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ABSTRACT 

This paper sets as its main objective to decrypt the process by which Romanian national 

memory has been discursively constructed and then recursively reconstructed in the different 

political systems and social orders, each of them with their own ideological secretion, which 

unfolded during the last two centuries of Romanian historical existence. With this purpose in 

mind, the analytical endeavor initiated in the present paper aimed at capturing the critical 

moments, those points of inflexion, which marked the process of the discursive construction, 

deconstruction, and reconstruction of Romanian historical consciousness. The basic theoretic 

assumption, against the background of which the entire analysis unfolds, consists in the idea 

that collective memory is not a “given” of the past (datum) imposing itself in the present as 

the truthful representation of the past. Instead, collective memory is understood from a 

presentist angle, as a socio-cultural construction reflecting the interests of the present rather 

than the realities of the past. Seen from this theoretical angle, the past appears to be a 

symbolic resource that the political elites and the cultural intelligentsia are trying to exploit 

for defining the collective identity of a social community. As such, the past, far from being 

accurately reflected by the collective memory that is socially shared within a given 

community, is rather a resource useful in identity design and construction, being thus the 

subject of continuous political management. 

The thesis is structured in six chapters during which the theoretical argumentation and 

the empirical analysis unfold, prefaced by a “Programmatic prologue” advocating for a 

comprehensive approach of memory, and ended by the general conclusions followed by the 

reference list. The first chapter introduces the general scheme upon which the thesis is 

structured, describing the “epistemological triptych of the sociological research of memory.” 

This is inspired by the precept formulated by G. Bachelard, that a social fact must be won, 

constructed, and confirmed. With this precept in mind, collective memory can be understood 

as a phenomenon that sociology must win at the discipline level, must construct at the 

conceptual level, and confirm at the empirical level. Chapter one is the place where the action 

of sociologically wining memory is being initiated. Traditionally, memory is a notion under 

the disciplinary jurisdiction of psychology. The preliminary stake of the thesis consists in 

creating two successive epistemological ruptures, whose cumulative result to legitimate the 

sociological approach of memory: i) first, by illustrating the social character of individual 

memory, and ii) second, by proving the societal nature of collective memory. Presenting the 

views of the classics of social memory – M. Halbwachs and F. Bartlett –, in contrast to the 

psychologistic position assumed by H. Ebbinghaus, becomes instrumental in highlighting the 
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inherently social nature of individual memory. The first breach in the disciplinary monopoly 

over memory exercised by psychology is thus created. A truly sociological approach of 

memory can be launched only by enlarging the initial breach through a second 

epistemological break, meant to throw light on the societal nature of memory. Resorting to 

the legacy of ideas handed down by the same M. Halbwachs, the thesis pleads the case for 

crediting the idea that social communities too, not only individuals, have their own collective 

memories. That is to say that social communities constructs and preserve their own systems 

of socially shared representations of the past by which the groups try to define their own 

collective identities. Attempting to clarify the semantics of collective memory, the thesis 

advances as a working definition the proposition stating that collective memory is a retro-

projectional system of social representations promoted by the current social order about its 

own past. We are talking about a “retro-projectional system” since the social representations 

of the past are always retrospective projections made from the reality of the present. 

The second chapter aims at constructing theoretically a comprehensive understanding 

of collective memory. As a preliminary exercise to the elaboration of a theoretical model of 

collective memory, the paper realizes a vast panorama of the spectrum of theories engaging 

the phenomenon of memory. The multitude of theoretical angles existing in the literature 

circulated in social sciences and humanities are classified in two major antithetical 

perspectives: i) the theoretical bloc made up of presentist conceptions, and ii) the theoretical 

bloc made up of conservatist conceptions. The two theoretical sets are not perfectly unitary 

and internally homogenous. Although the similarities between the different perspectives 

placed under these umbrellas are considerable, sharing visible “family resemblances” 

(Wittgenstein, 2003, p. 133) [1953: CF, §67], the two theoretical blocs are not monolithic. 

Thus, each of the two theoretical formations can be further divided in two subcategories. 

Presentist theories can be classified in: i) constructionist theories and ii) instrumentalist 

theories; conservatist theories can be further classified in: i) dynamic theories and ii) resistive 

theories. A synoptic table can offer a synthetic view of the theories and sub-theories making 

up the theoretical spectrum of collective memory. 

 



5 
 

Table 1. The spectrum of theories of collective memory 
Theoretical bloc Presentist theories Conservatist theories 

Sub-category Constructionism Instrumentalism Dynamicism Resistism 
Theoretical 
“temper” Moderate Radical Moderate Radical 

Exponents M. Halbwachs G.H. Mead, 
 E.J. Hobsbawm 

A.D. Smith,  
B. Schwartz 

M. Schudson, 
E. Shils 

Source: own elaboration 
 

The theories distributed in the four sub-categories are not mutually exclusive; the 

demarcation lines separating them are far from being natural and self-evident. The 

differences are rather in shade and intensity of how much they highlight some aspects of 

collective memory and not other. For instance, concerning the class of presentist conceptions, 

the axial idea underpinning all the perspective inspired by this theoretical orientation resides 

in the thesis that the past and collective memory are put in the service of the present. But 

while the theories placed in the constructionist box highlight that the past and collective 

memory are retrospective socio-cultural constructions developed under the pressure of the 

necessities, constrains, ideals, and aspirations of the present, the theories allocated in the sub-

category made up of instrumentalist perspective radicalize the constructionist discourse, 

adding an element of manipulation from the part of power elites. Thus, collective memory is 

theorized as being largely a fiction, or even an invention, deliberately concocted by the 

dominant class in order to legitimize the status-quo and for perpetuating the system of 

hierarchies working in their favor and strengthening their domination. Regarding the 

theoretical bloc of conservative perspectives, the central idea is that the past and collective 

memory are not so malleable as they are seen from the presentist perspective. The dynamic 

theories of memory, although acknowledge that collective memory is fashionable and made 

to promote the ideological agenda of the existing order, they nonetheless attempt to dilute the 

radicalism of the assertions made by the advocates of instrumentalist presentism. Dynamic 

perspectives point out the elements that impose restrictions over the degree in which the past 

can be fictionalized. On the other hand, resistist theories, making up the more radical 

component of the conservative bloc, underline the inertia of collective memory and of the 

facts of the past included in collective memory, pointing out that these impose themselves in 

the present against the struggle of contemporary social actors, or even against their will. 

