
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rhei20

History of European Ideas

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/rhei20

Fairy-tale prince or voivode? Royalist propaganda
and theories of monarchy under Carol II of
Romania

Philippe Henri Blasen

To cite this article: Philippe Henri Blasen (24 Mar 2024): Fairy-tale prince or voivode? Royalist
propaganda and theories of monarchy under Carol II of Romania, History of European Ideas,
DOI: 10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840

© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 24 Mar 2024.

Submit your article to this journal 

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rhei20
https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/rhei20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840
https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rhei20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rhei20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840&domain=pdf&date_stamp=24 Mar 2024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840&domain=pdf&date_stamp=24 Mar 2024


Fairy-tale prince or voivode? Royalist propaganda and theories of
monarchy under Carol II of Romania
Philippe Henri Blasen

Université du Luxembourg, Luxembourg, Germany

ABSTRACT
The article discusses the self-portrayal of the ‘Royal Dictatorship’ of Carol II
of Romania and analyses four theories of monarchy produced or
published under his regime. It shows that the Romanian ‘Royal
Dictatorship’ relied on leitmotifs targeting the multiparty system,
territorial revisionism, and the Iron Guard, but that it lacked a coherent
official doctrine. The article argues that this void allowed for Romanian
theorists of monarchy to draw divergent, Western or (pseudo-
)autochthonous genealogies for the regime. To this effect, it examines
theories of monarchy by Mihail Fărcășanu, Paul Negulescu, Cezar
Petrescu, and Theodor Vlădescu.
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This article examines the self-portrayal of King Carol II of Romania’s personal regime, the so-called
‘Royal Dictatorship’ (February 1938–September 1940),1 and discusses four theories of monarchy
produced or published during this period in Romania. It argues that the absence of a coherent
official doctrine allowed for Romanian theorists of monarchy to draw divergent, Western or
(pseudo-)autochthonous genealogies for the regime, with different roles for both the king and
parliament.

Carol II imposed a regime change at a time when other monarchs had already done the same or
were considering doing so. There was a transnational flow of ideas, themes, theories, laws, and
structures, among authoritarian regimes, parties, and movements.2 In Romania’s case, an obvious
model was the 6 January Dictatorship in neighbouring Yugoslavia. Romanian theorists of monar-
chy used the same theme as King Aleksandar I Karađorđević concerning an unmediated connection
between king and nation.3 In Aleksandar’s case, however, ‘nation’ meant a united Yugoslav nation
as opposed to the distinct nations of Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, etc.,4 while in Romania’s case, ‘nation’
stood for the demographically and politically predominant Romanian ethnicity, as compared to the
large Hungarian, German, Jewish, Ukrainian, etc. minorities.5 Similarly, Carol II’s regime played
the anti-‘politicianism’ card against the political parties, as did King Leopold III of the Belgians,
who claimed to fight against the self-interested parties.6 Yet, in Carol’s case, the chief problem
was his conflict with the head of the main opposition party (the National Peasants’ Party), as
well as with the leader of the far-right Iron Guard. Themes to justify a ‘royal dictatorship’ could
thus be formally identical, but semantically different. This article aims at contributing to the general
discussion about themes and theories common to authoritarian monarchic regimes by uncovering
their peculiarities in the Romanian context.

© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives License (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/), which permits non-commercial re-use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original work is properly cited, and is not altered, transformed, or built upon in any way. The terms on which this article has been published
allow the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in a repository by the author(s) or with their consent.

CONTACT Philippe Henri Blasen philippe.blasen@uni.lu University of Luxembourg, Luxembourg, C2DH Germany

HISTORY OF EUROPEAN IDEAS
https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01916599.2024.2332840&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-03-21
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
mailto:philippe.blasen@uni.lu
http://www.tandfonline.com


1. The origins of Carol II’s regime

Carol was the eldest child of Ferdinand of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, who had succeeded his
uncle King Carol I of Romania as Ferdinand I in 1914. On 12 December 1925, Prince Carol
renounced his rights to the throne,7 which resulted in a regency for his underaged son Mihai
upon the death of his father Ferdinand on 20 July 1927. Carol returned to Romania on 6
June 1930 and, on 8 June, was proclaimed King Carol II by parliament,8 an event which became
known as the ‘Restoration’.

Carol’s ‘dynastic authoritarianism’9 eventually led to a personal regime. After the ruling National
Liberal Party lost the elections in December 1937, the king appointed a minority government on 28
December10 – the antisemitic Octavian Goga cabinet11 – to enable the transition to personal rule.12

On 10 February 1938, the king staged a coup, appointing a national unity government under the
premiership of the Orthodox Patriarch Miron Cristea.13 This cabinet signed off a new constitution
on 20 February14 to replace the 1923 one. Unconstitutionally ‘approved’ in an open-ballot15 and
manipulated16 plebiscite, the 1938 constitution increased the king’s prerogatives. After Carol had
dissolved parliament on 18 January 1938,17 the new constitution allowed the king to rule by decree
– to be ratified later – while parliament was dissolved,18 and to adjourn parliament for one year.19 It
restricted parliament’s right of legislative initiative to ‘laws in the common interest of the state’,
while keeping the king’s rights intact,20 and made the ministers politically accountable only to
the king.21

On 30 March, Carol disbanded the political parties.22 However, his new constitution did not
abolish the parliamentary system, yielding perhaps to the political establishment and popular
demand. According to a police report, on 23 February, a peasant from northeastern Romania
had declared: ‘I’d just like us to have voting rights, we don’t need parties any longer’;23 another,
referring to rumours, said: ‘They say in our village that not all of us will keep our voting rights.
We’d like to vote.’24

On 15 December, the king created a single party, the Front of National Rebirth (FNR)25 and, on 9
May 1939, he decreed a new electoral law26 and scheduled elections for 1–2 June.27 The resulting
parliament’s role was limited, as the king did not submit crucial laws to its vote.28 After the cata-
strophic cession of the Eastern Romanian territories – Bessarabia and northern Bukovina – to the
USSR on 28 June 1940,29 Carol ended this sham of parliamentarism on 5 July, when he shut down
parliament.30 On 30 August 1940, Germany and Italy made Romania cede yet another large terri-
tory, northern and eastern Transylvania, to Hungary through the Vienna Award.31 During the
night of 4–5 September, General Ion Antonescu, at the behest of the German envoy,32 extracted
dictatorial powers from the king33 and, one night later, forced him to renounce his throne,34 repla-
cing him with Carol’s son Mihai.35

