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Preciziri referitoare la nota de recenzie
a volumului 7he Prehistory of Banar (Editors-
in-chief Nikola Tasi¢ and Florin Drasovean),
L. The Palaeolithic and Mesolithic (Edited by
Florin Drasovean and Borislav  Jovanovic), EA
The Publishing House of the Romanian Academsy,
Bucharest, 2011, 245 p., 77 fig., ISBN: 978-973-
27-2057-8, semnati de Elena-Cristina Nitu,
Annales d’Université Valahia Targoviste, Tome
XIII, Nr. 1, 2011, p. 91-98.

u dorim si transformdm paginile revistei

Analele Banatului intr-un loc de polemici
asupra unui subiect creat artificial. Dorim 1insi
si aducem citeva ldmuriri asupra unor acuzatii
nefondate enuntate de Elena-Cristina Nitu (mai
departe E-C.N.) in nota, cu pretentii de recenzie,
pe care aceasta 0 semneazd.

Inci de la inceput precizim faprul ci, asa cum
reiese limpede si din cele doud cuvinte introduc-
tive ale volumului 7he Prehistory of Banat, I. The
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic, ideea realizirii unui
volum de sinteza asupra realitatilor preistorice din
Banat este una mai veche si are la bazi, in primul
rand, necesitatea prezentdrii unitare a realititilor
arhelogice spre o mai facili identificare a proble-
melor prioritare de cercetare comund a acestei pro-
vincii istorice.

Asadar, modul de raportare la acest volum
trebuie s tind cont de realititile arheologice ale
zonei, care sunt in directa legaturi cu stadiul cerce-
tarilor, diferentiat ca amploare si delimitat in timp
de la 0 zona la alta a Banatului.

Prin urmare, trebuie mentionat explicit ci
volumul ,recenzat” a avut rolul de a prezenta o
sintezd coerentd asupra realitatilor arheologice ale
paleoliticului din Banatul istoric, ficuta pe baza
cercetarilor efectuate (pana la nivelul anului 2007
si fird a avea in vedere cercetarile mai noi, aflate
in desfisurare in cadrul unui program internatio-
nal de cercetare) nefiind rezultatul unui program
de cercetare recent. Acest volum, ca orice demers
de sintezd, are menirea de a pune impreuna datele
existente pand in acest moment si de a identifica si
lamuri, daca este posibil, problemele si lacunele de
natura stiintifica.

Acestea fiind spuse, sa analizim cele scrise de

E-C.N.

Details to the review note of the volume
The Prehistory of Banat (Editors-in-chief Nikola
Tasi¢ and Florin Drasovean), I. The Palacolithic
and Mesolithic (Edited by Florin Dragovean and
Borislav Jovanovic), EA The Publishing House of the
Romanian Academy, Bucharest, 2011, 245 p., 77
fig., ISBN: 978-973-27-2057-8, signed by Elena-
Cristina Nitu, Annales d’Université Valahia
Targoviste, Tome XIII, Nr. 1, 2011, p. 91-98.

e do not wish to transform 7he Annals of

Banat journal into a controversy context
over a topic created artificially. We would like to
bring some clarifications on some unfounded alle-
gations set forth by Elena-Cristina Nitu (further
of E-C.N.) in the note which she signs as a review.

Even from the beginning we mention that as
it clearly results from the two forewords of the
volume 7he Prebistory of Banat, 1. The Palaeolithic
and Mesolithic, the idea of a synthesis volume on
prehistoric realities of Banat is an older one and is
firstly based on the need for a uniform presenta-
tion of archaeological reality scoped for an easier
identification of the priority common research
issues of this historical province.

Therefore, the way of reporting to this volume
should take account of the archacological realities
of the area, realities that are directly related to the
status of research, differentiated as extend and dis-
tinct in time from one Banat area to another.

Hence, it should be clearly mentioned that
the “reviewed” volume was meant to present a
coherent synthesis on the archaeological realities
of the Palaeolithic in historical Banat, based on
the research carried out (up to 2007 and without
taking into consideration the recent research,
which are on-going in an international research
program) and it didn’t occur as a result of a recent
research program. This volume, like any synthesis
approach, was meant to bring together existing
data and to identify and clarify, if possible, prob-
lems and scientific gaps.

All these being said, let’s analyse what E-C.N.
had written.

We retain from the note in question, even from
the first lines, that “7he amplest part of this work is
the second chapter, The Palaeolithic in Banat, signed
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Inci din primele randuri ale notei in discu-
tie retinem ci: ,, 7he amplest part of this work is the
second chapter, The Paleolithic in Banat, signed by Ion
Cornel Biltean, which, unfortunately, also presents
the biggest problems.”, afirmatie cu care, am fi fost
de acord daci analiza ficutd de autoare ar fi dez-
bitut, micar partial, chestiuni de natura stiingifica.

