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Retrieving the history of Banat is an undertaking that has its own 
historiography of respectable age, value and substance. In their effort to write or 
rewrite the past of Banat, the role of influential personalities was of foremost 
importance in this frontier region with a distinct multiethnic and multiconfessional 
character, where it was the elites that fostered the enforcement of vast projects 
aimed at the cultural and political-national emancipation of their own national 
communities. This study attempts to outline the dimensions of an interesting and, at 
the same time, contradictory figure, the life and activity of an individual who did 
his utmost to overcome his anonymity and eventually to become a significant 
character or even a true personality. Born at Petrovasela,1 in western Banat, Samuil 
Draxin managed to wedge himself into his own epoch’s tissue of events, playing a 
significant role in the South-East European ecclesiastical policies and strategies. 
The spatial coordinates of his movements were extremely vast, exceeding the 
boundaries of Banat or Transylvania, and reaching as far as the area south of the 
Danube, or even Jerusalem and Rome. Historiographic interest in this personality 
has not been scant in the region: texts that claim him as a representative figure of 
modern Banat have been written, offering reconstitutions that tend to 
overemphasize his import without clarifying, however, the basic factology. This 
study aims to provide as systematic as possible an approach to Samuil Draxin’s 
achievements, based on information recently identified in archival funds from 
Romania and abroad. 

THE HISTORICAL-ECCLESIASTICAL CONTEXT 

The epic thread of Samuil Draxin’s activity compels us to resort to ampler 
contextual references. His missionary activity amongst the Romanians from the 
Vidin area becomes more intelligible in the context of the Holy See and its policies 
 

* Translated into English by Carmen Borbély. 
1 Petrovasela has registered several slightly different toponymic variations from the period in 

question up to this day: Petrovasela, Petrovaselo, Petrovasâla, Petrovăsâla; today, the official Serbian 
name of this place is Vladimirovaţ. 

Rev. Roum. d’Hist., XLIX, 1–2, p. 37–57, Bucarest, 2010 
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in Eastern Europe during the latter half of the nineteenth century, as well as that of 
the missionary projects undertaken by the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church. 
Through the In suprema Petri encyclical, Pope Pius IX (1846–1878) resumed the 
rapprochement politics with Eastern Christianity, albeit from positions asserting the 
centrality of Roman Catholicism; his successor, Leo XIII expanded and intensified 
this dimension of missionary politics after 1878.2 Against this background of the 
Roman missionary policies targeted at Eastern Christianity, the Holy See and the 
Greek-Catholic Church structures located in the proximity of Orthodoxy were 
bound to embrace any tendencies favourable to religious union and were keen to 
fructify them, even though the time of massive conversions to Greek-Catholicism 
in Central-South-Eastern Europe had long gone. 

The First Vatican Ecumenical Council (1869–1870)3 was also a landmark for 
the overall problem of what was intended to be the “Greek-Catholic mission” from 
Vidin. On 2 April 1870, during the council proceedings, Cardinal Alessandro 
Barnabò sent Metropolitan Ioan Vancea a letter whereby the de Propaganda Fide 
Congregation entrusted the latter with “heading the Romanian Greek-Catholic 
mission from Vidin, in Bulgaria.”4 The initiative of the Roman Curia took into 
consideration the interest that the Romanian Greek-Catholic hierarchy had 
previously shown in expanding the union amongst the Romanians south of the 
Danube. At the Propaganda’s request that he should take over the Greek-Catholic 
mission from Vidin, Metropolitan Ioan Vancea answered Cardinal Barnabò on  
3 April 1870, demanding information on the material support of the mission and on 
its relations with the Metropolitan See from Blaj, before he could assume that 
responsibility. The Cardinal notified him that he could not provide material support 
for the mission on account of the expenses incurred with the participants who had 
attended the Council and that he would apply to the Association for the 
Propagation of Faith from Lyon for an annual subsidy thereof.5 

The audience that the Sovereign Pontiff, Pope Pius IX, granted Metropolitan 
Vancea on 4 May 1870 represented one of the most important highlights of the 
Romanian bishops’ presence in Rome during the Council proceedings.6 On this 
 

2 On the politics of the papacy towards the Eastern churches of the time, see: Roger Aubert, Le 
pontificat de Pie IX (1846–1878), Paris, 1952, pp. 415–426; Rosario F. Esposito, Leone XIII e 
l’Oriente cristiano. Studio storico-sistematico, Milan, 1961; Angelo Tamborra, “Catholicisme et 
monde orthodoxe à l’epoque de Pie IX,” in Miscellanea Historia Ecclesiasticae, IV, Louvain, 1972, 
pp. 179–193; Constantin G. Patelos, Vatican I et les évêques uniates. Une étape éclairante de la 
politique roumaine à l’égard des orientaux (1867–1870), Bibliothèque de la Revue d’histoire 
ecclésiastique, Fascicule 65, Louvain, 1981, pp. 1–77; Giorgio del Zanna, Leone XIII e l’Impero 
ottomano (1878–1903), Milan, 2003. 

3 On the First Vatican Council, see: Roger Aubert, Vatican I, Paris, 1964; Giuseppe Alberigo, 
Vatican I, in Les Conciles oecuméniques, I, Paris, 1994, pp. 339–359. 

4 See Nicolae Bocşan, Ion Cârja, Biserica Română Unită la Conciliul Ecumenic Vatican I 
(1869–1870), Cluj-Napoca, 2001, p. 399. 

5 Ibidem, pp. 399–400. 
6 Ibidem, pp. 414–415. 
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occasion, Vancea submitted to the Pope a document of utmost importance for the 
identity of the Romanian Church and for the missionary strategy envisaged by the 
Metropolitan, in the shape of a Memorial that proposed extending the religious 
Union amongst the Romanian nation and included concrete ways of accomplishing 
that end. The document demanded, besides others, that the Holy See should assume 
the mission of converting the entire Romanian nation and the neighbouring peoples 
to Catholicism; in this sense, Metropolitan Vancea advanced several concrete steps 
that were to be taken.7 One of these proposals entailed elevating the See of Alba 
Iulia and Făgăraş to a higher rank and to a larger ecclesiastical jurisdiction, the 
rationale behind this suggestion being that the current Metropolitan rank was 
insufficient for converting the entire nation as long as the Orthodox (the “Greek-
Orientals”) had several Metropolitan Sees in Romania and another one in 
Transylvania. The second solution Vancea proposed for incentivising the entire 
Romanian nation to union was the establishment of a Greek-Catholic mission at 
Vidin, “which ought to be set up without any delay and which would be supported 
and encouraged at any foreseeable cost, because the city of Vidin may be regarded 
as a centre whence the Holy Union might easily irradiate…” From here the union 
could expand to Romania or to the territories inhabited by Romanians from the 
Ottoman Empire. Ioan Vancea demanded that the Propaganda should assign this 
mission and all the necessary means to the Romanian Metropolitan See from Blaj. 
He also insisted that the Metropolitan of Blaj should be granted the right to raise to 
episcopal dignity the one who was fit for such a mission, given that the number of 
the believers in the area who would convert to the union would rise to tens of 
thousands.8 

