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Abstract. In this article we maintain that the apathy of Romanian archaeology stems from the
reluctance to embark upon critical debates referring to its theoretical basis rooted in the positivist
paradigm. We interpret this situation as a strategy echoing the strongly hierarchical and authoritarian
centralised academic sysiem of the communist period. Unlike some texts written during the post-
communist period, ours shifts the core of the issue from the repression inflicted by the state to the
responsibility of the archacologists in rendering legitimacy to it. We attempt to grasp the length to which
they went in developing a range of ideologically relevant discourses. We regard Romanian archaeological
practice as reflecting and blending three types of discourse: 1. a national discourse; 2. a Marxist-Leninist
discourse and 3. a positivist (culture-historical) discourse. Through building these types of discourse,
Romanian archaeologists are among the main providers of symbolic capital for the country’s various
political regimes, including the communist one.

Prologue: archaeology in Romania — ideology, politics and practice

Generally, it is considered that there is a single/unique tradition of Romanian archaeology, starting
with collectors and antiquaries, and developing continuously and progressively through several stages
marked by different personalities, notably Alexandru Odobescu (1834-1895) (Babes 1976; 1981: 321-
322; 1992; Condurachi 1964: 13-15; Nestor 1965: 424; 1995; Vulpe 1976: 21-24), Grigore Tocilescu
(1850-1909) (Avram 1992; Babes 1981: 322; Vulpe 1976: 23-24), Vasile Parvan (1882-1927) (Babes
1981: 324-325; Condurachi 1964: 16-18; Nestor 1965: 425; Zub 2002), loan Andriesescu (1888-1944)
(Babeg 1981: 325; Nestor 1965; Vulpe 1976: 29), Ion Nestor (1905-1974) (Babes 1981: 325), Constantin
Daicoviciu (1898-1973) (Condurachi 1974), Viadimir Dumitrescu (1902-1991) (Vulpe 1991) and Radu
Popa (1933-1993) (Motzoi-Chicideanu 2003). We should add Pirvan’s and Andriesescu’s students, the
students of Nestor, Daicoviciu, Dumitrescu and Popa, as well as the students of the students of the above-
cited scholars and of other scholars too. But when Mircea Babes declares that “Romanian archaeology
went a long way, always ascending, to become what it is today” (Babes 1981: 319), we think that this
evolutionist statement implicitly reflects the idea that archaeology can be treated as a closed system,
detached from the context in which it is being produced. In addition, by saying that Romanian
archaeology followed a continuously ascending path, Babes intends to stress the prestige and importance
of the contemporary archaeologists (and more exactly of those having high positions in the academic
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hierarchy). The actual statement he wants to make is that such archaeologists spring from a long series of
archaeologists who contributed to the progress of Romanian archaeology, their merit being that they have
carried and conveyed this duty to the next generations.

Rarely expressed explicitly by these representatives of Romanian archaeology, but manifested
periodically through gestures, words and attitudes, is the opinion that the position in the academic
hierarchy determines the right to criticize and to speak. Only when you produce archaeology, in the sense
accepted by most of the members of our archaeological community, you may criticize. To be in the
legitimate position to criticize, the Romanian archaeologist first has to process and publish a lot of
archaeological materials, to excavate on his/her own account, to obtain the title of doctor, to hold an
administrative position (not always owing to scientific merits), or to have reached a certain age.
Curiously, this conviction coincides with that perspective on archaeological research that maintains that
archaeological material must first be gathered and arranged objectively and classified culturally and
chronologically. Only when these conditions are met the material can be interpreted. There are stages of
research as there are stages in the evolution of an individual as an archaeologist. Just as conclusions
regarding archaeological problems are reached through a whole ritual of research, the archaeologist has to
climb several hierarchical steps, attainment of which is marked by various rituals of initiation and
passage, before reaching the supreme position that will legitimate him/her to criticize. Even so, criticism
is almost absent in archaeological practice in Romania. Why do we fear criticism? As can be glanced
from some Festschrift volumes (for instance, Drasovean 2001; Oberlidnder-Tarnoveanu 2000), the visiting
card of the Romanian archaeologist is composed of the following sequences:

University milieu in which (s)he formed: the university, the professors;

the number and importance of the excavations in which (s)he participated;

the number and importance of the excavations conducted by him/her;

the number of titles published;

the leading positions held;

the cooperation with researchers or institutions from Western countries, preferably “great
powers” (USA, Germany, Great Britain, France, etc.);

7. the participation in “scientific conferences of national and regional importance” and “in

international scientific conferences;”

8. “study tours to museums;”

9. current position in the academic hierarchy;

10. the number of disciples.

This decalogue of scientific prestige and of the position in the academic hierarchy (from whence
results the power of decision, the very authority), inhibits any kind of contradictorily debate, especially
when such a debate derives from those holding subordinate positions. In the course of time, Romanian
archaeology has found the solution of the problem of archaeological debate by establishing a feudal
intellectual regime on the past. The past was simply divided up: to each archaeologist an era, a period or a
culture, or at best a site (s)he could dig until retirement and beyond. The archaeologist specialized in a
specific problem or master of a specific site retains their intellectual property and monopoly. Like in the
Middle Ages, (s)he can reach this position by investiture, inheritance or usurpation (on the evolution of
some Easteuropean societies from socialism to feudalism, see Verdery 2003: 259-294). Since territories are
so strongly demarcated, the Romanian archaeologist should be happy when (s)he is able to find colleagues
with whom (s)he can debate the archaeological problems (s)he is concerned with. Consequently, the current
publication of archaeological works even if valuable is met with apathy, and a debate on issues concerning
the theoretical foundations of our discipline or its place in Romanian society is still lacking. Present-day
Romanian archaeology is a sum of monotonous parallel discourses meeting rarely.

Additionally, the archaeologists possessing sufficient symbolic capital are now trying to impose a
single way of research, and they violently reject any processualist or post-processualist heresy, both
approaches being considered as Anglo-Saxon leftist curiosities. Rather, the Romanian archaeologist is
fond of his/her status as an expert, a professional — or perhaps of the status of a detective. Like this one,
(s)he scrupulously collects the evidence for solving a case, which for him/her is the gradual
reconstruction of the past. Since new data, like the detective’s clues, keep on appearing, the solution of
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the case is postponed ad infinitum, and only the interpretation of the evidence is performed (i.e. the
cultural and chronological diagnosis of the material). The Romanian archaeologist dislikes uncertainties
and consequently rejects the relativism arising from the polysemous nature of material culture; (s)he
rejects the venturesome interpretations (s)he associates with Anglo-Saxon trends, whose representatives
are viewed as a sort of poets at best. Paradoxically, many of these professionals who today impose a
specific archaeological practice have not managed to publish the results of their research, some of which
was initiated decades ago. Many excavations remain unpublished. The depots of the institutes, museums
and universities are full to the brim with unwashed and unmarked archaeological finds stored in
unimaginable conditions. Looked upon as provisions for the future, these “deposits™ in fact represent the
dust under the carpet, viz. the failure and sterility of Romanian archaeological practice.

In this article we want to demonstrate that the struggle against the other’s position and the rejection
of criticisms (perceived as an attack on one’s own position) are instinctive defence reactions of a strongly
hierarchical and authoritarian centralised academic system originating in the communist period, when
most of the members of the current archaeological elite were formed. In fact, it is these defence reactions
that maintain and reproduce this academic system. We start from the assumption that discourses on the
past are written by people that live in specific historical and political contexts; consequently, that
archaeology is not independent from the ideological, political or biased pressures and temptations of the
time (e.g., Panamefio and Nalda 1979; Tilley 1989). As in the case of history (Georgescu 1991; Boia
2000), architecture (Joan 1999: 16-18, 103-118; 2000), literature (Negrici 2003), or the arts (Carneci
2000), the archaeological field in Romania is far from being autonomous. It is subject to constraints —
constraints referring to moral censure, to the compulsion of various programs, to academic controls and
political directives.

Some texts written during the post-communist period emphasise the ideological constraints and
pressures archaeologists had to face during the communist regime (see, for instance, Mihailescu-Birliba
1997). As far as we are concerned, we want to depart from the issue of repressive state action and tackle,
alternatively, the responsibility of the archaeologists in legitimating this system, and to consider in what
way they built up ideologically relevant discourses.

From this perspective, we view the archaeological field in Romania as an arena where the social
actors produce competing discourses referring to the past (which they consider as being unique and
objective) in a competition whose stake is to gain socio-political, cultural, symbolic, and economic capital
(Bourdieu 1986; 1999: 37-39; Verdery 1994: 205-248). Following Nestor who desired a history of
Romanian archaeology in a social and political context, and in relation with contemporary philosophical
and ideological trends in Europe (Nestor 1965: 421), we think that an archaeological text produced in
Romania can be understood according to a three-fold reference system, namely 1. as an instrument of
national ideology; 2. as a materialist-dialectical and historical (Marxist-Leninist) discourse, and 3. as a
practice anchored in the positivist paradigm, with stress on method. True, our interpretation simplifies
reality as any other; mostly, the three discourses may merge into each other. The archaeologist’s stature
as a professional managing archaeological method legitimates the other two discourses (the national and
the dialectic-materialistic and historical ones). Simultaneously, in order to practise archaeology (i.e.,
excavation, artefact analysis, publication — activities preceded by financial demands) and in order to
accede to administrative positions and academic titles, the archaeological professional has to maintain
discourses that are socially and politically relevant. (S)He needs those for obtaining the material and
moral assistance from the higher institutions that are supposed to grant legitimacy (whenever they
consider it necessary to make use of the past in their attempt to legitimate the contemporary political
structure). There is no pure discourse, only a fine intertwining with a prevailing pattern spiced with some
more or less diffuse elements of the other discourses. Reality is much more complex if we realize that the
same social actor may use several types of discourse depending on the context. These discourses are
ideological patterns aimed at controlling the past, for whoever controls the past also controls the present.
It is interesting to observe how these ideological patterns legitimate themselves by using the same words,
namely “scientific” or “objective,” while rejecting each other or other kinds of interpretations of the past
by using opposite terms such as “anti-scientific,” or “subjective.” Our analysis of the transition from
communism to post-communism has been influenced by similar studies by Eyal et al. (2001). They tackle
the social changes in Central Europe brought about by the revolutions of 1989 by emphasising the action



60 Alexandru Dragoman, Sorin Oanta-Marghitu 4

of the social actors. The authors mentioned above complete Max Weber’s distinction between status
societies and class societies with Pierre Bourdieu’s theory on the types of capital (social, cultural,
economic, and symbolic) by making use of thg concept of habitus. From that point of view, the transition
to post-communism means passing from the socialist status order (based upon social hierarchy and
owner-client relationships) to the capitalist class order (focused upon the economic criterion). Within this
process, the social actors trying to keep things working have to convert the political capital earned during
the communist period into the highly profitable cultural capital in post-communist society.

