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ROMANIZATION THEN AND NOW

A BRIEF SURVEY OF THE EVOLUTION OF INTERPRETATIONS OF
CULTURAL CHANGE IN THE ROMAN EMPIRE

Romanization is a model that helps understand and explain the cultural changes that were brought about
on a newly conquered territory by the Roman Empire. It refers to the process by which the conquered
people integrated into the Roman Empire and became ‘Roman’. Although Romanization is more than a
hundred-year-old interpretative concept, it is only in the past few decades that its validity as a framework
of interpretation has been seriously questioned. While there is an intense discussion about Romanization
in Western scholarship, Hungarian research remains mostly unaffected and scholars do not seem willing
to engage in the debate.

A romanizacio egy modell, amely segit megérteni, illetve megmagyardzni a valtozasokat, amelyeket a romai
hoditasok idéztek elé a meghoditott teriileteken, és altalaban azt a folyamatot értjiik alatta, amely soran
a meghaoditott népek betagozodtak a Romai birodalomba és ‘romaiva’ valtak. Bar a modell tobb, mint szdz
éves, az érvényességét csak az elmult néhany évtizedben kerddjelezték meg komolyan. Mig a nyugati pub-
likaciokban heves vita folyik a romanizaciorol, a magyar kutatasra ennek nagyrészt nincs hatasa és ugy

tiinik, hogy a kutatok nem mutatnak érdeklodeést a kerdés irant.

Keywords: Romanization, acculturation, imperialism, Roman Empire, Dacia

Kulcsszavak: Romanizdcio, akkulturacio, imperializmus, Romai Birodalom, Dacia

Introduction’

In the past hundred years Romanization,” as a frame-
work of interpretation of the effects of Roman im-
perialism, has become the dominant interpretive
concept of cultural change wherever the Roman
past is studied. Today Romanization has very much
become an explanatory fact of life. The way we
think about certain aspects of Romanization has,
strikingly, hardly evolved and there are very few
scholars, if any, who would not use this model to
interpret Roman archaeological evidence thus based
on lines drawn more than a hundred years ago.
Although there have always been critics of the
model, it is only in the past few decades that the
continuing validity and relevance of the theory has
been seriously challenged mainly by Anglo-Saxon
scholars to the point that some have suggested aban-
doning the concept. Critics of the model emphasise
that Romanization is problematic, because it is a
scholarly construct that was formulated and grew

out of a special ‘set of historical circumstances’ at
the end of the 19" century,® which have no relevance
anymore (FREEMAN 1997; HINGLEY 1995; HINGLEY
1996; HINGLEY 2008b; ROoTHE 2005, 1). According
to perhaps the harshest critic, Freeman, until what
is meant by Roman material culture is defined, it
makes no sense to talk about Romanization, espe-
cially as the Roman Empire was not a culturally
homogeneous entity and the objects that are usu-
ally classed as ‘Roman’ may not have been thought
of as such by the conquered. It is also problematic
to draw conclusions concerning identity based on
objects even though this is exactly what applying
Romanization theory means (FREEMAN 1993; FREE-
MAN 1997; BARRETT 1997). If not fully embraced
yet, these ideas slowly seem to be taking root in
Anglo-Saxon and western publications, or at least
generating an on-going debate about approaches to
cultural change (ALFOLDY 2005; SCHORNER 2005a;
VERsLUYS 2014), while this discussion is noticeably
missing from Hungarian research.
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In the following pages, first, we will briefly out-
line the origins of Romanization theory, which is
necessary to demonstrate how much these ideas still
inform current understandings of Romanization.
A discussion of some of the fresher interpretations
and critic of Romanization theory will be followed
by Hungarian and Romanian understandings of cul-
tural change. It is to be emphasised that the paper
does not aim to be a full discussion of the theory,
or the latest ideas or the evolution of Hungarian un-
derstandings of cultural change in the Roman world.
The sole purpose here is to draw attention to the ad-
vances that have been made in the past decades and
the debate that seems to have reached even Romania,
but appears to be ignored by Hungarian research.

The Romanization of Mommsen and Haverfield

Theodor Mommsen (1817—-1903) was probably the
most productive scholar of the 19% century. Of his
approximately 1500 publications, the best known
is his five-volume history of Rome, Romische
Geschichte (1854—1885), for which he won a Nobel
Prize for Literature in 1902. The first three volumes
described the rise and fall of the Republic. The
fourth volume that was to discuss the Principate
never appeared. The fifth volume (The provinces of
the Roman Empire) was published in 1885 and it
was revolutionary in the sense that rather than dis-
cussing the imperial history of Rome, it focused on
the provinces. Because of the relative lack of liter-
ary evidence, Mommsen made use of archacology
to describe the consequences of Roman conquest
and perhaps this development of new sources is
the German scholar’s most important contribution
to research (RoTHE 2005, 3). He used inscriptions
to highlight the similarities of the provinces and
explained the spread of Roman citizenship, coin-
age, religion and language with a process he called
Romanisierung (Romanizing). Making sense of
the available, seemingly uniform, archaeological
evidence, Mommsen saw the Roman as a coher-
ent culture and perceived the Roman Empire as a
culturally homogeneous state that brought civilisa-
tion, peace and prosperity to the conquered, who
“desired to be Romans” (MoMMSEN 1909, 82).
Romanisierung in Mommsen’s reading was an en-
couraged and carefully complemented conscious
Roman policy that followed a conquest. The often-
quoted section from Tacitus (Agricola 21) was seen
by the German scholar as evidence for this. Urbani-
sation and the army had an important role to play
in the process (MoMMSEN 1909, 99, 197) and the

progress of Romanisierung Mommsen traced by the
spread of the Latin language, Roman religion, the use
of Roman coinage, etc. in newly annexed territories.
In this respect he found that with the exception of a
few ‘remote’ places the Roman policy was success-
ful. Everywhere “the old language and the old habits
disappeared as the Romans came” (MOMMSEN 1909,
206). Mommsen never actually explained what he
meant by Romanisierung, but it seems obvious that
for him it was the process of how ‘barbarians’ be-
came civilised Romans. For Mommsen the result of
Romanisierung was a complete cultural change and
the arrival of civilisation. Mommsen’s work had
an enormous influence on a young British scholar,
Francis Haverfield (1860—1919). In a prefatory
note in the 1909 edition of Mommsen’s Geschichte
Haverfield wrote: "It is indeed a wonderful book...
it became easy to discern the true character of the
Roman Empire...[which] wrought for the progress
and happiness of the world”” (HAVERFIELD 1909, xii).
Mommsen’s Romanisierung model became the in-
terpretive framework Haverfield used to explain the
archaeological evidence and describe the effects of
the Roman conquest of Britain.

Although his scholarly output was considerable
at some 500 publications, Haverfield is mainly re-
membered for a lecture, The Romanization of Ro-
man Britain, he delivered at the British Academy
in 1905. This was published in the proceedings of
the British Academy in 1906 and appeared in sub-
sequent updated and considerably extended editions
in 1912, 1915 and after Haverfield’s death (in 1919)
in 1924. In the book Haverfield applied Mommsen’s
model to examine how the Roman Empire’s civilis-
ing mission was accomplished in Britain through
the Romanization of the province. Mommsen’s in-
fluence is strongly apparent in the book. Haverfield
used the same method and categories (language,
art, religion, urbanism, etc.) whilst giving a more
thorough analysis of what Romanization meant. He
also used parallels with other parts of the empire to
show that Romanization happened all over Europe
not only in Britain. Romanization for Haverfield
was the direct consequence and purpose of a Roman
conquest. It was a unilateral mainly spontaneous,
not imposed, but an encouraged process (HAVER-
FIELD 1924, 17) that eventually turned natives into
Romans, affecting both rich and poor.* Roman was
a uniform, coherent culture, which quickly spread
and which drove out native language, art, religion,
material culture. It worked because the conquered
recognised the superiority of what Rome had to
offer and they eagerly accepted it. The progress of
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cultural change Haverfield measured by the adop-
tion of ‘Roman’ material culture. The idea that this
could be basis upon which conclusions can be drawn
about identity is clearly articulated (HAVERFIELD
1906, 203). For Haverfield, if one used ‘Roman’ ob-
jects, one was Roman, or at least aspiring to be so.
The Roman government encouraged Romanization
by increasing the Roman and Romanized popula-
tion in a newly conquered province by establishing
colonies, and by offering citizenship to those wish-
ing to become Roman. According to Haverfield, the
Romans Romanized by ‘introducing Roman speech
and thought and culture...[but] this Romanization
was perhaps not uniform throughout all sections of
the population’ (HavERFIELD 1906, 210). This is an
important point, because it shows that Haverfield
allowed for local variations within Romanization
(see also HAVERFIELD 1912, 16). He concluded that
‘Romanization extinguished the difference between
Roman and provincial through all parts of the Empire
but the East, alike in speech, in material culture, in
political feeling and religion. When the provincials
called themselves Roman or when we call them Ro-
man, the epithet is correct’ (HAVERFIELD 1915, 22).°