Carol II’s rule from 10 February 1938–5/6 September 1940 is usually called ‘Royal Dictator-
ship’. This expression was used by the National Liberal newspaper Viitorul [Future] on 19 Feb-
ruary 193836 and the far-right newspaper Curentul [Current] shortly after the collapse of the
regime.37 It was popularised by the communists after the Second World War,38 especially
through Al. Gh. Savu’s homonymous book (1970).39 Outside Romania as well as in post-com-
munist Romania, a debate has been going on whether Carol II’s regime was indeed a dictator-
ship. In 1970, sociologist Juan José Linz included the Romanian ‘Royal Dictatorship’ among
what he defined as authoritarian regimes.40 One of the first historians to adopt Linz’ categoris-
ation was Armin Heinen in 1986.41 Since Carol II repeatedly reshaped his regime, a single
classification seems difficult, even more so as there is no consensus among historians on the
scope of the terms ‘dictatorship’ and ‘authoritarian regime’. If one broadens the meaning of ‘dic-
tatorship’, one may even claim that absolutist monarchy was a political dictatorship, as Sheri
Berman did in the context of the ancien régime.42 However, in order to assess Carol II’s regime,
it is less important to brand it as a ‘dictatorship’ or an ‘authoritarian regime’ than to establish
which liberties and rights it still granted, and to which groups.43
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2. Popular and political support of Carol II’s regime

Until the summer of 1940, Carol could rely on the peasant class (comprising 13 million of Roma-
nia’s 18 million inhabitants in 193044) and the political establishment.45 As anthropologist Răzvan
Roșu pointed out, ‘kings or emperors were viewed [by premodern European ‘average people’] as
holding their office by divine right, as representatives of God’s power on earth, destined to do justice
to their subjects and to re-establish order in times of crisis’.46 This belief continued in interwar
Romania,47 implying that monarchy was rarely called into question and monarchy-related issues
barely discussed. Instead, their belief made peasants accept Carol II’s new regime. In March
1938, a peasant from north-eastern Romania stated: ‘We all voted for the Constitution as it’s
made by the king and the king only wants what’s best for us.’48

The political establishment largely supported and participated in the new regime. One exception
was National Peasants’ leader Iuliu Maniu, Carol’s long-time opponent.49 The Goga government’s
populist measures – many of which were antisemitic – had degraded Romania’s economy and
security. The ruling National Christian Party’s paramilitary had clashed with its popular rival,
the equally antisemitic and nationalist Iron Guard (or ‘Legion of the Archangel Michael’).50 This
situation – which Carol himself had caused by appointing the cabinet – pushed the political estab-
lishment to rally around the king to re-establish order.51 Because of the notorious corruption of
Carol52 and of his influential partner53 Elena Lupescu,54 politicians probably did not fear for
their own interests. The support of the former prime ministers – apart from Maniu and Goga55

– allowed for the 10 February 1938 coup and national unity government, in which said prime min-
isters obtained portfolios.56 After a change of government, top politicians from various parties still
held high offices. A new, corporatist-minded electoral law57 brought many new faces into parlia-
ment, but pre-1938 parliamentarians stayed on (the ratio was 144–114 in the Lower House and
86–143 in the Senate58).

3. The regime’s self-portrayal

Feeling safe and maybe lacking intellectual ambition, Carol II’s regime dispensed with a coherent
official doctrine.59 Royalist organisations used slogans – Carol’s Youth Organisation, The Sentinels
(Straja Țării): ‘Faith and work for Country and King’60 and the FNR: ‘King and Nation –Work and
Faith’.61 As the regime’s newspaper România shows, these slogans were used randomly and often
awkwardly in official contexts, without any explanation.62 The words of the slogans were inter-
changeable; thus România’s director, the famous novelist Cezar Petrescu, announced an editorial
on ‘King and Nation’,63 but published it as ‘King and People’.64 This suggests that the slogans
were viewed as mandatory, but that they were not given much importance.

Carol II’s regime also relied on leitmotifs, especially anti-‘politicianism’, territorial integrity, and
nationalism. The term ‘politicianism’ spread in Romania beginning in the 1890s.65 In 1904, Con-
stantin Rădulescu-Motru, professor at the University of Bucharest, defined it as the attempted or
effective misappropriation of public institutions, services, and resources for one’s personal use.66

In 1933, a certain M.I. Costian claimed that Carol had renounced the throne in 1925, ‘disgusted
by the politicianism in the country’.67 Yet during his reign, Carol II himself embezzled Romanian
resources worth billions of US dollars.68

Carol and his wingman Armand Călinescu, who held crucial portfolios during the Goga cabinet
and the king’s regime until his assassination by the Iron Guard in September 1939, connected the
idea of ‘politicianism’ to the multi-party system. Already in a May 1937 interview, the king men-
tioned ‘his work’ for the peasants. He said that they were ‘manipulated according to the political
parties’ needs’,69 thereby implying ‘politicianism’ and hinting at a complicity between himself
and the peasants against the parties.70 On 31 January 1938, Călinescu depicted political parties
as ‘associations that count on the profits of power’, thus implying that they revolved around ‘poli-
ticianism’. He suggested that the Crown withhold power from the parties and dismiss them to
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monopolise public visibility and authority,71 which Carol did on 30 March, at a time when the
Romanian press associated partyless elections in Bulgaria72 with the elimination of ‘politicianism’.73

Carol and Călinescu’s idea of ‘politicianism’ was recurrent in official discourse during the king’s
regime, although it was mostly implicit. In the regime’s main propaganda publication, Enciclopedia
României [The Encyclopaedia of Romania], Paul Negulescu, professor of law at the University of
Bucharest, claimed that the 1926 electoral law had ‘strengthened the politicianism of the parties
by granting them a leadership monopoly’ and that this, inter alia, prompted Carol to change the
constitution.74 In a constitutional anniversary issue of România, an undersecretary of State declared
that ‘our fundamental institutions had been undermined by politicianism’, but that ‘now the tyr-
anny of party politics has been eliminated’.75

Romania’s foreign policy had revolved around territorial integrity since the end of the war,
which had left it with huge territorial gains (±157,000 km2 as compared to ±138,000 km2 in
1914) and revisionist neighbours (Hungary, the Soviet Union, Bulgaria). The Crown was directly
associated with the territory: Carol’s father Ferdinand was called the ‘Unifier’ because the ‘Roma-
nian’ lands had been ‘unified’ in 1918 under his rule and supreme military command; his cult con-
tinued during Carol’s regime. România reported on the inauguration of Ferdinand’s statue in
Chișinău, Bessarabia’s main city, under the headline: ‘On the Country’s Eastern Border the Likeness
of King Ferdinand the Unifier Stands Guard’.76

