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“LONG LIVE ROMANIAN SOVIET FRIENDSHIP!”
AN EXPLORATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
ARCHAEOLOGISTS FROM USSR AND THE PEOPLE’S/
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF ROMANIA

Iurie Stamati'

Abstract: 7his article represents a contribution to the history of the relations between Romanian and
Soviet archaeologists. The study of archival documents and oral testimonies allowed us to establish that
the most intense period of the relationship between the two groups took place during the second half of
the 1950s. We have shown that among all other Soviet republics, Romanian archaeologists had the closest
relations with their counterparts from the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic.

Keywords: archaeologists, Soviets, Romanians, collaborations

For the new pro-soviet political regime that came to power after the Second World War in
Bucharest, archeology needed to become a strong weapon in the class warfare. In other words,
the field of archeology had to be redesigned to serve the legitimization of the new pro-Soviet
regime and its Marxist discourse. In order to accomplish this task, Romanian archaeologists
were supposed to learn from those who had become their “big brothers,” the Soviet archaeolo-
gists. This is the context in which Romanian historians and archaeologists wrote in field publica-
tions at the end of the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s about the superiority of the Soviet
archaeology and the strong influence that Romanian archaeology had as a result of the close
collaboration with Soviet archaeologists®. In turn, Soviet archacologists seemed to confirm the
existence of good relations with their Romanian colleagues’.

Our main purpose is to verify if the statements of Romanian historians and archaeolo-
gists about the nature of their relations with Soviet archaeologists are supported by archival
documents and oral testimonies. At the same time, we will not analyze how Marxism and some
Marxist theories that developed in the USSR penetrated the field of Romanian archaeology.
Mircea Angelinu provided a lengthy analysis of the impact of Marxism on Romanian arche-
ology*. The undersigned as well has written on this topic in a recent article’. The subject of
the relations between Romanian and Soviet archaeologists, and the influence of Soviet arche-
ology on the Romanian one (and the opposite) can easily surpass the space of an article. In the
following paragraphs we will offer a general view of these relations, between late 1940s and the

' Département des Sciences Historiques, Université Laval, Québec, Canada, iurie.stamati.1@ulaval.ca

2 CONSTANTINESCU-IASI 1949, 71; 1958, 15; KONSTANTINESKU-IASH' 1961, 60-61; DAICOVICIU
1949, 162; NESTOR 1949, 155; MORINTZ/COMSA 1958, 158-162; KONDURAKI 1958, 105; SHTEFAN
1959, 287, 294.

3 KARYSHKOVSKII 1958, 273; PASSEK 1958, 33; 1963, 294; PASSEK/RIKMAN 1959, 262.

4 ANGHELINU 2003, 167-245; ANGHELINU 2007, 1-36.
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236 Turie Stamati

end of the 1980s. The majority of the examples that will be employed relate to archaeological
research on the Slavic component.

First contacts

In the mid-fifties, with the exception of young Romanian archaeologists pursuing doctoral
degrees in the Soviet Union, direct relations between the archaeologists of the two countries had
not yet been established®. Romanian archaeologists familiarized themselves with the achieve-
ments of Soviet archeology through books received from USSR, which were oftentimes trans-
lated into Romanian. Another way of acquiring information about the state of Soviet archeology
was through the reports and presentations made by the leaders of the new Romanian historiog-
raphy, or those made by Romanian students in the USSR, as well as those of Soviet historians
during “amicable” visits in Romania’. The Romanian-Soviet Studies Institute created in 1947
was one of the main institutions that mediated the Romanian-Soviet relations in historiography
and academic research®.

In turn, up to the mid-fifties, Soviet archaeologists found out information about Romanian
archaeological research from publications received from Romania. The Soviet archaeological
periodicals presented reviews or articles detailing the main results of Romanian archaeological
research’. During the second half of the 1950s the situation changed. Assured that Romania had
forever broken the ties with its “bourgeois” and “nationalist” past, and thus there was no risk for
Soviet archaeologists to “be contaminated with hostile ideology,” the Soviet authorities allowed
direct contact between the researchers from the two countries.