Mapping out the diverse theoretical prisms through which memory can be approached 

reveals the co-existence of two distinct and opposite theoretical blocs, or conceptual 

formations, each highlighting different aspects of collective memory. Deliberately 
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simplifying in order to synthetize the positions and clarify the oppositions, it can be said that 

the presentist paradigm reveals the fragility, precariousness, plasticity, and the usable nature 

of collective memory. On the other hand, the conservative paradigm insists upon the solidity, 

inertia, and refractory nature of collective memory, that not only resists against being 

manipulated by the current will of the interested actors, but that also has the power to 

determine in certain degree aspects of the present social order. Once this mapping of the 

theories of collective memory is being done, the thesis makes a series of “theoretical 

weldings” whose result is the development of an evolutionary model of collective memory. 

The model claims to offer a perspective managing to conciliate between the different 

contradictory approaches of memory into a unified theoretical framework. In a concentrated 

formula, the evolutionary model of collective memory advanced by the thesis is founded 

upon a series of propositions: 

a) Collective memory is socially constructed, i.e. the general image of the past is 

the product of the labor of selecting, interpreting, organizing, and 

systematizing facts about the past into a synthetic and coherent representation. 

Moreover, this implies the existence of an institutional infrastructure of 

memory responsible for producing, administrating, and displaying the publicly 

accepted version of the collective past (the educational system, the family, 

mass media, and the museum are the most relevant memory institutions to this 

process – Misztal, 2003). 

b) The social construction of mnemonic order follows the blueprint sanctioned by 

the current dominant ideology, meaning that collective memory is put to work 

in the service of the present, being shaped by the political and ideological 

imperatives of the present times. 

c) Socio-political change triggers the change of collective memory, meaning that 

a socio-political revolution will generate as a secondary effect a mnemonic 

revolution, by which the entire image of the past promoted by the former 

social order is overthrown and replaced by another representation of the past 

that is compatible with the new project of social order. In short, the overthrow 

of social order causes the collapse of the mnemonic order, and any post-

revolutionary blueprint for constructing a new social order must include a new 

regime of memory fully consonant ideologically with that blueprint. 

d) On the long run, the evolution of collective memory follows the model of 

“punctuated equilibrium” (Eldredge and Gould, 1972), i.e. the process of 
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building a new mnemonic order is a slow and cumulative one. For a long 

while, the mnemonic order will be in a state of stagnation (stasis). 

Nonetheless, in the course of time, the state of stagnation will be affected by 

moments of “collective effervescence” (Durkheim, 1995) [1912], usually in 

the guise of social movements, that have a creative/renewal effect on social 

order, causing significant mutations. These disruptions in the structure of 

social order redound upon the structure of the mnemonic order, the latter 

suffering adaptive changes to the new social order. 

e) The periods of crisis, when the old order of memory starts to disintegrate due 

to the unfolding of socio-political events create a time window within which a 

battle over the collective past is being fought. This battle over memory will be 

won by the view that resonate most harmonically with the new social and 

political condition and that promises the most valuable ideological services to 

the new order in the process of consolidation. Defeated memories will not 

disappear though, but they will be eliminated from the circuit of the public 

sphere. Nonetheless, they will continue to exists in the guise of counter 

memories. 

The third chapter changes the approach angle, engaging collective memory not from the 

vantage point of how the system of representations of the past is being socially constructed, 

but from the perspective of how oblivion is being socially programmed. As the title of this 

third chapter suggests – “The Methodology of Oblivion” –, in this section of the thesis the 

focal point moves from “the control of memory” towards “the programming of oblivion.” 

The main forms of social organization of oblivion are identified and theorized. These forms 

are the following: a) repressive erasure, b) prescriptive forgetting, c) forgetting that is 

constitutive in the formation of a new identity, d) structural amnesia, e) forgetting as 

annulment, f) forgetting as planned obsolescence, g) forgetting as humiliated silence 

(Connerton, 2008). The repertory of methods of socially organizing oblivion is completed by 

the lists of techniques of mnemonic obliteration made up by T. Todorov (2003), who points 

out: a) destruction of evidence, b) intimidation and prohibition, c) euphemisation, and d) lie 

and propaganda. As for the control exercised by the state over memory by producing official 

narratives of the past, J.V. Wertsch (2002) catalogues four such means: a) the control over the 

informational content, b) the control of doubt, c) the control of alternative sources, and d) the 

control of narrative performance. All of these methods and techniques of promoting oblivion 

at the collective level make up what can be called “the methodology of oblivion.” The 
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preliminary conclusion drawn at this point of the argument is that collective memory is the 

result of the dialectics between remembering and forgetting: due to the highly selective 

nature of memory, remembering implies inevitably forgetting. Every social system is a 

community of memory engaged in the construction, management, and publicly exhibiting the 

relationship established with its own past. One of the basic premises of this thesis is that the 

past that society incorporates in the present through different memory practices is not an 

objective given, but a social construction conditioned by the social, cultural, and political 

imperatives of the present. 

The fourth chapter inaugurates the transition from abstract theorizing collective 

memory towards Romanian national memory, on which the thesis states that it starts to take 

shape within the coordinates defined by national identity, state education, and official history. 

The title of the chapter, “Romanian national memory, between national identity, state 

education, and official history” follows directly from this assumption. The first main 

argument elaborated in this section is synthetically exposed in the formula “the memory road 

towards the nation.” Simplifying to the extreme, the chapter states the idea that the 

foundation upon which Romanian modern nation has been built (and upon which the 

Romanian nation-state has also been based) was the common past, which Moldavian and 

Wallachian annalists and then the scholars of the Transylvanian School “imaginatively 

discovered.” Romanian nation has been constructed via collective memory. What this 

proposition wants to say is that the first step in the long process of building Romanian nation 

consisted in developing a relationship with the past. Constructing a collective memory 

(ethnic, and then national memory), Romanian intellectuals claimed political rights on the 

basis of the privileged relationship that Romanian nation possessed with its own past. 

Romanians constructed their national identity by imaginatively discovering their past. 

But this was entirely the work of the elites, and the political consciousness of Romanian 

identity remained strictly localized in their minority category. The diffusion of national 

identity from elites towards the masses has been made through the educational system, by 

which the “nationalization” of the people was possible. The educational system, understood 

as a transmission belt connecting the high culture elaborated by elites and the popular culture 

of the masses, played a cardinal role in institutionalizing Romanian national identity and in 

consolidating the collective memory into which national identity was firmly anchored. The 

shaping of collective consciousness in the mold represented by the idea of the Nation could 

not be realized without an educational infrastructure through which the new identities 

developed by elites to be diffused in the social body. This is precisely why examining the 
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evolution of the national idea (and of collective memory in its trail) cannot be dissociated 

from investigating the creation and evolution of the public educational system. 

