisely to understand it to its fullest extent. As a man of 
nuances, he slips into the cloak of radicalism not to destroy it, but to understand it, because "in a 

confrontation of opinions or ideas, in everyday life or in intellectual disputes, nuance implies a 

strengthening of one's own positions by even the respect shown to opposing positions; withdrawal is 
actually a safer repositioning. 
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The way in which Professor Mircea Martin approaches the idea is, if you can say so, 

paraphrasing, that of a "center extremist". It is already a cliché to place him around ideas and 

metacriticism, in the territory of concept and theory, but, as he himself highlights his map of 

writing, he opts for the organicity of expression, for "the diction of ideas and not their 

rhetoric", without be careful to recognize the involvement of living, the assimilation of ideas 

and only then their emergence, but not built as external objects, but "as an existential posture 

of our own, as a possibility for us to be". 

As he testifies well in a previous book (The Declamation of Ideas1): "For me, 

choosing - even a word - already means choosing yourself and having style means being able 

to bring together thinking, writing and personal life in a homogeneous figure. I don't believe, 

therefore, only in the theoretical vocation of the form, like Valery, but also in its power of 

ontological irradiation. The aesthetics of writing carries within itself an ethics." In other 

words, although it is difficult to reformulate what has already been formulated so clearly, we 

are dealing with a kind of purely conceptual "expansion of the field of struggle" towards its 

somatic level, in which the interiority lived alongside the exteriority of the theoretical 

vocation become a whole, they make possible the ideal meeting between substance and form. 

And, perhaps, precisely the pulsating content of the idea - it is straight, rigorously disciplined 

by form, represents the most valuable part of its way of "choosing" "in a homogeneous 

figure". In other words, how is more important than what. 

Mircea Martin's extreme scrupulousness in presenting himself editorially is notorious, 

but not only for this reason, each new appearance represents a cultural event. Each separate 

book - built unitarily or a collection of texts - is built on the skeleton of an ideational 

narrative not only of great finesse, but also of great originality. The critic is not the servant of 

one and the same theme, but puts himself at the service of a thematic kaleidoscope from 

which, with each individual book, he cuts out a new scene of the theater of ideas, detaches a 

new aspect of the game of interactions between thinking, writing and living. This time, the 

pivot around which his new book revolves2 is the essay with the same title. Essay which, as 

                                                             
1 Mircea Martin, Dicțiunea ideilor, Editura Cartea Românească, 1981; ediţia a II-a, Bucureşti, Editura All, 2010; 
eseuri asupra unor autori români şi străini, precum şi asupra condiţiilor de posibilitate a scriiturii teoretice. 
2 Mircea Martin, Radicalitate şi nuanţă, Edit. Tracus Arte, Bucureşti, 2015. 
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in the case of other professions of faith successively published as facets of his being, is the 

expression of his present being. What this new ideological narrative particularly reveals is an 

ever-increasing appetite for understanding and questioning the present, an increased desire 

for involvement not only in the cultural Agora, but also an undisguised need for civic 

responsibility. A fine shift of emphasis from the aesthetic dimension to the ethical one. And 

because his current existential posture is experiencing, to put it euphemistically, unusual 

conjunctures, as we all experience otherwise, the approach necessarily becomes a more 

committed one. The temperature at which the critic lives his ideas is also, due to the force of 

the circumstances, correspondingly high. 

It is not by chance that we resorted to an Orwellian title. For a man with a lively 

cultural sensibility and a healthy sense of history, it is difficult to banish the feeling of living 

through a dystopia; the feeling that rhinocerization, Mancurtization, Ketmanization, are not 

mere metaphors, sends chills down the spine. The world is not a teleology, but is prone to 

repeating, over and over, the same criminal mistakes, feeding, over and over, on stupidity, 

blindness and betrayal. And there is no greater betrayal in the world than that of intellectuals. 