On 8 June 1930, in accordance with the 1923 constitution, Carol had sworn to ‘preserve […]
territorial integrity’.77 He did not publicly repeat his oath in 1938–1940, but his regime continued
to associate the Crown with territorial integrity. A propaganda biography of Carol stated that ‘when
we say King, we mean the Country and perpetuity of national unity’.78 România quoted a Daily Tel-
egraph article as stating that preserving territorial integrity was part of Carol’s political thought,79 as
well as a Laatste Nieuws article as saying that ‘Monarchy is […] the symbol of internal unity and
territorial integrity’.80 România printed a statement by a Romanian cabinet minister that ‘without
the king’s action, our national unity and territorial integrity risked collapsing’.81 It also repeatedly
recalled how Carol had declared on 8 June 1930 his decision ‘to keep the integrity of the territory
unscathed’.82

On 17 August 1939, România’s front page headline was a quote by Carol: ‘What is Romanian
cannot be yielded. What is Romanian will be defended.’83 After the king visited Chișinău in a com-
bat helmet on Epiphany 1940, România misquoted La libre Belgique, turning the original ‘King
Carol Visits the Romanian-Russian Border. The Sovereign thus Shows the Will of His Country
to Defend the Integrity of Its Territory’84 into ‘the visit of the sovereign shows his decision to defend
the integrity of the Romanian territory’.85 This suggested that the king assumed responsibility him-
self. Eventually, Carol did the contrary. In his diary, he blamed the Crown Council, a consultative
body, for the decision to accept the Soviet ultimatum demanding Bessarabia and northern Bukovina
for the USSR.86

Carol’s regime brandished ‘nationalism’, which was meant to distract from Iron Guard antise-
mitism.87 Already on 11 February 1938, the national unity government promised to promote the
‘national idea’, ‘granting Romanian ethnicity its rightful place’.88 In a 20 February proclamation,
Carol declared that the new constitution established ‘the primacy of the Romanian Nation’,89

which stood for ‘Romanian ethnicity’.90 Negulescu explicitly stated that the constitution instituted
‘Romanian ethnic primacy’.91 After the king transformed the FNR into a ‘single and totalitarian
party called the Nation’s Party’ under his own leadership on 21 June 1940,92 and after Jews were
banned from it on 26 June93 and again, on 12 July,94 Petrescu wrote a România editorial entitled
‘The Nationalism of Eminescu Won’,95 a reference to nineteenth-century writer Mihai Eminescu,
the Romanian national poet and a notorious antisemite.96

After the December 1937 elections, Carol believed that ‘in Rumania [sic], [the public] spirit tends
towards nationalism’.97 More importantly, he entered a murderous competition with the popular Iron
Guard.98 The final split between Carol and the Iron Guard leader Corneliu Zelea-Codreanu had
resulted from the Iron Guard’s demonstration of power in February 1937, on the occasion of the
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funeral of two of its members who were killed in the Spanish Civil War, Ion Moța and Vasile Marin.99

For the December 1937 general elections, Codreanu even signed a non-aggression pact with Maniu,
which was directed against the king.100 Consequently Carol did not involve the Iron Guard in the
government despite its outstanding election results (almost 16% according to official figures101).
Instead, Codreanu was arrested and sentenced to jail in April 1938102 and to forced labour in
May.103 After Iron Guard sympathisers carried out terror attacks throughout Romania in November,
the regime assassinated Codreanu and other Guardists during the night of 29–30 November.104When
Iron Guard sympathisers later assassinated Călinescu on 21 September 1939, the regime retaliated by
executing his assassins and two to three Iron Guard leaders per county.105

In June 1938, the king noted down his conviction that his regime had to pursue a nationalist
policy to show that its measures against the Iron Guard were not due to the latter’s nationalism.106

Thus, after a wave of repression against the Iron Guard, the regime adopted antisemitic measures.
These only exacerbated the antisemitic climate inherited from the Goga cabinet to the advantage of
the Iron Guard, and caused socio-economic problems. The regime’s alliance with Iron Guard leader
Horia Sima in May–June 1940 and its unilateral rapprochement with National Socialist Germany in
June–July eventually led to the creation of the above-mentioned antisemitic Nation’s Party in June
and the first explicitly antisemitic laws in August 1940.107 The regime also appropriated tropes and
structures from the Iron Guard.108 However, the Iron Guard was not its only source of inspiration.
The regime was deeply syncretic, copying for instance the August 1940 antisemitic laws from Ita-
lian, Hungarian, and German legislation.109

Furthermore, the regime’s propaganda masterfully mobilised the press, radio, cinema, and other
visual arts to produce royal kitsch.110 In an attempt to develop a cult of personality,111 it promoted
the image of Carol as a fairy-tale prince. For instance, when he had to make an emergency landing
on 6 June 1930 on his way to Romania, Carol asked a peasant girl, Maria Modura (or Mudura), for
water, and she brought him a jug.112 The ‘Royal Dictatorship’ exploited this story ad nauseam. On
various occasions, Modura had to hand Carol a jug of water,113 a plane made of flowers,114 a sheepskin
coat, and an alpenhorn.115 Her story was republished in România.116 The regime’s newspaper also
printed a melodramatic telegram, in which she repeated her story and stated that, despite her modest
means, she was sending 500 lei for army equipment.117 A ‘Modura fountain’ recalling the story was
erected in Bucharest118 and a jubilee gold coin showing her offering Carol the jug was minted.119

4. Theories of monarchy during the ‘Royal Dictatorship’

Theories of monarchy were absent from the writings of Romania’s most famous intellectuals. Rădu-
lescu-Motru, now the head of the Romanian Academy, ignored the topic even in the 1939 edition of
Românismul: Catehismul unei noi spiritualități [Romanianism. Catechism of a New Spirituality]
published by the King Carol II Foundation for Literature and Art. Nor did Dimitrie Gusti – pro-
fessor of aesthetics, ethics, and sociology at Bucharest University, and Carol’s main man for the
uplifting of the peasant class120 – theorise monarchy, despite eulogising Carol in Cunoaștere și
acțiune în serviciul națiunii [Knowledge and Action at the Nation’s Service], which the Prince
Carol Cultural Foundation printed in 1939.