As basic component in the institutional infrastructure underpinning the modern state, 

the school represents the transmission belt ensuring the transfer of the value-consensus 

established by the political and intellectual elites towards the lower strata of society. The 

schoolbook, especially the national history schoolbook, is the vehicle by which the states put 

into effect “the pedagogy of the nation.” Mass public schooling was the agent of 

nationalization by which the institutionalization of national identity and the configuration of a 

collective memory were materialized. The thesis moves on to analyze the socio-genesis and 

historical evolution of Romanian didactic literature, following its transition from the “epoch 

of the bucoavna” [religious schoolbooks written in Romanian language with Cyrillic 

characters], through the period of the spelling book, towards the domination of the textbook. 

The analysis focuses on national history textbooks, seen both as vectors of collective memory 

and as “weapons of mass instruction” (Ingrao, 2009) used by the nation-state in order to 

impose within the public consciousness its own self-legitimizing vision of the past. History 

schoolbooks can also be seen as the basic textual units upon which the “textual community” 

of the nation takes shape. Analyzing the re-appearance of literacy in the 11th and 12th 

centuries in Western Europe, B. Stock traces the formation of what he calls to be “textual 

communities,” i.e. “micro-societies organized around the common understanding of a text” 

(Stock, 1990, p. 23). Collectively reading the canonic texts in the Middle Ages led to the 

emergence of “textually oriented societies” (p. 19). Borrowing and adapting the conceptual 

apparatus developed by B. Stock to the study of national memory, the thesis argues that the 

“textual community” of the nation is an interpretive macro-society organized around common 

understanding of texts codifying scriptically the collective past of the community (i.e. 

national history schoolbooks). The school is the institution socially programmed to serve this 

purpose. According to B. Stock, the emergence and functioning of a textual community 

depend on three elements: i) oral contact, by which outsiders enter in contact with an already 

existing textual tradition; ii) an educational process, by which the textual tradition is 

maintained and reproduced; iii) the historicizing of the community, by which the textual 

community endows itself with a past (i.e. the community is discursively constructing a 

collective memory). As “realm of national memory” (lieu de mémoire), the school fulfills all 

the three functions necessary for the functioning of the textual community of the nation. First, 

the school ensures the institutional locus in which the new members of the community to 

enter in oral contact with the tradition of memory instituted by the society, facilitating thus 
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the mnemonic socialization and their development of a socio-biographical memory. Second, 

the primary social function of the school is to ensure an educative process, by which the 

cultural legacy of the society to be maintained and handed down. Lastly, by creating 

historical narratives in the form of history schoolbooks, the textual community of the nation 

historicizes its existence by elaborating a meta-narrative of the origin, of the destiny, and of 

its historical becoming. Thus, school is the cardinal institution of the textual community of 

the nation, and the schoolbooks are the textual building blocks of the tradition preserved by 

these interpretive communities. Focusing the analysis upon the content of the didactic 

literature in general and on history schoolbooks in particular facilitates not so much to 

capture the interpretive innovations in the field of historiography, but it rather allows for the 

hermeneutical mapping of the officially approved societal consensus about the past. Instead 

of an analysis focused on tracking the emergence of innovative ideas (i.e. heterodox 

interpretations), this thesis proposes an analysis of the ideas turned into historiographical 

orthodoxy as a result of their promulgation by state authorities and made popular by their 

diffusion through the state sponsored educational system. In their capacity as expressions of 

the stated approved official consensus, history schoolbooks can be taken as making up the 

building blocks of national memory. 

Chapter five hosts the exposition of method. The thesis uses discursive analysis of 

didactic literature in general and of history schoolbooks in particular, attempting to do a 

“discursive hermeneutics” of Romanian national memory. Discourse is understood as an 

interrelated set of texts, including the practices of their production, dissemination, and 

reception (Phillips and Hardy, 2002, p. 3). Base on this generic definition, the thesis aimed at 

capturing the points of inflexion of the process of the discursive construction, deconstruction, 

and reconstruction of Romanian national memory through the didactic literature promoted by 

the state through the public mass educational system. The research questions that impelled 

the endeavor of this thesis addressed the following issues: how is collective memory 

discursively constructed? More precisely, how is Romanian historical consciousness 

structured by way of discourse? At the institutional level, which are the institutions of 

memory responsible for producing, managing, disseminating, and reproducing the body of 

knowledge composing Romanian national memory? Which is the regime of memory and how 

does the dominant discourses influence, interfere, and/or facilitate the production and 

reproduction of national memory? What are the mechanisms by which a specific 

understanding of the past becomes articulated? In the long historical run, how do these 
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discursive blocs evolve and what kind of transformations do they suffer? What are the 

connections between memory-discourse, hegemonic ideologies, and state-institutions? 

 The answers to these series of questions were formulated as a result of the discursive 

analysis of national history schoolbooks published in the last two centuries of Romanian 

historical existence (starting from 1839, the year of the first history schoolbook published in 

the Romanian countries, until the present day). The sample analyzed includes 87 original 

editions (97 volumes including the re-editions) of history schoolbooks and other schoolbooks 

(spelling books, readers, primers). An exhaustive analysis covering the entire collection of 

history schoolbooks published in the Romanian didactic literature was not possible due to 

reasons concerning both the inaccessibility of the schoolbooks and the impossibility of 

analytically processing such a large volume of works. In these conditions, using a sample 

turned out to be the only feasible solution. However, the large number of materials included 

in the collection of schoolbooks, as well as the scrupulosity of including in the sample 

schoolbooks published during the entire period taken into consideration ensure a large degree 

of representativeness. 

The sixth chapter, entitled “The Pedagogy of the Nation: Teaching Romanianness 

through history schoolbooks” argues the idea that nationalism was the identity doctrine that 

decisively marked the structuration of Romanian historical memory. Starting with the 19th 

century, the national idea, followed by the nationalist ideology, had a profound influence over 

Romanian collective consciousness in general, and over historical consciousness in particular 

(Boia, 1995, p. 7). The nationalist doctrine’s influence over Romanian identity was so 

formidable than starting with the 19th century onwards, the entire historical discourse will be 

cast in nationalistic molds. Romanians identity, as well as their historical consciousness, 

entered under the spell of the national idea. Romanian collective memory cannot be 

understood but through the lenses of the doctrine of nationalism and its historical evolution. 

Grounded on the theories of nationalism elaborated by L. Greenfeld (1992) and M. 