This brief summary of the ideas of the architects
of the Romanization model clearly indicates how
much current understandings of Romanization retain
the general character of the models of Mommsen
and Haverfield. The building of administrative cen-
tres, the establishment of colonies, for example, still
tend to be interpreted as attempts to Romanize a
newly conquered territory. The spread of coins and
‘Roman’ goods are all taken as indicators of Roman-
ization. It is this theme which is perhaps the most
problematic aspect of the model, i.e. the drawing of
conclusions on identity or cultural change based on
archaeological finds. Can a change in material cul-
ture signify a change in identity or culture?

In his review of Millett’s Romanization of Brit-
ain (MILLETT 1990a), Freeman (FREEMAN 1991)
took issue with what was meant by ‘Roman’, argu-
ing that until what constituted ‘Roman material cul-
ture’, the spread and use of which was used to indi-
cate and quantify Romanization, was defined, and
what made it specifically ‘Roman’ was explained,
it made no sense to talk about Romanization. Free-
man pointed out that ‘Roman’ material package is a
modern invention that goes back to Mommsen and
Haverfield who tried to show cultural homogeneity
in the Roman Empire by highlighting similar ele-
ments in it and the categories used a century ago
(language, art, religion, urbanisation, etc.) are still
applied when discussing Romanization. Freeman

emphasised that the Roman Empire was an ‘ever
evolving, but multifaceted creature and not one
which established an identity and structure under the
early Principate and which remained constant and
uniform across its totality’. He argued that the use
and adoption of what tended to be seen as ‘Roman’
goods do not indicate identity or an aspiration to be-
come Roman. They can imply changing tastes and
preferences, availability, or the use of better quality
or simply cheaper alternatives to locally accessible
goods.® It is an important point that objects we see
as ‘Roman’ may not have been perceived as such by
those whose identity we are trying to measure by
their adoption of those items.” So for example, Sa-
mian ware was a product of a Gallic industry.® Free-
man concluded that it is these questions that require
attention before we can try to measure and quantify
cultural change (FREEMAN 1991; FREEMAN 1993).
On the other hand, some ideas concerning Ro-
manization have evolved. Predictably, these are
those aspects of the model that could be under-
stood as the manifestations of the ‘Zeitgeist’ of the
19" century. Some suggested alternative theories,
Hingley’s globalisation model (HINGLEY 2005; also
HircHNER 2008; PitTs—VERSLUYS 2015) for exam-
ple, are unsurprisingly very much projections of our
own time.’ In the post-colonial age, Romanization
is not understood as a one-way civilising process
from the more advanced Roman to the inferior na-
tive anymore. In Martin Millett’s model the driv-
ing force of Romanization was not the Romans, but
the native elite for whom the adoption of Roman
culture was a way to reinforce their social status
(MILLETT 1990a, 212).!° Thus, Romanization was
‘internally driven rather than externally imposed’
(MILLETT 1990b, 38). Replacing uniformity, ‘diver-
sity’ features heavily in these new interpretations.
In Greg Woolf’s model those ‘becoming Roman’
did not assimilate into a static Roman culture, but
actively participated in shaping it and turning it into
their own, which created diverse identities, which
could be different in different parts of the empire
and could be experienced in different ways (WOOLF
1997; WooLF 1998). According to Woolf, Roman
was an inclusive and diverse culture that was al-
ways changing, but there was also uniformity and
something characteristically Roman in it, which
can be traced in the common features in the mate-
rial culture and similar processes (urbanisation, for
example, WooLF 1992). Mattingly also saw the
process of cultural change as a two-way interaction
experienced in many different ways (MATTINGLY
1997, 8-9): it is through the transformation of
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‘material culture’ that the process of cultural change
is measured and Mattingly aims to identify ‘dis-
crepant identities’ in the ‘material culture’ (MaT-
TINGLY 2006, 17). He recognises several factors that
might influence one’s identity, e.g. status, wealth,
location, gender, age, etc. and his conclusion is that
‘different groups constructed their own versions of
Roman and/or non-Roman identity, both in embrac-
ing and in resisting the empire’ (MATTINGLY 2004,
22). The models of Woolf and Mattingly indeed of-
fer a more finely tuned and flexible approach than
Romanization as they recognise diverse rather than
homogenous (‘Roman’ or ‘native’) identities. The
inherent problem of Romanization that of ‘Roman
material culture’, however, seems to survive and
feature prominently in these and other concepts,
as they attempt to draw conclusions about identity
based on material culture without actually defining
it and discussing what it might have represented to
those adopting it thus possibly recognising cultural
change where there may not have been one. It is
also to be emphasised that ethnic identity might not
have had the significance which is assigned to it to-
day and the scholarly ‘obsession’ of looking for it
and attempting to recognise it in the archaeologi-
cal material of the ancient world is perhaps only
the projection of today’s academic perceptions of
modern society (JONES 1997, 135-140; MATTINGLY
2014, 38)."

It is also apparent that scholars tend to feel that
a justification is needed for their use of the model,
although admittedly Romanization has its die-hard
supporters even in British research.!? An explanation
of what is meant by it is also increasingly felt to be
necessary (e.g. KEAx-TERRENTANO 2001, ix; WILSON
2015)." Sometimes Romanization is used simply
out of convenience and scholars are at pains to ex-
plain that what they mean by Romanization has not
much to do with what is/was ‘traditionally’ meant
by it. For them it remains a useful tool to describe
the complex processes involved in the integration
of a newly conquered people into the Roman Em-
pire, especially as it contains the keyword ‘Rome’
(ALFOLDY 2005, 43, cf. FREEMAN 1993; HINGLEY
2014a, 6378-6379). It is sometimes used in a ‘weak’
or ‘weakest’ sense (KEAY-TERRENTANO 2001, ix;
RotH 2007, 9-10),'* which Mattingly called a ‘des-
perate measure’ to hang onto an outdated theory and
compared the Romanization debate to ‘grooming a
dead animal’ (MATTINGLY 2002, 537; MATTINGLY
2011, 204, cf. SCHORNER 2005b). It should perhaps
be noted that although Romanization tends to be un-
derstood as the ugly ‘r’ word and a perished theory

only in British research, its usefulness is under scru-
tiny everywhere in western academia (VERSLUYS
2014, 5-6; HINGLEY 2014b, 21). Dead or not, Ro-
manization is still with us even though a clear evolu-
tion of how we think about cultural change seems to
have taken place.'® In a recently published collection
of essays entitled Processes of Cultural Change and
Integration in the Roman World (ROSELAAR 2015),
one can find the echoes of the newer ideas discussed
above. The editor, Roselaar T. Saskia, points out
that: ‘(t)he most important result of these studies is
an awareness of the enormous variety of responses
to Roman conquest; this variation existed not only
on the provincial or regional level, but even from
location to location. ... provincials... created their
own cultural identity.” Roselaar emphasises that ‘it
is impossible to identify a uniform ‘Roman’ cul-
ture’. Of material culture she says that the use of
terra sigillata in Gauldoes not indicate an aspiration
to become Roman, because ‘...the meaning associ-
ated with an object would not be the same every-
where’, which is an echo of Freeman’s ideas (FREE-
MAN 1993). Importantly, it is also acknowledged that
the adoption of any ‘Roman cultural practices’ can
be seen as a pragmatic choice to take advantage of
arising opportunities, rather than a desire to become
‘Roman’ (ROSELAAR 2015, 1-12).'° One’s delight at
these fresh ideas is somewhat marred by Roselaar’s
insistence on the term Romanization: ‘...the Roman
conquest did cause significant change in all parts of
life, and that the term ‘Romanization’ can be used as
an umbrella term to incorporate all these changes;
although it does not, of course, mean that people felt
themselves to be ‘Romans’ (ROSELAAR 2015, 4).