Known and lesser-known Romanian authors who theorised monarchy during Carol’s regime
were, in the chronological order of their works, the National Liberal Mihail Fărcășanu (1907–
1987), who had just finished his doctorate on this topic at the Friedrich-Wilhelm University in Ber-
lin, the above-mentioned Paul Negulescu (1874–1946) and Cezar Petrescu (1892–1961), and the
journalist Theodor Vlădescu (dates unknown).

5. Mihail Fărcășanu

Fărcășanu’s PhD thesis on The Evolution of the Concept of Monarchy from the Perspective of Intel-
lectual History was not written for Carol’s regime, but happened to be well-timed.121 The examiner,
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Carl Schmitt, submitted his report on 12 February 1938.122 Fărcășanu defended his thesis on 6
December 1938 and published the original German version that year.123 A Romanian version called
Monarhia socială [Social Monarchy] appeared in 1940 at the King Carol II Foundation for Litera-
ture and Art,124 suggesting that the regime embraced Fărcășanu’s thesis.125

As was generally the case of interwar National Liberalism,126 Fărcășanu’s thesis was hardly lib-
eral. On the contrary, the author proved to be a male chauvinist,127 nationalist,128 eurocentrist,129

misogynist,130 endosexist,131 anticommunist,132 antisemite,133 antiasian,134 racist,135 geographical
determinist,136 anti-vetero-testamentary,137 authoritarianist,138 antirepublican,139 antiparliamen-
tary,140 antidemocrat,141 antiegalitarian,142 antihumanist,143 anti-Cartesian,144 antimodernist,145

and fascist.146

Fărcășanu’s text was moreso a political science essay than a law thesis. It lacked academic rigour:
Fărcășanu ignored empirical historical evidence and falsified history. For instance, he claimed that
‘[Occidental monarchy] on its own initiative submitted to so-called leges fundamentales’.147 This
argument did not reflect his source, French jurist Léon Duguit’s Traité de droit constitutionnel
and it did not withstand historical facts like the origin of the Magna Carta.148 Fărcășanu also fal-
sified quotes. Thus, a sentence by Austrian economist and sociologist Friedrich von Wieser, ‘in
order to be truly free, the nation does not necessarily need to be organised on a republican
basis’,149 became ‘in order to be truly free, the nation must not be organised on a republican
basis’.150

Fărcășanu regarded monarchy as the panacea for all political and social issues. While featuring a
large range of thinkers – mostly from the Counter-Enlightenment – he mainly relied on Danish-
Austrian political scientist Lorenz von Stein (1815–1890), German antiliberal constitutional jurist
Carl Schmitt (1888–1985),151 as well as French antidemocratic and monarchist politician and ideo-
logue Charles Maurras (1868–1952). Fărcășanu originally dedicated his thesis to Maurras,152 whom
he called ‘the greatest modern theoretician of the monarchic idea’.153 This admiration was not
unique to Fărcășanu. Maurras was a reference for many far-right Romanians, including Iron
Guard members.154 Guardist Vasile Marin appealed for Maurras’ support in the winter of 1934, fol-
lowing the repression of the movement after it murdered prime minister I.G. Duca.155 There is no
evidence that Maurras reciprocated the Guardist admiration. His newspaper L’Action française was
not unsympathetic to the Iron Guard, and after Codreanu’s assassination, Léon Daudet even wrote
that this was comparable to José Calvo Sotelo’s murder (which contributed to sparking the Spanish
Civil War).156 However, after Călinescu’s assassination, L’Action française, drawing on a Havas bul-
letin, eulogised Carol’s wingman, calling him ‘the energetic man who, at the peril of his life, had
suppressed Romania’s Iron Guard and blown to smithereens Germany’s attempts to gain control
over the country’.157

In a classical introduction, Fărcășanu described egalitarianism, parliamentarism, and republi-
canism as a failure. In contrast, he portrayed monarchy based on the principles of authority/hier-
archy, unity, and continuity as natural, realistic, productive, and constructive, the foundation of the
organisation of nations and the model for the totalitarian state. In his words, ‘monarchy was able to
provide for balance without oppression and liberty without anarchy’.158

Fărcășanu’s first chapter bore the title ‘The Apparition of Monarchy in the Oriental Civilis-
ations’, which sounded Herderian, but Fărcășanu never cited Herder. Here, he tried to prove
that occidental and oriental monarchies were essentially different. He pictured oriental monarchies
as God-given, with a top–bottom relation between God and human, subordinated to the religious,
messianic, and passive. Citing Carl Schmitt, Ernest Renan, and Voltaire, Fărcășanu claimed that
Judaism was the worst: ‘Embodying the hopes of a political rise of Israel’, the Messiah had become
‘metahistorical and universally transcendent’.159 Judaism purportedly ruined authority and fostered
anarchic individualism, ‘the Judaic religion represent[ing] the practical programme of a proletariat
with communist propensities’.160 Therefore, Christianity allegedly had to purge its Judaic heritage.

In his second chapter, ‘The Monarchic Idea among the Greeks’, Fărcășanu praised the ‘Greek
miracle’ leading to the ‘occidental miracle’.161 He pictured an idyllic Homeric monarchy, resulting
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from the heroisation of a human, with a bottom–top relation between human and God, not des-
potic, and active. He claimed that a prolonged monarchy would have led to Greek national
unity, and he eulogised Sparta ‘which showed a healthy conservative spirit’,162 as well as tyranny,
which he deemed constructive.163 Citing Plato, Aristotle, Isocrates, Plutarch, and others, Fărcășanu
maintained that ‘the true Greek thought is monarchic’.164 He alleged that the Greeks expected mon-
archy to be morally and politically competent. He also outlined the idea of a cycle leading from
monarchy to oligarchy, then to democracy, and back to monarchy.

The third chapter, ‘The Monarchic Idea in the RomanWorld’, was dedicated to royal and repub-
lican Rome. Fărcășanu regarded Roman monarchy as similar to, but more authoritarian than
Homeric monarchy, as productive and unifying, ‘incorporating the productive classes of the people
in the activity of the state’, and aiming at establishing ‘the union of king and nation’.165 However, he
criticised that it lacked a national basis. Throughout the republican period, the main principles of
monarchy purportedly survived and gave Rome strength. The Roman democracy was allegedly the
antithesis of democracy and the republican constitution a mere variation of the monarchic one,
comparable to the constitution of Sparta. According to Fărcășanu, when the Roman republic was
to become democratic, it lost support and the principate emerged.

