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1. THE TOPIC OF THE RESEARCH &
2.  THE MOTIVATION OF THE CHOICE

Our research concerns The Property Restitution for the Jewish Population in Bucharest and Cluj. This topic was selected as a problem that may anchor the study of identity building strategies among the members of the Romanian Jewish communities. 
We consider that the case of restitution of the property belonging to the Romanian Jewish community is a highly illustrative one, as the members of the community are “double victims”: first to Nazism and subsequently to Communism (for instance, the restitution in most of the CEECs initially concerned property lost during the Communist regimes and excluded compensation for the war years or for the victims of Nazism).

At the beginning of the ‘90s, the policies implemented generally in Central and Eastern European countries privileged one group of victims (the “majority” group) and excluded from compensation minorities (notably two prominent minorities in the region: the German and the Jewish ones). “The underlying moral economy framed a region wide rhetoric of restitution as a reconstruction of national identity”
. 
This stems from the fact that, “in the post-communist world, restitution had become an adjudicator of national identity and ethnicity”
. Some of the CEEC restricted initially restitution to current citizens and permanent residents (Croatia -99, Czech Republic, Lithuania), so the legal status of the minorities’ property, such as that of the expatriates, was often part of “the agenda to keep all types of « others » out”
. 

3. The MAIN RESEARCH QUESTIONS that we formulated in our project were:

· What are the effects of the restitution on the Jewish community life? Or, differently put, what is the role of property restitution in the process of current identity construction?

· How is restitution perceived by the Jewish/ non-Jewish population?

4. Our SOURCES of information were mainly:

· Written sources:

· Archive sources: we consulted documents from the

· National Romanian Archives in Bucharest (especially meetings’ reports of the Central Committee of the Romanian Communist Party)

· The Archives of the Center for the Study of Jewish History (Bucharest)

· The Archives of  the Hebrew Studies Center Goldstein Goren (Bucharest University)

· The Archives of The Federation of Jewish Communities (Bucharest)

· The Archives the Foundation “Caritatea” (“Charity”, a foundation which is in fact the Romanian representative of the World Jewish Congress and of the World Jewish Restitution Organization. 
· The Archives of the Centre de Documentation Juive contemporaine, Center of Jewish Contemporary Documentation (Paris)
· Statistics, especially  data from the National Institute of Statistics or reports elaborated by the World Jewish Restitution Organization
· Legislation (Monitorul Oficial)
· Obviously autobiographical and scientific literature
· Complementary sources: the review of The Federation of Jewish Communities, Realitatea Evreiasca (Jewish Reality), newspapers, websites of the international or local Jewish organizations, etc.

· Oral sources: interviews

5. For our study, we have chosen some classical anthropological METHODS, such as:

· Participant observation. 
· In – depth interviews 
· Life – histories 
And also content analysis of different documents, including press-monitoring

6. As for THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK:

· The body of literature concerning the property gave us a ground for understanding the process of restitution in post socialist Romania. There are three main bodies of literature concerning property: 

1. one is emphasizing the legal aspects of property relations and it is the outcome of the legal practice. This orientation represents what Carol Rose called the Critical Legal Studies School (Rose 1994). These scholars are mainly professors of law (Radin 1993, Singer 2002, Wilson and Jon 2003). 

2. The second body of literature represents an economic approach, emphasizing the benefit one could draw from the ownership. The economic efficiency is the ultimately goal of this approach (Bromley 1991, Anderson and McChesney 2003, Mathijs and Swinnen 1998, Rabinowicz and Swinnen 1997). 

3. Finally, the third body of literature is mainly concerned with the cultural and social aspects of property rights. Property – a key concept in anthropological studies of the 19th century - came back as a fundamental concept in anthropological studies of transition. 
· I would resume only two main theories that helped us to refine the theoretical approach of property and to analyze the empirical findings :

·  Various studies emphasizing that the property-rights restitution (especially in post-socialist countries) is a process where social relations are articulated and transformed (Chris Hann, 1993a; 1993b, 1996; 1999). Behind the restitution claims, there is a web of relations of the former owners with the state, with the sitting tenants, and with living and deceased relatives.

