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Revisiting the Inter-War Romanian Social Science 
of Dimitrie Gusti 

Paul Nixon 
Faculty of Social and Political Sciences, University of Cambridge 

'Lucky or unlucky events, opportunism, the 
assertions of ignorant people, unrelated ideas, or 
of vested interests must be entirely replaced by 
the introduction of a definite knowledge of 
things' ([Gusti et al.] 1926, p.4). Thus Professor 
Dimitrie Gusti and his colleagues proffered an 
important statement of intent in a manifesto an-
noun cing The Roumanian In stitute of Social 
Science, 1921-1926, a document reflecting intel-
lectual energies only recently transferred from 
the Moldavian city, and now consolidated in 
Bucharest, capital city of a young Danubian state 
granted sovereignty over Transylvania by the vic-
to rs at Trianon. 

Drawing together the expertise of members 
of the Association of Social Science and Reform 
(established in in April 1918) and the team-
work behind the Arhiva pentru Re-
fo nnil Sociala (dating from April 1919), the staff 
of the Roumanian Institu te of Social Science set 
out their long-term purposes on page 6: 

(a) To study the problems of social science 
and especially those referring to social condi-
tions in Roumania; 

(b) On the basis of research to make practical 
proposals necessary fo r the reali sation of social 
reform in Roumania; 

(c) To put at the disposal of the members, as 
well as to all persons interested in social ques-

tions, the necessary means of information and 
(d) To contribute to the dissemination of so-

cial knowledge. 
Now, with nearly half a century of Cold War 

behind us, we behold an uneasy constellation of 
Central, East European and former Soviet poli-
ties riddled with uncertainties; and in some quar-
ters they seem locked in the throes of disinte-
gration as minority groups cla im rights of 
self-determination against the will of ruling es-
tablishments. With the advantage of hindsight 
we may ask a pointed question, one not yet com-
prehensively answerable but worth pursuing as 
documentary research possibilities become un-
fe ttered: what did the Bucharest Institute ac-
compli sh in the early decades of the twentieth 
century as its members reflected upon the press-
ing concern s of state-formation processes? as 
they countenanced divergent aspirations in the 
midst of political conve rgence and inherited so-
cial stratification? as they beheld disparate stan-
dards of conduct and sentiment adhered to by 
neighbouring villagers and town speople, the 
legacy of status competition between Hungari-
an s, Roumanians and Ge rman s, stru ctu res 
which maintained the Outsider position of Gyp-
sies, the interplay of internal and international 
markets, uneven di stribution of wealth and dis-
parities of material attainm ent? 

Marlor, 11 l - ] 998, The Sociological School of Bucharest after fifty years 
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And not least, following the end of the First 
World War and the imposition of Trianon provi-
sions which were, over several decades to come, 
hotly disputed internationally as well as within 
newly configured Roumania: how did the Insti-
tute staff advise government administrators on 
the all-important questions regarding the balance 
to be struck between legislature, executive and 
judiciary in Roumania as a whole as well as fric-
tions and attenuations between Transylvanian 
peoples of diverse backgrounds and loyalties, 
people formerly subordinate to Austria-Hungary 
and now governed from Bucharest? Or, to look 
to the basic data of ethnological or micro-socio-
logical fieldwork which was to occupy Gusti's co-
horts of researchers during the late 1920s and 
30s, what evidence for inter-group or inter-eth-
nic tensions did investigating teams uncover be-
fore their efforts were interrupted in the autumn 
of 1939 by the Royal dictatorship's suspension 
of the short-lived Social Service of Youth Act (see 
Badina and Neamtu 1968, pp. 61 - 62; cf. Gusti, 
1940)? 

Relevant to our interest in the history of so-
cial-scientific enquiry and its entanglements with 
politics, what was the step-by-step fate of this 
energetic map-making enterprise which was si-
lenced by the early 1950s? Were communists im-
mediately effective in choking off all profes-
sional reference to a far-sighted project dating 
back to the Moldavian city of in 1918, a pro-
ject which was by the 1920s conceived essential-
ly as long-term ongoing work, ultimately co-ordi-
nated in seven centres and which, by the 1930s, 
had received international recognition? 

I believe it is to Roumanian scholars, princi-
pally, that we should look for analytical com-
mentary on the activities and achievements as 
well as operational shortcomings of what was ar-
guably one of the most visionary sociological pro-
jects to take shape in modern Europe. By the 
early 1990s, after more than forty years' repres-
sion of independent enquiry, only a few trainees 
of the Gusti school have survived. The time has 
come to revisit and re-assess the work of the In-

stitute of Social Science and to address the im-
plications of the long clampdown on open-ended 
appraisal of its endeavours. It falls mainly to 
younger co ntacts of Gusti's colleagues to take up 
the torch of enquiry but I offer a few tentative 
thoughts for consideration. 