The fourth chapter, ‘Monarchy and Hellenism’, covered the whole timespan from Alexander the
Great to Frederick II of Hohenstaufen. Fărcășanu discussed oriental influences on Alexander’s and
the Diadochs’ monarchies. He claimed that the Ptolemaic dynasty was marked by orientalism and
cosmopolitanism and that these were not true monarchies. He alleged oriental influences on Caesar
and the Roman emperors, maintaining that these influences and the republican appearance of the
empire prevented the emergence of an occidental monarchic idea. He ascribed the crisis of the
empire to the lack of a rule of succession and criticised succession by adoption. He claimed that
the Byzantine Empire, while exposed to stronger oriental influences, established a hereditary and
caesaro-papist system. He argued that the Roman idea of empire underwent changes under Char-
lemagne and his successors, due to the influence of Christianity, and that the imperial tradition
completely declined under Frederick II. Fărcășanu’s anti-Orientalism put him in opposition with
influential Romanian authors who praised ‘the immutable Byzantine perenniality’.166

In the fifth chapter, ‘Theological Transformations and their Monarchic Repercussion’, Fărcășanu
returned to lambasting Judaism. He claimed that ‘Jewish materialism transformed religion into a
contract, and wealth into a holy sign of Divine Grace’.167 He possibly drew on German economist
and sociologist Werner Sombart, whom he sometimes cited, or on general Romanian stereo-
types.168 He pictured Christianity as ‘a reaction against the materialist Judaic spirit’,169 arguing
that it had had to get rid of ‘Biblical’, revolutionary, and communist elements in order to reach
its European form. European Christianity or Catholicism, Fărcășanu alleged, separated politics
from religion. He attributed the pope’s claim to political power to Judaic, vetero-testamentary influ-
ences, styling it ‘Judaic Catholicism’.170 Fărcășanu called the resulting clash between the pope and
the council ‘the first parliamentarian and democratic experience seen in Europe’ and claimed that
‘all the related democratic phenomena surfaced: low level, confusion, material interests, tendency
towards tyranny’.171

In the sixth chapter, ‘Renaissance, Reformation, Enlightenment, and Monarchy’, Fărcășanu
claimed that the Renaissance was inspired by Antiquity and was therefore non-democratic, author-
itarian, and monarchic. He alleged that, during this period, monarchy evolved from the universal to
the national. While Fărcășanu regarded the Reformation as a ‘revival of Biblism and the old Jewish
ideas’,172 he argued that both the Renaissance and the Reformation led to the independence of the
state from the Church, that monarchy became secularised, centralised, and based on primogeniture.
According to Fărcășanu, this new monarchy contributed to a unitarian European thought. In his
view, monarchy and the state were and had to be identical. He criticised Montesquieu for negating
the unity of the state and Frederick II of Prussia for regarding the monarch as a ‘primus inter
pares’.173 Nonetheless, he stated that, just before the outbreak of the French Revolution, the ideal
occidental monarchy had emerged, free of Judaic influences. He defined this monarchy’s principles
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as follows: ‘unity produced by the balance and hierarchy of social categories, order based on
upholding liberties, a real continuity in state leadership, authority directing social change’.174

In the last chapter, ‘The Monarchic Idea in the Nineteenth Century. Lorenz von Stein and Social
Monarchy’, Fărcășanu unsystematically discussed more recent concepts of monarchy. He contin-
ued his attacks against the French Revolution, which he pictured as influenced by freemasons, com-
munists, and Jews: ‘Deductive politics, the social contract, human rights, sovereignty of the people,
and mass assassination were its main ideas. Provoked by a minority with a low moral level, it was
implemented against the will of the people, which, not being organised, was unable to react.’175

Equality before the law, as established by the French Revolution, allegedly substituted juridical
with economic inequality. Fărcășanu claimed that, during the French Revolution, ‘the only resist-
ance of the monarchy was directed against the dictatorial claims of the new oligarchy’.176 He criti-
cised the French Restoration and the July Monarchy for protecting instead of restraining the
dominant bourgeoisie. He also portrayed the monarch as the supreme power and source of all
power in a parliamentary monarchy.

Furthermore, Fărcășanu elaborated on his ‘social monarchy’ theory. He quoted French right-
wing journalist – and future Vichy government minister – Lucien Romier: ‘Since the High Middle
Ages, the king ruled against the privileged, forming an alliance with the people from the communes
and, later, the Third Estate.’177 According to Fărcășanu, these were ‘historical facts, which nobody
can question anymore’.178 He claimed that ‘in its characteristic moments, monarchy appears as the
protector of the lower class’,179 and stated that ‘maintaining social balance by providing support to
the productive classes was the historical strength of monarchy’.180

In this last chapter, Fărcășanu in particular relied on two posthumously published works by Lor-
enz von Stein: Geschichte der sozialen Bewegung in Frankreich von 1789 bis auf unsere Tage [History
of the Social Movement in France from 1789 until today] (1850, published 1921)181 and, to a lesser
extent, Staat und Gesellschaft [State and Society] (1934).182 From the first volume of Stein’s
Geschichte der sozialen Bewegung, Fărcășanu essentially drew on the chapter ‘Der Übergang zur
demokratisch-kommunistischen Periode’ [The transition to the democratic-communist period],
in which Stein claimed that the sovereignty of the people inevitably led to social conflict,183

theorised ‘the kingship of the Germanic-European world’,184 and insisted that monarchy must
not get involved in class struggle.185 From the second volume of Geschichte der sozialen Bewegung,
Fărcășanu particularly relied on the subchapter ‘Das konstitutionelle Königtum’ [Constitutional
Monarchy], in which Stein developed his idea of a hereditary monarchy that stood above social
conflict, and depicted constitutional monarchy as the creation and instrument of one class.186

From the third and last volume of Geschichte der sozialen Bewegung, Fărcășanu mainly used the
chapter ‘Das Wesen des Königtums’ [The nature of kingship], in which Stein systematised his the-
ory of monarchy and outlined a history of monarchy that contradicted Fărcășanu’s. For instance,
Stein claimed that ‘Greek science […] had never been able to grasp the true idea of kingship’.187

Stein’s theory of monarchy, based on the aforementioned ideas, was not Hegelian. On the con-
trary, Stein deemed Hegel’s idea of monarchy insufficient.188 While Fărcășanu’s examiner Carl
Schmitt had mentioned Stein before,189 there is no evidence that he had been interested in Stein’s
theory of monarchy and that he was the missing link between Fărcășanu and Stein.