This article is not a summary of Romanian archaeology, nor is it a narrative of the repression
inflicted upon Romanian archaeologists over time. We wish to understand Romanian archaeological
practice of today by starting from the discourses issued by the archaeologists as providers of symbolic
capital for various political regimes. It is an article on the archaeologist’s responsibility in as well as to
society.

Origins: Romanian archaeology and the national ideology

There is a relationship of interdependence between archaeology and the national ideology. The
emergence and development of Romanian archaeology are to a great extent linked to the birth of the
nation-state and to the latter’s policy of searching and discovering its origins. On the other hand, where
archaeology is bound to document earlier sites continuously, it will assist the national ideology in its
tendency to fix the roots of the nation deeper and deeper into the past.

The resort to history and, implicitly, to archaeology has become an important component of national
ideology (Boia 2002; Olivier 1998: 257-259). As is the case in Bulgaria (Bailey 1998: 90), Poland (Lech
1997-1998: 43-44), Germany (Arnold 1997-1998), or France (Scarre 1999: 160; Olivier 1999: 182),
Romanian archaeology likewise plays an ideological and political role, becoming an instrument to
legitimate the nation-state and to affirm national identity.

During the 17"™-18" centuries the provinces inhabited by Romanians were part of the Ottoman
Empire (Wallachia and Moldavia) or the Austrian Empire (Transylvania, Banat and Bukovina). Among
the intellectuals of that time emerged a conception of Romanian ethnic conscience maintaining that all
Romanians have a common origin and speak a common language. Once this “Dacian feeling” emerged
during the 18" century, autochthonous Romanian origins were projected deeper and deeper into the past
(Georgescu 1992: 126-127). Gradually, culture began to play an important role in building up the
Romanian nation, patriotic feelings intensified and the national language acquired key significance. In
1840 (when the Romanian State did not exist yet), Mihail Kogéalniceanu (historian, writer and politician)
desired his review Dacia Literara (Literary Dacia) to be “a general directory of Romanian literature,
mirroring the writers of Moldavia, Walachia, Transylvania, Banat and Bukovina, each with his ideas, his
language, and his type.”

In 1834, when the Romanian principalities were still under Ottoman rule or Russian protectorate
(following the Peace of Adrianople in 1829), the Museum of Natural History and Antiquities was founded
in Bucharest. Its goal was to promote patriotic feelings, especially through the journal The National
Museum. In that review it was announced in 1837 that “it is high time we turn our glances back” to find
out the origin of the Romanians (Paunescu 2003: 23), an important action for defining national identity.

After completing the union of the Romanian principalities (1859) and gaining independence after
the Russian-Romanian-Turkish war (1877-1878), a modernisation programme of the new state was
initiated, which set out to building up the Romanian nation, and endeavouring to create a national culture,
for, as Parvan wrote, “culture will save the Romanians, and culture can be national only” (Pirvan apud
Zub 2002: 131). The Universities of Iassy (1860) and Bucharest (1864) were established, the National
Museum of Antiquities introduced new regulations (1864) (Paunescu 2003: 30-35), and the Romanian
Academic Society was founded (1866) including a history and archaeology department. The
contemporary archaeological elite was profoundly involved in this programme. Cezar Bolliac, an
antiquities collector but known above all as a journalist and poet, initiated archaeological excavations.
Odobescu, who in 1874 gave the first lectures on archaeology at the University of Bucharest (published in
1877; Odobescu 1961), was a novelist as well. Parvan was not just an archaeologist who created a true
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school, but also a philosopher of culture. These were all men deeply committed to society, to the political
life of the time, who occupied high positions in the academic system: leaders of the Archaeological
Committee, managers of the National Museum of Antiquities, members of the Academic Society,
university professors. ¢

These founders of Romanian archaeology gradually built the discipline as a positivist science (see
also Nestor 1965: 424-426; on the positivist discourse in Romanian archaeology see below). At the same
time, through their main works (Odobescu 1889-1900; Tocilescu 1880; Andriesescu 1912; Parvan 1926),
they took part in the elaboration of a national discourse (Nestor 1988: 278-279). The characteristic
elements of this discourse are terms like “romanizing” (of the native “Geto-Dacians™), “continuity” (of
the “Daco-Romans,” after the evacuation of the Roman administration from the province of Dacia), or
“ethnogenesis of the Romanian people;” dichotomies such as “autochthonous — allochthonous™ (“Daco-
Romans™ versus “migratory peoples™), “sedentary — nomad,” or “farmers — shepherds;” as well as the
slogan “of national importance.” Conceived as an auxiliary science, archaeology joined history to find out
the origins of the Romanian people, and to demonstrate the continuous presence of the autochthonous
Geto-Dacians in the Roman province, subsequently that of the Daco-Romans after Aurelian’s retreat. In
the absence of written records, Romanian archaeology was asked to offer information relating to these
issues. “So the issue of the natives is the beginning of Romanian history and prehistoric archaeology the
most valuable knowledge auxiliary” (Andriesescu 1912: V).

After World War I, the Romanian State doubled its territory by including Transylvania, Banat,
Bukovina and Bessarabia, provinces that had been occupied by the Austro-Hungarian Empire and by
Russia. It is probably not by chance that Dacia is the name of the first Romanian journal of international
prestige. Edited by Parvan, its first volume was issued in 1924. The review presented results of
archaeological research in Romania in foreign languages (foremost in French). As a matter of fact, the
intensive excavations carried out between 1923 and 1926 were above all due to Pirvan’s interest in the
pre-Roman period. He did not accept that in contemporary writing Romanian history started with the
romanisation of Dacia and not earlier (Stefan 1984: 138).

In the inter-war period, when Romania primarily was an agrarian state, Parvan glorified the Gethan
and Dacian “ploughmen” (see also Andriesescu 1931: 7): “Present-day Romanity does not derive from
Illyrian shepherds and miners nor from Thracian shepherds and miners. It straightly springs from the
Danube native ploughmen living at the western frontiers of Pannonia [...] to the mouth of the Danube”
and “the Romans could not have come to stay in other places than in those where they could become
peasants” (Parvan 1958: 153-154).

The village became the place where the soul of the Romanian people manifested itself fully
(regarding “the soul of a nation,” see Andriesescu 1912: 23). The representatives of the sociological
school established by Dimitrie Gusti believed that it was worthwhile to investigate and preserve the
village (as well as the monuments related to the glorious past of the nation) in the Museum of the
Romanian Peasant and the Museum of the Village (founded in 1906 and 1936 resp.).

Now Andriesescu (1912: 119) formulated the theme of the “allochthonous” populations flowing to
the south

“and leaving behind precisely so many of them as we could bring to our nature and language, making
Romanians out of them thus making our nation to grow stronger, in the same way our Daco-Roman
ancestors had settled and formed it here” (Parvan 1923: 16).

In conclusion, the outstanding representatives of the pre-communist archaeological elite not only
defined archaeology as an independent discipline, but also took actively part in creating the myths of
Romanian historiography (Boia 2000), forming the constituent elements of the national discourse. The
final outcome of this kind of discourse is patriotism (Berciu 1938: 1-2; Nestor 1988: 278-279). As Mihai
Eminescu, Romania’s national poet, wrote: “Patriotism is not love for one’s country, but love for the past,
since without the cult of the past, there is no love for one’s country” (Eminescu apud Berciu 1938: 1).

As early as the 19" century the activities of those members of the archaeological elite who
possessed sufficient cultural and social capital enabled the themes of the national discourse to enter into
the collective memory by way of the history handbooks (Grigoriu 1983). These themes were also
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disseminated abroad. At the World Exhibitions of Paris (1867, 1889, 1900, 1937) and Vienna (1873) the
Romanian pavilion stressed national identity by displaying archaeological artefacts (Catalogue 1873;
Vlad 2001).

Romanian archaeology in the communist period: national ideology, dialectical and historical
materialism

Despite playing a negligent role on the political stage during the interbellum, due to the small
number of members and the obedience towards the politics of the Soviet Union whose interests
contravened those of the Romanian State, the Romanian Communist Party, with Soviet support,
succeeded in coming to power also in Romania by the end of World War II (Deletant 1998: 9-72). During
the process of “building up communist society” the Romanian Academy was turned into the Academy of
the People’s Republic of Romania (1948), the National Museum of Antiquities was transformed into the
Institute of Archaeology (1956), the representatives of the inter-war intelligentsia were excluded from
university chairs and even arrested, many dying in prison (Moisa 2002: 19-49).

Most Romanian archaeologists, however, succeeded in “keeping things working” (Eyal et al. 2001)
by turning the cultural and social capital earned during the previous period into political capital. They
achieved that by their adhesion to the party apparatus, by having political functions and/or by
collaborating with the Secret Police (Opris 2004: 21-335). The grasp over the political capital was
conditioned by the practice of the official discourse of the Communist Party. Between 1945-1964 the
national discourse was suspended, and archaeology was rather based on “the Marxist-Leninist outlook
and founded on the principles of dialectical and historical materialism” (Nestor 1960: 8-9). Out of many
instances of social conformity due to the change in the type of discourse (compare, for example, Nestor
1988 with Nestor 1960), a comparison of Dumitru Berciu’s texts written during the inter-war period with
those from the period following the installation of the communist regime is particularly illustrative. While
in 1938 Berciu wrote about the duty of “knowing and putting to good use our past that begins with the
emergence of the first prehistoric humanity in Dacia and Southeastern Europe” and about the “belief in
the generations of today and tomorrow” (Berciu 1938: 31-32), in 1949 at the local conference of
archaeologists in the People’s Republic of Romania, he “mentions the necessity of revising the
terminology and presence of certain reactionary remains” in some excavation reports and “draws the
attention upon the failure of our archaeologists to fully acquire the Marxist-Leninist knowledge”
(Conferina 1950: 21). The next year Berciu published an article on “the emergence and development of
the patriarchy on the territory of the People’s Republic of Romania” (Berciu 1950), using various
prehistoric materials to confirm archaeologically Frederich Engels’ evolutionary thesis presented in his
Origin of Family, State and Private Property. Most bibliographical references relate to works written by
lossif Stalin, Engels, Mihail Roller and various Soviet authors.