From what follows below, it should become 
plain that my interest in East European social 
studies ranges wider than here-and-now issues 
commonly addressed in political science teach-
ing programmes in Western universities, pro-
grammes in which high politics and career con-
duct of administrative Elites predominate as foci 
of attention; and largely considered within a 
post-Communist perspective, with Western ideo-
logical assumptions left unexamined; and with 
more than a hint of 'winning-side' selfcongratu-
lation in evidence. I am not happy to regard 
Roumania as little more than an opportune site 
for NATO-centric triumphalism, where 'develop-
ing' monetary institutions might one day gain 
Western approval if our 'God-given' traditions 
are suitably replicated. (In general, I prefer to 
dissociate myself from references to 'developing 
countries' where use of such a term can seem to 
imply that We, in the industrially-mechanized 
north-west of Europe, or its offshoots overseas, 
have arrived at an acceptable economic and 
democratic stasis and shall 'develop' no more.) 
Sadly, there is enough rhetoric of Western over-
confidence flowing in Eastern Europe to dep ress 
insecure populations all too painfully aware of 
their inability to gain the protection of much-
vaunted Western military and financial agencies. 
As frightened citizens turn to extremists (anti-
Semites, anti-Gypsies, anti-Hungarians, anti-Rus-
sians, anti-intellectuals and xenophobics of all 
stripe) we might pay responsible attention, as did 
Dimitrie Gusti, to processes of political and so-
cial influence as they are brought to bear at local 
level, to accommodations between macro struc-
tures and micro units of community organisa-
tion, to perceptions of individuals, groups, vil-
lagers, populations in disparate regions of the 
Roumanian nation-state, and their response to 
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distal government as well as transnational pres-
sures. At the end of the twentieth century we 
confront heightened tensions, pushes and pulls 
between some very unequal. participants, now on 
a larger and more complex scale than ever be-
fore. For some consid erable time to come we 
may witness sharp difficulties of local adaptation 
to external model-setting, whether in the sudden 
imposition of shock-therapy Capitali sm at a pace 
never implemented in Western societies, or in 
the fi eld of Human Rights legislation, for exa m-
ple, where Roumanian governmen t is called 
upon to modify ways in which minorities are ac-
corded recognition, or ways in which prisoners 
and sexual non-conformists are treated before 
the law. 

To dispel any suspicion of nostalgia on my 
part, a hankering for a 'world we have lost', it 
must also be sa id that I do not follow in the foot-
steps of folklorists and some anthropologists of 
Structuralist tendency who appear to rega rd 
Roumania primarily as a living museum of pea-
sant life and mystical traditions, where examples 
of 'customs' are praised because they have lasted 
longer (for little-examined reasons). Far from it. 
As for Gusti, so for me, if I may associate with 
his earth-bound perspectives. Folklore, we note, 
became a source-materials component of a large-
scale synoptic project, but was not conceived as a 
self-generating end in itself, an antiquarianist 
exercise bereft of theoretical checks and ba-
lances. As we recognize from Cold-War Eastern 
Europe and elsewhere, preoccupation with de-
scription of artefacts 'before they are lost', cou-
pled with trait-by-trait techniques of fastidious 
empiricism, has generated a ge nre of study 
which has sometimes become a separate, some-
what aloof esoteric mystery providing aesthetic 
satisfaction for devotees but impoverishing the 
fuller scope of social science. A little more will 
be sa id on these matters below, but the merit of 
Gusti's wider approach is that by its inclusive-
ness it affords valuable in sights into dynamics of 
changing social relationships in preference to 
static objectifications. From accessible sources 

from the 1920s and 30s we can observe the de-
velopment of his und erlying methods, his em-
phasis on the short term of human dealings in-
terplaying with the long run of group sentiment. 
His work co ncomitantly prompts theoretical 
questions address ing sociological method and 
the merits and traps of ' isolated community' data 
collection per se. 

Gusti's enterprise suggests the relevance of 
integrative analysis of local and national life as it 
is lived, dynamically, adaptively, considering the 
interdependence of economic constraints and 
group-bonding sentiments which have developed 
over generations of experience. Interrupted and 
in complete as it was, his avowedly non-philo-
sophical and empirical-theoretical project points 
towards a synthesis of field materials and theo-
rizing which outstrip parochialism, fascination 
with folk artefacts or notional psychic structures 
as predeterminants of social life. ot least, it 
raises questions as to purposes to which the re-
sults of any sociological work may be put, and 
by whom. 