Din picate insa lucrurile nu stau asa, intregul
discurs al E-C.N pare a fi mai degrabi caracteristic
unui sfirsit de carierd, marcat de o seami de frus-
trari, nerealizari si acuzatii, decat al unui inceput
intr-un spatiu in care, pentru cercetarea paleoliti-
cului din Banat, putem vorbi de orice dar numai
de situatii indiscutabile nu.

Intr-un spirit vidit tendentios, (probabil in
stransd legdturd cu denigririle telefonice preala-
bile lansarii volumului (sic/), E-C.N. incearci pe
parcursul a citorva pagini, printr-o interpretare
mai mult decit indoielnici si o citare selectivd, si
demonstreze cu orice pret inutilitatea volumului si,
mai ales, lipsa de deontologie profesionali in folo-
sirea informatiilor mele bibliografice, ca semnatar
al capitolului 2.

Pentru a ilustra si discuta cteva din afirmatiile
si interpretarile defectuoase prezentate, citim mai
jos cateva exemple:

i. ., Thefeatures of the Palaeolithic are very briefly
described and, despite irs title, this subchap-
ter is rather a pleading concerning the need
to carry out geomorfological and sedimen-
rological studies. Sure, these studies are very
necessary, but we were about to realize that
they were totally absent from this chapter.”
(Nigu 2011, 91).

Din punctul nostru de vedere nu putem vorbi
de o cercetare a orizonturilor paleolitice fird o
detaliatd intelegere a transformarilor geomorfolo-
gice si sedimentologice a depozitelor luate in dis-
cutie. Este insa regretabil ci, abia cu ocazia acestui
volum, (desi, mai bine mai tirziu decit niciodatd),
E-C.N. a inteles ca situatia cercetdrii paleoliticului
din Banat este cu totul alta.

ii. ,7he following subchapter is called Some
terminological remarks on the use of quartz/
quartzite as raw material in some Palaeolithic
settlements in the Banat. The need for some
terminological considerations on the use of
quartz and quarizite is doubtless, yer the
author does not use the specialized literature
of this quite difficult domain sufficiently. |..]
One could have expected that the notions
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by lon Cornel Biltean, which, unfortunately, also
presents the biggest problems.”, statement that we
could agree with if the analyse made by the author
(E-C.N.) it would regard at least, partially, scien-
tific matters.

Unfortunately things are different, the entire
speech of E-C.N. seems to be rather characteristic
to an end of career, defined by a series of frustra-
tions, non-successes and accusations, than a begin-
ning in career in an area in which for the Banat
Palaeolithic research we can speak about anything,
but not about indisputable cases.

In a clearly tendentious spirit (probably in
close connection with phone vilifications prior
to volume publishing (sic!)), E-C.N. tries, with
the risk of libellous interpretation and of selective
quoting over a few pages, to demonstrate by all
means the uselessness of this volume and mainly
the lack of professional conduct in using my
own bibliographical information as the signer of
Chapter 2.

To illustrate and to discuss just some of the
faulty interpretations and remarks presented, we
quote a few examples below:

i.  “The features of the Palaeolithic are very briefly
described and, despite its title, this subchapter
is rather a pleading concerning the need to
carry out geomorfological and sedimentologi-
cal studies. Sure, these studies are very neces-
sary, bur we were about to realize that they
were totally absent from this chapter” (Nitu
2011, 91).

In our understanding, it is clear that we cannot
speak of Palaeolithic research horizons without a
detailed understanding of the geomorphologi-
cal and sedimentological transformations of the
deposits considered. Unfortunately, just now with
this volume (but is better late than never) E-C.N.
understood that the situation of the Palaeolithic
research in Banat is different.

ii. “The following subchapter is called Some
terminological remarks on the use of quartz/
quartzite as raw material in some Palaeolithic
settlements in the Banat. The need for some
terminological considerations on the use of
quartz and quartzite is doubtless, yet the
author does not use the specialized literature
of this quite difficult domain sufficiently. [..]
One could have expected that the notions
proposed by Vincent Mourre (1996, 1997)
would be used in the analysis of the lithic



proposed by Vincent Mourre (1996, 1997)
would be used in the analysis of the lithic
material of Banat, yet, as we were about to
notice, except for the use of the term of neo-
cortex, they are completely missing from this
work. For this reason, we wonder what the
role of this subchapter in the economy of this
work may be, if the notions concerning the
quariz technology are not used.” (Nigu 2011,

91-92).

