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Abstract 

My paper investigates the records of an exemplary transatlantic connection discontinued by the historical 

break in Romanian-American relations that occurred after the second World War and the onset of 

Communism in Eastern Europe. I will look closely at samples of intellectual affinity between the artistic vision 

of American playwright Eugene O’Neill and the viewpoints expressed by his Romanian critical supporter Petru 

Comarnescu. Caught in the net of memory, the two cultural personalities sustain each other as well as the 

values of their respective cultural spaces, their connection being also an instance of cultural agency on behalf 

of the Romanian side: thus, consolidating the canonic position of Eugene O’Neill as an American playwright led 

to the inclusion of Petru Comarnescu in the Romanian and international critical canon. As primary sources, I 

will be using extracts from Comarenscu’s diary and the letters he exchanged with O’Neill during the 1930s and 

1940s. Given that O’Neill’s cultural memory in Romania is at present on the wane, a revival of interest in this 

respect would be more than welcome. 

 

Keywords: intellectual affinities, historical imagination, memory, cultural agency, transatlantic connections. 

 

Motto: “When thinking about memory we must start with 

forgetting” (Assman 97). 

 

 

Introduction 

In the case of canonical cultural items, the framework of communication works with messages 

that have a cultic status and which, as forms of active memory, are continually remembered, while 

the archives merely contain traces – passively stored memories and historical curiosities that are 

situated between active memory and forgetting and are open to interpretation and creative 

(re)readings. As Aleida Assman’s study suggests, forgetting is part of the “social normality”. My 

paper deals with several such traces detected in certain archives and means to prove that 

remembering is justified in the particular case addressed for this purpose. While the state archives 

constitute important tools for political power, the historical archives may be empowering for the 

cultural field. As Assman explains, the obsession with archives emerged initially after the French 

Revolution and was generated by a violent break with the national past – they are a form of 

reference memory constituting a rich background for the working memory. Also, they may be 

subversive and lead to a reshuffling of the canon. Therefore, an independent reference to the past 

can trigger a counter-history or bring to light a lost story. 

At the center of my investigation, Eugene O’Neill appears as a connection-seeking artist, whose 

friendship with American and foreign critics contributed to elevating his literary status and who was 

extremely interested in seeing his plays staged and understood around the world. Engaged in 

transatlantic dialogue with the playwright, Petru Comarnescu emerged as an innovative researcher 

and astute critic thwarted from his task (upon which he had embarked in all earnestness) only by the 

adverse course of history, while the reception of O’Neill as a playwright in Romania was similarly 

impaired by the onset of Communism. In the following pages, I will investigate how Comarnescu 

found solace and inspiration in O’Neill’s works and reveal what original contributions he brought to 
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reading the American author’s plays. Initiated in 1937, their dialogue continued optimistically into 

the next decade, despite the fact that the late 1940s found both the artist and the critic severely 

tried by personal and political circumstances with which they struggled as best they could. As 

primary sources for my paper, I will look at Comarenscu’s persoanl diary, his exchange of letters with 

the American playwright and also briefly investigate several samples of Comarnescu’s criticism, 

which are indicative of the admiration and comprehension the Romanian critic had for O’Neill’s 

artistic persona. 

 

* 

 

A survey of Comarnescu’s critical preoccupation with O’Neillean drama reveals a remarkable 

capacity for outlining O’Neill’s fundamental ideas, of integrating them into the sphere of universal 

culture and of tracing their evolution along the various stages of O’Neill’s work – with the ultimate 

purpose of upholding Comarnescu’s central claim, namely, that America’s foremost playwright was 

the re-creator of tragedy in the 20th century, in keeping with the Nobel Prize Committee’s reason 

for bestowing the prize on O’Neill in 1936. From his two studies of 1937 and up to the posthumous 

publication of O’Neill şi Renaşterea tragediei [O’Neill and the Revival of Tragedy] (1986), Petru 

Comarnescu was O’Neill’s foremost Romanian promoter. In his Introduction to Introducere la 

Teatrul American Contemporan [Contemporary American Theatre] (1967), Comarnescu discusses 

American drama from O’Neill to Albee, showing how several features of this art form originate with 

O’Neill’s unique contribution. He calls Eugene O’Neill “the strongest and most original personality of 

the American theatre” to that date, from the whole group of ten dramatists seen as “creators with 

an elevated human conscience... who took turns in answering the call of the socio-historical 

phenomena in their homeland and in the world, took part in the transformations of reality, and tried 

to find answers to the big questions of the individual and of humankind from the last half of the 

century” (Comarnescu, “Aprecieri…” 5, my transl). 