Immediately striking as one peruses the 
ample Annexes to the Roumanian lnstitute's 
1926 statements of intent (cited above) are the 
listings of no fewer than 244 articles or lectures 
on offer to th e public, several of which are 
bound together in book form. Here we find tes-
taments to teamwork, sociological projects al-
ready in hand. From the pens of diverse writers 
(directors of research teams, presumably) we 
find an enormous output of materials which 
have relevance today no less than they did in 
Gusti's time, albeit in changed and rapidly shift-
ing circum stances which allow instantaneous 
relay of news, transnational comment and per-
sonal communication which may now be trans-
mitted by electronic media. From the early years 
of the century, we learn much from the lnsti-
tute's exploratory essays on problems of labour 
reform, employment opportunities and mobility 
questions, on questions relating to social securi-
ty and the extension of medical care to the pea-
santry (over 80 per cent of the population lived 
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on the land in the 1920s; around 45.6 per cent 
still do); on electoral reform problems and con-
sensus, on minority representation and cohesion 
in Transylvania , on national boundaries, on 
inter-group tensions concomitant with state for-
mation processes and international relations. We 
find lecture-essays systematically engaging with 
fe minist questions, future roles for women in the 
changing balances of power which characterised 
1920s Roumanian society, together with a po-
werful di squisition from Gusti himself on Com-
munism and other contending movements (see 
Gusti 1920); and published lectures on law en-
forcement policies and practices, on university 
autonomy, on American and French sociology, 
problems of historiography, the development of 
scientific method, the 'march' or movement of 
ideas (not at all the same as a static history of 
ideas); we find a tentative sociology of war; and 
not least the problem which we all fa ce today 
concerning the relationship between individuali-
ty, society and the state. And much more be-
sides, too diverse , too numerou s, too ri ch in 
scope to merely list here. This material deserves 
revisiting. It is history, ethnography and sociolo-
gy combined, with the intention of informing 
and engaging the minds of citizens, scholars and 
administrators. It offers insights into the roots of 
several sources of current tension between con-
tending interests in convergence conflicts. As 
Peter Laslett recollected from his discussions 
with Karl Mannheim at the outbreak of World 
War II: 'History is past presents to past people' 
(Laslett, 1979, p. 224). 

Most of Gusti's scholarly output, it should be 
emphasized, was available for distribution and 
revision before th e inception of the Master 's 
other legacy, commonly the subject of uneven 
appraisal, the so-called Monographi c School. 
From the range of nationally self-criti cal mate-
rials on offer to the public by 1926, one sees that 
Gusti allowed other scholars to follow their own 
research paths and to publish their findings in 
order to stimulate discussion , as a way of high-
lighting problems faced by the population , by 

government, and by the international communi-
ty of states. In the Monographic se ries he seems 
likewise to have allowed team leaders some lee-
way in shaping their own project designs. 

To repeat, most of Gusti's work seem to have 
been intend ed to outreach purely local issues. 
Herein lies his strength of conviction, I believe, 
though this aspect of his work is little remarked 
upon. A renewed and critical intellectual interest 
in this exciting tum-of-the-century sociological 
discourse, one which usefully complements ma-
terials more regularly offered for attention else-
where, would be of great value. Cut short as it 
was by the violence of the late-l 940s Commu-
ni sts, on the basis of its grand sweep whi ch 
nonetheless takes account of component details, 
Gusti's efforts are worth se tting alongside the 
achievements (with differing emphases and me-
rits) of other context-sensitive observers such as 
Franz Boas, Robert Lowie, Werner Sombart and 
William Graham Sumner, and in a few respects 
pe rhaps even the Hunga rian Karl Mannheim 
and his Frankfurt and London colleague, No r-
bert Elias. No doubt readers outside of Roum a-
nia would welcome critical reissues of selections 
from valuable work that Gusti and his numerous 
colleagues achieved. Apart from its wider intel-
lectual locus, this affords insights into a continu-
um of Roumanian social, political and economic 
conditions as well as international relations at a 
crucially important moment in European history 
from which we may all yet learn instead of co n-
tinuing to quarrel as we apportion retrospective 
blame. 

