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The birth of the Romanian national state, in its various phases of political and territorial consolidation from mid-19th to early 20th century
, triggered a variety of centrally coordinated strategies and policies regarding the rural environment with its main objective to solve the “rural crisis” as depicted in the official narrative
. This necessity was manifested at national level in a setting in which Romania, by the end of WWII, had an agrarian based economy with over 70% of its population living in rural areas, presenting large discrepancies between rural and urban living conditions, with even wider developmental gaps between geo-historical areas and ethnic groups
. Simultaneously, the Romanian village was positioned in the centre of the national identity debate, stimulating the birth of a particular imaginary in which the peasant with its "ancestral creative genius" played a significant role, nevertheless, used quite frequently as a political planning tool if considered the colonialisation of new Romanian territories during the early 20th century, relocation due to hydrogeological risks during the 1930s, socialist collectivisation after 1945 or further socialist territorial "systematisation". 
These processes triggered specific responses from the architects in search of the ideal manner to regulate the rural spontaneous and chaotic development while trying to standardise the rural dwelling based on the regional-specific features observed and analysed in the traditional vernacular architecture. All these responses, even though applied in a disrupted way, had direct effects on the built environment and how professionals continue to relate and perceive the rural environment is not enough analysed from a history-based perspective, especially if considered its ongoing crisis with direct references to poverty, marginalisation, and ethnic discrimination
. Currently, the rural settlement – the village (satul, Ro.) - remains the centre of architects' attention in controlling its transformation, more than any other built typology, within the broader national strategy of stimulating rural sustainable development through the enhancement of its cultural landscape considered as a social, cultural, and economic asset.

The article links historical phases of the 20th century when relevant strategies and policies were issued for rural restructuring, with particular attention to the architects' and planners' specific narratives and practical responses. The main objective is to underline the continuous transformations of the rural realm under direct political, economic, and social developmental pressure for a better understanding of its current crisis and, consequentially, approach. The article proposes a different interpretation of rural modernisation throughout the 20th century from the perspective of anti-depopulation and anti-abandonment strategies triggered by the perpetuated status of social, cultural, and economic marginalisation of rural areas.
The Agrarian Question and the Drafting of the Ideal Romanian Village at the Beginning of the Twentieth Century
At the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th, among the many pressing social and economic problems, Romania was confronted with a growing agrarian crisis, often called “the agrarian question”
. In 1864, a land reform was adopted: a modernizing measure that “freed” the peasants of their feudal obligations while granting them ownership of the plots of their households and gardens that had been hitherto rent-controlled land. The peasants also received parcels of arable land in sizes that depended on the land availability in their region, the number of cattle they owned, etc. Nevertheless, the arable plots were considered large enough to support a family’s needs. As modern as it was, the Rural Law of 1864 provided only a temporary solution. The demographic growth and the continuous division of the plots from one generation to another gradually worsened the situation of the peasantry, leading to a series of revolts, culminating in 1907 with the most violent of them all
. The escalating gravity of the “agrarian question” forced the central authorities to consider a second and more radical land reform based on a partial yet massive expropriation of the large estates and the redistribution of the land to the peasants
. After long debates, this second agrarian reform was hastened in the context of the war, receiving its legal frame in 1918-1921
. 

At the end of the war, Romania incorporated provinces that had previously belonged to the Austro-Hungarian Empire such as Transylvania, Banat, Crișana, Maramureș, and Bukovina and Russia such as Bessarabia, approximately doubling its territory and its population
. Hence, the 1921 agrarian reform was applied not only to the territory of the Old Kingdom of Romania but also to the new provinces. By the beginning of the Second World War, more than 18,000 estates had been expropriated, a total of over 5,800,000 hectares, leading to a major shift in the land ownership structure throughout the country
.
Land redistribution was also accompanied by transformations in the network of rural settlements. Along with the allotment of arable land, pastures, woodlands, etc., over 62,000 hectares were allocated for new villages and expansions of existing ones.
 Consequently, hundreds of new rural settlements were created throughout the interwar period, redefining the territorial network
. The agrarian reform legislation included provisions regarding the allotment of new building plots – the legal basis for expanding existing villages, and provisions regarding colonization, which led to the foundation of new settlements. The new villages and the expansions of the existing ones were meant to solve the pragmatic issues of redistributing the rural population to the areas with available farming land, relocating villages exposed to landslides or frequent floodings, or those situated in remote, inaccessible areas, and, not least, to ease the widespread problem of overcrowded peasant households.

Given the context and the haste of the entire process and the multitude of institutions involved (i.e., local, county, and central at national level), there wasn’t any centralized planning regarding the distribution of the new settlements, the choice of the villages to be expanded, or that of the settlements that needed to be reconstructed. However, the technical issues regarding the “colonization” were placed under a central institution of the same ministry entitled Casa Centrală a Cooperației și Împroprietăririi Sătenilor (further The Central House), that was to take «all necessary measures for the creation of new villages or the enlargement of existing ones», including drafting their plans and the design of different types of rural constructions
.
In anticipation of this large-scale undertaking, immediately after the war, during the summer of 1919, The Central House organized a preparatory action: an ample study of 75 villages and 180 households in the newly integrated provinces of Transylvania and Bukovina. Although conducted by architects, these monographic studies contained not only surveys, drawings, and photographs reflecting the layout of the villages and the traditional architecture but also collected information about the local climate, the number of inhabitants and their occupations, the value of the land, the types of crops, public buildings, the costs of building different parts of the households, etc.
 The study aimed to convey a deeper understanding of Romanian rural life and set the basis for planning the new villages. The entire process was seen as an opportunity to “modernize” rural life while dwelling on an ancestral, traditional core.