The key-terms of the new type of archaeological discourse were “social system,” “class
struggle,” “mode of production,” “forces and relations of production,” etc. As Roller wrote, history
as part of “the new culture” should be “national in form, and socialist in contents” (Roller 1956: 45).
The main achievements of Romanian archaeology in “the years of the popular democracy” were
considered to be the new sites from various periods (the research being also stimulated by the
foundation of the Institute of Archaeology of Bucharest in 1956 and of the Central Board of the
Historical Monuments in 1959), the development of the archaeology of the migration period and the
Middle Ages (Nestor 1970a: 411-413), the organization of a national network of museums, and the
archaeological documentation of some favourite themes of the national discourse, such as the
continuity of the Dacians during the Roman period and their romanization, or the relation of the
autochthonous and allochthonous populations (Nestor 1960). The set of problems related to the
continuity of the Dacians was broadened by the inclusion of the discoveries made beyond the Roman
province (the so-called free-Dacians). The archaeological exhibitions organized every year in the
period 1949-1952 aimed at illustrating these achievements by displaying the materials in
chronological order, from “the age of savagery” and of “barbarism” to the “emergence of the feudal
relations of production” (for instance, Expozitie 1949).
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But the discourse on “the origins of the Romanian people,” its continuity and national unity was
slightly blurred because emphasis was put on studying the role played by the Romanian people as a
creator of history, on the “unmasking” of the false theories of bourgeois historiography, and on the
documentation of the “brotherly relations between the Romanian and Russian peoples” (Roller 1956:
44-45). Until 1955 reviews in the journal Studii si Cercetari de Istorie Veche (si Arheologie)(Studies
and Researches of Ancient History and Archaeology) had been dedicated exclusively to books
published in the Soviet Union (Babes 1999: 8) — a significant fact. One of the favourite themes of
current discourse was class struggle (i.e., “the struggle against Roman domination and slave
explojtation”). This struggle was for instance reflected in the support given by the Dacians to the
barbarians attacking the Roman province, the flight beyond the frontiers, “the action carried out in the
interior by groups of isolated fighters named latrones,” or the “mass uprisings of the oppressed
population™ (Istoria Romaniei 1960: 426-435; see also Berciu 1951; Chirila 1951). The mechanical
usage of specific Marxist concepts in the investigation of past societies resulted in a simplifying
economic determinism (Crigsan 1975: 33). For instance, improved tools meant an “increase in labour
productivity,” hence of the “surplus product,” leading to the emergence of the “exploitation of man by
man” (Daicoviciu 1965: 33). The interest in palacoeconomy stimulated multidisciplinary research,
which became in fact an appendix of the dominant discourse (Anghelinu 2001-2002: 45-46). The
complexity of past societies was simplified by the usage of evolutionist concepts such as
“matriarchate” or “patriarchate” (Berciu 1950).

However this period also had a positive side, notably in Nestor’s attempts to critically examine
Romanian archaeological method (Nestor 1965; 1970a). He was the only scholar who tried to theorize
this type of archaeological discourse. In his accurate and slightly ironical style he defined the Marxist
archaeology of this period as being Lewis Henry Morgan’s evolutionism “coloured in a Marxian way” by
Engels and “deepened” by Irmgard Sellnow (Nestor 1965: 423; for Sellnow, see Kossack 1992: 97-98).
Nestor suggested new research directions, referring to the “economic basis” and “‘superstructure,”
neglected in the previous period (Nestor 1965: 427). These efforts to theorize combined with
ethnographical examples were continued in his lectures (Nestor 1970), an unusual work in our
archaeological landscape, a work containing many surprising interpretations.

Despite appearances, Marxist archaeology in Romania was substantially different from Marxian
archaeological approaches in Western Europe, in that many archaeologists made use of a vulgar
Marxism. In fact, in most Eastern European communist countries (including Romania) so-called Marxian
explanations consisted in nothing else than mechanical statements pasted to the beginning or end of
entirely traditional (equals positivist) archaeological publications. Illustrating is the fact that although
especially Editura Politicd (Political Publishing House) published translations of books written by
Marxian theorists (Louis Althusser, Jirgen Habermas, Herbert Marcuse, etc.), these were never used by
Romanian archaeologists. Moreover, we feel that Marxian interpretations similar to those produced in
England in the 1980s centering on a series of concepts such as ideology, power, and domination would
have been incompatible with the Romanian totalitarian regime. Given the validity of such concepts both
for the past and the present (Miller and Tilley 1984; Miller er al. 1995), Romanian archaeological
discourse would have become critical of the communist system.

After 1965, with the rise to power of Nicolae Ceausescu, and up to 1971 followed a phase of
ideological relaxation. While in the period 1956-1975 in Poland arose a discrepancy between the official
Marxism-Leninism of the communist party and the academic Marxism (Lech 1997-1998: 84-93), in
Romania archaeological discipline followed the Party, gradually adopting a national discourse necessary
in order to legitimate a Romanian communism kept away from Moscow intervention (Verdery 1994: 97-
102). Some texts of this period blended the Marxist-Leninist discourse typical of the 1950s (history being
conceived as a succession of “social systems™) with the national one (referring to romanization,
continuity, unity). Some museum exhibitions were organized along the same principle. For instance, a
short presentation of the themes proposed for the organisation of the History Museum of the Socialist
Republic of Romania (opened to the public on May 8, 1972) combined sections referring to: “the
emergence of the primitive commune,” “the consolidation and development of matriarchal gentile
organisation,” and “the beginnings of patriarchal gentile society and the dissolution of the primitive
commune system’ with sections like “material culture of the romanised autochthonous population” and
“unitary material culture over the whole Romanian territory” (Schitd tematica 1970: 3-4, 9).
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Gradually Marxism-Leninism receded into the background both in the political and in the
archaeological discourse, echoing the 17 theses presented by Ceausescu at the meeting of the Executive
Committee of the Romanian Communist Party (July 6, 1971), meant to be nothing less than the beginning
of a cultural revolution. The theses outlined the leading role of the Communist Party “in all political and
educational fields of activity,” improvement of political and ideological training of the party agents and
members, promotion of militant revolutionary artistic productions, and strict control aimed at preventing
the publication of writings failing to meet the party’s requirements (Deletant 1998: 168-169).

History was to be “not a specialized profession,” but a purely ideological activity practiced “only by
people recruited by the party, only by people who were to become party activists.” “The teaching of history
cannot adopt any other perspective” (Georgescu 1991: 69-70). Archaeology, being after all “an auxiliary
science” to history was affected as well. The Program of the Romanian Communist Party for the making of
the multilaterally developed socialist society and the advance of Romania towards communism (1974)
opened with a history of the Romanians. This sketch of history began with the Thracians, set forth with the
old national themes referring to the romanization process, continuity, and unity, and was spiced with several
xenophobic accents (the migratory peoples, the Ottomans, and the empires were stressed to be responsible
for Romania’s retardation). Dacianism, a trend reducing the origin of the Romanians to the Dacian element,
and present in the writings of several rightist intellectuals (for example, Vulcanescu 1991: 37-55) in the
inter-war period, saw a rebirth in this period (Crisan 1977: 6). Controversial problems referring to events of
the Past were solved through decrees. The Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party for
instance fixed the year when Burebistas ascended the throne so it was able to celebrate the 2050 years since
that event in 1980 on the occasion of the International Congress of Historical Sciences in Bucharest
(Georgescu 1991: 99). “The art of our days must continue to glorify such a brilliant Past on all coordinates”
(Crisan 1977: 81). Indeed, history became the main element of official propaganda:

“[History] invades the press, the radio and television programs, the theatres, the film studios, music
halls, art galleries [...]. Each moment of the present is referred to the Past, being rooted in the depth of
the centuries, each achievement is presented as the final achievement of a long historical evolution”
(Georgescu 1991: 117).

Writers, actors, rock bands, folk singers and pop singers took part in Flacara Literary Circle (whose
leader was the poet Adrian Paunescu) and in the festival Cédntarea Roméniei (a cultural movement
initiated by the secretary general of the communist party himself), glorifying the past of the socialist
homeland and Nicolae Ceausescu, whose personality united all the qualities of a whole series of Geto-
Dacian kings and Romanian rulers (Petrescu 1998; Negrici 2003: 53-56, 67-70).

Archaeology continued to be focused on the themes of the national ideology, but in a more exalted
tone. Since the favourite theme was “our ancestors,” the archaeological discoveries taken out of their
context were themselves manipulated (sometimes even by the archaeologists, e.g. Crisan 1977; Berciu
1986) in the elaboration of this type of discourse. During that period, Berciu (appointed director of the
Romanian Institute of Thracology, founded in 1979) changed his type of discourse once again, returning
to the nationalist rhetoric he had adopted during the inter-war period (see the discussion above; in order to
get a full image of the sinuous pattern of Berciu’s archaeological discourses see, successively, Berciu
1938; Conferinta 1950: 21; Berciu 1950; Berciu 1986). In a short text in which he celebrated “2500 years
from the first written historical testimony of the Geto-Dacian struggle for freedom,” Berciu
democratically quoted Herodotus and Ceausescu (Berciu 1986).

Despite some critics (Babes 1974), the propagandistic archaeology maintained that the Romanian
national state had existed ever since Burebistas who

“laid the foundations for the first state in our history, which will be then perpetuated facing all kind of
vicissitudes, reaching the glorious moment of the conquest of our state independence and later the
making of the Romanian unitary state” (Crisan 1977: 80).

Similarly, a history of Romanian philosophy had to begin with the Geto-Dacians as even Plato
borrowed from them “models of dialectical thinking” (Crisan 1977: 168-169). History played an
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important role in the development of the “revolutionary consciousness” and of “the new man, builder of
socialism,” who had to be aware, for instance, that

“the defining feature, that of justice, inherited from the Dacian and Getae ancestors and preserved as
such, can be found abundantly in the entire policy of the Romanian Communist Party, in the whole
domestic and foreign policy of our state” (Crigan 1977: 81).

#n fact, at least in the official intention, the archaeologist blended two statures, viz.: that of
researcher and ideologist (for Bulgaria, see Bailey 1998: 93-94):

“Parallel with its research activities, the collective of archaeologists engaged itself entirely in the
activity of propaganda, of spreading scientific knowledge and of educating the young generation in a
patriotic spirit [...]. In this way, archaeology responds to a second major task incumbent on research in
general, namely by contributing on multiple levels to the building of socialist society in our country”
(Preda 1984: 233).

The museums also took actively part in the official propaganda, as is evident from several articles
published in Revista Muzeelor in the 1970s and 1980s (e.g., Stefanescu 1973; 1976; Zaberca 1976;
Ardeleanu 1978). The museum was considered to be a political institution. Consequently, it had to
contribute to “changing mass conscience,” the “formation of socialist consciousness” and the “making of
the new man” by means of museum propaganda (an action assumed as a result of the party directions),
including the organization of symposia, propagandistic movies, recitals of poetry and patriotic music,
pioneer competitions (for instance: Meeting the ancestors organized by the Museum of History of the
Romanian Socialist Republic), or meetings with Party propagandists (organised by the same museum, see
Stefanescu 1973: 305). Some meetings with the “pioneers™ at the National History Museum had themes
such as “Decebalus, an ethic role model” or “The Romanian people — a result of the intertwining of Daco-
Getian and Roman civilisation” (Stefanescu 1973: 305; 1976: 34).

Museums would likewise organize itinerant exhibitions in factories; “scientific brigades” consisting
of museographers could even go to the houses where the workers lived (Zaberca 1976). The museum,
storing the exemplary past, became a place of consecration where after an entire ceremonial the pupils
became “pioneers”. When in 1978 Ceausescu reached the age of “60 years of life and over 45 years of
revolutionary activity,” the Museum of History of the RSR opened with an exhibition with the suggestive
title: Tokens of the love, high esteem and profound appreciation enjoyed by president Nicolae Ceausescu
and comrade Elena Ceausescu, of the ample relations of friendship and cooperation between the
Romanian people and the peoples of other countries (Georgescu et al. 1981). The visitor perceived
visually, walking through the whole exhibition from prehistory to the halls dedicated to the secretary
general, the entire ceremonial of the official propaganda: the fulfilment of national destiny through
Ceausescu, in whose personality all the qualities of the ancestors were gathered.