From start to finish, Fărcășanu praised the Italian monarchy – or, rather, fascism. He called Mus-
solini ‘one of the greatest statesmen of our times’,190 arguing that ‘Mussolini views the state as a
permanent institution, and the party as a temporary one’, the state being ‘embodied by the mon-
arch’.191 Fărcășanu’s praise passed over the difficult relation between King Vittorio Emanuele III
and Mussolini192 and omitted historical facts that disproved his ‘social monarchy’ theory, such
as Umberto I’s approval of the Bava Beccaris massacre in 1898.193 Fărcășanu also incorporated
National Socialism into his thesis, picturing Führertum as a first step towards monarchy.194

Fărcășanu anticipated the leitmotifs of Carol II’s regime, but he did not rely on Romanian thin-
kers or apply his theory to Romania, which only appeared by name in a list of contemporary mon-
archies.195 Maurras’ newspaper L’Action française surmised that the thesis was meant for France196
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(not for Romania). Only in a September 1938 article, ‘Social Monarchy and the Royal Students’
Teams’, did Fărcășanu apply his theory to Romania. He claimed that ‘the attitude of our King his-
torically represents the social moment in the evolution of Romanian monarchy’197 and he referred
to the Royal Foundations’ practice of sending students’ teams to villages, as a 1934 communiqué
stated, ‘to bring there the benefits of culture and civilisation’.198 Thus, Fărcășanu opportunistically
adopted Carol II’s self-portrayal.

The idea of a ‘social monarchy’ had existed in Romania prior to Fărcășanu, as shown by a
homonymous 1931 anti-multi-party system, pro-peasant, and pro-royal dictatorship editorial in
the far-right newspaper Curentul [Current].199 Nevertheless, Carol II’s regime helped Fărcășanu
gain some notoriety. In April 1940, his thesis was promoted in România200 and other popular
papers,201 and in June 1940, cabinet minister Mihail Ralea referred to ‘social monarchy’ in a broad-
cast speech.202 However, this came too late for the regime,203 and for Fărcășanu himself, as an anon-
ymous author sarcastically noted in 1950.204

6. Paul Negulescu

Paul Negulescu’s interpretations of monarchy were clearly commissioned by the regime. They were
included in his general exegesis of the 1938 constitution published in Enciclopedia României, and a
law treatise promoted by România.205 Negulescu was then a professor at the chair of constitutional
and administrative law of Bucharest University.206 He had discussed monarchy before,207 in par-
ticular in the second volume of his Treatise on Romanian Administrative Law, which appeared
in 1930, purportedly four months after the ‘Restoration’.208

In 1930, Negulescu demanded a strong and apolitical executive:

We consider that the solution is to be found in the government’s liberation from the tyranny of parliament and
the political parties. This would give [the government] the possibility to focus only on the supervision and the
control of the administration of general interests. Meanwhile, parliament – whose remit would be limited to
legislation and which would consist of the representatives of the great national interests and of universal
suffrage – would be completely banned from interfering in any way in the administration.209

Inspired by a romantic nationalism focused on the peasant class, and hostile to industrialisation and
foreigners or Jews, Negulescu joined the Romanian critics of the appropriation of Western models,
in particular the Belgian constitution, the blueprint for the 1866 Romanian constitution. Negulescu
quoted an 1871 letter by King Carol I, in which the latter complained that ‘Romanians could not
boast the civic virtues pertaining to a quasi-Republican state system’.210 He thus subscribed to
Carol I’s view that the king was lacking political power.

In Negulescu’s opinion, Romania should have had a German or Japanese-style system based on
Romania’s purported political reality of those days. This system would consist of a ruler (domnitor),
ministers appointed and dismissed by the latter and only accountable to him, a state council to sub-
mit proposals for the ruler to decide upon together with the ministers, and a parliament – of at most
100 representatives of the landowners (10), peasants (30 + 10), merchants and industrialists (10), as
well as intellectuals (number not mentioned) – to study and vote on draft laws prepared by the state
council together with the council of ministers. Meanwhile, decree-laws would be issued solely by the
executive.211

Negulescu suggested a similar system for contemporary Romania:

[…] the nefarious influence of the political [parties] needs to be removed. To this end, our fundamental law
needs to be changed, establishing (a) a government appointed by the King, made of competent people,
accountable only to Him; (b) a unicameral parliament, consisting of (1) a number of MPs elected by universal
suffrage, for instance one per county; (2) a number of MPs being the elected representatives of the great econ-
omic and intellectual interests; […] (c) a state council.212

Again, parliament was meant to focus on legislation, but could complain to the sovereign about
individual ministers. Negulescu concluded that there was no other escape from ‘politicianism’
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but through a system.213 His vision of a powerful executive and a corporatist-like parliament, as well
as his rejection of the political parties matched the views of the architects of Carol II’s regime. It
might have paved Negulescu’s way to official exegete of the 1938 constitution.

In his Enciclopedia României article, Negulescu justified the unconstitutional constitutional
change, even calling it ‘perfect’.214 He deemed his vision largely fulfilled. First, he wrote:

The King, […] who collaborates with his ministers in his governance, acquires a preponderant role since the
ministers, who no longer have a parliamentarian basis as representatives of the majority, become simple sec-
retaries of the King, similar to the ministers of the President of the United States, who can be dismissed ad
nutum and who are politically accountable only to the King.215

Second, he stated that the constitution established ‘the primacy of the executive’ and the ‘organisa-
tion of the electorate on a professional and corporative basis’.216

In accordance with official propaganda, Negulescu emphasised these points in a treatise entitled
The Fundamental Principles of the 27 February 1938 Constitution. He claimed that the 1938 consti-
tution, with the nation’s plebiscitary agreement, concentrated the political powers – or, alterna-
tively, the complete executive power – in the hands of the king, reduced the influence of the
political parties, swept away the representative parliamentary system, and made the king the centre
of political life and the people’s leader.217 He portrayed the king as ‘a symbol, a concrete reality that
denotes and represents social and political ideas or concepts’.218

