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Why Do States Join Military Alliances?
The Case of Romania

Adriana Nicoleta Seagle

Abstract

Alliances continue to remain fundamental at theeadrinternational politics. How states
make their alliance choices is important for in&gional order and security. The end of
the Cold War brought ethnic conflicts and politicastabilities in the Balkan region.
Based on its size and geographical configuratiamm&hia again confronted its history in
the alliance dilemma of whether to “balance” againlkreatening states or to
“bandwagon” with the states that posed the gredtestts in order to appease their
power. Stephen M. Walt (1987) predicted that icase like that of Romania, the
statesmen would most likely choose to bandwagoraussr of two motives: (i) for
“defensive” purposes in order to maintain its inglegence in the face of a potential
threat and (ii) for “offensive” reasons in order @oquire territory. After reviewing
Romanian historical records on alliances since 18¥8evidence is compelling that the
case of Romania conforms to Walt's (1987) theorly da the extent that “balancing is
not universal.” Thus, it depends on which pergpecbalancing or bandwagoning is
considered from in forming alliances. Romania aitfiormed alliances to balance
threats, or allied with the threat. Territorialcaety was one of the most recurrent
motives prevalent in Romanian historical recordat tbrompted Romania to form
alliances. As expected, Walt's (1987) last threetdrs did not provide a great
explanation for Romanian alliances. Modest suppas found for ideological solidarity,

but little for economic ideology and transnatiopalitical penetration.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this thesis is to assess the walaitStephen Walt's (1987) alliance
theory by using Romania as a case study. Accorairigunther Hellmann and Reinhard
Wolf (1993) “military alliances, are among the mastportant institutions shaping
international politics” (Hellmann and Wolf 1993:13Yhe alliance concept continues to
be important to international politics. As a copic&@lliance” is a broad term that brings
challenges in establishing its definition or accating its clarity.

Some scholars argue that “the specific charadtalliances differs in various
historical periods in that the character of allesidhas evolved from a stage of limited
agreement to an international document codifiedh liyeaty” (Salmon 2006:814). This
study employs Walt's (1987) alliance definition ttlemcompasses “a formal or informal
arrangement of security cooperation between twmare sovereign states” (Walt 1987:
1). In this study, Romanian behavior is examinedantext to a series of alliances that
encompass various written or mutual agreements degtees of commitments that
Romania has undertaken from 1878, when it womigpendence, until it became a full
member in the American alliance. The behavior off@nia is examined also within two
prominent military alliances: the Warsaw Pact arite tNorth Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO).

The fundamental difference between military alies and international
organizations lies in the costs and benefits of wdmoses to form the alliance
agreements. The Warsaw Pact was a defensive mpibtganization similar to NATO

that “was founded on 14 May, 1955 in response &oWhest German rearmament and



integration into NATO” (MacGregor 1986:2). Thisganization emerged under the
Soviet military influence in order to counterbalanSIATO and served according to
MacGregor (1986) “as a Soviet military device tmiti national sovereignty in Eastern
Europe” (MacGregor 1986:3). Romania was a memibehe® Warsaw Pact since its
inception in 1955. However, historical evidencggests that when the Soviet influence
began to annihilate Romania’s voice within this tPacsystematic withdrawal occurred
from the Romanian part embracing in this way wkdtriown to be a balancing behavior
in the Waltian terms.

Within this alliance, Romania frequently denouncw Soviet threat by
condemning its expansionist movements such as iitarminvasion in Czechoslovakia
and Afghanistan. Outside of the Warsaw Pact, Reanaursued an independent military
doctrine apart from the Soviets. The level of thdependence compelled Romania to
pursue close economic relations with West Germauaythe U.S., being the only country
from the Warsaw Pact who enjoyed a privileged enoocstatus with the west. The
gradual retreat from this organization gave Romaniavel of freedom in pursuing a
foreign policy independently from Soviet contrdlATOs military defense organization
is distinct from the Warsaw Pact in that it “wasifided on the prerogatives of The North
Atlantic Treaty that was signed with respect to thaffirmation of theCharter of the
United Nationgorinciples” NATO Transforme@004: 2.

The legal framework of NATO constitutes “the ackimesgement of a direct
relationship between the North Atlantic Treaty ahd Charter of the United Nations,
NATO represents in this sense twnsensusf fifty nations to give the responsibility to

the Charter of the United Nationdor international peace and securityNATO



Transformed.2004:5)" Currently NATO serves as a military alliance avigation of
twenty six countries from North America and Eurdlpat are “committed to fulfilling the
goals of the North Atlantic Treaty where principlés solidarity, freedomandsecurity
rest at the core of this political and militaryiatice since the aftermath of the Cold War”
(NATO Transforme@004:20)?

The proverb that “history tends to repeat itselintnues to have greater
relevancy in international alliances especiallynirthe perspective of states abilities to
attract allies and their behavior to engage witaillances. Skeptics saw Romanian
aspirations in 1990, when it began pursuing ararae with NATO, unrealistic and
disappointing since Romania was incompatible witAT®'s values and principles.
Regarding Romanian behavior, it is essential to arkmthat the consequences of
defecting from a NATO alliance can be more detritakthan were those of the Warsaw
Pact, since as an organization NATO is a bureaugcnastitution that depends on the
“consensus of states” and on the U.S. power th#tar21st Century aims to change the
landscape of security in the world.

Romania continues to balance and bandwagon witiTAts threats to
territorial security. More than a decade afterlatjae with NATO began, Romania
obtained its membership in NATO and received thelpge of hosting one of NATO's
Summits on its soil in April 2008. The case of Roma is important to study in
connection with alliances since historically, Romas characterized as a “paradox” that
often flips its position from balancing to bandwagm when threats to territorial

security are involved. There are contemporary cgmg views regarding Romania and

! Italics in original.
2 Italics in original.



its motives in joining the NATO alliance. Some glars view Romania as an
opportunistic country that wanted to benefit frolATO"s spread of democratization,
others suggest that Romania wanted to return twéstern identity while socializifig

with the west, while few Romanian scholars envismatives like external threats to
territorial security which prompted Romania to chethe alliance with NATO.

Since security and assessing security became agratne for the 21st Century,
this study aims to contribute to the realm of altia literature with a newly investigated
case that scrutinizes various alliances pursue®diyania from its independence until
the end of the Cold War. An increased focus i®atd to the Romania-NATO alliance
as well as to various motives, that from the saisblperspectives, this alliance was
pursued. For instance, it becomes interestingitavel whether during the span of time
since the initial dialogue with NATO began until iRania earned its full membership in
NATO; from Romanian perspective, the motivationatthere to the alliance remained
constant or had changed.

Walt (1987) argues that “failure to understanddhgins of alliances can be fatal
for strategizing security” (Walt 1987:2). Moreoysince NATO enlargement appears to
co-opt the entire European continent into its oiziion and since its structures continue
to reinvent themselves through a series of progrdéms important to study individual
cases like Romania just in the probability that NA$ security tasks are divided and

Romania is involved in strategizing its positiotatere to threats or other former allies.

% See Harvey Waterman and Dessie Zagorcheva “NATdODa@mocracy.”

* See Schimmelfennig, “NATO Enlargement: A Consiwuist Explanation.”

® Western scholars may argue that Romania qualifi@® as an “aggressor” state than a “country that
balances threats.” Walt (1987) suggests thaté'sttitat are viewed as aggressive are likely togk®v
others to balance against them” (Walt 1987:25pmBnian historical records reveal that in order to
maintain its territorial integrity Romania eithealnced or bandwagoned. No evidence indicates that
Romania formed alliances in order to conquer fareggritories.



Will Romania ally in order to balance a threatenpayver or will Romania bandwagon
with the most threatening power? This analysivigdes a voluminous insight regarding
these questions and aims to underscore one ofeti@rent motives that prompted
Romania to adopt a particular behavior.

This study is divided into six chapters that udf@s follows: Chapter Two
examines the balance of threat theory and itscsritihat pertain to it. Chapter Three
provides a geopolitical insight of Romania thatl faimiliarize the reader with Romanian
setting and its politics. Chapter Four analyzes Bomanian behavior of forming
alliances from 1878 when Romania won its indepecedrom foreign domination until
the end of the Cold War. Chapter Five examinesd#rmaocratization, western identity
and territorial security perspectives that appeaplay a role in the alliance formation
between Romania and NATO. Chapter Six concludisttiesis by underscoring that
Romania conforms to Walt's (1987) alliance thedrgtt‘balancing is not universal” and
“weak states tend to bandwagon more” (Walt 198R).17This chapter also addresses
some of the thesis limitations and discusses furtiesearch avenues that may be

considered in perspective.



CHAPTER 2: THE GENESIS OF BALANCE OF THREAT THEORY
Among the purposes that a literature review sei/é&s identify the important intellectual
traditions that will guide a particular researchudst in developing a conceptual
framework. The purpose of this theoretical examtmmais to investigate Stephen M.
Walt's (1987) balance of threat theory in ordecteate a framework that will be suitable
in assessing Romanian behavior of forming alliancHsus, this framework will serve as
a theoretical ground to validate Walt’'s (1987) pecgdns by using Romanian historical
experiences as a case study. Since Romanianyhisteo rich in information, it provides
a fertile ground for testing Walt's (1987) balarginbandwagoning, ideological
solidarity, foreign aid and political penetratiogpotheses. The ensuing investigation
surveys first Walt's (1987) theoretical perspedioa alliances and then reviews a series
of critiques effected by scholars of internationadlitics vis-a-vis Walt's (1987)
theoretical approach.

The body of literature on the alliance theorygesis that the amount of writing
on alliances is relatively voluminous. Howeverjsitdeficient in describing the clear
motives that states have when they engage in psalliances. Scholars like Walt
(1987), argue that the alliance theory relies Hgawn the distribution of balance of
power concepts like capabilities, leaving a siguaifit gap regarding other various reasons
that states may have in joining alliances. Addiidby, balancing versus bandwagoning
constitutes a subject of intense debates for thelars of international politics. Walt
(1987), a prominent figure in the alliances stuahentions that the motives that states

have when engaging in the process of forming alkanespecially those associated with



“‘when states will form alliances and what determirtbeir choice of allies,” are
imperative to know from the perspective of the U&@eign policy prescriptions. In
many respects, the alliance literature attestheddct that alliances represent the central
feature of international politics and that in pipie all alliances are responses to threats
and profit gains. In Walt's (1987) view, “knowiriige causes that justify the reasons for
states to form alliances is primordial in assessngtate’s strengths, reliabilities and
future tendencies vis-a-vis the interventionistsiuas abroad or militaristic spending at
home” (Walt 1987: 3). Walt (1987) expands on tleabce of power theory. The
balance of power theory is known in the field otemmational politics mainly for
explaining the behavior of states. However, saisdike Douglas J. Macdonald (1989)
contend that this theory is incomplete since inyamag the behavior of individual states
“much of the best theorizing about internationalitms has centered on an analytical
focus and on the stratification of capabilities @gothe aggregation of states”
(Macdonald 1989: 795).

Walt (1987) considers it interesting to developmare general and abstract
feature of the balance of power that will explathe’ states conduct or behavior on the
eve of forming alliances in more detail” (Walt 198)( By emphasizing the motives of
alliance formation, it can determine the behavibrstates. For Robert O. Keohane
(1988) the balance of threat theory advanced bytWHE)87) “requires so much
information—about perceptions as well as objectaets—that it has relatively little
theoretical power of its own” (Keohane 1988:172Mccording to Keohane (1988),
mainly this theory is repetitive since “it restatebat we already believe more than

providing us with new insight” (Keohane 1988:172)This project confronts the



voluminous information problem also. However, @images to escape this limitation by
providing a variation within the range of infornati about perceptions when examining
Romania’s alliance with NATO. The justificationrfexpanding balance of power theory
in balance of threat rests in Walt's (1987) argutitbat, based on the feed-back that he
received from numerous scholars when writing thealfichapter on his doctoral
dissertation, he realized that in fact the différdends of balancing that were frequently
occurring in his analysis were in fact the “balagcof threat” and not the “balancing of
power” that were in discussidn.

In Walt’'s (1987) view, testing a series of hypo#eslerived from the balance of
power theory cannot help but enrich the validity te empirical grounds of the
traditional balance of power theory. In essenhe, lialance of power theory suggests
“that weaker states will form alliances to opposergyer powers” or that “states ally in
order to balance thpower of others” (Walt 1987:18). Walt (1987) finds this alleged
prediction interesting for testing due to the fiett he believes mainly that “states ally to
balance againghreatsrather than against power alone” (Walt 1987:5)ithWwespect to
the “proximate threat” Glenn H. Snyder (1991) cdess that Walt's (1987) new
reformulation ofthreats capabilities instead of those pbwer does not represent a
“major revision” or refinement of the traditionaheory as Walt (1987) intended to
portray it, according to Snyder (1991), an increasétention towards the structural
differences would have enriched this theory (Sny@91:126¥ Important to note is that

in the balance of power theory both variables, bagbning and balancing, are defined

® See Stephen’s M. Walt interview: “Conversationthviistory;” Institute of International Studies, UC
Berkeley.

" Italics in original.

8 Italics in original.



in terms of the distribution of states capabilitthsit are reflected in the size of the
population, economic capacity, military power, poéil cohesion and the like. Walt's
(1987) theoretical approach is different in thesgethat instead of considering states
“distribution of capabilities,” he considers theatss “distribution of threats” which
encompasses a combination of capabilities [powmd]iatent [motives and perceptions].
Therefore, the distribution of threat concept tonceives the aggregate power,
proximity, offensive capability and perceived iiens are among the motives that
determine why states form alliances (Walt 1988:289r Snyder (1991), Walt's (1987)
newly introduced capabilities factors like geograpproximity, offensive capabilities
and the perceived intentions of others appear tonpédicitly stated components of the
element of “power” or “capability” (Snyder 1991:@)2 Regarding capabilities and their
definitions in terms of threats, Randall L. Schwel{1994) suggests also that “this is a
somewhat curious claim; however, since balance o@ivgp theory already has a
commonly known phrase for this called “holding tiedance” (Schweller 1994:76).
Snyder’s (1991) critique on Walt's (1987) theoratiapproach seems to revolve
more around the “intentions” hypothesis. Snyd&9(0), underscores in this sense that
Walt's (1987) contribution to the alliance theoryaynbe minimal since scholars like
Hans J. Morgenthau (1973), Paul Seabury (1965)atimekrs had already asserted that a
“balance does form or should form merely againstgraand sometimes a powerful state
may developaggressive intentions” (Snyder 1991:126)From another perspective,
Snyder (1991) credits Walt (1987) for his explaigsociation of independent sources of
threat by first disaggregating them and then reducing them in the concept of “threat.”

In Snyder’'s (1991) view, “Walt has made a usefidotietical clarification, one that

? Italics in original.



brings balance-of-power theory more into line batith common sense and with the
historical record” (Snyder 1991:126).

Walt (1987) underscores that in order to get arelegiew regarding statesmen
behavior when making alliance choices “one shoolds@er in parallel several sources
of threat” (Walt 1987: 26). Nonetheless, he arghas one cannot predict which of these
presupposed factors or sources of threat will ke rtiost important in a particular
situation, “only that one or all of them are likaly play a role when making alliance
choices” (Walt 1987:26). For his investigation, M\(@987) chooses an interesting field,
a region from the Asian continent rich in formingdabreaking alliances. From his
perspective, regions like Southeast Asia and thddMiEast represent a great laboratory
that reflects states that have been concerned aknteely with regional threats.

Hoping to unravel more about the states behawairaws upon both “traditional
diplomatic history and recent alliance commitmentthe Middle East” (Walt 1988:277).
His findings appear to contrast the results prbsdriby the balance of power theory,
which indicate that states will ally in responseirtdbalances of power or that “weaker
states will form alliances to oppose stronger paivéwalt 1987:18). Walt's (1987)
findings suggest almost the opposite in that “stagek allies when there is an imbalance
of threat [that is, when one state or coalitioespecially dangerous]” (Walt 1988:281).
In this sense, states will form alliances primartitybalance against threat®. Walt
(1987) argues also that “occasiondigndwagonindgehavior may occur,” however, this
behavior is more likely to occur “under certainritgable conditions” (Walt 1987:29}.

Walt's (1987) findings point toward an importanpast related to ideology and common

19 talics in original.
M ltalics in original.
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culture. In his view, they matter less when thredh level is higher, what matters is the
perception of threat, and that is what determirtes ¢hoice of the statesmen in the
international system. In his quest towards devetp@ more theoretically significant
approach reflected by the balance of threat thetialt (1987) advances five hypotheses
and for the purpose of this analysis they are plevibelow’? In his testing process,
Walt (1987) finds “strong support for the balancimgpothesis, little for bandwagoning,
modest support for the ideological perspective latid for aid and penetration as causes
of alliance.™®

States allyagainst® states that threaten them-that is, they “balance;”
States allywith states that threaten them-that is, they “bandwdgon
States choose allies of similar ideology;

Foreign aid attracts allies;
Political penetration facilitates alliance

agrwnE

It is relevant to this theoretical framework to edhat Walt (1987) writes from a Neo-
realist perspective and defines in this sebakncing® as a process where states are
allying with others against the prevailing threatd &bandwagoningas an alignment
process with the source of danger (Walt 1987*17Ix is important to remark, from the
perspective of the power/threat dichotomy, that t&/a|1987) findings suggest that
“states balance against several different kindfi@ats and not just against power alone”
(Walt 1988:277). The states™ alliance choices rting to Walt (1987) are based mainly
on the actors’ perceptions of threat rather thatho$e of power. From this perspective,

geographic location and intentions affect in paiac the level of threat that a state poses

12 This particular order is adopted by Walt and igettaken from Snyder’s “Review: Alliances, Balance
and Stability.” International OrganizationVol.45, No.1 (Winter 1991).

13 See Walt's “The Origins of Alliancesin Ithaca, NY Cornell Univ.Press1987.

 talics in original for one & two.

13 talics in original.

'® The terms “alliance” and “alignment” are used iot@ngeably in this analysis. Walt had borrowesl th
terms balancing and bandwagoningfrom Kenneth Waltz (who credits it to Stephen M&awera) in his
Theory of International Politics1979.
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to others. Walt (1987) acknowledges that therstexhe possibility that different states
perceive potential allies and threats in diffeneays (Walt 1988:283).

When examining the alliance formation Walt (198uggests that in order to test
whether balancing or bandwagoning was preferred particular state, it is imperative to
guestion “whether policymakers choose to align wittagainst the states they perceived
as the most powerful or threatening” (Walt 1987:1¥%) this sense, it could be explored
which sources of threat were most important in mieit@ng the states’ calculations.
Regarding limitations of the balance of theory joedns, Walt (1987) suggests that
“although this theory helps explain why coalitidhat were formed against Germany and
its allies in World Wars | and Il had dissolved¢é@nnot explain the aversion behavior or
reasons that determined why the other states des@lcuch an opposition against
Germany” (Walt 1988: 280). Thus, the motives ofnfmg alliances are to be
investigated. The balance of power theory, invigsv cannot explain adequately “why
balances often fail to form” (Walt 1988:279).

In Walt's (1987) conception, these presupposettieeties can be overcome by
recognizing that states seek allies mainly to baddithreats.” Threats according to Walt
(1987) can be conducive to an imbalance of powerefore to an immediate coalition or
alliance. Walt (1987) believes that if states odersthe geographic proximity, the
perceived impressive military power and the int@mdi of other states they will be more
likely to form alliances against the most threatgnstate. Important to note is that
overall, Walt's (1987) balance of threat theory edibs the balance of power
assumptions by incorporating factors of capabdjtgeography and intentions. From his

perspective, “the balance of threat theory offersnare compelling explanation of

12



alliance choices than an exclusive focus on th&ibligion of power capabilities” (Walt
1988:282). Thus, in Walt's (1987) view, a balamfethreat hypothesis will provide
better explanation of the small states behavion ttize global balance of power
perspective. Walt (1987) defines “alliances” a%amal or informal relationship of
security cooperation between two or more soversigtes” (Walt 1987:1).

His justification vis-a-vis employing such a broaefinition for this concept that
comprise “formal” and “informal” arrangements otaeéty cooperation, rests on the fact
that despite their deep commitments, “many conteargostates are reluctant to sign
formal treaties with their allies” (Walt 1987:12)By confining alliances in a larger
spectrum, the opportunities to extrapolate beybedorecise distinctions between formal
and informal alliances are broadened and in tmsesethe exclusion of a large number of
important cases from the examination can be avoidedmany instances Walt (1987)
suggests that states choose to preserve only goeahitments between each other and
did not sign formal treaties of alliances, as is tase with the United States and Israel
where the relationship is bonded by a tacit agregme

As noted, the traditional balance of power theames both balancing and
bandwagoning in terms of power. Walt (1987) ackieolges that power plays an
important role in states calculations however, fdetors thathreatenthat power are, in
his view, the most important since they determineetiver an alliance is or is not
necessary to be forméd. Moreover, Walt (1987) contends that “both balagcand
bandwagoning are more accurately described aspmnes to threats than to power”
(Walt 1985:9). Walt's (1987) contribution to th#iance theory consists in examining

the factors that elevate the level of threat anterd@ne, in this case, the alliance

" Emphasis added.
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tendencies. In abstract, Walt (1987) concludes tte states actual behavior is better
predicted by his newly refined hypotheses. Thewahg trend serves as a summary of
Walt's (1987) hypotheses revised in terms of theedh factors. Macdonald (1989)

contends that Walt’'s (1987) examination in thisaaiee shortsighted from the analytical

standpoint.

According to Walt (1987) “states tend to ally araldmce against the prevailing
threat” (Walt 1987:148). Macdonald (1989) belietlest explaining the case of Israel is
crucial for understanding alliances. From his pecsive, Walt's (1987) explanation
appears less clear. In Macdonald's (1989) viewcesilsrael was bombarded with
massive U.S. aid for a long time and was transfdramethis way into a “proximate
threat,” why then didsmall andweakArab countries from the Israelis vicinity not ally
and balance with the U.S. or Russia against theelis? (Macdonald 1989: 795).
Although Walt (1987) considers in his study thiseas an “anomaly” his theoretical
explanation appears to challenge this hypothestandolph M. Siverson (1988) also
criticizes Walt (1987) for his “failure to maintathe high theoretical level that guides its

initial purpose” (Siverson 1988:1045).

2.1 The Balancing Behavior Hypothesis

Walt's (1987) revision to the balance of power hjy@sis consists in adding a series of
factors that were previously only implicitly statedthe hypothesis. By expanding them,
he hopes to clearly explalow the level of threat is elevatede to the contribution of

these factors anldow states behawdue to these implicatioris.

18 Emphases added.
19 Emphases added.
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The Aggregate Power factor

In Walt’s (1987) view, the distribution of aggregatower reflects a potential threat and
may constitute a greater motive for states eitbdvalance or bandwagon. Walt (1987)
defines aggregate power in terms of a state’s tesdurces [i.e., population, industrial
and military capability, technological prowess,.(@valt 1985:9). Overall Walt (1987)
suggests that “states balance agathstats of which aggregate power is only one

component” (Walt 1985:35¥.

The Proximate Power factor

Proximate threats, as the aggregate power factor,irfluence states to balancing and
bandwagoning by creating specific zones or “spheresnfluence.” Walt (1987)
suggests that “the ability of a state to projectv@o declines with distance” (Walt
1985:10). In this sense “states that are bordeangreat power may choose to
bandwagon rather than balance, especially if tbwggsful neighbor has demonstrated its
ability to compel obedience” (Walt 1985:11). Cduogton the effects of proximity, Walt
(1987) mentions that for the Soviet Union to usktany power against its neighbors may
be an easier thing to do, however, from his petspgeahis factor emulates the model of
offensivecapability and in such “neighboring context coiggrcan be either undele
facto Soviet control or allied with the U.S.” (Walt 1986)?* Since Russia continues to
emanate in Europe a kind of imperial or hostilegenty it provides, according to Walt

(1987), a powerful incentive for independent comstto seek allies elsewhere in order to

2 Jtalics in original.
2 Jtalics in original.
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deter such an attempt or to defeat it should iupngevalt 1985:36). Geography from
Walt's (1987) perspective, explains why so manyhef world’s significant powers have

chosen to ally with the U.S.

The Offensive Power factor

Walt (1987) conceptualizes this factor in termstates potential offensive and defensive
capabilities. In Walt's (1987) perspective, twads of possible alliances may result
from the threatening implication of this factor.n®is that states may get influenced by
the immediate threat capabilities and that will pdsem to balance by allying with
others. The other possibility inculcates the “sphef influence” aspect that seems to
sway weaker states, who border those with largensie capabilities, to bandwagon
since balancing alliances are not a viable postsilil these circumstance€. Offensive
power creates, in Walt's (1987) view, “a world @ht alliances and few neutral states”

(Walt 1985:11).

The Offensive Intentiorfactor

Walt (1987) suggests that “perceptions of inteaty@ crucial role in alliance choices.”
In light of this, intentions and not power are calidor creating opposing alliances.
States expansionist ambitions and substantial pgwevoke other states to balance
against them (Walt 1985:12). Walt (1987) arguet thwhen a state is believed to be

unalterably aggressive, others are unlikely to bagbn, and in case an aggressor’'s

n this context Walt suggests that the alliancemfation becomes morienetic when the offense is
believed to have the advantage: great powers veilarice more vigorously while weak states seek
protection by bandwagoning more frequently. SelidAce Formation and the Balance of World Power”
in International Securityyol.9, No.4. (Spring 1985).
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intentions are impossible to change, then balanwiitly others is the best way to avoid
becoming a victim” (Walt 1985: 13).

In general scholars coming from fields other thhe tealist or the Neorealist
traditions, like those from social constructivismneoliberal institutionalism, attempt to
critique the Neorealist theory for inadequacy ars#fulness in providing a clearer
explanatory theoretical framework from where pradics will result. Interesting to find
is that in most cases scholars indicate the limonatthat the balance of threat theory has
been unable to address, however, very few schafgsar to suggest in a concrete way, a
comprehensive alternative in explaining the allecboices. Usually the debate in this
field is concentrated on poorly defined or refinkeoretical concepts or whether the
realism theoretical framework is adequate to expissues from other areas as well as
whether this theory accounts for change and dewaop in the international system.

Although Walt's (1987) attempt is highly regardegg bome scholars as an
impressive and convincing amendment of the tragkidalance of power theory, Walt
(1987) cannot escape the criticism pertaining ttage empirical anomalies such as “why
similarly situated states behave in opposite wanyg @ntrary to the theory predictions,
or why strong states sometime bandwagon and weaésssometime balance (Schweller
1994:77Y*® Snyder (1991) for instance, acknowledges Walt88{) contribution to
unraveling the origins of alliances. However, héicates that “despite the valuable
theoretical insights provided by Walt (1987) to tilkance theory, his study has short

insights and is limited empirically since it onlpempasses the alliances in the Middle

% See “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisit State Back In.”
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East.® Keohane (1988) goes much further arguing that \(1887) is not an expert on
the Middle East since he relies mainly on secondaryces translated into the English
language. In contrast, Walt (1987) suggests thgiarticular the Middle Eastern region
appears suitable from his perspective for studylignces since the various coalitions
that had formed among Middle Eastern countries,fheduated enormously throughout
the Cold War period.

In this sense, since Walt (1987) attempted to amplwhat brought states
together or drove them apart,” the Middle East camelp but be a legitimate choice for
answering these questions. Snyder (1991) alsotignesWalt’s (1988) balancing
process by raising a valuable question: “if whatatanced ishreatrather tharpowerof
what does the balancing consist?”(Snyder 1991:328Yalt (1987) appears to suggest in
this sense that threatening intentions are thezdbatanced by mobilizing extra power.
Regarding the final predictions that Walt's (19®a)ance of threat theory alleges vis-a-
vis the states tendencies to either balance ontmgoh, Snyder (1991) suggests that the
fact that “states balance more than they bandwagah’hot come as a big surprise to
scholars from the field of international politicsnce in sight, this was already the case.

Paul Schroeder (1994), a scholar who arduoushesiigated whether the
generalizations made by the Neorealist theory coméerms with the international
history, argues in contrast to Walt (1987) that ritbaagoning is historically more
common than balancing, particularly by smaller peti€Schroeder 1994:117). The
assertion which incriminates the prevalence of rfmafgy in the international arena is

based on this scholar’s historical investigatioat thoes back to 1785 and explicitly to

%4 See “Alliance Theory: A Neorealist First Cut” bye®n H. Snyder idournal of International Affairs.
1990.
% talics in original.
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Germany when the Austrian Emperor Joseph |l attechfd carry through the exchange
of Belgium for Bavarig® Based on this scenario, Schroeder (1994) ardiesame as
Snyder (1991) that throughout the centuries in yeuwajor crisis “different states
perceiving the same threat or similar ones adopiffdring strategies to meet them”
(Schroeder 1994:119). In this situation, Schrodd®©4) suggests that the Neorealist
perspective is incompatible with the history ofemmational politics, since it cannot
accommodate it as Walt (1987) perceives it.

Schroeder (1994) underscores with this exampleadribe limitations that this
theory has in explaining alliances. Although W@l®87) suggests in his findings that
threats can be perceived differently by differdatess and no particular order in terms of
the threat factor is followed by states when thbhgose alignments, Schroeder (1994)
finds it important to argue that “Walt's thesissdmed to help neo-realist theory explain
why states so often join overwhelmingly powerfublitions, actually makes it virtually
impossible to distinguish between “balancing” abdrfdwagoning” or to determine the
real motives of actors, since any bandwagoning sgalikely to claim that it is actually
“balancing” against a threatening enemy” (Schrod®94:119).

He cites in this instance the Romanian alignmett @iermany during the 1939-
1940 period when Romania was bandwagoning with @eymn order to balance the
threat from the USSR. Interesting from this pectipe appears to be Schroeder’s (1994)
guestion that pertains to the mixed motives chdsgrstates as well as whether the

strategies adopted by them are directly proportiavith the greatest side payments

% See the entire discussion in “Historical Realisy Meo-Realist Theorylhternational SecurityVol. 19,
No.1. (Summer, 1994), pp.108-148.
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received in territorial gains, future alliances, lifpal concessions, prestige, etc.

(Schroeder 1994:120).

2.2 The Bandwagoning Behavior Hypothesis

Walt (1987) suggests that bandwagoning may ocam ftwo distinct motives that are
related tooffensiveand defensivereasons/ One is that obppeasementby aligning
with the threatening state or coalition the bandwey may hope to avoid an attack on
itself by diverting it elsewhere and the other hsitt of profiting that reflects a state
alignment with the dominant side in war in orderstware the spoils of victory” (Walt
1985:8) Walt (1987) acknowledges that both balancing &addwagoning have
greater implications for the practical world.

In a bandwagoning world “if statesmen follow thdao&ing prescription, threats
will encourage their allies to defect, leaving thésolated against an overwhelming
coalition” likewise in a balancers world “followinthe bandwagoning prescription by
employing threats and power more frequently weideothers to increase their opposition
against you more vigorously” (Walt 1985:14). In M&(1987) perspective, balancing
and bandwagoning are the alliance equivalents wrdeg and appeasing. In the realm
of international politics, Walt's (1987) findingsiggest thabalancingis more common
than bandwagoning’ In his prescriptions, in a balancing world “statee more secure
because aggressors will face combined oppositiatewhbandwagoning world security
is scarce because aggression is rewarded” (Wah:498 The reason that balancing is

more common than bandwagoning has to do with th&e’'st preference to “balance

%" Italics in original.
2 Jtalics in original.
2 Jtalics in original.
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against the threat rather than bandwagoning with Ih these conditions, the author
argues that states can preserve most of theirdreda accepting subordination under a
potential hegemon. Walt (1987) concludes thatwidely different contexts, the strong
tendency for states to balance when making alliagiceices is confirmed” (Walt
1985:16).

States will bandwagon only when the capabilitiesytban add to either side are
unlikely to make much difference, they can doditth affect the outcome, they are either
confronted by a great power, or allies are unallglan the close proximity. Interesting
to remark is that in all these mentioned instan@éalt (1987) speaks of bandwagoning
only in terms of “small and weak states.” Regagdinhis approach, Macdonald (1989)
suggests that “Walt uses only two levels of analysiexamining the behavior of states in
the Middle East; one is that of superpowers and dtieer is that of small states”
(Macdonald 1989:796).