Excursus: on positivism and positivists

In the meantime, the representatives of that archaeology which we have conventionally called
positivist archaeology, “based on document and rigorous examination” (Zub 1985: 22), carried on their
activity in silence (though occasionally producing propagandist texts as well, see Colegiul de redactie 1985;
Editorial 1986; Berciu 1986) — through their silence practically legitimating the dominant discourse (Boia
2000: 126). Given the fact that this kind of archaeology is obsessed with impartiality and considers the past
as being independent of the subject we could also name it, following Nestor (1988: 277), realist-objective
archaeology. This kind of archaeology has several characteristics, notably the use of the concept of
“archaeological culture” (as defined by Gustaf Kossinna or Vere Gordon Childe); consequently it could be
included in culture-historical archaeology (Trigger 1989: 148-206). The intellectual sources of this
approach were the positivism of the German archaeology (especially that of Gero von Merhart, see Kossack
1992), as well as the “school of criticism™ of Romanian historiography of the first half of the 20" century, a
school which laid emphasis on method, empirical approach and objectivity (Zub 1985; 1985a; Nestor 1988).
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The representatives of positivist archaeology claim independence of their field of knowledge from
politics and sometimes even from history as this discipline lays the accent on its own methods. The methods
“restrict the movements of the archaeologist’s imagination and emotions, but we don’t know whether we
could say that they also protect him always from these” writes with humour Nestor (Nestor and Vulpe 1971:
131). Nestor, a student of Merhart, introduced “the methods” specific to archaeology in Romanian practice —
the three true “pillars™ of archaeological research, viz. typology, stratigraphy, and spatial distribution of
artefacts (Nestor 1965: 422; Nestor and Vulpe 1971; about Merhart, see Kossack 1986; 1992: 8§9-90). In a
work that laid the foundations of contemporary Romanian archaeology, Nestor succeeded in bringing order
into a great amount of materials scattered in museums and in formulating interpretations whose influence is
still manifesting itself (Nestor 1932). Moreover, Nestor, following Childe, theorized in several unforgettable
pages the inductive approach of archaeology (Nestor 1937).

However the works belonging to the positivist school are flooded with excavation reports, county
repertoires, monographs on “cultures” or archaeological sites, studies referring to a specific type of pot,
metal artefact etc., “rigorously” described and classified according to subtypes or variants. The purpose of
these works was confined to the chronological and cultural ordering only. The approach to various
archaeological themes had the tendency to become standardized: a history of research under the form of a
series of names, years and titles of works, a description of dwelling types and mortuary practices, a
typology of artefacts, chronology and a catalogue of finds (compare Roman 1976, or Roman and Németi
1978 with texts published after 1989, such as Paul 1992; Schuster 1997; Székely 1997; Cucos 1999;
Ciugudean 2000; Dumitroaia 2000 et al.). Typology and chronology, which could be used to define
centers of production, modalities of exchange or help to understand the meanings of pottery or of other
categories of artefacts, become in the archaeological practice from Romania aims in themselves,
exclusively employed for cataloguing finds and sorting out formal analogies. And as if in answer to the
above-mentioned ideological aggressions, Romanian positivist archaeology refuses to engage in any kind
of theoretical approach (which would leave aside “the facts”); instead it is taking refuge in method or in
blind empiricism. It is an archaeology built on the belief that the archaeologist’s first duty is to excavate
in an objective way, to order the finds and to interpret them only afterwards (e.g., Nestor 1937: 155-156;
Berciu 1938: 15; Nestor and Vulpe 1971; Babes 1994: 94-95). However, an immediate and objective
understanding of material culture is illusory because filtered through a priori codes which, having been
assimilated by the observer, have become cultivated aptitudes (Bourdieu 2001: 190; see also Bourdieu
and Delsaut 1991). In fact, the Romanian archaeologist excavates, collects and interprets his/her finds in
accordance with several pre-defined concepts (culture, phase, ethnic group), which (s)he ultimately
considers as objective realities. Interpretation is actually based on a flawed familiarity with the
archaeological material, and is reduced to a cultural and chronological diagnosis. In other words, by
means of “proper methods,” material culture is “integrated” into *“archaeological cultures,” “aspects’ and
“cultural groups;” along the way, new such entities are defined and their chronological position
(“relative” or ‘“absolute”) adjusted. “Interpretation” becomes a combination of evolutionist and
diffusionist concepts linked also to Friedrich Ratzel’s geographical determinism. “Cultures” are
territorially and typologically defined entities with clear-cut frontiers; they have origins, interact with
each other, migrate, develop through several phases, disappear and they usually contribute to the “birth”
of other “archaeological cultures” (see, for example, Roman 1981).

When we move from “methods” to interpretations we see that they are utilitarian (a criticism of this
type of interpretations using ethnographic examples was expressed by Nestor 1970: 87-88). They are
anchored in common-sense notions such as “house,” “(garbage) pit,” “grave” (which in the past would
have had the same function as currently), or — better — “archaeological complex,” a neutral term and a
supreme sign of “objectivity.” Contexts that go beyond common sense are classified in the category of
“cult” (“cult building,” *“cult grave” and “ritual burial,” or “burial with special character’”), on account of
a logic that projects a contemporary dichotomy between sacred and profane into the past. The societies of
the past, as interpreted by Romanian archaeologists, are a-historic — a danger pointed out by Nestor
(1965: 426) —, and are structured similarly to almost all epochs and periods. Put otherwise, they are
societies consisting of men, women and children (“the archaeological sex™), who are members of
“families” and ‘““clans” and belong to various status groups (“high”/*“special” and “common”). Conceived
as mechanisms (the role of the social agent being completely ignored), past societies “function” according
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to specific rules, which the (Romanian) archaeologist thinks to have rediscovered when specific types of
association within the component parts of the funerary inventory are established. In general, however,
archaeologists belonging to this category claim that methodological improvement is the one and only
necessary condition for the interpretation to be produced.

The predominance of this style of interpretation in Romanian archaeological discourse prior to 1989
is mirrored by the Index of the journal Studii si Cercetari de Istorie Veche si Arheologie (Vol. 36, no.1-2,
1985). Indeed, “this publication offers the largest and most faithful mirror of the evolution” of Romanian
archaeology of the past 50 years (Babes 1999: 5). The articles are classified by epochs, periods, cultures,
phases, artefact categories, problems (metallurgy, deposits), and context categories (settlements,
cemeteries). The national ideology is present under the heading “foreign populations and their culture.”
Symptomatically, in the category “miscellaneous” we find terms like “man,” “fauna,” “pleistocene
palynology-palaeoclimatology,” “holocene palynology,” ‘“palacobotany,” “dendrochronology,” and
“absolute chronology.” Ten articles most of them containing criticism or advice related to the refinement
of some archaeological repertoires are placed under the heading “methodology in archaeological
research.” Unfortunately, the index of Dacia published in 2003 reflected the same image.

Romanian archaeology in the post-communist period

The continuation of the bureaucratic centralised institutional system typical of the communist
period and the infliction of the positivist discourse to the detriment of the others (national and Marxist),
considered to have been compromised during the previous period, are the two main characteristics (found
in a relation of interdependence, as we are going to argue below) of Romanian archaeology in the post-
communist period.

A “Marxist-Leninist discourse” was fully adopted by Romanian archaeology only in the Stalinist
period; after 1989 it survived in diluted forms, for instance in the guise of an accentuated economical
determinism. Similarly, the discourse of political power has been gradually oriented toward European
integration by trying to marginalize its nationalist side, at least while in dialogue with Europe. National
ideology has little need of archaeology in the new political context, as is reflected in the budgetary
resources allocated, in the publication problems of the “prestigious journals” (Studii si Cercetari de
Istorie Veche si Arheologie, Dacia, Materiale si Cercetari Arheologice, etc.) (Babes 1999: 9), in the
absence of foreign-language books and, last but not least, in the salaries of archaeologists and
museologists. The national discourse prevailing in the last decades of the former regime and used
periodically in specific contexts after 1989 was preferred now by the representatives of the category
named the “water melons” (those who now promote an extremist nationalism, but who before 1989 were
closely linked to the communist structures: like water melons red inside and green outside, cf. Radu
1991), as well as by those promoting Thraco-maniac exaggerations (I.C. Dragan, N. Savescu). Sometimes
the national discourse is also used in exhibitions organized “upon demand,” at the occasion of important
political events, when Romania must display her “glorious past.” Some works, especially those referring
to the migration period, even after 1989 promote a national discourse with the favourite themes, such as
“the uninterrupted continuity of the autochthonous population, its relations with migratory nations that
penetrated temporarily in the Carpathian-Danubian-Pontic regions” (Teodor 1996: 5). The history of
Romania in some “specialized works” (Ursulescu 1992) starts with the appearance of Australopithecus at
Bugiulesti.

After 1989, the positivist discourse has become the most important feature of Romanian
archaeology, sporting key words like “fundamental research,” “steps of research,” “scientific,”
“objectivity,” “empirical.”

The spectacular presence of this type of discourse was mirrored in the Plan de masuri al
Comitetului din Institutul de Arheologie din Bucuresti al Frontului Salvarii Nafionale (Plan of measures
of the National Salvation Committee Front of the Institute of Archaeology of Bucharest), a document
conceived in the context of the December 1989 Revolution and published in Studii si Cercetari de Istorie
Veche si Arheologie (Vol. 41 no. 1, 1990, p. 3-6). In the preamble of this document, the authors deplore
the losses that occurred in the period of the old regime that were caused by “the ideological intervention
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and pressures,” by the promotion of “a primitive and anti-scientific nationalism” and by imposing
isolation. “In these circumstances, which worsened year after year, most of the specialists in our field of
knowledge succeeded however in preserving their professional dignity, a fact which should be underlined
at this beginning of this new era.” In the sweet style consecrated in the period condemned by that
document several lines above, “the staff of the Institute of Archaeology of Bucharest, the main specialised
institution in our country” declared “enthusiastically their total commitment to the principles of the
program of the Council of National Salvation Front.” Apart from concrete measures referring to the
reorganization of the institute, the plan proposed measures which, on the one hand, continued the
centralization of the totalitarian period and, on the other hand, assured the monopoly on the interpretation
of the past to this type of “scientific” discourse. The Institute of Archaeology was subordinated to a
“central forum” (i.e. the Romanian Academy) (the first item of the plan), but at the same time, it was
subordinated to the higher education and the Archaeological Commission. This commission had the task
“to work out a national research plan, to control archaeological excavations and to supervise their
progress, as well as the awarding of scientific degrees” (the 14" item). In brief, the plan proposed to
reform the archaeological field in Romania only through administrative measures not affecting the
centralized academic system, and would guarantee the domination of the “scientific”” discourse to the
detriment of the other discourses.