The idea of providing institutional backing for a movement that fostered the 
spread of Catholicism, such as the movement targeted at the Romanian community 
from Vidin, which was launched around the time and during the Vatican Council, 
came thus to the attention of the highest authorities meant to officially consecrate 
the newly emerging ecclesiastical reality and to ensure its necessary institutional 
coherence: the Holy See, through its dicastery, the de Propaganda Fide 
Congregation, the Metropolitan See of Blaj, on the Romanian side, and, shortly 
thereafter, as it would become apparent, the Catholic Diocese of Nicopoli. From 
both a Roman and a Romanian perspective, what was desirable was the 
establishment at Vidin of an institution that would coagulate the incipient unionist 
movement and serve as a base of operations for extending the union with Rome 
amongst the other Romanians from Bulgaria; it is no less true that this presupposed 
the management of a rather complex and difficult situation. There was a series of 
problems that had to be clarified in order for this so-called “mission” from Vidin to 
become a concrete and, especially, functional ecclesiastical reality. These included 
 

7 The text of the Memorial in Ibidem, pp. 415–421. 
8 Ibidem, pp. 417–421. 
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the spiritual matters concerning the scope and steadiness of the “conversion” 
process which the Romanian community from the Vidin area was to undergo; the 
provision of quality priests, with a good training and a solid vocation; the 
hierarchical subordination of the mission; and last but not least, the material 
support necessary for the mission to carry out its activity. In what follows, we shall 
attempt to highlight the features of Samuil Draxin, the man, and the coordinates of 
his missionary activity. 

THE MAN: A BIOGRAPHICAL AND HISTORIOGRAPHICAL OVERVIEW 

The figure of Samuil Draxin – Simeon, by his baptism name, born in 
Petrovasela on 2 February 1822, has not been completely unknown to the 
historiography dedicated to the Banat space; on the contrary, he has been claimed 
as a representative personality of the area. It must be emphasised from the very 
beginning that the bibliography on Draxin is of uneven quality, encompassing both 
approaches that overrate him and certain confusions. Given the nature of his deeds, 
however, Samuil Draxin was bound to have an impact on the contemporaries with 
whom he interacted and to stir the interest of later historiographical approaches, 
whether of a conjunctural or a more systematic nature. 

Thus, a significant text for a certain type of reception Samuil Draxin has 
benefited from in the Greek-Catholic and Romanian conscience is the article 
entitled, in English translation, “On Father Draxin’s Anniversary,” which was 
published in Cultura Creştină (Christian Culture) in 1942. The article constructs a 
heroic image for Draxin, who is seen as a champion of the Catholic faith and a 
defender of Romanian identity south of the river Danube, fighting against the 
assimilation that the Greeks levelled at the Romanians through the agency of the 
Orthodox Church. The article starts with another, briefly mentioned historiographical 
reference, namely notebook III from the 1942 issue of the journal Timocul (The 
Timok), where Emanoil Bucuţa evoked the personality of Samuil Draxin, the fragment 
being also reproduced in Cultura Creştină. Bucuţa’s homage was also based on 
historian Felix Kaunitz’s statements, whereby in 1869, priest Draxin endeavoured, 
under the patronage of Bishop Iosif Papp Szilágyi, to rally the Wallachians 
between the Danube and the Timok into “the tide of the Romanian national 
movement.” The interested manifested in Draxin by the journal Timocul, which 
was cited by Cultura Creştină, was, firstly, an anniversary one, since in 1942 “it will 
soon be 75 years since Priest Draxin from Banat entered history”; and secondly, 
because Draxin’s figure acted as a catalyst for the Romanians throughout time, 
evoking his image being therefore important during the difficult years of the war.9 
 

9 Cultura Creştină, XXII, 1942, nos. 10–12, October–December, p. 683. 
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Several historians from Banat have also focused on Samuil Draxin on 
account of the importance he enjoyed as a regional personality. Mention ought to 
be made here of Sandu Cristea’s study10 or Gligor Popi’s book on the Romanians 
from the Serbian Banat.11 One of the recent works on the regional history of Banat, 
which also includes Draxin, is Costa Roşu’s Personalităţi româneşti din Voivodina 
(Romanian Personalities from Voivodina), a dictionary that consecrates the character 
under discussion here as an outstanding personality, synthesising information from 
the bibliography that is available, including the details we have mentioned above.12 

It ought to be stated that the year of Draxin’s birth is 1817 in these 
references, which is rather different from the year attested by the archival sources 
we have used: 1822, 2 February. These secondary works must have successively 
taken over a series of dating errors for the period in which Draxin lived. Thus, in 
Costa Roşu’s work, the year of his death is also wrong, since the archival sources 
we have identified prove that Draxin was very much alive in 1882, when he sent 
several petitions to the Metropolitan See of Blaj. These references do not tally also 
as regards the number of the Romanians from the area of Vidin whom Draxin 
converted during his missionary activity there. Finally, as far as we know, the least 
plausible text concerning Draxin, of an, admittedly, journalistic rather than 
historiographical nature, is an article that appeared in the Crişana newspaper from 
Oradea in 2004, which presents him as… having been born in Oradea: “Draxin (or 
Drăguşin) was born at Oradea, from parents who had arrived here from the village 
of Vladimirovaţ, also called Petrova-Sala, from present-day Voivodina.”13 In this 
material, Draxin’s mission in the Vidin area follows the same scenario, the same 
narrative thread and features the same details we also find in other texts about him. 
What is truly striking is this text’s suggestion that Draxin’s birthplace was Oradea, 
its author, Ovidiu Pop, failing to mention the source of his information. 

Concerning the information circulated via these blatantly inaccurate 
materials, we would like to present a few biographical data on Samuil Draxin, as 
we have found them in archival documents he or other people he interacted with 
during his activity left behind. These documents are kept in the archival funds 
preserved by the Cluj County Service of the National Archives, as well as in the 
Archives of the Congregation for the Eastern Churches from Rome.  

Thus, as attested by the extract from the protocol of those baptised in the 
“Greek-Oriental” parish of Petrovasela, the man who would later bear the monastic 
name of Samuil was born on 2 February 1822 in the family of Petru and Simileana 

 
10 Sandu Cristea, “Samuil Draxin, bănăţean din Vladimirovaţ în Imperiul Turcesc,” in Analele 

Societăţii de Limbă Română din Voievodina, no. 3–4, Zrenjanin, 1972–1973, pp. 499–508. 
11 Gligor Popi, Românii din Banatul Sârbesc, Panciova, Bucharest, 1993.  
12 Costa Roşu, Personalităţi româneşti din Voivodina (1734–2004), Panciova, 2004, pp. 74–75. 
13 The article is entitled “Un misionar orădean în istoria Bulgariei,” it is signed by Ovidiu Pop, 