Even though Romanian archaeologists established contacts with their peers in Ukraine
and Russia, it appeared that at least during the second half of the 1950s the closest contact had
been with their colleagues in the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic (MSSR). This republic
contained the largest part of Bessarabia, a territory that belonged to Romania from 1918 to
1940, and then again from 1941 to 1944. After the end of the Second World War, Bessarabia
was reclaimed by USSR, and Romania, which had turned into an obedient vassal, had to forego
all claims on the territory and its mostly philo-Romania inhabitants. The new popular Republic
of Romania seemed to have no official objections to the theory that proclaimed the Moldavian
nation distinct from the Romanian one'. The Soviet authorities were ensured of the loyalty of
Romania, and it was for this reason that an unseen before rapprochement between the MSSR
and the Popular Republic of Romania was allowed.

During this time, MSSR was visited by several Romanian delegations from different
fields: sports, youth, women, culture and science. Several collaboration accords in the fields of
education, scientific research and culture were also signed during this period. Theatre perfor-
mances and musical assembles from Romania also performed in front of the MSSR public.
MSSR citizens were allowed to subscribe to Romanian magazines and had the opportunity to
buy books published in Romania. In 1958, a celebration of Romanian culture was organized in

6 1.1.93. 1955; 1.1.121.1958; C.P. 1978, 118; 1978a, 214; E.C. 1978a, 102—103; OLTEANU 2002, 324;
OPRIS 2004, 67.

7 CONSTANTINESCU-IASI 1949, 71; DAICOVICIU 1949, 133-135; SEDINTA 1950, 174-175;
TRETIACOV 1951, 68-89; GH.D. 1952, 133-137; CONSFATUIREA 1953, 25; GRECOV 1953, 129-133;
RIBACOV 1953, 163—190; PANKRATOVA 1953, 135-151; CHISVASI 1954, 539-550; VULPE ET AL. 1955,
165-166; FEDOROV 1955, 83-92; PAGU 1955, 116-118; 1955a, 167-170.

¢ KONSTANTINESKU-IASH' 1961, 49-62; GEORGESCU 1981, 18-19.

®  1.1.121.1958; KRUGLIKOVA 1949, 197-201; DREVNIAIA 1951, 3—14; SHTEFAN 1952, 153-154;
KOLKER 1952, 102-113; ROLLER 1954, 190-191; SPIVAKOVSKII 1953, 140-151; ORLIK 1955, 159-165;
RIKMAN/POLEVOI 1955, 324-332.

0 TUGUI 1999, 215-223.
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MSSR; paintings, sculptures, and works of literature were presented and films were shown. In its
turn Romania too, received the visit of several delegations, theatres, and exhibits from MSSR'.

This is the general context in which in 1956, Nikolai Mokhov (1904-1983), one of the
leaders of Soviet historiography in MSSR, arrived in Bucharest, at the Romanian Academy to
discuss “extending the relations” between historians in the two countries'. In the same year,
the young medievalist archaeologist from MSSR, Pavel Barnia (1930-2002)" and his superior
specialized in the study of the Scythian -Sarmatian area, Georgii Smirnov (1903-1978), partici-
pated in archaeological excavations on Romanian sites'®. In the following year, other archaeolo-
gists from MSSR came and studied in Romania®.

At the same time, a group of Romanian archaeologists participated excavations in the
MSSR and took part in the first Romanian-Soviet seminar on the archaeological site of Alcedar,
in the Central-East region of MSSR. During this seminar, Romanian and Soviet archaeologists
and ethnologists intended to discuss the main issues of “Slavic-Romanian-Moldavian”
archeology and ethnography. A total of three Romanian-Soviet seminars dedicated to archeology
were organized between 1957 and 1958; the Soviet party also had the initiative of signing
a collaboration accord. Historians from both countries participated in common sessions in
Chisiniu and Bucharest, emphasizing according to the spirit of the times how old and strong the
friendship between Romanians, Moldavians, Russians, and Ukrainians had been and continued
to be'®. Amongst the Romanian archaeologists who visited MSSR at that time, several names
need mentioning: Adrian C. Florescu (1928—1986) who specialized in studying the Bronze Age
and Getae-Dacians fortifications, Mircea Petrescu-Dimbovita (1915-2013), known mostly for
his research in the field of prehistory, Radu Vulpe (1899-1982), who dedicated his career to
the study of certain aspects of the antiquity period, and the couple Maria (1928-2002) and
Eugen Comsa (1923-2008). Maria Comsa’s main research dealt with the Slavic field, while her
husband’s with prehistorical studies'.