The conductor of the study and the institution’s most prominent figure was architect Florea Stănculescu (1887-1973). His early conclusions, enriched by later studies, were fundamental in defining the principles of the entire planning undertaken. He found the nucleus of Romanian rural life to be the ensemble of the household and, within it, the dominant element «the house that concentrates and directs [its] entire life and activity»
. Thus, maintaining the traditional characteristics of the household regarding its architectural features and its relationships with the surrounding environment (i.e., outbuildings, garden, etc.) would be enough for the new villages to convey a sense of continuity. Thus, their layout could be subjected to a higher degree of modernization. 
 In the early 1920s, it was established that the new villages would have straight streets; the main artery would be at least fifteen-thirty meters wide, and the secondary streets would be twelve meters; the building plots would be rectangular, with a ½ ratio. Every village would have plots reserved for public institutions (i.e., administrative, cultural, economic), sports terrains, and cemeteries. The new villages would also have one or, preferably, several public squares totaling an area of at least 2% of their entire surface. This was Florea Stănculescu’s vision of the “model village”
.
Following these principles, 150 new villages and 334 extensions of existing ones were accomplished. The results were most often rigid geometric layouts with a street network set in an orthogonal or radial pattern using symmetrical compositions and creating monumental vistas toward public buildings that were to be erected in or around the squares. The large streets, sometimes as wide as urban boulevards, the squares, and the numerous plots reserved for public buildings and facilities reflect an emphasis on a new kind of public space and, hence, a new kind of envisioned public life that was entirely uncharacteristic for the Romanian rural realm. 

The choice for this type of layout was never articulated or argued in any of the publications of the time. Instead, a great emphasis was placed on the architecture of the house and the household, whose “modernization” was conceived in a narrower frame imposed by the will to maintain their national or rather regional architectural and decorative characteristics. Some such exemplary houses and households were built by the Ministry of Agriculture and Domains between 1924 and 1930 for the colonists in two areas of the country, in north-western Transylvania and in Dobruja – less than 5,500 households, too small a number to have a great impact
. Given the state's limited resources to aid the colonists in building their households, in 1927, architect Florea Stănculescu authored a book titled «Houses and Households in the Countryside»
, written in an accessible language and addressed to peasants. The book includes guidelines for maintaining the salubrity of the village, the streets, and the households, for preparing the plot, and for establishing their layout. The largest part of the book is dedicated to the house and the outbuildings, containing not only general recommendations but also 20 projects for various types of houses and other constructions of different sizes, adequate for different geographical regions. The intent was to help colonists and peasants, in general, build salubrious houses while maintaining the traditional character – thought to be endangered, amongst others, by stylistic influences from urban areas
. The modernization, or rather, the amelioration of rural dwelling, was thus sought in the judicious relations between the components of the household, the solidity of the structures, the choice of proper materials, the size of the rooms, the height of the ceiling, the size of the windows, etc. Florea Stănculescu’s preoccupation with guiding the production of minor architecture and his attempts at educating the masses through publications can also be seen in the following years in the issue of his journal «Căminul» (The Home) and later, of another journal called «Construcții Rurale. Îndrumări, planuri și cercetări» (Rural Constructions. Guidelines, plans, and research). 

The colonization process was an ambitious endeavour whose results did not match the initial objectives. The lack of resources, data and coordination between the state’s institutions led to a very slow and incomplete relocation of the population and, hence, a slow and weak coagulation of the colonies. The new villages rarely, if ever, reached the population for which they were planned. The households were built at a much slower pace than anticipated, and the envisioned new type of public life was either nonexistent or remained in an embryonic phase since there were no resources to construct the necessary public buildings, leaving barren for decades the monumentally planned central parts of the settlements
. 

However, the Ministry of Agriculture and Domains was not the only entity interested in the “modernization” of rural life, and the application of the agrarian reform wasn’t its sole vehicle. Since, during the interwar years, the peasantry still represented the great majority of the population, so much so that it was often referred to as «the biological reservoir of the nation»
. Hence, rural life became the focus of various studies in different fields of interest. As early as the beginning of 1919, the rural realm became one of the main concerns of sociologists, whose most prominent institution was the Association for Social Study and Reform, founded by Dimitrie Gusti (1880-1955)
. The association devoted itself to «the reconstruction of the country by the aid of the social sciences». For the first decade and a half, the group consolidated around Dimitrie Gusti was preoccupied with elaborating detailed monographic studies of villages since these were considered «the fundamental social units of our country that stood in greatest need of social reform»
. The research involved not only sociologists but also geographers, anthropologists, biologists, hygienists, psychologists, economists, folklorists, etc. In Gusti’s theory, the purpose of research was always to ensure the basis for reform and direct action
. 