dated: 02. 08. 2004, and can be consulted at the internet address: http://www.crisana.ro/stiri/actualitate-13/ 
un-misionar-oradean-icirc-n-istoria-bulgariei-11618.html, accession date: 08. 12. 2010. 
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Draxin; his baptismal name was Simeon, and the priest who christened him was 
Simeon Davidovici.14 We have no information either regarding his studies or the 
first four decades of Draxin’s life, his name beginning to be recorded by the 
sources only at the middle of the seventh decade of the nineteenth century, that is 
from the moment he launched a series of projects whose scope exceeded the 
religious geography of Banat. A certificate issued on request by the Orthodox 
priest from the border village of Petrovasela on 1 February 1864, and also signed 
by a part of the local community members, provides several general references on 
Samuil Draxin’s good conduct: “he has been in our midst ever since his infancy, 
and he has drawn everyone’s attention not only through his moral behaviour, but 
also by acting like an agronomist in everything and serving our church for a while, 
always exemplarily leading the way… at his request, with this certificate, we can 
recommend this honest man.”15 Having been born an Orthodox, therefore, Draxin 
converted to the Greek-Catholic confession on 5 June 1863, together with his two 
children, Petru Pavel and Teodora Eufrosina, and they took the habit at the Saint 
Sava Monastery near Jerusalem. This is attested in the certificate issued on 28 
April 1865 at the Bishopric of Lugoj, bearing the signatures of Vicar General 
Ştefan Moldovan and canons Andrei Liviu and Petru Capeţianu, who briefly 
presented the ”history” of Draxin’s confessional membership. The document also 
states that the three brought certificates issued by the Austrian Consulate in 
Jerusalem, whereby their status was certified and their monastic quality was 
reconfirmed.16 His presence in the Holy Land is also substantiated by a certificate 
issued in Jerusalem on 24 October 1864.17 During the following year, Draxin also 
visited the Eternal City, whence he received written evidence in this sense, dated 
Rome, 13 January 1865.18 He renewed his Greek-Catholic vows on 8 July 1867 in 
the Metropolitan Cathedral from Blaj.19 

Another document in the series of confessions evoking Draxin’s figure casts 
a rather rough perspective upon the character himself, placing him in an 
unfavourable light and confirming to some extent the suspicions Bishop Paoli 
expressed in his letters. This is a letter written by the Orthodox Bishop of 
Caransebeş, Ioan Popasu, and addressed to the Archpriest of Mehadia, his 
hierarchical subordinate, on 11 July 1868. Popasu draws the latter’s attention to “an 
individual by the name of Samuel Draxin,” born at Petrovasela, on the territory of 
the Romanian-Banatic regiment no. 14, whom he considers to be dangerous: 
“disturbing the peace and religious calm.” During the previous year, Draxin had 
presented himself to Bishop Popasu, demanding to be recognised as a monk and to 
 

14 The Cluj County Service of the National Archives (hereinafter CCSNA), Personal Archives 
Fund A-V, file no. 19/1863–1882, unnumbered. 

15 Ibidem. 
16 Ibidem. 
17 Ibidem. 
18 Ibidem. 
19 Ibidem. 
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be granted the management of the Orthodox chapel from Ciclova Montană; he was 
not able to prove with documents that he had the quality of a monk. Later, Bishop 
Popasu found out that Draxin had been searched for by the Commander-in-chief 
from Timişoara, to be detained and remanded to his native village of Petrovasela, 
and that he had converted to Greek-Catholicism, being mandated with a letter from 
the Bishop of Oradea to serve as a missionary and convert the Romanians from 
Bulgaria. Popasu brought this to the attention of the Archpriest and clergy from the 
Archpriest Parish District of Mehadia, requesting them that if Draxin showed up in 
the area, he should be referred to the authorities, who should escort him to 
Petrovasela, “like a deceiver and religious seditionary that he is.” Bishop Kengelaţ 
also sent a similar circular (in 1863).20 The document leaves little room for 
nuances; corroborated with the rest of the information that is available to us, this 
shapes an altogether different image of the “missionary,” who was, in fact, a person 
without scruples and who constantly took advantage of his ecclesiastical context, in 
the sense of pursuing his own interests. 

DRAXIN’S MISSION IN THE VIDIN AREA 

The first information on modern-time, Greek-Catholic missionary activity 
south of the Danube, in the Vidin area, dates back to the seventh decade of the 
nineteenth century. This was included in a letter sent by Anton Iosif Pluym, the 
Bishop of Nicopoli and the Apostolic administrator of Wallachia, to Alexandru 
Barnabò, the Prefect of the de Propaganda Fide Congregation on 25 June 1867. 
Here he offered information about the Romanian community from the 
aforementioned area, encompassing 40 villages, whose inhabitants had emigrated, 
in time, from Banat and from other parts of Austro-Hungary. They were visited 
periodically by “schismatic” priests, with a view to administering the sacraments 
and, especially, as the cited document claims, to collect taxes and contributions for 
the Greek Patriarchate in Constantinople. Bishop Pluym notified Prefect Barnabò 
that a compatriot of these inhabitants, who had converted to the Catholic Church 
and was recommended by a “Bishop of Romanian rite from Banat,” was ready to 
undertake missionary action amongst the Romanians in the Vidin County. He had 
already travelled to Bucharest twice to this end. Pluym was keen on this idea, 
considering that the presence of a priest of Eastern rite in this community would be 
useful, as he would administer to those believers the Holy Sacraments and would 
provide them with adequate instruction.21 

 
20 I. D. Suciu, Radu Constantinescu, Documente privitoare la istoria mitropoliei Banatului, 

vol. II, Timişoara, 1980, pp. 885–886. 
21 Archivio della Sacra Congregazione per le Chiese Orientali (hereinafter: ASCCO), Scritture 

riferite nei congressi. Romeni 1865–1875, busta no. 1, ff. 262 r–263 v. 
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The events continued with the circular Iosif Papp Szilágyi, the Greek-
Catholic Bishop of Oradea addressed to “all the Christian Romanians in Bulgaria,” 
on 29 March 1868.22 This document confirms that the Greek-Catholic ecclesiastical 
structures from Transylvania played a role in the attempts made towards uniting 
certain Romanian communities south of the Danube with Rome. It begins by 
mentioning the petition addressed by some Romanians from Vidin County to the 
Bishop of Nicopoli and the Apostolic Vicar of Wallachia, in which they had asked 
to be received “in Holy Union with the ancient Church of Rome.” The circular sent 
by the Bishop of Oradea deploys a substantial argumentation meant to uphold the 
importance of the Romanian communities from the area returning to communion 
with the “Patriarch of Rome,” whom he calls the “Patriarch of Bulgaria after the 
Canons.” The circular institutionalises, as it were, the beginnings of Greek-
Catholic missionary activity in the Vidin area; it also officially appoints an 
individual who ought to manage and coagulate the prounionist movement amongst 
these communities: “having received permission to send a priest to the Romanians 
in Bulgaria, so that they may again be received in Holy Union with the Church of 
Rome [...]; I shall send the devout hieromonk from the Monastery of the Holy 
Trinity in Blaj, in Transylvania, priest Samuil Draxin, to the Romanians from 
Bulgaria, to welcome them from the Greek into the Roman Church, for that is why 
we are actually called Romanians.”23 Several elements are blatantly, almost 
ostentatiously, we might say, highlighted in this document. Thus, entering into 
communion with the Roman Church will not encroach upon the local liturgical 
traditions and religious life; Papp Szilágyi illustrates this aspect with the example 
of the Transylvanian religious union: “you must know, all of you Romanians from 
Bulgaria, that just like we, the Romanians from Hungary, Transylvania and Banat 
who are united with mother Rome, you will also be able to have all your liturgies 
and religious services, to maintain your Romanian language in church, your 
positions, the marriage rights of your priests as laid down by the Holy Fathers of 
the Eastern Church, who had been united with Rome before the Greeks drove a 
wedge between them.” Union with Rome will mean for those Romanians returning 
from the “Greeks’ schism” to the true faith and the true Church, that is the Roman 
Apostolic Church. Last but not least, the text is visibly interspersed with elements 
meant to sensitise its addressees with respect to their national identity: the 
importance of the Roman descent of both the Transylvanian Romanians and of the 
Romanians south of the Danube; union with Rome would also bring the Romanians 
from Vidin back into their real family (“from your foreign, Greek stepparents back 
to your Roman, natural parents”); the Neo-Latin peoples, who are related to the 
Romans, are strong, enlightened and civilised people; if they all embraced the 
religious union, a Romanian bishop would be anointed for them, etc.24 A genuine 
 