The Institute of Archaeology in Bucharest indeed passed (like the other archaeological institutes in
the country) under the control of the Romanian Academy, forgetting that this type of organisation
followed a Soviet model (as was the case also in other countries of the former Soviet block, see
Neustupny 1993: 131-133; Gringmuth-Dallmer 1993: 136, 139; Bokony 1993: 142-144; Dolukhanov
1993: 150-151). Meanwhile, the Archaeological Commission had acquired an ornamental status under the
Ministry of Culture (which subsumes also all the national museums in the country), the ministry
remaining the only body financing excavations with public money and deciding on Romanian
archaeological policy.

Even after 1989, these institutions of the political and academic power kept on trying to impose an
interpretation of the past reproducing to a great extent the solutions that had been official during the
totalitarian period. For example, in 2001 a great number of archaeologists actively took part in the
implementation of an older project of the Romanian Academy, namely, the publication of a new Treatise
of the History of the Romanians. These experts were introduced as “the best specialists of the stages
treated” (Berindei 2001: XVIII). The Romanian Academy wanted to convince about the high
professionalism of those involved. A recent critical study, however, of the archaeology of the origin of the
nation as laid down in these volumes exposed the dark face of the project, viz. the political directive and
the nationalist discourse (Niculescu 2004-2005; see also Babes 2002).

In spite of some critical attempts and of the emergence of new styles of interpretation (Bolomey
1973; Niculescu 1997; 2000; Curta 2001; Vulpe 1999-2000; Popovici 1999-2000; Anghelinu 2001-2002;
2003), the “positivist” discourse remains dominant even now. At the same time, joint projects with
Western institutions (totally lacking during the communist period), although introducing new approaches
especially as regards micro-zonal researches (e.g., the Southern Romanian Archaeological Project,
resulting from the collaboration of Romanian and British institutions, see Bailey et al. 2000) and
regarding excavation methods and multidisciplinary research (e.g., the Romanian-French project at
Hirsova, see Randoin er al. 2000), did not succeed in breaking up the monopoly held by the practice of
archaeology rooted in the positivist paradigm. A new element in post-communist Romania is the
appearance of contract archaeology and of a new type of archaeologist — the cultural manager. The main
feature of the cultural managers is that they look upon the past from a capitalist perspective, based on the
idea of efficiency and profit. Archaeology is reduced to the status of a product “that has to be sold in
order to recover the investment cost, which presupposes developing a marketing strategy likely to ensure
the sale, a strategy likely to persuade the public to buy” (Angelescu 2004: 10)*. Although this type of

* This book is plagiarism (see the demonstration and debates on this “incident” on the website
http://www.archaeology.ro). Later, the author, at the time director of the Archaeology Department of the Ministry of
Culture and Religious Affairs, modified this book and published it in a new form on the website www.cimec.ro. Our
references relate to the first printed variant of the book.
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discourse is mainly produced by the officials of the Ministry of Culture, the profits are not used in
reforming the archaeological field, but rather for preserving the scheme of organization and working of
the old institutions. The cultural managers do not intend to decentralize the system. They are interested
only to occupy the key positions within the framework of the system, as these positions ensure them
immediate access both to the budgetary resources — which could be redistributed to their personal
archaeological sites or to those conducted by the obedient archaeologists (whose critical voices are not
heard) — and to great projects which attract extra-budgetary funds. The cultural managers adopt and make
use of the discourse specific to positivist archaeology, although in certain contexts they resort to the
national discourse. As professionals, they consider that they practice a modern archaeology, conceived in
fact as a traditional archaeology plus GPS.

It is obvious that after 1989 the status society in Romania characteristic of the communist period
was not replaced by a capitalist class society whose main criterion of differentiation is the economic one.
Taking advantage of the absence of a civil society, communist bureaucracy grabbed political power,
maintaining the institutions, practices, hierarchies, and power relations typical of the previous period.
Under these circumstances, Romanian archaeology could only look like the rest of the society: a
centralised, hierarchical academic system in which everyone is supposed to know his/her place.
Romanian archaeologists played an important role in maintaining this system. After the revolution of
1989, the members of the Romanian archaeological elite once again had to adjust their social standing by
turning the political capital earned during the communist period (by their adhering to the Party and by
providing ideologically relevant discourses) into cultural capital (Eyal et al. 2001: 44-48, 80-82); in other
words, by trying to prove that they owed their positions exclusively to their intellectual merits. As they
gained their place in society (functions in the academic system, “scientific prestige”) by adopting the
positivist discourse in archaeology, the only one that has become legitimate after 1989 (many are now
attempting to conceal the works written in a nationalist or Marxist-Leninist style), these archaeologists
have no other solution than to fiercely defending this type of discourse. Under the circumstances, a
critique of the positivist discourse is largely seen as an attack against the “authority,” that is against their
social position, and perforce a true menace of the academic system. For the same reason other
archaeological interpretations are rejected vehemently.

This system has an extraordinary capacity of survival. The main strategy used to this end is
bracketing-off communism, attempting to efface it from the collective memory. Many archaeologists
resort to a radically anticommunist discourse (going as far as to vehemently reject any “leftist” ideas). In
our opinion, the reason of this change of attitude is identical with that one described by Daniel Barbu in
the case of the members of the post-nomenclature:

“[The politicians and the intellectuals] have resorted immediately after the fall of the regime to the
denial of communism as a way to refuse to admit that their own careers started before 1989 were in
principle the result of a selection based on the criterion of fidelity, publicly declared or tacitly assumed,
to the ideology and / or the institutions of state socialism. Claiming today that at the origin of their
present dominant positions (in politics, administration, business or culture) there is exclusively the
personal merit, they are the most interested to wipe communism from the collective memory” (Barbu
2004: 30).

This desire to wipe out all traces linked with the communist past, which is common to many of the
members of the present elite, is also proved by the lack of interest in the archaeology of the recent past. In
accordance with legislation, “archaeological sites should be generally older than 100 years™ (Oberlinder-
Tarnoveanu 2002: 14). There exists a classification of historical monuments that uses chronology as a
distinguishing criterion: very old (over 400 years), old (200-400 years), relatively old (100-200 years),
recent (buildings from the period 1914-1950) (Oberlander-Tarnoveanu 2002: 14-16). We can agree with
the statement that “each generation establishes its own criteria of appreciation,” but we do not believe that
“a distance in time is always necessary in order to appreciate the value of cultural assets” (Oberlinder-
Téarnoveanu 2002: 16). Also, the Romanian Academy considers that it is necessary that time passes in
order to be able to judge sine ira et studio the communist period. This is why it has not been included in
the Treatise on the History of Romanians mentioned above. We argue that we have to do here with a
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deliberate policy of ignoring, postponement and even destruction of the sites that remind us of the
communist regime — the archaeologists and those responsible for the protection of monuments behaving
as if these monuments do not exist. Archaeology deals with the investigation of material culture from the
Palaeolithic down to the present (for studies regarding contemporary material culture, see Hodder 1982;
Shanks and Tilley 1992: Chapter 8; Galaty ez al. 1999; Rathje and Murphy 2001; Buchli 1999; Buchli and
Lucas 2001; Lucas 2004; Gonzalez-Ruibal 2005). Industrial buildings (works, factories), industrial zones
(e.g., regions radically changed by mining), materializations of the scientific mythology of communism
according to Boia (1999), tokens of the cooperativization of agriculture (Agricultural Cooperatives of
Production, Stations of Agricultural Machines, Agricultural State Enterprises), villages built by those
deported in Baragan, blocks of small flats standardized in order to create the illusion of equality among
the citizens (see Drazin 2005), communist cemeteries (Petre 1998), jails and prison camps, the notorious
“food shops,” places of manifestation of the “stay in line” culture, were or are to be privatized,
demolished, degraded under the form of piles of scrap iron or they have simply have been transformed
into other things with a new significance. Soon we shall study the monuments of the communist period
only on the basis of written documents, propaganda texts, handbooks of economic geography, and
documentary films. But why shan’t we study them also archeologically? According to the legislation in
force, we will have to wait several decades. The lack of interest for the contemporary period is also due to
the fact that Romanian archaeology still is conceived as an auxiliary science of history, archaeology itself
being asked only to round out the image of the societies of the historical periods. Additionally, issues of
chronology and of cultural classification — favourite subjects of Romanian archaeologists — are already
solved in the case of the contemporary sites, and that is why they are no longer considered worthy of
attention.

The same archaeologists cited above maintain that in spite of some compromises with the regime
which life forced them to make (compromises described as being of no importance), they only dealt with
their personal research; they did science and published valuable works, they worked with the students and
formed new generations of researchers, they even had the courage to introduce in various publications
archaeological arguments which were not in accord with the Party line. Their attitude should ultimately
be seen as a form of resistance. Let us cite Barbu’s answer to their justifications:

“The theme of resistance through culture thus became from the very first moments of post-communism
a commonplace of strategic importance for the survival of the cultural elite that emerged and was
promoted under the totalitarian regime. [...] He who made true culture — or science or research — could,
ipso facto, be only anti-communist. [...] Therefore, all the valuable works created under communism as
well as their authors should not be judged today as products of the communist epoch, but as a result of a
collective movement of subtle and non-violent resistance to communism. [...] The guilt of this category
of intellectuals, researchers, artists and academics, who consider that in their personal fields of
competence they have created spiritual goods of value and preserved the authenticity of the national
cultural tradition consists in the fact that their mode of thinking is — through the rejection of self-
examination and the refusal to accept political co-responsibility — identical to that of the Nazi party”
(Barbu 2004: 56-57).

“[...] the entire culture of the five decades of totalitarianism was, almost without exception, the product
of ideology and of the variable but implacable mechanisms of censorship. In the final analysis, ‘to make
culture’ did not constitute a form of resistance, but one of participation, participation in the dynamics of
the communist public space. On the contrary, it would probably be more adequate to talk about an
assent through culture” (Barbu 2004: 58).

The strategy of forgetfulness, used to efface the communist past of many members of the
archaeological elite, has often been applied also to institutions, thus giving legitimacy to their
maintenance without reformation. The Institute of Archaeology in Bucharest, for instance, is no longer
considered to be an institution established in 1956, as we mentioned above, after a Soviet model that,
consequently, should undergo reformation; it is now the heir of the Museum of Natural History and
Antiquities founded in 1834 (Alexandrescu 1995; Suceveanu 2004). Thus, as a “repository of legacy,” the
institute is supposed to carry its entire prestige.
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As already stated, the positivist discourse in archaeology, both through its emphasis on objectivity
and the refuge it seeks in the archaeological profession itself, is a tacit ally of this centralised system. This
type of discourse is spread through the courses held by the representatives of the archaeological elite at
the history faculties, or by means of establishing master-disciple relationships between the archaeologist
and the students through the doctor’s degree programme and by their annual participation in
archaeological excavations. At the same time, the conception according to which archaeology is reduced
to excavations represents an efficient tool of maintaining the hierarchical pyramid of Romanian
archaeology. An archaeologist's skill in Romania is not valued according to his or her analytical or
interpretive abilities, but exclusively on the basis of his/her “excavation experience.” This assertion is
confirmed by the existence of the famous Archaeologists’ Directory (dividing the archaeologists into
three hierarchical categories according to the number of excavations they took part in, the academic titles
they hold, etc.), a system providing to “experts” a docile mass of “specialist” subordinates and young
“beginners,” therefore never ending the reproduction of the paradigm of a “scientific”” archaeology.