Comarnescu specifies that, due to their contribution, American dramatic literature is no longer 

dependent upon European drama, but becomes both a national and a universal reality. The 

Romanian critic affirms that, until O’Neill’s emergence as a significant dramatic figure, one couldn’t 

speak of an ample and profoundly original dramatic literature on the American stage, a fact that all 

histories of the American theater openly acknowledge. And even if American drama was late in 

coming of age, due to O’Neill it largely recuperated this delay: 

 

With his creative force and his wide grasp, Eugene O’Neill thoroughly researched the American 

way of life, he created characters from the American history and its present, he analyzed 

situations and conflicts proper to the different social categories, different formulas and ideals of 

life, and he promoted the most varied and relevant staging techniques (Comarnescu, 

“Aprecieri…” 8, my transl). 

 

A careful reading of Petru Comarnescu’s personal musings reveals that his intellectual frame of 

mind shared certain features with Eugene O’Neill’s artistic vision, and I believe it was these “elective 

affinities” that contributed to their mutual appreciation and collaboration. Early on in his diary, 

Comarnescu expresses a vision of life which denotes an affinity with O’Neill’s life view and sets the 

ground for their future understanding and correspondence. It seems that both intellectuals had a 

preference for the ancient Greek culture, whom they admired and by which they were obviously 

inspired in their work. One of its central features, the Dionysian display of vitality, was integral to 

their frame of mind: “I need great love and great hatred, which should either put me down or lift me 

upwards” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 21, my transl.). Equally interesting, both intellectuals displayed the 

same tendency to pour their life into their works, with the only difference that with Comarnescu this 

action was left at the level of intentions, a tendency whose expression was probably influenced by 
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echoes from O’Neill’s artistic vision: “I would like to pour all the feelings, problems and 

contradictions of the last year and a half into my writing. I feel I could write a trilogy of great 

feelings: love, motherly love, friendship…” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 127, my transl.). It must be added 

that the Romanian critic dedicated himself to translating O’Neill’s Strange Interlude at a most 

difficult time in his life - the divorce from his wife, Gina. In these bleak moments, his choice of losing 

himself into his work resembles the effort and concentration of O’Neill’s painstaking process of 

writing his masterpiece, Long Day’s Journey into Night: “In these terrible times for me, so as not to 

go mad, I translated at the most difficult moments O’Neill’s The Strange Interlude, in which I found 

so many situations similar to those I was going through, although infinitely less infamous, and yet 

with similar complications” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 154, my translation). 

Like the American playwright, similarly given to understanding the diversity of the world through 

traveling, the Romanian critic notes that his life was marked by a “dualism of joys and sorrows, of 

pleasures and ill fortune” and asserts his belief in destiny, which he identifies in one of his diary 

entries as “a metaphysical reason”, noticing that his “existence is determined by an irrational play of 

contrary forces” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 193, my transl.). At the same time, Comarnescu believed in 

the human personality defined by an “active and rational life, through harmony, measure, balance, 

tireless aspiration towards perfection” (Vasile Morar qtd. in Cristea 264, my translation). For him, 

the work of art was a search for goodness as the ultimate purpose in life and it is on this basis that 

his profound understanding of O’Neillean drama lies: “He suggests that there is a constant in 

individual and societal life, that requires, ultimately, for the authentic human development to be 

accomplished through the fusion of the moral substance with the aesthetic phenomenon” (Vasile 

Morar qtd. in Cristea 264, my transl). 

Comarnescu was equally influenced by the ideas of American pragmatism on art and life as 

“experience”, as “continual foray into the perfection of the objective and spiritual realities” (Vasile 

Morar qtd. in Cristea 264, my transl.). As a “born dialectician”, with the ideal of Hellenistic perfection 

in mind, Comarnescu believed in “the classical fulfillment of man through his work”, which implied a 

synthesis of thought, action and feeling (Frunzetti qtd. in Cristea 282). Given such intellectual traits, 

the Romanian critic had no difficulty in feeling empathy with O’Neill, himself in awe with the classical 

ideal of perfection, and continually glossing in his plays on the heraclitean dualism of the world. 