· Katherine Verdery (1994; 1996; 1998; 1999, 2003) defines property not only as a cultural and social relationship but also “as a cultural construct by which persons are linked to one another and to values through culturally specific idioms”. In fact, Verdery’s property analysis invokes the total system of social, cultural, and political relations. 
7. LEGISLATION concerning the “romanianization”/ nationalization/ of Jewish properties:

During the pro-Nazi regime of Ion Antonescu (1940 – 1944), several decrees stipulated the “Romanianization”/ “Aryanization” of the Jewish assets (both the individual and the communitarian properties) (Decree-Laws from 16th November 1940, 20th  November 1940, Law from 28th March 1941, Decree-Law from 3rd of May 1941..). A National Center for Romanianization had been created within the Ministry of the Economy, in order to administrate the expropriated assets (the 5th of May 1941). 

The communist power (1944 – 1989) gradually confiscated most of the “functions” of the Jewish Community:

· The social one (by nationalization of the majority of the Jewish hospitals, medical centers, asylums, cantinas), 1949

· The educational one (by nationalization of the Jewish schools), 1948

The Jewish institutions were practically dispossessed by their material base, so that the cult could perform its activity only in a very restricted frame and under strict political control. 

After 1989, the assets of the Romanian Jewish community- synagogues, cemeteries, schools, hospitals, and cultural property (confiscated religious objects, such as Torah scrolls and menorahs) constituted the focus of special legislation, which was adopted only in the late ‘90s (beginning with 1997): Government ordinances, Government Emergency Ordinances, Government Decisions, Prefect Orders, Laws (GEO no. 21/1997, modified by GEO no. 101/2000; GEO no. 112/1998; GEO no. 83/1999; GD no. 1334/2000, Law no. 501/2002, Law no. 66/2004, etc.)

Romania has passed legislation concerning the restitution of houses confiscated by the socialist states later than most of the countries in the region (such as Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, the Baltic states..) – in 1995, with revisions in 1997, 2000, 2001; housing restitution remains an issue of much public and political debates)

Fieldwork, Comments on Empirical Data and Conclusions

We viewed the issue as one in process, a sort of negotiation of views, voices, perspectives, representations of it, first of all among members of the Jewish groups. 

 The whole project was oriented in the direction of finding criteria of definability for these two Jewish Communities nowadays, the simple, very basic research question being: Is Restitution of properties an issue that proves. shows, configures certain specificities of the Jewish communities from Cluj and Bucharest, is there any specific response to this phenomenon that affect other communities as well? 

Our intention was also to relate somehow this issue of restitution/ recuperation properties to the one of identity of these communities.

We have also considered that the process of restitution/recuperation of properties is related to the one of restitution/recuperation of Past, a way in which both sides (one involved in Restitution, the other- in Recuperation) can prove that memory is, to certain extents, alive (assuming the guilt from one side, simply affirming it, from the other).  It also says something about the way in which they relate past to the present, projecting somehow the future. 

In our case, these two sides are the State (with all its mechanisms, with all its institutions involved in restitution) and the Jewish communities from Cluj and Bucharest (with their institutions designed for Recuperation of properties and mostly, with their members who have certain attitudes, thoughts and imaginary regarding it). 

I. First of all, we have tried to see how these two sides or parts of the process are approaching one another, which is their dynamic and how this issue is made alive through this dynamic. 

“nationalization happened in one night and look, after so many years we are still so confused”.
“This principle of nationalization should have been abandoned immediately after Revolution as we intend to change the direction of society. But it is far from being that way”

“As far as I know, in any democratic country, if a party needs a location, it will follow the regular path: it is not the Govern responsible for offering it from the property of someone else “(a comment regarding law 90/ 18-th of March 2003)

“I have friends in New York and Israel.  At that moment, they have directly contacted Romanian Embassies, trying to regain the Romanian citizenship. But this procedure lasted too much, more than 2 or 3 months. They did not have any chance, as they could not regain the citizenship on time” 
(a comment regarding law112/1995,asserting basically the fact that the former owners could get the property back in case they prove they are Romanian citizens.)