The shift of the focus from research to action started in 1934. 
The reform of rural life was to be based not on a physical model but on the rather intricate theory of “the village that rises by itself” through the empowerment of the peasants and the local communities
. In Gusti’s view «private initiative is essential for social improvement, but needs to be organized»
. Thus, the guidance and the organization of the peasant communities would be done by teams of students specialized in different domains, coordinated by official state technical experts. They would have the role of igniting and guiding the initiative and the work of the community, which would eventually have to become self-sustaining
. The medium of this complex undertaking was to be the “cultural home” (casa de cultură, Ro.), a term that did not designate a building but a social institution or organization consisting of the intellectuals of the village (i.e., priests, teachers, state officials, etc.) and representatives of the peasants. The “cultural homes”, guided by the above-mentioned teams, would focus on four main aspects of the peasant’s life: health, labor, soul, and heart. They would, thus, have four branches: the care of public health, the organization of labor, followed by the moral and intellectual improvement. For each of these, different means of education had to become available such as for public health – the physical education, athletic fields, baths, swimming pools, and clinics; for the organization of labor – the agriculture, viticultural, and veterinary education; the establishments of cooperatives for production and distribution, workshops, etc.; for the spiritual and intellectual training, the organization of school libraries, museums, lecture halls, theaters, etc.
.  

In Gusti’s vision, the tangible manifestation of the program would be the village’s “civic center”
.  The ensemble of public buildings and facilities such as the mayor’s office, school, clinic, public baths, workshops, bakeries, library, and auditorium, that would become hard proof of the program being ingrained in the structure and life of the village and an impetus for its continuation. Furthermore, the “civic center” became the core of what Gusti envisioned as the model village
.  

In 1936, the Village Museum, also an initiative of Dimitrie Gusti, an open-air ensemble that was meant to be a social museum representing the past, the present, and the future of the Romanian rural realm, was inaugurated in Bucharest. The envisioned future was supposed to be displayed through a series of modernizing projects but also through a full-scale open-air model village that was to be neatly organized around a civic center
. 

In spring 1938, the village of Dioști was destroyed by an accidental fire. Its reconstruction, coordinated by one of the most prominent sociologists of Gusti’s school, became Romanian’s first model village «a centre of social experimentation»
. 
The reconstruction, whose initiative was attributed to King Carol II of Romania, was state-funded and coordinated by the Royal Cultural Foundation directed at that time by Dimitrie Gusti. It involved several other state institutions, such as The National Geological Institute, Bucharest’s House of Gardens, the Ministry of Agriculture and Domains, the Ministry of Air and Marine, the Ministry of Public Works, etc., reflecting a national interest in this pioneering work. The research and the decision-making process were coordinated by a group of sociologists led by Gh. Focșa, aided by architects and engineers of the Royal Foundation and the Ministry of Agriculture and Domains. But, in agreement with the sociological concept of the model village, the peasants were also involved, as the reconstruction process was seen an opportunity for teaching and for igniting a civil conscience: «every man’s aware energy that he has a role in the social life, within a greater organism»
. The center of the village was translated northwards, closer to the national road, and was reorganized along a straight, broad boulevard of twenty-two meters wide considered the spinal cord of the new settlement, with the rectangular plots of the households on each side. At the junction of the new settlement with the old hearth (vatra, Ro.), the civic center was built, containing an axially placed Cultural Home
, and the church, the school, and several administrative buildings arranged in a symmetrical composition. At the opposite end of the boulevard, the Ministry of Agriculture and Domains built «the most complete agronomical center of the region». All public buildings received a rather monumental and dignifying appearance, with architectural and decorative features considered proper for a national style. The new houses and outbuildings had to be modern and hygienic but also had to become a model in themselves, and example of a “correct” rural architecture embodying the “local specificity” from construction materials to decorative features. The inspiration did not come directly from the remaining houses of the old village since they were thought to be a hybrid mixture of styles. At the end of the project, its coordinator proudly wrote that an exemplary style was created, interrupting «the messy winds of fashion that guided most innovation in rural constructions»
. 

The reconstruction of Dioști was soon followed, in 1941, by another such intervention, leading to the creation of a second model village, that of Antonești (see the detailed case study). These were the only complete such settlements of interwar Romania, a materialization of a two-decade effort in defining the ideal modern village.
Reorganization of the Rural Settlements in Post-1945 Romania: A Centralized Approach
For the historical evolution of the Romanian settlements, “systematization” represents a term which encapsulates the symbols of a particular moment: the large-scale process of restructuring the urban and rural network and the built fabric of the central areas which began in the early 1970s
. Without any doubt, the huge plan for the reorganization of the rural network during the communist regime (1945-1989) remains emblematic for the recent European history and it cannot be interpreted other than in a political key. The political interpretation has nevertheless two dimensions: first, it is the ideological connotation bended in the national scale “systematization” plan and secondly, is its historical significance in relation to the collapse of the communist regime in 1989. 