In Walt's (1987) view, accommodating a neighborirggeat power or
bandwagoning may be the best choice sometimessioalt and weak states in close
proximity to a great power since potential alliesynbe scarce or distant and in particular
these states lack the capabilities to stand al@ieilt 1985:18). Regarding scholars who
oppose this view, Walt (1987) stresses that these placing themselves in direct
opposition to the most widely accepted theory ia field of international relations”
(Walt 1985:16). Although Walt (1987) acknowledgleat bandwagoning situations may
occur in Eastern Europe, he appears to vehemeatly that bandwagoning decisions
may have a greater impact on the global balancepmfer. In his conception,

bandwagoning is relevant only for the weak statetf) no allies but armed with leaders
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who believe that potentially threatening states loarappeased. Walt (1987) appears to
suggest that for states that matter, balancindpesrtile, in that states will join forces
against the threats posed by the power, proxiraftgnsive capabilities, and intentions of
others. From this perspective, the Romanian cakeéevinteresting to follow. Other
critics pertaining to Walt (1987) come from John Vasquez (1997) who argues that
Walt (1987) “takes a very incrementalist positiohen explaining that balance of threat
should be viewed as a refinement of traditionalabe¢ of power theory” (Vasquez
1997:904).

In big lines, Vasquez (1997), discounts Walt’'s §1P prediction that ‘states
balance against threats’; “a statapableof making a threat must be guarded against
because no one can be assured when it may actudlae potential” (Vasquez
1997:904)° For Vasquez (1997) “if power and threat are irdefent, as Walt (1987)
argues, then something may be awry in the real®idi (Vasquez 1997:905). His
critics pertain more to the realist field than t@N\V(1987). In his view, “Walt (1987)
practices the discipline the way the dominant pgradeads him to practice it” (Vasquez
1997:906). With respect to the foreign policy essas that Walt (1987) points out in his
study, scholars other than Walt (1987) believed tHathe United States did less, its
allies would do more for themselves, since theyfgoréalancing to bandwagoning”
(Snyder 1991:127).

A consistent part of Snyder’s (1991) criticism calsevolves around the
balancing-bandwagoning dichotomy. In his perspe¢tWalt's (1987) dichotomy is not
perfectly suitable for explaining the alliance fatmon since states may “balance” by

other means than alliance [i.e., by armament oitanyl action] (Snyder 1991:128).

% Jtalics in original.
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Schweller (1994) cites that in a similar way Jaeky. and Michael Barnett who suggest
that the realist approach is in general “relativ@lgnt concerning Third World alliances

or how state-society relations in particular migjive rise to distinctive patterns of

alignment behavior” (Schweller 1994:77). In thagw, resources providing function of

alliances and the impact of domestic political exag play a greater role and leaders
form alliances according to them in order “to securgently needed economic and
military resources to promote domestic goals, redpi external and internal security
threats, and consolidate their domestic politicdifpons” (Schweller 1994: 77).

Schweller (1994) contends that Walt (1987) doaskent work regarding the
prediction of the bandwagoning cases that inclutbesestic sources. Both Waltz (1979)
and Walt (1987) reach the same conclusion thatéstavith illegitimate leaders, weak
governmental institutions, and/or little ability tobilize economic resources are weak
states that are likely to bandwagon anyway” (WaB7:250-265). Also, Walt's (1987)
prediction that states balance against the mosietans threat to their survival appears
to be compatible with the practical world. Keoba1988) who reviewed one of the
most significant works on alliances in the past tlesades, Walt's (1987Mhe Origins of
Alliancesstudy, points to the fact that Walt (1987) usesamdy ideas from his former
teacher Kenneth N. Waltz (1979) who quoted the tefrfbandwagoning” but also he

manages to transform his argument that

states seek less to maximize power than to maintsir position in the
system, and that therefore “balancing” not “bandwagg” is the behavior
induced by the system” in that “elites in chardestate policy seek above all
to maintain them in power; and since they are stirgwdges of their own
interests, this leads them to “balance” againstataning states rather than to
“bandwagon,” joining the stronger side in hopegking up some crumbs
from the victors table (Keohane 1988%).

31 See Keohane's review on Walt's approach in “Aties) Threats, and the Uses of Neorealism.”
International SecurityVol. 13, No.1.
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Paul Schroeder (1994) suggests vis-a-vis bandwagadhiat Walt (1987) had narrowly
defined this term. In his view, “states have veifferent reasons to choose balancing or
bandwagoning” (Schroeder 1994:117). According thv&ller's (1994) perspective,
“the aim of balancing is self-preservation and phetection of values already possessed,
while the goal of bandwagoning is usually self-aesien: to obtain values coveted”
(Schweller 1994:74). In essence, “balancing iveiriby the desire to avoid losses;
bandwagoning is driven by the opportunity for gaithweller 1994:74).

In Snyder's (1991) observation, Walt's (1987) ttetical approach to the
alliance theory is completely default and cannabegate much knowledge since his
“analysis leaves the misleading impression thathiilkance of power theory is entirely
about alliance making” (Snyder 1991:104). Accogdito Snyder (1991), “a fully
developed theory of alliances, would have to deidh whoices between alliances and
other means of security” while this dichotomy obssuthe full range of choices within
the alliance realm and inhibits a more discrimimg@nalysis (Snyder 1991:12%8).

For the purpose of this project it is importanintae that Snyder (1991) suggests
that “states have alignment options other thanirglywith or against a threatening
power” (Snyder 1991:128). From this perspectiveyill be interesting to determine the
options that Romania had vis-a-vis Snyder’'s (199pjion effects like neutrality
[whether formal or informal], improved relationsthvithird parties and to conciliate or
compromise with the threatening state. Concilrataecording to Snyder (1991) “buys
security at some cost to intrinsic value while balag buys security at the cost of

autonomy” (Snyder 1991:128). The dichotomy betwbalancing and bandwagoning

32 See Snyder’s entire critique in “Review: AlliancBalance, and Stabilitylhternational Organization,
Vol. 45, No.1 (Winter 1991).
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does not supply enough information in Snyder’'s (998nception regarding how states
choose their allies or how they shape their alksngor does it clarify how they proceed

when their motive is strictly balancing.

2.3 The Ideological Solidarity Hypothesis

Walt (1987) suggests that “what holds allianasgether is the external threat” (Walt
1987:153). From this perspective, is it worth ngtthat alliances are defensive in nature
since they are mainly driven by fear; moreover, \WWE87) finds that “the more similar
the states are, the more they are likely to alWalt 1987: 33). In Walt's (1987)
perspective, ideological solidarity encompassekataies that result from states sharing
political, cultural, or other traits” (Walt 1987:B3 Walt (1987) acknowledges that this
hypothesis in particular, “stands in sharp contrstbalancing and bandwagoning
hypotheses that are responses to external thr@stdt 1987:33).

However, a common ideology, Walt (1987) argues) abso create effective
alliances through solidarity and alignment. Atlbtheoretical and practical levels Walt
(1987) argues that increased attention needs twt@ded to the type of ideology itself
as well as to whether the ideology is unifying ongive in nature. “States, according to
him, are more likely to follow their ideologicalgferences when they are already fairly
secure while any indications of insecurity will emce states to take whatever allies they
can get” (Walt 1987:38).

When reviewing the importance of ideology as aseanf alliances, Walt (1987)
finds in the alliances formed in the Middle Eastexgion between 1955 and 1979 almost

no effects for local alliances and somewhat strorgféects for alliances with the
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superpowers. He appears aware of the fact thatgémeral view of the security
consideration dominates the ideological approachhat “security considerations are
likely to take precedence over ideological prefees) and ideological based alliances are
unlikely to survive when more pragmatic interestsude” (Walt 1987:38). Walt (1987)
mentions in relation to this that “any factors thextd to make states more secure should
increase the importance of ideological considenation alliance choices” (Walt 1987:
38). In his view, “ideology is most important whdafense is dominant and states are
most secure” (Walt 1987:39).

The states security is important because it infteenwhether states have been
willing to sacrifice their security in order to difg their ideological preferences. In
Walt's (1987) perspective, “many ideological altas may just be balancing alliances in
disguise if they have been formed to oppose theasbof a hostile ideology or they may
be bandwagoning when weak regimes alter their afgodl positions when a new
ideological movement appears to be gaining momeh{Walt 1987:40). In general
scholars tend to resume their review on Walt's {39Bst two hypotheses, balancing and
bandwagoning.

With respect to the last three, scholars in theiews either point towards the
ideological solidarity hypothesis in the contextWfS. foreign policy recommendations
or lay aside and leave unquestioned the influehee@anomic and political penetration as
instruments in forming alliances. Macdonald’s (3P8ritique on Walt (1987) revolves
around issues of conceptualization and the idedygwthesis in that the former believes
that the latter “underestimates the role of ideglwgalignment patterns especially on the

part of the superpowers” (Macdonald 1989:796). okxdmg to Macdonald (1989)
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despite the fact that Walt (1987) acknowledges idablogy has an effect in the
alignment process, his definition regarding ideaabaffinities is inadequately stated
especially when it comes to the ideological “inflae” in a particular alignment. In this
sense, Walt (1987) appears to underestimate thee thalt ideology plays “irsome
situational relationships” like that between theSUand lIsrael*®* Macdonald (1989)
appears to be on the same line of argument witbratholars when he argues that Walt
(1987) “is guilty of underestimating the ideolodidanportance insome alliances”
(Macdonald 1989:797

Keohane (1988), from the same perspective, acladges that Walt's (1987)
evidence about balancing and ideology are intergstactors especially since their
findings appear to be contrast. However, he castdhat “while balancing is more
prevalent than bandwagoning, the role of ideologpears to be conditional if not
spuriously subsumed by the balance of threat tfiegtgohane 1988:2). It is worth
mentioning that Walt's (1987) predictions accounthodest support for the ideological
attraction hypothesis in the work of James H. Lebq2004) who argues that Walt
(1987) more than anything “understates the impaaienlogy on alignment.” Lebovic
(2004) suggests that “the strength, duration atichate impermanence of the regional
alignments indicate that they had more importasism ideology than Walt supposes”
(Lebovic 2004: 167).

Lebovic's (2004) critique on Walt's (1987) ideojoests on the fact that the
latter, by his neorealist inclination, fails to tihguish the “logic of appropriateness” and

to perceive the interests that form in a particalignment. Lebovic (2004) argues that

% Italics in original.
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“Walt's (1987) efforts to incorporate ideology intiee balance of threat theory are half-
hearted at best” (Lebovic 2004:169). Moreover, f8aalance of threat theory makes
room for ideology only to the extent that it cantkesl to the “aggressive intentions” a
part of the theory that remains from his perspectinderspecified and undertheorized”
in Walt's analysis” (Lebovic 2004:169). Lebovid)®) contends that Walt (1987) is not
sufficiently clear in discussing ideology, espdgialhen he mentions that “ideology is
less powerful than balancing asvetive for alignment” (Lebovic 2004:1697. In his
view, Walt (1987) fails to elaborate on the “origimnd nature” of the aggressive
intentions and much less on their relationshiglemlogy (Lebovic 2004:169).

Lebovic (2004) sees as problematic Walt's (1988ralinting of domestic forces
influences and how these forces reinforce or prenmagology’s effects. With respect to
the clarity of concepts conveyed by Walt (1987) smuholars like F.Gregory Gause Il
acknowledge that the Middle East region is a “heade” for the Neorealist approach
since an amalgamation of the bandwagoning incentielated to transnational ideologies
and identities are identified in this region (Gad899:15). Gause (1999) criticizes Walt
(1987) for the same limitations as Lebovic (2004 his perspective, Walt (1987)
“subsumes ideology under his general rubric of ahras a sign of ‘aggressive
intentions™ (Gause 1999: 23).

While Walt (1987) appears to lack, in some views explanatory power to
discuss the importance of ideology in the senseé ‘tid@ological similarity leads to
alignment,” Snyder (1991) acknowledges that “tHeas been a general trend away from
formal alliances in the Third World in favor of ethkinds of military and political

collaboration, such as military aid and arms salg&fiyder 1991:123). Like other
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28



scholars, Macdonald (1989) contends that Walt (19&7derestimates the role of
ideology in alignment patterns, especially on theat pof the superpowers. It is
completely unrealistic in his view, to judge thderof ideology in foreign policy only
through the perspective of states ideological aifie. Although like Walt (1987),
Macdonald (1989) acknowledges that “ideology is tlm# only or most important
determinant of alignment policy” he finds importattleast to review Walt's seditious
work on alliances.

Robert G. Kaufman (1992) critics Walt's (1987) thetaal work to the extent
that he gets the privilege to form a special diagvith Walt (1987) in the alliances
literature, although he, the same as other schdldrsot offer a comprehensive theory of
alliances suitable to replace that developed byt#te Walt. Despite the fact that he
finds “large elements of truth” in Walt's (1987)@pach, Kaufman (1992) cannot help
but suggests that both Neorealism and Walt's (1992th suffer from “an ultra-
parsimoniousness, which obscures rather thanielautiie choices the statesmen actually
face” (Kaufman 1992:419). Furthermore, Kaufman9@)9sees problematic Walt’s
(1987) entire relevant theory for policy and arguesfavor of incorporating critical
aspects of domestic politics, and perceptions dividual statesmen in further research.

For Kaufman (1992), Walt's (1987) entire book pays more “a clear and bold
foreign policy agenda” (Kaufman 1992:418). Accoglito Kaufman (1992) Walt's
(1987) prescriptions can be detrimental to Ameriéareign diplomacy regarding the
diminution of the American security vigilances metworld. Contrary to Walt (1987),
Kaufman (1992) suggests an increased and perm&meetican military that provides

assiduous guidance in the international arena.ho@igh Walt (1987) acknowledges
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Kaufman’s (1992) “identification of some factorathmay impede the normal tendency
for states to balance against threats” he is defaty dismissing Kaufman’'s (1992)
assertions regarding the policy prescriptions (W&892:448). Walt (1987) finds them
“misleading and unhelpful.” In Walt's (1987) vieaufman (1992) fails to develop a
theoretical framework that will replace what he ibally rejects, and from this
perspective Kaufman’s (1992) “laundry list of fatbremain only a list of factors that is
theoretically limited. Kaufman (1992) concedest ttalliance behavior is not just a
product of the international system: it reflects thternal process of states, ideology, and
the perceptions of individual statesmen as wellagknan 1992:419). For Kaufman
(1987) ideology and domestic constraints can haweueh greater effect in alignment
patterns than Walt's (1987) theory predicts (Kauirh892:438).

Although Walt (1987) meticulously defends point pgint his approach in
Kaufman’s (1992) research work, he acknowledgest #faufman’s (1992) effort to
improve the balance of threat theory and then reeenus that Kaufman (1992) “move
beyond listing various factors that may influenckiaace behavior, and begin
formulating clear and testable hypotheses” (Wal®2t969). Walt (1987) appears to
credit more the work of Eric J. Labs (19920 Weak States Bandwagoim?which Labs
(1992) appears to object to realists for failinggoognizing the strengths of their theory.
Since they both agree on so many theoretical lewlsit (1987) finds it difficult to
critique Labs (1992) conclusion that “balancing debr is even more widespread than
earlier Realists have recognized” although he ttescome with some constructive
criticism that do not undermine Lab’s (1992) théioed efforts. On the positive

spectrum, Keohane (1988) acknowledges Walt's (19&1) evidence about balancing
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and ideology hypotheses, in that balancing is npoexalent than bandwagoning. He
suggests that Walt's (1987) analysis is “subtle andnced” if considering how Walt
(1987) goes by testing conditional hypotheses abtatés behavior and how he uses the
Neorealism premises to theoretically inform his Igsia and to formulate the
propositions of balancing and bandwagoning. KeehflB88) considers that Walt
(1987) is “admirably systematic in examining aliggmts and realignments in the Middle
East” (Keohane 1988:173).

Historical narrative appears to be on a higher siatlen Walt's (1987) theoretical
approach in examining the patterns of alignmenid @@ way perhaps Walt (1987)
approaches it dissatisfies many historians. imtsresting to note from this perspective,
that Keohane (1998) suggests that “allian@e institutions: they involve rules
prescribing roles for participants” (Keohane 199&)® In this sense he mentions that
“NATO, unlike many alliances, is highly institutialized, since it includes formal
bureaucratic organizations with complex decisiorkimg routines and differentiation of
functions” (Keohane 1998:174). Since Walt (198id) wot raise institutional questions
in his study, Keohane (1988) considers that detangiwhich conditions alignments
become formalized in or how the impact of a fortmehty is different than an informal

one, are critically important for enriching thisrpeular literature.

2.4 The Foreign Aid Hypothesis-A Special Form of Bancing Behavior
Regarding the foreign aid perspective, Walt (198ugygests that “the more aid, the
tighter the resulting alliance” (Walt 1987:41). Wdalt's (1987) view, this hypothesis

helps justify most economic and assistance progradwvever, Walt (1987) warns that
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“the aid relationship may be more the result ofitall alignment than a cause of it”
(Walt 1987:42). Walt (1987) justifies his assuraptwith a statement speech given by
the Secretary of State Alexander Haig regardingUtt®. security assistance program.
Haig mentioned that “the friendly states we suppamn themselves help us assure our
most vital national interests” (Walt 1987:42).

In the context of this study it is important tanak that since the Cold War
ended in Europe, for the U.S. to find a common gnevas a greater task, and this
perhaps may help explain why it took Romania apipnately fourteen years to finalize
the alliance process with NATO and why after origee years from the September 11
events, Romania qualified as a member of an aliatunsistent with U.S. interests.
Parenthetically noted, Walt (1987) acknowledgesaaic valuable instrument of alliance
formation however, only when “alternatives are nasient.”

In the scarcity of defense alliances alternatiglespite its reluctance, Romania
committed to downsize its military at NATO's requegving in this way, greater
leverage to NATO in this alliance. From Walt's 89 theoretical perspective, NATO
appears to find a way through its foreign aid tdabee a common external threat
although Walt (1987) underscores that foreign d&g$a relatively minor role in alliance
formation. It becomes interesting from this pecspe to reveal how much of a role the
foreign aid played in the Romanian historical relcon alliances and how much it played

with NATO.
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2.5 The Transnational Political Penetration Hypothsis

Walt (1987) defines this hypothesis in terms ok“thanipulation of one state’s domestic
political system by another through (i) public offils with divided loyalties, (ii)
lobbying and (iii) propaganda” (Walt 1987:46). Redjng this hypothesis, Walt (1987)
suggests that “the true causal relationship betwgansnational penetration and
international alliances is often unclear” (Walt 7987). Circumstances and common
interests appear to play a much greater role i\ kind of alliance formations. Walt
(1987) mentions that “political penetration is meféective against open societies, when
the objectives are limited, where the means areeperd as legitimate and where other
important incentives for the alliance already eXigtValt 1987:48).

Walt (1987) advises that the last three hypothesesmined in his alliance
investigation in the Middle East are rather weakises in forming alliances since a
requirement first need to be met in order for ahthese hypotheses to play a role. That
requirement is security, and in forming these kioflalliances, most states need to find
security plentiful. However, as Walt (1987) spmgf‘even great powers will view their
security as precarious” (Walt 1987:49). As for tase of Romania this study begins to
assume that security interests played a greaterimalliances more perhaps than did the
ideological affinities.

Walt (1987) stresses that states have for the passtthosen “to bandwagon with
the U.S. rather than balance it” (Walt 1988: 314). Walt's (1987) view, balancing is
less likely to occur when (i) the states in questaye too weak to alter the balance
through their own actions, (ii) when effective edliare unavailable, and (iii)) when the

threatening power is believed to be appeasable. apfiears intriguing from this
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perspective to determine whether the case of Ramamforms to the balance of threat
theory. Siverson (1988) criticizes Walt (1987) limsing focus in his theoretical analysis.

He suggests that

instead of explicitly stating a set of Waltzian wegtions about the
necessityof alliances in the international system and tladiowing
these assumptions to interact across consideratibnational power,
ideology, and penetration, Walt turns to a consiten of the three
individual factors in the formation of alliancestimaut a well-formed
consideration of how the constraints and imperativef the
international system interact with the three idiéadi factors (Siverson
1988:1045)

Siverson's (1988) criticisms pertain also to Wal(1987) theoretical framework
approach and testing procedure. He contends thét(M087) was careless in adopting a
more coherent and feasible research design witle rdistinct cases that were going to
add to the variation in the independent variablasfging in this sense “the discussion of
the role of national autonomy and policy preferenae alliance choices” (Siverson
1988:1045). The Romanian case study in this icstazan help enrich this variation.
With respect to the last hypotheses, even Walt {L@8knowledges that they are not
likely to be effective alliance instruments unlietnations interests converge. In absence
of shared political interests, Walt (1987) contetitst “even generous aid programs do
not create effective alliances” (Walt 1987:225).

Literature indicates a significant gap in thisaaedthough Walt (1987) suggests
that the provision of economic and military assista cannot always create effective
alliances. Regarding this hypothesis, Walt (19&80nditions his predictions or
likelihoods on the following grounds: (i) if the mplier has a monopoly on a valuable
asset, (ii) if there exists an asymmetry of depandgone side needs the other more),

(i) if there is an asymmetry of motivation pertaig to an issue, (iv) if the patron is

%7 Italics in original.
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politically capable of manipulating the level ofsedance provided to the client (Walt
1987:236). Since these conditions are rarely foegign aid does not appear to be an
important factor in the alliance formation; and doehese effects scholars are reluctant
to begin an investigation of alliances from thisrgpective, when conditionality is
prevalent. The following section addresses a seoievarious relevant conclusions

regarding Walt's (1987) theoretical approach.

2.6 Concluding Remarks

The present theoretical examination reviewed Stephalt's theoretical approach on
how alliances are formed. In contrast to the hadaof power theory, Walt's (1987)
balance of threat perspective suggests that states alliances not from the desire to
balance power, but in order to balance power agdimeats. As the reviewed
perspectives in this analysis underscore, Walt%37) work is remarkable in that it
provides, in an explicit way, some of the motivedaztors that states consider when they
decide to balance or to bandwagon. Although W#it337) findings indicate that states
prefer balancing to bandwagoning, viewed as a whakefair to admit that this theory
needs more clarifications and case studies in otdedentify a pattern among the
motives behind the states choices to ally withipaldr partners.

A special attention in this review pertained to Y¢al(1987) two sets of
hypotheses—balancing and bandwagoning. Balangipgthesis concerned the question
of whether states choose alliance partners in dadbalance against power or to balance
against threats. Bandwagoning hypothesis conceheduestion of whether states align

with the threatening state. As this examinationtends, confusion related to balancing
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and bandwagoning persists. In Schroeder’s (19@4) for instance, “the bandwagoning
image pictures the global order as a complex macbirwheels within wheels while the
balancing pictures the prevailing tendency amoatgest (Schroeder 1994.72). Through
Walt's (1987) perspective, both these conceptsatle@ry different situations. In the
case of balancing, security is plentiful, “states more secure, because aggressors will
face combined opposition,” while in the case of daagoning, “security is scarce
because successful aggressors will attract addltedhes” (Walt 1987:17).

Walt (1987) conceives threats in terms of proxyminhtentions and aggregate
power. It is hoped, in this context, that the casSRomania will contribute to the theory
by either expanding the number of threats enumerageWalt (1987) or cementing the
fact that one, two or all of them were part frone fRomanian alliance decision making
process. As Siverson (1988) suggests “the eleofetireat usually needs to be present
to activate balancing alliance activity” (Sivers@f888:1044). Walt (1987) articulates
throughout his theoretical analysis to world positithat under most circumstances
“balancing is more common than bandwagoning.” @thsiggest based on different
historical events that “balancing is the exceptiuat, the rule.®®

Some argue that Walt’'s (1987) theory underminesitmgortance of domestic
factors in alliance decisions. They suggest thiggitimate elites and states that are
weak vis-a-vis their societies, bandwagon more often than balasfc¢hreat theory
predicts (Schroeder 1994:7%). Important to retain from this literature review that
alliances are not only responses to threats bub &bs prestige and economic

opportunities.  Regarding the ideological instrumeWalt (1987) contends that

3 See footnote 9 in “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringithe Revisionist State Back Iririternational
Security,Vol. 19, No. 1. (Summer, 1994), pp.72-107.
% Italics in original.
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ideological affinities are less important or evertiary when security concerns are
prevalent. Walt (1987) contends that weak statesnaore likely to bandwagon or
remain neutral when allies are unavailable. Arriedting aspect raised by Kaufman
(1992) is that “Eastern European states actual vb@h&onfounds Walt's structural
theories” (Kaufman 1992:423). From this perspectiie present case study aims to
illuminate and contribute to the progress of tHeate theory, since more case studies
are needed in this sense for making valid genetadizs. The strategy of Romania to
balance against the proximate and the distantttimes enrich in some way the alliance
theory. Walt (1987) even contends that “percegtiof intent are likely to play an
especially crucial role in alliances choices” (WEHB7:25).

Kaufman (1992) suggests, based on his researchingis, that “ideology,
economic penetration and political subversion haffects on alignments than Walt's
theory predicts” (Kaufman 1992:438). As it canifkerred, scholars tend to focus more
on Walt's (1987) balancing and bandwagoning hyps#ke Scholars like Macdonald
(1989) go one step further and critique Walt's (@P@eological affinity, foreign aid and
political penetrations arguing that sometimes Wa&R87) may be guilty, due to his
experience in connecting facts with reasons, afifigr some facts to fit his theoretical
framework. Regarding the last three hypotheses;dl@ald (1989) contends that they
are poor predictors when it comes to identifying #mall states behavior especially
when they are considered in context of states balgrand bandwagoning behavior.

Macdonald (1989) appears convinced that Walt (198@derestimates the role
of ideology in alignment patterns,” he agrees Withlt (1987) that “ideology is not the

only or most important determinant in alignmenti@gl' and like the others does not
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offer something more suitable (Macdonald 1989:79@hre on ideology is discussed by
Lebovic (2004) who seems to perceive that Walt {)98nderestimates the role of
ideology, although like Kaufman (1992) he appeadined to connect ideology with
domestic forces. As noted, many scholars crititéialt's (1987) Neorealist approach
although none of them come up with a solution Ibdtten Walt’'s (1987). Some argue
that more case studies are needed in order toNa#its theoretical predictions. The
present study aims to contribute to the theoreticalerstanding of the alliance dynamics
and will focus in Chapter Four on identifying thatterns of alliance in Romanian
historical record and on depicting the key strategierests that confronted Romania in
forming alliances. After assessing Romanian beiraand the potential threats, this
study will determine whether the Romanian decismibalance or bandwagon is made
due to the perceived territorial threats or dusrtmediate needs to improve its economy.
Interesting from this perspective is to conclude ethller Romania balanced or
bandwagoned with the latest formed alliance, NAT@iast external threats of territorial
security, Russia’s intentions to increase its dafenmilitary force or internal threats to
gain prestige and political concession in ordemiake its path towards the European

Union much smoother.
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CHAPTER 3: HISTORICAL EVIDENCE REGARDING ROMANIAN
ALLIANCES MOTIVES

For centuries the Romanian territory continued ¢éonain
the battlefield for confrontation among competitors
as well as an object for their compensation.
Gheorghe Platon

3.1 The Geopolitics of Romania
The English historian R.W. Seton Watson assertechigh volume History of the
Roumaniansthat “Romanian History can only be understoodsrgeographical setting,”
thus,the purpose of this chapter is to familiarize teader with Romania’s history and
its geopolitical setting. It is intriguing to idehy in this context what happened with
Romania when the Russian and the Austro-Hungantimences, replaced the Ottoman
domination. Let us, begin by first identifying, aggaphically and politically, Romania
on the European continent. Some Romanian his®pa@nceive Romania as a country
“situated at the crossroads of civilizations, gchedth a harmoniously distributed relief,”
as opposed to other historians who, “attest tob#leef that Romania brings an original
touch in the concert of universal history: a cudtuaffixing to a tormented but not less
glorious past” (Pagina Nationala a Romaniei).

Dennis and Andrea Deletant (1985), two leadingokseis who write extensively
on Romania, speak of Romania as “a country of mesdcbr as a country that through
“her geographical position has contributed to hedwament” (Deletant 1985: xii). Kurt
W. Treptow (1996), an American historian preoccdpwith East European studies,

suggests that Romania is “located at a crossroatigebn powerful empires, it took a

long time to be established as a national state sdiidregrets the loss of ethnic
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Romanians in the surrounding area” (Treptow 1996:Y)vo important aspects emerge
from these assertions: one is the geographicatipp$f Romania “at a crossroads of the
empires,” and second is the history of Romania shatvs Romania’s former divisions
between political entities varying in their degret independence from neighboring
empires.

In order for the reader to understand what the tBete (1985) are referring to
when they mention Romania and ‘her predicamentth@ same context, it is worth
specifying that from both geographical and hist@rigerspectives, Romania was situated
at the confluence between the two great empiresOftoman and the Russian; or at the
crossing between the Orthodox, the Muslim, andvilestern world. Although in the
contemporary era the Ottoman Empire remains an rtapb historical subject, Russia
continues and will continue to influence Romanianeign affairs since it cannot be
diverted geographically. Due to its geographicasifpon at the crossroads of Europe,
“Romania has since early times been prey to suseesgves of invaders” (Deletant
1985: xii).

Until the First World War, the Romanian people ggled fighting the
domination of migratory populations such as thek§uthe Tatars, or other nations. In
all of these struggles, Romania aimed to obtain uhagy of all of the Romanian
provinces: Moldova, Wallachia, Transylvania, Dolwagand Banat. Throughout this
examination Romanian provinces refer to the medig@viacipalities which emerged
according to historians as “feudal states” upondineelopment of the political structures

at the Romanian borders, the Carpathian-Danubieai*arHistorians mention that these

0 See the section of Stefan Andreescu and Mihai Mamithe book edited by Giurescu and Fischer-Galati
(1998). This book encompasses a collection abhical essays written by different authors such as
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feudal states, developed incrementally in the Roamamorders following the Tatar

withdrawal in 1242 A.D. This section aims to exaethe geopolitics of Romania until

the creation of Greater Romania on 1 December, ,181@ thus, it is important to note,
that aspects regarding “Romanian national histongrged in the second century, when
the Roman legions of Trajan were stationed in @ratory of the Thracian tribe of the

Dacians” (Fischer-Galati 1957:2).

From territorial security perspective, this sectemms to identify a pattern, or a
common ground, that determines or influences thmd&wan need for forming political
and diplomatic alliances. It is interesting toenthat despite the Roman retrieval from
the Romanian territory, the Romanic character ptdi within the Romanian
principalities while negative imprints resulted the Romanian customs from the
Ottoman occupation. Recorded in the Romanian fyisis that the Ottoman
expansionism in the southeastern part of Europarbagound the 1400s and due to this
threat, Romania attempted to create a solid palitielationship with its western
neighbor, the Hungarian in order to resist the @#o invasion. However, despite the
victories scored in the 15th century by Vlad thepéer and Stephen the Great, the
Ottoman invasion towards the heart of Europe wapp&ld only temporarily as they
succeeded in 1522 to annex Banat, a western tgrafoRomania, and to transform it
into a pashali¢! Historical facts attest that this was one ofrtigeéat successes since no
other territories under their occupations were phsh

Although attempts to conquer Romanian territoriesenmade numerous times by

the Ottomans during the period of the 1500s, tlatEmpts did not materialize easily

Andreescu, Brezeanu, Platon, Maxim, Vulpe, Giuresu Fischer-Galati. Throughout this project écit
only individual authors like e.g. Platon (1998)teed of Giurescu and Fisher-Galatial (1998).
1 Or pashalik-the jurisdiction of a pasha over aittzny.
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because during that time historians suggest thatinternational context was more
favorable to the Romanians. Moreover, as the Ramamstorian Mihai Maxim (1998)
suggested the great regional powers were interested in maimtey the Romanian
countries as buffer-states between theiiaxim 1998:107f? Aside from the regional
powers there were Poland and Hungary and lateHddesburg Empire. One of the
leading figures in Romanian history, Gheorghe RIgiP98), mentions with respect to
the Ottoman invasion that “the Hungarian-Polishaliy for domination over the
Romanian space was a major factor for underminiggdapacity of the anti-Ottoman
front on the Danube”(Platon 1998:133). In his pecdive, “Poland did not hesitate to
attempt a rapprochement with the Sublime Porte @ndollaborate with it against
Hungary, while the latter carried on a waveringigotowards the Ottoman power and a
grasping policy towards the Romanian lands” (Pldi988:133).

In the economic sector, the Romanian historian Pdnaitescu (1947) indicates
that “it was essential for the Turks to secure d@tion over the Romanian principalities
and to absorb Romanian principalities into their piien gently rather than conquer
them.”® According to Maxim (1998), the Ottomans were ieséed more in the potential
of Romanian economic tribute, its granary “withadtich both the Turkish army and its
capital city would have starved” (Maxim 1998:108)The tributes imposed by the
Ottomans on the Romanian principalities were hesawy consisted not only in the form
of food units, but also in the forms of money aradruitment of young children for the
Janissary corps. All of these tributes were supgds be given to the Turks in exchange

for their kindness to keep the mosque buildingseabs the Romanian principalities.