22 See the circular in N. Bocşan, I. Cârja, op. cit., pp. 580–582. 
23 Ibidem, pp. 580–581. 
24 Ibidem, pp. 581–582. 
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model of ecclesiastical rhetoric and eloquence, this circular represents, to our 
knowledge, the first official document that set up the Greek-Catholic mission 
amongst the Romanians from Vidin, under the patronage of the Greek-Catholic 
Church from Transylvania. 

That this circular was issued by the Bishop of Oradea Mare rather than by the 
highest hierarchical authority in the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church, namely by 
the Metropolitan of Blaj, was also due to the fact that the Metropolitan See of Blaj 
was undergoing a period of vacancy, which lasted from the death of Alexandru 
Sterca Şuluţiu (September 1867) until the investiture of Ioan Vancea as 
Metropolitan Archbishop on 11 April 1869. The involvement of the Metropolitan 
authorities in the Vidin affair can be ascertained from another letter, sent later from 
Blaj to Grigore Silaşi, the Vice-Rector of the Central Greek-Catholic Seminary in 
Vienna. The Metropolitan expressed his full assent to what Silaşi had informed him 
about, in his letter of 10 September 1869, in relation to hieromonk Samuil Draxin 
and the extension of the Union amongst the Romanians from Vidin County. 
Information was also requested from the Apostolic Vicariate of Bucharest, in order 
to act in full awareness and knowledge of the situation in the region. Subsequently, 
support would be granted for Samuil Draxin’s activity on condition that he submit 
a report on his undertakings and especially on the books he had received from the 
Printing Press of the Archdiocesan Seminary, worth around 100 florins. The 
Metropolitan approved of several young men from those areas pursuing education 
in Blaj, and he also conceded that Petru Draxin should be appointed as a priest for 
the Romanians from Vidin, provided that he submitted the necessary documentation.25 

The Metropolitan would endorse the efforts of hieromonk Samuil Draxin 
and, to that end, he sent a circular to the clergy in his Archdiocese so as to ensure 
the offertory collection for the church in Vidin, asking the other dioceses to do the 
same; he also promised that he would train several talented young men in Blaj so 
that they could thereafter celebrate south of the Danube. 

However, the certificate issued on 11 December 1867 by Anton Iosif Pluym, 
the Latin Bishop of Nicopoli and Vicar of Wallachia, whose see was in Bucharest, 
demonstrates a peculiar fact: Draxin actually travelled to the Vidin area with 
missionary intentions even prior to being officially mandated to do so by Bishop 
Iosif Papp Szilágyi of Oradea, through his circular letter of 29 March 1868.26 The 
resolution passed by the Metropolitan Consistory of Blaj on 14 March 1868 attests 
to the fact that his missionary activity had already started, mentions his being 
received amongst the Basilian monks from the Holy Trinity Monastery in Blaj, and 
also recommends him to the Bishop of Oradea, Iosif Papp Szilágyi, for being 
ordained as a priest and vested with the mission of “propagating the union in the 
Bulgarian area.”27 The hierarch from Oradea confirmed this through the letter he 
 

25 Published in ibidem, pp. 603–604. 
26 A circular published in Nicolae Bocşan, Ion Cârja, op. cit, pp. 580–582. 
27 CCSNA, Personal Archives Fund A-V, file no. 19/1863–1882, unnumbered. 
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sent to the Consistory in Blaj on 30 March 1868, in which it is stated, amongst 
others, that “I ordained him as a priest and gave him a chalice, vestments, an 
antimins, myrrh and others and a pastoral charter to the Romanians in Bulgaria and 
so today he has departed for Blaj.28 

The course and scope of the efforts undertaken for accomplishing the union 
in the area of Vidin represent one query whose answer would enable us to assess, at 
least partly, the dimensions of this phenomenon. Thus, a first quantitative estimate 
of the Romanians from Vidin County who were converted to the union with Rome 
can be found in the aforementioned Memorial, which Metropolitan Vancea 
submitted to the Pope during his audience from 4 May 1870: “up to three thousand 
believers have been subdued by the sermon a monk addressed to the meek and 
humble in those parts, a monk who overdid himself in eulogising the Holy Union 
of faith.”  He reckoned that the entire Vidin County, inhabited by a Romanian 
community of up to 50,000 members, could be determined to adhere to the union 
with Rome through efficient missionary action. As regards the motivation of such 
action, the document speaks about certain “spiritual needs” that these inhabitants 
had, as they are “bound to confess the same creed on the mere utterance of the 
sacred verb for a sufficient number of times.”29 

Bishop Paoli’s letter to Cardinal Barnabò from 6 February 1871 advanced the 
same number, of 3,000 persons who had returned to the “unity of faith”; they were 
the inhabitants of Romanian villages (“Wallachs”) from the area of Vidin and “they 
all belonged to the poor layer.” Bishop Paoli had visited these converted 
Romanians and the data he ascertained in the field were included in the report he 
sent to Cardinal Barnabò; according to his findings, the converted Romanians “are 
simple and intelligent folk,” that is both ordinary people and members of the local 
elite. Concerning the motivations of their option, Paoli considered them to be 
sincere, he understood the step they had taken, “even though it may have been 
motivated in principle by political reasons.” As Paoli said, even the irresolute 
would appear to be willing to return to the Union.30 

Samuil Draxin himself corroborated the figures mentioned above in the data 
he advanced in his correspondence. Thus, in his letter dated Rome, 27 March 1871, 
the missionary priest showed that while initially he had attracted 900 persons from 
those areas to Catholicism, 3,200 believers from both Vidin and the villages around 
it were eventually converted.31 In the letter he sent on 5 July 1871 to a high official 
of the Holy See, whose name is not mentioned, he spoke about a substantially 
larger number of converts: “our Catholic religion is moving forward and spreading 
 

28 Ibidem. 
29 N. Bocşan, I. Cârja, op. cit., p. 416. 
30 The correspondence reflecting the beginnings of the Greek-Catholic mission from Vidin is 

kept in the original in the Archives of the Congregation for the Eastern Churches from Rome. For the 
present letter, see ASCCO, Scritture riferite nei congressi. Romeni 1865–1875, Busta no. 1, fo. 414 r–415 v. 