The fundamental operations of the “rural systematization” were on one hand, the reinforcement of some of the rural settlements (communes) considered having potential for growth and, on the other hand, the abandonment of the rural settlements (small villages) identified with no perspectives for development. Information about the radical demolitions, reconstruction and forced relocation of the communities that were about to be occur with the implementation of the “systematization plan” transgressed the Iron Curtain in the late 1980s, inflamed by the consecutive discourses of Ceaușescu in March and November 1988
. Not only that the case has been in the attention of several scholars and therefore largely exposed in scientific press
, but also, the wide public became aware of the dramatic situation in Romania with the broadcasting of the documentary Le désastre rouge (The Red Disaster) at the Belgian public channel
. 

Although it aroused the western interest only in the last years of the communist regime, through the key to the violation of the human rights, the implementation of “rural systematization” was not the first inequitable action oriented towards the Romanian peasants. The collectivization of agriculture, as the research demonstrated it, represented a period of injustices specific to the political regime manifested through deportations, relocations, deaths, and terror. It was considered as a true «war against the [Romanian] peasantry»
. The process of collectivization of the agriculture began in 1949 and it was officially claimed as a closed action in 1962
 and even if it didn’t represent a real success for the regime
, it can be seen in fact as the first stage of a long term plan for the reorganization of the rural environment, that included the reconstruction of the villages according to the socialist principles”. 
The “systematization” of the 1970-1980 was generally approached by the scholars as an independent process, intimately tight to the radical political visions specific to the last decades of Nicolae Ceaușescu leadership. But even though political initiatives mirrored in the legislative documents (issued accordingly) were made official in 1967
, the core ideas related to the “systematization” of the villages and of the entire rural network were present before the end of the collectivization process. Comparing two articles, issued in «Arhitectura»
  in 1954 and in 1962 is relevant for the context: the earliest discusses in unspecific terms the necessity of conceiving “systematization plans” in relation to the construction of the new state units (cooperative agricole, Ro.)
 as in the latter, there is a clear identification of the issues to be solved and the main directions biased in the “rural systematization”. The new process was defined as a successive step of the collectivization with obtaining a larger and more efficient agricultural land as one of the main goals
. In this respect, “rural systematization” aimed to solve the incompatibilities between the high density
 of the rural network and the low density of the actual settlements, mostly characteristic to the high-altitude villages, but not exclusively, triggered by the mass-migration towards the highly industrialized towns in the 1960s and 1980s causing the rural depopulation
. Such a situation caused in the late 1980s the radicalization of the measures regarding the strict control of the migration. 
In the 1970s the high rate of rural population was still underlined: according to the statistics, almost 60% of the population was living in rural settlements and that backwardness was the main characteristic of the rural localities, explained through the lack of technical infrastructure (i.e., water supply and sewage, electricity, gas) and social infrastructure (i.e., education, health, cultural facilities). During the radicalization of the ideas in the 1970s institutional centralization also occurred and leading commissions were formed
. The centralized practices included reports regarding the territorial “systematization” process
 and standardized forms referencing the different types of indicators for the villages
 to conclude their viability and potential for development. Among others, the villages included in the phasing out process were characterized in the documents by the lack of accessibility or insecure (risky) conditions for construction such as potential for flooding or for land slides, considerations that seem to represent objective motivations for interventions. On the other hand, behind the dysfunctional use of the land stood the excessive strategy in obtaining agricultural land through the relocation of the households which in some cases demonstrates the irrationality and abusiveness of the initiatives. As an example, in 1980, Caraș Severin County Council was reporting that through the establishment of the new built-up perimeters it was gained an economy of 211 hectares of agricultural land and specifically, reported the implementation process by the relocation of 45 households which “recovered” a plot for agricultural use of 2 hectares
. Although the main legislative documents had been issued in the mid 1970s, several other documents previously issued, created the background for a set of more specific legislation, also tackling the same issues, developed, radicalized, and put into practice by the end of the 1980s. The general background that made possible the consistent and large-scale intervention over the rural settlements is the law for the administrative territorial reorganization issued in 1968 which (re)created the interwar administrative typology based on counties
. According to the new territorial distribution, new (county) agencies were created which played a seminal role in the “systematization” process
. 

Having said that, one of the first official documents directly connected to the “systematization” legislation of the 1970s is a decree issued in 1958, followed by a decision of the Council of Ministers in 1959 which imposed the restriction for constructions outside the village perimeter (vatra satului, Ro.), defining as one of the first measures for the intention of defining the territorial land use and of increasing the density of the actual settlements. And during 1960 and the beginning of the 1970s a series of decrees and decisions followed, with particular interest in the reorganization of the rural settlements; but after 1972
 the legislative documents are mainly laws
. The most relevant pair of documents was issued in 1974: (L.58/1974) directly addressing the systematization of the urban and rural settlements and (L.59/1974) referring to the national land fund with consistent references to the systematization of the agricultural land.