Romanization in Hungary

One of the first Hungarian scholars to use Romani-
zation theory to describe the consequences of a
Roman conquest was Andras Alfoldi (1895-1981)
(ALFOLDI 1934; ALFOLDI 1936a; ALFOLDI 1936b).
It is not the purpose here to examine his work in de-
tail, but it is interesting to note that Alf61di seems to
have embraced all the aspects of the model described
above and the influence of the ‘German school’ is
strongly apparent. The role of the army and the es-
tablishment of colonies and towns, the settlement of
veterans are described as tools of the Romanizing
policy in Pannonia. The increased use of Latin and
spread of Roman material culture are also under-
stood as signs of cultural change (ALFOLDI 1936a).
For Alf6ldi, Romanization was a conscious, care-
fully planned process, which ensured the integration
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of the conquered peoples into a higher culture
(ALFOLDI 1934, 23; ALFOLDI 1936a, 21).

One of the very few definitions of what Romani-
zation means comes from Andras Mocsy (1929—
1987). He discussed the term in connection with
the Romanization of Moesia Superior and defined
it as ‘the spontaneous and institutionally directed
changes affecting the social, economic and cultural
conditions that took place a result of the Roman rule
in the European and North-African provinces of the
Roman Empire’(my translation, quoted in BALLA
1990, 34; also Mocsy 1970, 7). In contradiction
to Alfoldi, according to Mdcsy, a Roman conquest
should not be seen as a mission to spread Roman
culture or Latin. In his reading, Romanization was
a tool on the part of Rome that was meant to ensure
the smooth administration of a conquered territory,
it was only a means to an end (Mocsy 1987, 10—
11). The process itself was, although directed and
encouraged, mostly spontaneous and not an assimi-
lation into a higher culture. This is an interesting
distinction, because there seems to be an apparent
move-away from Alfoldi’s Mommsen influenced
interpretation. As for the use of Latin, for Mdcsy,
the spread of Latin inscriptions should not be un-
derstood as indicators of the widespread use of the
language, but as an obvious consequence of Latin
being the language of public life and administration
(Mécsy 1974, 260-263, cf. BARKOCZI 1964, 292).
Looking at Mocsy ‘s earlier publications on the his-
tory of Pannonia (BARKOCZI et al. 1963, 13-79), a
clear evolution of ideas is apparent here. His 1964
History of Pannonia is a description of the carefully
planned and centrally organised Romanization of
the province, in which every imperial measure is in-
terpreted as a thoughtfully considered step towards
the full Romanization of the region (BARKOCZI et al.
1963, 41, for example). In his later version of the
same history (1974, also 1987), if the development
of the province is understood through its Romaniza-
tion, the concept does not directly feature as heav-
ily as before. The process of ‘becoming Romanized’
is presented as a more spontaneous development
rather than a carefully implemented plan. The tools
of Romanization, however, remained the same. The
army and the establishment of colonies were seen by
Mocsy as the main factors of Romanization (MOcsy
1987, 6) and the measure of cultural change of the
native population he interpreted through archaeo-
logical evidence. It is to be noted, however, that
he saw the quick spread of Roman goods as a sim-
ple matter of their design ‘being the latest fashion’
(Mécsy 1974, 259) and not necessarily an indicator

of (instant) cultural change, or the use of Latin (Visy
2012, 246), even if in the end the process of Ro-
manization resulted in the creation of a ‘colourless,
undifferentiated, empire-wide culture’. Although
he allowed for regional differences, these were not
the result of diverse responses to Romanization, but
depended on whether the process started earlier or
later (Mocsy 1974, 176, 259, 263; Mocsy 1987, 8;
BaLLA 1990, 34).

The Romanization described in Erdély torténete
(The History of Transylvania; K&peczi 1986) is per-
haps not as nuanced as Mdcsy*s interpretation, but
it is not much different from it. It is worth quoting
because it is the most comprehensive description/
definition offered in Hungarian research: ‘Roman-
ization was a long process by with the aboriginal
population progressively assimilated Roman cus-
toms and culture. Their material culture was the first
to be influenced and modified by Roman techniques
and styles... Becoming a Roman was a more or less
voluntary act; the provincial administration and the
civitatis provided a structure for the process, which
was also nurtured by urbanization and military ser-
vice. Tribal communities slowly disintegrated as
the society was transformed by lengthy military ser-
vice, urban life, commerce, and other economic ac-
tivities. Assimilation of the empire’s languages was
fostered by military service that lasted 25 years. The
linguistic change, which spanned many generations,
led first to bilingualism, then to total replacement
of the mother tongue. In the empire’s provinces,
this process generally took at least 400 years, if not
longer....Romanization was deliberately promoted
by external measures, and the gradual process of as-
similation can be well-traced in the archaeological
finds of the province.” Unsurprisingly, the conclu-
sion is that ‘(t)here is no trace of such a process in
Dacia’ (ToTH 2001, 114)."7

If in the past three decades no detailed analysis
of Romanization has been published in Hungarian
research, the model is still being applied. The idea
of Romanization still features heavily in publica-
tions, if fresher ideas are also present and the ap-
pearance of ‘Roman’ design on pottery is not nec-
essarily interpreted as a sign of Romanization, but
as an attempt to manufacture a competitive product
(SzaBO—BorHY 2015, 144-145). In other descrip-
tions old interpretations seem to survive without
their validity being questioned and ideas described
above are still dominant without being critiqued.

The army still tends to be understood as a driving
force or instrument of Romanization (SzZEKELY 2014,
80; ViLMos—GRULL 2008, 193), even though recent
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research strongly questions whether retired auxilia-
ry soldiers, for example, should be seen as agents
of ‘Roman culture’, especially considering that they
made up only a small fraction of the population,
where they were present at all (CHERRY 1998, 93;
Hayngs 2013, 340-342). The peaceful acquisition of
the Kingdom of Cottius is interpreted as a triumph of
Romanization (Farkas 2015, 178), which suggests
that, according to the author, the purpose of a Roman
conquest was to Romanize. Objects are understood
in terms of identity. Discussing archaeological finds,
‘Roman’ material culture (i.e. terra sigillata and ‘Ro-
man’ styled objects unearthed in pit dwellings) tends
to be explained as proof for the dwellers’ Roman
identity. That easier and cheaper availability, espe-
cially around Aquincum, and the above discussed
perhaps more attractive design of these might be the
reason for their strong presence in the archaeologi-
cal evidence is not considered and the presence of
Celtic finds is played down as insignificant (BIRO
2007, 23; also MAGYAR 2015, 217; LANG 2016, 44).
A similar approach is applied in an otherwise inter-
esting and admirably researched recent monograph
on the Pannonian vici. The social structure and the
development of these settlements are interpreted in
terms of their Romanization and material culture is
understood as a medium that can offer evidence as to
the identity of the population in the vici (BirO 2017,
211-225). In the archaeological material of the vi-
cus in Budadrs certain items (mirrors, lamps, etc.) in
graves are also considered to be clues as to how far
the deceased had progressed in the process of cultur-
al change (OTTOMANYI 2016, 162, 191, 231). The in-
creasing amount of ‘Roman’ pottery on a site is also
supposed to signify changing identities (OTTOMANYI
2014, 113). How this checklist works exactly is not
clear, however. At the risk of sounding cynical, one
could ask if there is a set number of these items that
is necessary to qualify as a Roman. There is no doubt
that in many cases acculturation happened, but it is
highly debatable whether archaeological evidence
can be used to draw conclusions on identity and very
often the most that can be said is that what we know
for certain is that we do not know. If a suggestion
might be made, at the risk of stating the obvious,
perhaps contextualising these sites in their regional
environment could provide a better understanding of
these settlements and those living in it.