During this period, readers of the official press in MSSR were informed that the friendship
between the Soviet and Romanian historians was growing stronger'®. In one of his essays, the
Moscow archeologist and writer Georgil B. Fedorov (1917-1993)" gave an informal but very
enthusiastic account about the importance of the first Romanian-Soviet seminar on issues of

"' LAZAREV 1961, 164-173.

2 Mokhov transferred from Leningrad University in Moscow to MSSR in 1945. In MSSR he became one of
the most important representatives of official Moldavian historiography from the Soviet period. One of the main
topics he approached during his career is the genesis of Moldavians and their state in medieval times, see MEURS
1996, 178-179; STRATIEVSKII 2005, 11-14; STAMATTI 2013, 62—64.

13 DOS.PERS.BYRNJA; OT REDAKCIJ 2000, 13.

4 Georgil Smirnov was the head of the archacological department of the History, Economy, Language and
Literature Institute, the predecessor to the Sciences Academy in MSSR, see 1.3.3346. 1947/1970.

53.1.152.1956; 1.1.114.1957.

16 1.1.115.1957; 18.1.5.1958; 18.1.14.1958; FEDOROV 1958, 81-84; FEDOROV/POLEVOI 1973,
14; PETRESCU-DIMBOVITA 2006, 12-13; STUDII PRIVIND RELATIILE 1958; STEFANESCU 1960,
403-406; O RUMYNO-RUSSKIKH 1960; GROSUL/MOKHOV 1961.

7" CHIRICA/APARASCHIVEI 2004, 233; C.E. 1978, 261-262; CHIRICA/APARASCHIVEI 2004,
135-156; C.P. 1978b, 344-345; E.C. 1978a, 102-103; OLTEANU 2002, 324-325. C.P. 1978c, 101-102;
COMSA/BONSALL/NIKOLOVA 2013, 13-54.

¥ 1.1.131.1959.

1 Fedorov was specialized in Slavic archaeology and numismatics. He first came to MSSR in 1950. For the
next two decades and a half he would come back every year, becoming one of the most important researchers in
the field of Slavic influences in Moldavia. He was also the creator of the first generation of Moldavian medieval
archaeologists. Aside from his research activity, he was also a writer and script writer, see 1.3.6159.1973; NEKRICH
1979, 28-29; FEDOROV/FEDOROVA 1991; FEDOROV 1997; KIM 1997, 7; KORZHAVIN 2006, 670;
ROSHAL'-STROEVA 1997, 297; TKACHUK 1999, 7-13.
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archeology and ethnography, spicing up his account with insights about the Romanian, Russian
and Ukrainian songs that were sung at night by the camp fire, and the technical alcohol diluted
with water that the guests were offered™.

In two other essays, Fedorov drew an idyllic picture of his collaboration with Romanian
colleagues. In one of these accounts Fedorov described how he helped Romanian archeologist,
Radu Vulpe to extract, preserve and study a papyrus found in a crypt near Constanta. This
event served Fedorov as an example of “mutual aid and brotherly friendship of academics in
socialist countries.” The main characters of the second essay were archacologists Maria and
Eugen Comsa, who were presented in a warmly manner. Maria Comsa was commended for the
honorable part she played in the discovery of material culture of Romanians during the period
preceding the formation of Romanian medieval states. Fedorov thanked Eugen Comsa for his
help during a field trip to Romanian archaeological institutions?'.

However, despite Fedorov enthusiastic accounts, it seemed that the relations between
Romanian and Soviet historians were not always so harmonious. In spite of the official propa-
ganda that sang the tune of friendship between the Popular Republic of Romania and the
Soviet Union, the largest part of Romanian intellectuals retained a feeling of suspicion towards
their Eastern neighbour. The archaeologists were no exception, especially since most of them
were trained and began their careers during the “capitalist times,” in an anti-Soviet and even
anti-Russ environment??. Such was the case of Vladimir Dumitrescu (1902—1991), ex-director
of the National Museum of Antiquity, one of the oldest and most important archaeological
institutions in Romania. In 1955, after his release from prison where he was incarcerated due
to his membership in the Iron Guard (a right wing group), Dumitrescu became district chief
and a very influential person in the newly created Archaeological Institute in Bucharest®. For
him, the initial collaboration with Soviet archacologists led by Fedorov constituted a foreign
encroachment of academic research in his country. According to the archives of the Romanian
secret police, Dumitrescu contributed to the suspension of the Romanian-Soviet archaeological
collaboration in 1959%*. The documents kept by the Archive of the Sciences Academy in the
Republic of Moldova, the post-Soviet successor of MSSR, confirmed that in 1959 there was no
direct contact between Soviet and Romanian archaeologists®.