31 Ibidem, ff. 416 r–417 r. 
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here in the area of Vidin; on 16 June this year I walked amongst the people in a city 
called Lom-Palancka, where I received 10,000 souls of both Romanians and 
Bulgarians into the Catholic faith, which is to say that from 16 to 29 June, our 
people has reached 14,000 souls.”32 Taking into account the pecuniary requests 
Draxin expressed in this letter, we may surmise about the accuracy of these figures, 
which appear to be the grounds of justificatory arguments for Draxin’s demands. 
Behind these figures lay an ecclesiastical reality that was under way, whose firm 
establishment on Catholic bases depended on its being provided with an adequate 
institutional framework; hence, the need for establishing a Greek-Catholic mission 
at Vidin. 

The various documents we have consulted on Samuil Draxin and the role he 
played in the Vidin area were far from consonant; on the contrary, the rather 
diverse register of information referring to his person and identifiable in 
correspondence is truly disconcerting. Thus, the already cited circular issued by 
Bishop Papp Szilágyi of Oradea and the answer letter the Metropolitan See sent to 
Silaşi presented Draxin in favourable, if not downright laudatory terms. However, 
the letter sent from Constantinople by Iosyf Pluym, former Bishop of Nicopoli and 
Apostolic administrator of Wallachia, on 27 April 1870, described him in a 
position that is also confirmed by most of the sources referring to Draxin, namely 
that of a supplicant, of a petitioner clamouring financial resources both for himself 
and for the Greek-Catholic community that was being established at Vidin.33 
Pluym stated that Draxin had arrived at Constantinople, heading a delegation that 
also included his son, a converted Romanian priest and four other Romanians, with 
a view to asking that the Sublime Porte grant them a firman for building a Catholic 
chapel at Vidin. We also learn from this letter that Draxin had bought the land on 
which the chapel was to be built using the money the Emperor of Austria had 
bestowed upon him during his recent voyage to the Orient. Pluym claimed that 
now, in his capacity as Vicar Apostolic at Constantinople, he no longer had 
available funding for Bulgaria and was no longer able to help Draxin as he had 
done when he was in Bucharest. He recommended therefore that the “nascent” 
mission from Vidin should be taken over by one of the bishops of Romanian rite 
from Hungary, who should assume both the task of pastoral supervision and that of 
providing financial assistance. The core issue, however, in Iosif Pluym’s opinion, 
was that of finding a capable and well-instructed priest who would meet the 
exigencies of the Vidin mission, the implication being that Draxin was an 
inadequate candidate.34 

Pluym’s successor to the See of Nicopoli and the Apostolic administration of 
Wallachia – Bishop Ignazio Paoli from the Passionist Congregation – was, 
however, more categorical in the characterisations he made of Samuel Draxin in 
 

32 In the original, the letter is to be found in Romanian in Ibidem, fo. 423 r–424 r, as well as in 
Italian in Ibidem, fo. 422 r–v. 

33 Ibidem, ff. 400 r–401 r. 
34 Ibidem. 
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his correspondence. Thus, in a first letter he sent from Bucharest to Cardinal 
Barnabò on 6 February 1871, he furnished information that contributes to rounding 
off Draxin’s image as regards his character and sheds light on the conditions in 
which he carried out his mission.35 Being initially a widower, then a monk and 
eventually ordained as a priest, Draxin was sent with letters of empowerment to 
Bishop Papp Szilágyi. According to Paoli, the worst part of the situation was that 
ever since Draxin had begun his missionary activity with the Romanians around 
Vidin, no hierarch had managed to pay them a visit. The Nicopolitan Bishop 
travelled himself, therefore, to the area, noticing, amongst others, that of the 
believers who had initially been converted to Catholicism, “half had returned to the 
schism again.” The reason was the one we have already mentioned: those 
Romanians had been abandoned, “without any bishop shepherding them.” Insisting 
on the importance of the presence of a good missionary in that region, Paoli 
sketches an extremely critical portrait of Samuil Draxin: his is “an exalted head,” 
endowed with a certain degree of natural authority, “which would render him an 
excellent leader of the rabble, in the sense that we understand this and nothing 
more. He is an ignorant and can’t even write his own name. He lies and schemes to 
obtain money, which he then spends without any religious outcome.” Bishop 
Paoli’s harsh comment goes on to emphasise the inefficacy of married priests in 
accomplishing the missionary work of the Church, an argument which he then 
resumes throughout his letter: “These married priests […] whose minds are focused 
on anything but sacrificing themselves for fashioning the new Christianity.” 
Moreover, Draxin is a compromising character for the community of the as yet 
unconverted people from Vidin, Bishop Paoli insists. The alternative solution he 
proposes is appointing a Greek-Catholic priest truly capable of missionary action 
and asking permission from the Holy See to have a Latin missionary convert 
himself to the Romanian (“Wallachian”) rite, so that he will take over the 
missionary activity from Vidin; this plan, Bishop Paoli deems, is simpler and more 
likely to produce good results.36 

In the letter he drafted later, on 19 June 1871, Bishop Paoli resumed both his 
criticism of Draxin’s “bad conduct” and certain proposals for solving the crisis 
afflicting, in his opinion, the Greek-Catholic mission from Vidin.37 Paoli’s 
suggestions amounted, in actual fact, to a veritable project, conceived for solving 
the difficulties of this mission, which he detailed in the latter part of his letter. It 
was a project that comprised four points. One of the Passionist monks should 
convert to the Romanian rite, this plan appearing to him, however, to be 
impracticable (1). The rector of the Greek College from Rome should be requested 
to recommend a young man who had the necessary qualifications and was capable 
of taking over the mission; he also decided to visit the Romanian Greek-Catholic 
 

35 Ibidem, ff. 414 r–415 v. 
36 Ibidem. 
37 Ibidem, ff. 439 r–440 r. 
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bishops from Transylvania and see whether they could grant him one of their 
priests for the Vidin mission, preferably a person who would not be encumbered by 
family obligations (2). The third point consisted in subordinating the Greek-
Catholic missionary priest to one of the Latin missionaries shepherding the 
Catholics of Western rite who resided in Vidin and Calafat (3). Finally, the last 
point referred to finding the material means necessary for supporting both 
missionaries, as well as for building a church and a school for the Catholic 
Romanians in the area.38 Notwithstanding the local issues, or the justness of the 
arguments on which Paoli rested his project, the solution he advanced bore the 
brunt of a more general atmosphere in the Catholic missionary milieu from that 
period and thereafter, since that mentality upheld, first and foremost, the Latin rite, 
which was considered to be “more Catholic” and more reliable than the various 
Oriental rites.39 