Moreover, several fragments of Comarnescu’s study of American society, Homo Americanus, point 

to his particularly nuanced understanding of Eugene O’Neill’s personality as the typical American 

artist and intellectual, whose social function is to communicate “the understanding of reality” 

(Comarnescu qtd. in Bărbat 448, my transl): 

 

the American intellectual and artist is searching, therefore, in his own environment for 

possibilities of expression and progress… the period of evasion and alienation from America has 

ended. The metaphysical destiny of the human being occurs everywhere. It is wiser for the 

human being to fight the other, more relative and flexible destiny: the destiny of the 

environment that can be understood and changed (Comarnescu qtd. in Bărbat 448, my transl.) 

 

The emphasis on the intellectual ability to “understand” one’s destiny is reflected, in 

Comarnescu’s view of O’Neill’s dramatic universe, by the phrase “O’Neill’s drama of life and 

awareness” that gave the title to the Romanian critic’s first comprehensive article on the American 

playwright’s work, an article which O’Neill himself read and highly appreciated. Furthermore, 

through his complex understanding of the American intellectual spirit, Comarnescu gained a rare 

insight into O’Neill’s paradoxical optimism: “the American intellectual becomes, increasingly, a 

humanist whose trust in the human powers to ennoble oneself and the others, remains, beyond any 

disappointment and suffering, the sole optimistic excess that his heart can bear…” (Comarnescu qtd. 

in Bărbat 453). 
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* 

 

The Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library from the Yale University holds the drafts of four 

letters that the playwright sent to his Romanian correspondent, and which Petru Comarnescu 

included as an annex into his critical study of O’Neill’s drama, entitled O’Neill şi Renaşterea 

tragediei [O’Neill and the Revival of Tragedy (1986)]. These letters – two of them dating from 1938, 

the others from 1939 and 1945 - reflect the sustained interest and mutual respect that the two 

intellectuals had for each other. They equally reflect O’Neill’s artistic generosity and the particular 

interest and pleasure he was taking in seeing his plays read, staged and critically acclaimed 

worldwide. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1. The old National Theater building in Bucharest where O’Neill’s Mourning Becomes Electra was staged 

until the bombing raid of 1944. 

 

The first letter (dated May 20, 1938) seems to have been the first that the playwright sent to 

Comarnescu, and it is most relevant for their relationship that O’Neill was already acquainted with 

Comarnescu’s interest in his work since he had read the latter’s article reprinted in Revue 

Hebdomadaire. In the letter, O’Neill praises the article as “a fine piece of critical writing” and 

stresses that it is “much superior to other criticism of my work”, expressing his “congratulations” 

and “sincere appreciation” for the critic’s achievement (O’Neill to Comarnescu - Letter 1). Hearing 

that Comarnescu had already translated The Strange Interlude, O’Neill authorizes him to publish it 

and gives up any copyright on this translation, merely asking for “a copy of the book for my library” 

(Letter 1). O’Neill further expresses his desire to send several materials for publication in Revista 

Fundaţiilor Regale (as Comarnescu had suggested), when his health would allow him to do further 

work on the projected cycle of plays and concludes the letter by an expression of “gratitude” for 

Comarnescu’s endeavors. 

In the second letter (dated November 26, 1938), O’Neill expresses his sincere appreciation for 

Comarnescu’s sustained lobby in favor of his plays and asks the Romanian critic to write to him 

about the reception that Strange Interlude (and not only) would have in our country. He also makes 

Comarnescu his legal representative in Romania and mentions that he would like to receive the 

volumes that our critic published, with translations from his works. This letter also gives Comarnescu 

full rights to translate and stage Mourning Becomes Electra, referred to as “the best thing I have 

done” and about which O’Neill believes that it will have “the greatest success of all my plays in your 

theaters” (O’Neill to Comarnescu Letter 2). O’Neill concludes his second letter by hoping that their 

collaboration would equally help in Comarnescu’s literary career. Such prospects were decidedly 
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most encouraging and yet the times would prove that this bludgeoning transatlantic friendship 

would soon be confronted with unexpected impairment. 