“2 Italics in original.
43 See Maxim’s (1998) discussion on page 108 in “Rumé Historic Perspective.” Edited by Dinu
C.Giurescu and Stephen Fischer-Galasist European Monograph$998.
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More on the economic potential of the Romanianttetes and the foreign domination is
discussed by Deletant (1985) where he argueshbd&omanian “fertile soil and deposits
of gold attracted a motley collection of early plesp (Deletant 1985: xii). It is worth
mentioning that from Panaitescu’s (1947) perspecfior the Ottomans “the economic
reasons prevailed over the political and militagnsiderations® Relative to their
occupation, Maxim (1998) advances a rational thesuggesting that in the “Sofia,
Belgrade, and Buda-Imperial highway” most of thedj Romanian territory “stood in
the way of the Turkish expansion” (Maxim 1998:109).

It is important to note that the Romanian custdnpaying tribute to the Turks
stretched for a good amount of time until the O#os began to conquer Romanian

territories. From the perspective of foreign pglibistorical evidence suggests that

The Ottomans did not favor any direct relationdéoentertained by
the principalities with other diplomats outside f®@&oman power.
Moreover, all links between Romania and the outsideld were

supposed to be known and mediated by the Ottomasrsiacluding

the right to negotiate economic treaties with ath@axim 1998:

116).

For the Ottoman Sultans, principalities of Romaeimained simply “Ottoman subjects”
that were restrained in the context of “asymmaetelations” with the rest of Europe in
order to preserve the balance of power in the regidA great example of this is
constituted by the sultan’s reaction when he becamgry by the news that some
diplomatic exchanges were made between MoldaviaRoildnd. The Ottoman Sultan
Suleyman the Magnificent claimed in a letter to Bwish King that both Moldavia and
Wallachia “are my slaves and tributaries and tpessessions, incorporated among the

others of our states like Bosnia and Semendriasttate the Ottoman propriety”

* Panaitescu’s view, is discussed by Maxim (1998)ame 109 in the book “Romania: A Historic
Perspective,” edited by Dinu C. Giurescu and Steptischer-Galati.
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(Maxim 1998: 117). It is relevant to note thatrfrohe territoriality perspective under the
Ottoman suzerainty, Romanian historical recordeakthat the Romanian principalities
were territories with no status and no politicalependence. Moreover when the
Ottoman conquest began, the principalities of Rommand the Ottoman Empire were
divided according to Romanian historians by a firine that contained special guiding
signs. Great Romanian resentments towards the @tt®mesulted from the fact that
during their suzerainty, Romania was forced to caténeir orders, parts of its territories
such as Bukovina [northern Moldavia] to the Austsiaand Bessarabia [a portion of
Moldavia between the Prut and the Dniester Riviershe Russians.

Maxim (1998) mentions, vis-a-vis the Ottoman gesityothat such deeds were
not singular, and most of the Danubian cities [ssrihe Danube River] were annexed by
the Ottomans alone while the principalities conghdo pay tribute in order to maintain
their “principles, estates, laws, religions andteoss.” Concerning the status of the other
annexed provinces, like those from the intra-Cdnipat Principality of Romania, such as
Transylvania, it is worth mentioning that its sttuvas very different under the Habsburg
authority than it was under the Ottoman suzeraffity.

Historians mention that during the Habsburgs, 3Sybranian affairs were
managed bottom up, under a special Constitutiof fansylvania, directed from Vienna.
Nonetheless, “while no sultan had ever taken tie of Prince of Moldavia, Wallachia,
or Transylvania, the Vienna Emperor did take thke @f the governor and Prince of
Transylvania” (Maxim 1998:119). Among the adveedects brought by the Ottoman
legacy in Romania was the top down approach whaeld ko the fact that the territories

controlled by the Ottomans to remain economicalghibd those controlled by the

* Transylvania was annexed by the Habsburgs in 1687.
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Habsburgs. Due to the Ottoman approach, both M@dand Wallachia, for instance,
lagged behind Transylvania and Bukovina [the north@art of Moldavia]. Historians,
like Maxim (1998), attribute this economic lag ke tfact that Transylvania was already a
rich province in subsoil resources at its Habskamgexation, where as during the long
lasting occupation of the Ottomans over Wallacbiahrogea, and Moldavia a significant
gap between the Balkan and Western European ecesdmeigan to accentuate which
perhaps, above everything, this may be one of #asans behind these territories
underdevelopmerf As noted, during the Ottoman occupation Romatgaritories had
been “wrenched away from the body of the princtpedi and annexed to the Ottoman
Empire. In addition to this treatment, histori@tam that these territories were affected
by poor and inefficient Ottoman administrations.

Critical to note is that the duration and intensifyoccupation differed across all
territories. Historians note that on the positside, the Ottoman contribution was
imprinted in arts, embroidery, ceramics, gastronoand decorations to mention only a
few. Compelling to quote are the remarks of Wa$n¥&ucinich who studied the “Stamp
of Istanbul” and said that “the Ottoman social sgsfostered many undesirable habits in
Romania [among them the bribe or baksheesh, distfutie government, and so forth]
that lived on long after the Empire’'s demise” (MaxiL998:126). Like Maxim (1998)
suggests, it is interesting to observe, from thesspective that “Centuries of feudal
bondage developed in Romania a state leaning tewetldargy, indifference, indecision,
likewise, a tendency towards submissiveness thatiflhed of the necessity of survival”
(Maxim 1998:126). From another perspective, thesequence of the “feudal anarchy”

entertained by the Ottomans appears to have lddisttng imprint on the Romanian

¢ More than five centuries of suzerainty from 1418I1W878 in the case of Dobrogea.
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territories, henceforth maintaining a kind of combus struggle for domination and
influence. Yet perhaps some, if not all, of théaetors brought saturation to the
Romanian culture and may have influenced Romaniehtmge its political curse and
aspire to something different, to western valuas idaentities that were not automatically
more superior but more reputable. With this esthbd framework let us examine some
of the Romanian political avenues from instanceewkhe Romanian territory was

caught between the Ottoman, Russian and Austrignrem

3.2 The Inheritance of the “sick man of Europe” - Rmanian Territoriality

From the historical perspective, Platon (1998) sstg)that “as early as the end of the
14th century, the Romanian Lands—placed in an itaporstrategic area—Ilay at the
very heart of the conflicting interests and actiaofs some great powers” (Platon
1998:133). Platon (1998) provides an interestialitipal comment made by an Italian
humanist, Filippo Buonaccorsi (1490), vis-a-vis tfomanian defense strategic
approach. Buonaccorsi (1490) suggests that araimed important events, “the
Romanians bound themselves through treaties, notledsated but as victor”
Historical evidence suggests, in this respect, thatRomanian attempts to form anti-
Ottoman alliances were characterized by greatargisization and indecision. As it
was suggested, the geopolitical position influend@dmania both positively and
negatively. Some parts of the Romanian territdriesthat of Transylvania, for instance,
benefited from the Austria-Ottoman conflict from9B; as well as from the peace that
followed in 1606. In light of these events, histas mention that the Habsburgs

considered Transylvania as a territory that beldnigethem, rather than as a subject to

“7 Citation provided by Platon on his essay on p&ge 1
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obtain tributes. Although Transylvanians renoundbéd Ottoman suzerainty and
accepted the protection of the Habsburgs, theyflileddrom a political status within the
Empire, while Moldavia and Wallachia did not. Blat(1998) contends that “the
Ottoman Empire, due to the nature of the relatigns¥hith Poland and the Habsburgs,
was interested in maintaining the political anditernal status-quo for some of the
Romanian lands” (Platon 1998:136). Historical evice suggests also that the most
affected territory was that of Wallachia becauseas directly neighboring the Ottoman
Empire. Since Moldavia was neighboring Poland, tteatment coming from the
Ottomans was much milder as compared to that ofladtakh, who was mainly at the
mercy of the Ottoman Empire.

It is worth remarking that the Ottoman Empire diéfé in exerting its influence
on the Romanian territories, mainly because ofrtgebpolitical position. It appears
clear that the geopolitics played a role through ¢konomy, geography and history in
balancing the Ottoman’s interests in the regiomontthe geopolitics perspective, the
European Powers were concerned about establishicgytain territorial and political
balance in Europe. Historians argue that the Ramaarmy, at the confrontation with
the Ottoman occupation, was strong enough to allmvTurks to absorb the territories
resources first rather than integrate them comlgl@teo the Ottoman Empire.

The Ottoman strategy to “theoretically” preserre provinces status under their
suzerainty was influenced by the fear that at ame tone of these provinces could
initiate a rapprochement, either by way of the Pabe the Habsburgs, against the

Ottomans. Platon (1998) mentions in this senge tha

the geographical position and the political sitoiatilinked to
Moldavia’s closeness to Poland, to the ever-strongash of
Austria’s and Poland’s conflicting interests in Asglvania; caused
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the three Romanian Lands to hold different places,to have the
same specific weight within the Ottoman politicalstem (Platon
1998:136).

From his historical perspective, “the Romaniandsaorganically integrated themselves
into European politics throughout their history wahniin turn influenced the area of
imperial objectives and the interests of the gm@avers disputing their hegemony the
Ottoman Empire, Austria and Poland” (Platon 1988)13It is worth suggesting that
what guided Romanian history throughout the tematodomination process was its
aspiration towards national unity and obtainingejpeindence from foreign domination.
As a territory situated at the confluence betwdsn d¢ast and west, Romania was the
“subject” of territorial disputes and annexationsoag the Great Powers.

At one point, an important anti-Ottoman alliancedmavith the Transylvanian
Prince brought all three provinces under the samlerella and due to their united efforts
under Michael the Bold [or the Brave] Wallachiaaisylvania and Moldavia achieved
their first territorial unity in the 1600s. Howeyeas history records, this unity was short
lived and rather instrumental. Due to the negativernational reaction, “the three
Romanian territories were to be incorporated amtirgy possessions of the Austrian
Empire as a rightful inheritance of medieval Hunygairthe expense of Michael the Bold
who was meant to serve only as iastrumentof unity with a view to achieve this
political objective” (Platon 1998:139§. During the unification period, Poland was a
stringent opponent of the Habsburg Empire and begamplotting with the Ottomans
about further Polish plans of annexations.

Although the Ottoman plan was different and ratb#rargic, the Turks continued

to remain distant and began instigating dissenbetween Poland and Austria. Russia

“8 Italics in original.
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appeared in this plan as an actor very interestedveéakening Poland’s expansion
however, at this time Russia’s ambitions lacked rthiktary capacity and influence to
interfere directly in such territorial matters. mMheless, with the increase of Russian
influence in the east of Europe the Romanian tegritvas now placed at the line of
contact as well as of impact between the four gpeaters: the Austrian and Ottoman
Empires, Poland and Russia.

From Platon’s (1998) perspective, “the Romaniaritdéey continued to remain
the battlefield for confrontation among competit@as well as an object for their
compensation” (Platon 1998:140). In this battlegdn the alteration of the Ottoman
power that converted the enormous Empire into #iek“man of Europe.” Thus, it
remained up to Russia and the Habsburg Empire Yaalithe inheritance of the
Ottomans. Two of the Romanian territories, Moldaand Wallachia, remained the
theater of the struggles between the Great Powdtsirope. Treptow (1996) notes with
respect to this that at the end of the seventeeethiury and the beginning of the
eighteenth century, important changes occurretiemblitical situation of the Romanian
territories.

First, as expected, “the Treaty of Carlowitz (1698@nctioned the inclusion of
Transylvania in the Habsburg Empire;” second, aftex Austrian-Russian-Ottoman
wars, Austria annexed Oltenia and Bukovina whils$eabia was going to be the prize
of the Tsarist Russia after the Russo-Ottoman Waaptow 1996:11). Significant to note
is that the revolution of 1848 marked the beginniighe unification process of three
Romanian territories. Despite the fact that th@sotution failed to achieve its goal,

historical evidence suggests that what remainedoitapt for Romanians was the
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awareness of the “idea of unification” which becathe basis for the creation of the

modern national unitary state in 1918. It is wordting that

Two of the Romanian territories, Wallachia and Mniih remained
under the Ottoman suzerainty guaranteed by thensé&ugopean
powers until January 1859 when in defiance of taesPConvention
both provinces elected Alexandru loan Cuza as firéice. Romanian
historical record reveals that the new unitaryestdficially adopted the
name of Romania on 24 January 1862, but four ykdes in 1866
Alexandru loan Cuza abdicated and the journey oéifm dynasty
began in Romania. The first prince chosen for Radeay the
Russians and the French was the German Prince darof

Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen. The reign of Carol lifPe from 1866-
1881 and King of Romania from 1881-1941) introdueegeriod of
constitutional monarchy in Romania (Treptow 1998.13

Stephen Fischer-Galati (1957) notes that the “Rwnssiterests in the principalities dates
back to Peter the Great, the first Russian Tsaesék the active cooperation of Romanian
princes against the Turks in the early eighteertucgh (Fischer-Galati 1957:6). The
Russian influence grew even larger with Catherine Great and her protectorate
doctrine, established to protect all the Orthodtxi€lians in the Ottoman Empire.

During the eighteenth century, Romanian princtpdiconfronted the Phanariot
domination when the princes of principalities wargosed by the Ottoman Empire,
however, not from the Romanian rank but from theeBrquarter of Constantinople.
Russia served as an important supporter of thereggin of Romanian princes during the
revolution of 1821, and this appeared to consadi@apositive relationship with Romania.
Fischer-Galati (1957) mentions that after the Rt@#oman war of 1826-1828 “Russian
influence culminated in the establishment of a Rusgrotectorate over the Romanian
principalities, granted by the Treaty of Adrianago(Fischer-Galati 1957:6).

It is significant to note that the ensuing Russtmcupation until 1834 was a
fructuous period for Romania since Russian Gerfeaal Kisseleff “laid the foundation

of a new Romanian state in the principles of theastion of powers [separating justice
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from administration] in Wallachia and Moldavia” (kenzie 1985:301). However, the
positive collaboration between Russia and Romaidiandt have a long duration. During
the period of 1848-1849 Russian troops intervemetthé nationalist revolts initiated by
young Romanian intellectual boyars who lived andiigtd in Paris, and who aimed to
continue developing “Kisseleff's reforms and ackiendependence and constitutional
government in the Romanian principalities Moldaarad Wallachia” (MacKenzie 1985:

293). Political emancipation of the principaliti@gas apparently the last thing that
interested Russia.

Romanian territories, as Treptow (1996) notes, “‘ttadvercome the unfavorable
geographical situation between three, not alwagsdity, empires” (Treptow 1996:285).
Andrew MacKenzie (1985), states that “In the sumpfet853 Moldavia and Wallachia
were occupied by the Russian armies; France andiBformed an alliance with Turkey
and declared war on Russia’” (MacKenzie 1985:348% it can be deduced, Russian
influence remained active in Romania until the @&am War when the two Romanian
territories were supposed to balance the Europeasmns. Following the year of fighting
between the Ottomans and the Russians, the Roméamiatories exchanged Russian
domination with that of the Austrians, who occupikd principalities until March, 1857.
Regarding territorial concerns and Romanian stresetg regain territorial independence,
it is compelling to cite the following paragraphopided by MacKenzie (1985) iA
Concise History of Romaniahat speaks eloquently about both, the western and

Romanian interests.

Believing that the European revolution on whichythad pinned their
hopes of union was not possible in the near futilme,Romanian exiles
in the summer of 1854 approached Napoleon llI, BEowpef France, the
British government and Cavour, Prime Minister ofddaia, asking them
to declare that Moldavia and Wallachia should bé&edninto a single
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state under a foreign prince, which to them meartependence
(MacKenzie 1985:343).

It is intriguing to remark that the attempt madetbg Romanian intellectuals indicates
that Romanian elites had a long history of depeogem western powers. In the same
context, Treptow (1996) notes that “one need td loo further than Romania in 1848 to
be convinced of the major role played by the ietlials in the unfolding revolutionary
year’(Treptow 1996:259). As noted, since the 18&&lution Romanian elites played
an ideological role in deciding Romanian affairsMoreover, as Treptow (1996)
mentions, Romanian intellectuals and leaders utmtEtsthat “independence could only
be achieved through a cunning diplomatic game favarable international context”
(Treptow 1996:325).

With respect to Romanian territoriality and theeign involvement and support
within this matter, it is important to note thatd3ia, next to France, Sardinia and Prussia
supported the provinces union of Romania underegido hereditary prince. Only Great
Britain did not want “the integrity and authority the Ottoman Empire to be prejudiced
in any way” (Giurescu 1971:117). During the Ru§dteman war of 1877 Romania
participated alongside Russia in the war, and wenndependence from the Ottoman
Empire which was recognized in the San Stefanoty@al878. Since the southern part
of Bessarabia, regained in 1856, was supposed tetbmed to Russia after the Berlin
Treaty, Romanian-Russian relations became straameldexperienced the hostilities of
the Ottoman Empire, the suspicions of the Habsibdogarchy and the expansionistic
movement of the Russian Empire.

All of these territorial dissensions caused Romamiaursue pro western alliances

after the Congress of Berlin, since their inteiasiominating Romanian territories was
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almost absent. Romania became a “junior membehefTriple Alliance” in 1883 in
hopes that Austria and Germany would protect Roaraterritories against the Russian
attacks. For the purpose of this study, it is ificgmt to observe that the dynastic period
of Carol | in Romanian history is a very importamte from the perspective that Carol
was the king who reoriented Romanian foreign potmyards a pro-German and pro-
Austrian fervor. He understood that Russia, thmesas France, failed to “secure a
preponderant position of Romania in the Balkanerafi878” (Fischer-Galati 1957:8).
Fischer-Galati (1957) notes, vis-a-vis this indioa, that the “French educated
aristocrats disfavored an alliance between RomamibAustria, the ally of Germany and
the power which had thwarted Romanian ambitionshen Balkans and Transylvania”
(Fischer-Galati 1957:8).

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 are important for Riana history since during
this period it spurred the creation of Greater Roi@&y incorporating, in addition to the
northern territories, Banat, Crisana, Bessarabrandylvania, and Bukovina into one
Kingdom on December 1, 1918 in Alba-lulia, the towhich had previously witnessed
the victory of Michael the Brave in this respe&lso, in Romania, the influence of the
Habsburg Empire was felt mainly in Transylvaniascher-Galati (1957) notes that “the
Germans and Hungarians, who had participated inrettmmomic, political and cultural
progress of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, had reddhgher standards of achievement
than the Romanian population in the Old KingdomiroiGreater Romania” (Fischer-
Galati 1957:10).

Heterogeneity in this territory appears to cre&te subject that will preoccupy

most historians who write in this area, some liken§tantin C. Giurescu (1998) speak
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about Transylvania as “Romania’s ethnic reservolfrom the influences and territorial
perspective, Platon (1998) argues that while “Russider attentive observation of the
Habsburg Empire acquired a predominant power intéfee Romanian principalities,
Austria legitimated her rule over the Romanian itiery” (Platon 1998:155). A
controversial subject from both sides, the Romaaladh the Hungarian, is related to the
Transylvanian irredentist territorial claims. Quess like “who was there first, or to
who did this territory belong to: to the Romaniamngo the Hungarians?” still preoccupy
historians (Larrabee 1990:69). Some Romaniarcenill go so far as to argue that
after communism collapsed in Romania and questiegarding Transylvania were
brought up, many feared that the world powers,ifistance the U.S., would recognize
Transylvania either as part of Hungary or as aepetdent territory since Transylvania
has a more Magyar than Romanian population.

Speculation exists in the sense that the U.S.efagrof State, James Addison
Baker Il who served under the administration ofo@e H.W. Bush, favored more the
Hungarian government over Romania when the Romafiargarian frontier was
disputed in the 1990s; also more fear emerged fafifiations of Tom Lantos, a
Hungarian born who served as a Representative enUls. Congress during these
tensioned times. In this respect, Romanian elMese afraid that he might have
influenced decisions in Washington vis-a-vis Trdveyia.

Evidence also exists that due to the issues comgeminority rights in Romania
during the 1990s “relations between the Bush Adstiation and the Romanian
government cooled decidedly after the miners™ ragaga June 1990 and remained icy

until the middle of 1991” (Human Rights Publication Romania). In this perspective,

54



Treptow (1996) notes that “despite the stabilitg @ocial peace established in Romania
in the second half of the 1990s, the United St&tepartment of State issued a travel
advisory for Romania, discouraging investment, issnrand communications with the
West” (Treptow 1996:563) By forming the latest alliance with NATO, Romatiaped

to avoid an uncomfortable situation where the Uh&rvened unexpectedly, supposedly
in the Transylvanian minorities, an issue almostilgsir to the Serbian case. Although
despite all, as Watson (1934) suggests, “the Thaasian problem, provides the key to
understanding of the Romanian problem as a whoWatgéon 1934: vii). Since
Romanian territoriality emerges as an element eddnrity that coerces Romania to form
diplomatic alliances, it is important to mentioratlnformation regarding the origination
of this issue is provided in greater detail in #@suing section where an increased
exploration of Transylvanian territoriality is fodmas well as in Chapter Five where
territorial security is examined.

Beginning with the eleventh century, Giurescu @98uggests that Hungarians
colonized the eastern part of the Transylvaniarvipog with Hungarian and German
elements. The consolidation of the Hungarian mldransylvania was accomplished
according to Giurescu (1998), at the beginning loé thirteenth century, after the
Magyarization process began. Historical evidengggests that after the Habsburg
consolidation, the Romanian life in this area wasedorating. During this time many
Romanians were forced to abandon Orthodox faith tandccept becoming “Uniates”
with Rome’s Catholicism. Religious persecution auatial oppression coerced many
Romanians who refused to convert to move away fiicansylvania. The Magyar

noblemen and a small group of Romanian deputiesdvot 1791 for the dualism and

9 According to Treptow, this advisory was removeek fyears later in 1995.
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unification of Transylvania with Hungary. Due tarcumstantial politics in 1867,
Transylvania became part of the Hungarian crown istunification with the Romanian
kingdom in 1918. The Austro-Hungarian influencesvielt long after Transylvania was
united with other Romanian territories. The unainthe Transylvanian minority with
Romania continues to be an issue even during theeggporary era. As noted, Greater
Romania was completed in three successive stagegydi918. The first was the Union
of Bessarabia, the southeastern territory of Romariihe second was that of Bukovina

and the third the union of Transylvania, Banats@nma, Oltenia and Maramur®s.

3.3 Concluding Remarks
This chapter aimed to familiarize the reader with Romanian struggles to achieve and
maintain the Romanian unitary state. Althoughmfreome scholars’ perspective, this
particular behavior resembles more an ‘offensiaher than ‘defensive’ posture, it is
imperative to mention that the Romanian offensieddvior was not based on conquest
of foreign territories but rather on recuperatiegritories that were natively Romanian
but were occupied during centuries by various datndms. This chapter concedes that
Romanian history is heavy in dates and events tgdn become confusing in many
respects especially where sometimes there is fekitben evidence.

What is important to retain from this chapter iattRomania struggled since the
domination of the Roman Empire to maintain itsiterial integrity. In many respects

Romania was and remains a bridge territory thatrwas the European powers.

%0 See the analysis provided by Constantin C. Giurescpage 275 in the book: “Romania: A Historic
Perspective,” edited by Giurescu and Fischer-Galati
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Romania is a Ponfit country located between the Russian, Central Eumpd the
Balkan influences. Romania holds an importanttetria position in Europe by
controlling the lower course of the Danube Rived an important size of the Black Sea
region. With respect to imperial influences, higtos like Watson (1934) claim that
“while the two Romanian principalities were subgetto the humiliation of the Phanariot
regime, Transylvania fell upon quieter times un#i@&bsburg rule and remained as a
peaceful political backwater until the middle ofetmineteenth century” (Watson
1934:169). After the decline of the Ottoman Empitehe beginning of the seventeenth
century, the Habsburg Empire found the three Roamalainds in different economic and
political stability. The Habsburg Empire considefEransylvania associated but at the
same time distinct from the Empire; the real cdraker this territory lay in Vienna.
During the Russian-Ottoman war from 1768-1774, Rus®lans to annex
Moldavia and Wallachia were rejected by Vienna amtte the tensions between the
Russians and the Habsburgs were close to becoanwar conflict, King Frederick Il
suggested that instead of annexing Romanian presiitcwould be more advantageous
to divide Poland in 1772. Russian influence in Rara was manifested on the grounds
of protecting the Orthodox peoples of the Balkansifthe Ottoman intervention. As the
historical events will reveal, Russia’s good iniens were only plausible motives to
mask its contentious ambitions to lead in Europeesidespite the fact that Russia agreed
to recognize and defend the territorial integrifyRmmania, Russia annexed Bessarabia,
one of the most important economic territories atic to Treptow (1996) from its
faithful ally, Romania. Due to its diversified iefl the Carpathian Mountains, plains,

and basins, Romania possesses a great wealth whhetsources of which oil is the

51 Access to the Black Sea.
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most important according to some views. As thisanexation emphasizes, the
achievement and the maintenance of Romanian undg @ long process for the
Romanians to achieve since it started in the secentury and continued to be fostered
during the 1990s when the Transylvanian territogakstion was brought up again.
Treptow (1996) suggests that “although deeply embédn Eastern Europe, Romania
has a long tradition of being somewhat differentrfrits neighbors, a custom it has yet to
relinquish” (Treptow 1996: v). Treptow's (1996)nmark weighs heavily in this project,
especially since Walt (1987) did not thoroughly @3d in the “balance of threat” theory
the idea of “apartenenta,” or belonging by idemtifywith a group of states. Following
this section begins the unfolding of the Romaniahdavior in the context of the Eastern
Question raised at the decline of the Ottoman Eenpind the affirmation of the
southeastern European state.

Watson (1934) mentions in the context of RomaRassia and Austria, that
what secured the Romanian principalities “was tteagstruggle of the Seven Years of
War that brought the most lasting and memorableltees/hich led to a complete reversal
of the traditional alliances on the Continent aetlthe Eastern Question once more in
motion” (Watson (1934:9). Thus, the ensuing chaptédl touch on the Romanian
conflicts of interest for its territorial aspiratie in the alliance systems with Central
Powers [Germany and Austria-Hungary], The Tripleliahice [Germany, Austria-
Hungary and Italy] and the Entente after Romanitiokd its independence from the

Ottoman Empire.
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CHAPTER 4: EXPLAINING ROMANIAN ALLIANCES FORMATION
The purpose of this chapter is to identify a patter Romanian behavior in forming
alliances from 1878 to 1990. This chapter is dddidnto four parts. The first part
investigates aspects related to Romanian behaviforiming alliances from 1878 when
the new Romanian state won its independence froenQltoman Empire until the
conclusion of the First World War. The second patamines Romania’s historical
account of alliance formation from the end of thestfWorld War until the completion of
the Second World War. The third part examines Roamstance within the Warsaw
Pact. The fourth part connects the patterns adradés identified in the Romanian case
with Stephen Walt's (1987) theoretical perspecheping that through the link between
the historical ground and Walt's (1987) theoretiapproach to emerge the conditions
under Romania either balanced against or bandwagweitle a threatening power.

Regarding Romanian alliances behavior this chapiers to capture whether
hypotheses derived from the balance of threat theonform to Romanian historical
material as well as whether, from Romanian indepeaod until the alliance with NATO,
any changes in Romania’s pattern of behavior reggrdlliance formation occurred.
Intriguing in this chapter will be to distinguisimang the Romanian trends of alliances
since based on these trends the subsequent chaptets emphasize whether Romania
followed the same or different pattern of alliafaenation with NATO. Subsequent will
be to identify a recurrence among the motives R@nhanian alliances were based upon
when they were formed. Was there continuity omgieain Romanian behavior? Thus, it

will be interesting to identify which behavior isome prevalent on the Romanian case,
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balancing or bandwagoning and why? Equally intergswill be to learn how much

emphasis Romania put on ideological solidarityf@r¢éommon ideology creates effective
alliances. It will be intriguing to determine whet the ‘provision of economic aid or
military assistance’ created effective alliances,ifothere is evidence in Romanian
historical records that supports transnational tigali penetration as an effective

instrument of forming alliances.

4.1 The San Stefano Treaty (1878) and the Outset thfe Romanian-Russian
Animosities

The time through which Romania obtained its pditindependence from the Ottoman
Empire has been recorded in Romania’s history @61B377 as a period of intense
political struggles for the Romanians to obtainirtipelitical independenceReckoning
that during this critical period an important paftthe Romanian territory, Transylvania
was under Hungarian occupation. In November 1&%rpol | [Charles], the King of
Romania attempted to persuade the Guaranteeingr®daveonsent to the proclamation
of Romania’s independence. In exchange he propaseah incentive “a trade treaty
favorable to the Habsburg Empire” (MacKenzie 1988)3

In 1875 the trade treaty was accepted and a caowentth Austria-Hungary was
concluded. However, the situation with Russia wasch different. According to
MacKenzie (1985), when asked for his consent to ghaclamation of Romania’s
independence in 1873, the Russian foreign minisedused to acknowledge it.
Nonetheless, after this refusal Romania concludelBi76 a commercial convention with
Russia too. Since the Eastern Question remainedhi® Balkans region an open

“question” Romania began to fear Russia and itom@ast From the Romanian view, a
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Russian attempt to attack the Ottoman Empire wapased to involve the march of
Russian troops over its territories making fronstherspective, its territorial integrity
vulnerable. In order to assure the guarantee rotdeal integrity, Romania decided
upon neutrality in Russia-Ottoman affairs. Howewskeptical Romania, despite this
stance it began making military preparations ineortb oppose any occupation of its
territory by a foreign army assuming that sinceantsidered itself an independent state
apart from the Ottoman Empire, Romania was entitleddecide alone upon its
administrative decisions.

Despite the precautionary measures taken eithea-vis the Russians or the
Ottomans, Romania found itself in a security dileemwhen the Ottoman Empire gained
a victory over Serbfd which marked the division of the European power® itwo
theatrical camps. Fearful that its short and feagndependence was going to be
overturned Romania decided to begin discussionls Riissia regarding its availability
towards the Russian army to march through Romagansat the Ottoman Empire.
However, in spite of this benevolence, Romania dimoefirst seal with Russia a written
agreement in order to ensure and document thaentisorial integrity was going to be
respected by the Russians.

MacKenzie (1985) notes that despite the fact, aveotion for the signing of this
agreement was drawn, the formal signing of thisudoent occurred much later, on 16
April 1877 due to Russia’s decisions to postpone tar. The language of the
convention clearly conveyed that “The Russian asmaere to be allowed to pass
through Romania, paying for all they required, \eetfor services or materials”

(MacKenzie 1985:376). In exchange the “Russianéauwent agreed to maintain and

2 Romanian neighbor from south west.
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observe all the political rights of the Romaniastestresulting from the domestic laws and
the existing treaties, and to maintain and defeach&ia’s present integrity” (Mackenzie
1985:376). This study employs the same as Wa87{)L &lliances as “formal or informal
relationship of security cooperation” (Walt 1987.12 Paul Gordon Lauren (1979)
suggests that “an arrangement that is defensiwahanacter and concerned chiefly with
the strategic and political threat” makes the dd#feee between political and military
alliances (Lauren 1979:147). According to Laurd®70), an example of political
alliance constitutes the Triple Alliance in itstial phase. Lauren (1979) suggests that
the Triple Alliance was an “organizational process” “transnational bureaucratic
politics” when it was initially formed between Adst and Germany® In light of this,
Lauren (1979) suggests that aantentedefines an understanding or agreement among
states which is based on conventions and declagtidn contrast to an alliance, an
entente is not written; nor does it have a spatifieration” (Lauren 1979:2485.

In the circumstances of war between the Ottomapitemrand Serbia, Romania
wanted to assure its independence by having itgrazed by Constantinople. In this
context, Romania wanted to assure the Ottomangdiagaits “absolute neutrality” in
exchange of a special guarantee in the event thatrdetween one of the neighboring
states and the Ottoman Empire should occur (Maci€et@385:375). However, Turkey
did not comply with Romanian independence wishaktae Romanian attempt created
more tensions between Romania and the Ottoman Erti@n peace. After this refusal,
Romania was left to continue to persuade the GPeaters at the next peace conference

and to put its territorial space at the Russiaspakbal in order to confront the Ottomans.

*Lauren (1979) argues that this alliance “gainedaitked military and Naval dimensions after 1909”
(Lauren 1979:147).
> Italics in original.
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It is interesting to note here that the majority battles between the Ottomans and
Russians unfolded on Romanian soil forcing Romaniato only voluntarily participate
in the battles in order to defend its own provinbes also to participate in a war at its
own expense while Russians were making great pgedoesucceed in this war. The war
between the Russians and the Ottomans ended oardhry 1878 with an armistice,
which Romanian history reveals that it led to thd ef Romania’s war of independence.

The peace between Russia and the Ottoman Empireffieislly enacted with
the Peace of San Stefano Treaty on 3 March 1878véhdhis occasion it recognized the
independence of Romania, Serbia and Montenegrstoitins mention that Bulgaria was
the most beneficiated nation among the others stheeautonomous principality of the
Bulgarian administration was created and an aut@usnadministration was introduced
in Bosnia and Herzegovina” (MacKenzie 1985:380)ccéyding to MacKenzie (1985),
Russia’s prestige was also enhanced upon thisytesad due to this, the other Great
Powers convened in another congress aiming to aBguhe status of south-eastern
Europe.