The same Fedorov had claimed in an article published in a scientific journal that Romanian
and Soviet archaeologists had the same views on the main topics pertaining to the Carpatho-
Danubian space®. In certain aspects, the archacologists from the two countries were successful
in bridging their differences. This was mainly the case for the ethnicity Sintana de Mures—
Cherniakhov culture. Until the mid-fifties, most Soviet archaeologists considered this culture as
being a Slavic one, wherein their Romanian counterparts claimed the culture had Getae-Dacian
origins”. At this time, the Soviet archaeologists acknowledged that the Slavic component of said

culture was weak, and started to regard the Getae-Dacians as one of the major bearers®.

2 Aside from Moldovan and Russian archaeologists, Ukrainian archaeologists also took part in this seminar, see
FEDOROV 1977, 164-181.

2l Fedorov reproached Eugen Comsa one single aspect, on a very friendly tone. According to him, Comsa
insisted in showing only the idyllic and beautiful arts of Romania, and became sad when his attempts were not
successful, see FEDOROV 1966, 309—339.

22 STAMATI 2015, 81-95.

# E.C. 1978 133-134; DUMITRESCU 1994; OPRIS 2004, 83.

*1In a collection of documents published by Ioan Opris, the Soviet archaeologist G.B. Fedorca is mentioned.
This is a wrongful transcription of the name of Georgii B. Fedorov, see OPRIS 2004, 83—84.

¥ 1.1.131.1959; 18.1.21. 1959.

% FEDOROV 1958, 81-84.

77 STAMATI 2015, 88.

#  FEDOROV 1959, 371-408.
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Romanian archeologist Maria Comsa’s studies dedicated to the Balkan-Danubian
culture, or Dridu®, made the Soviet archeologist Fedorov admit in the sixties the possibility
that this culture may contain neo-Latin or Vlach components®. Maria Comsa’s research (who
is still regarded wrongly as a Soviet agent in Romanian archeology, as we have shown in a
previous article)® had a strong influence on one of Fedorov’s students, archeologist lon Hancu
(1931-2003)*. For Hancu, the main ethnic element of the Balkan-Danubian culture, or
Dridu, was the neo-Latin or Vlach one. Just like Comsa, Hancu considered that Vlah material
elements from this culture are represented through certain ceramic forms and the deep habitats
with open fireplaces, the stove being considered by both as an ancient element specific to the
local Getae-Dacian tradition®.

Generally speaking, in regards to the Slavic domain, Romanian archeology did not follow
on the footsteps of Soviet archaeology. In their papers “the artisans” of the new Romanian histo-
riography spoke of the importance of the Slavs in the outline of Romanian medieval civilization,
asking the archaeologists to follow the same line. However, as we have shown in another study*,
in spite of appearances, Romanian archaeologists were in no hurry to satisfy this demand. The
most important matter that would never find support amongst Romanian and Moldavian archae-
ologists and historians was the existence of Moldavian ethnic group. According to the Soviet
archaeologists and historians, the Vlachs, a neo-Latin ethnicity that appeared somewhere in the
region of Transylvania and the Balkans as a result of the mixing of a Romanised population (the
Getae-Dacians being the most commonly invoked) were the common ancestors of Romanians
and Moldavians. Somewhere in the twelve century, part of this population reached the future
Moldavian Principality. It is here that they would meet the Eastern Slavs. Influenced by the
latter, and even assimilating them, these Vlachs would become Moldavians®. Maria Comsa,
whom Fedorov had known in Moscow where she had done her studies between 1952 and 1956
had a different view. In an article on Balkan-Danubian culture, or Dridu, Comsa noted that on
the territory of MSSR it was the old Romanians that arrived, and in no way, the Vlachs*. This
article was most certainly read by Ion Hancu because in one of his articles published in Ukraine,
far from the watchful eyes of MSSR censorship, talking about the date of the appearance of the
Romanized population on the Moldavian soil, he used the same expression as his Romanian
colleague, “the old Romanians.”’