Despite the initial enthusiasm of the previously discussed lines, the third letter (dated March 8, 

1939) already talks about the difficulties of transatlantic correspondence, with O’Neill wondering 

about the delay of the contract he had sent to Comarnescu, and in which he had granted the latter 

the right to translate and publish The Strange Interlude in Romania. However, the joy of academic 

communication and a mutual interest in the sphere of literature makes for an alert and informative 

style. Besides several more casual remarks – concerning Comarnescu’s state of health and O’Neill’s 

denial that he had written an autobiography – the playwright offers Comarnescu his sustained 

opinion on several American critical studies on his work. 

The forth, and final, letter that Comarnescu published (dated July 12, 1945), communicates the 

delight of the playwright at finding out about the success of Mourning Becomes Electra in Bucharest. 

O’Neill asks his Romanian friend to send his “grateful appreciation” to the artistic team that had 

staged the trilogy. Regarding Comarnescu’s interest in the playwright’s work, O’Neill gives him full 

rights as a “sole representative and translator” of his other plays in Romania, thus conferring upon 

the Romanian critic his utmost trust and esteem. The tone of the letter is nevertheless saddened by 

O’Neill’s acknowledgement of the destruction of our National Theater building by the German 

forces, as well as by the communication of his own state of health that had continually deteriorated 

since the beginning of the war. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2. The handwritten draft of one of O’Neill’s letters to Comarnescu 

from the Beinecke Archives 

 

Besides the four letters that Comarnescu translated and published for the Romanian readers, the 

Beinecke Archive holds one more letter that Comarnescu sent to the playwright in August 1947, a 

year of great hopes and disillusionment for the Romanian critic. In this letter, addressed to O’Neill’ 

wife, Carlotta, Comarnescu mentions sending them a Romanian volume of O’Neill’s plays, entitled 

Dramas of the Sea and the Land (which contained the plays: Anna Christie, Desire under the Elms, 

Beyond the Horizon), as well as planning to send them soon another volume entitled Dramas of the 

Great Love (which included Ah! Wilderness - in his translation, Welded and Days without End). 

Always eager to point out the various cultural connections that he was mediating, Comarnescu adds 

that he had also translated Synge’s The Playboy of the Western World, and that he was hoping to see 
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The Emperor Jones and Days without End staged in Bucharest soon enough. Unfortunately, as we 

find out from his diary, the staging of Playboy would be forbidden by Zaharia Stancu in September 

1947, and the same Stancu would criticize and ultimately oppose himself to the staging of the 

above-mentioned O’Neill plays, invoking as a reason their author’s Catholicism. Shaken by this 

absurd opposition, Comarnescu realizes that his study on the revival of tragedy in O’Neill’s dramatic 

universe would remain unpublished “for who knows how long” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 273, my 

transl.). Our critic further explains in his diary that tragedy itself was no longer in fashion on the 

Romanian stage in those times, being considered depressing and demobilizing by the Communist 

critics, while the notion of destiny itself had come to be regarded by censorship as a “bourgeois 

diversion”. However, Comarnescu’s struggle to uphold the cultural values he believed in did not 

cease, despite those difficult times. As his words prove, he believed in destiny but not in 

deterministic resignation. Rather, he felt that “exactly because we do not know what is our fate, we 

must fight, as the ancient heroes fought, confronting the obstacles, measuring themselves up with 

their fates” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 279, my transl.). The reason Comarnescu thought life was still 

worth living in that bleak era is clearly expressed in his diary: “in this infamous world, there are 

nevertheless so many values, beauties, so many ideas and authentic souls that would deserve 

another fate” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 274, my transl.). Therefore, in his correspondence with O’Neill, 

the critic doesn’t give up hope, in its idealistic and pragmatic forms. After assuring Mrs. O’Neill that 

he would soon send the playwright the royalties collected from the staging of his plays, the critic 

gives details about his work on the volume regarding the revival of tragedy: “The book starts with 

your husband’s biography and the last chapters deal with a wide analysis of the artistic traits and 

humanistic meanings of his work” (Comarnescu to O’Neill, Folder 303: 36). And if, in his diary of the 

same year, he had expressed the immodest (but nevertheless valid) conviction that he had “done 

more than anyone here for the knowledge of the United States” (Comarnescu, Jurnal 1: 290), in his 

letter to O’Neill, Comarnescu compares his critical endeavor to those of other critics, in the 

expressed hope that his study would prove to be even more insightful by comparison: “I am sure 

that my book will be far more complete than that of Barret Clark or as the chapters dedicated by 