Pentru cititorul familiarizat cu problematica
utilajului litic pe suporturi din cuart este usor de
inteles ci studiile citate sunt cele mai importante
instrumente metodologice pentru analiza tehno-
logici a pieselor din cuart si cuartit. Subcapitolul
respectiv insd nu si-a propus o tratare exhaustivi a
tuturor aspectelor tehnologice si terminologice pe
care le comportd industria liticd in discutie, fie si
numai pentru simplu motiv ci, in cazul Banatului,
numirul pieselor din cuart/cuartit este extrem de
mic (ex. 16 piese la Tincova) si au fost descoperite
intr-un context stratigrafic incert i, prin urmare,
orice teoretizare ar fi fost insotitd de mari riscuri.

Vorbind insd despre industria litici cuarti-
ticd, sugeram ca E-C.N. si inceapa analiza critici
acolo unde realititile arheologice ar fi impus-o ca
pe o necesitate, anume in siturile paleolitice din
pesterile din Carpatii Meridionali (ex. Pestera
Cioarei-Borosteni) si unde, din picate, aceste
abordari lipsesc.

iii. ,,7he part on the geological structure of Banat
region is very ample and consistently docu-
mented. Unfortunately, there is no mention of
the motivation and the goal of realizing such
an ample study on the geological structure
when this work deals with the Palaeolithic of
the area.” (Nitu 2011, 92).

Dacid E-C.N. ar fi citit textul, nu doar rasfoit, si
mai ales dacd ar fi fost mai familiarizatd cu realititile
tratate de acest capitol, ar fi putut deduce cu usu-
rintd, sigur numai dacd principiul lecturii ar fi fost
sine ira et studio, ca intreg subcapitolul respectiv a
fost dezvoltat pe doud directii: a) microregiuni geo-
logice ce trebuie avute in vedere in orientarea i dez-
voltarea cercetirilor arheologice viitoare si, b) iden-
tificarea in bibliografia de specialitate a potentiale-
lor surse de materie prima din cuprinsul Banatului.

Aceste doua trsaturi majore ale acestui capitol,
la care se adauga i altele, au menirea de a indica
directii de cercetare pentru viitoarele abordiri.
Dupi cum reiese din cele tratate acolo, problematica

material of Banat, yet, as we were about to
notice, except for the use of the term of neo-
cortex, they are completely missing from this
work. For this reason, we wonder what the
role of this subchapter in the economy of this
work may be, if the notions concerning the
quartz technology are not used.” (Nitu 2011,
91-92).

For the reader who is familiar with the prob-
lematic of lithic material on quartz raw material
is easy to understand that the studies quoted are
the most important methodological tools for tech-
nological analysis of quartz and quartzite pieces.
That subchapter was not meant to provide a com-
prehensive analysis of all technological and termi-
nological aspects of lithic industry, even for the
simple reason that in the case of Banat, the number
of quartz/quartzite pieces is extremely small (e.g.
16 pieces from Tincova) plus an uncertain strati-
graphic context, and therefore, any theory would
draw into high risks.

Speaking about quartzite lithic industry, we
suggest to E-C.N. to start a critical analysis where
archaeological realities require them as a necessity,
namely in the Palaeolithic sites of the Meridional
Carpathians caves (e.g. Cioarei-Boresteni Cave)
and where unfortunately, these approaches are
missing.

iii. “7he part on the geological structure of Banat
region is very ample and consistently docu-
mented. Unfortunately, there is no mention of
the motivation and the goal of realizing such
an ample study on the geological structure
when this work deals with the Palaceolithic of
the area.” (Nitu 2011, 92).

If E-C.N. would have read the text, not just
flick through it, and especially if she were more
familiar with the realities dealt within this chapter,
she would have easily assumed, (sure that if the
principle of reading would have been sine ira et
studio), that the whole subchapter was developed
on two directions: a) geological micro- areas which
should be considered in the future guidance and
development of archaeological research and, b)
identification in the scientific literature of poten-
tial sources of raw material from Banat.

These two major features of this chapter, plus
others, are meant to indicate research directions
for the future approaches. As the outcome of what
was discussed there, the problem of raw material
should be regarded seriously and multidisciplinary
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materiei prime trebuie privitd cu profesionalism si
numai in context pluridisciplinar deoarece simpla
mentiune ,materie prim locald” nu este conforma
cu realitatea §i nici nu releva informatii privind
mobilitatea populatiei pe spatiul discutat.