It is not the purpose here to list all the publi-
cations that treat archaeological material this way
and ‘lecture’ the authors on theories concerning
cultural change, but this short review is perhaps
useful in demonstrating how much understanding

of cultural change in Hungarian research is still in-
formed by old interpretations and seem to ignore
newer approaches.

Looking at the bigger picture, disappointingly,
one looks in vain for discussions of newer under-
standings of Romanization in Hungarian scholar-
ship, even though there seems to be an awareness
of the latest ideas discussed above. There is also an
apparent reluctance to take part and engage in the
debate.'® A historian simply brushes aside newer ap-
proaches to cultural change without discussing them
as ‘...they did not take us a step closer to becom-
ing acquainted with reality’ (GRULL 2007, 167-168;
GRULL 2016)." This would be disappointing in itself,
but the brief discussion of Romanization in the same
volume (2007) offers a view that is based on cultural
diversity and the author suggests ‘multiculturalism’
as a concept that perhaps best describes the Roman
experience, but which seems to be the manifestation
of those discarded ideas finding their way into the
author’s tool set after all. It is not encouraging ei-
ther that one looks in vain in a Hungarian university
course book on Roman history (Havas et al. 2007)
for a detailed analysis of the theme of Romanization
as a model of interpretation of cultural change (Also
pointed out by a reviewer, VILMOS—GRULL 2008,
195), which sadly suggests that the authors did not
deem the debate or the subject worthy of a thorough
discussion even though as we have seen there is
much to say on the subject.

In Hungarian research Romanization is very
often discussed in connection with Dacia and the
Daco-Romanian continuity theory (Modcsy 1987,
BarLra 1990; Tota 2001; GALL 2007, 95-96). It
is perhaps not an exaggeration to say that to some
extent Hungarian and especially Romanian scholar-
ship concerning Romanization still struggles in the
straitjacket of the assumed continuity. The history of
the debate goes back to the 19" century and it must
be interpreted in the context of Transylvania and the
question of chronological priority there. Original-
ly used as an argument in the fight for the political
rights of the ‘autochthonous’ Romanian nationality
in Transylvania, after the Treaty of Trianon in 1920
the supposed ‘Romanian continuity’ provided the
scholarly argument and justification for the cession
of Transylvania to Romania. Unsurprisingly, a Hun-
garian call to arms followed and in the succeeding
years an academic war between Hungarian and Ro-
manian scholars erupted reaching its climax after
1940 when Northern Transylvania was returned to
Hungary for a few years during The Second World
War. Romanization, as a model that could ‘scientifi-
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cally prove’ the cultural change of the native popula-
tion of Dacia was a blessing for Romanian research,
but the concept was used by both sides to prove one’s
right and to refute the other’s inevitably different
research conclusions concerning Roman Dacia and
the ‘Romanized’ population there (e.g. Bupay 1925;
ALFOLDI 1926; PARVAN 1928, 149-208; ALFOLDI
1936b, 149-157; Daicoviciu 1943; ALFOLDI 1943;
ALFOLDI 1944; SzEKELY 1943, 31-35; Visy 2012). In
some cases these were rather perplexing suggestions.
Reacting to Hungarian arguments, which considered
(and they still do) the Roman occupation of Dacia
too short a period (approx. 160 years) for the full Ro-
manization of the province and thus the continuity
to happen, Vasile Parvan (1882—1927) proposed that
the cultural connections between Dacia and Italy and
thus the Romanization of Dacia might have started
as early as 1000BC! Constantin Daicoviciu (1898—
1973) considered an extra two centuries before the
Roman conquest of Dacia sufficient and put the start
date to around 100BC (Szgkery 1943, 33). In com-
munist Romania the research objective remained the
same, i.e. to prove the rapid and long-lasting Roman-
ization of the Dacians (OLTEAN 2007, 6). Although
perhaps a new direction could be expected after the
fall of communism, one seems to have hoped in vain.
The Daco-Romanian continuity theory became a
political dogma under Ceausescu (DELETANT 1991)
and anyone questioning it risked becoming an out-
cast even years after the dictatorship fell.? In spite of
this, things seem to slowly change, however. Besides
the well-known historian Lucian Boia’s (Boia 2001)
and others’ (e.g NicuLEscU 2002; NicuLescuU 2007;
Mitu 2006; Mitu 2013)?! scholarly efforts aimed at
writing history devoid of nationalistic aims (LASZLO
2012), mention may be made of a recent monograph,
which the reviewer refers to as a ‘breakthrough in
Romanian archaeology’, as the author states that ar-
chaeology does not have the tools to prove the Da-
co-Romanian continuity (LAzAREscu 2015; GALL
2017, 104). Strangely enough, Lazarescu does not
discuss Romanization, but others do.

Surveying recent Romanian research, on the
one hand, one finds similar understandings of ar-
chaeology to Hungarian interpretations discussed
above. That the adoption of ‘Roman’ material cul-
ture, practices, etc. can be the indication of Romani-
zation is also apparent in Romanian scholarship
(OPRENAU 2008, 140; Diacongscu 2004). It is dis-
appointing that not even Oltean*? managed to write
on Dacia without using Romanization as the inter-
pretative model. Oltean, for instance, talks about
‘Trajan’s approach to romanisation’ when discuss-

ing urbanisation.”® Tt could be reasonably argued
that whether Trajan had an opinion on or an ap-
proach to Romanization is at least highly debatable.
Settlers are referred to as being at ‘various stages
of romanization’ (also Diaconescu 2004, 112) and
Romanization is seen in terms of “Roman’ action
and native response’. Inscriptions are ‘markers of
romanisation’* and a sunken house is seen as out
of place and probably a ‘temporary cultural reminis-
cence’ near a villa site in Romanized Dacia (OLTEAN
2007, 220-227). Latin inscriptions are seen as evi-
dence for Romanization and thus that certain parts
of Dobrudja were ‘completely Romanised’ is mostly
based on Latin inscriptions, which, according to Pet-
culescu, suggest that the population spoke ‘solely
Latin (at least in official circumstances)’ (PETCULES-
cU 2006, 36). It can be said that these ideas are not
much, if any, different from Hungarian interpreta-
tions, but one also comes across bafflingly dated ide-
as about cultural change. In a relatively recent text
on the Romanization of Dacia the author explains
that ‘Dacians were impressed by the superior mate-
rial civilization...When two peoples meet, the most
prestigious one (politically or culturally) gets the up-
per hand’ (BARBULEScU 2005, 166; also CATANICIU
2007, cf. OpreaNuU 2007; RuBeL 2011b). Dacians
assimilated into the superior Roman culture as they
saw it as progress. That this is a more than a hun-
dred-year-old outdated idea does not need emphasis.

On the other hand, as part of a project that was
meant to be the ‘Romanian contribution to this
crucial, on-going debate [on Romanization], and
a much-needed reappraisal of the concept of Ro-
manization’, we can find recent attempts at devis-
ing newer approaches to the theoretical aspects of
the model and its context in Romanian research
(RuBeL 2009; RuBeL 2011a; RUBEL 2013).26 The
driving force behind this initiative was the realisa-
tion that recent debates on the process of integration
have had very little influence on research in Roma-
nia (RUBEL 2011b, 13).>” The same could be said of
scholarship in Hungary.