Paradoxically, post-war visions for the future of the rural settlements are entangled in the use of key concepts and instruments specific for town planning based on the idea of creating modern urban facilities and an urban environment ending up accordingly with the complete eradication of the rural environment. Such an affirmation fits three different approaches related to the long-term post-1945 systematization process. First, the reorganization of the rural network was intended to be adjusted and to support the overall territorial distribution of the productive functions, therefore, the villages, traditionally considered as settlements related to agriculture were supposed to be reconsidered partially as industrial or agro-industrial settlements, increasing the industrial function of the national territory. Second, the industrialization process that occurred in the 1960s and the growth of the industrial towns determined until 1977 a decrease of the rural population
. Therefore, adding a complementary industrial function to an agrarian settlement was considered as an upgrade to an urban condition and a measure to stop the migration towards the highly industrialized towns
. Third, gaining economy through the increment of the density and therefore saving investment funds in technical infrastructure was a motivation frequently stipulated when for the densification of the large collective housing estates and in the case of rural systematization applied to a territorial scale by phasing out the villages with no economic potential.  

Referring to the settlement scale, the modernization and improvement of the living standards consisted not only in a strategy of investing in a network of social and cultural constructions but more precise in the construction of specific civic centres (centru civic, Ro.) and, thus, reshaping the tangible aspect of the settlements and transforming it into an urban environment. With almost no exception, all the documents, studies, scientific or propagandistic publications contained a fervent motivation regarding the construction of the civic centres. Such a necessity was based on the idea that the lack of a “community centre”, a core of the settlement, was the main characteristic most of the small and medium sized settlements spontaneously developed
. Until 1968 around thirty systematization plans for villages were designed establishing the built-up perimeter and a detailed design for the central area. The new civic centres included existent public buildings
 and added new elements (i.e., administrative, cultural, commercial, leisure) gathered around a public square
. A second important set of constructions that shaped the rural civic centres were several apartment blocks of low levels (two to four levels), arranged in the typical display used for the design of the urban neighbourhoods
. Not in few cases the interventions appear fragmented with difficulties in understanding the apparent reasons of such incomplete systematizations and even more difficult to understand the intricate relation on the long term between the pre-existence of the rural environment and the new insertions. 
 During the radicalization of the systematization process in the 1970s, the recommendations for organizing the civic centres were indicating a single or double structure of squares of which the politic and administrative played the main role (piața sediului politico-administrativ, Ro.)
. Relative to the first projects for rural civic centres and small agro-industrial towns conceived in the 1960s the later projects were proposing more compact areas for public squares bounded by more dense constructions. The densification of the built fabric also characterized in the period the housing constructions: for example, the height for the apartment blocks for the central area of Rucăr were of two to 4 four levels. Such a prevision was because Rucăr was considered in 1977 a rural settlement (commune) with potential for development as future urban settlement
. An overview on several projects for the civic centre proves in many cases the use of a similar formal typology disregarding the size of the settlement or other built characteristics. Not only that the central areas of the settlements were small scale retorts of the urban civic centres, but also the design of the overall built fabric took into consideration specific urban coefficients such as the usage of collective housing for the increment in hight and built density percentage, limited areas for the plots - 150/200/250 instead of 1000/500 square meters for the housing plots
. Besides the obvious and intended rewriting and modernization of the pastoral landscape, so frequently underlined in the historical research part of the “systematization plans” technical and scientific documentation, the main rhetoric of the architectural modernization was based on the discourse of the traditional rural architecture, either if addressing the architecture of the civic centres or the domestic architecture. Arguments for using references to the specific features of the local architecture were connected to the research of the regional features as a matter of “local specificity”, dating back to the interwar period. A particular interest was manifested in the idea of maintaining “unaltered” the regional resources and avoiding homogenization due to the use of modern expression
. 

With only few exceptions, modern aspect or non-regional reference designs were used in different proposals for the rural housing. It was in the late 1950s and early 1960s within the increasing interest for creating standard typologies for all sorts of houses, the Institute for Standard Design Projects (IPCT, Ro) created such experimental designs for rural housing, which display a more neutral homogenous expression
. Despite that, the same institute was preparing in 1957 a detailed proposal for a wide range of built typologies addressing the regional patterns, in terms of layout and facades composition with the inclusion of decorative regional details. It was also in the same period when several studies on rural architecture were published possible to be directly linked with latter projects, developed after the outbreak of national “systematization” in the 1970s, in a matter of dwelling typologies and features
. In other cases, the architect’s “inventive” interventions were introducing personal and post-modernist interpretations to the house design, sometimes overlapping details used for the projects located in the urban environment
. Such approaches fed architects’ debate and position underlining the artificiality introduced by the modern methods of design and construction in the rural areas, whose local specificity consisted mostly in the spontaneously and vernacular process of development
. 
Another position, stated from the sociologists’ view, stipulated that the modernization of the rural settlement and its upgrading to the urban standards produced a deep social transformation, mentioned as the social homogenization, and the hybridization of the traditional peasant into an urban worker triggering actually the dissolution of the rural environment
. The particular process of “accelerating the death of the villages” in lack of perspectives for a sustainable and long-term development might be understand only as a part of the process for phasing out the rural reality, justified by the obsession for the urbanization biased in the principles of socialist systematization.
Antonești (Argeș County): Relocating and Building the “Model Village” 
The selected case study does not illustrate a “typical” example of a Romanian village, but a particular one. Although the choice of this case study serves us to depict an entire range of situations of the village community, that portray some of the ideas shown above.