¥ CHISVASI/COMSA 1957, 267-294.

% FEDOROV/CHEBOTARENKO 1967, 29.

31 STAMATI, 2015, 89-90.

32 Hancu is part of the first generation of medievalist archacologists in MSSR. From the end of the fifties and
until 1977 he tried to promote the idea that the entire process of Moldavian ethno-genesis took place of the territory
located east of the Carpathians. According to him, the vlachs did not migrate from Transylvania and the Balkans
as the majority of Soviet archaeologists claimed. Between 1974 and 1977 he was the head of the Department of
Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences of MSSR. In 1977 he was accused of nationalism and removed from
archaeological research, see POSTICA 2002, 6-10.

» COMSA 1959, 83; KHYNKU 1963, 88.

3 STAMATI 2015, 85-90.

% FEDOROV 1952, 91.
¢ CHISVASI/COMSA 1958, 82.

¥ KHYNKU 1959, 95. In 1978, immediately after Hancu’s removal from effective archaeological research,
two of his colleagues, one of which was Pavel Barnea, would criticize him in an article. The main purpose of this
material was to present his colleague in an exclusively negative manner, see BYRNIA/ RAFALOVICH 1978, 66.
It is interesting to note that Pavel Barnea was the only archaeologist from MSSR who declared himself an ethnic
Romanian. For this reason, he experienced some troubles; for instance, he was unsuccessful to get approval for work

w

visits in Romania for many years in a row. In general, his career can be described as a successful one. In 1977 he was
even named chief of the Archaeological Department of the Sciences Academy in MSSR, see DOS.PERS. BYRNIA;
TKACHUK 1999, 10; OT REDAKTSII 2000, 13.
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It is necessary to underline, that beyond the fagade that had to show the unity of the
socialist camp in all domains, in reality, Soviet academic bureaucracy never promoted a typical
relationship of “Us, the Soviet and Romanian archaeologists,” but rather one of “Us, the Soviet
archaceologists, and them, the Romanian ones.” However, precisely for “appearances” sake,
during this time and even later, the ideological gatekeepers that dealt with the censorship of
archaeological activity never admitted an open confrontation between Romanian and Soviet
archaeologists. Until the beginning of the 1980s, Soviet historians could only note in passing
that their Romanian counterparts preferred to call the medieval Vlachs, Romanians®. During
all this time, they never mentioned that in reality, Romanian archaeologists did not agree with
the existence of a Moldavian ethnicity.

“The War of Nerves”

The first encounters between Romanian and Soviet archaeologists showed that closeness
is not always beneficial, especially when it came down to the patriotic feeling of the latter
ones. During a research trip in Romania, at a dinner, MSSR archeologist, Pavel Barnia, had the
opportunity to hear his older Romanian colleague, Ion Nestor (1905-1974)%, claiming that
Bessarabia is a Romanian territory®. It is also probable that during the first Romanian-Soviet
seminar that took place on an archaeological site in MSSR, Georgii B. Fedorov realized that
there were no ethnical differences between Romanian and Moldavians, or at least not according
to the way such differences were presented by Soviet historiography. This explains why in his
essay where Fedorov provided an account of this seminar, he made a note that the songs that
were played by the fire were Russian, Ukrainian, and Romanian, but not Moldavian, like the
Soviet logic dictated. The place where the seminar was hold was in MSSR, and those attending
were “Moldavian” archaeologists, yet the songs were Romanians. In addition, according to
some testimonials, certain Soviet historians and archaeologists developed such tight relations
with their Romanian counterparts, that they secretly began transporting archival documents to
Romania, hiding them in their shoes*.

This explains why, even if in the early seventies, Fedorov continued to claim that
“the relations between Soviet and Romanian archaeologists were being strengthened and
consolidated”®, reports from historians and archacologists in the MSSR described the opposite.
Between 1959 and 1980, these relations diminished considerably. The Romanian-Soviet seminar
devoted to the archaeological field in 1962 was the last one of its kind*. With the exception of
1965 and 1966, during the above mentioned period, Soviet archaeologists in MSSR complained
that their relations with their Romanian colleagues never reached the same level as during the
period of 1956-1958*. Soviet archaeologists also pointed out that their requests for travelling
to Romania took a long time to get processed, if approved at all®>.