To round off, in broad strokes, the canvas of period references on Samuil 
Draxin and his contribution to starting off the mission, his own position or point of 
view, expressed in the letters he addressed to various ecclesiastical authorities, 
should also be taken into account. In his attempt to sensitise diverse centres of 
religious power, Draxin travelled to Rome at the end of March 1871; from there he 
sent several letters. The one from 27 March 1871 was more comprehensive and had 
a somewhat greater political and ecclesiastical relevance.40 He started by making a 
summary of his mission amongst the Romanian community from Vidin, whose 
outcome could be quantified in the 3,200 souls that had been converted to the 
Union; in what followed, he raised the issue of a vicarial or episcopal ecclesiastical 
organisation that would support the union in the Vidin area: “the people desire to 
have now, for the first time, at least a Vicariate if not an Episcopate in Widdin. 
And if this is achieved, we shall shortly have reason to rejoice […] the entire 
People will return to Our Holy Mother Roman Church, this is what I hereby 
warrant myself.”41 He claims that the lack of care from a local bishop has 
negatively influenced the progress of the union mission amongst the Romanians 
from Vidin. The letter sums up his own progress, which culminated with his arrival 
in Rome: from Vidin he went first to Bucharest, to see Bishop Ignazio Paoli, who 
told him that he had requested that Rome should place the Vidin mission under the 
protection of a Greek-Catholic bishop from Hungary, since he was not conversant 
with the Oriental customs. From Bucharest he set further off, to Transylvania, to 
see the Metropolitan of Alba Iulia and Făgăraş, Ioan Vancea, and then Iosif Papp 
Szilágyi, in Oradea, both of whom answered him that they could not administer the 
Vidin mission. Under these circumstances, he decided to leave for Rome, where he 

 
38 Ibidem. 
39 Rosario F. Esposito, Leone XIII e l’Oriente cristiano. Studio storico-sistematico, Milan, 

1961, p. 501. 
40 ASCCO, Scritture riferite nei congressi. Romeni 1865–1875, Busta no. 1, ff. 416 r–417 r. 
41 Ibidem. 
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would ask that the Vidin mission should be provided with “a Vicariate, if not with 
an Episcopate, which should only depend upon the Holy See of Rome, as this is the 
people’s wish.” He guaranteed that such a jurisdictional rank was also to the liking 
of the Ottoman Government and that it would eventually prove essential to the 
extension of the union.42 Sincere commitment to the “cause” of the union or 
personal ambitions? It is difficult to say to what extent Draxin was animated by 
these two incentives. His undertaking deserves, nonetheless, full attention from a 
historical perspective. In a second letter, dated Rome, the same day, 27 March 
1871, Draxin made material requests, essentially claiming that the stipend he used 
to receive from Iosif Pluym was no longer granted by Ignazio Paoli, the new 
Bishop of Nicopoli and Vicar Apostolic of Wallachia. He basically demanded 
money to cover the financial debts he had incurred during the period in which he 
received no stipend.43 

In another letter, which he sent from Vidin on 5 July 1871, Draxin reiterated 
the issue of his material deprivation. He denounced the fact that since his return 
from Rome he had not received any stipend from the Bishop of Bucharest, that the 
Vidin mission entailed expenditures and charges: supporting 10 priests and 6 
churches, a school teacher, etc.44 

Draxin’s financial grievance draw our attention to one of the most difficult 
aspects the Vidin mission was confronted with, namely its material backing; this 
aspect had apparently not been sufficiently clearly settled by any of the 
ecclesiastical structures with an interest in the developments from the region. It 
needs be mentioned that this aspect had remained undecided ever since the period 
of the Council. In the discussion between Cardinal Barnabò and Metropolitan Ioan 
Vancea on the question of the Vidin mission, which had been triggered by the 
Romanian prelate’s submission of a written request to the de Propaganda Fide on 
2 April, whereby he demanded to be entrusted with the administration and 
coordination of the mission from Vidin, Barnabò informed Vancea that he would 
no longer be able to help him, given all the expenses the de Propaganda Fide had 
incurred with the maintenance of the bishops during the Council (3,000 scudi a 
month). Instead, Prefect Barnabò recommended that Vancea should try to obtain a 
subsidy from the Association for the Propagation of the Faith from Lyon (France).45 

The provision of material subsidies for Samuil Draxin, the “first missionary” 
here, was thereafter a perpetual issue for the structures of ecclesiastical power; with 
the exception of Iosif Pluym, they either did not want to or could not support him 
financially, despite the fact though that they all regarded Draxin’s activity in the 
Vidin area as a “Greek-Catholic mission” and, more than that, he had officially 
 

42 Ibidem. 
43 The Romanian text of the letter, see in Ibidem, fo. 418 r–v, and the Italian, Ibidem, fo. 419 r–v. 
44 The Romanian text of the letter, see in Ibidem, ff. 423 r– 424 r, for the one in Italian, see 

Ibidem, fo. 422 r–v. 
45 N. Bocşan, I. Cârja, op. cit., pp. 399–400. 
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been invested with this quality by Bishop Papp Szilágyi in 1868. In a first phase, 
Bishop Paoli claimed, in his letter to Cardinal Barnabò from 6 February 1871, that 
one of the Greek-Catholic bishops from Austro-Hungary should take over the 
leadership of that mission.46 In the letter he sent on 31 May 1871 to Cardinal 
Barnabò at the Propaganda, the Viennese Nuncio Mariano Falcinelli said he had 
intervened with the Austrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and with the Società 
dell’Immacolata Concezione in order to obtain financial assistance for the Vidin 
mission. Besides the financial unavailability of the Ministry, another reason that 
might account for the failure of the Nuncio’s efforts, which is mentioned in the 
letter, concerns Draxin himself: he would no longer receive any financial help from 
anywhere because he did not fulfil the pastoral obligations entailing from his 
quality as a missionary priest (the Nuncio cited, in this sense, the opinions of an 
Austrian consul and of Ignazio Paoli, the Nicopolitan Bishop).47 

The question of the material assistance of the Greek-Catholic mission from 
Vidin was also related, according to the documents we have consulted, to its 
institutional positioning, or, in other words, to its hierarchical subordination. 
Bishop Papp Szilágyi of Oradea, who had officially sent Draxin to the area of 
Vidin, was the “founding” authority of this mission. In April 1870, the Holy See 
placed this mission under the supervision of the Archbishop and Metropolitan of 
Alba Iulia and Făgăraş, who accepted this responsibility on condition that he would 
find the material means necessary for supporting it. We also remember, from 
Ignazio Paoli’s 4-point project-letter for the Vidin mission, from 19 June 1871, that 
he suggested, as an alternative to Draxin, finding a Latin missionary under his 
supervision, who would coordinate the mission amongst the Romanians from that 
area. The solution Paoli proposed was not necessarily an expression of his ambition 
to expand his own jurisdiction, but a solution for a crisis situation, since, as he also 
said in a previous letter, no bishop had wanted to assumed the task of their 
organisation, and, as a consequence, faced with the lack of an institutional and 
organisational framework, they returned to the “schism” again.48 At the same time, 
it is true that as long as he resided in Bucharest as Bishop of Nicopoli and Vicar 
Apostolic of Wallachia, Iosif Pluym did ensure the subsistence of missionary 
Draxin, granting him a sum of 6 gold napoleons a month; after Pluym’s departure 
for Constantinople, Vicar Ioan Pietro della Croce sent Draxin rent money,49 which 
meant that financially speaking, at least, the mission belonged to the jurisdiction 
area of the Nicopolitan Episcopacy, even though Draxin had been assigned to his 
mission by the Greek-Catholic Bishop of Oradea. It is interesting to see this 
relative ambiguity of the ecclesiastical jurisdiction that was exerted upon the Vidin 
mission in those initial years, as far as we have been able to capture them from the 
 