Corbeni commune is located in the northern part of Argeș County, near the western limit of Vâlcea County. The north line of the Argeș county consists of the peaks of the Făgăraș mountains, which mark the natural limit between the Muntenia (Wallachia) region and Transylvania. The commune is settled in a mountainous area, on the valley of the Argeș River, which collects the waters of other mountain rivers and gives the name of the county. The nearest city, Curtea de Argeș, is located 20 km to the south. The capital city of Argeș County and the main urbanistic and industrial pole of the area, Pitești, is located about 50 km farther south.

The primary occupation of the villagers in the area was pastoralism, practiced with small distance transhumance between alpine pastures and the villages down the mountain
. Apart from this, large areas are planted with fruit trees. Traditionally, the fruits (mainly apples) were exchanged with downhills and lowland communities for cereals, corn, and other foodstuff
. The wood from the forests was exploited by a state-owned company, that had its own narrow-gauge railway, from the mountains to Curtea de Argeș, with a railway station in Corbeni village
.
In July 1941, following heavy rainfall, massive floods occurred on the rivers in the north of Argeș County. The floods affected the infrastructure (bridges, roads, works railway for the forest exploitation, telegraph poles) and households in the villages along the rivers
, provoking considerable damages and victims
. There were mentioned 39 households totally or partially destroyed in the villages of Corbeni commune, to which are added a number of households downstream
.
At the time when the floods occurred, Corbeni commune was in an increased growth rate of population (from 2,168 residents at the 1930 census to 3,716 inhabitants in 1941), spread in the seven villages on over 8,500 ha
. After the devastations of the households along the river by the floods, the authorities' intention was to settle the affected population in a more central area, thus reducing the spread of the villages
.
With the involvement of the central and local authorities, the Government decided to build a new village for the flood victims, intended to be a “model village”
. The selected location was a piece of land east of Corbeni village, on the other side of the river. The area was unbuilt and was used as commune pasture (izlaz comunal) for the Corbeni villagers. The reason for choosing the land was the optimal location on a high terrain from the riverbed, the possibility to make an easy connection to the old village and to the main road, and a good orientation to the cardinal points and to the winds
.
The project includes 39 housing plots with type-houses and annexes and a civic centre, consisting of an administrative edifice where the city hall (whose building was destroyed by the floods) should be relocated, the fiscal administration, a bank, and a cooperative store, a construction for a clinic and other medical and social facilities, a building for the cultural foyer (cămin cultural), a kindergarten, and a railway station next to the village, together with the necessary infrastructure works. There were also planned the construction of a horticultural school, an inn, a marketplace, a recreational and sports park, and for the future development of the village, a school and a church were programmed
. Ten types of houses were designed of various dimensions, some with rooms that could be rented by the new inhabitants
, presuming the touristic development of the area. 

The design and construction of the model village were very fast, considering the war period
. The reason was the involvement of leaders with high-ranking positions in the state
, that have followed the design and the construction process closely
. Nevertheless, most of the buildings of the model village were unfinished at the end of the war. In the first decade after the war, many buildings remain in the same condition and unused
.
Most of the houses were sold to the flood victims from Căpățâneni
, with affordable interest-rate loans, which made it possible for ordinary villagers not only to own larger brick housing
 but to boast dwellings designed by architects
. When the flood victims moved to the new homes, the buildings had the walls (including the plastering and the wall decorations of the facades) and the roofs were covered with wood shingles but were without windows and doors
. The other dwellings were empty and competed lately, around 1960, when new inhabitants came
.
The 1960s and 1970s decades brought to the region two major infrastructure projects. In 1960, was initiated the construction of the hydroelectric power plant and the water storage dam from Vidraru, ca 10 km up the river from Corbeni village. Between 1970-1974, another notable infrastructure construction took place: the Transfăgărășan road, which connects Muntenia and Transylvania passing over the heights of Făgăraș mountains, with serpentines, viaducts, and tunnels from Vidraru dam to Cârțișoara village in Sibiu County. The construction of the two projects influenced the life of the communities in the area.

One of the major energetic infrastructure construction sites of the time, the Vidraru hydroelectric power plant and the water storage dam, took place between 1960 and 1965, with the power plant put into operation in 1966
. The site organization occupied a large area in Corbeni commune. The buildings designed for the model village (both for public purposes and for housing) offered the ideal framework for the site management works. On that occasion, the public buildings were completed and arranged to accommodate the new functions necessary for the newly settled community of workers, technicians, and engineers deployed from all over the country for the vast investment.