Negulescu specified the relationship between the king and the cabinet ministers, noting that the
king required their support,219 but that he could choose the persons he thought most fit to enact the
policies which he deemed most appropriate to the country’s interests.220 He again pointed out that
ministers were not politically accountable to parliament,221 which he depicted as ‘limited to legis-
lation only, with a corporative-professional character, [having] chiefly the task of preparing laws,
which the King gives a mandatory character by sanctioning them’.222

Thus, Negulescu interpreted the 1938 constitution fully in favour of the king, whom he put at the
heart of Romanian politics, and he referred to the unconstitutional 1938 plebiscite to justify the
king’s new powers. His interpretation made Carol II’s regime sound like the Second French Empire,
which had also originated from a plebiscite that introduced a similar constitution.223

7. Cezar Petrescu

In connection with the German and Soviet invasion of neighbouring and allied Poland, Cezar
Petrescu published a series of editorials in România to rally the Romanians around the king,
whom he associated with the voivodes, the medieval rulers of the Romanian principalities. Pet-
rescu was a longstanding Carlist propagandist, supporting Carol after the latter renounced his
rights to the throne,224 working towards the prince’s return,225 and eulogising him after his
enthronement,226 which probably explains his subsequent appointment as director of Româ-
nia.227 Since he wrote as such in România, his editorials can be regarded as an interpretation
of monarchy by the regime itself, albeit one lacking authority since it was not adopted by the
regime’s leading figures.

In an Enciclopedia României article on Carol II’s reign, Petrescu had already claimed that ‘from
the beginning [the king] had restored the rhythm of rulership in its ancient voivodal form’.228 In his
România editorials, entitled ‘Our Voivodal Policy’, he repeated and developed this idea. In an article
that preceded the editorials, he stated that King Carol was ‘executing the will of our Voivodes’.229 In
Romania, this connection had often been made in writing and visual arts – especially royal kitsch –
already for King Ferdinand. For instance, in 1929, a postage stamp featured Ferdinand surrounded
by the voivodes Stephen the Great, Matthias Corvinus, Michael the Brave (who had briefly ruled the
‘Romanian’ lands in 1600), and Constantin Brâncoveanu. However, calling Carol a voivode was
slightly ridiculous, since his son Mihai had been given the title ‘Great Voivode of Alba Iulia’
upon his father’s return in 1930.
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In his first editorial, Petrescu claimed that rallying around the king had historical roots in what
he called ‘the tradition of the voivodal policy’,230 which was merely a projection of the regime’s self-
portrayal into the past. Petrescu described it as ‘a tradition that, on the domestic front, spared us the
frightening rift of class conflict’, as well as ‘divisions, idle temerity, adventures, and humiliating
compromises’. He historicised the regime’s slogans by stating that the ruler symbolised ‘Faith
and Soil, Law and Nation’. He portrayed Carol as ‘the guarantor of this voivodal policy, on the dom-
estic and the international front, seeing to internal peace in order to secure our external peace’.231

In his second editorial, Petrescu connected the kings of the ancient Dacians – the ancestors of the
Romanians according to nationalist historiography – to the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, which was
another long-standing association since King Carol I already appeared alongside the Dacian King
Burebista or Decebalus on postcards from 1906. Petrescu praised both Carol I as the reviver and
expander of the ‘voivodal policy’ after the Ottoman period, and Ferdinand I as the unifier of Roma-
nia on the battlefield and at the negotiating table. Petrescu claimed that Carol II executed the pol-
itical will of his predecessors and continued the ‘voivodal policy’ in complete agreement with the
country, which identified with the dynasty. The newspaper director even gave Carol II’s rule a –
discursive – religious dimension by calling the 1930 ‘Restoration’ ‘redemptive’232 and the king a
‘voivodal incarnation’.233

In his third editorial, Petrescu criticised the appropriation of Western models and idealised
monarchy. He claimed that petitions to the voivodes reflected ‘the Romanian people’s idea of the
[formers’] high spiritual, political, juridical, and executive role’. He stated that Carol II put Romania
back on the right – autochthonous – track and that the 1938 Constitution ‘restored the basis of our
voivodal policy which protected us in the past from the rift between social classes, prioritised work,
and established not only rights, but also duties for the citizens’.234

In his fourth editorial – the aforementioned ‘King and People’ – Petrescu declared that, via the
plebiscite, ‘the people vowed itself to the King […], returning to the origins of our voivodal policy of
the times when the Ruler of the Country was not a ghostly constitutional equation, but a real Ruler,
with plenary power and full responsibility before the people, God, and the Judgement of History’.
He depicted the FNR as the ‘political instrument’ ‘between King and People, King and Nation’.235

In his final editorial, Petrescu, purportedly in response to readers’ letters, specified that ‘our voi-
vodal policy was never a policy of absolute monarchy’, but that ‘the voivodes from the past directed
the fates of the people together with counsellors and authorised representatives who were elected
according to certain criteria among the nation’. He claimed that the peasants in the principalities
could complain to the ruler, that the voivodes were close to the people, and that they chose and
dismissed his counsellors based on their actions. Once more, Petrescu criticised ‘Western reforms’
and depicted Carol II as the one who had brought back the ‘voivodal policy’. He claimed that the
FNR would end ‘electoral, secondary criteria that falsified the hierarchy of values’ and promised that
‘energies will be disciplined to serve the nation, not a party’.236

Despite having graduated in law,237 Petrescu did not attempt to construct a proper theory of
monarchy. Instead, he dismissed ‘doctrinaire abstractions’238 and ‘all the learned apparatus of
library doctrinaires’,239 drawing a tabloid fairy-tale picture of medieval voivodeship. He did not
explain how the new constitution could revive a constitutionless system or what medieval insti-
tution the FNR corresponded to. His interpretation was a cheap historicisation and autochthonisa-
tion of the regime. He brought the voivodal analogy out again just before the 1940 Vienna Award,
when Romania and Hungary were having tough negotiations regarding possible territorial conces-
sions by Romania,240 subtitling an editorial ‘Gathered around the king, as once upon a time under
the shield of the Voivodes, let’s first save the existence of the nation and of the State’.241

8. Theodor Vlădescu

In 1939, a certain Theodor Vlădescu published a book Frontul Renașterii Naționale: Origina și doc-
trina [The Front of National Rebirth: Its Origin and Doctrine]. Little is known about the writer. He
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reportedly was the brother of Ovidiu Vlădescu,242 who would serve as secretary general of the PM’s
office and head of the Civil Cabinet under Ion Antonescu. Although the book bore the Front’s
emblem, it was not published by the party, which issued a communiqué requesting people who
were asked to buy it to report this.243