46 ASCCO, Scritture riferite nei congressi. Romeni 1865–1875, Busta no. 1, ff. 414 r–415 v. 
47 Ibidem, ff. 420 r–421 r. 
48 See Bishop Paoli’s letter to Cardinal Barnabò, dated 6 February 1871; see ibidem, fo. 414 v, 
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documents we have considered. Its official and formal placement under the 
supervision of the Greek-Catholic Metropolitan of Transylvania was due, above all, 
to elementary reasons of ecclesiastical politics: assigning these Christians of 
Oriental rite, who had been converted to Union with Rome, under the pastorship 
and jurisdiction of a bishop who had the same rite as they did. Pluym and Paoli, the 
Latin rite Bishops of Nicopoli and Vicars of Wallachia, were never in doubt as 
regarded this issue, also on account of the “competence” that was incumbent upon 
ritual specificity. Thus, Paoli told Draxin that he could not administer the Vidin 
mission since he “was not familiar with the Oriental customs,” which was why the 
latter had to be put under the care of a bishop of Eastern rite from the Hungary of 
those times.50 

While Draxin’s mission in the Vidin area cannot be said to have been 
properly institutionalised, it appeared, at least temporarily, to have “struck roots.” 
An examination of the correspondence carried by the Latin bishops with 
jurisdiction in the area, namely Pluym, followed by Paoli, reveals a missionary 
activity that was constantly impeded by financial difficulties. Draxin constantly 
requested funding for supporting himself, the schools and other priests from the 
area, and the image conveyed by Bishop Paoli’s correspondence is that of an 
individual in perpetual search for money, which he spent without any profit for the 
interests of the Catholic faith. Paoli also elaborated a project for organising the 
Vidin mission in accordance with his own vision, which set forth the idea of 
sending an adequate Greek-Catholic priest, under the supervision of a Latin rite 
missionary, to the recently converted communities.51 While not excluding the 
possibility that Draxin was by nature an adventurer, who left the impression that he 
took advantage of the “missionary” context in order to gain financial benefits, we 
have also not entirely dismissed the possibility that Bishop Paoli may have been 
inconvenienced by the presence of another jurisdiction, in particular, that of Blaj, 
amongst the incipient Greek-Catholic community from Vidin, and that through the 
project he advanced he was actually attempting to gain control over the 
confessional evolution of the area. 

What is certain, in any case, is the fact that in 1872 Samuil Draxin was no 
longer at Vidin; he had already left the region, following the directive of 
Metropolitan Vancea from Blaj. Paoli’s reports, in which he was depicted as a 
cleric unfit for his calling, appear to have succeeded in ousting the missionary from 
the area. A memorial dated Vidin, 29 June 1872, signed by the representatives of 
several localities such as Stanotim, Coşava, Negovoniţa, Vidin, etc., and addressed 
to Metropolitan Vancea, legitimises the idea that Draxin was dismissed at the order 
of the Austro-Hungarian Minister of the Cults, following the intrigues of the 
German consul from Vidin. The memorial evinces the solidarity assumed by the 

 
50 Ibidem, fo. 416 v. 
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community, which laments the departure of its “spiritual shepherd.”52 Similar to 
other texts of the same nature written about Draxin, this memorial astounds 
through its highly expressive argumentative rhetoric: “And through this most pious 
father we awakened from that deadly slumber and the eyes of our minds saw the 
light of the world again […]” it provides a series of details on Draxin’s relation to 
the converted Romanians from the area, as well as the political (Ottoman, Austrian 
– the consul from Vidin) and ecclesiastical authorities. Bishop Paoli’s visit and the 
speeches he delivered to the Romanians are critically rendered, whence it results 
that the hierarch had rebutted the converted populace’s attachment to the Eastern 
spiritual and ecclesiastical traditions, proposing instead that they should adopt 
more “Catholic” formulas of life. The petitioners demanded that Metropolitan 
Vancea should keep “our devout father in his place,” so that Draxin could remain 
in their midst.53 As noticeable also in other petitionary texts about Draxin, what is 
impressive are the contents of this memorial and its outstandingly well-chosen 
arguments, which tackle convincingly some of the most sensitive issues pertaining 
to the spiritual and confessional identity of the converted Romanians from Vidin 
County. It is not excluded that Draxin may have personally overseen the 
conception and elaboration of this document, asking thereafter the people to sign it 
by way of endorsement.  

On 20 July 1872, Draxin, who was in Romania at that time, in the village of 
Golenci Maglavit, wrote to Metropolitan Vancea, lamenting himself that because 
of the latter’s directive, he had had to leave Vidin, turn the chapel he had built over 
to the Roman-Catholic priest from Calafat and leave his children as security with 
the Turks in Vidin, on account of a debt of 50 ducats. He demanded that this sum 
should be remanded to him from Blaj so that he could redeem his children. In this 
letter, Draxin displays his deftness in handling discursive rhetoric, levelled most of 
the times at exculpating himself and having compassion upon him. Thus, in this 
letter, he told Vancea: “for I have cleansed a place and shed all thorny thistles and 
the bed is now made for another, more worthy of praise, to go there and rest and 
reign in that place that I have tidied up myself.”54 

A MISSIONARY OR AN ADVENTURER? 

Other materials that present the case come from a later period: these are 
letters and memorials from the years 1881–1882, which are unanimous in their 
depiction of the fickle “problem-man,” who is often entangled in disagreements 
and tense relations with the hierarchy, his name being often invoked in situations 
involving grievances and pecuniary matters. The information conveyed by these 
 

52 CCSNA, Personal Archives Fund A-V, file no. 19/1863–1882, unnumbered. 
53 Ibidem. 
54 Ibidem. 
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documents suggests a different image on the person under examination here, which 
corresponds to the characterisations made by Bishop Paoli during Draxin’s activity 
in the area of Vidin. Thus, for instance, Gavril Pop, the Greek-Catholic Archpriest 
of Cluj, wrote on 4 February 1881 to the Consistory of Blaj about Draxin’s 
departure from the Monastery of Strâmba Fizeşului, explaining that he could not 
seize the latter’s fortune since he had none; furthermore, he had not brought any 
damages to the monastery and he had built a house on his own expense, on the land 
of this monastery, a house that was used as a pub and that had been leased to his 
son. The Metropolitan Consistory expressed a different opinion in its answer to the 
Archpriest, which did not take long, arriving on 12 February 1881. Beyond the 
petty casuistry of this fact, the letter’s ground accusation is that Draxin blemishes 
the monastic status, that through him “the cause of the holy union and of the 
Greek-Catholic Church has not advanced a bit.”55 In his turn, Draxin also wrote to 
the Consistory on 17/29 June 1881, when he was already back in Petrovasela, 
asking that his resignation from the Monastery of Strâmba Fizeşului be accepted, 
so that he could settle in his native Diocese of Lugoj, since Bishop Victor Mihályi 
had promised him he would be appointed as a priest in a vacant parish from 
Banat.56 The Consistory of Blaj wrote to the Bishopric of Lugoj on 1 July 1881, 
asking whether Draxin had indeed been made the promise he mentioned in his 
letter.57 On the very same day, Blaj also wrote to Archpriest Gavrilă Pop from Cluj, 
asking for an inventory of the goods Draxin had left behind at Strâmba Fizeşului, 
as well as for a report on their condition, which should also specify whether they 
had been insured or not.58 