Prof. Quinn, Levinson, Koischwitz, Lewisohn, Nathan, et cetera, to Mr. O’Neill’s works” (Beinecke 

records, Folder 303: 36). Fortunately, the sources of Comarnescu’s self-confidence in his superior 

understanding of O’Neill’s artistic universe can and have been proven, or else one could be slightly 

surprised in reading the following words: “I think, without false modesty, that I am nearer to his 

philosophy and art than any of his critics and admirers” (Beinecke records, Folder 303: 36). But, 

given that his dedication to investigating O’Neill’s creation had started more than a decade before, 

and taking into account his research period in the States and the great number of studies dedicated 

to American culture he wrote, not to mention the particular intellectual affinities I referred to above, 

one can safely state that Comarnescu “adopted” O’Neill and built around him a vision so consistent 

that he had come to regard it as integral to his personality as a critic
1
. 

From this final letter we also learn about the existence of three photo albums from the Romanian 

performance of Mourning Becomes Electra that had been sent to the O’Neills together with 

Comarnescu’s published translation of the trilogy. However, despite the hopeful ending referring to 

prospects of continuing correspondence and fruitful collaboration, both Comarnescu and O’Neill 

would soon find themselves overwhelmed by personal and political issues. In a diary entry from 

1948, Comarnescu was expressing a profound sense of despair, whose corresponding feeling was 

O’Neill’s deep pessimism of The Iceman Cometh, which the playwright was involved in staging at the 

                                                 
1
See my paper on “Neoclassicism as Negated Alterity. Petru Comarnescu’s Reading of Eugene O’Neill’s Drama 

through the Grid of Kalokagathon”. The University of Bucharest Review. [“Alterity and Identity: Geographies of 

the Mind" (2008)]. The paper uses Norman Holland’s psychoanalytical theory of the “identity theme” to 

explain Comarnescu’s understanding of O’Neill’s dramatic universe. 
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time. In this entry, we find the Romanian critic mourning his fate, while relating to the artistic 

universe that he held so dear - the one embodied by O’Neill’s (and Shakespeare’s) heroes: 

 

…why were we even born? A banal, cheap philosophy, and a tragic one too. Between Hamlet and 

Hickey, the Iceman and Luke, Ionel and me, amidst so many dialogues and debates, what is the 

good of all these? The ethos of the ancient tragedy – we are pitiful or, in a modern phrasing, it 

would have been better never to be born… (Comarnescu, Jurnal 2: 28, my translation and 

emphasis
2
). 

 

Besides the empathy based on common aspirations and cultural preferences, the communion of 

the two kindred spirits was sustained by Comarnescu’s philosophical approach to O’Neill’s drama. 

The main line of argument in Comarnescu’s doctoral dissertation, Kalokagathon, refers to self-

accomplishment, where the aesthetic element is the dynamic and constructive side of the ethical 

aspect of life, the beautiful being understood as an “imaginative spirituality” (Vasile Morar qtd. in 

Cristea 265, my transl.); in other words, human life, as imagined, becomes integral to the 

achievement of the good human life. From this point onwards, the connection with the ethos of 

O’Neill’s works can easily be traced: O’Neill’s dreamers are listening to a different drummer than the 

one embodied by the mercantile spirit of their times, they are outcasts from a society whose dreams 

of pragmatic success stifle their pure aspiration towards beauty and understanding. However, their 

power to dream remains intact despite the existential vicissitudes they encounter and is indicative of 

an enduring human spirit that might, given other circumstances, be able to build a better world. Just 

as the correspondence and collaboration of the two intellectuals did not bear fruit in that troubled 

time and place, neither could O’Neill’s dreamers survive or adapt themselves to a non-idealistic 

society. But, for them, to struggle and strive for beauty - even when caught up in the throes of 

misery - represented a way to uphold an ideal vision and make it linger in the hearts and minds of 

the community. 

 

At the back of O’Neill’s artistic conscience, Comarnescu identifies a permanent striving for 

“justice, purity, for the freedom and dignity of man, and an opposition to wealth and to the sort 

of civilization that binds him” (O’Neill şi Renaşterea tragediei 42, my transl.). The critic ends his 

minute analysis with a remark reminding us of his conviction expressed in Kalokaghaton about 

the coexistence of the good and the beautiful in art: [O’Neill] invested his whole being into his 

art, he brought into it his experiences, his feelings and his visions, living to express himself 

through art and believing in the power of art to search for and find out the truth. He had indeed, 

among his great misfortunes, the happiness of artistic creation, [bringing to his spectators and 

readers] the bliss of art, with its meanings, enthusiasms, lights and mysteries, with its untiring 

striving for truth, good and beauty (O’Neill şi renaşterea tragediei 43, my transl). 