Vlădescu’s text was largely unintelligible. Still, it is clear that he regarded the 1938 Constitution
as a top-down ‘Monarchic Revolution’,244 which established an authoritarian, ethnic Romanian,
Orthodox, Dacian state that connected the king, the nation, and the Church. The connector was
the FNR, which allegedly fostered a sense of duty towards the three. Vlădescu viewed this system
as quintessential to the Romanians. He rejectedWestern ideology, democracy, liberalism, and Cath-
olicism, which he felt were all connected.245 He criticised political parties.246 He mentioned parlia-
ment in relation to the Front, but did not elaborate intelligibly on this topic.247 He also referred to
the ‘ruler’s apostolate’ (apostolat domnesc), without defining it in an understandable way.248

Vlădescu visibly wanted to portray Carol II as the reviver of an ancient – and fictional – Dacian
tradition. However, he did not mention any Dacian king, but referred instead to Voivode Michael
the Brave and the leaders of the 1784 rebellion in Transylvania.249 Disowned by the FNR and barely
intelligible, his book likely had no major impact during Carol’s regime.

In a 1944 book dedicated to Antonescu, Vlădescu expressed his reusable ideas much more
clearly, ascribing them to Antonescu. He described the monarchic state as organic, in comparison
to the republican state, which he saw as abstract and failing, his examples being France, Austria-
Hungary, and Russia.250 Vlădescu depicted monarchy as a Dacian and Roman heritage, originating
in the Dacian king Decebalus, and portrayed the Romanian nation as intrinsically monarchic, con-
vinced that monarchy was God-given, that God ruled the world through the kings, and that the king
was ‘located at the very top, in a halo of divine apotheosis’ and ‘mythos’. Vlădescu claimed that the
idea of ‘monarchy’s grandeur, splendour, and power’ had remained unchanged since the Middle
Ages. As shown above, there was some truth to Vlădescu’s depiction of the Romanian popular belief
about monarchy. Vlădescu concluded that monarchy guaranteed continuity and stability.251

Vlădescu emphasised the connection between king and nation. Referring to king Mihai, he
wrote: ‘In the heart of our young and pure King beats today the heart of the entire Romanian
Nation, and in the heart of the Nation we all feel the confident and at the same time worried
beat of the heart of our young King. […] The King rejoices and despairs together with the
Nation’.252 Vlădescu claimed that the nation had saved both the state and monarchy through its
proxy, Antonescu,253 and that Mihai I had re-established the connection between king and
nation.254

Vlădescu’s interpretation of Mihai I’s reign was deeply religious. He called the 1940 events ‘God’s
punishment’ for the sins of the Romanian nation, committed by its leaders,255 thereby retracting his
earlier praise of Carol II. He declared that, ‘through King Mihai I, monarchy experienced a restor-
ation in the moral sense’,256 thus superseding the Carlist meaning of ‘Restoration’. He stated that
‘perhaps, King Mihai I is Providence’s chosen’257 and that ‘in the people’s mind, our King, hand-
some and young, embodies the Archangel Michael [Romanian: Mihai(l)] himself’.258 Finally, in
accordance with war propaganda and soldiers’ beliefs,259 he described the ongoing – and already
lost – war as the fight of the Romanian nation against the army of the Antichrist, as the nation’s
expiation, in which the Archangel Michael stood with the king.260

While Vlădescu’s book was already in print in late 1943,261 its publication in 1944 – the year
Antonescu would be removed on 23 August in a royal coup that re-established the 1923 consti-
tution – made his theory unusable for the short remainder of Mihai’s reign.

9. Conclusion

Carol II’s regime, the so-called ‘Royal Dictatorship’, did not adopt a coherent official doctrine.
Rather, it relied on slogans, leitmotifs, and royal kitsch. It thus left space for parallel theories of
monarchy, which it granted a semi-official status by publishing them (Mihai Fărcășanu’s PhD
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thesis), commissioning them for its main propaganda publication, Enciclopedia României or pro-
moting them in its newspaper România (Paul Negulescu’s article and treatise), or by producing
them itself (Cezar Petrescu’s editorials in România). Other theories were disowned by the regime
(Theodor Vlădescu’s book).

The authors of these theories had very different standings: Fărcășanu was a law PhD student
known in the National Liberal milieu, Negulescu a distinguished law professor, Petrescu a famous
novelist, and Vlădescu an obscure journalist. Their texts were also of quite different nature: Fărcă-
șanu’s PhD thesis was political science, Negulescu’s article and treatise were legal theory, and Pet-
rescu’s editorials and Vlădescu’s book were popular literature.

The core of the four theories was similar: their authors rejected the Western democratic model
and shared the idea of a strong monarchy and a connection between king and nation. However, the
genealogies they established for the regime diverged. To Fărcășanu, who only later made the con-
nection between his theory and Carol’s regime, the model of monarchy was Western and secular.
Negulescu’s model was at the same time autochthonous, Japanese, and German, and resembled the
Second French Empire. Petrescu made up an autochthonous voivodal tradition and Vlădescu
invented a Dacian heritage. As opposed to Fărcășanu, who rejected the Byzantine empire as Orien-
tal, Negulescu, Petrescu, and Vlădescu, by referring to the times of the voivodes, implicitly perpe-
tuated the Byzantine tradition. In contrast to Fărcășanu, Petrescu and Vlădescu also included
religious accents in their theories.

The central difference between Fărcășanu on the one hand and Negulescu, Petrescu, and Vlă-
descu on the other was the role of the king in connection to parliament. Fărcășanu believed that
the monarch had an intrinsic virtue – independent of his individual character, apparently – that
could make him yield a part of his power. However, in line with L’Action française, Fărcășanu
was deeply antiparliamentary. Instead, Negulescu, Petrescu, and Vlădescu each attacked the
multi-party system in accordance with the regime’s anti-‘politicianism’ leitmotif, but Negulescu
advocated a parliament limited to legislation, Petrescu envisaged some kind of parliamentarism,
and Vlădescu at least acknowledged the existence of the single party parliament.

Nonetheless, these theories were mostly art for art’s sake. Carol II’s regimemade its decisions based
on its interpretation of the domestic and the international situation rather than on theory. However,
when the king decided to shut down parliament on 5 July 1940 – coincidentally, shortly after Fărcă-
șanu’s Monarhia socială was published – Fărcășanu’s vision factually prevailed over Negulescu’s.
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