Whether this project to revitalize Romanian un-
derstandings of cultural change can help Romanian
research reappraise its position on Romanization is
not yet clear, but it is to be noted that however for-
ward looking the initiative seems, these newer ap-
proaches to cultural change should not be based on
older, dated interpretations.?® Also, if the realisation
has been made that the process referred to as Ro-
manization was a complex phenomenon that mani-
fested differently from region to region and could be
experienced differently, then it could be argued that
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it makes no sense to talk about Romanized colonists,
or colonists at various degrees of Romanization that
ensured the Romanization of a province (MIHAILES-
cU-BIrLIBA 2011; MIHAILESCU-BIRLIBA 2013), as
this would imply a uniform ‘Roman’ identity and it
has been established that such a thing did not exist.
One must of course consider that the Roman con-
quest and subsequent occupation and integration of
Dacia or Pannonia into the Roman Empire brought
changes to, for example, the political structure or
the lives of many, if not all, of those living in the
province prior to the arrival of the Romans, but an
attempt to leave the ‘Roman’ attribute out of the de-
scription of Dacia or Pannonia would certainly re-
sult in fresh and stimulating discussions and a new
understanding of these provinces.

Concluding thoughts

To end on a positive note, while it seemed necessary
to bring attention to the above described dated ideas

Notes

1 I would like to thank the anonymous reviewer of the
first version of this paper for their constructive and
insightful suggestions.

2 Of the several spelling variations of the term
‘Romanization’ (romanisation, Romanisation, ‘rom-
anisation’, etc.) (HINGLEY 2000, 111), the capital-
ised Romanization version will be used in this paper.
In quotes the variant preferred by the cited author will
be used.

3 Although the ‘theme’ of Romanization goes back
to the Renaissance, it simply meant the adoption of
Latin, rather than cultural change. For a survey of un-
derstanding of Romanization before the 19" century,
see FREEMAN 2007, 520; HINGLEY 2008a.

4 Roman pottery, glass and coins found in huts in a
native settlement in Anglesey made Haverfield con-
clude that the ‘external fabric of Roman provincial
life were present and almost dominant’ (HAVERFIELD
1912, 37-38), which suggests that those living in the
village lead Romanized lives.

5 Although the colonial experience is apparent in
Haverfield’s work, there is evidence to suggest that
his opinions were in part shaped as a consequence of
two visits he made to Austria-Hungary at the end of
1880s (FREEMAN 2017; also HAVERFIELD 1891; FREE-
MAN 2007, 519-523, 534-535).

6 It is known that pottery was mass produced and
piggybacked on military transports, which probably

on cultural change articulated in Hungarian and Ro-
manian research, it is to be emphasised that there is
an awareness of the latest ideas and efforts are made,
at least in Romania, to contribute to the debate on
Romanization. As a general conclusion of this brief
survey it can be said that although a rapid evolution
of the understanding of cultural change in the Ro-
man Empire has taken place in the past decades, as
far as can be seen, Hungarian scholars, while appear
alert to the latest ideas, regrettably, do not seem to
deem engaging in the debate a meaningful exercise.
It is also apparent that 19" century ideas are still ap-
plied (also in Romanian research) when considering
cultural change. It might be said that although some
of the observations made in the article are negative,
they are not meant to be little the work of Hungar-
ian or Romanian scholars. The paper was written
with the aim to draw attention to the Romanization
debate and the significant advances that have been
made in recent years in the way we see and interpret
cultural change in the Roman Empire.

made it cheaper than local alternatives anywhere. See
FuLrorDp 1991, 40; WiLson 2015, 275.

7 For similar sentiments on terra sigillata, see WELLS
2001, 128. Reece defined material culture as ‘material
better known inside the Roman Empire than outside’
(WELLs 1988, 11). For a brief discussion of the con-
nection between material culture and ethnicity, see
GALL 2007, 98-101, and also Brather (e.g. BRATHER
2002; BRATHER 2004). For a reaction to Brather’s
ideas, see CURTA 2013.

8 Using the same line of thought according to Richard
Reece, as a result of Romanization, ‘Britain became
more Gaulish, more Rhinelandish, more Spanish, a
little more Italian, a very little more African, and a
little more Danubian‘ (REeCE 1988, 11). For Barrett
(BARRETT 1997, 51), Reece merely replaced ‘Roman’
with other problematic categories and whether certain
goods arrived from within the empire is not relevant.

9 Reece’s reaction to Hingley’s ‘globalizing’ theory
sums up the inherent problem with applying mod-
els: Hingley ‘thinks [that]...Imperialism is the wrong
theory and a good dose of better theory will do us
all good. The only thing it is likely to do is provide
material for another author in 50 years’ time to dem-
onstrate how the new theory led us equally astray’
(REECE 2001, 226).

10 The poor are largely ignored by Millett’s Romani-
zation concept at the expense of the elite for which



Romanization then and now

117

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

he was criticised, among others, by Webster, whose
creolising model ironically does the exact opposite
(WEBSTER 2001).

For more exhaustive discussions of aspects of Ro-
manization and suggested models, see e.g. ALFOLDY
2005; SCHORNER 2005a; VERsLUYS 2014. For a fas-
cinating recent study of identity in Roman Gaul and
Spain arguing for the importance of local identity
over becoming ‘Roman’ or ‘Romanized’, see JOHN-
STON 2017.

According to de la Bédoyere, we don’t need fabri-
cated’ arcane social science terms like ‘discrepant
experiences’ [to] provoke a debate where there isn’t
really one to be had’ (quoted in HINGLEY 2007, 538).
By Romanization Wilson means ‘the appearance
and adoption of cultural traits or material that are
not indigenous ...and can be associated with the ar-
rival of, or influence of, the Roman Empire (WiLsON
2015, 274).

Confusingly, for RoTH 2007, 10. Romanization is the
‘most neutral term’ because ‘its original implications
are now so widely rejected’.

Even if the titles on the provisional program of a
congress on Romanization held at the University of
Heidelberg in December 2017, sadly, do not seem
to reflect these advances. https://www.academia.
edu/34183207/Congress_on_Romanization Decem-
ber 2017 Institute_of Classical Archeology Uni-
versity of Heidelberg Preliminary Program Last
accessed 1 September 2017.

It is interesting to note that Kuzsinszky (KuzsINszKY
1895) interpreted such actions in exactly the same
way more than a hundred years ago.

The standard Hungarian work on Roman Dacia, or
any aspect of the history of Transylvania, is still Er-
dely torténete vols I-111. (KOPECZI 1986).

Alfoldy is an exception, but he had western scholarly
affiliations.

Translation of the author.

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

A very interesting and heated discussion of this topic at
a conference in Transylvania made me feel that schol-
ars are simply scared of ‘coming out’ about their views
on whether the available evidence supports the conti-
nuity theory. For the ‘tribulations’ of Sorin Mitu, the
coordinator of a history textbook, see PARANIAU 2001.
For Romanian reactions to Boia’s History and Myth in
Romanian consciousness, see Boia 2001, 1-26.
Mitu’s Transilvania mea. Istorii, mentalitafi, identi-
tati Mitu 2006 is now available in Hungarian (MiTU
2017).

Oltean has British scholarly affiliations.

On whether urbanisation can be interpreted as a vehi-
cle of Romanization, see CHERRY 1998, 84-85.

On whether inscriptions erected by auxiliaries in
Dacia can be interpreted as markers of Romanization,
see CHAPPELL 2010.

Similarly, Bir6 finds pit-dwellings in Roman estab-
lished settlements with no La Tene predecessors
‘striking’ (Bir6 2017, 212).

RUBEL 2013 is the somewhat extended German ver-
sion of RUBEL 2011a. For a full list of publications
and the quote, follow http://arheo.ro/romanization/
Last accessed 5 May 2018.

A critical comment one might make on Rubel’s article
on Romanian scholarship and suggestions for direc-
tions of Romanian research is that he managed to
write an overview of the Romanization debate with-
out a single reference to Freeman, a leading authority
on the subject.