“In Maramures, almost 80% of the forests had been private property of Jews from there. 90% of the families lost their lives in deportation.  There are no descendents to claim them , so , no problem, all these properties remain state property. The state is the beneficiary of the tragedy of Jews.  There are buildings in this situation, as well. In Cluj, Mâloasă street, nr. 7. belonged to a Jewish family.  Nobody returned. It became state property. The  State sold it to the tenants.  So it is no restitution regarding it”.
II Secondly, we have tried to focus on the internal dynamic of the community, approaching it and somehow, entering it via this topic, considering as much as we could, the multitude of voices, views, perspectives, meanwhile searching for invariants, homogenous responses, coagulation factors. 
“I am not skeptical. It is a process which has just started and there are already some results. Of course, things could have developed better, but the Foundation

(Charity) has a small structure, a reduced number of employees, it can not be involved that much. I do this job as the second one.  It would be good to have here a whole structure of the foundation, with a secretary and a specific location. Maybe, we’ll obtain that in the future. 

I have said that we are still in a period of refurbishments and renovations, when we do not get enough money, but I am optimistic. [………]

Not everyone has the same attitude, thou.  Several officials of Jewish communities asserted, with fear, there will be no Jews in Romania in 10-15 years. Maybe, maybe not. If not, we have to be optimistic. I think there are still enough resources to strengthen us. There are persons coming back from Israel or Occident with business or to reunify families.  But still it is not a wave”. 

“My Children, one in Israel, one in Canada have their own lives where they are. They have told me they are not very interested in recuperating anything, which is sad.” 

III. On the other hand, we have intended to assess the ways in which these groups see the same process of Restitution/ Recuperation as affecting others (other ethnic, religious communities) and, not really systematically, the other way around (to see how the process of Restitution / Recuperation for the Jewish Communities is perceived by the others). We have chosen this path as we want to have a dynamic perspective of the phenomenon, seeing it as a sort of negotiation of voices, responses, triggers etc...

“Greek Catholics have so many difficulties, like us. The others […religious communities…] have as well, but not so many. Unitarians, Catholics. They have the centre of Cluj. It is a real problem, it is a problem for the State, meanwhile. It is necessary to build up places for all state institutions and from where -these amounts of money?”
IV. We have also recorded voices of members who conceptualize several problems associated with these communities (producing a sort of internal reflection on them - I am going to give an example from Cluj, in this sense, and the “voice” is of a person known in the group as “our memory”)
“Those returned from deportation, very few, were not interested any more in properties and afterwards, communism distorted the sense of property. Everyone preferred not to have anything”.  

Conclusions

I. First of all, there are definitely certain levels of ambiguities, indecisions, contradictions in what concerns the attitude of the State regarding Restitution post ‘89, the laws are formulated as such, justice is not to be trusted. The communities perceive all these and their response is usually disappointment, renouncement, or incrimination of the State, but not necessary publicly.  

One can speak about levels of indecisions and associated to them, heterogeneous responses with respect to the topic. What is absolutely clear and the consequent answer is that the State is perceived as a non trustful mechanism, with arbitrary actions. 

II. With respect to our second research focus, one can say that, as there are plural attitudes and voices concerning the topic of recuperation properties and also, there are some invariant responses and views, it can be seen as a dynamic one, which vitalize to certain extents the communities. 

III. Related to the third research point, one can say that the members of the Jewish Communities we have interviewed, assert they feel they share the same fate with members from other religious and ethnic communities.

As it speaks about levels of indecisions, ambiguities and about responses given to them, I think, our case describes well the general anguishing post ’89 Romanian realities.
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