Hroch (1985), the thesis develops a sequential model describing the evolution of Romanian 

nationalism in terms of which the configuration and reconfiguration of Romanian historical 

memory is being analyzed. The trajectory of Romanian nationalism follows this sequence: a) 

(pre-)nationalistic civic patriotism, temporally localized in the first half of the 19th century, 

specific to the Romanian Enlightenment; b) Herderian ethnic nationalism, which dominated 

the last half of the 19th century, specific to the romanticism embraced by post-forty-eighters; 

c) nationalism ramified in its critical and fanatical versions, during the interwar period; d) 

anti-nationalism during the first phase of communism; e) national socialism, during the 
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national phase of mature communism; f) orthodox ethno-nationalism, during the first phase 

of Romanian post-communism; g) post-nationalism, currently in the process of consolidation 

following the European integration of Romanian society. Against the background of this 

scheme, the thesis traces how each of these identity-transitions (reflected by the changing 

conception of the nation) triggered the restructuring of the image of the collective past. Since 

Romanian historical discourse has been cast in nationalist molds, it is expectable that each 

transformation concerning the conception of nationality to entail significant changes at the 

level of the basic categories of Romanian national memory: origin, antiquity, continuity, 

spirituality, unity, and independence of the Romanian people in the course of history. 

The analysis covered a period of two centuries of the existence of the national idea, 

starting from the beginning of the 19th century until the contemporary period. Romanian 

national memory begins to take shape starting with this period, while until the end of the 19th 

century this process of constitution to be largely completed. 

  Our analytical endeavor is tributary to M. Halbwachs’s (1992) [1925] theory of the 

social frameworks of memory, whose main innovation consisted in pointing out that 

individual memory is always framed by some social context (family, peer group, professional 

group, religious confession, etc.). Its main theoretical thrust states that the individual 

remembers past events and experiences only with the help of the group, as a member of a 

social collectivity. As such, these social frameworks shape the memory of the individual, 

giving it a group perspective. Halbwachs’s theory of the social frameworks of memory refers 

only to individual memory, leaving aside the collective one. Building on Halbwachs’s 

seminal ideas, the thesis develops a “theory of the societal frameworks of collective 

memory,” constructed by extrapolating Halbwachs’s individualist conception at a collective 

level. The power lines of the theory of the societal frameworks of collective memory state 

that the way in which the past is managed within the historical consciousness of a social 

community is conditioned by a series of societal frameworks (like the political regime and 

political organization, the degree of the centralization of state-authority, the level of 

institutional articulation of the mass public educational system, the prevalent ideology in the 

public consciousness, etc.). Collective memory is subjected to the carving effects of these 

societal frameworks, its content taking the shape allowed by the societal frameworks. The 

theoretical premise of our approach guiding the entire analysis is that Romanian national 

memory is shaped by multiple societal frameworks, the main ones being the following: the 

political regime, or the state of the polity; the degree of the organization of the primary and 

secondary public education; and the ideological framework concerning the conception of the 



13 
 

nation, nationality, and nationalism. The Romanian nation-state represents, in this scheme of 

things, the meta-framework subsuming all other frames, since national memory is 

intrinsically tied and intimately interlaced in the process of building the Romanian nation-

state. 

The argument insisted upon the fact that common origin, historical continuity, ethnic, 

cultural, and state unity, political independence, and (orthodox) spirituality are the 

archetypical mithologeme into which collective memory in general and Romanian national 

memory in particular are being organized. A special attention was given to the socio-political 

logic of historical periodization. How the collective past is being periodized, as well as the 

evolution in the course of time of these temporal structures, has first order social and political 

consequences: by establishing temporal thresholds of high symbolical charge, the 

periodization of the past reflects the values, ideals, and aspirations of the current regime. 

Sequenced in full consonance with the imperative of the current political agenda, the past is 

thus put in the service of the present in order to bolster the existing social order. 

After the section in which the analytical scheme according to which the empirical 

research was projected to unfold (i.e. the discursive analysis of the content of Romanian 

didactic literature), the rest of the sixth chapter hosts the bulk of the empirical research 

proper. The political framework, the educational system, and the conception of nationality are 

being analyzed, tracing the effects of these “societal frameworks” upon collective memory in 

each of the seven sequences of the evolution of Romanian nationalism. In a schematic form, 

the synthetic results of the research can be presented in the following synoptic table. 

 

Tabel 2. The synthetic results of the thesis organized according to the analytical scheme of 
the research 

Historical 
period 

Societal framework Collective memory 

1831-
1859/1864 

Political framework: fragmented statehood, 
Ottoman vassalage (in the Danubian 
Principalities) and Austrian vassalage (in 
Transylvania). 

Separate managements of the 
past. The Romanian past is 
politically managed separately in 
terms of the existing state frontiers. 
Didactic literature in general and 
history schoolbooks in particular 
fashion collective memories specific 
to each Romanian principality. Even 
if the common Latin origin, the 
historical continuity of the 
Romanian kin, the kin-unity of 
the Romanians, and their Orthodox 

The educational system: the start of the 
process of creating a network of primary 
schools financed by the state (post 1781 in 
Transylvania – Norma regia, post 1831 in 
Danubian Principalities – Organic Regulation 
and The Regulation of the public schools in 
Wallachia and Moldova). History education is 
being introduced and starts to take shape, but 
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does not succeed to overthrown the supremacy 
of Christian (Orthodox) morals that continues 
to dominate in an indisputable fashion the 
textual universe of didactic literature. The 
educational process of this period can be 
describes as a pedagogy of obedience towards 
the lordship. 

spirituality are widely 
acknowledged as common 
denominators, each Romanian state 
outline its own state memory, 
tributary to its own political frame 
of reference and to its own region-
centric logic of conceptualizing the 
past. The conception of nationality: pre-nationalist 

civic patriotism, whose cardinal virtue lied in 
the fulfillment of the civil duties towards the 
“Lordship” and God. Within the avant-garde of 
the social and political reflection, the political 
program of unifying all Romanians in a single 
nation-state takes shape around the Revolution 
of 1848. The didactic literature, reflecting the 
officially approved societal consensus, is 
largely still foreign to the nationalist thrill 
already vibrating in the political imagination of 
Romanian intelligentsia.  

1859/1864-
1918 

Political framework: the build-up of 
Romanian statehood by the articulation of the 
minimal formula of the Romanian nation-state 
following the union of Wallachia and Moldova 
in 1859. Hereditary monarchy is instituted by 
enthroning Carol I as prince (1866), and then 
raised to the rank of king (1881) following the 
winning of state independence (1878) in the 
“War for the Salvation of Romanian People.” 
The period is marked by the building of the 
nation and by the consolidation of the 
Romanian state around the idea of dynastic 
monarchy. 