ARDEVAN 2011, for example, strongly argues for the
undeniably complete Romanization of Dacia based
mostly on some very dated (see footnote 1, for exam-
ple) or academically highly questionable papers, such
as BARBULESCU 2001; PRoTASE 2001. For a devastating
review of the use of archaeological evidence in these
publications, which form part of Istoria romanilor 11
(PROTASE-SUCEVEANU 2001), see NicurLescu 2002
and N1cuLEscU 2007; also GALL 2007.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

ALFOLDI, Andras

1926
1934
1936a
1936b

1943

dok 70, 1-37.

dok 70, 129-162.

Hogyan hagytak ott a romaiak Erdélyt? Protestans Szemle 35, 622—624.
Magyarorszag népei €s a Romai Birodalom. Budapest.
Pannonia romaisaganak kialakuldsa és torténeti kerete 1. Kozlemény. Széza-

Pannonia romaisaganak kialakulasa és torténeti kerete 2. Kozlemény. Szaza-

Kelet-magyarorszag a rémai korban. In: Deér, J.—Galdi, L. (eds), Magyarok

és romanok. . kdtet. A Magyar Torténettudomanyi Intézet Evkonyve. Buda-

pest, 1-93.



118

Béla Santa

1944
ALFOLDY, Géza
2005

ARDEVAN, Radu
2011

BaLLA, Lajos

1990

BARBULESCU, Mihai
2001

2005

BARKOCzI, Lasz1d
1964

Zu den Schicksalen Siebenbiirgens im Altertum. Budapest.

Romanisation, Grundbegriff oder Fehlgriff? Uberlegungen zum gegenwiir-
tigen Stand der Erforschung von Integrationsprozessen im Romischen Welt-
reich. In: Visy, Zs. (ed.), Limes XIX: Proceedings of the XIXth International
Congress of Roman Frontier Studies held in Pécs, Hungary, September 2003.
Pécs, 25-56.

Romanizati §i romanizanti in Dacia. Studiu de caz privitor la constituirea
civilizatiei daco-romane. In: Rubel, A. (ed.), Romanizarea. Impunere si ade-
ziune in Imperiul Roman. lasi, 192-201.

Dacia romanizdciéjarél. Hajdusagi Mazeum Evkonyve 7, 33—40.

Cultura si religie. In: Protase, D.—Suceveanu, Al. (eds), Istoria romanilor II.
Bucharest, 225-257.

From the Romans until the End of the first Millennium AD. In: Pop, 1.-A.—
Nagler, T. (eds), The History of Transylvania. Vol I. (until 1541) Cluj-Na-
poca, 137-198.

The population of Pannonia from Marcus Aurelius to Diocletian. Acta
Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 16 (3—4) 257-356.

BarkOczi, Laszlo-BONA, Istvan-Mocsy, Andrés

1963
BARRETT, John C.
1997

BEDOYERE, Guy de la
2015

BirO, Szilvia

2007

2017

Boia, Lucian

2001

BRATHER, Sebastian
2002

2004

Bupay, Arpad
1925

CATANICIU, Bogdan
2007
CHAPPELL, Stephen
2010

Pannonia térténete. Budapest.

Romanization: a critical comment. In: Mattingly, D. J. (ed.), Dialogues in
Roman Imperialism. Power, Discourse, and Discrepant Experience in the
Roman Empire. Journal of Roman Archaeology Supplementary Series No.
23, 51-64.

The Real Lives of Roman Britain. Yale.

A Sokoro vidéke a romai korban. In: Bird, Sz. (ed.), FiRKak 1. Gyér, 17-36.
Die zivilien Vici in Pannonien. Mainz.

History and Myth in Romanian consciousness. Budapest.

Ethnic Identities as Constructions of Archaeology: The Case of the Alamanni.
In: Gillett, A. (ed.), On Barbarian Identity: Critical Approaches to Ethnicity in
the Early Middle Ages. Turnhout, 149-176.

Ethnische Interpretationen in der frithgeschichtlichen Archdologie. Ge-
schichte, Grundlagen und Alternativen. Berlin—New York.

Van-e alapja a dako-roman kontinuitas elméletének? In: Lukinich, 1. (ed.),
Emlékkonyv Dr. grof Klebelsberg Kuno negyedszazados kultarpolitikai
mukodésének emlékére. Sziiletésének otvenedik évfordulojan. Budapest,
127-137.

Daci si romani. Aculturatie in Dacia. Cluj-Napoca.

Auxiliary Regiments and New Cultural Formation in Imperial Dacia, 106—
274 C.E. The Classical World 104 (1) 89-106.



Romanization then and now 119

CHERRY, David
1998

CURTA, Florin
2013

Daicoviciu, Constantin
1943

DELETANT, Dennis

1991

DiacoNEscu, Alexandru
2004

Farkas, Istvan Gerg6

2015

FREEMAN, Philip
1991

1993

1997

2007

2017

FuLForD, Michael
1991

GALL, Erwin
2007
2017
GRULL, Tibor

2007
2016

Frontier and Society in Roman North Africa. Oxford.

The Elephant in the Room. A Reply to Sebastian Brather. Ephemeris Napo-
censis 23, 163-174.

Siebenbiirgen im Altertum. Bucharest.

Rewriting the past: Trends in contemporary Romanian historiography.
Ethnic and Racial Studies 1, 64-86.

Romanizarea Daciei; un capitol de istorie a mentalitdtilor abordat dintr-o
perspectivd arheologica. In: Cringus, M. (ed.), Studia Historica et Archaeo-
logica in Honorem Magistrae Doina Benea. Timisoara, 111-146.

The dislocation of the Roman army in Raetia. British Archaeological Reports
IS 2723. Oxford.

The Study of the Roman Period in Britain: A comment on Hingley. Scottish
Archaeological Review 8, 102—-104.

Romanisation and Roman material culture. Journal of Roman Archaeology 6,
438-445.

Mommsen to Haverfield; The origins of studies of Romanisation in late 19"-c.
Britain. In: Mattingly, D. J. (ed.), Dialogues in Roman Imperialism. Power,
Discourse, and Discrepant Experience in the Roman Empire. Journal of Roman
Archaeology Supplementary Series No. 23, 27-50.

The Best Training-Ground for Archaeologists. Francis Haverfield and the
invention of Romano-British Archaeology. Oxford.

The consequences of Francis Haverfield s visits east of Vienna in the 1880s.
In: Szabd, Cs.—Rusu-Bolindet, V.—Rustoiu, G.—Gligor, M. (eds), Béla Cserni
and his contemporaries. The pioneers of archaeology in Alba Julia and be-
yond. Cluj-Napoca, 275-321.

Britain and the Roman Empire: the evidence for regional and long distance
trade. In: Jones, R. F. J. (ed.), Britain in the Roman Period: Recent Trends.
Sheffield, 35-49.

Torténetiras a XXI. szazad elején. Megjegyzések a Romdanok Torténete I11.
kotetéhez. Székelyfold 11 (12), 78-110.

Attérés a romadniai régészetben? (Vlad Andrei Lizarescu konyvérsl). Kom-
mentar 3, 104-112.

Az utolso birodalom. Az Imperium Romanum természetrajza. Budapest.
A globalizacio és multikulturalizmus kérdései a Romai Birodalomban. Korall

63, 69-83.

Havas LAszLO-HEGYT W. Gyorgy—SzaBo Edit

2007
HAVERFIELD, Francis
1891

1906
1909

Romai torténelem. Budapest.

Notes on some museums in Galicia and Transilvania. Archaeological Journal
48, 1-13.

The Romanization of Roman Britain. British Academy Proceedings 2, 185-217.
Prefatory Note. In: Mommsen, Th., The Provinces of the Roman Empire
from Caesar to Diocletian (translated by Dickinson, W.P.). London.



120 Béla Santa

1912 The Romanization of Roman Britain (Second edition). Oxford.

1915 The Romanization of Roman Britain (Third edition). Oxford.

1924 The Romanization of Roman Britain (Fourth edition, revised by Mac-
Donald, G.). Oxford.

HAyNES, Ian

2013 Blood of the Provinces: The Roman Auxilia and the Making of Provincial
Society from Augustus to the Severans. Oxford.