On 25 July 1881, priest Murgu from Petrovasela wrote to Bishop Popasu 
from Caransebeş,59 complaining that Draxin had settled in the parochial houses 
from the village; he claimed that he had been sent there by the bishop.60 We do not 
know of any response to this denouncement; however, Victor Mihályi’s reply to 
the Consistory of Blaj, dated 28 July 1881, has been preserved; in it, Mihályi 
tackled the issue of the promise he had purportedly made to Draxin, to have the 
latter appointed as a priest in the Diocese of Banat. Realising, probably, that Draxin 
was not highly regarded by the Metropolitan See, Mihályi gave a much more 
nuanced answer, which shows that he had not made a firm commitment to him, as 
he was too old a man to be able to cope with the obligations of parochial office; 
moreover, he was a member of the clergy in the Archdiocese.61 
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On 30 August 1881, the Metropolitan Consistory wrote to Draxin to inform 
him that the Bishopric of Lugoj had declined the possibility of accepting him and 
urge him that he should present himself within 15 days to the Holy Trinity 
Monastery from Blaj, where he would be subjected to the disciplinary treatment – 
40 days in prison – prescribed by the canons for “defective monks”; should he fail 
to make an appearance, he would be struck off from the ranks of the Archdiocesan 
monastic clergy.62 Several months later, on 24 January 1882, Draxin, who was in 
Romania this time, at Constanţa, wrote a rather ample and substantial memorial to 
Metropolitan Vancea, in which he overviewed his past and present situation, 
capitalising on his well-known persuasive spirit and on a series of rhetorical 
artifices to construct his text. It is the most extensive material signed by Draxin, as 
well as the most interesting for his post-Vidin period, as regards his controversial 
activity as a missionary of the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church. It reveals that 
having withdrawn him from Vidin, the Archdiocese assumed him as a member of 
its clergy, sending him on 25 August 1873 to administer the Monastery of Strâmba 
Fizeşului, where he remained until 1881. He asked that his resignation from the 
ranks of the Archdiocesan clergy should be officially accepted, so that he could 
retire in the Diocese of Lugoj, where he had been promised a parish; this was a 
request that he had addressed to the Archdiocesan authorities on many occasions, 
without any result. Waiting for his official resignation from the Metropolitan See, 
he had settled at Ticvaniul Mic, in the Bishopric of Lugoj, but he was also evicted 
from here at the order of the Archpriest of Oraviţa; consequently, he was forced to 
leave the diocese. Under these circumstances, he went all the way to Calafat, where 
two of his children had settled, and from here he took his son Petru with a view of 
embarking together on a pilgrimage to Jerusalem. On reaching Dobrogea, his son 
died. In order to be able to complete his journey to the holy land, he asked the 
Metropolitan to send him a “stipend” he claimed he was entitled to, given his 
monastic standing with the Holy Trinity Monastery from Blaj: the sum he had in 
mind was 500 florins a year, for the period between 1881 and 1882. He also 
resorted to blackmail tactics, saying that unless he received the money he had 
demanded from the Metropolitan See, he would publish this memorial in the 
newspapers to show how the ecclesiastical authorities treated the faithful believers. 
He also said that he would like to go to Rome too, besides Jerusalem, in order to 
receive the blessing of Pope Leo XIII. The memorial reveals an undoubtedly 
complex and contradictory personality, in which piety (self-avowed piety, in any 
case) mixes with rapacious ambitions and unconscionable pragmatism.63 

The last pieces in the Draxin “file” are two letters addressed to him on 4 
February 1882, one by the Consistory of Blaj and the other one by Metropolitan 
Vance. Both provide a similar answer to Draxin’s claims, saying that he had not 
been officially integrated in the ranks of the clergy from the Archdiocese and that 
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he had merely been empowered to carry out his missionary activity in the Orient, 
while at the Monastery of Strâmba Fizeşului he had only been received out of pity, 
being evicted thereof on account of his uncanonical behaviour. He was reproached 
for having ignored the decree of the Consistory from Blaj, from 30 August 1881, 
whereby he was notified to present himself within 15 days at the Holy trinity 
Monastery in order to suffer the rigours of the canon that stipulated 40 days in 
prison for defective monks.64 

This was the casuistry, the maze of details and accounts from which we may 
retrieve aspects concerning Samuil Draxin’s complex personality; his was, perhaps, 
a destiny like many others, but he succeeded in stepping out of anonymity by 
speculating on certain favourable situations and circumstances fostered by the 
missionary plans of the Papacy and the Greek-Catholic Church of the period. 
Samuil Draxin ends up by becoming a “case,” a problematic situation for the 
ecclesiastical authorities – both Greek-Catholic and Orthodox – from Transylvania 
and Banat. The meandering course of this character is of interest to historians 
because it reveals, amongst other aspects of the relations between the Greek-
Catholic Church and the Holy See, the Roman and the Greek-Catholic missionary 
and proselytising projects of the time, the rapports between the ecclesiastical 
hierarchies, and last but not least, snippets from the life of the Romanian society of 
that period. 

FINAL REMARKS 

The Draxin case or “affair” highlights, on the one hand, the existence of 
ecclesiastical policies and strategies of ample scope, whereby Rome and Blaj 
attempted to consolidate and extend Catholicism in South-Eastern Europe. The 
missionary imperatives of the Catholic structures met with the options and 
motivations of the population from the Romanian villages in the Vidin area; here, 
the issues concerning politics and identity were at least as important as the spiritual 
argumentation “missionary” Samuil Draxin deployed, beginning with the end of 
the seventh decade of the nineteenth century. While for the Romanians from the 
Habsburg/Austro-Hungarian Empire confession still served as a factor of ethnic 
identification and differentiation, in the sense that the “other,” that is ethnic alterity 
was different not only socially, culturally and linguistically, but also confessionally, for 
the Orthodox from the Ottoman Empire the fundamental factor of differentiation 
and delineation was linguistic and national. In the nineteenth century, the 
Romanians from the area of Vidin and the Aromanians from south of the river 
Danube were exposed to national-based assimilationist projects, and to a process of 
losing their ethnic-national identity that was fostered by their belonging to the same 
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Orthodox confession as their Greek and Bulgarian cohabitants. These were, in 
broad lines, the reasons why Draxin’s “mission” found an audience amongst the 
Romanians from Vidin County, since those communities regarded the change of 
their confession as a political solution. Driven by similar motivations, the Aromanians 
also presented the tendency – insufficiently examined by our ecclesiastical 
historiography – to embrace (Greek-) Catholicism in order to avoid assimilation 
(Grecisation) through the church in the nineteenth century. 

As regards Samuil Draxin, the one who attempted to bring these projects to 
fruition, he also nourished, incontestably, his own “self-aggrandising dreams” and 
his own career projects. Besides all the qualities and defects noticed or not by the 
people he interacted with, we ought to acknowledge one more feature that he 
possessed: that of a romantic figure by excellence. 

 