In this context, to harmonize the content of the idea of nuance with radicality, is similar to 

exposing your good sense to the opprobrium of evil. Winston Smith, the Orwellian character 

of 19843, has a revelation trying to think on his own, while looking at a history textbook from 

the page of which the omnipresent Big Brother stares at him: namely, that the heresy of 

heresies is common sense. If, through Big Brother's hypnotic eyes, "something penetrates 

under your skull, destroying your brain, scaring you so much that you give up your own 

opinions and allow yourself to be convinced to deny the evidence of your senses", you 

automatically lose your sense of reality and you tend to believe anything, losing your sense of 

objective reality. The heresy of heresies is common sense. And the scary thing is not that you 

can be killed if you dare to think otherwise, but that you might not be right. Because, after all, 

how do we know that two and two make four? But common sense rejoices at the revelation 

that evidence, falsehood and truth must be defended. Truisms are true - stick to it! The solid 

world exists, and its laws do not change. Stones are hard, water is liquid, loose objects fall to 

the center of the earth. 

The subversion of Professor Martin's essay lies precisely in the fact that he equally 

defends the evidence, the fake and the truth, posing, in turn, in the body of each of them. The 

great elegance of the approach rises from the tolerant, pluralistic and dialogical vision of the 

evidence; from the strength to empathize even with evil, precisely to understand it to its 

fullest extent. As a man of nuances, he slips into the cloak of radicalism not to destroy it, but 

to understand it, because "in a confrontation of opinions or ideas, in everyday life or in 

intellectual disputes, nuance implies a strengthening of one's own positions by even the 

respect shown to opposing positions; withdrawal is actually a safer repositioning. This is not 

about hesitation, or insecurity, or, even less, self-denial through concessions or 

compromises"4.  

Such an approach is unstoppable. No amount of radicalism will be able to respond to 

a malleability found at the highest level of intelligence, so the refusal of dialogue leads the 

preopinent to a categorical disqualification. And the refusal of dialogue is the distinctive 

feature, it is precisely the mark of a type of apodictive, autarchic, authoritarian intellectual 

discourse that has self-propelled itself and captured the intensely mediatized space of the last 

decades. The inflexibility, the hardening, the lack of transitivity of this kind of discourse, 

through the unmistakable revealer that Professor Martin offers us, against the background of 

the evils that have haunted us for many years now, takes on the coloration of a major guilt: 

                                                             
3 George Orwell, nineteen eighty-four. a novel, Martin Secker & Warburg, London, 1949. 
4 Mircea Martin, op. cit., p 538. 
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the guilt of being placed at the service of the criminal games of a certain policy, the guilt of 

having barricaded oneselves in the fortress of their own dominant discourse, in contempt of 

any plurality of ideas, in contempt of any nuance. This kind of radicalism, from an 

ideological point of view, has pushed us into full cannibalistic warfare, into a world more 

hideous than even Huxley's "brave new world" or the black utopia "1984". Because the Nazi 

formula „natural exit out of the system” does not come from the macabre fantasy of literature, 

but represents black utopia lived. How black utopia lived is the cyanide weed, the bengal fire 

of hydricyanic acid that kills children in clubs, turns them in zombies. Hollywood fiction 

brought to life. Putting yourself at the service of such a system no longer implies a simple 

ideological commitment, but a complicity with concrete consequences on society. 

We can ask ourselves now, from the new perspective from which we look today, if 

not, with all the polish of a skillful speech and of a certain intellectual stature, it did not 

represent in the end just pure propaganda and nothing more than that. And propaganda has 

nothing in common neither with the confrontation of ideas, nor with the respect shown to 

opposing positions. It lives and breathes in its own autism, it represents autism in its most 

crystalline form. The only common thing that propaganda shares with anyone is the political 

territory, and it shares it strictly with that political regime, they are one. And if the regime 

turns out to have been a criminal one, the propaganda will share the same blame. Of course, 

in his elegance, Mircea Martin does not make such deductions, but neither does he prevent us 

from making them ourselves. Its subversiveness and, if one may say so, its radicality lie in 

the very flexibility and indisputable height of the demonstration. The essay is polemical in its 

very intellectual purity. 