How can the current state of Romanian archaeology be changed? At present, Romanian
archaeologists propose two types of discourses as reform solutions. Firstly, there is the scientific
discourse (however, as argued, reducing the interpretation of the past to cultural and chronological
classifications), authoritarian (aggressively rejecting any other type of interpretation) and submissive
towards the system from which it expects maintenance by the financing of the so-called “systematic
excavations.” Secondly, there is a managerial discourse reducing the past to the status of a commodity
that must be sold by putting it into an accessible language emphasising the necessity to obtain alternative
financial resources from the so-called “rescue excavations.” The Romanian archaeologist is offered a
“capitalist” solution: to place himself/herself in the awkward position of practising both discourses, the
rescue excavations being regarded as means to get money necessary to carry on the “systematic
excavations,” that is the “scientific” discourse.

The goal of reforming Romanian archaeology should not be in forbidding these prevailing
discourses top-down, but in breaking up bottom-up the monopoly of these discourses by allowing
diversification of interpretation and by criticising the social-political context generating them. It is an
illusion to think that the reform of Romanian archaeology can be reduced to a reformation of the
academic/university system (by steps towards decentralisation, promoting private initiatives in
archaeology, organising bids) without critically debating its theoretical bases. From this point of view, we
think that we should regard a reform of archaeological practice not in itself but in a broader context, first
of all in relation with the interdependent fields: the policy of conserving and restoring the monuments and
the styles of presenting the past (museums). The prevailing discourses in Romanian archaeology as
converted into “legitimate culture” (by the education system, scientific texts, etc.) impose specific
patterns of presenting exhibitions in museums, but also criteria for selecting historic monuments “worthy”
of being conserved. The changes (“reform”) occurring in any of the three fields (archaeological practice,
policy of conserving and restoring monuments, museums) might influence a diversification of
interpretations issued by the others.

At the same time, we think that one of the main solutions of breaking up the monopoly maintained
by the prevailing discourses is a deep involvement of archaeology in contemporary Romanian society. An
archaeology of the recent past would imply shifting the focus from chronology to an interpretation of
material culture. The archaeological “complexes” would not any longer be treated only as “closed
complexes,” useful only for dating the finds, but as contexts which have significance and offer meanings
to the artefacts. An archaeology of the recent past could offer information regarding the mode in which
the significance of the artefacts changes depending on the contexts in which they appear — the centres of
production, who is producing and who is consuming material culture, the influence of ideology on
material culture and the environment, etc. Ceasing to be an appendix of history, archaeology can be
helped by it, but also by sociology, anthropology, philosophy, literature, history of arts, architecture,
theatre and performance, in the understanding of contexts in which material culture is manipulated.
Without claiming to be able to create valid generalizations for archaeological situations of the past
through formal analogies, an archaeology of the communist period could contribute to understanding our
contemporary history from an alternative perspective. Put otherwise, archaeology would become an
instrument of knowledge but also of criticism of the society in which we live.
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Epilogue

Romanian archaeologists have been among the main providers of symbolic capital for the national
ideology (during the pre-communist period), and for the “Marxist-Leninist” and the nationalist discourses
(during the communist period). The positivist discourse elaborated during the latter period to many
archaeologists gave the illusion of withdrawing into an ivory tower, far from the compromises inherent
when issuing the two types of discourses mentioned above. But by keeping silent, they did nothing else
but legitimate them. On the whole, Romanian archaeologists did not have any kind of attitude, were not
socially implicated, and did not take on any civic responsibility during the communist regime; by their
obedience they contributed to the strengthening and maintenance of a totalitarian system.

Many of them pose now as the most loyal defenders of democracy, as supporters of the West, using
a new language — the language of European integration — because this is the only prospective (European
projects, grants etc.). During the communist period, Romanian archaeologists have been accustomed to
adopt a double language. Now they continue to practice an archaeology anchored in the positivist
paradigm and at the same time enthusiastically and obediently participate (with texts, projects and
exhibitions) in the formulation of new myths necessary to the construction of a European identity (about
the EU and archaeology, see Renfrew 1994; Rowlands 1994; Pluciennik 1998; Vulpe 1999-2000: 14-15).
That is why we don’t expect such persons to be critical of the capitalist system Romania is craving for.

What is the lesson (if any) offered by the example of Romanian archaeology? In a country where
everything we experience today is the work of the communist elite, “converted” after 1989 to democracy
and liberalism (a diffuse mixture of authoritarian practices and aggressive liberalism), also the
archaeological field bears the same stamp: that of an authoritarian centralised system intolerant to those
who think “otherwise,” aside of the so-called “reformation” attempts. The Romanian academic system
continues to maintain/promote the myths of “objectivity,” “scientist” or “politically uninvolved.” This
alleged neutrality tacitly supports only the ideology of those who are in power. The supporters of the
ivory tower of uninfluenced objective science in fact justify passivity, cowardice and compromise, which
nourishes all domination. From our point of view, archaeologists should stress criticism and
reflexiveness/introspection and give up the search for certainty. We have to engage in debate with the
other “professional colleagues” and be critical not only of ourselves, but also of the operating strategies of
any institution relating to archaeological practice directly or indirectly. Archaeology not only means
excavations, artefacts or publishing “scientific” works. It also involves struggling for social prestige,
social rise, and material advantages, in short — struggling for power. Although we are all involved, in one
form or another, more or less, in the competition for earning symbolic capital, few archaeologists have the
courage to admit it, where most are preferring to present themselves as doctor, university professor,
academician, researcher, site manager, grant leader, etc. All these micro-policies in which those involved
have something to gain or lose have to undergo analyses.

In conclusion, we think that archaeology — regarded as long-term history — may contribute to
counteracting and unmasking those discourses generated at the top, by which an attempt is made at
presenting social projects as “natural,” “customary,” as “the only possibility” (imbuing the idea that there
are no alternatives), or as “this is how it should happen.” Our message is that archaeology is not a means of
escaping everyday life, but a means by which we might try to understand both the past and the present. It is
a matter of knowledge and self-knowledge. Archaeologists should be responsible from both points of view.

Acknowledgements. We wish to express our gratitude to Horia Popescu and Doina Cornaciu for
translating the text into English, and to Douglass Bailey, Gheorghe Alexandru Niculescu, Rodica Oanta-
Marghitu, Laurens Thissen and Tiberiu Vasilescu for their comments and help.

REFERENCES

Alexandrescu 1995 — P. Alexandrescu, “160 de ani sub semnul continuitatii”, SCIVA 46 (1), p. 7-16.

Andriesescu 1912 — 1. Andriesescu, Contributie la Dacia inainte de romani, lasi: Institutul de Arte Grafice N. V.
Stefaniu & Co.

Andriesescu 1931 — I. Andriesescu, “Asupra rispandirii nordvestice a tracilor la inceputul istoriei”, in Inchinare lui
Nicolae lorga cu prilejul implinirii vérstei de 60 de ani, Cluj (offprint).



17 Archaeology in Communist and Post-Communist Romania 73

Angelescu 2004 — M. Angelescu, Arheologia si tehnicile de management, Bucuresti: Institutul National al
Monumentelor Istorice.

Anghelinu 2001-2002 — M. Anghelinu, “De ce nu exista teorie in arheologia preistorica din Romania?”, Sargetia 30,
p. 39-49.

Anghelinu 2003 — M. Anghelinu, Evelutia géndirii teoretice in arheologia din Romdnia. Concepte si modele
aplicate in preistorie, Targoviste: Cetatea de Scaun.

Ardeleanu 1978 — 1. Ardeleanu, “Procesele definitorii ale istoriei nationale oglindite in expozitiile de bazi ale
muzeelor de istorie”, RevMuz 15 (4), p. 12-25.

Arnold 1997-1998 — B. Arnold, “The power of the past: nationalism and archaeology in 20" century Germany”, in
J. Lech (ed.), Archaeology in the 20" century. Ideas-people-research (Archaeologia Polona 35-36), p. 237-253.

Avram 1992 — A. Avram, “Grigore Tocilescu (1850-1909) — arheolog si epigrafist”, SCIVA 43 (2), p. 139-144.

Babeg 1974 — M. Babes “Puncte de vedere relative la o istorie a Daciei preromane”, SCIVA 25 (2), p. 217-244.

Babeg 1976 — M. Babes, “Odobescu si tezaurul de la Pietroasa (studiu introductiv)”, in A. Odobescu, Opere IV,
Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste Roménia, p. 5-40.

Babes 1981 — M. Babes, “Marile etape ale dezvoltarii arheologiei in Roménia”, SCIVA 32 (3), p. 319-330.

Babes 1992 — M. Babes, “Odobescu, arheologul”, SCIVA 43 (2), p. 119-126.

Babes 1994 — M. Babes, “Arheologia”, in C. Preda (ed.), Enciclopedia arheologiei §i istoriei vechi a Romdniei 1,
Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedici, p. 94-99.

Babes 1999 — M. Babes, “SCIVA — cinci decenii in slujba arheologiei romane”, SCIVA 50 (1-2), p. 5-9.

Babes 2002 — M. Babes, “Arheologia si societatea. O privire retrospectiva”, 22 (Revista Grupului pentru Dialog
Social), XIII, no. 654, p. 10-11.

Bailey 1998 — D. W. Bailey, “Bulgarian archaeology. Ideology, sociopolitics and the exotic”, in L. Meskell (ed.),
Archaeology under Fire. Nationalism, politics and heritage in the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East,
London-New York: Routledge, p. 87-110.

Bailey et al. 2000 — D. W. Bailey, R. Andreescu, L. Thissen, A. Howard, M. Macklin, C. Haitd and S. Mills,
“Landscape archaeology of Neolithic Southcentral Romania: aims, methods and preliminary results of the
Southern Romania Archaeological Project”, SCIVA 51 (3-4), p. 131-151.

Barbu 2004 — D. Barbu, Republica absenta. Politica §i societate in Romdnia postcomunistd, Second edition,
Bucuresti: Editura Nemira.

Berciu 1938 — D. Berciu, “Ce este preistoria?”, Revlst 24 (1-3), p. 1-32.

Berciu 1950 — D. Berciu, “Despre aparitia §i dezvoltarea patriarhatului pe teritoriul Republicii Populare Roméne”,
SCIV 1 (2), p. 52-64.

Berciu 1951 - D. Berciu, “Lupta bastinasilor din Dacia impotriva cotropitorilor romani”, SCIV 2 (2), p. 73-95.