The Treaty of Berlin Congress which concluded onJafy 1878 also recognized
Romania’s independence however, it only allowed Ram to incorporate its lost
territories of the Danube Delta, Snake Isf&rahd a part of Dobrogea and lose the south-
west of Bessarabia in favor of Russia. The faat Romania had to cede a good part of
Bessarabia to Russia despite that a careful Rona@nesed previously with Russia that it
was going to “defend and maintain Romania’s presemitorial integrity” appeared to
greatly frustrate Romania. In these circumstanessn though Romania adopted a

neutral stand at the beginning of the war between Russththa Ottoman Empire,

% Currently Romania is disputing this territory wittkraine at the Hague International Supreme Court.
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Romania believed that since it participated in ltlagtles while defending its territories,
Romania basically had alone, meritoriously won iitdependence. Long before the
Treaty of San Stefano, Romania appeared interdstetkfending its territories, and
having that recognized by the powers. After theliBeonvention, Romania knew that
having to redeem Bessarabia from Russia was aecigatlg if not impossible task since
its military was not as superior as the Russidnsthe Romanian eyes, Russia began to

fit the profile of the un-trusted and hungry terit neighbor from the East.

4.2 Romania and the Formation of Secret Regional Ahinces
Important to note is that during the Russian-Ottomar various secret alliances were
created between Romania and its neighbors. Thexe written agreements that
exemplify Romania in an attempt to gather alliesrider to balance the Ottoman and the
Russian threats to its territory. In order to éagize Romanian behavior while enacting
alliances it is imperative to examine at least\a & the most important ones. Eugene
Boia (1993), a scholar preoccupied with Romaniad Amgoslavian historiography
suggests, regarding regional alliances that “insiim@mer of 1867, discussions were held
on the issue of an alliance formation between Ram&reece, Serbia and Montenegro”
(Boia 1993:10). Maintaining the status quo for Rmm was the main objective in
forming these alliances. An important treaty dibalce was formed on 20 January 1868
between Romania and Yugoslavia before Romania daiséndependence.

Among the wishes mentioned in the treaty werefdliers of expecting reciprocal
support against the Ottomans and pledges of calidiba in improving the economies of

Romania and Yugoslavia. Another significant regiotreaty was signed between
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Romania and Serbia. This treaty assured Romanetsgrality and documented both
states whishes to pursue a common policy of th&dBaktates against the Ottomans
(Boia 1993:10). Supposedly, preserving the stgtusswas meant to keep Romania in a
state of neutrality. When the Romanian statuswja® in jeopardy, historical facts reveal
that Romania took a stand against its enemies eslipposed neutrality. Trust appears
to be a value highly regarded by Romania in formeggjonal alliances. Despite the trust
regard, Serbia and Montenegro betrayed Romaniast tmhen they agreed to form
without Romania another secret anti Ottoman alkant June 1876. As previously
mentioned, the “Eastern Question” and the revaigirest the Ottoman Empire were
preponderant issues in the Balkanic Peninsula duhie second half of the 1800s.

Aiming to gain their independence, Serbia and Mo&geo agreed to declare war
without consulting Romania on the Ottoman EmpireRomanian behavior appeared, in
this instance, carefully aloof when the former seftl to participate in the Russian-
Ottoman conflict and to change the Ottoman suzgrawth that of the Russian Empire.
Regarding the “maintaining of its neutrality” bel@y Boia (1993) suggests that since
geographically Romania was located at the confladetween the two empires it could
not avoid the invasion by either one or both powanmsits territory. As noted, since
Romania had failed to obtain at Constantinople, rd@gnition of a neutral state, it
forced the Romanian returned to Russia’s mercyetp maintain its political rights and
territorial integrity.

Nonetheless, as emphasized, Russia failed to kisepromissory military

convention act when they deliberately exchanged afvthe Romanian territories, one

%% See Eugene Boia's discussion in “Romania’s DiptaniRelations with Yugoslavia in the Interwar
Period, 1919-1941.Columbia University Pres4.993.
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being Dobrogea for the southwestern part of BebgaraRomanian animosity towards
Russia began intensifying at the San Stefano Trd#&y8) and only increased with the
Berlin Treaty since Romania’s aspirations to getkiigs territories from Russia remained
largely frustrated. Boia (1993) acknowledges tlthaé bitter experiences with Russia
during the 1877-1978 period led Romania to be wukstul of its huge neighbor to the
east” (Boia 1993:15). It is imperative to mentitimat based on these historical
circumstances Romania managed to escape only f&hmod period from the Slavic

encirclements by gradually fallen under the infleeerof Vienna and Berlin by secretly
joining the Triple Alliance on 18/30 October 18&h{ renewed it in 1888, 1892, 1902

and 1913] (Boia 1993:15).

4.3 Romania and the Adherence to the Triple Alliane -The Bandwagoning
Behavior

Romanian alliance with Triple Alliance constitutesy example of bandwagoning
behavior however; it can be argued also that Rompgmned this alliance for balancing
Russian threats and maintaining peace and thedeat#frpower in Europ& Romania’s
journey in the Triple Alliance began from frustats that it remained only a small state
encircled by Russian mercy and protectorate. Fatext by Russian actions, Romania
looked up to other powers, included the Central &saWin order to get a resolve with its
territorial integrity despite the fact that anintess with Austria-Hungary were also

persistent since regions of Romania were occupieithad time by both Hungary and

> Otto von Bismarck of Germany formed in 1879 a sedefensive alliance-the Dual Alliance-with
Austria-Hungary. A few years later in 1882 Itadygry at France, secretly signed the Dual Allianita
Germany and Austria-Hungary forming with them thigle Alliance.

8 This is an example of ambiguous dichotomy betwesancing and bandwagoning.

%9 Germany, Austria-Hungary and Italy.
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Austria. “The alliance among Germany, Austria, Hary and Italy was the result of a
conservative and defensive in nature collaborattbose main purpose was to defend the
Allied states against any attack from the outside #® consolidate the situation created
by the previous treaties” (Petrescu-Comnene 2000:20

Boia (1993) argues that Romania due to its intereabnstruction, joined this
alliance from the desire to “alleviate the oppresgsreatment of those Romanians living
under Magyar rule and to provide her assurancenag&ussian encroachments” (Boia
1993:15). In this context Romania began to continat which is known to be a
balancing behavior with the Triple Alliance sindebecame allied with it in order to
acquire support to balance an external threat: iRugbreat. At the same time, this
constitutes an example of bandwagoning behaviorsatece Romania made an alignment
with Austria-Hungary despite the fact that Romarhad territories under this
domination®® The sense of security that Romania obtained herg to this alliance is
reflected in that Romania was supposed to havegaal &oice in the peace negotiation
process and was going to participate in the maamtea of peace in the Balkans.

Despite that both Austria and Hungary threatenech&ia; Romania had more to
gain by becoming their ally. Based on the presgpgdalliance terms, Romania pledged
“not to enter into other alliances against the aigry powers, which in turn, promised
Romania help if attacked by neighboring states; &umhad also engaged to provide aid
if any of the other members were attacked” (Boi@3t95). However, in spite of all the

privileges it is interesting to find that Romaniadhnever submitted the terms of this

€9 Consider this as an example of the debate regpudirether weak states balance or bandwagon. Walt
(1987) suggests that the “conditions” under whiettes tend to behave in certain ways are imperéive
understanding the states behavior. Joao ResemmtesS(1992) argues that “if neutrality is not gtian,
weak states will be forced into some sort of bargtviing behavior.” See for this his comments in
“System and Agent: Comments on Labs and Kaufm@acurity Studies/ol.1, No.4. Pp. 697-702.
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alliance to the Romanian Parliament for ratificatas required by law. Romanian elites
in this context played a very interesting role loy wanting in this way to either provoke
or harm Russia. Regarding this, Boia (1993) suggtmt the involvement of a few
Romanian officials, more concretely that of the ¢iof Romania [Carol |, King since
May 1881] who agreed to secretly sign the treath wie Triple Alliance hoped that “the
treaty would hold until favorable conditions enabRomanians to pursue foreign policy
against Austria-Hungary” (Boia 1993:16).

This particular behavior conforms to what Walt §I9 predicted regarding the
weak states behavior: “states are tempted to bagmlwarhen allies are unavailable and
that the most threatening power was believed toappeasable” (Walt 1987:173).
Approximately three million Romanians lived, acaagito Boia (1993), in territories
under one of the signatories, Austria-Hungary. é&dwer, Boia (1993) emphasizes that
“contrary to his personal preference, Carol | dat wish to go against his people, the
majority of whom were pro-Entente” (Boia 1993:968). The bandwagoning behavior
seems reflected also in this alliance from the fhett despite the animosities with
Austria-Hungary, Romania joined the stronger camdi{or the source of danger] hoping
to profit from the relationship and regain its temies under the Austria-Hungary
occupation.

However, even in these conditions what appear®tm lthe Romanian advantage
is the language on which the terms of the alliaweee constructed. The “unprovoked
attack” message apparently provides Romania witbrége, the possibility to fluctuate

and change its status in the alliance from “aligniria neutral.” If during the Serbo-

. The Entente was formed after the Triple Alliancd 904 by Britain and France against the perceived
threat of Germany
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Bulgarian war and the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, Raia appeared to maintain a
neutral position vis-a-vis the events, when coodgibecame favorable for reclaiming its
territories Romania went against its will and thiiaace signatories’ power by
complotting again with Russia to recapture its ésss Romania viewed the actions of
Austria-Hungary aprovocateursrather than provokef. Romania changed its neutral
position when circumstances were favorable only iforto increase its territorial
components that in fact were part of Greater Romaihe ensuing fragment illustrates a
few of the reasons that made Romania, determindthpe to maintain its neutrality for
so long and to attempt war only when gains wergas@dly to be attainable. In his

archival notes, Boia's (1993) findings suggest that

Romania did not enter the war in its first weeksdeveral reasons. First,
because Romania was unprepared for war since @t ahdelivered orders
had been placed with German armament firms. Sedmwause its military
planners viewed with apprehension a winter campaigrthe difficult
terrain of the Carpathians. Third, because thersfirom the two opposing
camps (Russia and Germany) provided perhaps thé impsrtant reason
for non-commitment. On July 30-31, 1914 Russi&meffi Transylvania to
Romania in return for neutrality. Germany, in tuonoposed Bessarabia in
exchange for the same condition. So dependingn@mtutcome of the war,
Romania could regain either Transylvania or Bessar@oia 1993:20).

This behavior also conforms to Walt's (1987) thethrgt “a decline in a state’s relative
position will lead its allies to opt for neutralioy align with the dominant side in the war
time in order to share the spoils of victory” (WaR87:21). It is compelling to remark
that Romania was determined to maintain the netytda¢havior for concerns regarding
its territorial places like Transylvania and Bes&gal. Aiming to preserve its territorial
integrity Romaniaabandonedthe status of “cautious neutrality” and begsecret

discussions with Russia in order to obtain recagmifor regions under Hungary and

2 Emphasis added.
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portions of the Bukovina under Austfii. The relaxation from this perspective towards
Russia appears justifiable. Boia (1993) suggeds#s tBucharest agreed to permit
Russian supplies for Serbia to cross through Roanbut refused the transit of German
supplies for the Ottoman Empire” (Boia 1993:21)erlfaps many are wondering why
stopping the German transit and allowing only Rarssiupplies?

A closer inspection of the cited paragraph reveb@klst Germany promised
Bessarabia in exchange for Romanian neutrality, dvewy Romania had apparently
foreseen the long and interminable struggles teanhis territory when deciding to go
in the other directiofi’ Interesting to underscore here is that sinceiesatimes,
Romanian geographic position played a critical rmleforming alliances. Romania
appeared permanently preoccupied in maintainingeitstorial integrity and national
survival by uniting all Romanians in one state amdlo this it attempted whatever was
necessary, even putting trust, again, in Russiardsiand going against the alliance
signatories’ power, Austria-Hungary. During thesEWorld War, Romania adopted the

“benevolent neutral behavior” (1914-1916).

4.4 The Benevolent Neutral Behavior (1914-1916)

Romanian modern history reveals that regional ratks between Romania and its
neighbors were set, in principal, to preserve th@m&nian territorial status quo,
established at the end of the European war at &hie Peace conference in March 1856.
Since the beginning of the First World War, Romamaa concluded various treaties and

among them a treaty of alliance with Austria-HunygarThus, when Italy informed

%3 Emphases added.
% Transylvanian territory is located in the coreRmfmania, while Bessarabia on the lateral side.
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Romania about its decision to remain neutral, Roanamclined to respond with an
“armed neutrality” position submitting in this wag the will of the majority and its
constitutional King Charles | and not to the offershoulder of the Austro-Hungarian
armies. Despite the fact that Romania announcedheutrality, historians like Vlad
Georgescu (1990) argues that there was actuallpeutrality since Romanian Prime
Minister, Bratianu as early as 1914 began to nagoterms for entering the war with the
Entente. Talks between Romania and Russia wetiated by King Ferdinand who
succeeded King Carol after his death in October1HKing Ferdinand had a pro-Entente
view, and through his officials “convinced Russw@ recognize Romania’s right to
Transylvania in October 1914 in exchange for Rowruasipromise to remain neutral and
to enter the war only at the right moment” (Geoocget990:167).

At the beginning of the First World War both Roneamind Italy were faithfully
allied with Austria-Hungary through an allianceatye of reciprocity created in the event
of an unprovoked attack. Despite the bonded a@é&aboth Italy and Romania felt that
Austria-Hungary was the main instigator of all hidsts and because of that, the best
case for both of them was to deter by either remgimeutral like Italy or adopt a
“benevolent neutral” behavior like Romania. Bymassing both the opening hostilities
of Austria-Hungary and later its defeat, Romaniatt® insecure to continue supporting
a defeated power and began a series of courtesysdisns with Russia hoping to regain
at least the territories under the Habsburgs opfmes

The Romanian Prime Minister, Bratianu receiveddpproval from the Romanian
King to start bargaining with Russia again. Orlisttime, Romania was more adamant

in conditioning Russia that in exchange for Romanlzenevolent neutrality, Russia
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“should oppose any change of the territorial stajus of the present frontiers of the
Romanian state and should acknowledge the Romaigiainto annex the regions of the
Austro-Hungarian monarchy inhabited by Romaniarida¢Kenzie 1985:405). After
signing this agreement with Russia, the Romanidmea was now eager to prolong its
neutrality until its military gained the necessatyength and help and in this case with
modern armament from Italy, Britain and France. p&ntly the delayed decision to
join the war is justified by Romania through theelarrivals of the modern armament at
the end of the 1916 year.

As it can be inferred, Romania started the war loa $ide of the Entente.
MacKenzie (1985) notes vis-a-vis the Romanian @édtehavior that Romanian Prime
Minister Bratianu “continued his negotiations for @liance with all the Entente powers,
which Italy had joined in May 1915 without inforngrRomania, as she engaged earlier
to do” (MacKenzie 1985:408). Romania declared warDecember 29, 1915 against
Austria-Hungary justifying its action more in terro$ “a policy of national instinct”
(MacKenzie 1985:409). It is imperative to emphasitom the behavioral perspective
that Romania was mainly forced by the Entente teuwake the war.

Russia, MacKenzie (1985) notes “was the first weolRomania to attack Austria-
Hungary in June, 1916 and France followed suitantyeJuly” (MacKenzie 1985:411). It
appears clear in this context that Romanian mylitareparations were poor and
incomplete to attempt such a war. Surrounded by outbreak Boia (1993) mentions
that the Romanian military was “weakened and dmoied” marked by “poor
equipment, short supplies of ammunition since Raanproduced none of its armaments,

and most importantly the Romanian military lackdd basic organization” (Boia
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1993:21). The conclusion of the First World Warswaore to the detriment of Romania
since its territorial distribution promised in thecret joined alliances was not completely
recognized by the Powers considering that Romaammopelled to confront a few hard
hurdles until the Greater Romania was to be foundsfter the war, Romania “regained
Wallachia, with minor frontier rectifications in Atria-Hungary’s favor, but lost southern
Dobrogea to Bulgaria; and the rest of the proviwes to be ruled jointly by the Central
Powers” (Boia 1993:28).

Russia concluded the war with an armistice with@entral Powers and continued
to remain a threat to Moldova and Bessarabia eften 2918 when both Bessarabia and
Moldova united with Romania. In order for Gred®amania to be recognized, the Great
Powers at the Paris peace conference had to validatunion of all reunited Romanians.
It is imperative for this study to emphasize thainRnian national unity was also
supported by the U.S. president Woodrow Wilsone American President endorsed the
principle of Romanian national unity on 5 Novemt8&d8 by stating in his declaration

that

The Government of the United States is not unmindfuithe aspirations of the

Romanian people without, as well as within, thermaries of the kingdom. It

has witnessed their struggles and sufferings aadfisas in the cause of freedom
from their enemies and their oppressors. Withsihieit of national unity and the

aspirations of the Romanians everywhere the Goventrof the United States
deeply sympathizes and will not neglect at the prdpne to exert its influence

that the just political and territorial rigitsof the Romanian people may be
obtained and made secure from all foreign aggrasgoia 1993:30f°

The relevancy of this paragraph is going to beutised more extensively in the next

chapter during the discussion reflecting the Anariceasons for expanding NATO

% Some Romanians associated this with the “Yaltaz5at.”

% Quoted by Boia, pp.30. Original citation: Doc. N#®1, Lansing to the Romanian Charge d"Affaires ad-
interim, Letter, Washington, 5 November 1918, in8% Romani, 2:1194; also quoted in Spector,
Romania at the Paris Peace Confererg2-63.
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towards the East of Europe and Romanian disappeimtwith the U.S. at Yalta. It is
interesting to mention here that Romania had higafjarded the speeches coming from
the west. In fact, according to Boia (1993), Whil'sonote influenced Romania’s second
entry into the war, whether it was intended to ot. n From the Romanian alliances
approach perspective, Boia (1993) notes that “vgeatRomania and Yugoslavia apart
from most of the other states with similar bordespdtes was that both fought on the
victorious side during the war and the outcomehefwar had not adversely affected their
relations” (Boia 1993:36)" In many ways “fighting on the victorious side”paars to
support Walt’s (1987) bandwagoning hypothesis wisiatjgests that states form alliances
with the source of danger.

According to Walt (1993) bandwagoning occurs maiulyen “the state is weak
and cannot add to a defensive coalition but cdhistiur the wrath of the threatening
state” (Walt 1987:29). This section concludes firet part of this chapter by
emphasizing that Romania adopted a neutral stano®ost of the European war events
until its status quo was in jeopardy. Romania &efth¢o the Triple Alliance hoping to
preserve its pacifist policies and peaceful intamgiin the Balkans.

When the First World War broke, Romania just litady, refused to join Austria-
Hungary in its war declaration since it had notereed proper notification from the
Vienna cabinet (Petrescu-Comnene 2000:20). Romuandarstood that by dwelling with
the Triple Alliance it could not achieve its nataraspirations or goals and then decided
to pledge war on Austria-Hungary on 27 August 19ltGs imperative to emphasize that
Romania was highly persuaded by the Allies to slg declaration of war. Knowing

clearly its national objectives, Romania beganeamand in advance written guarantees

%7 Perhaps this was true until the Banat dispute iégest their relation of friendship.
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from Russia and other allies. Often Romanian benavas defined by its national
unification objective, moreover by “its major iredist intentions like Transylvania
[including the Banat, Crisana, and the Maramuresfi 8ukovina, under Austria-
Hungary, and Bessarabia, under Russia” (Boia 1993:Eorced by the circumstances to
side with the Allies, Romania was often criticizeg others for opportunism. A clear
example materialized with the Serbs accusatiorif@atParis Peace Conference in 1919,
when the Serbs accused the Romanians of opportdardmaving first concluded a treaty
which promised them territorial acquisitions in @rdo enter the war, while Serbia fought
without having received written assurances, belig\that self-determination would be
the basis for peace” (Boia 1993:25).

As previously noted Romania had tasted a few @fRbssian disloyalties and it
decided to take extra precautions especially wisadrussia. Even Boia (1993) contends
that the Romanian Prime Minister Bratianu, like m@smanians, “was haunted by the
memory of Russia’s treatment of Romania in 18778183nd due to Russia’s past
behavior the Romanian Prime Minister appeared aeted not to commit Romania to
action without far-reaching guarantees in advaridespite that Romania was committed
to join the conflict, interesting in this contexd how Romanian distrust towards the
Russians began to catch contour. As this studgrpsses, it is easy to remark that the
level of distrust towards Russia is going to risel gerpetuate for decades to come
resolving, in this sense, for Romania to secureetensive alliance treaty with the
American alliance, NATO.

It will be interesting from this perspective totelenine how much of Russian’s

intentions and influences were considered by Roaamideciding an alliance with
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NATO since, until now, it appears clear that Rommaneeded a lot of persuasion in
forming almost any kind of defensive diplomatidaices. During the winter of 1917-
1918 Romania was faced with an important choicevbéther “to surrender to the
Central Powers or to carry on hopeless resistantteout any Allied resistance” (Boia
1993:27). Since Russia began an armistice talk wie Central Powers, Romania,
perhaps insecure of its military size and econopuwer followed Russia’s reasoning
and concluded a “provisional armistice with the €&nPowers on 9 December 1917”
that was considered to be by critics a “temporaggse-fire and not a prelude to a
separate peace” (Boia 1993:27). In this contelzgdin the second part of this chapter by
examining Romania’s historical account on alliafmenation after the First World War
through the end of the Second World War. It isaclby now that the potential for
forming alliances resonated with Romania aroundtetsitorial integrity. In what
follows, it is interesting to distinguish whetheorRania followed the same basis for

forming alliances.

4.5 Romania During the Interwar Period (1918-1939)

At the outbreak of Second World War on Septembetd39 Romania continued to
maintain a neutral stance vis-a-vis wars. Follgwiorld War |, Romania persisted to
“pursue the general line promoted by the LeagueNafions which guaranteed the
territorial status-quoand proclaimed the principles of international Jasnciples which
the Romanian state has always endorsed” (MacKeb@85:428)° The Romanian
national state was now completed, all Romanian ipo@s were now united and the

creation of this new state was recognized by ttee®€onference in Paris on 18 January

% Italics in original.
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1919. However, the dominant position of the Alliedwers at the peace conference
“under the pretext that the Romanian governmentduattiuded a separate peace with
the enemy in 1918 and that the United States hadsigned the secret treaty with
Romania in 1916, the great powers allowed Romanig the status of a country with
“special interests” at the peace conference” (Mae 1985:429). At this conference
Romania was surprised to receive such treatmennwitg only its delegates were
downsized but frontiers that were recognized intteaty concluded in 1916 with France,
Great Britain and Italy were now disputed. It mperative from this perspective to
provide more insights regarding Romanian histonpzaditions in different circumstances
in order to depict Romanian behavior.

The creation of the new national state was indeedgnized in Paris. However,
despite this accomplishment, in tacit exchangeGheat Powers policies often infringed
on the independence and sovereignty of Romaniantgyviening in its internal affairs.
The fact that almost all the treaties signed befoeee sanctioned by the Great Powers
and that Romania was supposed to pay for all tigoiees that were recuperated, caused
Romania to be unwittingly dependent on the ‘greastern imperialist powers’. It is also
interesting that following the war “in foreign aiifa Romania’s territorial integrity had to
be defended and thetatus-quomaintained” (MacKenzie 1985:43%). Regarding this

MacKenzie (1985) suggests that

After World War |, Romania’s faga policy bore the seal

of the interests of the Romanian bourgeoisie and
landowners. The ruling class forged a system of
international relations and agreements designeensure
the class domination of the bourgeoisie and landws/n
inside the country and at the same time to guagaitte
territorial integrity which had been achieved bytwé of

% Italics in original.
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the international principle of the right of the péoto self
determination (MacKenzie 1985:446).

Since the former ruling circles turned after ther w@ France and Britain, whom they
considered were most likely to defend Romanianrésts it is important to mention that
after communism collapsed in Romania, Romaniaesliirned again towards the west
by instigating dialog of alliance with NATO. Inighsense it is fair to assume that a

pattern of creating treaties of alliance beginsdntour.

4.6 The Formation of the Little Entente - A Form ofBalancing Behavior

Historical facts reveal that the formation of tigidup was necessary to stabilize central
Europe. As noted, Romanian fear towards the Sowiggew even larger as time
progressed. The fear in this instance revolvedraddhe territory of Bessarabia which
was not recognized previously by the Soviets asited with Romania but rather
annexed by Romania. The fear of maintaining itstteial integrity appears to compel
Romania to be skeptical not only regarding the &svibut to almost the entire Balkanic
flank, the Bulgarian and Hungarian neighbors. T820s history captures an interesting
aspect related to this fear, that Romania becamx@ws about an imminent armed
conflict with the Soviets and caught in such arditea Romania wanted to assure itself
that in any eventuality, its proximate neighborangocome to its rescue.

Despite the Romanian attempts to form any kincagfeements neither of its
neighbors appeared interested in expressing aveggdirticipation against the Soviets if
such an attack was going to occur. After a fewmfits, on 23 April 1921, Romania and
Czechoslovakia signed a treaty concerning the Himgaredentism. A few years later,

Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia signed the first batwas going to be called the Little
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Entente convention. Due to its increased prenmmsti Romania proposed the formation
of a tripartite alliance among Czechoslovakia, Yalgeia and itself against the growing
and now mutual fear of funneling Hungarian impeésial in this region. Although
Romania was a proponent of this alliance, the RaammaRoreign Minister Take lonescu
postponed making a decision in assisting one dafettmuntries in case an unprovoked
Hungarian attack occurred.

Interesting to note, in terms of alliance choiced behavior, Romania appears to
model that of the preventive, insecure and undeci@adidate with lots of precautionary
actions taken just in case something was goin@he place. Apparently the delay in
making a decision was due to the fact that Romaraated to form a much larger
alliance in which Greece, Poland and Austria cqald, making sure that more allies
were now aware of the Hungarian issue. According/alt (1987) this kind of behavior
models that “states do not balance against poweagainst threats” (Walt 1987:148).
Romania attempted in this sense a series of afimnt order to balance threats. Walt
(1987) argued that “states seek to counter thisatedding the power of another state to
their own” (Walt 1987:149%°

The treaty of defensive alliance that served aguarantor for their eastern
frontiers was signed between Romania and Polan8 &arch 1921 and was mainly
based “on the common interests that both statesrh&wbviet Russia, and with which
both shared a common border” (Boia 1993:77). é&#tng to remark is that Romania
had territorial disputes with the Soviets too ahdttout of its six neighboring states,
Romania maintained good relations based on deferahances with only Poland and

Czechoslovakia since Hungary and Bulgaria soughsimns of the peace treaties. The

O Walt's definition of balancing.
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instability character of Central Europe appeargaonanently influence Romania to sign
short term defensive alliance treaties either Witihand, Czechoslovakia or Yugoslavia.

What appears relevant here is that Romania inoglgsplaced its duty into
fulfilling its diplomatic role, to convincing moreountries to participate in endless peace
and defensive treaties in order to ensure a pelaBafiganic Peninsula and recognition of
a series of frontiers. Despite the outstandingstioes with Yugoslavia regarding the
remnants of the Romanian Banat, historical fact®akthat support existed from the
Yugoslavian side. However, in spite of all theRemania aimed to also capture Greece
in the alliance quest next to Poland and Czechaklav Romania wanted to make sure
that the defensive alliance with Yugoslavia wasl r@ad since opportunities were
available Romania attempted to create a dynadkiecnmarriage alliance with Yugoslavia
that was going to bring more comfort to the truatue. In this context Boia (1993)
mentions that the second daughter of the Romaniag KRerdinand and Queen Maria
received right after Christmas in Romania, a J¥rein the new King of Yugoslavia and a
Prince Regent Aleksandar, successor king aftedéla¢h of his father on 16 August 1921
(Boia 1993:89).

Related to this event is that on 9 January, theagament of King Aleksandar
with Princess Marioara appeared as an announcem#m Monitorul Official the major
news paper in Romania. With this occasion the @audualliance builder, the Romanian
Foreign Minister lonescu announced in a public aetlon that “by publicizing this
engagement it completed the work in which | and Yigoslavian Prime Minister had

been involved for the past nine years” (Boia 199R8:8The culminating point of this
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endeavor was ended with the convention of a deferalliance between Romania and
Yugoslavia in Belgrade on 7 June 1921.

It is significant to note in this respect that aliigh Romania never took part in
any of the actions of certain western powers agaims Soviet Union, the relations
between Romania and Russia became very strainegiabp after Romania signed the
League of Nations Covenant in 1921 and became abererof this international

organization. MacKenzie (1985) argues that

Romania in her foreign relations was influencedthoy

fact that the country was a borderland between the
capitalist world and the Soviet Union, and diffides$ in
Romanian foreign policy were also created by thepo

of concessions of the great western powers towards
Germany (MacKenzie 1985:447).

The most important moment in Romanian foreigniedffappears to be the signing of the
Kellogg-Briand Pact on 27 August 1928, when fiftgtes joined together to settle all the
differences among them by peaceful means. Ronspi@sition in this pact resonated

with “its speedy enforcement” of the pact. In th&t the signatory states aimed to

Contribute to the safeguarding of peace betweesethe
countries and to put into force without delay bedwéhe
peoples of these countries the Treaty of Parisloded

on August 27, 1928, whereby war ceased to be an
instrument of the national policy (MacKenzie
1985:449).

In spite of the Romanian delaying habit to ratifgfdre the Parliament treaty, the
Romanian Parliament had unanimously ratified thisotqzol. According to
MacKenzie(1985), Germany withdrew from the Leagt@&lations on 14 October 1933
and from this time on Germany'’s relations with otstates began to deteriorate since
Germany demanded that “the German colonial empioeld be built again” (MacKenzie
1985:461). Romanian independence was threatensd ly the ascension and

consolidation of the Nazi regime since Romania ddan potential rapprochement
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between Germany and countries that had irredertlaims. MacKenzie (1985) argues
that in this critical time, “it was necessary foorRania to evolve an independent foreign
policy” since in addition to Germany, Italy and Hamy began the consolidation of
fascism therefore, the need for collective secugigw concomitantly with the power and
chances of these countries to decide the destinguobpe. MacKenzie (1985) also
suggests that “Romania promoted peace in this pértEurope and acted with
determination within international bodies in deferd the Europeastatus qupand for
an understanding among nations, for disarmamentcafidctive security in Europe”
(MacKenzie 1985:461%:

As it was noted, Romania kept close cooperatioh Wiance and Britain despite
their inconsistencies in supporting Romania. WHResnce, Britain, Italy and Germany
drafted the Quadripartite Pact inspired by MusspliRomania expressed its
disappointment and condemned their act as “a gmfssigement of the League of
Nations Charter” (MacKenzie 1985:463). Due alsdhe rapprochemertietween the
U.S.S.R and France, Romania considered that itthe@agime for it to take this matter
further with Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia in ortletbring their diplomatic relations
with the Soviet Union back to normal. In 1934, B@manian-Soviet rapprochement was
created which was going to serve as a mutual oaseevof national independence and
sovereignty. The difference this time was thatSlo@iets postponed signing this mutual
assistance pact continuing to maintain “good neiglglrelations.” On 9 February 1934

Romania, Greece, Yugoslavia and Turkey signed kaBdPact, for the purpose of

Mutually guaranteeing the security of the Balkamtiers and engaging
not to undertake any political action towards ameothon-signatory
Balkan state without the mutual advice of the otignatories, and not

" Italics in original.
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to assume any political obligation to any other Kaal State without
bringing it to the knowledge of the other partissatKenzie 1985:464).

The objectives of this treaty were to fight agaihst plots of the revisionist states. When
Germany annexed Austria in March 1938, Romania kiawits economic position was
in jeopardy since its commerce with Britain andrieewas done mainly through Austria.
Also, when Czechoslovakia was invaded by Germamyna&hia knew that not only did
this terminate the existence of the Little Entelmi¢ also it deprived Romania of a very
important ally who was one of its main armamentpdieps. The isolationism that
Germany caused Romania, forced Romania to begimoetic agreements with
Germany.

In 1939 MacKenzie (1985) argues that basically éhésnerous treaties
subordinated Romania’s economy and policy to thgressgive interests of Germany”
(MacKenzie 1985:470). While under the German griice, Romania attempted to
consolidate its system of alliances and createduls against the political and economic
encirclements of the fascist states. It soughdttengthen its relations with Greece and
Turkey which seemed more equipped to resist the &ggression in South-East Europe.
At the same time, Russia concluded with Germang@momic convention and a non
aggression pact deteriorating in this manner mérRamania at the beginning of the

Second World War.