Nationalizing Romanian historical 
memory. The creation of the 
Romanian nation-state by the union 
of 1859 produced the major 
restructuration of the main 
coordinates defining collective 
memory. The previously separated 
political managements of the 
Romanian past have now been 
replaced by a single framework 
within which the different pasts of 
the Principalities were merged into 
a unique national memory. Once 
with the erasure of the political 
frontiers dividing the Danubian 
Principalities, the demarcation lines 
separating the provincial histories 
were also dissolved. The process 
can be described as one of 
nationalizing the Romanian past, by 
which the region-centric memories 
of the Principalities were 
homogenized into a Romanian 
national memory. Nationalism, 
whose ideological forces were 
unfettered in the avant-garde of the 
romantic “forty-eightism,” has been 
assumed by the state and 

The educational system: the 
institutionalization of public mass education 
occurs, following the law of primary 
instruction issued in 1864, which decreed the 
principles of mandatory and universal public 
schooling. The authorities of the newly made 
Romanian nation-state created in 1859 launch a 
powerful campaign of enlarging the network of 
school units, whose apex will be reached by 
Spiru Haret’s reforms of rural education. 
History education too is institutionalized, 
becoming a core discipline in the school 
programs of the new Romanian nation-state. 
Starting with the 70s, a true publishing boom 
of history schoolbooks occurs. History 
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schoolbooks become the textual building 
blocks by which state authorities try to 
construct Romanian national identity and 
historical memory. Against the background of 
the changing conception of nationality, 
education begins to promote more intensely a 
pedagogy of xenophobia. 

transformed in the guiding-idea of 
the Romanians history propagated 
by the school textbooks only after 
the unification of the Danubian 
Principalities. Consequently, the 
previously separated pasts along the 
lines of the political frontiers 
between Romanian principalities are 
now merged into a unitary whole. 
The separated histories of 
Wallachia, Moldova, and 
Transylvania are synthetized in the 
national history of the Romanian 
people, who finds its symbolic and 
political crown in the institution of 
kingship. 

The conception of nationality: the period 
following the union of the Danubian 
Principalities in the Romanian nation-state 
witness the intensification of the identity 
discourse centered upon the ethnic factor. The 
transition from a patriotism suffused with 
Christian morals based on civic obedience 
towards a Herderian ethnic nationalism occurs. 
Towards the end of the 19th century, 
Romanianism erupts in the collective 
consciousness as an identity discourse 
permeated by xenophobic accents. The identity 
promoted by Romanianism is defined by the 
destiny of the “national soul” in history and 
against the foreignism, which is vigorously 
denounced as tainting the purity of the 
Romanian soul. The indigenist discourse, 
which will reach its supreme climax only in the 
interwar period, find its roots deeply planted in 
this period. 

1918-1947 

Political framework: the sequence of political 
events leading to the formation of the 
Romanian nation-state finds its apotheosis in 
the Great Union of 1918. “Every Romanian’s” 
“millenary dream” fulfilled in the political 
creation of Greater Romania. On the other 
hand, along with the territories incorporate, the 
expanded Romanian state also received a high 
procent of ethnic minorities that threathen its 
internal homogeneity. Against this politico-
demographical background, state authorities 
intensified their efforts to Romanianize the 
population. On the political plane, in this short 
temporal period, the façade democracy was 
overthrown, its place being taken by the royal 
dictatorship (1938-1940), then by the military 
dictatorship of general Antonescu (1940-1944), 
which was itself overthrown by the communist 
dictatorship (1947-1989) that lasted more than 
half a century.  

National memory in discursive 
duality. The two front of the avant-
garde (the nationalistic fanaticism of 
the cultural, political, and 
ideological reflection on the one 
hand, and the critical nationalism of 
the professional historiographical 
reflection) have their mirrors in the 
didactic literature through which 
national memory was configuring. 
National memory is being defined 
both in a radical nationalist formula, 
and on the coordinates of the critical 
historiography established by the 
“new school.” The historiographical 
discourse diffused through 
schoolbooks evolves thus in two 
parallel registers in the discursive 
scale of nationalism: i) the discourse 
in nationalism-major (nationalistic 
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The educational system: in the new demo-
territorial conditions brought by the unification 
and the ethno-cultural heterogeneity created by 
it, state authorities launched a National 
Kulturkampf in the educational sphere. The 
main goal was the unification and the 
centralization of the educational system, while 
ideologically, the main objective was to 
transform the school into an institutional locus 
for molding the “national man.” 

fanaticism), and ii) the discourse in 
nationalism-flat (critical 
nationalism). Within this nationalist 
concert, in which the two different 
scores can be identified, the 
consolidation of Romanian national 
memory constructed in the last half 
of the 19th century occurs. 

The conception of nationality: within the 
“nationalist consensus” prevailing in the epoch, 
two ramifications of nationalism can be 
identified. On the one hand, the indigenist 
discourse become more and more radical, 
taking the shape of what we have called 
nationalistic fanaticism, i.e. the fanatical belief 
in the historical destiny of the national idea. On 
the other hand, along the line of Junimea’s 
tradition, a critical nationalism takes shape. 
This second type of moderate nationalism 
keeps the political faith in the national idea, but 
is it is not ready anymore to sacrifice truth on 
the altar of nationalism. 

1947-1964 

Political framework: the inaugural event of 
this period consists in the abolishment of the 
monarchy and the institution of the regime of 
“popular democracy,” in fact a communist 
regime vassal to USSR. The new regime 
launches its own program of socializing 
Romanian society by nationalizing the 
industry, collectivizing agriculture, liquidating 
political opposition, and reconfiguring the 
social structure. The state violence that went 
along these structural reforms justifies the label 
of Romanian Stalinism. 

Anti-national memory and the 
Sovietization of Romanian past. 
The sudden twist from nationalism 
to socialism redounded upon 
Romanian memory, whose 
historically sedimented formula 
within nationalistic frames has been 
disintegrated and reconstructed on 
socialist grounds. The origin of 
Romanians was Slavicized, and the 
entire history of Romanians has 
been reviewed from a Soviet-centric 
perspective. The indigenism 
prevailing during the Romanian 
nationalist century turns into 
slavonism. Another significant 
mutation occurs in the conception 
concerning the unity of Romanian 
people. National unity gave way to 
working-class unity, as part of a 
more general process of socializing 
the national. On similar lines, the 
motif of independence is also 

The educational system: Romanian education 
was itself the subject of a structural reform 
launched by the new regime. This disrupted the 
tradition of Romanian education from its 
nationalist path into which it historically 
evolved, repositioning it along Soviet lines. 
Private education was dissolved, while the 
public one has been explicitly ideologized. 
Another break with the Romanian pedagogical 
tradition consisted in the introduction of single 
textbooks, by which authorities gained total 
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control over the educational process. As 
education was oriented in a technical and 
industrial direction, the school became an 
instrumental institution in the project of 
building the socialist society. 

reviewed: geo-politically, the idea 
of independence is now thought of 
not as the political freedom of the 
Romanian nation-state, but as 
economic independence from 
Western imperialism. Internally, the 
idea of independence takes the 
semantics of class struggle in the 
name of the egalitarian ideal, a 
struggle that will be led by the 
Romanian Communist Party starting 
with the 20th century. The 
monarchic component of national 
memory, added during the 
nationalist century following the 
political evolutions in the direction 
of constituting a dynastic monarchy, 
received a fatal blow. The 
monarchic idea is abolished from 
Romanian historical memory just as 
monarchy has been abolished from 
the state’s political organization. 