Berciu 1986 — D. Berciu, “2500 ani de la prima atestare istorica scrisa a luptei geto-dacilor pentru libertate”, SCIVA
37 (3), p. 195-197.

Berindei 2001 — D. Berindei, “Prefatd”, in M. Petrescu-Dimbovita and A. Vulpe (eds.), Istoria Romdénilor.
Mogtenirea timpurilor indepartate (vol. 1), Bucuresti: Academia Romina— Sectia de Stiinte Istorice si
Arheologie (Editura Enciclopedica), p. XVII-XX.

Boia 1999 — L. Boia, Mitologia stiintifica a comunismului, Bucuresti: Humanitas.

Boia 2000 — L. Boia, Istorie si mit in congstiinta romdneascd, Second edition, Bucuresti: Humanitas.

Boia 2002 — L. Boia, Doua secole de mitologie nationald, Bucuresti: Humanitas.

Bokony 1993 — S. Bokony, “Recent developments in Hungarian archaeology”, Antiquity 67, p. 142-145.

Bolomey 1973 — A. Bolomey, “Noi moduri de abordare a cercetarii preistoriei”, SCIV 24 (4), p. 621-631.

Bourdieu 1986 — P. Bourdieu, Economia bunurilor simbolice, Bucuresti: Meridiane.

Bourdieu 1999 — P. Bourdieu, Ratiuni practice. O teorie a actiunii, Bucuresti: Meridiane.

Bourdieu 2001 — P. Bourdieu, “Gust artistic si capital cultural”, in J. C. Alexander, S. Seidman (eds.), Cultura §i
societate. Dezbateri contemporane, Bucuresti: Institutul European, p. 190-199.

Bourdieu and Delsaut 1991 — P. Bourdieu and Y. Delsaut, “Pentru o sociologie a perceptiei artistice”, in D.
Gheorghiu (ed.), Sociologia perceptiei artistice, Bucuresti: Meridiane, p. 40-49.

Buchli 1999 — V. Buchli, Archaeology of Socialism, Oxford-New York: Berg.

Buchli and Lucas (eds.) 2001 — V. Buchli and G. Lucas, Archaeologies of the contemporary past, London-New
York: Routledge.

Catalog 1873 — Catalog der rumdnischen Abteilung, Wien.

Carneci 2000 — M. Cérneci, Artele plastice in Romdnia. 1945-1989, Bucuresti: Meridiane.

Chirild 1951 — E. Chirila, “Framantari sociale la sarmati in secolul IV e.n.”, SCIV 2 (2), p. 183-188.

Ciugudean 2000 — H. Ciugudean, Eneoliticul final in Transilvania si Banat: cultura Cotofeni, Timisoara: Mirton.

Colegiul de redactie 1985 — “Din realizdrile arheologiei romanesti in epoca socialisti. Idei luminoase ale
presedintelui Nicolae Ceaugescu cu privire la importanta istoriei si la interpretarea unor aspecte esentiale ale
istoriei Romaniei”, SCIVA 36 (1-2), p. 3-29.



74 Alexandru Dragoman, Sorin Oanta-Marghitu 18

Condurachi 1964 — E. Condurachi, “Invatimantul arheologiei si istoriei vechi la Universitatea din Bucuresti”, AUB
Ser. Ist. 13, p. 13-22.

Condurachi 1974 — E. Condurachi, “Academicianul Constantin Daicoviciu (1898-1973)", in H. Daicoviciu (ed.), In
Memoriam Constantini Daicoviciu, Cluj: Dacia.

Conferinta 1950 - “Conferinta pe tara a arheologilor din Republica Populara Romina”, SCIV 1 (1), p. 15-22.

Cucos 1999 — §. Cucos, Faza Cucuteni B in zona subcarpatica a Moldovei, Bibliotheca Memoriae Antiquitatis 6, Piatra-
Neamt: Muzeul de Istorie si Arheologie Piatra Neamt — International Research Centre for the Cucuteni Culture.

Crisan 1975 — 1. H. Crisan, Burebista §i epoca sa, Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedicd Romina.

Crigsan 1977 — 1. H. Crisan, Origini, Bucuresti: Albatros.

Curta 2001 — F. Curta, The Making of Slavs. History and Archaeology of the Lower Danube Region c. 500-700,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Daicoviciu 1965 — H. Daicoviciu, Dacii, Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica.

Deletant 1998 — D. Deletant, Romania under communist rule, Bucuresti: Fundatia Academia Civica.

Dolukhanov 1993 — P. Dolukhanov, “Archaeology in the ex-USSR: post-perestroyka problems”, Antiquity 67,
p. 150-156.

Dragovean (ed.) 2001 — F. Drasovean, Festschrift fiir Gheorghe Lazarovici. Zum 60. Geburtstag, Bibliotheca
Historica et Archaeologica Banatica 36, Timisoara: Muzeul Banatului Timisoara.

Drazin 2005 — A. Drazin, “Architecture without architects: building home and state in Romania”, Home Cultures 2
(2), p- 195-220.

Dumitroaia 2000 — Gh. Dumitroaia, Comunitdfi preistorice din nord-estul Romdniei. De la cultura Cucuteni péand in
bronzul mijlociu, Bibliotheca Memoriae Antiquitatis 7, Piatra-Neamt: Muzeul de Istorie si Arheologie Piatra
Neamt — International Research Centre for the Cucuteni Culture.

Editorial 1986 — “Partidul Comunist Romén la a 65-a aniversare”, SCIVA 37 (2), p. 117-120.

Expozitia 1949 — Expozitia: Rezultatele sapaturilor arheologice din 1949 in RPR, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei
Republicii Populare Romine.

Eyal et al. 2001 — G. Eyal, 1. Szelényi and E. Townsley, Capitalism fara capitalisti. Noua elita conducdtoare din
Europa de Est, Bucuresti: Omega.

Galaty et al. 1999 — M. Galaty, S. R. Stocker and C. Watkinson, “Beyond bunkers: dominance, resistance and
change in an Albanian regional landscape”, Journal of Mediterranean Archaeology 12 (2), p. 197-214.

Georgescu et al. 1981 — F. Georgescu, I. Lungu, G. Sarafolean, D. Leahu, D. Burda, E. Istritescu, N. Petrescu,
T. Badescu, C. Opaschi and I. Ilincioiu, Expozitia “Dovezi ale dragostei, inaltei stime §i profundei pretuiri de
care se bucurd presedintele Nicolae Ceausescu §i tovarasa Elena Ceausescu, ale amplelor relatii de prietenie
si colaborare dintre poporul romdn gi popoarele altor tari”, Bucuresti: Muzeul National de Istorie.

Georgescu 1991 — V. Georgescu, Politica i istorie. Cazul comunistilor romani, 1944-1977, Bucuresti: Humanitas.

Georgescu 1992 — V. Georgescu, Istoria romdnilor de la origini pdna in zilele noastre, Third edition, Bucuresti:
Humanitas.

Gonzalez-Ruibal 2005 — A. Gonzales-Ruibal, “The need for a decaying past: an archaeology of oblivion in
contemporary Galicia (NW Spain)”, Home Cultures 2 (2), p. 129-152.

Grigoriu 1983 — P. Grigoriu, “Manualele de istorie din secolul al XIX-lea — veridice mdrturii ale luptei roméanilor
pentru libertate §i unitate nationala”, RevMuz 6, p. 3-12.

Gringmuth-Dallmer 1993 — E. Gringmuth-Dallmer, “Archaeology in the former German Democratic Republic since
1989”, Antiquity 67, p. 135-142.

Hodder 1982 — 1. Hodder, The Present Past. An introduction to anthropology for archaeologists, London: B.T.
Batsford Ltd.

Ioan 1999 — A. loan, Khora. Teme si dificultati ale relafiei dintre filosofie si arhitecturd, Bucuresti: Paideia.

Ioan 2000 — A. loan, Bizant dupda Bizan{ dupda Bizant (Teme ale arhitecturii in secolul XX. Cazul romdnesc),
Constanta: Ex Ponto.

Istoria Roméniei 1960 - Istoria Romdniei, volumul I, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Republicii Populare Romine.

Kossack 1986 — G. Kossak, “Gero v. Merhart und sein akademischer Unterricht in Marburg”, Marburger Studien zur
Vor-und Friihgeschichte 7 (Gedenkschrift fiir Gero von Merhart zum 100. Geburtstag), p. 1-16.

Kossack 1992 — G. Kossak, “Prehistoric archaeology in Germany: its history and current situation”, Norwegian
Archaeological Review 25 (2), p. 73-109.

Lech 1997-1998 — J. Lech, “Between captivity and freedom: Polish archaeology in the 20" century”, in J. Lech
(ed.), Archaeology in the 20" century. ldeas-people-research (Archaeologia Polona 35-36), p. 25-222.

Lucas 2004 — G. Lucas, “Modern disturbances. On the ambiguities of archaeology”, Modernism/modernity 11 (1),
p- 109-120.

Mihiilescu-Birliba 1997 — V. Mihdilescu-Birliba, “Impact of political ideas in Romanian archaeology before 1989,
Studia Antiqua et Archaeologica 3-4, p. 157-160.

Miller and Tilley (eds.) 1984 — D. Miller and C. Tilley, Ideology, power and prehistory, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.



19 Archaeology in Communist and Post-Communist Romania 75

Miller et al. (eds.) 1995 — D. Miller, M. Rowlands and C. Tilley, Domination and resistance, Second Edition,
London-New York: Routledge.

Moisa 2002 — G. Moisa, Istorie §i propagandd istorica in Roménia. 1945-1989, Oradea: Editura Muzeului Tarii
Crisurilor.

Motzoi-Chicideanu 2003 — I. Motzoi-Chicideanu, “In memoriam Radu Popa”, in D. Marcu-Istrate, A. Istrate and C.
Gaiu (eds.), In memoriam Radu Popa. Temeiuri ale civilizatiei romanesti in context european, Bucuresti:
Accent, p. 17-22.

Negrici 2003 — E. Negrici, Literatura roménd sub comunism, Bucuresti: Editura Fundatiei PRO.

Nestor 1932 — I. Nestor, “Der Stand der Vorgeschichtsforschung in Rumiinien”, 22. Ber.RGK, p. 11-181.

Nestor 1937 — I. Nestor, “Sabia de la Boiu”, Sargetia 1, p. 155-214.

Nestor 1960 — L. Nestor, “Principalele realizdri ale arheologiei romanesti in anii regimului democrat-popular”, SCIV
9 (1), p.7-23.

Nestor 1965 — 1. Nestor, “Cu privire la dezvoltarea cercetirii istoriei comunei primitive in Romaénia”, SCIV 16 (3),
p. 421-430.

Nestor 1970 — I. Nestor, Istoria societdtii primitive, Bucuresti: Universitatea din Bucuresti, Facultatea de Istorie.

Nestor 1970a — I. Nestor, “Directions de recherches d’archéologie médiévale en Roumanie”, RRH 9 (3), p. 405-413.