4.7 Romania’s “Informal Neutrality” Behavior during World War 1l (1939-1945)
It is imperative to note at this point in this exaation that the Second World War had
various and profound consequences for the Romataaitorial integrity that was

threatened now by Germany and the countries whdeslathe peace treaties reviewed.
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Romania appears to follow the same diplomatic d##enbehavior when approaching
war as it certainly did in the First World War. &tonly difference in this instance
consists of: the stand of neutrality of Romaniaalihivas not voluntarily announced but
rather it was imposed on Romania who was basidatlyed to draw closer to the Reich
in order to counterbalance the threat posed brtissia.

Due to the isolationism imposed by the Germansm&va was forced to
proclaim its neutrality on 4 September 1939. Hggimreverse some of the provisions of
the Treaty of the Versailles enacted at the enthefFirst World War, Nazi Germany
became an ally of Fascist Italy and Japan. MedewRiussia was thinking a way to
pursue a kind of territorial and political rearrangents with Germany in Europe. They
signed in this sense the Ribbentrop-Molotov PacRémugust 1939 that was supposed
to be a Nazi-Soviet rapprochement that guarantgesheeful settlement between the two
powers. In these circumstances, Romania was fa@diecome an ally of Germany
since Romanian King Carol Il, a romantic adventukisng who succeeded the throne
Ferdinand | and Queen Marie and was an admireoptilar fascist leaders of the Iron
Guard and Adolf Hitler.

Romanian history portrays Carol Il in a negativag®e. According to historians
like Treptow (1996), he heavily exerted his contweer Romanian democratic political
system and managed when he encountered the oppogsérties in 1938 in Romania, to
establish a royal dictatorship, replacing the cui@snocratic parliamentary system. After
the Hitler-Stalin Pact, Russia forcibly occupiedsBarabia and the northern part of
Bukovina [a territory not even mentioned in the tRat had never been part of Russia

and Ukraine] (Treptow 1996:16). After a few wesksce the Diktat of Vienna, Romania
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was forced to cede to Hungary northern Transylyawi@zere Romanians made up the
majority of the population in this region. All dfis territorial loss, in addition to the
Quadrilateral that was supposed to go to BulgaaaenCarol Il abdicate in favor of his
son Michael I’ however, the damage was too great for Romaniadover easily. The
German instrumentalization grew larger within tregnt of Romanian General lon
Antonescu and the formation of a new government &eptember 1941 with the help of
the German military. Supposedly the German myitaras instrumental in assuring
control since a short civil war erupted betweenibegries [the regent council that ruled
Romania while Carol Il renounced to his throneawdr of his son Michael who was only
six years old] and the Romanian military.

MacKenzie (1985) argues that “without any foreigiport, Romania saw her
territory reduced in the summer of 1940 and waspmiled to submit to Nazi Germany”
(MacKenzie 1985:472). On 22 June 1941, Romaniaredtthe war on the Nazi side
against the Soviet Union. This moment in historgrked the time when Romania was
finally drawn into the anti-Soviet war. Romanialdmeced the Russian threat with
Germany. Based on Walt's (1987) theoretical pitaahis, Romania did bandwagon with
Germany. Eager again to secure its integrity Reanbaagan to look up to its neighbors
and also to this time proximate Hungary with whoimwinted to conclude a non-
aggression pact. However, under preeminent wacumistances the Hungarian
government rejected the Romanian proposal. Maci€e(©85) notes that “in the

autumn of 1939 Romanian government approacheddtiet3Jnion and this time with a

"2 Michael | (1940-1947) was also forced by the comists to abdicate. He lived in Geneva for a long
time. He returned to Romania shortly after commaomcollapsed however, his comeback was unwelcome
first when lon lliescu then Romanian Presidentsetlhis entrance at the Otopeni airport in Buchares
After two years he came back to Romania, claimgdaa part of his lost land and continues to livehwi

his family at the Savarsin Castle in Romania.
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view to reaching an understanding” (MacKenzie 1988). Aware of its size and
capabilities, Romania attempted to form a “blocknafutral countries” in South-east
Europe in order to confront the Germans.

In this sense Romania took Poland under its wingddging it with war materials
and refugee camps; things that contradicted Germasglationist policies imposed on
Romania. Despite the increased Romanian effortsnfwove relationships with the
neighboring countries, on 26 June 1940, both Babsarand Northern Bukovina were
incorporated within the U.S.S.R. and two monthrldtalone, without any outside
support, a prey to Nazi Germany and her allies, &oahad to submit to the onerous
conditions of the Vienna Fascist Diktat at the efhd\ugust, 1940 and to cede northern
Transylvania with over 2,500,000 inhabitants, nafsthem Romanian to the Hungarian
Horthy” (MacKenzie 1985:475). The German occupatio Romania was harsh and
dehumanizing from the sovereignty and economicutpnothe political perspectives;
since during this forced alliance with the Nazi ¢kei Romania was supposed to
voluntarily accept the fascist dictatorship.

Despite a few attempts to come out from the Gersudoordination, Romania was
unsuccessful until Russia came to its rescue tibebidie fascist coalition. An armistice
convention was signed in this sense in Moscow betvibe Soviet Union, Great Britain
and the U.S. on the one hand and Romania on thex.otm this armistice Romania
pledged “at 4.00 a.m. on 24 August 1944, to ceatieely her military operations against
the Soviets in all theatres of war, ceased to mekeagainst the United Nations, severed

relations with Germany and her satellites, join wea on the side of the Allied Powers
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and fight against Germany and Hungary aiming téoresRomania’s independence and
sovereignty” (MacKenzie 1985:488).

With respect to forming alliances, and in thisecas Romania joining the anti-
fascist alliance, MacKenzie (1985) notes that am e¢liening of 23 August 1948BC
newspointed out that “Romania’s move would have mar&#dcts...” while the United
States radio station in Europe stated that “HemttefRomania was a new ally in the
United Nations camp for she asserted her will io jp the struggle against the common
enemy” (MacKenzie 1985:489). Imperative for thtady is to provide Mackenzie’'s
(1985) take fromLe Figaro who wrote that Romania had been the only counfry o
Germany’s satellites which had “not received anyittgies in exchange for its alliance,
but on the contrary had been compelled to cede unglry one of its most fertile
provinces-Northern Transylvania” (MacKenzie 1989

It is interesting to note that in Romania theealitwere instrumental in the
changes of allies. According to MacKenzie (1986) 23 August 1944 th&lew York
Herald Tribune“showed that what was left of the sixth and eigB#rman armies, had
been trapped between the Russians and the Romathansatter attacking the Germans
from behind following the orders received from Baadst; this was the second time that
the Wehrmacht had had its sixth army trapped” (Mame 1985:491). The
consequences that Romania confronted when joihi@@iti-fascist coalition affected its
military, strategic position, economic and its Hoél participation internationally.
Media captured that Romania made a decisive canioi to the victory of the Allied
Powers and even theunday Timesoncluded that “Romania could be described as a

keystone.” On 10 October 1944 the head of the €odelegation to the Peace
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Conference, W.M. Molotov declared that “we all kndlaat Romania, by a decisive
move, shook off Antonescu's fascist regime andeirthe Allies...Together with
ourselves and with the Allied troops, the new dematbc Romania engaged in the fight
for Hitler's defeat and made considerable sacwficethat fight. We all recognize the
services Romanian people have made for the caugklacKenzie 1985:496).

At the conclusion of this section it is imperatit@ note that the political and
military alliances initiated by Romania before asharing the period of the two World
Wars had at their core maintaining Romanian tetatantegrity and its independence.
As it could be inferred almost all alliances thatrev formed between the war periods
were enacted with countries that had the same tlgscas Romania, maintaining status
quo, peace and security in Eastern Europe. Asefielefensive alliances attempted at
the outset of the Second World War were mainly ragjathe revisionist states who
wanted the peace treaties reviewed. Romania rdatciveards the small and medium
countries that had an antirevisionist orientatiohraditional defensive alliances were
renewed with Poland, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia.

Romania maintained its good relationships witmEeaand Great Britain despite
their sometimes unfavorable prescriptions towardsm&nia. Historians’ opinions
contrast vis-a-vis the Romanian alliance with theicR’®> Some argue for a “forced
alliance” others argue that Romania pursued ayoli¢informal neutrality” between the
powers “influenced by the policies of their Polisind Yugoslav allies who were already
accommodating themselves to the Growth of the Genpoaver” (Haynes 2000:20). The

latter appears to suggest that Romania’s atteropgsow closer to Hungary and Russia

3 See the discussion section of Dinu C. GiurescuriRaa During the Second World War* September 1,
1939-August 23, 1944,” in the book edited by DinuGlurescu and Stephen Fischer-Galati.
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when the France capitulation and Britain’s defeatenbig news on the continent were
only speculations. Also it appears to incrimindie efforts made by Romania to finalize
the Balkanic Pact in Athena on 9 February 1934 witlgoslavia, Turkey and Greece
whose main objective was maintaining the status iquihis region. In this context |
begin examining Romanian behavior from the conolusif Second World War until the

Warsaw Pact.

4.7 Romania from the Conclusion of Second World Wauntil the Warsaw Pact
(1945-1955)

According to Treptow (1996), on 23 August 1944, Rom informed the Allies, the
“Anglo-Saxons,” that it was going to leave the Waspite of any costs. Historical facts
collide whether the King of Romania was forced bg tommunists to abdicate or he
made the decision that the Romanian clause wasito$avor of the communists.
Treptow (1996) notes that “amid disputes over traper course of action to withdraw
from the war, King Mihai | ordered the arrest ohlantonescu and his collaborators on
23 August 1944 and declared war on Nazi Germangédibw 1996:17).

This action ended with an armistice signed in Meson 12 September 1944
between Romania and the Allied Powers, represdntdlde Soviets. After the armistice,
the Soviets orchestrated the installment of Petraz&s communist government in
Romania. Under the communist leadership a grownegSoviet wing was possible and
as a result on 30 December 1947 the King of Romavihai I, was forced by the
communists to abdicate and with him the monarchR@mania was abolished forever.
The Soviet backed communist party took completegvamd the process of Stalinization

began. Among the leading Soviet backed reforms iancible collectivization and the
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annihilation of the historical parti€8. Romanian history was rewritten in order to fi¢ th
Marxist ideology, and the orthography of the Romaarianguage was changed in order to
appear more Slavic than Latin.

The treatment for the Romanian intellectuals wsa#y harsher and included a
basic liquidation through two options to flee ertheto exile or die in the communists
prisons. A complex of prisons, “the gulags” crelait® Romania after communists took
over, engulfed hundreds of thousands of Romanlatsopposed obeying the communist
regime. The Communist Party reinvented itself veitnore appealing popular name: the
Communist Romanian Worker's Paffy. Important to note is that since 1948 until the
end of the 1950s, Romanian cultural, political,islband economic sectors followed the
“model and directives of the Kremlin, disregardinternal realities and the necessities of
the country” (Treptow 1996:520). This period waarked by a continuous and forced
Sovietization in a territory where Romanian trazhtl values were preserved despite
various occupations.

The Soviet occupation proved to be one of the nuestructive since it
consummated all sectors. One positive aspect gltih@ Soviet occupation in Romania
was the death of Stalin, which allowed the collezétion process to continue at a slower
pace while avoiding potential social unrest in ¢bentry. The struggle for power within
the communist party intensified with the death tdli&. From what Treptow (1996)
notes, “Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, the successor o0bz&s communist backed
government, after participating at Stalin’s funexatl trying to guess the intentions of the

future Soviet leaders, understood that a fierceggle was taking place in Moscow to

" The most important being the National PeasanyRaxd the National Liberal Party.
> Partidul Muncitoresc Roman.
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succeed Stalin” (Treptow 1996:528). Apparenthsthias a valuable lesson for Dej to
learn. At his return from Moscow he began prantidhe lesson by listening to people’s
concerns in order to avoid domestic unrests.

Forced loyalty was the attribute that characteritee Romanian alliance with
Moscow and an increased isolationism was what cteniaed Romanian behavior with
the west. During this time, a series of frienddhgaties were signed by Romania with its
proximate neighbors and a unique 20 year treatyedasn mutual friendship and
economic cooperation was signed with the USSR, tduée fact that Romania fought
against the Soviet power during the Second World (Weeptow 1996:529). Around
these circumstances, | begin reviewing the Romastance within the Warsaw Pact
which was an international organization formed tmrgntee, for the members of the
pact, “independence, peace and security” in additim “serve as an invincible barrier

against the imperialist forces of aggression andrmehe.”®

4.8 Romanian Behavior within the Warsaw Pact (1953989)

Western historians like Treptow (1996) mention ttied end of the Romanian-German
alliance was marked by the fact that lon Antonedioe,former Romanian General who
served as the Romanian defense minister in 1938vandvas dismissed numerous times
and even imprisoned by Carol, denounced the Romati@ance with Germany when he
believed that Germany could not defeat the Sovietok and therefore, Romanian

interests. At the conclusion of the Second WorlaryY\Romania was forced to accept not

7% Citation according to Boris Messner, Die Breshridektrin and taken from Wilfried Loth (2001)
“Moscow, Prague and Warsaw: Overcoming the Breziastrine.”Cold War HistoryVol. 1, No. 2.
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only that Bessarabia and northern Bukovina becagiéirhate Soviet territories but also
the status of the “aggressor” in contrast of what&nia had requested.

The Romanian request of “co-belligerent” statuss vbased on the fact that
Romania was for the most part an active particiganthe Allies in the war against
Germany (Treptow 1996:516). It appears interestivag after the war, the British and
the Americans did not object to the Romanian treatnmoreover, they encouraged it
when Churchill met with Stalin at the beginning@€tober 1944 to reassure him about
the British position regarding the Soviet predomcgover Romania.

Relative to this treatment, Treptow (1996) captuaesery interesting aspect
regarding how the Romanian war participation ende@. mentions that “the Romanian
efforts and its eighteen divisions provided in flght against Germany were basically
ignored while what was acknowledged was the Sqaoétical accommodation with the
western Allies that appears to have taken precedewer international law and justice”
(Treptow 1996:517). Important to consider is tthe Sovietization of Romania began
with the Petru Groza government that replaced thia#escu Administration and served
as a bridge to that of Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, @eb@rofessionally formed leader
who spent most of the time during the war in thei&dJnion.

Interesting from the Sovietization perspectivehis tact that the military and the
home land security was controlled mainly by the oamists during the Groza
government. Until the middle of the 1950s, Trep{@®96) mentions that the Romanian
communist regime was loyal to that of Moscow [Sfaéiverting in this way any contacts
with the western world. After Stalin’s death, ippgars that the rule of Nikita

Khrushchev did not benefit from the same populaaspecially when the Kremlin
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imposed that Romania in addition to Bulgaria, Pdland Hungary were to focus on the
agriculture sector while Czechoslovakia, the Geriamocratic Republic and the Soviet
Union were to continue the industrialization praces

Romania disapproved the Soviet indulged treatmadtl@egan discussions of a
new coalition among Romania, Poland and Hungargrder to oppose the Kremlin’s
view. Thus, forcing diplomatically for the firsinie the Soviet Union to reconsider its
plan. Progresses relative to territorial secuwsre visible especially during the 1958
when after Dej's long persuasion, the Soviet Umigreed to withdraw its military troops
from Romanian territory since no defense was nowessary especially when all
Romanian borders were surrounded by communistsstate

The moment of withdrawal of Soviet forces from Roman territory is crucial
and marks the period when Romania began to distéselé from the Soviet Union and
orient its economic trading towards the west. Wa887) argues that when states feel
secure they will begin forming alliances based timep instruments. With respect to
Romanian-Soviet relations, Treptow (1996) notes tta drift between Romania and the
U.S.S.R became even larger during the Sino-Soweflict when Romania offered to
mediate or balance the conflict between China hadSbviet Union.

It is important to remark that the de-Sovietizatiprocess began in Romania
during the Dej administration and it affected fiedk political prisoners. Dej continued
these reforms by exchanging the Russian names divahe streets and cinema by
western ones. From this perspective, Dej even app® admit publicly during an
important party conference, that “Moscow was respma for all bad things that

occurred in this country in the past twenty yedi&eptow 1996:532). After his death,
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the Dej government was replaced by that of Nic&aausescu in 1965 which changed
the name of the country from the People’s Republithe Socialist Republic of Romania.
Ceausescu continued the re-Latinization procestedtdy Dej and began attacking the
myth that the Russians “liberated” Romania on 23yusi 1944 (Treptow 1996:534).
Among the diplomatic actions that Ceausescu tookhm international arena which

subsequently contributed to enhancement of the R@marestige were Romanian

(i) Refused to break diplomatic ties with Isragkathe six-day war in the Middle East.
(ii) Established diplomatic relations with the FesleRepublic of Germany in 1967, at a
time when no other socialist country had relatiaite Bonn.

(iii) Allowed the Romanian Jewish Community to jafre World Jewish Congress.

(iv) Refused Romania taking part in troop exerciséthe Warsaw Pact (Treptow
1996:539).

Dennis Deletant (2002), an expert English schatRbmanian studies, argues that
“Romania was cemented into the Soviet bloc fromildary point seven years before the
establishment in May 1955 of the Warsaw Treaty @gdion (Deletant 2002: 7). In his
recent work regarding Romania and its involvemarthe Warsaw Pact, Deletant (2007)
argues, based on military documents newly reledsed the Romanian archive that
Nicolae Ceausescu refused to join the Warsaw Raeasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968
not because he was against this invasion but becéswas not invited by the Soviet
Union to participate” (Deletant 2007:495). Accaorglito what Deletant (2007) takes
from the military documents, Ceausescu thoughhperative to preserve in Poland the
Socialist solidarity that began in 1981 to challetige communist domination.
Apparently the documents that cover an importariog from 1963 to 1989

contrast Ceausescu’s position vis-a-vis the Padtrameal that Ceausescu became an

avid advocate of the intervention in Poland evennguhis last days in office because he
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sought the efficacy of this Pact to preserve theiddist solidarity’’ Deletant (2007)
suggests, vis-a-vis the Romanian position in thesala Pact, that “satisfaction of Soviet
security needs and the maintenance of ideologichksion were the parameters that
defined the Romanian position” (Deletant 2007:49Bkletant (2007) appears to believe
that there was a significant difference betweeridhpearance and reality’.

The reality according to Deletant (2007) was tRatmania tested the limits of
behavior accepted by the Soviets when pursuingnamy in foreign policy, and knew
how to strategize its actions in order to not sbincerns at the Kremlin. With respect to
defense policy, Romania created its own Patriotiai@, a workers militia that benefited
from a long legacy in Romania. By exploring theio@al sentiment, Deletant (2007)
argues that Ceausescu gained legitimacy only ineffes of the Romanian people by
appealing to their national sentiments to rebelirsgathe Soviets and not the other
neighboring countries. Later however, the natisnalappeal proved detrimental and
served as a mechanism of social control and praservof personal dictatorship.

As noted in the previous section, after the concfusf the Hungarian revolution
Romania ceased being a loyal ally of the Sovietodni The rift from the Kremlin was
gradual and uneven. Shortly after the Soviet imenetal withdraw of troops from
Romania, “the underpinning of the Romanian regir@&eorghiu-Dej approved the
immediate introduction of stringent security measurin order to maintain the
Communist Party’s control and to compensate forSbeiet loss” (Deletant 2002: 20).
The measure taken by Gheorghiu-Dej was supposgrhtiually reorient Romania away

from the policies of Soviet Russia. Dej clearlfused to see Romania as the “Comecon

" See “Taunting the Bear’: Romania and the Warsast, 2263-89” by Dennis Deletant.
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or ‘breadbasket’ for the industrialized membersEast Germany and Czechoslovakia”
(Deletant 2002: 21).

By refusing Khrushchev’s planning role, Romaniaided remaining a faithful
supplier of raw materials to Moscow and put in galy its economic situation at home.
From the documents released by the Romanian ryilitappears clear that Romania was
careful in preserving the “neutrality” role betwettre Soviets and China; apparently the
“Romanian Workers Party tried to mediate and nt#rirene too much in others states’
affairs, this appears evident when deciding to ighlih Romania both the Soviet and the
Chinese communiqués” (Deletant 2007:497). Also eundej's administration,
Romanian military documents reveal that his actwaat so far as to remove a good part
of the KGB counselors from Romania.

Regarding the Romanian behavior and its partimpan the Warsaw Pact it is
important to underscore that Ceausescu systemgtmattinued to pull Romania away
from the Soviet influence however, he pulled Roraanio a direction favorable to his
own interests. Since the focus in this projeangshe alliances, especially those formed
under the pressure of threats, it is important &te that Romania started acquiring
suspicions of Russian involvement in Romanian ttaval affairs when during a stop-
over in Moscow on the return from China; Khrushcliewmally raised the question of
territorial revision in Transylvani& The question of Transylvania, as this chaptestri
to emphasize, is one of special importance for Roma

Within the Warsaw Pact, Romania established aonamous position that was
advocated even during the numerous congresses @haunsescu argued purposefully

that Romanian national interest was above the WaRact's militaristic requirements.

8 See VeronaMilitary Occupation and Diplomacyage 101.
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It appears evident that Romania wanted not to msidered part of the Soviet policy
when during the Cuban missile crises, the Romagawernment informed the U.S. that
“in any conflict, Romania will remain neutral” espally since Romania was not
informed vis-a-vis the missile placement. In exdeof this Romania wanted from the
U.S. assurance that “in the event of hostilitiésiag from the missile crises, the U.S.
would not strike Romania on the mistaken assumptian it would be allied with the
Soviet Union” (Deletant 2007:497).

Romania distinguished itself in the context tiiatdommitment to the Warsaw
Pact became annulated when the actions of the Steaelership went above the
Romanian territorial security, although an allianggh the U.S. to balance Russian
threats would have been welcomed by Romania ifti& had initiated it. Perhaps due
to the increased Soviet domination of the Warsaut e egotistic Romanian figure felt
insecure when it saw that all ‘its command, polegking, and decision making’ rested
with Moscow. Ceausescu criticized Russia’s infieenn the Pact and proposed a
rotation in decision making from the non Soviet nbemstates. Since Russia was deaf to
the Romanian request, Ceausescu suspended itarynftirces under the Warsaw Pact’s
joint command. When Russia invaded Czechosloviakihe spring of 1968, Romania
refused to allow Bulgarian military forces to crogs territory as well as declined
Russia’s request to join the Soviet led Warsaw Faetsion in Czechoslovakia.

Romania condemned the invasion and acknowledge@choslovakia’'s
autonomy. Russia on the other had continued tidéte Romania by conducting
military exercises along Romanian borders with Buky and Hungary. After the

Czechoslovakian invasion, the Warsaw Pact was ipadlgt invalid for Romania.

97



However, fearful of Russia’s threats and in ordemtotect itself, Romania began to
invest in its own military forces. On the logisse, Romania oriented itself towards
strengthening relationships with China that wasnfrine domestic politics perspective
much closer than Great Britain for instance. Roaiamole in the Warsaw Pact alliance
was mainly diplomatic which increasingly denoundedssia’s initiatives to achieve
tighter military integration within the Warsaw Pact

Romania refused to support the Soviet invasiorAighanistan and publicly
opposed Soviet intentions from 1983 to deploy bdlimissiles in East Germany and
Czechoslovakia to counter NATO. It is interestiognote that Romanian withdrawal
from the Warsaw Pact was not complete becauseedRtlssian consequences, although
Romania had completely withdrawn from the militaercises and from supporting the
Russian territories greed.

Despite Romania’s diplomatic attempts to call fioore consultation and more
communality when making decisions, Russia continieedse as a threat to Romanian
sovereignty and this can be clearly seen in Ronsaietions in not permitting Russian
troops to cross Romanian territories, even fong exercise. Romania was afraid that
during the military exercise Russia would attemgm, it did in Czechoslovakia, to
maintain the presence of the military troops. Mwex, Ceausescu was terrified when his
foreign intelligence service informed him regardihg decision made in Crimea by the
Soviets at a meeting of the Warsaw Pact headsaits st July 1964 where Ceausescu was
not invited, that discussions were whether or rmtotcupy Romania as well as
Czechoslovakia on 22 AuguSt. This, in addition to the Soviet plot to repladmwith a

leader more sympathetic to Russia, was enougltflteente Romania to take the Russian

® See Deletant footnote number 19 from “Romania818a88: A Historical Overview.”
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threat very seriously (Deletant 2007:500). It appeevident based on Romanian
historical record and “its less strategic locatiahiat future alliances attempted by
Romania will be based more on threats to territ@ggurity than on aims to become a
member of the European Union since Romania didbaoter any NATO state. A
particular behavior appears recurring since thenaskedgement of Romanian
independence and it has to do with maintainingsthtus quo.

What it is interesting about this behavior is thiatatches more contours during
the Ceausescu period although it tends to repsslf.itCeausescu tried to keep Romania
distinct form the Russian influence and to advodaternationally for “no external
involvement in the domestic affairs of others.” iShppears to guide his decision during
the Polish crisis of 1980 when the Leonid Brezhadwministration demanded military
intervention. Romania was the only country thatipg@ated in that meeting who refused
to agree on military intervention. Moreover, adling to Deletant’s (2007) reviewed
documents, Ceausescu appears to disregard thet Sbveats regarding NATO's
“preparations for defending Western Europe that siggposedly going to increase the
risks for the peace and security of all countrighiw the socialist community” (Deletant
2007:501).

Based on the memorandum drawn by the Soviets, Esauseduced the military
expenditure 5 per cent and began the withdrawaédhin military units deployed on the
foreign territories. It is also very interesting hote that Ceausescu appears to take
Russia for granted in various situations, confidegrthaps of the fact that the Romanian
people were ready to back his ambitions up. Roamabehavior within the Warsaw Pact

modulates that of balancing, which according to tWW&B87) is induced by external
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threats and it becomes visible during the peaceginRomania balanced against Russian
threats by seeking the approval of western powé@ise beneficial situation in Romania
appears to revert in the 1980s during the austpetyod when Ceausescu insisted on
becoming extremely independent and pay the entireuat of foreign debts, an act that
put an incredible hardship on the Romanian popniati

During that time “many Romanian people wondere@tiver the autonomy was
worth the price” (Deletant 2007:503). Since foodswscarce and communist discipline
was higher, Deletant (2007) argues that the Romapagulation had experienced very
differently the two close visits of Mikhail Gorbamh from March 1985 and May 1987.
Apparently, Gorbachev's ‘glasndSt'and ‘perestroikd™ concepts shook Ceausescu’s
cult of personality that began developing during teirm in the Politbur8? Due to the
scarce food, limited access to electricity, wakexavy control on the media and greater
communist discipline, the Romanian people discdeténwith Ceausescu’s repayment
strategy were looking forward to receiving Gorbached his reforms of modernization.

Although people expressed a positive attitudeato his message, Ceausescu
appeared worried about the entire speech givendmpdehev and promptly argued that
he had already applied the reforms advocated byp&&btev in Romania. However, they
appeared to be incompatible with Communist societyreover, since Gorbachev did not
consult Ceausescu about his policies in advancaygescu had an excuse not to apply
Romania in ‘perestroika’ and ‘glasnastDeletant (2007) captures, in his consultation on
the primary data, that Ceausescu was reluctarttdange which was especially visible in

equipping the military force. He relied heavily ¢ime old electronics, for instance,

8 Gorbachev's policy of media openness.
81 Russian for “restructuring,” Gorbachev's proposaleeform the Soviet economy.
82«political bureau,” small, top governing body obst Communist parties.
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claiming that they were more reliable and there wasneed to “spend money on
materials which deteriorate” (Deletant 2007:50%his may indicate the reason that after
Ceausescu’s regime collapsed, Romania possessedhdgutdated military equipment
and perhaps this too accentuated the obsessimrmoing an alliance with NATO since
Romania became afraid that in case of an attaak fRussia or other neighboring
country, it could not defend itself. The fact that Poland members of Solidarity
advanced to the Polish government increased Ceauseassecurities to hold on to the
Romanian people as a piece of property. Since &by expressed his wishes to
reform the Warsaw Pact and to refrain from usihg tise of force or the threat of force’,
Ceausescu’s aim to prevent socialism in Polanchdidnaterialize.

According to Deletant's (2007) take on the Romanimilitary archive
documents, it appears clear that 1989 was the wdwmn Ceausescu returned to
Brezhnev's doctrine and began advocating the peraage of the socialism solidarity so
avidly that the Hungarian administration could abstain from replying that it was in
contradiction with the principles that Romaniadri® advance; “non-interference in the
internal affairs, the sovereignty, [and] the relatibetween the socialist countries”
(Deletant 2007:504). Since this message was fitehtas coming in 1989 from the
Hungarian administration, careful attention is rieegi in this area due to the fact that the
communist regime started to fall down like domimosentral Europe.

Many argue that the Stalinist regime which Ceausestarted to create in
Romania was the result of the infiltration in pkt of his wife Elena Ceausescu because
of his frequent illnesses. It is hoped that arcldaa regarding how Romania behaved

during the domination of three great empires, twarldvwars and peaceful times had
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emerged. In this context, begins the fourth seatiothis chapter where the aim is to link
the patterns of alliance formation with Stephen 8§&]1987) theory and to determine
whether any changes in alliance behavior occurreth fthe Romanian independence

though the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact in0199

4.9 Examining Romanian Behavior in Forming Alliance (1878-1990)

Since 1878 when Romania became an independent istegedemonstrated in this

analysis that almost all of the alliances formed Rgmania and surveyed for this
examination were constructed on political and it grounds. Historical evidence
underscores that often economic incentives weremigex by Romania to the

guaranteeing powers in exchange for their conseRiomania’s independence [e.g. the
trade treaty with the Habsburg Empire]. Territbidegrity and security were the main
objectives on which alliances were always attemptedls this analysis highlights,

Romania “could not by any means forget the blodakiens between people living in the
kingdom’s principalities and thesubjectsfrom under the Austria-Hungary or Russian
Empires” (Petrescu-Comnene 2000: #1).

Historians argue that in establishing alliances Ria sought mainly friendship,
the guarantee for common frontiers and peace inBtidkan region. Numerous times
Romania called upon France, Great Britain and Italyhelp fight against Russia’s
wrongness or the German threat. France was ontheofpowers admired most by
Romania and one that helped improve Romanian imahgead the moéf. Romania’s

intervention in the war on the side of the Alliesde justified not in terms of conquest

8 Jtalics in original.
8 Some even argue that “nowhere in the world is edretter loved than in Romania” (Petrescu-Comnene
2000:68).
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but rather in terms of a defensive basis. Foramst, when it joined the Triple Alliance,

Romania aimed to defend the Allied states agaittatlkes coming from outside and to

gain the military support necessary in the everRosgsia’s incursions into the Balkans.
However, when the Romanian status-quo was destrdyechania changed its position

and helped to restore the balance of power asagetb correct the errors made by the
Congress of Berlin when Bessarabia which is betleieebe ‘the richest soil in Europe’

was given to Russia.

When Romania decided to go against Austria-Hunganyas because Romania
saw no loyalty in their actions, especially wheeythnstigated the war and refused to
notify Romania regarding their war intentions. dently these insecurities began to
grow, so in this context “instead of a group oftesathat, through their common efforts
were supposed to work together to maintain peadetsbalance of power, new forces
appeared that were at war with one another’” (Patr€mnene 2000:20). Since
Austria-Hungary posed an imminent threat to théonat interests of Romania, Romania
took the liberty to act into its own hands and etgawork towards the Romanian future
and security by joining those who were able to mlevt with security and to assure its
national unity. Increased attention needs to hergito the context where Romanian
tendencies in forming alliances begin to contohen moving away from Austria-

Hungary, Romania declared that

Our expectations concerning our adherence to th@eTAlliance were
betrayed. For over thirty years, the Romanianidivin Austria-
Hungary have not seen any kind of reform, even diggs, to satisfy
them; they have been treated as an inferior nationgdemned to bear
the tyranny of a foreign element that constitutely @ minority among
the many component nationalities of the Austria-fanan state
(Petrescu-Comnene 2000:21).
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Expectations appear to be among the factors thamhgmed Romania to change its
position against the Austria-Hungary Empire. Laber Romania will face the same
dilemma with Russia, only in this case expectatamd ‘threats’ will have an equal
weight. From what was examined it appears cleat Romania did not follow too
closely the advice given by the Iron Chancellof868 “to maintain good relations with
all neighbors andvait, patiently, for the ripe fruits of the European tree to fail
themselves on the table...,nwintaingood relations with both sides and, as a lastteso
if everything else fails, to join those forces whodctory seems certain” (Petrescu-
Comnene 2000:68.

Indeed a lot of persuasion was necessary for Rartarenter the war but when it
saw the imminence of the German threat insideotsldrs, Romania did not hesitate to
take part in its extinction. Although it has bexdearly presented in this examination that
Romania could not participate equally in the wancsi it lacked modern warfare
equipment. Romania appears to form a patternliahat with Czechoslovakia who was
Romania’s most important war material supplier anéppears to sincerely defend
Czechoslovakia’s interests until the disintegrabéthe Warsaw Pact.