The conception of nationality: the 
instauration of communism derailed “the 
Romanian national revolution” started in post-
forty-eightism and completed by making of 
Greater Romania. At the same time, “the 
nationalist consensus” emerged during a whole 
century has been abruptly suppressed. The 
great vertical divides made by the nationalist 
imaginary, by which humankind was carved in 
terms of ethnic-linguistic criteria in internally 
homogeneous nations, are replaced by 
horizontal demarcation lines that do not take 
into account the national frontiers and produce 
instead socio-economical cleavages within the 
same society. Communism brings a series of 
major disruptions in the tradition sedimented 
during the nationalist century of Romanian 
historical existence. The vertical cuts dividing 
nations were substituted by horizontal 
cleavages separating social strata of society. In 
the political imaginary, the mosaical model of 
nations gave way to the geodesic metaphor of 
social strata. Moreover, the national idea of the 
historical destiny of Romanianism is displaced 
by the social idea of the class struggle, without 
any national references. The driving force of 
history is now the struggle of the working class 
to fulfill the egalitarian ideal, replacing the 
struggle for fulfilling the national ideal. 

1964-1989 

Political framework: the second period of 
Romanian communist is opened by the 
“Declaration of Independence” towards 
Moscow issued by the Romanian Workers 
Party in April 1964. This declaration 
symbolizes the indigenization of Romanian 
society and the start of the torsion towards 
national-communism. The tendency will be 
accentuated by the N. Ceausescu’s non-
conformist political act from 1968 (the 
condemnation of the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw Pact troops) 
and then by the intensification of nationalism 

National-communist memory: de-
Sovietization, indigenization, 
hyperbolization. Shyly started as 
early as the 60s, the political 
indigenization and cultural 
autarchization of Romanian society 
intensifies progressively, reaching 
the climax towards late 80s. The 
transformations of Romanian 
historical memory mirror the 
political evolution. The most 
remarkable mutation is the re-
nationalization of Romanian 
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within the framework of communism that will 
reach grotesque heights during the 80s. 

memory after in the first phase of 
socialism the national fiber was 
completely taken out of the 
historical understanding of 
Romanians’ past. From “national in 
form, socialist in substance,” 
Romanian historical memory 
became “national in form, 
nationalist in substance,” although 
it still kept a strong socialist 
element. The nationalist view that 
dominated the spirit of Romanian 
historiography starting with the end 
of the 19th century until 1947 has 
been re-installed as the official 
lenses through which the past has to 
be seen. The ideas that obsessed the 
Romanian nationalists (state and 
political continuity, “the eternal 
Romania,” national independence, 
the perennial unity of 
Romanianness) have been amplified 
by the national-communist 
historical discourse. The national 
legacy of the Romanian cultural 
tradition has been completely 
recovered. Romanian historical 
memory re-became the national 
memory. The process of re-
nationalizing the Romanian 
historical memory entwined 
increasingly close with the 
subordination of contemporary 
history to the Communist Party. 20th 
century in general and 
contemporary history in particular 
(the latter defined as starting in 
1918) are almost completely 
colonized by the Party. They can 
easily be read as the institutional 
biography of the Party and 
especially as the personal biography 
of Nicolae Ceausescu. 

The educational system: strictly quantitatively 
speaking, communism completed the 
modernizing project of Romanian public 
education started in 1864. Communist reforms 
finalized the modernizing project of Romanian 
mass public schooling. Qualitatively speaking, 
the evolution of geo-politics in the direction of 
cooling off Romanian-Russian relationship 
favored the reintroduction of the national factor 
in the content of education. The laws of 
education adopted in 1968 and then in 1978 
politicize the institution of the school, which 
has to fulfill now, besides its strictly 
educational-instructive functions, also the role 
of ideological modeling of “militant citizens 
working for the construction of socialist and 
communist society.” Ideological education 
becomes thus part and parcel of the educative 
process. The Law of education from 1978 
specified, among other “fundamental 
objectives of education,” the project of 
socialist anthropomorphosis. “The formation 
and education of the new man” becomes a 
tangible objective given that school becomes 
an explicit agent of ideologization working 
every day, for at least ten years, to sculpt the 
communist self of the children. 
The conception of nationality: in the trail of 
political events, the national idea suffered a 
new plenary bloom. The turntable towards 
nationalism on which the mature communist 
regime engaged led from “the suppression to 
the reaffirmation of national values” (Verdery, 
1991, p. 98). As the American researcher 
points out, “the national idea” in whose name 
O. Goga confessed his fanatical faith has been 
recovered and re-worked as “master symbol.” 
The identity discourse reconfigured around the 
idea of the Nation, which has regained its 
central place that it held starting with the end 
of the 19th century in Romanians’ self-
consciousness (Verdery, 1991, p. 122). 

Post-1989 
Political framework: the entire period 
following the revolution of December 1989 can 
be described by the formula “The grip of the 

Post-national memory: from 
inertia, through anti-communism, 
towards Europeanization. The fall 
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past over the present and the difficult coping 
with the legacy of the past.” The overthrow of 
the communist regime by the revolution of 
1989 does not propelled Romanian society out 
of communism. The transition from a 
totalitarian, Stalinist type, closed society 
towards a pluralist, democratic, and open 
society was to be not only a long and 
exhausting one, but would occur (mostly) 
under the direct political guidance of the 
former communist elite. In spite of hesitations 
and conservative power bases, democratic 
forces succeeded on the long run to prevail, 
orienting Romanian society on the Western 
path and firmly engaging Romanian political 
elite in the direction of Europeanization. These 
efforts were to be fulfilled by the acceptance of 
Romania in NATO (2004) and its integration in 
the European Union (2007). 

down of the communist regime did 
not trigger an immediate major 
restructuration of the collective 
understanding of the Romanian 
past. For more than one decade after 
the Romanian revolution of 1989, 
the main way of seeing the past has 
been marked by discursive inertia. 
Then, as the efforts of integrating in 
the Euro-Atlantic structured gained 
momentum, the old nationalistic 
image of a heroic indigenist past has 
been succeedingly reviewed. A 
major change was made by the 
introduction of alternative textbooks 
starting with 1997-1998. This move 
pulverized the old monophonic 
discourse, its place being taken by a 
discursive polyphonia where both 
conservative and nationalist voices, 
but more pregnantly reflexive and 
even postmodernist voices could be 
heard. The historical consciousness 
promoted by the history 
schoolbooks has been disrupted 
from its traditional framework 
defined by the nation-state and 
nationalist ideology starting with 
2004, when the analytical programs 
for teaching history issued by the 
state authorities dissolved the 
national framework of the 
Romanian past. Starting with the 4th 
through the 12th grade, “The History 
of Romanian” turned into “History,” 
and the Romanian past has been 
approached only from a European 
perspective and within a continental 
geographical frame of reference. All 
these restructuring highlight 
the post-national condition of 
Romanian historical memory. 