3% MOKHOV 1969, 36.

3 Between 1930 and 1940, Nestor was known as a specialist in prehistorical studies. In the 1950s Nestor
would start working on the Slavic field and ended up being elected the vice-president of the International Union
of Slavic Archaeology. He was known by the secret police for his anti-Soviet attitude, an attitude which triggered
the authorities” refusal to grant him permission to travel in the URSS. see E.C. 1978b, 235-236; OPRIS 2004,
21-149.

0 OPRIS 2004, 73.

# Interview with Demir DRAGNEYV realized by Iurie STAMATT in 2010.

“ FEDOROV/POLEVOI 1973, 14.

¥ FEDOROV 1977, 181.

“18.1.63.1965; 1.1.224.1966; 1.1.231.1966; 18.1.72.1966.

$1.1.131.1959; 1.1.138.1960; 1.1.146.1961; 1.1.192.1964; 18.1.56.1964; 18.1.82.1968; 18.1.85.1968;
18.1.96.1970; 1.1.297.1974; 1.1.303.1975; 1.1.393.1978; 1.1.391.1977.
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The complex dynamics of the political relations between the two states impacted the relations
between Romanian and Soviet archaeologists. During the 1960s, Romania’s independent policy
towards USSR had begun to leave its mark. The reiteration of the nationalist discourse and the
allusions to the Bessarabian problem created animosities between the two countries®. The tone
was set by Romanian archaeologists and historians. Guided by the new orientation of their Party,
they began to openly minimalize the role of the Slavic tribes (which constitutes a kind of symbol
of Romanian obedience to the USSR) in the medieval history of Romania, and the territory
inhabited by Romanians. At the beginning of the seventies, some historians and archaeologists
seemed to have been confused as to the new ideological direction of the country, continuing
to underline the role of the Slavs in the genesis of the Romanian culture?. A few years later,
the situation changed completely. The Party had provided clear instructions. In the chapter
dedicated to the historical development “of the Romanian people on its way to economic and
social progress, freedom and independence”, from 7he Programme of the Communist Party for
the Making of a Socialist Multilateral Developed Society and the Advancement of Romania Towards
Communism, published in 1975, Romanians were presented as the result of the “fusion between
the Dacians and the Romans.” The Slavs were completed evacuated from the ethnogenesis of
the Romanians®. At the same time, several works signed by archaeologists and claiming that
the Slavic tribes did not directly participated, or at least not in a positive manner, in the process
of the formation of the Romanian people, were published. Moreover, the work claimed, the
Slavs, might have delayed the process. The Slavic tribes were also responsible for the belated
birth of the Romanian medieval states®. One such analysis even alluded to the inconsistency of
the concept of “Moldavian people.” However, such remarks were cautiously inserted into the
narrative. For instance, instead of names, the expression used was “some foreign historians™’.

In reply to the Romanian historiographical tendencies, in 1970, the Academy of Science
of MSSR created a committee run by historian Nikolai Mokhov to research the issue of the
ethnogenesis of Moldavians, and the relationship between the Slavs and the Vlachs *'. During the
seventies, this committee organized several symposiums attended by researchers (archaeologists,
anthropologists, ethnologists, historians, and linguists) from several Soviet academic centres and
even Bulgaria. These sessions critiqued “the minimization of the role of the Slavs and their culture
in the ethnic history of the region,” and proclaimed the “fundamental importance” that should
have been attributed to the “research of the first stages of Moldavian genesis and the role of the
Slavic-Roman synthesis in this process.” The tendency of certain “foreign authors” to “contest the
right of the Moldavian people to an existence as a distinct ethnicity” was also condemned™.

The absence from these sessions of Romanian researchers was a clear sign that this committee
was especially designed to formulate a counter-position to Romanian historiography. It must

be noted that during this time, when it had become clear that a consensus between the two

4 Even if at times these tensions reached high levels, they never turned into a diplomatic war, remaining only
at the level of “war of nerves,” see KING 2002, 104—-108; STANCIU 2011.