I turn attention now to aspects of the Mono-
graphic School. Praised and criticized alike by 
several commentators, we see how inconsistently 
and often harshly have Roumanian scholars 
dealt with Gusti over recent years. It must be ad-
mitted that these writers had cl ifficult problems 
to contend with in the 1970s and 80s, not least 
a question of professional and personal survival. 
University teaching of sociology as a generic and 
autonomou s di scipline concerned with hum an 
development, and encompassing ethnology or 
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anthropology, was not allowed in Houmania be-
tween 1948 and 1965. \\'here any form of social 
science was eventually admitted it had to follow 
the prescriptions of Marxist-Leninist philosophy 
and dogmatics - autonomous enquiry was im-
possible, hence the need for a fresh start nowa-
days. Evidently, Gusti 's anti-dogmatic methods 
represented a worrisome alterity, a challenge to 
the Leninist economic reductionism maintained 
by State decree and thought control. Social-scien-
tific commentators of the 1960s, 70s and 80s, 
publishing on sensitive topics only with the fiat 
of Security censorship, had little option but to 
look to the protection of their personal interests, 
the safeguarding of their famili es during a long 
authoritarian period when so much could be lost 
in stantl y, taken away at a stroke if one we re 
thought of as politically deviant, 'unreliable' . 

So, regularly we find Gusti dismissed as post-
Kantian, deluded and idealist ic, supposedly ac-
cepting nai've, simple explanations of social ac-
ti on, as if he posited th at individuals we re 
nowhere constrained by group entanglements or 
press ures . But the tensions of planned, un-
planned and perhaps unwanted social mixing, 
the challenges and fea rs of mutual identification, 
competitiveness between formerly more separate 
individuals and groups, were exactly the issues 
tackled in the long list of publications detailed in 
the manifes to of 1926, with which this paper 
opened. He and his colleagues emphasized the 
interplay of psychological, religious, fiscal, and 
profess ion-orga nizational network s, etc., in 
which eve ryo ne is in varying proportion en-
meshed in increasingly complex societies. There-
fore it ill behoves any critics to accuse Gusti of 
overlooking the fact th at fresh opportunities at 
times of social converge nce and politi cal change 
are never available on equal terms. Gusti and his 
colleagues knew as well as we know in the 1990s 
that old animosities, fears and prejudices linger 
on and re-emerge as new challenges are faced. 
Power-balances take many forms, they possess 
many attributes, and can shift. People every-
where exert pressures of some sort on others to 

conform or keep their distan ce. People of dis-
parate experience and inclination organize them-
selves into groups, forming what we might call 
communities of will for parti cular purposes . 
Members .of such groups are often tacitly aware 
of conflicting pulls, ambivalent interests to pro-
tect because of their membership of more than 
one intercutting circle; and they usually beco me 
subject to the will of even more influential units 
of organization which possess an over-riding abi-
lity to influence social-judicial affairs. 

Post-War Stalinists were intolerant of non-pre-
emptive analytical obse rva ti on, and arguably 
Gusti himseH, in formulating th e programme fo r 
village monographic research in 1925, was aware 
of his essential heresy aga inst Marxist economic 
determinism, so ofte n viewed as the ultimate 
key, th e end of the road of discovery. For Gusti, 
neither crude materialism nor what one might 
call ' remedies before diagnosis' were adequate 
keys to investigating the motors of national life . 
Even by 1920, in his study on Communism, So-
cialism and Bolshevism, he fo resaw that Dicta-
torship of the Proletariat was not only a slogan 
which conjured up a phantom of human solida-
rity, but that Bolshevism was by its own te rms 
potentially not the dictatorshi p of a majority, nor 
of a minority, nor of a minori ty of a class mino-
rity, but of a Party and eventually of a single per-
son from within it (Gusti, 1920, p. 52). Perhaps 
these prescient insights guara nteed the official 
condemnations enco untered in recent years 
(from Ce rnea, Constantinescu et al.) that Gusti 
did not understand Marxism, that he was from a 
profess ional, middle-class and monarchist back-
ground and that he failed to see the 'force of 
truth ' derived from the ideals of Marx, Engels 
and Lenin. Gusti is scolded for refuting Marxist 
economic determinism; he is attacked for the 
fact that 1930s Hightists emerged from within 
the ranks of his research teams (Gusti was in fact 
dismi ssed by Hightists from a project director-
ship and subjected to physical threats and Fascist 
raids against his hou sehold; see Badina and 
Neamtu, 1968, p. 61 - 62). Some of the most 
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damning criticisms thrown at his reputation of 
late were that he failed to determine 'what had 
to be eliminated forever' and that his type of so-
cial science was hopelessly uninstrumental in ac-
complishing political aims. 