HINGLEY, Richard

1995 Britannia: Origin myths and the British Empire. In: Cotham, S., Dungworth, D.,
Scott, S., Taylor, T. (eds), Proceedings of the Fourth Theoretical Roman
Archaeology Conference. Oxford, 11-23.

1996 The legacy of Rome; the rise, decline and fall of the theory Romanisation. In:
Webster, J.—Cooper, N. (eds), Roman Imperialism. Post-Colonial Perspec-
tives. Leicester Archaeology Monographs 3, 35-48.

2000 Roman officers and English gentlemen. The imperial origins of Roman
archaeology. London.

2005 Globalizing Roman Culture. Unity, diversity and empire. London.

2007 Situating a post-colonial Roman Britain. Journal of Roman Archaeology 20,
535-540.

2008a Not so Romanized? Tradition, Reinvention or Discovery in the Study of
Roman Britain. World Archaeology 40, No. 3, 427-443.

2008b The recovery of Roman Britain 1586-1906. A colony so fertile. Oxford.

2014a Romanization. In: Smith, C. (ed.), Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology. New
York, 6373—-6380.

2014b Struggling with a Roman inheritance. A response to Versluys. An archaeo-

HiTcHNER, R. Bruce
2008

JoHNSTON, Andrew C.
2017

JONES, Sian
1997

logical dialogue on Romanization. Archaeological Dialogues 21 (1) 20-24.

Globalization Avant la Lettre: Globalization and the History of the Roman
Empire. New Global Studies 2 (2) 1-12.

The Sons of Remus: Identity in Roman Gaul and Spain. Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts—London.

The Archaeology of Ethnicity.: Constructing Identities in the Past and Present.
London.

KEAY, Simon—TERRENATO, Nicola

2001

Koreczi, Béla
1986

Kuzsinszky, Balint
1895

LANG, Orsolya
2016

LAszLO, Attila
2012
LAzAREScU, Vlad-Andrei

2015

MAGYAR, Zsolt
2015

(Eds), Italy and the West: Comparative issues in Romanization. Oxford.
(Ed.), Erdély torténete vol 1. Budapest.

Pannonia és Dacia. In: Szilagyi, S. (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet torténete I.
Budapest, LVII-CCLIV.

“Ime, itt a Magyar Pompeji!” Az aquincumi polgdrvdros torténete. Hatér-
talan Régészet 1 (2) 43-48.

Torténetirds: tudomany és/vagy politika — Gondolatok egy cikk margojara.
Székelyfold 12. Available at: https://www.hargitakiado.ro/cikk.php?a=MTg-
wMw Last accessed: 28 February 2017.

Locuirea in Transilvania din ultimeledecenii ale provinciei Dacia sipand la
prabusirea ,,imperiuli” hunic (250-450). Cluj-Napoca.

Research in the Late La Tene — Early Roman Settlement at Bataszék, Kortve-



Romanization then and now 121

MATTINGLY, David
1997
2002
2004
2006

2011
2014

lyesi-diil6. The Early Roman Period. In: Bird, Sz—Molnar, A. (eds), Landliche
Siedlungen der romischen Kaiserzeit im mittleren Donauraum. Gyor, 197-225.

(Ed.), Dialogues in Roman Imperialism. Power, Discourse, and Discrepant
Experience in the Roman Empire. Journal of Roman Archaeology Supple-
mentary Series No. 23.

Vulgar and weak Romanization, or time for a paradigm shift? Journal of
Roman Archaeology 15, 536-540.

Being Roman: expressing identity in a provincial setting. Journal of Roman
Archaeology 17, 1-25.

An Imperial Possession, Britain in the Roman Empire. Harmondsworth.
Imperialism, Power and Identity: Experiencing the Roman Empire. Princeton.
Identities in the Roman world: discrepancy, heterogeneity, hybridity, and plu-
rality. In: Brody, L. R.—Hoffman, G. L. (eds), Roman in the Provinces: Art on
the Periphery of Empire. Massachusetts, 35-59.

MIHAILESCU-BIRLIBA, Lucretiu

2011

2013

MILLETT, Martin
1990a

1990b

Mitu, Sorin
2006
2013

2017
Mocsy, Andréas
1970

1974
1987

MoMMSEN, Theodor
1909

Ex toto orbe Romano: Immigration into Roman Dacia; with Prosopographi-
cal Observations on the Population of Dacia. Colloquia Antica 5. Paris.
Acculturation, romanisation, colonisation dans les provinces romaines de
Dacie et de Mésie Inférieure: observations générales et questions de mé-
thode. In: Rubel, A. (ed.), Imperium und Romanisierung Neue Forschungs-
ansétze aus Ost und West zu Ausiibung, Transformation und Akzeptanz von
Herrschaft im Romischen Reich. Konstanz, 159-175.

The Romanization of Britain. An essay in archaeological interpretation.
Cambridge.

Romanization: historical issues and archaeological interpretation. In:
Blagg, T.—Millett, M. (eds), The Early Roman Empire in the West. Oxford,
35-41.

Transilvania mea. Istorii, mentalitati, identitati. lasi.

Hungarians and Romanians: How Were Two Images of Hostility Born? In:
Blomgqvist, A. E.—lordachi, C.—Trencsényi, B. (eds), Hungary and Romania
Beyond National Narratives. Comparisons and Entanglements. Oxford, 35-92.
Az én Erdélyem. Marosvasarhely.

Gesellschaft und Romanization in der romischen Provinz Moesia Superior.
Amsterdam.

Pannonia and Upper Moesia: a history of the Middle Danube provinces of
the Roman Empire. London.

A dunai-balkani térség romanizacioja. Vilagtorténet 9 (3) 3—-17.

The Provinces of the Roman Empire from Caesar to Diocletian (translated by.
Dickinson, W.P.). London.

NicuLescu, Gheorge Alexandru

2002

2007

Nationalism and the Representation of Society in Romanian Archaeology. In:
Nation and National Ideology Past, Present and Prospects. Proceedings of the
International Symposium held at the New Europe College, Bucharest April
6—7. Bucharest 2001, 209-234.

Archaeology and Nationalism in the History of the Romanians. In: Kohl, P.—
Kozelsky, M.—Ben-Yehuda, N. (eds), Selective Remembrances: Archaeology
in the Construction, Commemoration, and Consecration of National Pasts.
Chicago, 127-159.



122

Béla Santa

OLTEAN, loana
2007

OPRrEANU, Coriolan Horatiu

2007

2008

OrTomanyl, Katalin

2014
2016

PARAIANU, Rdzvan
2001

PARVAN, Vasile
1928

PETCULESCU, Liviu
2006

Dacia. Landscape, colonisation and romanisation. London.

Despre Stiinta, fair play sifrustrare (Comentarii pe marginea unei lucrari in-
utile, loana Bogdan Cataniciu, Daci si romani. Aculturatie in Dacia, Acade-
mia Romadna, Centrul de Studii Transilvane, Cluj-Napoca, 2007, Ephemeris
Napocensis 16/17, 345-353.

Regandind romanizarea in Dacia. Cazul sudului Transilvaniei. Ephemeris
Napocensis 18, 131-145.

Ujabb rémai vicusok Aquincum territoriumdn. Dissertationes Archaeologi-
cae 3 (2) 297-143.

A budaorsi romai vicus temetdje. In: Ottomanyi, K. (ed.), A budadrsi romai
vicus temetdje. Budapest, 9-372.

National Prejudices, Mass Media and History Textbooks: The Mitu contro-
versy. In: Trencsényi, B.—Petrescu, D.—Petrescu, C.—lordachi, C.—Kantor, Z.
(eds), Nation-building and Contested Identities: Romanian and Hungarian
Case Studies. Budapest, 93—120.

Dacia: An Outline of the Early Civilizations of the Carpatho-Danubian
Countries. Cambridge.

The Roman Army as a Factor of Romanisation in the North-Eastern Part
of Moesia Inferior. In: Bekker-Nielsen, T. (ed.), Rome and the Black Sea
Region: Domination, Romanisation, Resistance (Black Sea Studies). Aarhus,
31-41.