4 Two textbooks on Romanian history appeared in 1970. In one of them, the Slavs were still present in the
process of Romanian ethno-genesis. The role of these tribes also consisted in the socio-political organization of
Romanians, and even the acceleration of feudal relations, see CONSTANTINESCU ET ALII 1970, 110-112.
The second book told a different narrative in which the Slavic tribes were a destabilizing factor in the development
of Dacian-Roman and proto-Romanian local society. According to the authors, the Slavs did not participate in the
Romanian process of ethno-genesis, see OTETEA 1970, 91-95, 103-108;

% PROGRAMUL 1975, 28.

¥ BERCIU 1975, 1155-1169; 1977, 39—44.

0 BERCIU 1975, 1159.

1 BUDAK ET ALII 1972, 3-6; MOKHOV ET ALIl 1973, 3—-4; MOKHOV ET ALIIl 1978, 3-18;
ZELENCUK, ZLATKOVSKAJA 1978, 123-130; SPATARU 1979, 78-83; MUNTEAN 1979, 94-96.

2 MOKHOV ET ALII 1978, 6, 15, 17; MUNTIAN 1979, 94.
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historiographies could not be reached, no efforts would be spared to avoid open conflict. In spite
of Romanian-Soviet dissensions, and according to the rhetoric of the times, Romania continued
to be a “sister and a friend to the Soviet state”, a fact further confirmed by the appeasement visit
Nicolae Ceausescu undertook in USSR in 1976, This explained why the Soviet critiques would
be directed towards anonymous “forgers of history”, or towards a “bourgeois contemporary
literature”. It was only at the beginning of the eighties when a volume under the patronage of
the above mentioned committee was published, that several archaeologists from MSSR openly
critiqued their Romanian colleagues®. It has to be noted, however, that the tone of these critiques
was not a very strong one. The main purpose was, perhaps, to give the impression of an ordinary
debate between researchers. In their turn, Romanian historians were strongly encouraged by
their own authorities to avoid a radical confrontation with their Soviet colleagues™.

In this context, it is understandable that some representatives of Soviet historiography
that reached Romania noted the cold attitude of their Romanian colleagues. For example, at the
beginning of the seventies, a team of Soviet historians visited the History and Archeology Institutes
in Bucharest and Cluj, where they conducted research for the writing of a synthesis of Romanian
history “from the dawn of time until 1948.” The final report signed by one of the team’s members,
mentioned the lack of financial support, because “the Romanian side did not allocate the proper
funds,” and the Soviet historians had to pay for food and copies of archival materials out of their
own pockets. The author was also complaining that he experienced problems with transportation
when he and the rest of the team wanted to conduct visits on archacological sites”.

However, it is worth mentioning that such an attitude was not the rule. Romanian and
USSR archaeologists realised that oftentimes they were working on the same topics, a fact that
implied a minimum of collaboration. The Neolithic civilization Cucuteni-Tripolie, or Sintana
de Mures—Cherniakhov, from the Roman era, did not stop at the Romanian-Soviet border!
For this reason, another report signed by an archeologist from MSSR during the same period,
indicated his satisfaction about his trip to Romania. The archaeologist even made a point that
his Romanian colleagues provided him with access to new, unpublished materials®®.

Soviet archaeologists would always insist on the importance of continued collaboration with
their Romanian counterparts, and that they were happy to receive their visits’. For this reason,
when such an event took place, it was treated with great care and satisfaction in activity reports.
For example, such was the case for the visit in MSSR in 1966 of Romanian archeologist, Mircea
Babes, who was presented in the activity reports as a “renowned researcher” of Roman vestiges®.

3 KING 2002, 108.

> MOKHOV etal 1978, 17; MUNTIAN 1979, 94. On the other hand, it is true that in Western historiography
certain works that questioned the concept of Moldavian ethnicity and the right of USSR on Bessarabia were
published; see MEURS 1996, 231-234, 277-293.

> RAFALOVICH 1983, 31-49; CHEBOTARENKO 1983, 58-79; BYRNIA/RAFALOVICH 1983, 79-98.