Personal convictions apart, what was it in 
Gusti 's programme that was unacceptable to 
Marxist fun ctionaries? Without searching for 
starting points, and avoiding any kind of reduc-
tionism, Gusti 's interactional frames of reference 
were intended to se nsitize interdisciplinary re-
searchers to regulative orders, inherited con-
straints, within which villagers negotiated their 
daily affairs. Gusti , who as a student had em-
braced the cultural psychology of Wilh elm 
Wundt at Leipzig and , in Berlin , the sociology of 
Georg Simmel, admitted economic pushes and 
pulls not as determinants of all else but as shift-
ing relations, fluid balances between people 
which interlocked with ethical, political, spiri-
tual, aesthetic motivations for group-specific and 
self-conscious conduct. These relations inter-
laced with legal-obligational awarenesses of a 
wider order, awarenesses of State legislation, 
more and more centralized planning, distal in-
fluences on villagers in the regulation of local 
life; and all managed within inherited biological, 
historical, cosmological and psychological frames 
of reference. For Gusti, socially-approved stan-
dards of conduct, transmitted from generation to 
generation, were amenable to investigation and 
better understanding. While Gusti did not dis-
count Marxian insights, quite clearly neither did 
he embrace Marx's ideals or support the strate-
gies of Marx's followers, if we may judge by his 
essay on Communism, Socialism and Bolshe-
vism. Like Marx, he saw that individuals are in-
deed shaped processually by social experience, 
which is in turn only constituted by the be-
haviour of adaptive individuals. Notwithstanding 
his late-l 930s involvement in administration of 
the Social Services Act, designed to bring self-
help assistance and profess ional advi ce to vil-
lagers on practical matters, farming practices, hy-
giene and childcare, Gusti's aim seems to have 

been more one of conscientious documentation 
of human dynamics rather than policy imple-
mentation, so that administrators might be bet-
ter informed as to the nature of social reality. 
This did not satisfy the ruling establishments of 
post-War Roumania. Neither did they tolerate his 
encouragement of self-steering mutual-aid insti-
tutions located in village 'cultural centres' . 

As to the results of Gusti's massive ethnolo-
gical research programme? Ended prematurely it 
certainly was, though one might also fairly say 
that it was probably altogether too ambitious an 
enterprise for those involved to reach a point 
where large-scale synthes is might be posited, 
where long-run trends might be identified and 
better understood, or social tensions and inhe-
rited fears aired in a larger forum. The task of 
mapping out very diverse social terrains of the 
country was truly enormous. Perhaps Gusti felt 
that he had all the time in the world to see his 
long-range project through. At any rate, he was 
doomed to run out of time and was reined in 
first by intolerant Rightists under King Carol 
and later by militant Lefti sts in the post-War pe-
riod, before social science was snuffed out after 
1948. 

To some critics it has seemed that the village 
monographic surveys could have run on forever 
as long-drawn exercises viewed as ends in them-
selves, yielding thick empirical data with little ex-
planatory depth. My understanding is that Gusti 
regarded data gathering as a vitally necessary be-
ginning in all forms of reality-focused enquiry. 
This is something we might note with profit 
nowadays as we encounter much non-empirical, 
non-verifiable philosophical rumination which is 
passed off as sociological tl1eorizing. But Gusti 's 
critics may have a point. As far as the mono-
graph ic work actually progressed in variou s 
hands, do we see anything more than village de-
scriptions with neatly arranged facts presented 
for systematizing attention? Perhaps not, but 
even where theoretical issues remain unexplored 
in the short term there is always more to be 
teased out, particularly if one applies the aware-
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nesses demon strably present in Gusti 's earlier 
endeavours. I have had access so far to no more 
than a handful of the primary reports, but seve-
ral changes in emphasis can be observed within 
the Monographi c School 's publi shed output 
ranging from isolationist studies of village com-
munities to zonal groupings which take account 
of regional interdependencies, and ultimately a 
typological over-view prepared under the direc-
tion of Anton Golopentia, 60 Sate [60 
Roumanian Vi llages ], Bucharest 194 1-1943 . 
Only four volumes I, II, IV and V of the project-
ed five-volume se ries were published. Material 
assembled for Volume III, dealing with cultu-
ral/spiritual life, has never appeared; if drafts 
were not regarded as too unacceptable to the 
post-War authorities, perhaps this data may yet 
be found in State Archives or olhe r holdings re-
cently reopened for scholarly research. 

Given more time, would Gusti and his col-
leagues have presented us with a more compre-
hensive overview providing a key to group per-
ceptions, to the standpoints of communities 
within communities as well as communities of 
communities? Would he have deepened our un-
derstanding by providing insights into lifes tyles 
and aspirati ons of groups of villagers progres-
sively engaged in wider social ti es, their aware-
nesses and aspirations outreaching immediate lo-
cali ties as lateral kinship ties and traditional 
ways modified? On these matters we need the ex-
pertise of Roumanian scholars privy to the en-
deavours of Gusti's associates whose work was so 
rudely cut short. In the Monographic School's 
brick-by-brick information-gathering such as I 
have seen, only rarely does one feel able proces-
sually to connect data address ing changing Rou-
manian life during a period in which many vil-
lagers were doubtless affected by town and city 
sensitivities , with flow of new fa shions in so 
many things, and cumulative impact upon man-
ners and mores. Yet, as we know, these are the 
very movements signall ed for attention in 
Gusti's earlie r work. Should one demand that his 
1930s co-workers had followed his earlie r stan-

dards to the letter? Or can we do more ourselves 
at this late remove and from archive materials 
piece together figurational dynamics, trends cap-
tured in fi eld data? 