The educational system: the breakdown of the 
communist regime in December 1989 brought 
to light the structural crisis that existed in a 
latent form from much earlier that the 
revolutionary moment. The explicit 
consciousness of the total crisis of Romanian 
society (political, economic, cultural, moral 
crises, etc.) developed in the context dominated 
by two power-ideas taken as guiding principles 
in the Romanian post-communism: i) the 
necessity of transition from closed society to 
open society, made by ii) systemic reform. In 
education, the reform lagged behind for one 
decade after the revolution, being launched 
only towards the end of the 90s. There were 
two crucial transformations: i) the introduction 
of alternative textbooks; and ii) the intense 
propagation of Europeanism along with the 
cooling down of ethno-national identification. 
The conception of nationality: after a first 
phase in which ethnic nationalism was 
resurrected, a post-nationalist conception 
became more and more prevalent. The 
progressive Europeanization of Romanian 
society and the integration of the Romanian 
state in the Euro-Atlantic structures finalized 
with its acceptance in the European Union in 
2007 cooled off the nationalistic passions so 
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incandescent at the beginning of the transition 
in the early 90s. Despite formidable indigenist 
resistances, Europeanism replaced nationalism 
as the dominant political attitude in the 
Romanian collective mind. It can be argued 
that in the period following Romania’s 
acceptance in the European Union, Romanian 
society entered into the post-nationalist stage. 

 

The synoptic table presents, in an extremely concentrated manner, the evolution of 

national memory in the last two centuries of Romanian historical existence. It highlights the 

connections between the substantial transformations occurred in the political management of 

Romanian past and the transformations occurred in the political framework, the educational 

system, and the conception on nationality. 

Mapping the different configurations of Romanian historical memory, we have marked 

out a series of seven succeeding formulas according to which the legacy of the collective past 

has been politically managed. The decisively factor, indeed the structuring one, was 

identified as the conception of nationality. In terms of how nationalism evolved, seven phases 

in which Romanian historical memory condensed can be carved out: i) “pre-nationalist civic 

patriotism” during the “Epoch of the Organic Regulation” (1831-1859/1864), a period 

dominated by the philosophy of the Enlightenment, when the Romanian national state was 

not yet centralized and the public schooling systems were beginning to institutionalize. In 

these conditions, the Romanian states developed collective memories, each of them regionally 

relative to the existing states. The political management of the past is done in different ways, 

each principality developing its own particular understanding of the past cast in the molds of 

its own statehood. Nonetheless, a series of common features are being shared by all the three 

Romanian memory systems (Wallachian, Moldavian, and Transylvanian). The common 

denominator resides in the basic postulates of the Latinist paradigm developed by the 

Transylvanian School; ii) the provincial views of the Romanian past codified in collective 

memories specific to each principality are subjected to a process of nationalization following 

the creating of the Romanian unitary nation state in 1859. Under the spell of “ethnic 

nationalism” that gained ideological momentum in the last half of the 19th century, and using 

the educational infrastructure whose pillars were set by the reform of 1864, the Romanian 

national memory starts to takes shape. The process of merging the provincial perspectives of 

the Romanian pasts into a single national view of the Romanian past intensified towards the 

end of the 19th century, and was finally completed in the verge of the making of Greater 
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Romania in 1918; iii) the making of Greater Romania in the aftermath of the “War for the 

Unification of the Nation” had as an ideological effect the bifurcation of nationalism between 

a radical variant promoting a xenophobic Romanianism (“nationalistic fanaticism”) and a 

moderate version promoting a “critical nationalism.” Within this “nationalist consensus” in 

two tones, the national memory became consolidated during the Romanian interwar period, 

taking in both fanatic and critical accents; iv) World War 2 ended with the overthrow of the 

hereditary monarchy, introduced in the Romanian political system in 1866, and its 

replacement by a regime of “popular democracy” ruled by the communists who seized power 

with the help of the Soviet tanks stationed in Romanian territory. Under the influence of 

proletarian internationalism and socialist patriotism (in fact, both of them anti-nationalist 

ideologies), the first phase of Romanian socialism (1947-1964) dramatically restructured the 

historical memory settled in the collective memory, by taking out the nationalist core from 

the Romanian memory. The national past is subjected to an intense process of socialization, 

the result of which is an anti-national soviet-centric memory; v) the Romanian state’s exit 

from the orbit of Kremlin (April 1964) signaled the beginning of the re-nationalization of 

Romanian politics and culture. The second chapter of Romanian communism stands out by 

the recycling of the national idea, upon which the regime founds the collective identity. The 

Romanian historical consciousness takes the form of the national-communist memory, 

characterized by de-Sovietization, indigenization, and hyperbolization of the Romanian past; 

vi) the collapse of the communist regime in December 1989 produced minimal effects upon 

the restructuration of the memory developed during national-communism, out of which only 

the most evidently compromised elements were removed. In compensation to these losses, 

ethnicity has been completely re-habilitated in the context of the resurgence of ethnic 

passions in Romanian politics. The political management of the past is done in similar terms 

to the national-communist management. The post-communist memory, emerging in the first 

phase of Romanian transition from totalitarianism towards liberal-type of democracy falls 

under the logic of inertia; vii) significant transformations in the way of approaching the past 

can be identified only after 2000, as an effect of the cooling out of the ethnic passions, of the 

“comprehensive reform” of education, and most especially, of the intensification of the 

efforts to integrate in the Euro-Atlantic structures. Post-communist memory suffers a double 

transformation, turning into post-national memory as well as into anti-communist memory. 