Nestor 1988 — I. Nestor, “Tendinte noi in istoriografia romaneascd”, ArhMold 12, p. 277-279 (firstly published in
Cuvintul IX, no. 2785, 25 January 1933, p. 1-2).

Nestor 1995 —I. Nestor, “Odobescu arheolog”, SCIVA 46 (3-4), p. 207-212.

Nestor and Vulpe 1971 — L. Nestor and A. Vulpe, “Metode noi in arheologie”, in Metode noi si probleme de
perspectivd ale cercetdrii stiinfifice, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste Roménia, p. 131-136.

Neustupny 1993 — E. Neustupny, “Czechoslovakia: the last three years”, Antiquity 67, p. 129-134.

Niculescu 1997 — Gh. A. Niculescu, “Interpretarea fenomenelor etnice de catre istorici si arheologi. Pericolele
argumentatiei mixte”, in M. Ciho, V. Nistor and D. Zaharia (eds.), Memorie i patrimoniu. In honorem
emeritae Ligiae Barzu, Timpul istoriei I, Bucuresti: Universitatea Bucuresti, Facultatea de Istorie — Centrul de
Istorie Comparatd a Societatilor Antice, p. 63-69.

Niculescu 2000 — Gh. A. Niculescu, “The material dimension of ethnicity”, in New Europe College Yearbook (1997-
1998), Bucuresti: New Europe College, p. 203-262.

Niculescu 2004-2005 — Gh. A. Niculescu, “Archaeology, nationalism and ‘The History of the Romanians® (2001)”,
Dacia N.S. 48-49, p. 99-124.

Oberlander-Tarnoveanu 2000 — E. Oberlinder-Tarnoveanu, “Simion Gavrild, Ctitorul”, in M. Iacob, E. Oberlinder-
Tarnoveanu and F. Topoleanu (eds.), Istro-Pontica. Muzeul tulcean la a 50-a aniversare (1950-2000).
Omagiu lui Simion Gavrild la 45 de ani de activitate (1955-2000), Tulcea: Institutul de Cercetari Eco-
Muzeale, p. XXVII-XXXVIL

Oberliinder-Tarnoveanu 2002 — 1. Oberlinder-Tarnoveanu, Un Viitor pentru Trecut. Ghid de bund practica pentru
padstrarea patrimoniului cultural, Bucuresti: Centrul de Istorie §si Memorie Culturala (cIMeC).

Odobescu 1889-1900 — A. Odobescu, Le trésor de Pétrossa. Historique-Description. Etude sur ['orfevrerie antique, Paris.

Odobescu 1961 — A. Odobescu, Cursu de archeologia. Istoria archeologiei, Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica.

Olivier 1998 — L. Olivier, “L’archéologie frangaise et le regime de Vichy (1940-1944)”, European Journal of
Archaeology 1 (2), p. 241-264.

Olivier 1999 — L. Olivier, “The origins of French archaeology”, in C. Scarre and S. Stoddart (eds.), Theory in
French Archaeology (Antiquity 73), p. 176-183.

Opris 2004 — 1. Opris, Istoricii si Securitatea, Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedica.

Panamefio and Nalda 1979 — R. Panamefio and E. Nalda, E., “Arqueologia: ;para quién?”, Nueva Antropologia 3 (12),
p. 111-124,

Paul 1992 — 1. Paul, Cultura Petresti, Bucuresti: Museion.

Paunescu 2003 — A. Paunescu, Din istoria arheologiei romanesti pe baza unor documente de arhiva, Bucuresti: AGIR.

Parvan 1923 — V. Pérvan, Inceputurile vietii romane la gurile Dunarii, Bucuresti: Tara Noastra.

Parvan 1926 — V. Pérvan, Getica. O protoistorie a Daciei, Bucuresti (republished Bucuresti: Meridiane, 1982).

Parvan 1958 — V. Parvan, Dacia. Civilizatiile stravechi din regiunile carpato-danubiene, Bucuresti: Editura
Stiintifica (Third edition; first time published under the title Dacia. An outline of the early civilisations of the
Carpatho-Danubian countries, Cambridge, 1928).

Petre 1998 — Z. Petre, “Adio, scump tovaris! Schitd de antropologie funerara comunista”, in L. Boia (ed.), Miturile
comunismului romdnesc, Bucuresti: Nemira, p. 272-284.

Petrescu 1998 — D. Petrescu, “400 000 spirite creatoare: Cantarea Romdniei sau stalinismul national in festival”, in
L. Boia (ed.), Miturile comunismului romédnesc, Bucuresti: Nemira, p. 239-251.

Pluciennik 1998 — M. Pluciennik, “Archaeology, archaeologists and ‘Europe’”, Antiquity 72, p. 816-824.

Popovici 1999-2000 — D. Popovici, “Note pentru o viitoare §i necesari istoriografie a arheologiei romanesti (),
Buletinul Muzeului “Teohari Antonescu” 5-6, p. 17-22.



76 Alexandru Dragoman, Sorin Oanti-Marghitu 20

Preda 1984 — C. Preda, “De la Muzeul National de Antichitéti la Institutul de Arheologie”, SCIVA 35 (3), p. 222-233.

Radu 1991 — M. Radu, “Despre pepeni, nationalism §i comunism”, Agora 4 (4), p. 23-26.

Randoin et al. 2000 — B. Randoin, D. Popovici and Y. Rialland, “Metoda de sdpaturd si inregistrarea datelor
stratigrafice intr-un sit pluristratificat: tell-ul neo-eneolitic de la Harsova”, CA 11 (1), p. 199-234.

Rathje and Murphy 2001 — W. Rathje and C. Murphy, Rubbish! The Archaeology of Garbage, Tucson: Uni versity of
Arizona Press.

Renfrew 1994 — C. Renfrew, “The identity of Europe in prehistoric archaeology™, Journal of European Archaeology
2 (2), p. 153-173.

Roller 1956 — M. Roller, Studii si note stiintifice privind istoria Roméniei, Bucuresti: Editura de Stat pentru
Literaturi Politica.

Roman 1976 — P. Roman, Cultura Cofofeni, Biblioteca de Arheologie 26, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Republicii
Socialiste Roménia.

Roman 1981 — P. Roman, “Forme de manifestare culturald din eneoliticul tirziu si perioada de tranzitie spre epoca
bronzului”, SCIVA 32 (1), p. 21-42.

Roman and Németi 1978 — P. Roman and 1. Németi, Cultura Baden in Romdnia, Biblioteca de Arheologie 31,
Bucuresti: Editura Academiei*Republicii Socialiste Roménia.

Rowlands 1994 — M. Rowlands, “Why do we need a European Association of Archaeologists?”, Journal of
European Archaeology 2 (2), p. 175-178.

Scarre 1999 — C. Scarre, “Archaeological Theory in France and Britain”, in C. Scarre and S. Stoddart (eds.), Theory
in French Archaeology (Antiquity 73), p. 161-167.

Schita tematica 1970 — Schita tematica a Muzeului National de Istorie a Romaniei, Bucuresti: Comitetul de Stat
pentru Cultura §i Arti.

Schuster 1997 — C. Schuster, Perioada timpurie a epocii bronzului in bazinele Argesului si lalomitei superioare,
Bibliotheca Thracologica 20, Bucuresti: Institutul Romén de Tracologie.

Shanks and Tilley 1992 — M. Shanks and C. Tilley, Re-Constructing archaeology. Theory and practice, Second
edition, London-New York: Routledge.

Suceveanu 2004 — Al. Suceveanu, “170 de ani de arheologie in Roménia”, Academica 15 (33), p. 20-25.

Székely 1997 — Zs. Székely, Perioada timpurie si inceputul celei mijlocii a epocii bronzului in sud-estul Transilvaniei,
Bibliotheca Thracologica 21, Bucuresti: Institutul Roman de Tracologie.

Stefan 1984 — A. Stefan, “Progresele arheologiei §i muzeografiei in Roménia in perioada 1881-1927”, SCIVA 35
(2), p. 109-143.

Stefanescu 1973 — L. Stefanescu, “Muzeul si functia educativ-civici a istoriei”, RevMuz 10 (4), p- 304-306.

Stefanescu 1976 — L. Stefanescu, “Relatia muzeu-scoald, factor de intdrire a cooperirii in procesul educatiei moral-
civice a tineretului gcolar”, RevMuz 13 (1), p. 33-35.

Teodor 1996 — D. Gh. Teodor, Mestesugurile la nordul Dundrii de Jos in secolele 1V-XI d.Hr., Iasi: Helios.

Tilley 1989 — C. Tilley, “Archaeology as socio-political action in the present”, in V. Pinsky and A. Wylie (eds.),
Critical traditions in contemporary archaeology. Essays in the philosophy, history and socio-politics of
archaeology, Cambridge-New York-Port Chester-Melbourne-Sydney: Cambridge University Press, p. 104-116.

Tocilescu 1880 — G. Tocilescu, Dacia inainte de romani, Bucuresti: Tipografia Academiei Romane.

Trigger 1989 — B. Trigger, A History of Archaeological Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ursulescu 1992 — N. Ursulescu, Dacia in cadrul lumii antice, lasi: Editura Unirea.

Verdery 1994 — K. Verdery, Compromis si rezistentd. Cultura romana sub Ceaugescu, Bucuresti: Humanitas.

Verdery 2003 — K. Verdery, Socialismul. Ce a fost gi ce urmeaza, Iasi: Institutul European.

Vlad 2001 — L. Vlad, Imagini ale identitafii nationale. Romania si Expozitiile Universale de la Paris, 1867-1937.
Bucuresti: Meridiane.

Vulcanescu 1991 — M. Vulcanescu, Dimensiunea romdneasca a existentei, Bucuresti: Editura Fundatiei Culturale Romane.

Vulpe 1991 — A. Vulpe, “Vladimir Dumitrescu (1902-1991)”, Dacia N.S. 35, p. 229-234.

Vulpe 1999-2000 — A. Vulpe, “Istoria. Intre mit §i cdutarea adevarului in antichitate si in prezent”, Buletinul
Muzeului “Teohari Antonescu™ 5-6, p. 9-15.

Vulpe 1976 — R. Vulpe, “Histoire des recherches thracologiques en Roumanie”, Thraco-Dacica 1, p- 13-51.

Zaberca 1976 — V. Zaberca, “Forme de colaborare intre muzeul de istorie §i intreprinderile industriale. Din
experienta Muzeului de Istorie al judetului Carag-Severin, Resita”, RevMuz 13 (2), p. 13-16.

Zub 1985 — A. Zub, De la istoria critica la criticism (Istoriografia romand la finele secolului XIX §i Inceputul
secolului XX), Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania.

Zub 1985a — A. Zub, “Systeéme et empirisme dans I’historiographie critique roumaine”, in L. Boia (ed.), Etudes
d’historiographie, Bucuresti: Universitatea Bucuresti, Facultatea de Istorie si Filozofie, p. 185-192.

Zub 2002 — A. Zub, Vasile Parvan. Dilemele unui istoric, lasi: Institutul European.