It is imperative to note that among the Balkamteiests, Romania always
followed its own interests by listening to “the ioats soul.” A good example is
constituted in the case of the Romanian King Felilh who was German by birth but
decided to continue on the alliance path with tinéekte, letting in this way “the Latin
blood and vocation to prevail over his personaénests.” Romania walked in the
alliance path next to England, France, Italy and$u The fact that Romania declared

war on Austria-Hungary, Germany, Bulgaria and latdren Turkey declared war on

8 Italics in original.
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Romania basically illustrates why Romania always despised by its neighbors, and
perhaps why it decided after 35 years of commurnsigo back to its most loyal friends
in the west despite their lasting sympathies fongsary.

If during the First World War, Romania was blesgedbe ruled by King
Ferdinand and his interests, during the Second WWar since both Germany and the
Soviet Union re-emerged as major political act®temania was “pressured” by King
Carol to choose Germany against the Soviets. TDwebtreatment was already known
by Romania and despite that, in 1934 the Romaniavergment established full
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, despiteat the question of Bessarabia
remained unresolved with this power.

After the advice of the Romanian King Carol, thenknian government was
forced to begin the alliance discussions with Geryrend maintain its neutrality towards
the Reich until Germany managed to disregard Roamateirritorial integrity and to pose,
during 1939, the growing military threat within Raman territorial borders. Due to this
threat, Romania’s entry into the war on the Axdesivas justified. Despite the fact that
Romania was protected by a series of regionalnaiia like that with Poland against the
Soviets, or that of the Little Entente and Balkamtdate against Hungary and Bulgaria
respectively, Romania felt insecure. Throughoig #xamination it is visible also that
Romania sought to retain its traditional allianeg®l good relationship with the west
despite that, for instance with Great Britain, Romehad never signed a formal alliance,
but since Great Britain was one of the guarantoithée League of Nations, it was tacitly
assumed that cordial relations existed betweeretheantries. Rebecca Haynes (2000)

finds it interesting that three factors promptednfaia to seek the friendship of the
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Reich and that these three factors remained ceotthe Romanian-German relationship
throughout the period of 1936 to 1940. She argimes first was the economic
collaboration factor that prompted Romania to afténrough Germany, its hegemonic
role in Europe as it did before the First World W&econd, “was the question of the
Hungarian revisionism factor,” through which Ronshbped to earn German sympathy
first since it was a rising power in Europe, in@rdo urge Germany not to support the
Hungarian revisionist claims (Haynes 2000:169).

Here again it appears clear that Romania folldvesdame motive of territorial
integrity in pursuing alliances. In exchange foistservice Romania agreed to maintain
its neutrality by not entering any anti-German tmals and not extending any of its
alliances against Germany. As it was previouslgenscored, Romania followed the
same path until its status-quo was in jeopardyyvas the case when Romania became
aware of the Nazi support towards the Hungariarsi@vism. The third factor according
to Haynes (2000) was fear of the rising power & 8Boviet Union. Haynes (2000)
suggests that “the Soviet Union was not only peegkias an ideological threat to the
Romanian monarchy, but also as a military thre&dssarabia” (Haynes 2000:169).

Performing a diplomatic role in the Balkans, Ronaathiought it necessary to
counter-balance with Germany against the Sovietoklni Boia (1993) notes,
interestingly, that Hitler assured Antonescu's gorent that “after the conflict was over
Romania would receive indemnities which as far &ntany was concerned, had no
territorial limitations” (Boia 1993:317% Romanian reasoning in the alliance with

Germany as Haynes (2000) suggests was one of thad“mather than the heart.”

8 “No territorial limitations” could have includedeBsarabia, northern Bukovina, Transnistria-a Roamani
inhabited region, northern Transylvania, the Yuged$anat, and other regions inhabited by Romanians.
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Although the loss of Bassarabia was to be permamnhania managed to recuperate
the whole of Transylvania at the end of the Secérutld War. Haynes (2000) very
clearly states that “although there were times wRemanian foreign-policy options
were severely limited, as in the summer of 1940mBRaa played its diplomatic cards
with astuteness during the first half of the twefitst century by never accepting the role
of a mere pawn of the Great Powers” (Haynes 20@):18

The path of alliances illustrated by the Romarsase during the First World
War indicates great interest towards the presamwaif its territorial integrity. Evidence
discussed in this examination suggests that eveimmglihe Second World War,
Romanian strategy was to retain neutrality or égpiiim between the Great Powers.
Factors like “distance, climate, and the fear ohkening the Russian instinct of self-
preservation by menacing their capital” appearuppsrt Stephen Walt™ (1987) balance
of threat theory and it is intriguing to see to whkatent this evidence will support his
hypotheses. It is very compelling also from thesgpective to answer the question: did
Romania follow the same pattern of behavior in #flence formation with NATO?
After decades of history, it is fascinating to detme if and what changes have been
made in the Romanian behavior when forming alliance

Walt (1987) predicts that “when confronted with external threat, states may
balance or bandwagon” (Walt 1987:17). Due to ieogyaphical setting Romania
confronted the occupation of three empires. Adletaining its independence in 1878,
Romania was reluctant to form any alliances witts$a since it did not trust Russia.
However, when the Ottomans started to regain diineRpmania, afraid of Ottoman

domination, reluctantly formed “a written agreenienith Russia that was supposed to
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be kept by the Russiafis. In the Waltian perspective, this illustrates adwaagoning
behavior since Romania made an agreement withoilnee of danger: Russia. Romania
did not have a choice but to ally with “the prirgi@xternal threat” that was Russia who
began to gain influence in Europe at that time.

Walt (1987) was right when predicting that “seturwill be scarce” when
bandwagoning behavior occurs. Neutrality was tlstifrequent behavior that Romania
adopted in times of preeminent wars. As notednitgary was weak, disorganized and
less equipped. However, even in these conditiaymaddia took precautionary measures
to prepare “just in case” Russia decided to letss&oops on Romanian territories. Even
bandwagoning with Russia, in the Russo-Ottoman Wamania believed that it alone
won its independence, since it fought alone to ielite the Turks from the Romanian
borders. By allying with the stronger side Romadid not beneficiate from greater
influence, and this was demonstrated at the B&bngress when important Romanian
territories were incorporated by Russia. This appéo support Walt’'s (1987) assertion
that “allying with the stronger side gives the ne@mber little influence because it adds
relatively less to the coalition” (Walt 1987:19).

A very important point to make is that all the stdreaties signed by Romania
with its neighbors became void when the Romaniatustquo was in jeopardy. It is
important also to note that all the evidence reiggrthese alliances account for Walt's
(1987) hypotheses, however, some in a more compgelihanner for a particular
hypothesis than the other. Walt (1987) suggestt tlwhen states are prone to

bandwagoning, alliances are extremely fragile” (\Wi#87:21). More importantly, he

87 parenthetically noted, this might be one of thsoms that Romania always asks that the “intemaitio
law” be followed when recognizing states soveraamt
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suggests that “a decline in a state’s relative pomikt lead its allies to opt for neutrality”
(Walt 1987:20). As this historical evidence suggeRomania was prone to neutrality
since it was better to remain in anonymity tharally with a threat like Russia from
whom it did not know what to expect. The successpd bandwagoning behavior
continues with the Triple Alliance, when disappethiwith Russia, Romania asked the
Central Powers for help.

In this instance Romania became an ally of “theigst threat” Austria-Hungary
who had occupied Transylvania at that time. AgRiomania pledged to be loyal and not
enter into other alliances against the signatomygrs. However, when the opportunity
came to regain its territories under foreign dortioma Romania switched positions to
Russia in order to gain Transylvania despite tloe tlaat Bassarabia was under Russian
occupation. Another characteristic prevalent ia Romanian case is “going back to
Russia.” Starting the First World War next to thetente and signing a series of secret
treaties with the members of alliances did not Hegmania much when the Day of
Judgment with the Great Powers arrived.

Due to its size and perhaps due to its fluctuatiisgpry, Romania emerges in this
analysis as ‘a lost and confused traveler in a largy loud intersection’. Apparently,
there were lesser circumstances when Romania rechdaithful to one decision. Its
vulnerability was always “territorial integrity déreater Romania.” Walt (1987) rightly
predicts that “bandwagoning is dangerous becausergases the resources available to a
threatening power and requires placing trust in dtmtinued forbearance” (Walt
1987:29). When times for decisions occurred tbegisurrender or remain loyal to an

alliance that lost purpose, Romania adopted a Eledpttitude trying to form secret
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agreements with its proximate neighbors. After ¢baclusion of the First World Warr,
disappointed by Russian actions, Romania inquirednrg its neighbors whether any
would come to its rescue against the Soviets; tisevar came back negative. Preventive,
insecure and undecided are three attributes thdtdiRomanian profile. Unhappy with
the peace treaties, Bulgaria and Hungary maintamedtance from Romania. In this
view, Romania took advantage of any opportunitieey even considered intermarriage
alliances in order to assure its defensive alliance

So far the most common behavior adopted by Romariandwagoning which is
usually a typical for small and weak states as W87) predicted. It is important to
remark that responses from the superpowers regafRomanian wishes in almost all
instances were detrimental to Romania. This perhzgd to do with the fact that
Romania was a small state and all the time haddh®e problem: to assure recognition
of territorial unity. Romania took whatever teories were recognized by the Berlin
Congress, or whatever status the Great Powersedl&®®mania to hav&.

The sources of threat conceptualized by Walt (19Rich as: aggregate power,
geographic proximity, offensive power and aggressntentions induced on Romania a
bandwagoning behavior. Regarding the origins barades in Romania, the historical
record on Romania reveals: (i) external threatstlaeemost frequent cause of forming
alliances, (ii) fears of territorial division, st&t quo and territorial loss often convoluted
around Transylvania rather than Bessarabia. Wa$pect to Romanian behavior,
Romania bandwagoned most times with threats sudRuasia and the Triple Alliance
during the First World War. The alliance with Gemmy during the Second World War

can constitute an example of balancing only whes fperceived from the perspective

8 E.g., the status of a country with “special instse at Paris Peace Conference on January 18, 1919.
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that Romania allied with Germany against the ptengathreat Hungary who wanted the
peace treaties to be reviewed.

The fear again was for Transylvania because this aviddungarian irredentism
claim. Also, fears emerged from Russia’s actiohgastponing signing the mutual
assistance pact of “good neighborly relations” #ralreturn of Bessarabia to Romanian
territory in addition to rumors of a rapprochemeiith Hungary of an offensive against
Romania. So in this case Walt’'s (1987) predictiuat “states balance against threats” is

supported by evidence. More importantly, Walt (AP8uggested parenthetically that

States are more likely to balance in peacetima the early
stages of war as they seek to deter or defeat theens
posing the greatest threat. But once the outcoppeas
certain, some will be tempted to defect from th&rlg side
at an opportune moment. Thus, both Romania andaBial
allied with Nazi Germany initially and then abanddn
Germany for the Allies, as the tides of war ebbed #owed
across Europe in World War 1l (Walt 1987:31).

It is important to remark that threats to economiosperity affected the Romanian
decision to approach Germany at that time sincem@ey, after annexing Austria in
March 1938, isolated Romanian exports with Britand France. According to Treptow
(1996), Romanian King Carol 1l made a personal ragipement with Germany since
Poland, an important ally of Romania, turned tow@eatmany diminishing for Romania
the possibility of collaboration for maintainingetistatus-quo.

Treptow (1996) notes, that “Carol Il discussed wAitiolf Hitler the potential of
strengthening economic relations between GermadyRaymania” (Treptow 1996:464).
Germany in this case sought Romania as an allyusec& wanted to “achieve the
economic subordination of Romania.” Based on #mslysis, it is expected that
Romania balanced with NATO by joining forces witbntinant powers that threatened

Romania. It is expected also that Romania bandnedjdby foreseeing an alliance with
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NATO in the absence of other potential allies amchim to become an ally of NATO
believing that the threat to its territorial setyrcould be appeasable. From Walt's
(1987) perspective, it is expected that Romansatfie profile of a weak state that is more
vulnerable to pressure and can do very little ttemheine its own fate. Also based on
Russia’s historical record and its political tumthe 1990s Romania is expected more
likely to bandwagon with its threats since useflilea are unavailable. Regarding
ideology, aid and political penetration it is imfaot to note that Romanian royals were
descendents from the Sigmaringen dynasty from Geynaad some of them became
kings of Romania in very mysterious ways.

Carol | of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen (1866-1914swastalled prince and king
in Romania “against the wishes of the Great Powwrs refused to recognize the union
of Moldavia and Wallachia” (Treptow 1996:62). Undas ruling Romania secretly
joined the Triple Alliance and opposed to enteo war on the side of the Triple Alliance
despite the alliance concluded in 1883. He swddoeEntente promising to maintain a
“benevolent neutrality in exchange for recognizitgmanian claims to Transylvania and
parts of Bukovina” (Treptow 1996:63). FerdinandflHohenzollern-Sigmaringen was
king of Romania (1914-1927) and the nephew of Clioé favored the Entente Powers.
Under his ruling Romania achieved its unity in 191& arol 1l of Hohenzollern-
Sigmaringen was the oldest son of King Ferdinaadd Queen Marie.

His legacy on Romania speaks about his adventamsantic escapades and
replacement of the quasi-democratic parliamentastesn with a royal dictatorship
(Treptow 1996:431). His legacy also speaks abaaatgr support for Germany in

exchange for support against the Soviet threatareMegarding Romanian behavior
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during the Second World War is captured by Trep(d@®96). He notes that when
“Carol's new government declared Romania’s intentio join the Axis, he renounced
the British territorial guarantees of April 1939jthdrew Romania from the League of
Nations, and then threw himself and Romania oreHglmercy” (Treptow 1996:469).

As noted, elite’s affinities like those of the Ramman dynasty did not play a
significant role in forming alliances. Howevereth placement in Romania can be
considered instrumental. Based on Romanian histiorecords it is expected that in the
alliance with NATO elite’s ideology to not play a&gsificant role until Romania felt
secure enough to think about pursuing an alliarasedh on similar ideologies. As Walt
(1987) contends “ideological solidarity is less orant than external threats as a cause
of alliance” (Walt 1987:266). With respect to figne aid and political penetration Walt
(1987) suggests that “the provision of foreign stesice and the establishment of
extensive contact” results after security stabilisy achieved as the context of the

Romania-NATO alliance is going to underscore.
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CHAPTER 5: THE ALLIANCE ROMANIA - NATO
5.1 The Return To The Western Identity (1990-To Théresent)
The purpose in this chapter is to examine whethmn&hia swerved from its alliances
formation trend when it formed the alliance with N&. It will be interesting, in this
sense, to learn whether the Romanian choice toN#iO was made from the elites
desire to return Romania to its western identitgnt eagerness of democratization or
from historical fears of territorial insecuritiesThis chapter begins by addressing the
westernization perspective followed by an analysigarding Romanian concerns of
democratization and territorial integrity. A brigonclusion will accentuate what
interests preoccupied Romania during the 1990s.

Regarding Romanians and their western affinityzabieth Pond (2001) suggests,
that “if one wants to discover whether a modernlishgr Italian word really originated
in Latin, the best test is to see if it exists ionfnian” (Pond 2001:39). Before going
into details about the competing perspectives tBggrthe concept of western identity, it
is important to remember first that at the collapf¢he communist regime in 1989 for
westerners, Romania was a country hard to idewtifythe world map and associated
more perhaps witPracula or the gymnastics fieltf. It is also important to remark that
during the last decade of Nicolae Ceausescu’stditahregime Romania was confronted
with greater political and economic isolationism.

However, in 1975 after denouncing the Russian ilovais Czechoslovakia, from
the spring of 1968 Romania obtained the statusvidst Favored Nation” (MFN) with

the U.S., Romania was not able to keep this sta¢ng long, since money and trade

8 Emphasis added.
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benefits coming from the west were given in excleaftg other Romanian concessions.
The MFN? status conferred upon Romania the opportunityradet with the U.S., to
pursue a foreign policy independent of what Mosaowosed on the rest of Eastern
Europe and “to improve the human rights conditidas the Romanian population,
especially in the sector of emigration towards whesst that was carefully controlled and
very restricted by the communist regime” (Pilon 898. Since reports on these
requirements, often inquired by the U.S., were igasiconclusive due to the scarce
information received from Romania, the U.S. Adntii@ison became suspicious and
requested a thorough investigation of the Romasiaration. Although the American
Administration was looking for a “hole in the Ir@urtain,” it was unacceptable for them
to continue to subsidize monetarily and econonycalcommunist dictatorship that was
not living up to its promises.

Afraid of the upcoming results, Ceausescu’s cabioek action and refused the
Congressional investigation of the Romanian hungints record and declined the status
of MFN on 29 February, 1988 mainly because rumoesewspreading that the U.S.
Congress would not renew Romanian status due tmtheased human rights violations
by the Ceausescu regirfie.Because Romania’s energy supplies were shrirginpthat
the country now had to import oil during the 1980sippears relevant that these factors
coerced Romania to reorient its foreign policy miongards the east; to either the Middle
East [especially Irag] or to Soviet Russia. Asedobefore, the cultural aspect for
Romanians was inhibited as was the economic on@maRians were deprived of

developing a liberal view towards things as theygemed in the west. The Sovietization

% A status that gives a nation the same low tatfifésU.S. gives to its best trading partners.
1 See “Romania Asks U.S. For Trade Privileg@$he Associated Pres8 January 1990.
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process in Romania was long enough to deprive timadRian population of its identity
and values. Increased attention was given to tissi@n language and Russian doctrine
than to Shakespeare or Voltaire. Moreover, theaybersonality and the indoctrination
imposed by the Ceausescu regime on Romanian nbgion&éo gain popular support
proved detrimental to the Romanian culture as alevhd'Severe state control over
artistic, cultural activities, education and prefigled the development of a communist
ideology that naturalized most of the Romanianitusdns that made Romania famous
during the 1960s (Treptow 1996:54%).

After the collapse of the communist regime, Romamipears to demand its
return to ‘western identity’, a stigmata that wik used increasingly by the Romanian
elites like former President lliescu or Constargmeafter the Romanian disappointment
of not being included in the first post-Cold Waunal of NATO enlargementNATO
Transformed®004:21). Since the focus of this project isdentify Romanian patterns as
well as the motives that lead to forming alliandess imperative to focus on the period
of the 1990s when the last military alliance wasrapted with NATO. Moreover, an
increased attention will be given from this perdpecto Romanian former leader lon
lliescu, since it was under his administration thatdialogue with NATO begaf.

There is more evidence regarding Romania and fisad®n to western values
after 1996 when, based on Stephen Walt's (198 nagsons, Romania would have

been more secure in thinking about ideologicah#fés. Literature on Romania during

%2 The research section of the Romanian Academy vistsaded and new academicians had to be
members of the Communist Party. All publicationsl @ontacts with foreign institutions were censased
severely restricted. The educational sector wamgly tied with industrial production (e.g. higbh®ol
students and university students received educéid®ed on the demand from the industries. Excess o
guota was prohibited in programs). Some of therdiure, medicine and hard sciences enjoyed certain
independence (Treptow 1996:545).

% Romania concretely began the dialogue with NAT@4duly, 1990.
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1990 indicates that Romanian elites were inclinedentowards continuing the eastern
ideology than pursuing the western one. The forR@manian president was portrayed
by many western critics as a continuation of thei&ation process and, not only
because he was a product of the Soviet schoohklbatbecause he continued to maintain
close ties with Russia even after he was recograsedn interim President of Romania.
Foreign publications often captured lliescu as ‘ta@hev's man in RomaniaTlfe
Washington Post989:30)**

Testimonies that pertain to this claim are manym8& suggest that during the
first night of the 1989 revolution, lliescu not gnlisited the Russian embassy in
Bucharest but also used the red phone line to conuate with Moscow. Reports also
mention that the relationship between lliescu ando@chev was formed during the time
when they both studied in Moscow and was maintaoh@thg his term as President of
Romania. What appears intriguing from this perspeas that shortly after Illiescu took
office he began negotiations with Moscow to ingtnoditary and diplomatic personnel
in the Russian institutes, a practice that wasisted by Romania in 1962.

After the execution of Ceausescu on 25 Decemb&0,1fhe lliescu interim
government-Frontul Salvarii Nationale (NSFwas installed in Romania and it was
supposed to serve the country until the 20 May,11€l@ctions. According to Vladimir
Tismaneanu (1992) the NSF was more “an umbrellaemant than an ideological
constituted party” (Tismaneanu 1992:268). Durimg 1990s most of what was recorded

by the national and international media pertainsthe Romanian governmental

% See “liescu Was Seen As A Threafthe Washington Pos30 December 1989. And “Gorbachev has
Spoken by Telephone with lliesctlBBC Monitoring Service: Former USSR9 December 1989.

% Armand Gosu. “Politica Rasariteana a Romaniei012005.” InContrafort.Vol. 1, No. 135.

% The National Salvation Front.
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instabilities and people’s unrest vis-a-vis the -nemmunist government. Less
information is given with respect to the returnatavestern identity, democratization or
modernization. Indeed, the speeches given by R@amaatites attest to the fact that they
considered the noted factors as necessary for Rartmadevelop. However, it appeared
clear that the most relevant factor was maintaisiadpility and territorial integrity.

In this sense more emphasis is on the border @isptine unrest of the Hungarian
minority in Transylvania and the pressures thatRoenanian people put on lliescu to
step down as a lead®r. In retrospect, western international figures mfemndemned
liescu's strategy to keep order in the countmycsine made use numerous times of the
coal miners to evict the opposing demonstratorgceSincreasingly more westerners
were suspicious about the police and military ineatent to stop demonstrators, lliescu
decided to go back to an older tactic—that of appgo the national sentiment, or what
was left of it, and instead of tanks, using magelice and civil people [miners] against
the other population as an appeal to defend the stder.

For instance, during the first few months of thestu government, Romania
tested all the political and economic incertitudel ahe domestic and ethnic unrest.
Confusion was preponderant in the cultural sedioGce materials such as paper, typing
machines and ink had to be imported in order toemadssible the elimination of the
Russian written propaganda. Throughout the elegigriod, numerous Romanians that
opposed lliescu’s government protested in the UsityeSquare. Demonstrators wanted
liescu to step down as a leader, since suspiciegmrding his Soviet affiliation
increased. The evidence shows that he stepped devan Party Leader but not as a

contender to the presidency. Moreover, he forcex dandidacy by keeping the

97 See for this an entire range of articles durirgg890s ifThe Times, The Guardian, Reuters News,
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University Square quiet. lliescu’s government atarous times called miners to the
capital in order to defend Romania from a coupnapte(The Associated Pres$5 June
1990)® The media often caught some of lliescu's conéaaty remarks towards the
miners such as “the fascist coup had been foilédThis kind of defense appears to
incriminate his actions even more in an intervieaptared byReutersin April 1990
when a journalist implied that lliescu would usectto break up the University Square
demonstrators again. An angry lliescu replied teaturity forces will not be deployed,
but | would like to know what police in West Gernyaor France would have done if a
main thoroughfare in the capital had been blocked six days by demonstrators”
(Reuters 30 April 1990)'%° Neither Great Britain, nor the U.S. were partlligfscu’s
western examples on how to manage opposing deratmstr

An interesting perspective from the ‘western idghappears to be the speech
given more than a decade later in 2002 by formen&woan President lon lliescu, in an
event sponsored by the Woodrow Wilson Center irriraty, 2002:°> On this occasion,
the former president argued that “Romanians hang Identified with Western Europe,
despite a half century of Soviet occupation andddygrivation and isolation imposed by
the Ceausescu regime in the 1980s.” Despite athisfhe maintained, “The Western
values and ideals still seeped 1?’ It is thought-provoking to mention that shortfyea
he took office in March 1991, the former presideant to Moscow his then political

counselor loan Mircea Pascu in order to enact a aegv most controversial political

% See “Anti-Communist Demonstrators Demand lliesesignation.” The Associated Presa4 April

1990. And “lliescu Thanks Miners for Helping Qualshti-Gov't Demonstrations.” The Associated Press.
15 June 1990.

9 “The slide backwards towards tyranny under lliesdndependent on Sundajune 17, 1990.

10 gee also “liescu Says Protesters-Filled Squabeti€leaned Out’.” The Associated Presd.2 May
1990.

191 This speech was given two years before Romaniarbe@ member of NATO in 2004.

192 gpeech delivered at the Woodrow Wilson Center askiihgton D.C. on 7 February, 2002.
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treaty that was supposed to “strengthen the friepdsnd collaboration between
Romania and the USSR® It is imperative to note that if ratified then the Romanian
Parliament, the prerogatives of that treaty wengpesed to block, for almost fifteen
years, any political and military alliances thatnkRmia may have thought to enact with
the western world. Moreover, in the treaty betwBe@mania and Russia from the spring
of 1990, it was also stipulated that “Russia hawylat of veto when Romania sought any
occidental alliance®* How close, then, Romanian elites were towardrnéng to the
western world appears to be a subject for debate.

For our purpose it is interesting to mention thatmer Russian President
Michael Gorbachev was responsible for the orchestraf this kind of treaty, which
sought according to Romanian press “to form a boufé@me between the west and the east
by calling on all former satellite countries to amihto this treaty-plan**> Even more
interesting is that Gorbachev's plan was highlycdeced by everybody including
Hungary and was approved only by Romania, the oabntry from central Europe that
eagerly hurried to sign it. Fortunately, it wavereratified by the Romanian Parliament.

Regarding the western identity, it is compelligunderline that as a leader,
liescu was more interested in maintaining funciotine old organizations such as the
Warsaw Pact and CAER. Speculations exist thahetbeginning of 1991, Romanian
leaders looked up to Russia in order to receive sgategic initiatives. Many were

unpleasantly surprised when on 22 December 198Scll declared in Article 9 of the

103 5ee the entire article regarding this treaty @Robmanian Press at:
http://www.hotnews.ro/stiri-arhiva-1262128-ilies@ctionat _pentru_apararea_intereselor _urss_ului.htm
104 See “Discutia Saptamanii despre Relatia RomangisRiIBBCRomanian.com

195 See the entire material in “Discutia Saptamarsipde Relatia Romania-Russi&venimentul Zilei.
Luni, 26 lulie 2004.
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“Comunicatul Frontului Salvarii Nationale” that ¢é@® all “Romania was going to
remain faithful to the Warsaw Treaty.” The numeroafficial visits made by
representatives of the Petre Roman’s Ministersksgelumes about the kind of identity
Romania was interested in pursuing with the W&st.

What is more interesting is that at lliescu's inaagjon speech the American
Ambassador to Romania, Alan Green, boycotted thenoeny showing concern over the
Government’s violent breakup of a seven week ptagsinst Iliescu The New York
Times 21 June 1990Y" With the U.S., as Joseph Harringtenal, (1995) note “from
January 1990 until the summer of 1991, American-Raan relations resembled a
roller-coaster” (Harringtoret.al, 1995:1). In general with the west, Romanian leade
were theoretically looking to ‘put the backwardiaatin the ranks of the world’s most
advanced countries by the end of the 1990s’. Maeafter his election victory, lliescu
announced that he was looking “to transform Romanrt@ a social democracy like that
of Sweden, however, not to copy mechanically sooren$ of democracies from the
west” (Interview given tdReutersby lliescu on 21 May 19902

In the same interview, lliescu mentioned that rdmg Romanian foreign policy,
“Romania would maintain friendly relations with tBeviet Union, with which it shares a
long border, while it would continue to remain metWarsaw Pact and the Soviet-led
Comecon trading block “as long as they exist."edtiu nostalgically acknowledged that
“the shift now in these organizations is not onitaiy importance” but rather “on the

political one.” With this occasion he also men&dnthat he hoped “to have good

1% see “lliescu, Roman head for Warsaw Pact MeetiRptiters News June, 1990.

197 see the entire article “Evolution in Europe; AtrRamian Inauguration, Promises and DoubfBtieNew
York TimesJune 21, 1990.

198 5ee “lliescu Vows to Make Impoverished Romaniadranced Country.Reuters New21 May
1990.
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relations with the U.S. and Japan, not to mentiarofe.” Regarding the relationship
with Russia, lliescu underscored that “whatevergbhtical color of any government in
Romania, our economic and geopolitical situatioti aiways be in our minds. Our
interest is to have good and friendly relationshwaiur neighbor the Soviet Union.”
When asked which country he will visit first he lied that “it depends who invites
rne.1,109

From the western view, the White House establisthptbmatic relations with
the new Romanian Government on Christmas day of I8farringtonet.al, 1995:1).
According to how the priorities were arranged oa lew government agenda, it appears
visible that more attention was given to the Euespklouse than to the western power.
Romania concluded an Association Agreement with Ebeopean Union in 1993 and
joined the Council of Europe in 199%#. With the U.S. the focus was more on economy
than identity, for Romanian leaders to re-estabiist economic position of the MFN
status was important.

Although the relation with the U.S. appeared cdrdrathe surface, when it came
to people’s freedom Romania again lagged behindi jtanok almost four years to regain
the MFN status with the U.S. but only when Romastated to emphasize its desire to
go back to its western identity. In a speech giredune 1997 by former Romanian
President Emil Constantinestd,who succeeded lliescu, it appears clear that perha

Romania was in search of “what was supposed todmeaRian.” However, a ranking

order between identity and security can be easigldished after 1996 when the regime

199 ronically he visited former Yugoslavia in Augu$g90.

10 Data were taken from the speech given by the forR@manian President at the Woodrow Wilson
Center in 2002.

11 gee for his speech the Internet ditigp://www.csdr.org/97Book/constantinescu-C.htm
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changed. In his speech Constantinescu mentionad“Bomanian society does not
regard accession to the North Atlantic Treaty Omzmtion as a form of protection against
a threat, but is rather a way to regain an idertigt was unjustly denied to it for five
decades. For us NATO is not a shelter, but itaesmamunity based on shared values now
recovered” (Emil Constantinescu, former Presidéfamania):*?

In his view, NATO represented a security umbrellag most legitimate
collective defense institution that was supposedhéalernize its army forces and restore
Romanian identity. Constantinescu’s reasons fMAd O alliance rests on the fact that
“after 1990 Romania no longer had a collective ggcarrangement, and that was why it
became imperative for Romania to modernize its afonges and to get membership in
NATO” (Constantinescu’s Speech. June 1997)The new name for security is
prosperity** in his perspective, especially since new treatfesooperation were signed
with Hungary and Ukraine on May 25 and June 2 rethpgy.'’* Romanian Foreign
Affairs Minister Teodor Melescanu suggested, rem@ravestern values, that “those of us
in the Cold War’s ‘forgotten’ part of Europe cahetefore, help in better acquainting our
western friends with our security needs and corscand also with the way in which our
eventual membership could serve NATO's values aralsti NATO ReviewOctober
1993). Apparently Melescanu appears to press T ®I membership arguing that
countries that are not molded after the westewurcgires would inevitably be considered

“‘undemocratic” and “unable to democratize,” forcinghis way a different destiny over

12 gpeech given by former Romanian President fof#h International Workshop on Global Security-
Prague, 21-25 June 1997.

113 Emphasis added.

114 May 25-Bucharest “The historic reconciliation beem Romania and Hungary,” and June 2-Constanta
“the treaty between Romania and Ukraine.” Dataevteken from the former President’'s Speech at the
14th International Workshop on Global Security-Rsg21-25 June, 1997.
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the progress of these countries. Some believedthigtby allying with the west could
Romania bring prosperity in the economic, politiedademocratic sector. The U.S.
Ambassador to Romant&’ Alfred H. Moses (1998) suggests that the U.S. a8 as
Germany was reluctant to consider Romania a fudllyedue to its fragile democratic
and economic system.

Moses (1998) acknowledges that in 1996 when tip@sipon party replaced the
neo-communist government frequent visits were malbl®ad to each of the sixteen
member states of the Alliance in order to inforrarthregarding the Romanian potential
with respect to the military contribution, geostigit position and Romania’s domestic
stability. Political discourse of the new Christi®emocratic National Peasant Party
(CDNPP) that took power in Romania in 1996 appearplay a significant role in
gaining momentum in reversing Romania’s image aattidacy abroad. According to
Moses (1988), first the Constantinescu governmemtoanced that “membership in
NATO was Romanian number one policy,” and then iomed to refer to the Ceausescu
regime as a “crypto-communist” period.

Moses (1998) notes that “when the new governmérR@mania apologized
publicly to Germany for Romania’s treatment of @thermans under communist
regime” the government of Helmut Kohl began to dwits attitude vis-a-vis Romania
and its potential for change (Moses 1998: 138).or Romanians who were in the
majority, Western approval meant, the western ratkés recognition of democracy in
Romania since the U.S. represents for central Eaogpower, stability, security and
democracy. Regarding the return to western idgrdgiRomanian scholar Alina Mungiu-

Pippidi (1999) suggests that “Romania’s identitgrtigularly as it relates to European

15 From December 1994 until August 1997.
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integration, is a common and serious theme” (MwiRyppidi 1999:158). The reasons
behind her assertion are based on the resultsneltdsy World Values Surveyhat
revealed that most Romanians wanted to integrdte thee European Union (EU) for
instance, but knew little about the western values.