Of course, a nuanced approach can be, and is perceived by the "propagandable" 

intellectual (according to a double-edged formula of Virgil Ierunca) as a sign of weakness, 

even if this "does not necessarily imply indecision or inability to choose. In intellectual terms, 

it most often means the need for accuracy and justice". Of course, "the taste for nuance is a 

loser (...) in relation to the tendency, by no means marginal, in journalism (in our country and 

not only) to launch summary and pressed judgments, not once aggressive, which a less 

cultured public, but numerous, consider them evidence of firmness, courage and (isn't that 

right?) temperament. (...) Unfortunately, the echoes of such a mentality - says Professor 

Martin - can also be found in literary criticism and in our non-literary essay, echoes that 

come, in part, from the immediate past, if not from a certain tradition: that of not caring so 

much about truth and justice as about having the last word"5. 

Of course, the promoter of the shade firmly states that radicalism is not always 

excessive, that there is, even if to a lesser extent, "an affirmative, positive radicalism", one in 

particular "idealizing, projective, sometimes prophetic and even missionary, without 

necessarily being religious". Then there are "radicalisms manifested in two periods: of 

negation and of affirmation". Negation functioning as the eradication of a conception, 

precisely to lay the foundations of a new conception. The critic believes that the 

demystifications and demystifications represent radical intellectual actions par excellence". If 

they would work in two times, we can continue the reasoning, something new will be placed 

in their place. Reasoning further, we deduce that, at this point, our recent culture seems to 

have problems with the functioning of the mechanism, which boils down to only one time: 

the first. And it seems to fit into the type of radicalism that seeks to differentiate itself "at any 

cost". "In this momentum undeterred by any difficulty, unpersecuted by any dilemma, 

superficiality makes its way along with its cortege of corrosive effects. The absolutizing 

certainty, the eloquent tone, the unvarnished sententiousness borders on the ridiculous in such 

                                                             
5 Idem, p. 539. 
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cases", being deprived of the stake of depth that an authentic radicality claims. But it 

happens, sometimes, that ridicule kills. With the poisoned firecracker of propaganda.6  

Remembering Orwell, the main lethal weapon of a criminal system is forgetting, 

erasing memory. In the Orwellian world, history is mystified without rest, it is rewritten with 

every document from the past, with every dated news from the newspapers, to the point 

where the individual loses all contact with his own past. Even Romanian culture did not 

escape the massive assault of memory erasure. The textbooks were rewritten, national 

symbols were replaced by media characters of the moment, our origin as a nation was 

discussed, in a derogatory manner, we were informed, rites, that there is no Romanian 

culture, that we represent a Siberia of the spirit, that our history resides in a simple collection 

of myths, that Romanianness is pure arrogance, that Eminescu is dusty, and his notebooks are 

nothing but blotters. Taken separately, each idea may seem harmless, terrifying or brave, 

controversial, original, "cool". But taken together, these pieces of defeatism will make up the 

face of a monster that celebrates the Halloween of our culture. Mircea Martin opposes this 

irrational monster with common sense and even offers him a solution: "A truly radical thinker 

should foresee the consequences of his own statements, in other words, their partiality; to be 

aware of the limitation of his position, to try to avoid or overcome it, and if he fails, at least to 

recognize it. So that the quality of a radical conception or position does not depend - as one 

might think - on how far one goes, not even on the affective investment (...), but on the 

presence of a real imagination of the consequences. Which means the ability to anticipate, as 

far as possible, the consequences of that statement or intervention, including the objections it 

would raise. This is the test that any respectable radical thinker should take, the obstacle that 

he should clear himself."7 What "imagination of the consequences", how much "ability to 

anticipate" did the famous text "Appeal to the Liches"8 have? "Always - Mircea Martin says 

somewhere in the contents of the book, and without any connection with the text in question - 

the negative passion ends up pointing to itself with an involuntary gesture". The 

consequences, visible, send us in full burlesque, and the ability to anticipate the boomerang 

effect proved to be null. 