Daca toate cele de mai sus le-am putea intelege,
atdt prin prisma grabei de a intocmi o recen-
zie negativd cat si prin cunoasterea superficiald a
subiectelor tratate, nimic insa dintre acestea nu pot
justifica acuzatiile lansate de E-C.N. cu privire la
unele aspecte tratate in capitolul urmator al volu-
mului ,recenzat” (7he Palaeolithic archaeological
evidence in the Banat area).

Astfel, autoarea afirmi ca unele parti din subca-
pitolul /1.5.2 Repertoire of the Palaeolithic archaeolo-
gical sites (Cosava, Gornea, Romanesti si Tincova)
ar reprezenta un plagiat al literaturii de specialitate
(Mogosanu 1978 si Paunescu 2001): ,,For someone
who does not know the Romanian Palaeolithic biblio-
graphy, or for someone who does not know Romanian,
this chapter may give the impression of being the
labour of lon C. Biltean.” (Nitu 2011, 92).

Singurul argument cu care E-C. N. isi sustine
aceste afirmatii grave se bazeazd pe compararea lis-
telor tipologice prezentate de noi cu cele din studi-
ile mai sus citate, comparatie ficuta ca si cum acele
parti de text incriminate ar fi fost redactate de noi
fira aparat critic (Nitu 2011, 93-96).

Astfel, de la bun inceput, respingem fard
echivoc aceastd acuzatie menita a denigra si mini-
miza contributia noastri la acest volum si a ne dis-
credita ca specialist. Netemeinicia acesteia 0 vom
demonstra in rindurile de mai jos.

Asadar, precizam, mai ales pentru E-C. N., ca
din totalul celor 407 note, 161 se regisesc in
cuprinsul capitolului II.5, din care sunt extrase
cu rea credintd textele respective si considerate,
total eronat, drept rezultatul unor analize perso-
nale ale semnatarului capitolului (Nitu 2011, 97).

Pentru a elimina orice dubiu aruncat pe nedrept
asupra probititii stiintifice §i onestitatii noastre,
prezentim mai jos aparatul critic care a stat la baza
redactirii succinte a fiecrei statiuni invocate (sub-

capitolele I1.5.1 si 11.5.2):

COSAVA!

Pentru industria liticd de aici, prezentata sin-
tetic ca text si in tabelele de la paginile 47-49 din
volumul ,recenzat”, a se vedea trimiterile bibli-
ografice cuprinse in notele 7. 241 si 242, unde

! Tntreg aparatul bibliografic pentru acest sit poate fi gisit

in referintele bibliografice citate in volum: Mogosanu 1967a;
Mogosanu 1978; Mogosanu & Stratan 1966; Mogosanu &
Stratan 1969; Stratan 1965; Stratan 1970; Chirica 1996a.
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because the mere mention "local raw material" is
not compliant with the reality and does not reveal
information on population’s mobility within the
area in discussion.

We can understand all the above based on hurry
haste for issuing a negative review and also on not-
knowing the topics of the subject; but nothing
of this serves to justify the accusations made by
E-C.N. regarding some aspects treated in the next
chapter of the “reviewed” volume (7he Palaeolithic
archaeological evidence in the Banat area).

Thus, the author states that some parts (Cosava,
Gornea, Rominesti and Tincova) of subchapter
I1.5.2 Repertoire of the Palaeolithic archaeological
sites would be a plagiarism of the scientific lit-
erature (Mogosanu 1978 and Piunescu 2001):
“For someone who does not know the Romanian
Palaeolithic bibliography, or for someone who does
not know Romanian, this chapter may give the
impression of being the labour of lon C. Biltean.”
(Nigu 2011, 92).

The only argument that holds her critical state-
ments is the comparison of the typological lists
presented by us with the ones from the studies
quoted above, comparison made as if those impute
parts of text were written without critical bibliog-
raphy (Nitu 2011, 93-96).

Therefore, from the first outset unequivocally
we reject this accusation meant to denigrate and
minimize our contribution to this volume and to
compromise us as a specialist. Its lack of substan-
tiation can be noticed in the rows below.

Therefore, we mention, especially for E-C.N.,
that out of 407 notes, 161 can be found in the
text of Chapter IL.5, from which are extracted in
bad faith the texts and considered totally wrong, as
a result of personal analysis of the chapter’ author
(Nigu 2011, 97).

To remove any doubt about the scientific integ-
rity and honesty we present below the critical bib-
liography used to describe each archaeological site:

(subchapter I1.5.1 and I1.5.2):

COSAVA!