Moreover, according to Mungiu-Pippidi (1999), therRanian people were more
inclined to endorse values that were characteristi@uthoritarian, rural civilization
rather than postindustrial or modern ones. Itmgaortant to mention that in general
Romanian membership in NATO was perceived by Roarenmore as a membership in
a security organization, for it was more associatétht the U.S. than other members.
Romania also struggled to be admitted in the Elthissstep was the most confusing for
Romanians who were perceived, on the same contirrent'the other.” However,
memberships in the western organizations confarpgsh Romania a break with the past
and an assurance that democracy prevailed.

David Phinnemore (2006) suggests that “the roadulioparticipation in the
structures of Euro-Atlantic integration has not foomed Romania an easy
Europeanization” (Phinnemore 2006: 48). As Phinnemore mentions, NATO for
Romania meant a road of a fourteen year long psoadsstruggles “demanding
considerable and often painful domestic reformkazar Comanescu (2006) also argues
that Romanian membership in NATO was different thambership in the EU. For
Romania, NATO “was one of the main foreign poliayats, a natural reflex following

the fall of the Berlin Wall, or dropping anothercaor in the Euro-Atlantic community of

18 David Phinnemore's book “The EU & Romania: Accessind Beyond,” represents a collection of
essays where authors like Comanescu, Mungiu-Pippalierin and Smith have contributed and are cited
individually in this project.
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values, peace and prosperity—the place where focm@munist countries felt that they
belonged” (Comanescu 2006:97).

Comanescu (2006) contends that “security is notothlg explanation for why
Romania joined NATO. In the same way economic peasy cannot be the main reason
for the EU's attractiveness” (Comanescu 2006:9™May add to this trend that obtaining
a western identity was also not the main reasdreefor why Romania joined NATO.
As this section emphasizes, the idea of belongintpe west developed, as Walt (1987)
suggested, because Romania assured its secumty dind then it earned a more
complimentary etiquette for being a good and ob®d®her’ that allowed its return to

Europe, thus, western organizations.

5.2 Democratization, Romania and NATO
The objective in this section is to examine whether fact that Romania engaged in an
alliance with the west fits Romanian alliances ppecnd whether pursuing membership
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) rdobuted to the increase of the
Romanian process of democratization. NATO requioestransitioning countries like
Romania to show “that they have fully establishedhdcratic political institutions and
market economies” (Szayna 2001:62). Samuel P.ikfytoh (1991) suggests that in the
Romanian case, the sultanistic appellative woulthbanost appropriate characterization
of Ceausescu'’s source of authority and persondélsaip (Huntington 1991:581).

For communistic regimes like that of Romania ih&d to transition towards a
more liberal and democratic system, since the @jpm was taught to accept “the

individual leader as the source of authority whaosever depends on access to, closeness
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to, dependence on, and support from the leaderhfjHgton 1991:581). In his study,
Huntington (1991) shows that two important elemeate the most suppressed in
communist regimes: “competition and participation.In Huntington’s observation,
“democratization proceeds more easily if compaiitiexpands before participation”
(Huntington 1991:581).

Thus, it is competition among political partieattincreases democratization. By
definition, democratization characterizes the titeorsal process from non-democratic to
democratic forms of government (Sodaro 2007:22)istian S.Gleditsch and Michael D.
Ward (2000) speak of democratization as the meaofirgg“dynamic process that results
in discrete outcomes” (Gletitsch and Ward 2000:3he transitional process towards
democratization in the Romanian case was more at@henient since, after the removal
of the communist regime, elites from the former ocmmist party won elections and
managed to stay in power Six more years suppregsitigis sense, opposition parties.

The neo-communists were theoretically defeated9®61 although they did not
disappear completely from the political arena. National Salvation Front (NSF) won
the free multi-party elections of 1990 and subsatijyehe elections of 1992 [only the
second time under a different name, the Party afab®emocracy or PSD] (Marginean
1997:1). The competition among parties was alnabsent until 1992 when the NSF
split in two, the Democratic Salvation Front (DNSHese loyal to lliescu) and the Party
of Social Democracy in Romania (PDSR). The Novemi®86 elections brought history
to Romania when a coalition made from the oppasif@arties won the majority of
parliament and “pledged to bring faster reforms am@rove the economy” (Linden

2000:132). It is important to note that the Denaticr Convention Party in 1996 made

127



history from two perspectives: first, that Emil &antinescu, a University Professor,
was elected President, and second that the coapaoty managed to break ties with the
communist past. Nonetheless, it is important totioe that dialogue with NATO began

in July 1990 under the lliescu regime. Regardhmg énlargement requirements, NATO

pledged that

It has an open policy on enlargement and that amgfean country in

a position to further the principles of the Northlaktic Treaty and

contribute to security in the Euro-Atlantic arean deecome a member
of the Alliance, when invited to do so by the exigt member

countries. NATO Enlargement).

Theoretically, the road towards NATO membershidudes five incremental steps that
begin with “accession talks” and conclude with “tdepository of instruments of
accession with the United States, when countriesidly become parties to the North
Atlantic Treaty and thus members of NATANATO Handbook).It is interesting to note
that five years after the Romanian request of dialng, in 1995 the Alliance carried out
a study on NATO Enlargement and made public theitsmen which future countries

were supposed to be admitted into the Alliancee Hilargemenstudy concluded that

Countries seeking membership in NATO have to bee atd
demonstrate that they represent a functioning deatioc political
system based on a market economy; that they trembrity
populations in accordance with OSEEguidelines; have worked to
resolve outstanding disputes with neighbors and hragde an overall
commitment to the peaceful settlements of disputese the ability
and willingness to make a military contributiontke Alliance; and are
committed to democratic civil-military and institobal structure.
(NATO Enlargemerit995).

Regarding the democratization aspect, scholarddée Reiter (2001) argue that “NATO
enlargement does not spread democracy” becauseceantry engaged in the accession

process with NATO “already had a strong nationamgotment to democracy by

17 Organization for Security and Cooperation in Eerop
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carrying out free and fair elections since the fallcommunism” (Reiter 2001:60).

Reiter's (2001) argument rests on the fact that,Romania, for instance, former
communist elites continued to be in power with Beety of Social Democracy (PSDR)
even after six years of dialoguing with NATO, untiie 1996 elections when the
communist-dominated party was defeated by the ttmalparties’ opposition. In Reiter’s

(2001) view, the fact that Romania held its firsispcommunist elections in 1992,
elections that were supposed to be free and faithay were validated by the

international observers, demonstrates that Romaves already engaged in the
democratization process, and membership in NATOnodidbring more democratization

than was supposed to develop alone but rather gealnd.S. interests abroad. Reiter
(2001) argues that democratization is the lastgthiat concern countries that look for
NATO.

In his perspective, there is “the neo-Wilsonianefgn policy consensus in the
west that looks at progress made by the countrgistussion towards the market
democracy that cumulates with the integration terimational organizations. Moreover,
democracy, peace and trade give the desired effRester 2001:44). Reiter (2001)
even cites the declaration of former Presidentt@fifirom 1994 that seems to capture the
U.S. interests in this sense. Former Presidemit@liargued that “Ultimately the best
strategy to ensure our security and to build alderpeace is to support the advance of
democracy elsewhere. Democracies don't attack e#iobr; they make better trading
partners and partners in democracy” (Reiter 20Q1:4€ritics of Reiter's (2001)

democratization arguments suggest that, in paaticiie overlooks the benefits that
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programs invented by NATO like MAP and PfP'° bring for accessing countries. For
instance, Dessie Zagorcheva (2001) argues that Néd&3 an excellent job in “directing

and facilitating democratic reform” (Zagorcheva 227). It is important to note here

that it took Romania fourteen years to developdésnocratic reforms under these
programs and finally become a member of this Adegnand perhaps the membership
was linked more to the events surrounding 11 SdpeenP001 when security threats
were redefined than to consolidation of democréitra Relevant to democratization is

that Romania started dialogue with NATO on 24 JUl990 when, Romanian Prime

Minister Petre Roman sent an invitation to NATOex®tary General Manfred Woerner
to visit Romania and with this occasion to discaspects regarding the implementation
of a future Romania-NATO dialogue (lonescu 2004.:46)

This step was made by the Romanian government aifjr the North Atlantic
Council announced in London on 5 July 1990 its sleaito reinvent the purposes and re-
transform the North Atlantic Alliance in order tbdild the structure of a more united
continent, support security and stability with tk&ength of our shared faith in
democracy, the rights of the individual and thegeéa resolution of disputes’London
Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliag)c With this occasion the Council
underscored that it was important for the Alliatoekeep focusing on security. They
argued that the Alliance “will continue to remaiefensive, and it will defend all the

territories of our members.” In this spirit, thewcil invited Gorbachev on behalf of the

18 The Membership Action Plan “that assist countaisgiring to join the Alliance in their preparatidos
NATO membership.NATO Transformed2004:21.

19 The Partnership for Peace Program whose purpdséiiscrease stability, diminish threats to peace,
and build strengthen relationships between indi&idRartner countries, NATO and other Partner
countries.”
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Soviet Union and representatives of the other ekaind eastern European countries to

come to Brussels and address the North AtlantionCihu

We today also invite the governments of the UnibSaviet Socialist
Republics, the Czech and Slovak Federal Repubtie, Hungarian
Republic, the Republic of Poland, the People’'s Répwf Bulgaria
and Romania to come to NATO, not just to visit, hotestablish
regular diplomatic liaison with NATO. This will makit possible for us
to share with them our thinking and deliberatiamshiis historic period
of change. The Declaration of North Atlantic CouncB-6 July, 1990).

It is interesting that in the same letter from JU990 that Prime Minister Roman sent to
Secretary Woerner in Brussels it was mentioned Bratssels should confirm the
accreditation of the Romanian Ambassador from Bebgio begin, for the first time
since the Warsaw Pact, diplomatic relations with XA (lonescu 2004:47). A few
months later on 23 October 1990, the Romanian Prhuin@ster was received by
Secretary Woerner at NATO HeadquartddATO: News Release@3 October 1990).
Upon this visit the Romanian government decided rnominate a permanent
representative to NATO (lonescu 2004:47). Zagorah@001) suggests that Reiter
(2001) “does not distinguish East European statesording to their level of
democratization” (Zagorcheva 2001:228).

Moreover, according to her perspective Reiter 30fnisses the fact that
“countries with no democratic traditions before tadl of communism need greater
guidance from international institutions than dogh that are more democratically
advanced” (Zagorcheva 2001:228). She places Hyndoland and Slovenia in a
“successful democratization” spectrum where denzet@on is defined only in terms of
reforms and their implementation. While countlige Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia

are left in an “unsuccessful democratization” dimisdue to the fact that these countries
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experienced “no democratic tradition before thedatommunism, and that is the reason
that they need greater assistance from interndtinsigtutions” (Zagorcheva 2001:228).

At least from the Romanian democratic traditionspective, it is important to
remark that despite the fact that Romanian teresowere under different dominations at
different times, political parties played a cent@k in Romanian public life. Moreover,
“as an expression of democratic rights and eqbairtly for all citizens of the country,
regardless of religion, language or nationalithné minorities in Romania [Hungarians,
Germans, Jews, and others] created their own qalliparties; like that of the Hungarian
Party founded in 1922” (Treptow 1996:421). Trept¢®996) mentions regarding
democratic tradition in Romania that “after thesFivworld War the system of political
parties in Europe underwent important changesichRomania” (Treptow 1996:411). A
party that played an important democratic role amfania was the National Liberal Party
that for a long time supported “a constitutionayliamentary and a democratic regime.”
According to Treptow (1996), the efforts of thisrfyawere remarkable in ratifying the
constitution in 1923, the adoption of agrarian refand the elaboration and adoption of
laws to consolidate the Romanian state in 1918.

Treptow (1996) also mentions that this party “tankasures against perceived
threats by extremist forces on both the left anel tight by declaring in 1924 the
Romanian Communist Party illegal” (Treptow 199@&41 More in this sense can be
observed in the activities of another party, théidtel Peasant Party that “proved to be a
strong anti-fascist and anti-dictatorial force,liogl for maintenance of a democratic
regime based on the constitution adopted in 19Z8fdtow 1996:417). Although it is

true that each domination left different customs Romania, it is important to
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acknowledge that most of western educated Romantahiectuals fought for freedom
and western values in contrast to what was produrchtbscow.

The Partnership for Peace (PfP) Program was fisstudsed in 1993 by NATO
Defense Ministers and then endorsed by Brusselsiimary 1994° The scope of this
program was to “consult with active participantsthie Partnership whether that partner
perceives a direct threat to its territorial integrpolitical independence or security”
(Partnership for Peace Invitation10-11 January 1994). Although Lennart Mevi
perceived this program as “an old perfume bottledks enticing, but it's empty,”
Romania was the first former Warsaw member coutargign up for the PfP “waiting
room” on 26 January 199ANATO Framework Document-PfP Signatures by date).
Interesting to note regarding whether the PfP steyeld democratization is that the sub-
committee of this program was charged with momiggithe military reform programs in
key member countries that were supposed to be sxtépr NATO membership. The
assessment was supposed to include aspects regtrdimcorporation of military forces
into a developing democratic socieATO PA-Archives).

The depoliticizing of the armed forces was a deminoed effort attempted by the
Bucharest administration at the orders of NATO attasts. Scholars like Zoltan
Barany (2004) suggest that “over the last decadeaahalf, international organizations
have played a vital role in fostering economic aeanocratic development in Eastern
Europe” (Barany 2004:63). loan Marginean (1997Ra@manian scholar preoccupied
with the transition process to democracy, notesndigg democratization in Romania

that “although marked by tension and conflicts,eesgly during 1990-1991, the process

120 5ee the website of the “Partnership for Peaceagi®for New Security Structures and an Incentive f
Military Reform in Europe.’!NATO, PA- Archives.
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of democratization progressed, steadily satisfytimg formal indicators of democracy”
(Marginean 1997:353). According to Marginean (19%7e competition among political
parties, moreover the victory gained in 1996 of ¢kater and right winged opposition,
revealed changes in political parties in power, anth this change it brought “the
consolidation of the democratic institutions in Rona.”

Marginean (1997) also suggests that the transibahemocracy is different for
each country, and it mainly depends on how muckspre on the population or on the
conditions of life the government is able to putheout producing too much human
suffering or loosing its legitimacy. It is impontato note that in Romania when the
communist system fell, with it “collapsed the ecomo and social structures which were
based on the state’s ownership of the means ofuptmeh, a unique ideology the
admitted dictatorship of a class, the leading afléhe communist party and on the strict
control of the whole society” (Marginean 1997:355MWith respect to democratic
progress, the study of Marginean (1997) suggest®9®97 that according to the criteria of

a democratic regime developed by Robert Dahl

Romania was a demdcrapbuntry since it did not have a totalitarian
political regime in power; it had introduced denatar institutions, held
free elections and experienced the transformatibpaotitical parties.
Also, it had a democratic Constitution adopted gc@mber 1991 and a
great deal of private mass media (Marginean 199:36

Democratic governance according to Thomas S. $zg2001) who assessed the
candidacies of MAP stat&s through Freedom Housesuggests that democratization,

appears to increase in Romania after 198eDuring 1991-1992, Romania received from

12L1n the Membership Action Plan were included in 1:98lbania, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

122 Note: See the assessment provided by Thomas SaayriBable 4.11 on page 63 where he mentions
that Freedom House assessed the political riglit<il liberties as based on a scale 1 to 7, With
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Freedom Housa score of (5, 5, PF), while in 1995-1996 a (&-)3and a constant (2, 2,
F) for the following years until 1999-2000 (Szay?@01:63). Based on thereedom
Houseassessment regarding democratization, Romania eppeancrease this process
during the change of regime period in 1995-1996emtine connection with the past was
theoretically interrupted. There is no indicat@minhow much the NATO program plans
would have helped Romania until 1996.

Studies published by the Woodrow Wilson Centeea¢ that NATO programs
promote democratic development in the military sedty pressuring countries like
Romania to depoliticize its military. However, wheomparing democratization through
NATO and the European Union perspectives, the BaongJnion appears to be more
successful for democratization, which has a singtéeria for assessing the progress of
new members—the Copenhagen criteria that includs&bility of institutions
guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, humansighd respect for one’s minorities”
(European Commission-Enlargemetft.

Regarding the Copenhagen political criteria, theoBean Union Commission
concluded in 1998 that Romania fulfils these cidteand continues to work towards
respecting and protecting the Hungarian minorights. Moreover, the report mentions
that “the current improvement in Romania followitige arrival in power of a new
government indicates that Romania is on its wagatsfying the political criteria for

membership” Regular Report on Romania towards Accesstth).With respect to

represented the highest degree of freedom andrésemting the lowest; and the freedom status repted
F (free), PF (partly free) and NF (not free).
123 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_prizaesssion_process/criteria/index_en.htm

124 hitp://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/kegud@nts/1998/romania_en.pdf
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democracy and rule of law, the same report notas“tarliament continues to operate
satisfactorily. Its powers are respected and thposition plays fully in its activities. The
frequency of the government’s use of emergencynarties remains a source of
concern.*® Regarding human rights, the report mentions tRatmania has ratified
most of the major human rights instruments” and thlae office of the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees has concluded that Ramamio longer to be characterized
as a refugee-generated country, and that basidatds of human rights are respected”
(Regular Report on Romania towards Accession).

Interesting to note is that Romanian progress tdsvaninority rights has been
satisfactory for the European Committee excepttierRoma (Gypsy) minority. Frank
Schimmelfennig (1998) suggests that the Neorealigtroach is limited in explaining
why former communist countries strive to become KDAmMembers, nor can it explain
why NATO decided to expand towards the east, or whiyvited the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland to become NATO members (Schifemah 1998:199). In his
view, only the constructivist approach can resdive puzzle regarding the interest of
NATO in expansion, since constructivists focus amnlargement as a process of
international socialization” (Schimmelfennig 19989). Although Romania did not
optimistically perceive the first step, PfP, propdsby NATO towards integration, it
assured itself that this was at least a step alefanse related cooperation” (Phinnemore
2006:40).

Romanian government, as many scholars like Lin@@2000) suggest, was
motivated by the competition created by neighbodagntries like Hungary to integrate

in western institutions. Leaders from extremigtipa in Romania like Corneliu Vadim

125 Regular Report on Romania towards Accession.
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Tudor [the leader of Greater Romania Party] suggetat Romania wants into NATO
“only because Hungary was a member of it, andwlais the only way to keep an eye on
it"” (Barany 2003:149). Teodor Melescanu, Romarkareign Affairs Minister, declared
that since 1991 Romania wanted to upgrade itsioaktwith countries from the
European Union as well as from other western castAccording to Melescanu (1995)
“‘Romania’s integration with the west was Romaniaatural choice” (Melescanu
1995:8).

In his perspective, Romania was aware of its pateimt NATO and was “aware
that no decision could be implemented by NATO witht¢he public opinion in the
Alliance’s member states’NATO ReviewOctober 5, 1993)”° Members of a NATO
sub-committee charged with monitoring Romanian &hdhgarian progress towards
membership noted in a NATO Parliamentary Assemhly2004 that “following the
collapse of the Soviet empire, East European piits expressed the desire that their
countries should seek entry into European orgapnizstand institutions. Today their
foreign policy is centered on the aim of findingpromic prosperity in the European
Union and security within the North Atlantic Allia@” (NATO: Introduction Speech of
NATO Parliamentary Assembly in 2004

Reiter (2001) suggested the same as NATO offidiads “membership in the
European Union would better serve democratic refornkastern Europe than would
NATO's membership (Reiter 2001:47). Barany (20Gtpues that democratic
consolidation depends on the country’s securitpiltya that can only be achieved by

NATO, which in return allows democratization to dtish without distractions. In

126 hittp://www.nato.int/docu/review/1993/9305-3.htm
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Romania’s case Barany (2004) argues that NATO semted not only security solutions
but also endorsement of Romanian western orientadiod a measure of domestic
legitimacy (Barany 2004: 15).

If there was a question regarding NATO and demaat@bn, Barany (2004)
suggests that at least three positive answeremiéirge. One will be related to “securing
national sovereignty,” the second regards the fitiges to participate in elections in
order to show NATO commitment to change,” and thidtwill revolve around “policy
areas, especially defense and civil military relasi’ (Barany 2004: 17). For Romania
the road towards NATO was not smooth considering dmount of economic and
military sacrifices that were imposed on RomaniaN#TO regarding downsizing and
reforming the military sector. A factor contribngi to democratization in Romania may
constitute the Membership Action Plans (MAP) ineehin 1999 in order to assist future
NATO members.

By its design, MAP was supposed to provide futoxembers with the correct
knowledge that a member of NATO should posses.sibezagorcheva (2001) suggests
that MAPs, in particular, have been important foumtries like Romania and Bulgaria
that were not accustomed to experiencing democrabye importance of participating in
these plans consisted mainly in “discussions aadidack from NATO experts in helping
these countries to fulfill their objectives” (Zagbeva 2001:228). Barany (2003)
mentions that “even though the United States, aleitly Britain, Denmark and Iceland,
was strongly opposed to Romanian NATO membershif®Bv, it did offer a “Strategic
Partnership” to Bucharest in order to enhance catip@ with and democratization in

Romania” (Barany 2003:143). However, only aftept®mber 11 and after Romania
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volunteered to host U.S. missiles on its territBgrany (2003) suggests that the U.S.
President asserted that Romania “brings moraltgleriour Alliance.” As Barany (2003)
contends, Romania experienced difficult times touse an invitation from NATO
officials to join the Alliance.

The integration in NATO's structure was incremeatad tedious for Romania
and as Szayna (2001) suggests, both NATO and Edletteyreater “incentives in favor
of advancing peaceful evolution and democratizationthe unintegrated Europe”
(Szayna 2001:20). Some Romanian elites like Gleohaior, the Secretary for Euro-
Atlantic Integration, argued, regarding the dembizaéion process that “Romania has
wasted a lot of time implementing NATO accessiampland is lagging 12 to 14 months
behind” (Barany 2003:173). Even from August 20Gkdhy (2003) notes that Romanian
President Traian Basescu revealed that after @letforts from Bucharest to improve the
human rights records and listening to NATO's diexs, NATO's reports still indicate
that Romania was facing problems of political ibgdtty, corruption, military reforms
and issues in integrating the Hungarian and Jemisborities (Barany 2003:174).

The Romanian diaspora argued that the situatiogated often by foreign media
did not match what occurred in Romania. MoreoYeey insist that facts were often
misrepresented by foreign press as Gabriel Pop€0b) suggests that “on various
occasions, violent events that occurred in Sofialg&ia and Budapest, Hungary were
broadcasted in western Europe as ‘live’ from BuebrRomania” (Popescu 2005:469).
Szayna (2001) suggests that “NATO enlargement abydéhe principles stipulated in
Article 10 of the Washington Treaty that prohilbigection beforehand of any European

country” (Szayna 2001:41). According to SzaynaO@Othe fact that “the U.S. lost
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interest in advocating for enlargement, as theywheén Hungary, Poland and the Czech
Republic joined NATO, may have contributed to a ldemocratization in Romania.”
Szayna (2001) suggests that Romania made sigrifipamgress towards meeting
NATO's requirements for membership especially apblitical sector.

However, from the economic perspective, as hidysand the European Union
Commission suggests, “Romania ranked lower, asngavhade progress toward
establishing a market economy, though unable thstahd the competitive pressures in
the Union in the interim” (Szayna 2002:3). In Nouger 2002 at the Prague Summit,
Bulgaria and Romania were the only European comtenidr NATO membership. Tom
Gallagher (2004) inquired in a study contrastindg@tia and Romania on whether or not
the inclusion of Romania in NATO strengthened deraioc reforms at home. Tatiana
Kostadinova (2000) suggests that “a defining charatic of democratic regimes is that
they depend on widespread popular approval of diienasd foreign choices made by
their elites” (Kostadinova 2000:235). Regardingwhpopular support in Romania
perceived Romanian integration in NATO, Gallagh2d04) notes that “opinion polls
showed strong public support for integration.” His view, Romania appeared to be
saved by NATO due to Kosovo involvement when Romaffered its aerial space to
NATO forces to compel Milosevic to give autonomyAltbanians and thus conclude the
war in Yugoslavia.

According to Gallagher’s (2004) observation, NAT@&d “transformed Romania
from a troubled Balkan backwater to a ‘front-linate™ by offering greater favoritism
and support after the Romanian administration bh&everal of the U.S. interests such

as the war in Irag and the immunity from persecutigreement for U.S. soldiers and
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diplomats (Gallagher 2004:11). In his perspectM&TO as an organization did not
contribute greatly to the democratization proces®omania since U.S. foreign policy
interests were much greater than monitoring Ronmmaniprogress towards
democratization. Improvements have been made apipain all sectors, although the
fight for power and influence are often questioneshecially in relation to preserving
democratic gains.

The return to power in 2001 of lliescu reinventedlitigal party (Social
Democratic Party, SDP) raised suspicions of comapand dominance. However, the
U.S. Ambassador in Romania, Michael Guest, oftesedaquestions regarding Romanian
corruptions, NATO officials appeared deaf espegiall the light of facts that former
Securitate agents were overwhelmingly present in high rankpagitions either in
Romanian government or in diplomatic missions adothe world. Gallagher (2004)
believes that Romania prioritized NATO integratibrst before the European Union
because “the EU requires far deeper changes invtikings than does NATO; more
indulgence for political pluralism and human rigltsbe safeguarded; NATO is more
technical and concerned with modernizing militaoyces; NATO does not affect the way
political power is exercised” (Gallagher 2004:15).

Based on his experiences abroad and in the lh&.UtS. Ambassador Moses
(1998) predicted that “if Romania’s government utes NATO card as it should—to
accelerate economic reform—Romania will be a pricamdidate to begin NATO
accession talks in 1999"(Moses 1998:152). As itldde inferred, having access to
NATO dialogues and partnership plans did not acaeeRomanian democratization any

more than was expected. In the long term howeeeararkable progress is being made.
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5.3 Fears of Territorial Security Loss

This section examines one of the reasons that, fmynperspective, played a significant
role for Romania in pursuing dialogue with NATOtive mid-1990s. As it appears clear
from Romanian historical record, the recurrent metbehind Romanian alliances is
“territorial integrity.” Romanian Prime Ministeree Roman, who previously initiated
the dialogue with NATO, while announcing his carabig for the presidency in the
Transylvanian city Tirgu Muré$’ in mid-August 1999, introduced a manifesto titled
“Message to Transylvania” in which he called foroperation among Romanian and
Hungarian minority, stressing that “no one questiddomania’s territorial integrity

today.”?® Moreover, Emil Constantinescu in a speech adddesefore the House of

Representatives on July 15, 1998 acknowledged that

In this new and democratic historical adventures transition from totalitarian
regimes to democracy... the idea of joining NATO dt merely grew out of a
need to be a part of a defensive military allianégsues that have seemed
impossible to solve, both within and between theious Eastern European
countries, can now find a solution through jointnixeratic exercise that has
replaced the harsh logic of confrontation by dial®gand cooperation. Let us
imagine for just one moment that European stage #ie fall of communism, had
NATO gotten frozen in its original project, leavine East of Europe prey to
violence and chaos. What would there have beerofdfiastern EuropeAddress
By His Excellency H.E. Emil Constantinescu, Presidef Romania, House of
Representativeduly 15, 1998.)

This chapter is divided into two sections, thetfis designated as a brief historical
overview of the circumstantial factors that motacitRomania to request dialogue with
NATO, and the second is occupied by an analyti@irpretation of these factors through
the lenses of alliance formation theory. For #msleavor, | use Stephen Walt's (1987)
balance of threat theoretical approach to assesshehRomania sought the alignment

with NATO in order to balance a superior power angerceived threat to territorial

127 The city where the ethnic clash occurred in Mar@go0.
128 gee the entire article of Michael Shafir “Traneylia’s ‘Cosi Fan Tutte’. 8 September 198@dio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty.
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security rather than pursuing democratization ostem identity. This assessment will
confirm whether Walt's (1987) prediction that “&sitseek allies to balance threats rather
than power” is supported by the reviewed evidencdlistair Millar and Tasos
Kokkinides cited in July 1997 a very interestinggment in their publication about
NATO Expansion and the Excluded Countrid@his fragment is provided below and is
taken from the “White BooK*® that was released by the Romanian Ministry of iore

Office.

If only one of them [Hungary, Romania] is able & sher aspiration fulfilled, there
is no doubt that the other would feel frustratedthva negative impact on the
domestic political scene. If this happens, the essc of rapprochement and
partnership-building between Romania and Hungarydcbe slowed down, if not
compromised all together. The impact on all pditieaders who worked hard to
accomplish a major breakthrough in the Romaniangduan relations could be
serious even devastating. Thus, the ground wouldrépared for those nationalistic
and extremist politicians who opposed all along thevelopment of normal
partnership between Romania and Hungary” (“BasiteBlon NATO Expansion and
the Excluded Countries: A New Division in Eurofiropean Security Publications.
July 1997).

Critics regarding Romanian, western aspiratiokg, klizabeth Pond (2001) mention that
“lliescu’s post-communist network sought NATO mensh@ in the mid 1990s in part
for the cachet, and in part to get financial anghaizational help to modernize Romanian
armed forces” (Pond 2001:36). lon lliescu madee@esh to the WEU Parliamentary
Assembly in Paris on 29 November suggesting thani&nia was striving to solve its
security problems efficiently within a coherent &pean system...NATO was the main
institution capable of effectively ensuring the eggary political and security guarantees”
(The British Broadcasting Company}® Former U.S. Ambassador to Romania, Moses

(1998) suggests that “after years of stalled natjoti and intense U.S. lobbying efforts,

1294n/hite Book on Romania and NATO,” released by Rhigistry of Foreign Affairs of Romania, 1997.
130 5ee “President lliescu in Paris-President lliedddresses WEU Parliamentary AssembBBC
Monitoring Service: Central Europe & Balkari3ecember 1, 1994,
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the signing in 1996 of the Romanian-Hungarian bikat treaty was, for the region,
comparable to the German-French reconciliationr @fte Second World War” (Moses
1998: 143). Donald R. Falls (2000) notes regardimgRomanian bilateral treaty signed
with Hungary>! that “the matter of ethnic discord will not be Hesith simply by the
stroke of a pen.” Falls’s (2000) assertion is dase the Romanian government
admission in the “White Book” that “History bearsopf that whenever Romania and
Hungary were included in the same security arramgentheir relationship, though most
of the time uneasy, was at least non-conflictugHlls 2000:20). It is interesting to note
that from the perspective of some of the Romanieregeneration, the west was
associated for a long time with the “Yalta betrayar with the big U.S.
disappointment®* The Romanian people put much faith in the powethe U.S. to
discipline Russia and free Romania from the Sawitience. However, after Yalta the
war veterans’ generation particularly expresseatgiesappointment in U.S. actions for
overlooking Romania.

Trust was of great value to the Romanian peopledfigr the dismantling of
communism it became unpredictable. Regarding ¢ingbnation of restoring democracy
in Romania and the Soviet influence, Stephen FisGadati (1998) notes that at the
conclusion of the Second World War “it is true tha@ Americans regarded the presence
of Russians in Romania as more temporary thanhdidtitish, who were fully prepared

to commit Romania to Soviet domination in the t#ll1944” (Fischer-Galati 1998:499).

131 The Hungarian-Romanian Treaty began in May 19%flveas concluded after long debates on
September 16, 1996 under lliescu’s government.

132 The “Yalta betrayal” refers to the meeting of #hmeorld leaders: Joseph Stalin, Winston Churchidl a
Franklin Roosevelt in Yalta, Crimea on 4 Februa®¢3, in order to establish the future governangeost
war Germany and the assignment of eastern teg#tdike Romania to the Soviet sphere of “democratic
influence.
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As mentioned in previous chapters, Romanian teyritwas confronted during the
centuries by the domination of three big empirée Ottoman, the Russian and the
Habsburg Empires. Transylvania, the territory tedain the central and northwestern
part of Romania, was for a long time under the Habs rule and it still remains a
subject of dispute from the perspective of minestiautonomy that live in this region.

The struggle for Transylvanian sovereignty occuiegeat period in Romanian
history and it can be traced back to the tenthwgnivhen the Habsburgs began their
gradual occupation of this region. The first poét unification of three Romanian
territories—Transylvania, Wallachia and Moldova—vea$ieved in 1600 under Michael
the Brave. It is interesting to mention that attez decline of the Ottoman Empire and
the Treaty of Carlowitz in 1699, Transylvania wdyack under Habsburg power and
maintained its autonomy only until 1867 when, foe first time, it was unified with the
Hungarian Monarchy.