Professor Martin, following the ideas in their metamorphosis or anamorphosis, does 

not shy away from pointing out concrete incidences. He identifies radicalisms of all kinds in 

the intellectual discourse: "This radical stance can also be found in the discourse of some 

literary critic who begins his chronicle like this: "No one has noticed so far..." or of some 

philosopher, also autochthonous, who throws over almost everything that is not the work of 

him and those close to him is a contemptuous, annihilating look. The point of these attitudes - 

one more subtle, the other more brutal - is obviously one of self-emphasis by ignoring, 

minimizing or depreciating others"9. The recognizability of these characters is obvious, but 

even more obvious is this case of literary "malpractice", treated with humor and serenity, i.e. 

nuanced. It's about the famous adage "The canon is made, not discussed!". "Radical formula, 

even memorable, and easily adopted by admirers and amateurs happy that they are thus 

authorized to give up too complicated readings and too abstract or too technical delimitations. 

(...) But, from an intellectual perspective, that sentence is downright bizarre. What do you 

mean "no discussion"? How to contrast the canon - in fact, the canonization - with the 

discussion, with the debate? What canon was "made" without discussion and who will have 

"made" it in this way? (...) To the imposition of the neomodernist canon in Romanian 

literature, N. Manolescu had, indeed, an important contribution - even decisive, although not 

                                                             
6 Idem, pp. 540-553. 
7 Idem, p. 560. 
8 Gabriel Liiceanu, Apel catre lichele, BucureștiEditura Humanitas, 1993. 
9 Mircea Martin, Ibidem, p. 555. 
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exclusive -, but this contribution resides not only in his chronicles, but also in his theoretical 

articles and participation in the debates of the era. "The canon is made, not discussed..." - the 

formula "caught on" with us, but I can't help but wonder: could you "go out" with it beyond 

Curtici?"10 Superb demonstration of the fact that two and two make, no more, but no less than 

four. 

A substantial chapter of the book is the one entitled Şcoala lui Noica, and which 

discusses three "strange apparitions" in Romanian culture. It's about Jurnalul de la Păltiniş, 

Epistolarul şi Minima moralia (morality with a small m, not like Adorno). This chapter is not 

only substantial, but also essential for understanding the phenomenon. It represents, in fact, a 

coda (in the musical sense), a recapitulation and a return of the debate to the initial point, 

"restart" in barbaric language. Much paper has been consumed on the subject, but it is only 

with Professor Martin's studies that the subject can be considered complete. A first, crucial 

question is: who is running the game? Answer: "the one who runs the game, the one who 

stages the ideas with their bearers with everything is the disciple-author, the scribe". But the 

question that follows naturally is "if Noica were to write down himself everything he said in 

front of his students, would he have done it in the same way?" Would his text have been as 

imprudent as his speech/saying, with the radicalism of so many affirmations or, better said, 

negations or exclusions?" The obvious answer is that, "Taking advantage of the very interval 

of reflexivity of writing - be it transcription -, Liiceanu pours Noica's thought into a pattern 

that is already his own, despite the principled fidelity to the master's saying"11. 

The exchange of content can be assimilated to a cultural marketing action that 

proposes a philosophical object in literary packaging. A counterfeit object aimed at a target 

audience, by no means a specialized one, achieving "a capture of the attention and goodwill 

of a broad audience, unprepared for philosophy". This is how it is done that, "Despite all 

Gabriel Liiceanu's declarations of belligerence towards literature and literary criticism, it is as 

certain as possible that literati and, in general, consumers of literature made up to the greatest 

extent the audience of the Journal and of the Epistolary. And the same can be said about most 

of the books of Constantin Noica himself". Therefore, despite a "more than derisory, pitiful 

picture of the autochthonous culture and, above all, of literary criticism (inertia, refusal of 

philosophy, of renewal, "administrative spirit", "small pressures of literary tactics", etc.)" , we 

can ask ourselves "On which stage did Noica climb in the 70s and, in his footsteps, in the 80s, 

Liiceanu, with his Journal (and his Epistolary)?" On the stage of philosophy? No way. Not 

because he didn't want or didn't have the means and what to occupy such a smaller and more 

difficult to access stage. But because in that much more severely marked and supervised 

space, compatibility with the official philosophy could no longer be avoided or postponed. 