Concerning the lithic industry of this site, pre-
sented as text and in tables from pages 47 to 49 from
the “reviewed” volume, please see all the references
comprised by Notes 7no. 241 and 242, where are
quoted all the information of the structure of the

! The entire critical bibliography for this site can be found

in the bibliographic references quoted in this volume:
Mogosanu 1967a; Mogosanu 1978; Mogosanu & Stratan
1966; Mogosanu & Stratan 1969; Stratan 1965; Stratan
1970; Chirica 1996a.



sunt citate toate informatiile legate de structura
industriei litice a acestui sit, inclusiv listele tipolo-
gice, pe care E-C.N. ne acuzi ca le-am fi plagiat.

Mai mult chiar, textul referitor la industria
liticd de la Cosava, de doud pagini si jumatate,
este sustinut de 17 note in care sunt citate toate
parerile din literatura de specialitate referitoare la
aceastd chestiune. Suntem siguri ca daci E-C. N. —
sau altii — ar fi lecturat cu atentie textul ar fi putut
ajunge la aceeasi concluzie.

GORNEA?

Si pentru industria liticd a acestui sit, aga cum a
fost prezentata in volumul recenzat, a se vedea toate
trimiterile bibliografice din notele nr. 257-273,
aparat bibliografic ce detaliazd structura industriei
litice. In acest caz, pentru a respecta modalitatea
de prezentare tabelard, in care au fost sintetizate
datele tehno-tipologice ale celorlalte locuiri paleo-
litice, am introdus intr-un tabel datele publicate de
autorul cercetarilor (Mogosanu 1978 si Piunescu
1992; 2002). Toate aceste date au fost preluate de
noi cu citirile de rigoare (notele 251-273). Prin
urmare, nici acum nu vedem unde este furtul
intelectual.

Si in acest caz, informatiile tratate pe parcur-
sul a 3 pagini si jumdtate de text sunt sustinute
de 52 note unde, iarisi, se regisesc toate opiniile
diferitilor specialisti legate de aceastd chestiune.

ROMANESTP?

Caracteristicile industriei litice de aici se regi-
sesc in notele nr. 303, 306-310 din volum unde
sunt citate toate datele industriei litice, inclusiv
tabelul tipologic pe care suntem acuzati ci l-am fi
plagiat.

Informatiile sunt tratate pe parcursul a 5 pagini
si jumdtate de text si sunt sustinute de 81 note unde,
de asemenea, se regisesc toate opiniile diferitilor
specialisti fatd de aceastd chestiune. Prin urmare,
nici in acest caz nu vedem unde este plagiatul.

2 Intreg aparatul bibliografic pentru acest sit poate fi

gasit in referintele bibliografice citate in volum: Mogosanu
1970; Mogosanu 1972; Mogosanu 1973; Mogosanu 1978;
Lazarovici 1977; Lazarovici et alii 1993; Teicu & Lazarovici
1996; Piunescu 1992; Piunescu 2002; Carciumaru 1978;
Carciumaru 1980; Boroneant 2000a; Bordes 1961.

5 Intreg aparatul bibliografic pentru acest sit poate fi
gasit in referintele bibliografice citate in volum: Mogosanu
1967; Mogosanu 1967a; Mogosanu 1968; Mogosanu
1968a; Mogosanu 1968b; Mogosanu 1972; Mogosanu
1978; Mogosanu & Stratan 1966; Mogosanu & Stratan
1969; Chirica 1996a; Carciumaru 1978; Carciumaru 1980;
Carciumaru 1983; Carciumaru 1985; CArciumaru 1987;
Carciumaru 1993; Carciumaru 1999b; Alexandrescu 2002;
Rogozea 1994; Petrescu 2000; Cattin 1992.

lithic industry of this site, including the typological
lists of which E-C.N. accuses us of plagiarism.

Moreover, the text of two and a half pages,
referring to Cosava lithic industry is supported
by 17 notes in which are quoted all the opinions
regarding this issue from scientific literature. We
are sure that if E-C.N. — or others — would have
paid attention to the text they would have reached
the same conclusion.

GORNEA?

Concerning the lithic industry of this site, as it
has been presented in the reviewed volume, please
see all the references comprised by Notes no. 251
to 273, critical bibliography that details the struc-
ture of the lithic industry. In this case, to respect
the table presentation, in which have been synthe-
sized techno-typological data of other Palaeolithic
habitation, we entered the data published by the
author into a table (Mogosanu 1978 and Piunescu
1992; 2002). All these data were used by us with
the necessary quotations (Notes 251 to 273).
Therefore, we still do not see where the intellectual
theft is.

Also, in this case, the information treated over
3 and a half pages is supported by 52 notes, in
which, again, are all the opinions of different spe-
cialists on this matter.

ROMANESTP?

The features of the lithic industry of this site
are comprised by notes no. 303, 306-310 from the
reviewed volume, where are quoted all the data of
the lithic industry, including the typological table
that we are accused of plagiarism.