The dwellings of the model village, designed with increased comfort compared to the traditional peasant houses
, were the ideal homes for the teams of engineers and technicians of the working site, who were displaced with the entire family. Moreover, the larger dwellings were designed with rooms or even an entire floor intended for renting
.
Initially, the unfinished building of the inn was converted to accommodate the offices for the teams of the designers of the power plant. Afterwards, it was changed into a secondary school, although the building design was unfit for the new function
.
The use of other civic buildings was adapted to the current demands: the administrative edifice was transformed to host cultural events (with cinema and performance hall) and concerning the partially built public foyer, the ground floor walls were covered to shelter the canteens for the workers and the engineers
.
In order to respond to the requirements of the construction site and to the extensive number of people displaced in the area, the clinic structure was turned into a hospital, with the adjacent buildings adapted to receive other medical services. Additionally, the constructions shaping the marketplace were filled with shops
.
During the construction works of the infrastructure projects, all the buildings were finished and extensively used. Each facility was equally designated for the employees of the construction sites and for the local communities
. Moreover, the condition of the working class was privileged in comparison to the peasants during the communist time. Thus, the presence of the workers and engineers offered many opportunities to the villagers: a proper supply of shops (especially grocery shops), access to better education compared to other village communities (through qualified teachers and the competition with scholars with urban backgrounds)
 and by the industrial specialized high school
, where the students were trained to become professionals or attend university
.
Furthermore, with the beginning of the construction sites, the peasants were recruited for the necessary work, first as unqualified workers. Afterward, they were offered the opportunity to professional qualifications, with other occasions to labor in the neighboring cities after the completion of the dam
. The prosperous time during the construction sites was enhanced by other advantages: apart from renting the rooms to the newcomers, the peasants seized the opportunity to sell household products to the temporarily disclosed population
.
The 1980s decade was a difficult time for most of the Romanian citizens, with the scarcities during the latest years of Ceaușescu’s dictatorship. The supply shortages determined the young families who had moved to towns to maintain intense connection to village life (with a relative commute to work in the farmstead) or even to relocate back to their parents, to provide supplementary food
. Additionally, enduring the hardship of those years involved close relations among individuals for favors exchange and barter, most of the changed commodities consisted of foodstuff, especially between peasants and townsmen
.
When the construction works were finalized, there was a drastic decline in the area
. One of the first public buildings that was abandoned was the hospital and the health facilities
. The ensemble of the hospital building and the former canteen were transformed to host school camps, the area turning into a touristic attraction after the completion of the Transfăgărșan railroad. The new function animated the village for a while, especially before 1989
. Today, only the former canteen building is used periodically for school camps, but the constructions and the adjacent spaces are unmaintained.

After 1989, gradually the public buildings were abandoned and left to decay, together with the adjacent area. To reduce the budget for preserving the constructions, the local authorities decided to sell or concede the buildings. Therefore, some of the former state-owned shop spaces changed to private property and were arranged as a dwelling; the tower of the administrative edifice was converted into a guest house by an entrepreneur from Sibiu
. Other buildings belonging to the health facilities were turned into workshops, private medical offices, and a pharmacy. The former hospital, the public foyer, and some of the shop spaces are still abandoned.

The construction of the church started in the 1940s, but the works stopped shortly, and it was completed and transformed into a large monastery only after 1989
. The promotion of the religious site attracts diverse visitors. The extensive touristic attractiveness of the area offers the mountain villagers the opportunity to invest in guest houses. Moreover, the former model village became an enticement for tourism investors. Therefore, new residents came to replace the old ones, especially from big cities like Bucharest, to invest in vacation homes or to enlarge the former dwellings to be transformed into guest houses. The slow replacement of the villagers with townsmen who are building modern residences or rehabilitating old dwellings, usually for temporary use (for the summer or holiday homes) lately become a relatively widespread phenomenon in Romanian villages.
The Rural “Local Specificity” Lost and Found in Marginalized Areas 

In 2016, the Romanian government in collaboration with World Bank drafted the first Atlas of rural marginalized areas
. It’s main purpose was to define an operative working tool with regard to the national strategy of social inclusion and poverty reduction by 2020, in an overall scenario in which the rural settlements cover approximately 87% of the national territory with a concentration of approximately 46,14% of the Romanian population
. The Atlas stressed the fact that the highest poverty percentage is concentrated within the rural environment, sustained by an overall diffused shrinkage phenomena observed in a matter of depopulation, economic, social and cultural degradation and marginalization
. After this moment, further national initiatives were directed and focused specifically on the sustainable development of the rural areas from the social and economic perspective (spațiului socioeconomic rural, Ro.)
. However, despite the overall shrinkage phenomena, few are the cases in which nowadays is signalled the complete abandonment of the rural settlement such in the case of the Czechs villages from Mountainous Banat area
. Other areas underpass a complete transformation due to influx of capital but not of inhabitants (i.e., Tara Oașului, Maramureș, Saxon Villages from Transylvania etc.) with direct impact on the built environment due to the modernization process under the need of improving the living conditions and necessities, sustained by the shift in built models (i.e. dwelling typologies, construction materials and techniques) with consequential effects on the overall layout of the rural settlement and surrounding landscape
. This gradual alteration of the rural environment appeared more evident during the years defined by an increased population mobility: the ever-growing migration process towards both the relevant Romanian urban centres and, most significative, abroad. 