There would have been the solution of staying in logic, be it hermeneutics and 

ontology; or, in the case of Liiceanu, in peratology. But would the result, that is, the public 

impact, have been the same? The stage that the two philosophers from different generations 

chose to make themselves better heard and seen was the very stage of literature, more 

precisely, of meta-literature." But the peak of absurdity is reached when "Liiceanu reproaches 

others for not doing exactly what he should have done first". Well, reproaching the literary 

critics for not taking "the smallest step" in the exegesis of Noica's thought, "although he also 

admits that the only notable comments also belong to some literary critics (Al. Paleologu, Ion 

Ianoşi). But why not some philosophers, why not some disciples from Paltinis, why not 

Liiceanu himself? Wouldn't such a personal exegesis be the true crowning of the paideic 

script?"12. 

                                                             
10 Idem, p. 566 (Curtici represents the name of a border town in western Romania). 
11 Idem, p. 363. 
12 Idem, pp. 369-370. 
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Mircea Martin believes that the affirmation of the Paltiniş School could have been 

achieved without the "overhand treatment" of other ways of philosophical thinking and 

without the "denigration of contemporary literary critics. But the process would undoubtedly 

have lasted longer and would not have been so spectacular". In the end, the bellicose agitation 

was the expression of "a strategy or tactic of self-affirmation" over the corpses - we might 

add, the objective representing it "occupying a central position in contemporary Romanian 

culture". The paradox is that, entering the literary field, in contre-emploi as it were, "Liiceanu 

considered it useful and effective to create around the impression of emptiness or fallen, 

anyway, into the insignificant, superficial, out of date. The delegitimization of literary 

criticism, the delegitimization of others in general - as an integral part and a favorable 

condition for self-promotion".13 

It is important to specify that Mircea Martin conceived and put this text on paper 

between 1983-1987, after the appearance of the Jurnalul...  and the Epistolar. He didn't 

publish it then so as not to attract ideological erinians to these books. On the other hand, he 

wanted to publish it here, now, not to "disturb the happy - and well-deserved - posterity of 

Jurnal from Păltiniş", "but to remove the unjustified accusations brought to the literary 

criticism of the 80s, to I was trying to correct a historical injustice". These accents regained 

by Professor Martin are necessary and common sense. Published today, they have an even 

more meaningful echo, when today's context pigments all the empty places in the picture of 

the 80s. 

Common sense as heresy also works in invoking, reconstructing and evoking 

important figures of Romanian culture, so slandered by intellectual propaganda or, if you 

like, by "propagandable" intellectuals. It is a reinstatement in full rights of cultural figures 

such as G. Călinescu, Tudor Vianu, Edgar Papu, Solomon Marcus, Ion Ianoşi, Eugen Simion, 

Adrian Marino, Romul Munteanu, Marin Mincu, Silvian Iosifescu, Zoe Dumitrescu-

Buşulenga. How a huge heresy it is to publish in volume comments on books by those from 

the younger generations. For a literary critic of Mircea Martin's stature, the gesture is 

downright defiant and contrary to the Orwellian tendency to erase memory, and to always 

and always rewrite the past and the present, under different and different auspices. Making 

the connection between the past (well, cherishing it) and the future is, in Big Brother's eyes, 

pure crime. And yet, and yet Mircea Martin dares to tell us that "truisms are true", that "the 

solid world exists, and its laws do not change. Stones are hard, water is liquid, loose objects 

fall to the center of the earth. 
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13 Idem, pp. 381-383. 
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