The information is presented in 5 and a half
pages and is supported by 81 notes, where, again,
are all the opinions of the different specials on this
issue. Therefore, not even in this case, we do not
see where the plagiarism is.

2 The entire critical bibliography for this site can be found in

the bibliographic references quoted in this volume: Mogosanu
1970; Mogosanu 1972; Mogosanu 1973; Mogosanu 1978;
Lazarovici 1977; Lazarovici et alii 1993; Teicu & Lazarovici
1996; Piaunescu 1992; Piunescu 2002; Carciumaru 1978;
Carciumaru 1980; Boroneant 2000a; Bordes 1961.

3 'The entire critical bibliography for this site can be found
in the bibliographic references quoted in this volume:
Mogosanu 1967; Mogosanu 1967a; Mogosanu 1968;
Mogosanu 1968a; Mogosanu 1968b; Mogosanu 1972;
Mogosanu 1978; Mogosanu & Stratan 1966; Mogosanu &
Stratan 1969; Chirica 1996a; Carciumaru 1978; Carciumaru
1980; Carciumaru 1983; Carciumaru 1985; CArciumaru
1987; Carciumaru 1993; Carciumaru 1999b; Alexandrescu
2002; Rogozea 1994; Petrescu 2000; Cattin 1992.
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TINCOVA*

Ca si in celelalte cazuri industria liticd a fost
prezentata sintetic, rezumativ, incluzind astfel si
tabelul tipologic, toate aceaste date fiind sustinute
si citate prin notele nr. 331, 333-344.

Asadar, si aici, pe parcursul a 3 pagini si juma-
tate sunt tratate principalele caracteristici ale
industriei litice, asa cum este ea cunoscuta literatu-
rii de specialitate fiind sustinute de un aparat critic
compus din 39 de note.

In concluzie, cele 15 pagini dedicate acestor
situri (din care 4,5 pagini sunt cuprinse de tabele
cu liste tipologice) au la baza un aparat critic,
cuprinzind 189 de note bibliografice, menit a
sustine, factual si conceptual, cele prezentate de
noi in paginile volumului. Tn aceste trimiteri se
regdsesc toate acele tabele tipologice pe care le
reproducem in lucrarea noastra si pe care E-C. N.
le crede un plagiat.

Data fiind aceasta situatie, respingem con-
cluzia semnatarei ,recenziei” ca: ,,All the analyses
presented have been taken over as such, without any
addition, often ‘orgetting to quote the authors who
carried them out.” (Nigu 2011, 97).

Vorbind despre tabelele tipologice si descrierile
industriei litice din siturile de mai sus, pe care in
mod acuzativ E-C.N. ni le atribuie, ele nu sunt
rezultatul unei analize recente ci, asa cum reiese
din sursele bibliografice citate (a se vedea supra),
reprezintd structura inventarului litic publicat in
urma cu peste trei decenii.

Desi este o situatie regretabild pentru cerceta-
rea paleoliticului din Banat, din pacate, acestea
sunt singurele date disponibile si, prin urmare, nu
puteau fi diferite de cele ale autorilor cercetarilor
din simplu motiv ca nu au fost efectuate alte cerce-
tiri care s furnizeze alte materiale.

Pentru a ilustra o data in plus opacitatea si
reaua-vointa cu care a fost analizat textul, atragem
atentia E-C. N. ca prezentarea cu argumente de
similaritate a indicilor tipologici calculati conform
unei metode bine definite in literatura de speciali-
tate (IG, IB, IGA, IBd, IBt, ILD+FY) nu se sustine
din ratiuni de logicd elementara: daci operim cu
acelasi numir de piese, (neavand altele), evident ca
procentajele obtinute sunt aceleasi!

in aceeasi ordine de idei, daca lecturarea tex-
tului s-ar fi facut cu bund credingd, ar fi fost usor

4 Intreg aparatul bibliografic pentru acest sit poate fi gisit

in referintele bibliografice citate in volum: C.S. N. Plopsor
& Stratan 1961; Stratan 1962; Stratan 1970; Mogosanu
1967a; Mogosanu 1968a; Mogosanu 1972; Mogosanu 1973
Mogosanu 1978; Paunescu 1992; Piunescu 2002; Chirica
1996a; Carciumaru 1978; Carciumaru 1980; Carciumaru

1985.
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TINCOVA*

As in the other cases, the lithic industry of this
site was presented as a summary, including the
typological table, and all these references are com-
prised by notes no. 331, 333-344.

Hence, even here, on 3 and a half pages are
discussed the main features of the lithic industry,
as it is known in the scientific literature and is sup-
ported by a critical bibliography of 39 notes.