To return to an issue raised earlier, his frame-
work was one which from the start made room 
for consideration of folklore and documentation 
of ve rnacular music-making and dance, local and 
national decorative crafts and practical skills. As 
a few Roumanian colleagues have informed me, 
these aspects were included not so much as self-
contained exercises in search of static objectifi-
cations but rather as source materials symboli-
cally indexing the interplay of social adaptations 
and continuities. Reportedly, Gusti opp osed 
what he termed 'folkloritis', appropriation of 
artefa cts for nationalistic adulatory purposes. 
From th e outse t, sound-recording equipment 
and movie-film were admitted as instruments of 
research. Renowned specialists such as Con-
stantin Brailoiu, Gheorghe Breazul and Harry 
Brauner were amongst the earliest to respond 
and contribute energetically to these initiatives. 
The Village Museum in Bucharest was estab-
li shed as a cootre where tangible aspects of ma-
te rial and cultural tran sformati on could be 
housed and studied in a controlled setting in-
tended to replicate or suggest rural lifestyle in its 
diversities. Much more can be said on the nature 
of this enterprise. 

Some of those involved in village studies 
came to see things ve ry partially, which is to say, 
in an incomplete and aesthetically biased way, 
more emotionally involved than detached. For 
som e, gathering folklori c data became a self-ful-
filling activity, technical description and aesthe-
tic prescription ousting the more difficult index-
ing of social dive rsity, capturing stabilities as 
well as the motors of changing balances of 
power. In Roumania as elsewhere, object-focused 
practices sometimes led collectors, as they were 
approvingly known, to mistake their own enthu-
siasm and genuine emotional enrichment for 
scholarly detachment; they often overlooked a 
wider explanatory purpose: how do things con-
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nect in social experience? And, as we know all 
too well, in stitutionalized empiricism can too 
easily be bent to interests other than those of au-
tonomous social science. The fruits of folklore 
have readily been turned into implements of po-
litical and administrative technology. 

It is here and in similar matters that we iden-
tify some of the shortcomings, or unfinished 
business, of Gusti's pragmatically ecumenistic 
data-gathering of the Monographic period: 
mountains of field material are reported, endless 
ethnographic descriptions which some Rouma-
nian scholars have apparently found overwhelm-
ing, difficult to digest or render into coherent ex-
planatory form . However, we might recognize 
that although the projects were cut short they 
have nonetheless stimulated some thought-pro-
voking historical sociological work from Henri 
Stahl, one of Gusti 's close associates who sur-
vived the 1950s purges (see Stahl 1980). Thus 
we identify one unassailable contribution of vil-
lage monographic research, that of making com-
parative data available in our own time for suc-
ceeding generations of specialists and students. 
Hopefully, before too long we shall be able to as-
semble a comprehensive list of surviving prima-
ry documentation and its whereabouts in Rou-
manian holdings. 

Scholars are now more free to discuss the 
post-War termination by the authorities of 
Gusti's work as a whole, to address the contribu-
tions of his several colleagues, the dreadful im-
prisonment and suffering of specialists such as 
Anton Golopentia and Harry Brauner (and other 
associates se nt to prison camps and early 
deaths), the flight into exile of a senior medic 
and statisti cian, Sabin Manuila; the choking off 
of all sociological instruction until 1965 and the 
normative directives under which it was then re-
sum ed in university philosophy departm ents 
complementing Dialectical and Historical Mate-
rialism, Political Economy and Scientific Socia-
lism. Gusti, of course, was one voice bridging the 
1920s and the 1950s, one scholar among seve-
ral, and a luminary at that. Doubtless th ere are 

other names meriting fuller recognition. 
Perhaps there is reliable information to be 

uncovered regarding his (enforced?) journeying 
to the Soviet Union, his belated acceptance of 
some tenets of Marxism; and perhaps one day we 
may have sight of the manuscript fragm e nts 
which constitute the autosociology he put toge-
ther (see Badina and Neamtu, 1968 - 71, vol. 5) 
in th e last years of his life (he died in 1955) 
when Gusti suffered house-arrest. Apparently he 
became reliant on Gypsy famili es who helped 
him find basic food supplies during the worst pe-
riod of incarceration. 