 

In his preface to Comarnescu’s monumental study (O’Neill and the Revival of Tragedy, 1986), Dan 

Grigorescu underlines the obvious qualities of the critical considerations I have presented so far, to 

which he adds the significant observation that Comarnescu deserves all the more praise, since his 

investigation didn’t benefit from the critical support offered by several important studies that had 

been published. As Grigorescu makes clear, this didn’t happen due to Comarnescu’s reticence 

towards the opinion of other critics, but because his study - initiated in times of war and concluded 

around 1945 - was “affected by the brutal interruption of the circulation of cultural ideas in that 

                                                 
2
As the emphasized sentence from the above quotation proves, Comarnescu’s diary resonates with O’Neill’s 

introspective and pessimistic writing style – so much so as to anticipate a line from the play unknown to our 

critic, which would become the American playwright’s masterpiece. In Long Day’s Journey into Night, the auto-

biographical character Edmund states quizzically, while deploring his miserable existence: “it was a mistake my 

being born a man…” 
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period” (Grigorescu, “Prefaţă” 10, my transl.). As a proof of Comarnescu’s critical intuition, 

Grigorescu demonstrates how the former’s opinions concur with those of other critics unknown to 

him at the time, thereby compensating for his lack of information. Grigorescu assures us that 

Comarnescu didn’t have access to an interview from 1922, in which O’Neill had declared that he 

believed the human emotions were a better guide to inner truth than the thoughts, and defined 

these emotions as an instinctual outburst. The Romanian critic had noticed a similar distinction in 

O’Neill’s The Moon of the Carribbees, where “life busts out violently as a reaction against death” 

(qtd. in Grigorescu, “Prefaţă” 12, my transl.). Grigorescu also underlines the elevated interpretation 

that Comarnescu gives to this play, an interpretation that has more to do with the sphere of moral 

philosophy, in which the latter had specialized: for Comarnescu, the characters that manage to 

break away from the exotic spell in The Moon of the Carribbees release human dignity from the yoke 

of nature and instincts
3
. Grigorescu concludes the preface by restating that it is almost certain that 

the Romanian critic wasn’t familiar with important foreign criticism at the time when he wrote his 

study – and therefore his critical contribution is all the more remarkable with respect to “his capacity 

of defining O’Neill’s fundamental ideas, of integrating them into the universal culture and tracing 

their evolution along the various stages of O’Neill’s works” (“Preface” 21, my transl). 

 

Conclusions 

If “what is forgotten need not be lost forever” (Assman 106), one should be thankful to the 

librarians and archivists who appear to embody the guardian angels of paper (in Margaret Atwood’s 

inspired phrasing), since they provide us with background information which can be activated in 

creative ways. Therefore, in concluding, I have to express my gratitude to the academic efficiency 

and dedication of such institutions as the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library from the Yale 

University, which provided me with the records of the transatlantic correspondence I have analyzed, 

and the Academy’s Library in Bucharest. Their precious resources made possible my research which 

brought about an awareness that “the historical archive helps us to position ourselves in time; it 

affords us the possiblity of comparison and reflection for a retrospective historical consciousness” 

(Assman 106). 

I believe that such archives of cultural memory the present paper has brought to light should be 

periodically revisited in order to consolidate O’Neill’s canonical status as a representative of 

American culture in Romania and to be able to secure Comarnescu’s place into the Romanian and 

international critical canon. Ultimately, beyond all personal sorrows, Petru Comarnescu’s diary and 

his correspondence with Eugene O’Neill back up the scholarly enterprise upon which our critic 

engaged wholeheartedly and convey the comfort of a communion of the spirits since, as history 

finally proved, neither the critic nor the playwright are remembered mainly for their pessimism and 

resignation – but for their tragic struggle with fate and for the supreme gift of their prodigious 

creativity. 

                                                 
3
This is a significant difference in opinion from O’Neill himself and represents Comarnescu’s personal view. 
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