Finally, all the 15 pages related to these sites
(out of which 4.5 pages are typological tables /
lists) are based on a critical bibliography which
includes 189 references meant to support, factual
and conceptual, the ideas held by us in the pages
of this volume. All the typological tables from our
work are found in these references, that E-C.N.
believes to be plagiarism.

Given this situation, we reject the conclu-
sion of the “review” author that: “A/l the analyses
presented have been taken over as such, without any
addition, often forgetting’ to quote the authors who
carried them out.” (Nitu 2011, 97).

All the typological tables and the description of
the lithic industry from the fore mentioned sites,
that ostentatious E-C.N. assigned to us, are not
the result of a recent analysis; they represent the
published lithic inventory of those sites (three
decades ago), as shown in the bibliographic refer-
ences (see supra).

Although it is a regrettable situation for the
research of Palaeolithic in Banat, unfortunately,
these are the most important and the only availa-
ble data; therefore they could not be different from
those of the authors' research for the simple reason
that there were no other researches to supply new
materials.

To illustrate once again the opacity and the
bad-faith that the text has been analysed, we point
out to E-C.N. that presenting arguments of simi-
larity of the typological index calculated using a
method well defined in scientific literature (IG,
IB, IGA, IBd, IBt, ILD+FY) does not support
basic reasons of logic: if we operate with the same
number of parts (no other), obviously the percent-
ages obtained are the same!

On the other hand, if the text reading would
have been made in good faith, it would have been
easy to notice not only that we have not endorsed

4 The entire critical bibliography for this site can be found

in the bibliographic references quoted in this volume: C.S.
N. Plopsor & Stratan 1961; Stratan 1962; Stratan 1970;
Mogosanu 1967a; Mogosanu 1968a; Mogosanu 1972;
Mogosanu 1973; Mogosanu 1978; Paunescu 1992; Piunescu
2002; Chirica 1996a; Carciumaru 1978; Carciumaru 1980;
Carciumaru 1985.



de sesizat faptul ¢i nu numai ca nu ne-am insusit
prezentarea tabelara a informatiilor arheologice ci,
mai mult, nu ne-am insusit si nici asociat vreuneia
dintre atribuirile culturale sau incadrarile cronolo-
gice din literatura arheologici roméneasca pentru
siturile paleolitice din Banat.

De aceea, am optat pentru prezentarea lor asa
cum flecare autor si-a sustinut-o, iar acolo unde
parerea noastra a diferit fundamental de cea a auto-
rilor cercetarilor am preferat si o facem in mod
explicit asuméindu-ne eventualele discutii contra-
dictorii (a se vedea p. 7076 din volum precum si
cap. V Continuity and future research, p. 145-150).

Din pacate insd, aceste discutii contradictorii-
constructive, din cauza necunoasterii problema-
ticii paleolitcului superior timpuriu din Europa
centrald in raport cu informatiile existente asupra
siturilor banatene, au lipsit cu desavarsire din
incercarea de recenzie.

Pentru toate considerentele expuse mai sus,
consideram ci acuzatiile aduse de E-C.N. sunt
total neintemeiate si le respingem in integrum.

Din nefericire, aceasta ,recenzie” se inscrie in
cunoscutul stil valahic de a arunca cu noroi in
absolut orice, chiar si atunci cAnd nu ai nimic de
spus si, mai ales, de pus in loc, numai pentru ci
ceva a fost realizat fard concursul unuia sau altuia.
Ne intrebim chiar daci nu cumva altcineva este
unicul indreptitit sa cerceteze sau sd semneze toate
textele legate de paleoliticul din Banat? Chiar daca
aceasti intrebare va rimine una retorici, credem
cd este regretabil ci prin persistenta si transmite-
rea peste generatii a acestui gen de abordare, total
neprofesional, necolegial §i, mai ales, neproduc-
tiv, situatia cercetdrii paleoliticului din Roménia,
daci va fi consideratd de unii drept un apanaj al
unui unic detinator al cunoagterii si al adevaru-
lui absolut, va mai rimane mult timp la un nivel
cvasi-empiric.

Asa cum am mentionat la inceputul notei
noastre, nu dorim deschiderea unui sir intermina-
bil de ,,rdspunsuri si replici”, dupa cum stim din lite-
ratura de specialitate cd sunt obisnuiti unii (chiar
atunci cand fapta — nesustinuta de niste pardalnice
ghilimele — este tridatd de o intentie evidentd),
motiv pentru care demersurile noastre viitoare vor
urma procedurile legale in vigoare.