The officialization of the anti-communist discourse as state rhetoric gaining discursive 

hegemony within the public sphere is reflected by the ordering and then assuming of the 

Report of the condemnation of communism by the Romanian Presidency in 2006. 
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One of the general conclusions that unfold from the exposition of the making and 

remaking of Romanian historical memory is the cardinal role played by the state as the main 

mnemonic agent in fashioning national historical consciousness and in the political 

management of the past. The school is the main instrument of the state used to socialize 

individuals in the tradition of memory cultivated by the official authorities. Initiated, by way 

of history schoolbooks, in the community’s tradition of memory, individual biography 

becomes embedded with the collective biography of the nation. Throught this process of 

identity alchemy, children develop the consciousness of their sociobiography, i.e. the 

individual biography embedded in the collective biography of the national community 

(Zerubavel, 1996). 

From a theoretical point of view, the empirical analysis of the discursive construction, 

deconstruction, and reconstruction of Romanian historical memory generally supports what 

we have called as the “evolutionary model of collective memory.” Simplifying to the 

extremes, this model states that major changes occurring in the existing socio-political order 

(e.g. political revolutions overthrowing the political regime) put in motion a subsidiary 

process of significantly restructuring the consecrated order of memory. Depending on the 

magnitude of the political seism and on its effects on reconfiguring the political management 

of the collective past, the thesis distinguished between “mnemonic revolutions” and 

“mnemonic reforms.” Seen in this conceptual light, the historical evolution of Romanian 

historical memory is marked by a series of substantial changes. The first crucial moment in 

the dynamics of Romanian historical memory occurs towards the end of the 19th century, 

when “the national revolution” launched in the avant-garde of the social and political 

thinking of the forty-eighters breaks through into didactic literature. Especially through the 

history schoolbooks of this period, didactic literature becomes the main ideological agent in 

diffusing the national identity within the non-elitist strata of Romanian population. Romania 

has been made, Romanians were still to be make. This identity conversion, completed by the 

anthropological production of homo nationalis, was realized especially through history 

schoolbooks, which constructed the monumental cathedral of the Romanian past whose 

apostles were the teachers preaching the pedagogy of the nation. The Christian peasants were 

taught to be Romanians, united around the same cluster of values secreted by the same 

collective historical destiny. The national mnemonic revolution consisted in interlacing the 

provincial pasts into a single Romanian past, which justified the dissolution of regional 

identities (Transylvanian, Moldavian, and Wallachian identities) and the merging of these 

into the supreme and indivisible solidarity of the nation. This can be considered the national 
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revolution of Romanian historical memory, the first mnemonic revolution inaugurating the 

tumultuous history of Romanian memory. 

A second mnemonic revolution that radically destructured the Romanian way of 

understanding the past has been “the anti-national revolution” launched by the communist 

authorities in the period immediately following WW2. Destroying the very foundations not 

only of the system of representations of the past developed in the trail of the national 

revolution, but also the entire institutional infrastructure underpinning the order of memory 

(Romanian Academy was dissolved, museums were closed, others were opened – like the 

Romanian-Russian Museum, streets were re-named, etc.), the initial phase of Romanian 

communism constructed a soviet-centric socialist memory instead. The new formula of 

Romanian identity was completely alien to the national idea of ethnic Romanianism. The 

communist regime launched its own program of political anthropogenesis in its plan to create 

the “new man” in the homo sovieticus species. From ethno-nationalist incubator suffused 

with xenophobic tinges, the school became a laboratory of socialist patriotism made to fit in 

the frameworks of proletarian internationalism. National historical memory, rose in the 

avant-garde of the social and political reflection as early as the forty-eighters generation and 

consolidated within the arrière-garde of the societal consensus represented by didactic 

literature starting with the second half of the 19th century, has been replaced by a historical 

memory ingrained with powerful anti-nationalist tinges. As shown in the body of the thesis, 

this anti-national mnemonic revolution, whose main artisan was M. Roller, turned out to be 

an “abortive revolution.” It failed eventually because it tried to radically suppress the national 

spirit that historically defined Romanian historical consciousness. 

The third critical moment in the dynamics of Romanian historical memory came in the 

wake of the nationalist twist of communism, initiated in the 60s, intensified during the 70s, 

and hyperbolized during the 80s. Without having the sudden and radical nature of the break 

produce by the anti-national revolution triggered in the aftermath of the WW2, the national-

communist reshaping of Romanian historical memory can be described rather by the 

apparently contradictory term of “processual revolution.” The re-centering of the national 

idea in the very core of the Romanian historical consciousness did not come by a total rupture 

or by an abrupt break with Roller’s formula of the past. Instead, the breaking with it came 

through a series of dislocations, whose cumulated effect was nonetheless substantial. 

Between T1 established by way of convention in 1964 and T2 of 1989 there occurred a series 

of permutations, dismissals, and restorations within the compound of Romanian collective 
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memory that founded the political management of the past on radically different principles in 

comparison to those underpinning the Rollerian management of the Romanian past. 

Finally, the last significant mutation within the structures of the national memory is 

currently in the making starting with the last decade and a half in Romanian society. The firm 

orientation towards Europeanization, democratization, and liberalization started with some 

delay after the change of political regime in 1989 redound upon the new identity Romanian 

political elites and cultural intelligentsia were struggling to impose in the collective 

consciousness. Europeanism, democratism, anti-communism – these have become, in time, 

the central axes along which the new Romanian identity is being built. In perfect conformity 

with the law of the political updating of collective memory, the past has become the subject of 

a refashioning project after the new identity mold promoted by the political agenda. The 

introduction of alternative textbooks changed the rules of the game, complicating the 

leverage of the state authorities in defining the reality of the national past. Following the 

supreme goal of integrating in the Euro-Atlantic structures, Romanian political elites once 

again put the didactic literature in the service of this goal, transforming the schoolbooks in 

general and history textbooks in particular in the carriers of the new Western values. 

However, when the producers of the discourse of the past crossed the line drawn by the state 

authorities by radicalizing the didactic message in the direction of a postmodernist 

deconstructivism, the state’s mechanisms of control kicked in, eliminating from the 

discursive spectrum the undesirable voices (see, for instance, the “Sigma scandal” caused by 

the History textbook published by Mitu et al, 1999). Although the nation-state, through its 

human actors, continues to be on the defensive, protecting its foundational ideology that 

politically and historically legitimizes the state, Romanian society seems to have already 

entered under the flag of post-nationalism. “The fanatical faith” in the dogma of the national 

idea feverishly embraced in the interwar period exhausted its power of collective seduction. 

Didactic literature, and especially the discourse issued by history schoolbooks, now diffuses a 

post-nationalist ideological emission, in which collective identity condenses upon the support 

given by civic Europeanism and not on that of ethnic nationalism. The point on which 

collective identity is now concentrating moved towards the European super-level, while the 

belonging to the community of Western democratic values has gained priority over ethnic 

Romanian descendance. 
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