PrrTs, Martin—VERSLUYS, Miguel John

2015

PROTASE, Dumitru
2001

(Eds), Globalisation and the Roman World. World History, Connectivity and
Material Culture. Cambridge.

Daco-romani, romanici, alogeni. In: Protase, D—Suceveanu, A. (eds), Istoria
romanilor II. Bucharest, 159—-168.

PrOTASE, Dumitru—SUCEVEANU, Alexandru

2001
REECE, Richard
1988
2001

ROSELAAR, Saskia
2015

RoTH, Roman
2007
RoTHE, Ursula
2005

RUBEL, Alexander
2009

2011a
2011b

(Eds), Istoria romanilor I1. Bucharest.

My Roman Britain. Cirencester.
Richard Hingley. Roman officers and English gentlemen: the imperial origins
of Roman archaeology. Antiquity 75 (287) 226.

Introduction. In: Roselaar, T. S. (ed.), Processes of Cultural Change and Inte-
gration in the Roman World. Leiden, 1-19.

Styling Romanisation: pottery and society in central Italy. Cambridge.

Die Anfinge der Romanisierungsforschung. In: Schorner, G. (ed.), Romani-
sierung — Romanisation. Theoretische Modelle und praktische Fallbeispiele.
British Archaeological Reports. IS1427 Oxford, 1-13.

Romanisierung als theoretisches Forschungsproblem. Voriiberlegungen zu
einer rumdnischen Romanisierungsdebatte. Arheologia Moldovei 32, 57-71.
(Ed.) Romanizarea. Impunere si adeziune in Imperiul Roman. lasi.

Problema romanizarii in contextul romdnesc. Situatia actuala si perspec-



Romanization then and now 123

2013

SCHORNER, Giinter

2005a

2005b

tive noi. In: Rubel, A. (ed.), Romanizarea. Impunere si adeziune in Imperiul
Roman. Jasi, 13-28.

(Ed.) Imperium und Romanisierung. Neue Forschungsansdtze aus Ost und
West zu Austibung, Transformation und Akzeptanz von Herrschaft im Rémi-
schen Reich. Konstanz.

(Ed.) Romanisierung — Romanisation. Theoretische Modelle und praktische
Fallbeispiele. British Archaeological Reports. IS1427. Oxford.

Einfiihrung. In: Schorner, G. (ed.), Romanisierung — Romanisation. Theore-
tische Modelle und praktische Fallbeispiele. British Archaeological Reports.
1S1427 Oxford, V-XVI.

SzaB0, Miklos—Borny, Laszld

2015

SZEKELY, MELINDA

2014

SZEKELY, Zoltin
1943

ToTH, Endre
2001

VERSLUYS, Miguel John

2014

Magyarorszag torténete az okorban — Keltak és romaiak. Budapest.

“Pannonia terra creat, tumulat italia tellus” Cavalieri pannonici a Roma al
servizio. dell imperatore. Acta Antiqua 54 (1) 73-80.

A komolloi erdditett romai tabor. Jelentés a Székely Nemzeti Muzeum 1942.
évi asatasarol. Kolozsvar.

The Roman Province of Dacia. In: Képeczi, B. (ed.), History of Transylvania.
East European Monographs No. DLXXXI, 61-134.

Understanding objects in motion. An archaeological dialogue on Romaniza-
tion. Archaeological Dialogues 21 (1) 1-20.

ViLmos, Laszlo—GRrRULL, Tibor

2008

Visy, Zsolt
2012

WEBSTER, Jane
2001

WELLS, Peter
2001

WILSON, Peter
2015

WooLkr, Greg
1992

1997
1998

Havas Laszlo — Hegyi W. Gyorgy — Szabo Edit: Romai térténelem. Konyv-
ismertetés. Budapesti Konyvszemle. 20 (2) 191-195.

., Dacia... diuturno bello Decibali viris fuerat exhausta” Alfoldi Andrds és a
daciai kontinuitds. Antik Tanulmanyok 56, 233-255.

Creolizing the Roman Provinces. American Journal of Archaeology 105,
209-225.

The Barbarians Speak: How the Conquered Peoples Shaped Roman Europe.
Princeton.

Living in the shadow of the Roman army: aspects of civilian settlement in
northern England. In: Breeze, D. J.—Oltean, I.—Jones, R. (eds), Understanding
Roman Frontiers. Edinburgh, 273-285.

The unity and diversity of Romanization. Journal of Roman Archaeology 5,
349-352.

Beyond Roman and Natives. World Archaeology 28 (3) 339-380.

Becoming Roman. The origins of provincial civilization in Gaul. Cambridge.



124

Béla Santa

ROMANIZACIO HAJDAN ES MA.

A ROMAI BIRODALOMBAN VEGBEMENT KULTURAVALTAST TARGYALO
INTERPRETACIOK FEJLODESENEK ROVID ATTEKINTESE

Reziimeé

A romanizacié modell, amely segit értelmezni a
romai kori régészeti leleteket, és azt a folyamatot
értjiik alatta, amely soran a Romai Birodalom al-
tal meghoditott teriilet betagozddott a Romai Biro-
dalomba és romaiva valt. Az eredetileg Theodor
Mommsenhez (1817-1903) fiiz6d6 modell szerint
a romanizacié egy gondosan kidolgozott terv sze-
rint haladt, és a latin nyelv, a romai vallés, az urba-
nizacid es a romai hasznalatai targyak megjelené-
sében foghatd meg. Véleménye szerint a folyamat
olyan jelenségek segitségével kovethetd nyomon,
amelyekbdl identitdsra vonatkozd kovetkezteté-
seket lehet levonni. Szerinte a hoditasok célja is a
romai kultura terjesztése, a romanizacio volt. Ezek
a gondolatok még mindig uralkodéak a mai kuta-
tasban, bar egyértelmiien a 19. szazadi ,,Zeitgeist”,
»korszellem” sziilottjei. Az elmult néhany évtized-
ben fdleg angolszasz kutatok Ossztliz ala vették a
romanizaciot, mint a kutatas mai allasa szerint mar
meghaladott értelmezési modellt. Ez a gondolat-
¢bresztd tudomanyos vita szamos 0j elgondolast,
értelmezést, és Ujabb, valdsziniileg a jovoben a
romanizaciohoz hasonlé sorsra juté modellek kidol-
gozasat eredményezte, és bar a kutatok egy része
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University of Liverpool
b.santa@liv.ac.uk

nem fogadja el ezeket a frissebb elképzeléseket, a
téma folyton napirenden van és sok, a kutatast eld-
revivo gondolat fogalmazddik meg pro és contra.
Ehhez képest a magyar szakembereket, ugy tinik,
nem hozza lazba ez a tudomanyos vita és a mai
romanizacié értelmezés sok esetben megegyezik a
szaz évvel ezelottivel. Az egyetlen témakor, ahol a
romanizacio elmélet atgondolasa eldkeriil, az Erdély
¢és a dako-roman kontinuitas kérdéskore. Talan nem
meglepd, hogy a magyar kutatasba is ezen elmélet-
tel kapcsolatban keriilt be a fogalom. A roman es
magyar torténészek kozott az Erdély hovatartoza-
sanak problémajarol zajlo, a tudomanyossag kon-
tosébe bujtatott vitaba Alfoldi Andras (1895-1981)
vonta be ¢és alkalmazta Mommsen romanizacio
modelljét. Bar a ma zajl6 vitanak megfeleld finom-
hangolas bizonyos mértékig a magyar kutatasban
is megtortént, Alfoldi 6ta alapvetéen nem valtozott
a romanizacio értelmezés. Ez nehezen érthetd, hi-
szen az Ujabb gondolatok, legalabbis a figyelemfel-
keltés szintjén, mar példaul a roman régészetet is
elérték, mig Magyarorszagon behatdéan senki nem
foglalkozik a kérdéssel és ugy tiinik, hogy még a
fiatalabb generacid6 is ignoralja a témat.
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