X X %

Dupa predarea la tipar a prezentei note, textul
E-C. N., aparut initial in Annales d’Université
Valahia Tirgoviste, Tome XIII, Nr. 1, 2011 a fost
publicat pentru a doua oarai, de aceastd datd, in
paginile volumului Acta Terrae Septemcastrensis, X |
2011, p. 185-196.

the table presentation of archaeological informa-
tion, but we have not endorsed or associated our-
selves with any chronology or cultural reference
retained by the Romanian archaeological literature
for Palacolithic sites in Banat.

Therefore we chose to present them as each
author has endorsed it and where our understand-
ing was fundamentally different we preferred to
do that in an explicit way assuming any contradic-
tory discussions. (see p. 70-76 from the volume
and also chapter V. Continuity and future research,
p. 145-150).

Unfortunately, these disputant-structural
discussions lacked from the review obviously
because of not knowing the problematic of Early
Upper Palacolithic from Central Europe in rela-
tion to the information existing in relation to
Banat sites.

For all the above considerations, we believe
that the accusations brought by E-C.N. are
totally unfounded and we reject them in
integrum.

Obviously, this review is part of the Romanian
style, that of throwing with mud on absolutely
everything, even when you have nothing to put
instead, just because something was done without
one or another’s support. We even ask if whether
someone else is entitled to investigate or to sign
all the texts about Palacolithic in Banat? Even
though this question will remain rhetoric, unfor-
tunately, we believe that is regrettable the per-
sistence and transmittal over generations of this
kind of approach, totally unprofessional, un-col-
legial and mostly unproductive, and the situation
of Palacolithic research in Romania is and will
remain a quasi- empirical question presented as a
privilege of a unique holder of the knowledge and
absolute true.

As we mentioned at the beginning of our note,
we do not want to open an endless series of ‘@nswers
and replies,” as we know from the scientific litera-
ture that some are used with (even when the fact
— unsupported by some cursed quotes - is betrayed
by an obvious intent), so that our future steps will
follow legal procedures in force.

X >k %

After submitting the current note for publishing,
the review signed by E-C.N. initially published in
Annales d’Université Valahia Targoviste, Tome XIII,
Nr. 1, 2011 was published for the second time,
as part of volume Acta Terrae Septemcastrensis, X |
2011, p. 185-196.

Comparative reading of the text published in
the two publications reveals the unprofessional
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Lectura comparativa a celor doud publicaii
releva faptul ca textul este identic ca si continut
si limba de redactare.

Mai mult, asa cum ar fi fost normal, lipseste
orice noti/referire legati de faptul ca acelasi
material, in exact aceeasi forma, a mai fost
publicat in paginile altei reviste.

Si pentru ca cititorii sd fie pe deplin convinsi
de ,,bunele’ intentii ale autoarei, aceeasi incercare
de recenzie a fost publicatd si pentru a treia oara,
de data aceasta bilingv, in revista Brukenthal.
Acta Musei, V1. 1, 2011, p. 239-248, evident, si
de aceastd datd, fird a se preciza faptul ca, acelasi
text, in limba englezd, a mai fost publicat anterior
in alte doua publicatii.

Acest fapt este regretabil mai ales pentru cineva
care se erijeaza intr-un lector acribic si impartial,
chiar justitiar, ilustreazd, inci odatd, daci mai era
nevoie, caracterul total neprofesional al demersu-
lui, motivele total subiective, personale sau de grup
(restrans!!), care au stat la originea scrierii lui.

Asteptim totusi si celelalte — cite or mai fi —
publiciri ale aceleiasi ,recenzii”. Credem insd cd
nici aga, prin publicarea obsesiva a aceluiasi text,
E-C.N. nu va putea convinge, pe cititorul avizat si
de buni credinta, de ,adevirul” spuselor sale.

approach used by the E-C.N.: the text is identi-
cal, as content and language used.

Furthermore, as would have been normal, is
missing any note/reference concerning the fact
that the same text, in exactly the same form, was
already published before in the pages of another
volume.

And for the readers to be fully convinced of the
“good” intentions of the author, the same attempt
of review was published for the third time, now
bilingual, in Brukental Acta Musei journal, VI.
1, 2011, p. 239-248, and of course without any
specify that the same text, in English, was already
published before in another two periodicals.

This pathetically situation, for someone who
tries to be an accurate and impartial lecturer, even
judgemental, proves once more, if it was really nec-
essary, the totally unprofessional character of the
approach, envy and the totally subjective reasons,
personal or of the group (restricted!!), which
formed the main base of the review.

We still wait the other — how many will be —
publications of the same “review”. We believe that
even so, by publishing the same obsessive text,
E-C.N. won't convince the good — faith reader of
her “truth” credit.

I C. Biltean