This recent process of rural transformation and transfiguration triggered a national initiative coordinated by the Romanian Architects’ Chamber (OAR - Ordinul Arhitecților din România, Ro.) focused on the regulation of rural environment either in a matter of new interventions as concerning its preservation and enhancement. Starting with 2014, the OAR’s RURAL working group
 drafted a series of guidelines covering almost all rural areas around Romania, summing a total of fifty-six handbooks drafted in a quite dynamic and simple graphical explanatory representation of the accepted/rejected interventions
. Main target group of these handbooks were local and regional actors such as local community, administrations, and investors. As stated by the organization itself, the main idea was to maintain and preserve the “local specificity” of rural settlements within a wider national strategy of stimulating the rural sustainable development through the enhancement of its cultural landscape considered as a social, cultural, and economic asset. Each handbook regards an ethnographic area defined by common built typologies and rural traditions, even though rarely described, and presented. Further, if analysed the structure of these handbooks, rarely is referred to the previous historical development of the rural settlements in reference to their geo-spatial and territorial configuration and/or architectural phases of manifestation and transformation
. The “traditional Romanian village” (satul românesc tradițional, Ro.) and the “local specificity” (specificul local, Ro.) became two main and generic references that guided the drafting of these guidelines, lacking a detailed explanation from a historic-based perspective of the concepts. 
Nevertheless, as illustrated in this study, the initiative appears to come in continuity with the overall preoccupation for the rural transformation throughout the 20th century, even though not consciously. It seems that the architects and planners continuously searched for a certain formal exploration of the rural built environment manifestation, mixing and overlapping the experimentations in regulating strictly its development while continuously making reference to vernacular folk tradition understood as local and regional ethnographic specificity. The obsession with identifying this local specificity proved to become a certain standardization of the rural architecture which perpetuated the models in base of the time initiatives, stressing even more the need to look from a historical perspective of various transformation phases of the rural environment.

What comes into attention when questioning the reason for this formal exploration of the “model village” is the continuous threat of disappearing of the rural settlement and its culture due to depopulation and abandonment. The rural realm maintained throughout the 20th century its status as a marginalized one, facing a shrinkage process due to the unbalanced economic development of certain urban centres and administrative regions, with the most industrialised ones attracting the major mobility and afflux, while the abroad migration impacted initially the ethnic villages (Czech or Saxon villages from Banat and Transylvania) and after 1989 the wider Romanian territory. Surprisingly, the rural transformation through a controlled and regulated modernization should have assured its safeguarding while bringing order and comfort. Only recently, through the OAR handbook appears to be mentioned the difference between the new interventions that should fit in the local rural setting and the preservation of the existing built environment, even though the latter remains generically presented under the label of traditional rural architecture. How much the traditional rural architecture was transformed directly throughout the 20th century is still to investigate throughout a placed and history-based research methodology. 
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�. 1972 is related to the new party guidelines on the urban and rural systematization were issued with the occasion of a very echoing party conference Conferința Națională a Partidului Comunist Român cu privire la sistematizarea teritoriului, a orașelor și satelor, la dezvoltarea lor economic – social. 19-21.07.1972.
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�. « [...] marea majoritate a localităților urbane mijlocii și mici și localitățile rurale propuse a deveni centre urbane și orașe agroindustriale prezintă o structură amorfă nediferențiată, lipsită de o zonă centrală și chiar de centre civice, oricât de modeste. Or, un organism urban viabil nu poate fi lipsit tocmai de nucleul său central în care se concentrează viața politic-administrativă, social-culturală, comercială a locuitorilor săi.» ANR, Section CPCP, File 35/1979.
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�. Baucher 1977, pp. 10-11.
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�. Especially regarding the former mono-industrial settlements of small and medium sizes, that gather both profoundly rural and urban environments, defined by minor differentiations in a matter of built environment manifestation and living habits, and rather differentiated in a matter of rural or urban status in base of the classification indexes (i.e., number of inhabitants, urban density, and economic profile); Păun-Constantinescu 2019.
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�. Since 2014, the Romanian Chambers of Architects developed a thematic working group (Grupul de lucru RURAL, Ro.) focused on analyzing and regulating the rural transformations occurred after 1989, with its objectives in maintaining and preserving the rural heritage while promoting a new rural architecture in respect with the local rural traditions. Currently, RURAL working group is composed of the architects Eugen Vaida (coordinator), Duvagi Ignis Nejla, Gingirof Marina Veronica, Niculae Lorin Laurentiu, Zaharia Cornelia, and Zaharia Laura, �HYPERLINK "https://oar.archi/proiecte-oar/grupul-de-lucru-oar-rural/"�https://oar.archi/proiecte-oar/grupul-de-lucru-oar-rural/� (15.09.2023).
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�. Only the few «Guides» focused on different ethnographic areas of Transylvania and Banat present short historical background of the rural area of interest through the presentation of historic maps and references to the existing literature concerning their historic evolution and transformation. Probably it is not a coincidence that Transylvanian and Banat rural realm was intensely analyzed from a historic perspective from the beginning of the 20th century, coinciding with the opening of the ethnographic museums in Sibiu (1905, shut down in 1950 and reopened in 1963) and Cluj-Napoca (1922). Furthermore, among the authors of these “Guides” can be identified specialists in architectural preservation, differently from the elaboration group of different ethnographic areas from south or east Romania. 