¢ CONSTANTINIU 2007, 363—365. A very acid critique signed by a Romanian historian was published
but at a Western printing house, his author using a pseudonym; see MEURS 1996, 250-253. It needs to be
acknowledged that in 1973, in order to pacify the historiographical differences between the historians of the
two countries, a committee of Romanian-Soviet historians was created. Even though Romanian archaeologist
Emil Condurachi (1912-1987), who specialized on the study of Greek-Roman civilization, was also part of this
committee, it appears that archaeological issue were not discussed. According to our sources, several conferences
patronized by the above mentioned committee were organized during the 1970s and 1980s, in Romania and
USSR. During these conferences, topics related to modern and mostly contemporary history were discussed, see:
SEMENOVA 1975, 184-187; 1976, 181; 1977, 184-185; 1978, 173; 1980, 141-142; 1983, 152-153; 1985,
157-158; 1987, 145-146.

7 18.1.121.1973.

% 18.1.103.1971.
7 18.1.9.1958; 1.1.192.1964; 1.1.224.1966; 18.1.92. 1969.
60 1.1.224.1966; 1.1.231.1966; 18.1.72.1966., see 18.1.72.1966.
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Between 1960 and 1970, Romanian archaeologists visited MSSR: Alexandru Andronic,
(1915-1995), specialized on medieval explorations, Sebastian Morintz, (1927-1997),
an archaeologist working on a broader spectrum from pre-history to medieval times, Silvia
Teodor, who specialized in the study of the antiquity period, Dan Gh. Teodor, a researcher of
the vestiges of the first millennium before our era, and Mircea D. Matei, who specialized in
medieval archaeology®’. It has to be stressed that in the above mentioned period, it was easier to
travel to Moscow than to MSSR. In order to visit MSSR, some oh them needed to undertake
supplementary formalities and even use small strategies. According to Dan Gh. Teodor’s account,
once inside the soviet capital, he appealed to very influential director of Moscow’s Archaeological
Institute, Boris Rybakov, to facilitate a visit in MSSR’s capital®’. Mircea Babes, also remembers
that he went to MSSR as a tourist®®. On his way to Moscow, Mircea D. Matei, managed to
make a quick stop in the capital of MSSR, an opportunity for him to meet two of his Moldavian
colleagues®. Between 1970 and 1980 it was even harder for the archaeologists in MSSR to reach
Romania. As we have already mentioned, the archaeologists complained that their requests for
travelling in Romania were not approved. Archival documents and oral testimonies showed
that only two archaeologists from MSSR managed to travel to Romania during this period, one
in the early seventies, and the other one towards the end of the next decade®. In spite of such
complications, we need to emphasize that the exchange of books, articles, and letters, though
rendered more difficult, never stopped®.

As we have mentioned at the beginning of this article, such a topic cannot be exhausted
in several pages. The opening of the secret police archives in MSSR, Russia and Ukraine®’
would certainly bring new information relating to the relationship between Romanian and
Soviet archaeologists®®. A comparative analysis of the works of Romanian and Soviet archae-
ologists could also lead to interesting results, especially concerning the issue of “circulation of
ideas.” In addition, we need not ignore oral testimonies. Even if many of the archaeologists that
were active in the period between 1940 and 1980 are not with us anymore, their relatives could
provide us with informational treasures.

61 GHEORGHE POSTICA, e-mail message to author, March 11, 2015. For more information about these
archaeologists see CHIRICA/APARASCHIVEI 2004, 195-217, 219-231; E.C. 1978c, 226; C.P. 1978a, 214.

¢ DAN GH. TEODOR, pers.comm.

6 MIRCEA BABES, e-mail message to author, June 15, 2011.

6  GHEORGHE POSTICA, e-mail message to author, March 11, 2015.

% Such is the case of medievalist archaeologist Lazar' Polevoi and professor and archacologist Ion Niculig,
who specialized in the study of antiquity, see 18.1.103.1971; GHEORGHE POSTICA, e-mail message to author,
March 11, 2015.

% NICOLAE CONSTANTINESCU, pers.comm.; GHEORGHE POSTICA, e-mail message to author,
March 12, 2015.

¢ As I was writing this article, I was informed that in April, 2015, the Ukrainian Rada passed a law that would
allow the access to the archives of the former KGB; see http://www.echo.msk.ru/news/1527539-echo.html, accessed
9 April 2015. Hopefully, this law will have practical effects soon enough.

8 The archives of the Romanian secret police for the period between 1940 and 1980 is opened to researchers
for consultation.
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