Significant aspects of his late work (between 
1940 and 1948) receive very little attention 
nowadays, his urging upon international con-
sciousness of a recognition of something which 
was, in his view, in need of careful attention: the 
unplanned and largely unforeseen integration of 
humanity as a whole in a world where people 
were becoming increasingly join ed together 
(whether they liked it or not) in longer chains of 
functional interdependence; where state socie-
ties which had emerged as long-lasting, industri-
ally dominant and perhaps victorious in war, 
were now visibly exerting influence upon smalle r 
and younger emerging state societies, and on 
less settled or traditionally migratory peoples; 
where economic ti es, business monopolies and 
ca rtels, peace-keeping or aggressive alliances 
needed to be more predictable in their conduct, 
openly accountable in international fora; where 
more calculable inter-state cooperation was ne-
cessary as a means of coo rdinating events of 
planetary significance. Gusti held that these 
rapidly emerging attributes of twentieth-century 
global society need careful study and responsible 
monitoring; they need controlling to prevent im-
balances from getting disastrously out of hand, 
with large-scale tensions erupting between states 
or co nflicts boiling up between peoples encapsu-
lated within newly-form ed sta tes (see Gusti 
1946). With republi cation of some of his key 
works addressing such issues, we shall perhaps 
see the linkage between these still pressing con-
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ce rns, his ea rlier thoughts on the sociology of 
war (dating from 1915), and the vast range of is-
sues publicized for informed attention in the In-
stitute of Social Science manifesto ([Gusti et al.] 
1926). 

Relatedly, it is overlooked by the post-War 
scholarly community that Gusti was an influen-
tial guest lecturer at the Sorbonne, in Brussels, 
at the New School for Social Resea rch in New 
York, in Chicago, Harvard, Princeton, Wisconsin 
and Yale. He was honoured by sociologists of in-
ternational standing such as Charles Ellwood, 
Georges Gurvitch (in exile from revolutionary 
Russ ia following the suppression of Chayanov's 
Agricultural Economics Scientific Research In-
stitute), Philip Mosely, Werner Sombart, Pitirim 
Sorokin (also in exile), Gaston Hi chard and 
Joseph Hou cek. Communist Roumania would 
hardly encourage the celebration of a renowned 
leader of a successful research centre suppressed 
after 1948. But more surprisingly. scholars else-
where seem to have succumbed to an historical 
amnesia during the years of Cold-War hostility 
and suspicion. Students may search in vain for 
references to Gusti and his associates in other-
wise informative international encyclopaedias of 
social science; likewise, apart from brief but use-
ful acknowledgements of the lnsti-
tute's inter-War achievements in Heinz Maus'sA 
Short Histo1y of Sociology (1962, pp. 172 - 3), 
'fo unding father ' su rveys after Becker and 
Barnes (1961) co mmonly recognize no intellec-
tual centre beyond central Europe. 

today we may perhaps surmise that almost fifty 
per cent remain dependent to some degree on 
yields from smallholdings and informal hu s-
bandry. This percentage may well increase dra-
matically in the wake of recent government re-
forms which have returned plots of post-War 
co nfiscated land to form er owners, or sold th em 
cheaply to new claimants. Large-scale unemploy-
ment generated by the collapse of heavy indus-
tries and an inflation rate of 295% ove r the pe-
riod 1992-1993 will most I ikely add to the 
population returning to small-scale farming in 
the short and medium terms; family-based self-
help units of short-range operation will probably 
proliferate and local collaborative ventures 
spring up to exploit wider networks of supply 
and demand, some of which will doubtless mesh 
with more formal networks elsewhere. 

When we consider evidence for mass ive and 
still largely un studied di splacements of Rouma-
nian territorial populations which have taken 
place since World War II, we can perhaps hope 
that government nowadays will urgently and re-
alistically make assessments of th e living and 
working conditions of its citizens, the better to 
provide for their needs and to encourage even-
handed social and economic development. The 
international co mmunity is nowadays less tole-
rant of mass emigration policies or expulsions. 
As at the time of Gusti 's first ventures into social 
documentation in the convergences of th e 1920s 
and 30s, in the absence of equality of opportu-
nity, access to modest satisfactions as well as 

Gusti's sociologi-
cal documentation 
of ea rly twentieth-
century Roumania 
bega n at a time 
when at least eighty 
per cent of th e po-
pulation lived on 
the land as small-
holding or landless 
peasants. From ac-
cessible ev id ence 

Pro fessors Werner Sombart and W. Kappard visiting 
th C' of the Sociology Se minar (J 930) 

wider power chan-
ces, internal cohe-
sion will ever be fra-
gile, political affections 
volatile. Hopefully 
we may see govern-
ment wisely formu-
lating policies on th e 
basis of reliable in-
formation whi ch 
takes account of local 
perceptions. There is 
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constant need to inform administrative provi-
sions with practical knowledge rooted in consen-
sual realities. 

One lesson emerges clearly from Gusti's com-
mitments in virtually a half-century of profes-
sional activity: a view that sensitive and respon-
sible social-sc ientific research can be openly 
utilized by government as well as by non-govern-
ment agencies, for example, in data-gathering for 
health-care planning, or programmes of nutri-
tional improvement for disadvantaged popula-
tion s; together with a conviction that social 
scientific research as a larger and deeper project 
must be instituted and conducted as an au-
tonomous activity, and not merely rendered a 
pliant tool of political technology at the behest of 
revolutionary Elites or political parties . The 
groundwork of Gusti 's consistently anti-dogmatic 
methods is amenable to many responsible exten-
sions in our own time, not least the study of so-
cial tension as groups and individuals compete 
for scarce opportunities, for personal improve-
ment, for enhancement of amidst the 
uncertainties of mutual identification as more 
and more citizens of Roumania are drawn into 
denser webs of social interdependence. 

Notes 

l. Romanian social science as found ed by Custi in 
(1918) and Bucharest constituted the fourth re-

sea rch centre to be established in the world, follow-
ing Ch icago University in 1893, The London School 
of Economics and Political Science in 1907, and the 
Sorbonne in 1913. 

2. Demographic data or 'offi cial numbering' , as it 
was called from 1927, was held to be inconclusive 
and was contested by severa l parti es; sec Manuila 

The task remains for social scientists in pre-
se nt-day Roumania to unearth whatever remains 
of the lnstitute's pioneering efforts to document 
changing power balances of an earlier period, 
the dynamics of which continue to exert influ-
ence over many current relations. Great service 
may be done if all primary sources can be locat-
ed and rendered accessible to scholarly atten-
tion. And it is important to say that if we can 
adopt something of the quest for undogmatic 
fact-finding from Gusti and the conscientious 
forts of his many associates, if we can separate 
our findings from our preferences and political 
wishes, as he often tried to do , we may con-
tribute something of lasting value. I am sure that 
Roumanian researchers have much to add. At its 
bes t, Gusti's interdisciplinary fram es of ref-
erence can be extended, amplified, improved, 
rendered adaptive according to context. So far, I 
find no evidence for closed thinking in his cor-
respondence, or his exploration of social scien-
tific standpoints. The problem is to catch up 
with his synoptic conceptions, to appreciate his 
strengths without becoming enslaved or uncriti-
cally worshipful. 

1940. The more recent estimate is taken from provi-
sional data from the Houmanian census of 7 January 
1992 (see United Nations 1992, 2). 

3. See, for example, Katherine Verdery's inadequate 
references lo Gusti's sociological programme in a 
very personal post-Communist text {Verdery 1991). 
Oddly enough, in a book addressing national identity 
and cultural politics, there is no mention of Gusti's 
perceptions of individual-soc ietal processes of 
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change, that is to say, vill age rs' growing awareness of 
the state, their newly fo rmed ation State, in which 
predomin antl y rural li ves we re in creas in gly en-
meshed, or his awa reness of the often un fo reseen in-
terdependencies which ex ist between a country's in-
tern al social and politi cal deve lopm ents and its 
relations with surrounding states, as well as with 
other more powerful, model-setting alliances farther 
afi eld . Ve rdery underestimates the breadth of Custi 's 
awarenesses and conce rns, to judge by the deceptive-
ly concl usive tone which permeates her few remarks. 

4. Together with Ann Buckl ey, I have initiated a cri-
tical republishing project in conjunction with a tea m 
of international scholars, incl uding Roumanian so-
cial scientists. We welcome enquiries, comments or 
contributions relating to any aspect of the work, but 
particularly information on rare or unpublished ma-
terials (in cl uding notebooks, reco rds of lectures or 
discussions, correspondence etc. ) which might escape 
our notice. 

5. Ovidiu Badina and Octav ian capitalized 
on the mid-1960s thaw in the Roumanian ideological 
cl imate as Ceau$escu was welcomed and supported 
economica lly and politically by the West as a mave-
ri ck breaking with the Soviet Union (the adve nt of 
Andropov and Go rbachev brought th is courtship to 
an end; NATO powers had little use for the Rouma-
nian leader when the Soviet Union was gove rned by 
approachable states men). Bad ina and pu-
bli shed a slender and approv ing account, Dimitrie 
Custi, Bucharest 1968, and saw through the press a 
circumspect and incomplete fi ve-volume set, D.Gusti : 
Opere, Bucharest 1968-197 ]. But by the early 1970s, 
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