Evidence regarding conflicts of cohabitation dagaek to 1848 when Romanians
of Transylvania opposed the union with Hungary if'National Petition” at Blaj,
demanding national rights and equality of Romamaople with the other nationalities
from Transylvania (Treptow 1996:272). With theinisgration of the Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy on 1 December 1918, Transylvania achiégednity with other principalities
of Romania and formed the Romanian unitary stalée union of Transylvania with
Romania was recognized at Versailles on 4 June &2 at the Grand Trianon Palace
the treaty between the Entente Powers and Hungasysigned (Treptow 1996:207). It
can be inferred that since Transylvania was urteHabsburg influence for such a long

time, the Habsburg identity and culture was nalyrdéveloped and preserved in this

145



region. Therefore, there was no need for the Huaganinority population to learn the
Romanian language or to conform to Romanian rubescstoms since for a long time
Transylvania benefited from considerable administeafreedom. Reports on Eastern
Europe in 1990 reveal that “in 1947 there were sdiB860 Hungarian schools in
Romania, and that by 1980 there were only betweemrid 108 schools that offered
courses in the Hungarian language” (Larrabee 1290:8

Stephen Larrabee (1990) suggests that in Transglthe number of Hungarian
language schools declined under Ceausescu, ashdidnamber of institutions of
advanced learning where subjects were taught irgbiien. The decline has to do, in his
view, with Ceausescu’s policy of forced assimilatior “Romanization” in many
Transylvanian cities. Although, there is cleardevice that Ceausescu’s systematization
policy affected not only Transylvanian cities buamy other Romanian regions, in which
a great number of churches that played a distiactole for Romanian identity and
culture were demolished.

After communism collapsed in the 1990s, the Huragariminority from
Transylvania reacted to the event and started deimgrmore cultural and language
freedoms such as the reintroduction of the Hungal@mguage in their instructional
curriculum, to preserve the language in schools wamdersities. Tensions between the
Hungarian minority and a freshly installed neo-camist government captured the
attention of the international media and reachedirmax in March when an ethnic

incident broke out in the Transylvanian city Tirgdures, where the percentage of
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Hungarian minority is the lowest compared with otbiéies from counties like Harghita
or Covasna>?

Testimonies regarding this event reveal that theietclash between Hungarians
and Romanians started on 19 March 1990 in the Vhaansan city Tirgu Mures.
However, the history related to the originatiortteé clash remains a mysterious one even
today, especially in terms of who instigated andopwiated this conflict. From this
study’s perspective, it is important to remark ttias was an incident of minority rights
that transformed into a big issue, which beganondt to accentuate Romania’s damaged
image in the west regarding minorities but to shadaently gained Romanian stability.
On one side, Hungarians claim that the clash bmkewhen the ethnic Hungarians of
Tirgu Mures held a candle-light protest to draw #teention of the new government to
review the promised restoration of the bannedtunsdns of education, whose language
of learning was HungarianH(gngarian National Council of Transylvaniagd March
2005).

From the Romanian perspective, the incident broke wehen the Hungarian
minorities marched in the Transylvanian cities dgrthe Hungarian holiday, 142 years
of commemoration since the 1848 revolution. Acouydto Romanian sources,
Hungarian minorities started a marched protest Witingarian flags, singing Hungarian
provocative songs and shouting Hungarian slogankilewrumors emerged that
Hungarians were responsible for the damage of tatoiess of the most prominent figures

in Romanian history and from the 1848 revolutiospextively; the statues of Avram

133 According to the 1992 census in Tirgu Mures, theghrian minority accounts for 41.4 per cent of the
252, 651 inhabitants.
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lancu and Nicolae Balcescuilfertatea and The Associated Preg4. March 19905
The Helsinki Human Rights Watch records regardinig incident “that divergences
between Hungarians and Romanians began to escaléauary 1990 when Hungarians
started demanding more cultural and educationadfber, among them being the
reestablishment of the Hungarian language at alcaibnal levels” lHuman Rights
Watch on Romania).

In order to get a more adequate picture of the tsvemrrounding the beginning
dialogue with NATO it is important to mention that the beginning of the 1990s
Romania was facing major domestic instabilities palitical and economic changes. lon
lliescu, a former communist leader, served as imtgmesident of Romania until May
1990, when his ‘populist’ National Salvation Frombn “the free and fair elections.”
Hitherto, anti-communist demonstrations startedBuncharest since 12 January and
continued sporadically during the first and secorahdate of the Iliescu government. It
is also important to note that, in the politicattee, confusion was dominant even among
the neo-communists who took power, and this applgrédmad fueled even more
Romanian instability in the international arena.

According to whafThe Economistaptured in January regarding demonstrations,
it appears that “thousands of Romanians gathereflomt of the National Salvation
Front’s headquarters in Victory Square angry alboetpreponderance of communists in
the government and suspicious that the new govarnhmas too soft on the murderous

secret police, the “SecuritateTife Economist20 January 1990Y°> The news agency

134 5ee “Ethnic Violence in Romania Latest Manifestatdbf Ancient Feud."The Associated Pres@1
March 1990; “Ethnic Clashes Continue in RomanidNeéw York Times Abstract23 March 1990. And
“Romania Declares Local Emergencyfie Washington Pos2 March 1990.

135 See “Troubling Times in Romaniarhe Economis0 January 1990.
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notes that when the new administration acolytesePRoman, the Prime Minister, and
lon lliescu the President tried to calm the crowdnitru Mazilu, a new government
official, joined the chorus chanting “down with themmunists,” and “death for death.”
From the western perspective, and especially fitwarlt.S., reactions were numerous and
increasingly negative. The U.S. State Departmeok important actions vis-a-vis the
government newly installed in Romania. It startethwecalling the Ambassador to
Romania for consultations in Washington just nimgsdbefore May elections, and it
continued with boycotting the inauguration ceremaiyliescu The Associated Press
22 May 1990)-*

The Washington administration declared that this teaway to express concern
over irregularities regarding the acts of intimidat against government opposition
running in the 20 May electionsThe Globell May 1990)*" Other western diplomats
expressed vis-a-vis the event in an immediate viger that “the Romanian government
is embarrassed and angered by Washington recétirmgnbassador nine days before the
country’s first free elections for 50 yearfRduters Newsl0 May 1990}*® Romanian
Prime Minister Petre Roman on the same occasiarlodisd for media that “the U.S.
action was contradictory” with the discussion thad occurred a week ago between
himself and U.S. Ambassador Alan Green. During theeting Roman claimed that he
was questioned by Green regarding the electorapaamn, candidates and access to the
media, but the meeting ended cordfdl. Important to remark is that the U.S.

administration had strongly deplored the Romaniamegiment’s attempt to use force

136 See “Senator Criticizes Romania Government'’s EladBehavior.” The Associated Presa2 May
1990 and “Irregularities in Romania prompt U.S. &yig Recall.” The GlobeandMail. 11 May 1990.
137 See “Bush Administration Condemns Government Tadti Romania.”The Globe11 May 1990.
138 See “U.S. Recalls Ambassador to Romania for Ceaisoms.” Reuters NewsLO May 1990.
1394y.S. Envoys Recall Embarrasses Romarfetiters Newdvlay 11, 1990.
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against demonstratots’ More than acknowledging publicly that the goveemmin
Romania is illegitimate, the U.S. Ambassador blanted Romanian President for
“inspiring vigilante violence in the capital a wel&fore elections and acknowledged that
the country’s progress towards democracy had congehalt.**! Total confusion with
the U.S. was captured in an interview given by Raara Foreign Minister Romulus
Neagu that praised early in February the Soviebmupport and disapproved that of
the American Administration by saying that “the Ugdvernment had done nothing to
support the new government except send humanitaignfor which Romania is very
thankful” (Reuters News8 February 1990). He also claimed that Romanfaakthat
“the U.S. as well as all other countries in the ldidvave a stake in the democratic process
in Romania, and that we deserve their supportisnttamendous proces’*®

The fragile administration of lliescu was confrahtevith different economic
sanctions coming from western administrations.s lessential to note that despite the
stability and social peace established in Romanithé second half of the 1990s, some
critics note that the U.S. Department of State maamed its position regarding Romania
by issuing a travel advisory for Romania, effediivdiscouraging investment, tourism,
and communications with the west in general” (Toep1996:563)*°

Regarding the Hungarian minority issue, incisieeldrations were made at that
time against interim Hungarian President Matyasefzes by the Romanian government,

accusing him of pressing the conflict by urging ganans from Romania “to intensify

1404y s, Displeasures the Use of Force against Detmatoss in Romania.Reuters Newslune 14, 1990.

141« S. Ambassador Says lliescu Incited ViolendReuters Newslune 18, 1990.

142 \Romania Unhappy at U.S. Response to New Regimaisés Moscow.’Reuters NewsFebruary 8,
1990.

143 According to Treptow the travel advisory was reeawnly in 1995, five years after Romania began its
dialog with NATO.
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in their activity, and to organize themselves adecay to the idea that Transylvania will
be a native Hungarian landTlfe Associated Pres&81 March 199p*** Pressure from
the Hungarian administration was put in a letteittem to Secretary General Javier Perez
de Cuellar by the Hungarian Foreign Minister GyHlarn that “asked the international
community and the U.N. to take effective measutesprotect the individual and
collective of the largest minority of EuropeTHe Associated Pres80 March 199p**+
A series of responses came from the U.S. that uR@dania to reject the extremist
groups and to end the ethnic violence. After lestip in the Mures County was
replaced by the lliescu government for failing teyent the incident and the meeting of
Romanian Prime Minister Petre Roman with represimetafrom areas affected by this
clash, the Romanian government issued a statenemtind) the previous accusation
made about Hungarian government. “It is not theg.t.citizens from Hungary incited
the ethnic Hungarian violenceTlie Associated Presa3 March 199p**°

It is relevant, vis-a-vis this incident, to noteatithe Romanian Prime Minister
initiated a sense of collaboration with Hungary iagkfor help from the Hungarian
government in order to avoid exacerbating the odnflThe Hungarian government
answered promptly after the Hungarian minority frohnansylvania obtained the
reintroduction of the Hungarian language in theinaols and expanded their rights of
cultural expression. However, tensions continwepersist internationally even after this

incident was over. Apparently, the Romanian pdpuaraised suspicions from the

event, and when asked replied that “Romanians ffeamsylvania continued to fear that

144“Romania Says Hungary Incites Ethnic TensioriBtie Associated Pres@1 March 1990
145450,000 Rally in Solidarity With Romania’s Ethrfitungarians.” The Associated Pres20 March
1990.

146 «“Romania Backtracks on Accusations Against Hungafhe Associated Pres€3 March 1990.
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a campaign by ethnic Hungarians for education éir thwn language is a veiled push for
autonomy or even union with Hungary, although Humgienied these assertiong’he
Associated Pres®21 March 1999’ | continue this section with an examination vis-a

vis Romanian territoriality.

5.4 The Size of the Romanian Threat

According to John J. Mearsheimer (1994), afterdisappearance of bipolarity and the
end of the Cold War, conflicts increased due tdestatruggles to provide for their
security (Mearsheimer 1994:13). Romanians knew tiina west represented freedom,
democracy, and economic changes, although lliesgovernment at the beginning of
1990 “campaigned with slogans against party pslitind western capitalismi*®* But in
the mid 1990s, despite all the tense relations with U.S. regarding minority rights,
halted democratization and interruption of economid, the Romanian government
requested political dialogue with NATO and wantedoecome a part of the American
alliance.

There were other international organizations like Council of Europe, the
European Union and the Organization for Economiog@oation and Development
(OECD) that belonged to the west that could helmBaa reconstruct its identity if this
was the desired motive that Romania was pursuimyever, evidence appears to gather
theoretically around another aspect, the fear osilgg control over Transylvania that

coerced Romania to begin its journey in the wesh WATO. Important to remark is

147 See “Ethnic Violence in Romania Latest Manifestatf Ancient Feud. The Associated Presal
March 1990.

148 See “Europeanization without Decommunization: seaaf elite conversion.” By Alina Mungiu-Pippidi
in David Phinnemore’s book “The EU & Romania: Acies and Beyond.”
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that the Council of Europe was open only to demarstates and Romania was far from
democratic. In fact, Romania was admitted as Bmidmber in this institution on 7

October 1993 due to delays caused by its “humahtsigecord and doubts of
democratization” (Barany 2003:149). The Europeamob (EU) was only open to

parliamentary democracies that met certain econmtaadards, “since the EU was
perceived as the creator and guarantor of a ldvetasperity not available anywhere in
the East” (Linden 2000: 126).

Romania was far from meeting these economic stdsdamce it had been
isolated for so long from the west. NATO, on thbkes hand, represented for Romania
“security” that was embodied in Article 5 of the W@ Treaty which stated that “an
armed attack against one or more of them in EuropeNorth America shall be
considered an attack against them alATO Handbool 995: 232). NATOs criteria for
admission revolved around “democracy, individubéity and rule of law,” although no
precise measurement was instituted regarding thlese factors and the leisure of
discretion rested with the Alliance member coustri@omania was aware of Hungarian
ambitions to integrate with the west and its poénwhen it came to settling territorial
and ethnic disputes with its neighbofs.

In my view, Romania approached NATO first from dagms of threats coming
from Hungary regarding Transylvania and secondithpps from fear of the U.S.
passive capacity of involvement in European affairsh as setting the tone for economic

aid**° ability to freeze aid due to dissatisfaction relijag minorities or religious rights,

149 5ee Thomas Ambrosio (2000): “Preventing Hungalrisedentism through Western IntegratioS&ton
Hall Journal of Diplomacy and International Relatig; or his book “Irredentism: Ethnic Conflict and
International Politics” (2000).

1%0When the U.S. had stopped the non-humanitariatoaRbmania, the European countries stopped too.
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power to influence other westerners to perceiveRbmanian government as illegitimate
and authoritarian due to suspicions regarding ielest free media and free speech.
Through my perspective, all of these factors acdatad in the first half year of lliescu’s

mandate prompted Romania to begin collaboratioh WATO.

My perspective appears to convolute with that efdein (2000) when he suggests
that NATO represented for Eastern European cown&ieew promoter of security that
prompted “states to pursue peaceful policies ameagh other, commit each other to
settling rather than replaying old conflicts anddabby the system that is set to settle
present and future disputes” (Linden 2000:126)raBg (1996) notes, vis-a-vis external
threats, that during the 1990s “in public opiniasllp most Romanians identify Russia
and Hungary as the two sources of external thoe#tteir country” (Barany 1996: 137).
A representative of Romanian Defense Policy ackadgéd in an interview with Barany
(1996) that the justification of these feelingsates to historical animosities that existed
between Romania and these countries. Barany (1886)notes that perhaps the former
Romanian secretary might have referred to the piatesf ethnic Hungarian insurrection
supported by Budapest when he declared in a 1994 menference that “the main
danger threatening Romania is not coming from datsbut from inside subversion
(Barany 1996:137).

As noted, Romanian response to the U.S. [e.g. escmnaid cut, increased refusal
to grant the status of the MFN and intolerance @# lRomanian government handled
minority rights] was a “positive” one by requestitg begin dialoguing with NATO
consciously aware that all the decisions rested Witaishington. In my view, Romania

hoped that this request for dialogue was to mdiegianto keeping Romanian territory
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intact. Walt's (1987) balance of threat theory tie@rs that a motive for alliance may be
bandwagoning that usually occurs when “a state eskywwhen few or no allies are
available, and when the outcome of a conflict appeartain” (Walt 1987: 28-32).

Although Walt (1987) suggests that this kind of éebr, [bandwagoning] is rare,
he argues that a state is more likely to ally wtth primary threat when the noted
conditions are prevalent. Threat, in Walt's (198i&w, is conceived as the distribution
of aggregate power that is defined in terms ofade& total resources [i.e., population,
industrial and military capability, technologicalogvess, etc.]. Important to note is that
both Hungary and Romania did not start from a I&eddl in these sectors; Romania was
leading only in terms of population. If numerigalRomania was superior to Hungary, at
the political, economic and military level it laghevery far behind. In contrast to
Romania, in Hungary’'s democratization began codatbn when the Hungarian
Democratic Forum (HDF) won a plurality in the sgriof 1990 (Linden 2000:128).
Since the economic reform in Hungary began bef@&91Hungary got a comparative
advantage over Romania, when in 1990 its earlyrmefogained momentum, and “the
country became the darling of western investors.”

Linden (2000) notes that Hungarian Joszef Antallcontrast to Iliescu, was for
“ljoining the west” while preserving the “Hungariarttadition for the Hungarian
population living outside the Hungarian bordersnflen 2000:128). According to some
Hungarian perspectives, Hungarian attempt to rénactsRomanian image in Western
Europe reached its climax when western communityused Hungary for being a
destabilizing factor in central Europe rather tasupportive one. Tensions between the

two countries appear to intensify when Antall adstiation announced its ambitions to
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integrate Hungary into the western community sushha EU and NATO concomitant
with providing political help for Hungarian minaes living abroad.

Barany (2003) mentions regarding Romanian and Huag tensions that “in
1991, the former Romanian ministry of defense fi@tanculescu convinced Romanian
legislature to increase the military budget in partcounter the military threat from
Hungary” (Barany 2003:1370). More interesting fréms perspective is that Romania
was already left after communism with a huge ansotdte military. With a view on
territorial security, after the “Basic Treaty” wagned in 1996 between Romania and
Hungary, Petre Roman, former Romanian Prime Minisaeknowledged a few years
later that “the Romanian Hungarian partnership d¢do¢ viewed as the core of the
process of consolidating security in southeast pgitr¢Petre Roman Speech at Windrow
Wilson CenterJanuary 27, 2000). It is worth mentioning héxa the basis of this treaty
regarded mutual respect of territorial integritylathnic minority rights in both countries
according to European and international standamad,this was brought to light in the
Romanian government.

From the theoretical perspective, Walt (1987) sstg) that aggregate power,
industrial and military capability, in this sensan constitute a great motive for states to
either balance or bandwagon. In his view, the ipnate threat factor can influence states
to balance or bandwagon by creating specific zanéspheres of influence.” Although
Walt (1987) argues that “the ability of a statetoject power declines with distance,” it
is interesting to note that in the case of Rom#émmwas valid only regarding the threat
coming from Hungary and not the power of influeqeejected by the U.S. The U.S.

projected its powerful influence from the otheresidf the Atlantic Ocean through its
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public discourses. Discourses of U.S. officialssittg Romania appeared less
threatening since they were made on Romanian Boil.instance, during his visit in

Romania on 11 February 1990 James Baker annouhe¢dthe future of American-

Romanian relations will depend on Bucharest's mghess to move rapidly towards
greater democratization, religious freedom, prav@cbf human rights and the rights of
minorities.”™ Apparently, the absence of westerners in Romanaimmore threatening

for Romanian government than their verbal threats.

Walt (1987) suggests that “states bordering atgpsaver may choose to
bandwagon rather than balance, especially if tbwggoful neighbor has demonstrated its
ability to compel obedience” (Walt 1985:11). Hunga actions like those of asking the
UN, the Security Councdit? and other western governments to intercede witimagan
authorities in favor of ethnic Hungarian minoritiégpeared for Romania to constitute an
offensive capability of Hungary and an incentive Romania to seek an alliance with
NATO. The threat perceived by Romania from Hungaas legitimate in some ways
since after a month from the resolution of thedeait, Hungarian Prime Minister Joszef
Antall insisted French President Mitterrand “asknmia to respect the human rights of
ethnic Hungarians in Romania; although he mader dlea he did not want to see
Romania either boycotted or isolate®euters New=22 June 1990%° After all, in the
mid 1990s the Hungarian administration was wellereed in the west compared to
Romania.

Moreover, Tom Lantos, born in Hungary, who servasl a democratic

representative in the U.S. Congress before andngluti990, became a vehement

51 gee foot note 9 in Harringtat.al.
152 5ee “Hungary Appeals to UN over clashes in Tramsyib.” The TimesMarch 21, 1990.
153 See “Hungarian Premier Asks French Help For Mifesiin Romania.”Reuters New£2 June 1990.
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opponent of Romanian treatment towards Hungarianonties. Lantos was a U.S.

Congressman (D-CA), who previously assured Ceausgsang his visits in Romania

that “Hungarians were not more persecuted than Wen@anians.” Lantos played a
significant role in constructing the Romanian mityormage in the west and granting
Romania the MFN status. Romanian media accusetb$ @fh double standards since his
attitude towards Romania changed 180 degrees dandg@fter the Ceausescu regime.

In Barany's (1996) own words “in September 1992 #H.S. House of
Representatives overwhelmingly (283 to 88) defe#ttedAdministration-backed bill to
restore Most Favored Trade Status to Bucharesttaf3a1996:143). In Romania many
critics argued that Lantos was instrumental wheoaine to help Romania restore its
“Most Favored Nation” status? Although things appeared great for Hungary at the
beginning of 1990, Hungary seems to have fallea itst own trap when, after numerous
attempts to denigrate the Romanian image in the lessed on Romanian violation of the
Hungarian minority rights issue. However, Hungancceeded in keeping Romania
apart from the Council of Europe until 1993.

Walt (1987) suggests that “perceptions of interatyph crucial role in alliance
choices” (Walt 1987:26). In this sense, Thomas Arsio (2000) argues that “because of
Hungary’'s past behavior, its neighbors perceive actyof concern over the faith of its
diaspora as a sign of nascent irredentism” (Ambr@600:41). For Romania, Hungarian
intentions to preserve Hungarian diaspora culturd &nguage in other territories

became threatening when they were associated na&hwvbrd “autonomy.” There are

134 See “Tom Lantos-portret neretusat” in Romaniasgr Ziua in No. 3742, Sambata 30 Septembrie
2006.
http://www.ziua.ro/display.php?data=2006-09-30&iG8304
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speculations that Hungary, through its own culgdabbby team in combination with the
generous help of Lantos, had managed to createngafian “sphere of influence” in the
west. From the Waltian perspective, Hungarian tsuitisl power of political stability,
economic and military influence was capable of guesg a state such as Romania to
adopt a balancing behavior against Hungarian threwptallying with others against the
prevailing threat.

Romanian behavior was based on two factors: onejaR@mn awareness that it
could alter Hungarian intentions with the help cATND and two, Romanian realization
that by relying on NATO it could avoid becoming &tim of Hungarian offensive
intentions because members from a military allidilkeeNATO do not attack each other.
However, as many critics pertaining to Walt (198tpgest, the dichotomy between
balancing and bandwagoning behavior appears totwite in terms of power and
threats. In his balance of threat theory, Walt {)98iggests that “states prefer to balance
against the threat rather than bandwagon with/ital¢ 1987:263). Concerning territorial
security, Romanian military scholars argue thaé‘®fP program was the closest thing to
a security guarantee that Romania could obtain fragnquarter, since, in case a country
felt threatenedactive participation in the PfP provided access to Aetiel of the
Washington Treaty” (Pascu 2004%5.

Walt (1987) contends that the distribution of thseander forms of aggregate
power, proximity, offensive capability, and peraaivintentions compels a state to form
alliances (Walt 1988:281). Romania experiencedpitaetice of Hungarian “aggregate
power” in a very competitive way. With respect Hungarian state resources like

industrial and military capabilities, they were ma@uperior and westernized than were

1% Italics in original.
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Romanians. “As large a number as possible of Huagafficers started to study at
western military academies, and following theirurat they were appointed to key
positions in their army (the commander and chigidalf is a graduate of the U.S. Army
War College)” NATO Parliamentary Assembly: Review on Hungary Rodhania 21
October 1996). This was in contrast with what laggal in Romania when lliescu’s
government negotiated training periods for Romaoiéiners in Soviet schools.

The proximity factor conforms to Walt's (1987) thetical prescription although
“the ability of a state to project power does netlthe with distance” for Romania as
Walt (1987) assumed. In the Romanian case théyatal project power was indirectly
proportional with distance. In spite of numerous Uattempts to discipline Romanian
government, Romanian elites asked for U.S. helgeiting involved for the “symbolic
meaning” between Romania and Hungary. Romanianskéinof Defense Gheorghe
Tinca declared, regarding the possible friendshipRomania and Hungary, that
“certainly it can be purchased off the shelf, babgeration with a country like the United
States has a symbolic meaning deeper than thegqae@ione” The Associated Pres20
June 1995§°°

Walt's (1987) prediction in this sense is suppromly by the Hungarian case,
but when it came to the influences coming from th8. regarding disappointments in
the Romanian course of democracy, rule of law awpect for human and minority
rights; they were deeply felt in Romania despite geographic distance. The U.S.

suspicions regarding the Hungarian event in Tirgurdd and the government backed

1% See “Romania, Hungary Ask Symbolic U.S. Help ofiitaty Cooperation. The Associated Presg0
June 1995.
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actions of the miners in Bucharest to stop antiegpment demonstrations created
suspicions for the European Union Community, Cdurfdeurope and NATO.

Phinnemore (2006) notes that “the European Comiywudelayed both
Romania’s inclusion in the PHARE program and thectwsion of an agreement on trade
and commercial and economic cooperation until latet990” (Phinnemore 2006:39).
Walt (1987) argues that perceptions of intent arperative in alliance choices. Despite
the fact that in the mid 1990s lliescu’'s governnoemtinued to pursue an eastern foreign
policy, the issue of Transylvania and the perceiméehtions that the U.S. might interfere
in the affairs in favor of Hungary constituted eosgy motive to propel Romania to look
obediently towards the U.S. since, with Russia, tferwar record was speaking
volumes.

Walt's (1987) balancing hypothesis suggests thi@tés allyagainstother states
that threaten them—that is they balant¥.”The Romanian case appears to conform to
the description of balancing hypothesis when pagWNATO membership. However,
when taking into consideration that Hungary is & pathe same Alliance, the evidence
is more compelling and inclined towards the bandwagg hypothesis that predicts that
“states allywith states that threaten them—that is they bandwatj8nEor Romania, the
level of threat was higher, and the identity ofetiir was certain, which conforms to
Walt's (1987) theoretical predictions that Romamidl tend to balance in these
conditions.

However, according to the evidence, Romania batatkce Hungarian and the

U.S. threats when it became a member of the NAT@amde. According to Walt

157 Walt's definition of balancing. Italics in origih
1%8 |talics in original.
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(1987), Romania bandwagoned with NATO when it fadra@ alignment with the source
of danger—that is the Hungarian threats and the. thfluence. It is important to
mention that in the balance of threat theory, Wa887) finds strong support for the
balancing hypothesis and less for bandwagoninghoagh he underscores that
bandwagoning is more characteristic to small statgh limited opportunities for
alliances. Walt (1987) finds modest support foe tdeological perspective, which
stipulates that states will form alliances accogdim their ideological affinities.

Also in his alliance quest, Walt (1987) foundlditsupport regarding foreign aid
that attracts allies or political penetration tfeatilitates alliances. From the ideological
perspective, it is important to note that formemRmian Prime Minister Petre Roman
suggested four years prior to Romania gainingrigmbership in NATO that “what still
separates Romania from the west and the formeiiseast so much a matter of mentality
and capacity of producing wealth as it is the degye structuring and organizing our
societies” Epeech Given by Petre Roman at Woodrow Wilson Cé&welanuary 2000).
Walt (1987) suggests that “the more similar staies the more they are likely to ally”
(Walt 1987:33).

However, since NATO represents a combination ofstwand east or a
combination of states that favor respect for humgimts and respect for collective rights
respectively, it appears clear that from the Rommamerspective, the values and norms
of NATO did not play a significant role in lliesaifirst mandate when dialog with
NATO was pursued, since lliescu was more inclireglatrds Moscow than Washington.
As noted, NATO was calling for countries which hesbpect for “common values,

human rights, democracy and rule of law” these audted in a portrayal of a unifying
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ideology. Walt (1987) suggested that “states W more likely to follow their
ideological preferences when they will be fairlgcwe” (Walt 1987:38). There is great
evidence in the Romanian case that after 1994, R@amaelites changed their political
discourse regarding membership in NATO. Elitesreasingly spoke regarding how
Romania joined a system that has very well defwaddes. lliescu, a former communist
leader, announced that Romania had returned topEursince, “a pluralist political
system was allowed, a new Constitution was enactetP91, fundamental freedoms,
respect for minorities and division of power amdagislative, executive, and judicial
branches was institutedlliescu's Speech delivered at Woodrow Wilson).

In my perspective, Romania felt a sense of milislidarity with the west when
it signed up and was accepted in the PfP prograt9Bv. Since NATO practices a
unifying ideology, it is important to remark thatst of the evidence in the Romanian
case suggests that Romania initially asked for NAM@mbership because of security
threats. Insecurities regarding U.S. involvememtpressing Romania to recognize
Hungarian minorities’ autonomy in Transylvania mrated Romania more greatly than
ideological affinities. In fact, Walt (1987) sugge that “security considerations are
likely to take precedence over ideological prefeesi (Walt 1987:38). It is interesting
that relative to this Walt (1987) argues that “ildgacal based alliances are unlikely to
survive when more pragmatic interests intrude” (WE387:38). As this evidence
suggests, ideology played a tertiary role in mdinga Romania to begin political
dialogue with NATO.

Regarding the foreign aid hypothesis, the evidesuggyests that this might have

played a secondary role in Romania’s case onlyussc&omania attempted numerous
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times to restore the MFN status, and that all idecaming from the west was blocked
due to Romanian irregularities in its human rigtesord. However, it appears relevant
that western aid played a secondary role over ggcsince lliescu had a safety net
preserved with the East and Middle East. Fromlergberspective, despite the fact that
when the Ceausescu regime was dismantled and Ramémeign debt was paid off,
Romania was faced with an inefficient industry, foceign investment and no market
economy, a western model economy would have endaRoenania. However, NATO
was a military alliance, and its main purpose wasdrve countries as a security asset.
At the beginning of 1990, Romania started to depbledvily on the International
Monetary Found (IMF).

However, like all western institutions, “IMF denu@d spending cuts in all
industrial fields, controls on the budget defiditmits to foreign borrowing, and the
immediate closure of indebted state companies” dBar2003:134). These restrictions
proved detrimental to the Romanian population, Whigas accustomed to being
permanently employed. There were no alternativeaiional programs designed to help
people transition to new jobs. Popular depresaimh demonstrations became the norm
during the transition to democracy in Romania durd®90. In the international arena,
Romanian domestic unrests were perceived with greaterest and suspicion. Many
still argue that Romania faced a kind of authoiat@ism regime. The positive aspect in
all of this is that the European Community was pptiwe to the situation and acted on
time to prevent “Romania from staying as Albanidbecoming a new Belarus” (Mungiu-
Pippidi 2006:28). Regarding the political penatmathypothesis, the evidence suggests

that Hungary tried to construct the Romanian imagie west according to its political
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and economic interests. Tom Lantos, a democratigressman, had a greater influence
on how Washington perceived Romania. After a bwsit in Eastern Europe, and
refusal of Slovak Prime Minister Vladimir Meciar teet with him, Lantos stopped in
Romania in November, where he received a warm wadcoAt his return to Washington
he declared that “I am very pleased with my visiRomania.

| found very encouraging developments towards aadeatic and open society,
and it is my intention to recommend to PresidemttGh that Romania be granted Most
Favored Nation treatmentReuters New29 November 1992F° Only a few years later
he was bragging in an interview broadcast on thegdtan television that “he took on
alone the war with Romania for the Hungarian behéfrchive Ziua 30 September
2006). Lantos was generous enough to take a eliffelurn and suggest to President
Clinton that the MFN status be restored to Romatii@ only country from the
communist block that was delayed this privilege, tdothe persecution of Hungarian
minorities in Transylvania.

Lantos acknowledged that his favor to Romania made “despite the fact that
members of the minority left-wing government andfa# opposition including the large
ethnic Hungarian minority had asked me to recomsidg stand on Romanid® Walt
(1987) suggests that “the true causal relationbeigveen transnational penetration and
international alliances is often unclear” (Walt T987). According to Walt (1987),
circumstances and common interests play a grealeenr this kind of alliance formation,
and penetration is more effective in closed soesetwhere the objectives are limited.

Walt (1987) mentions that the last three hypothes@snined in his alliance formation

159 5ee “U.S. Congressman favors MFN Status for Roaafteuters News29 November 1992.
10 5ee: “U.S. Congressman favors MFN Status for RéaxiafReuters News.29 November 1992.
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investigation in the Middle East are rather weakses in forming alliances, since a
requirement first need to be met in order for ahthese hypotheses to play a role.

That requirement is security, and in forming alti@s, most states will need to
find security plentiful. However, as Walt (1987¢ntions “even great powers will view
their security as precarious” (Walt 1987:49). As the case of Romania, the evidence
indicates that security interests played a greaterin the alliance with NATO than did
economic or ideological affinities. Regarding figreaid and political penetration, it may
be assumed that for Romania, “aid” was conceiveanagpen door opportunity to begin
pursuing dialogue with the western world, and itragpect, this “open door” weighed
more than money or other economic goods importeth fthe west because it helped
Romania to escape from isolation, even though aumgnfor the Hungarian minority is
still a vibrant subject in Romania.

It is clear that for involvement in NATO, evenaséalf member, Romania had to
gain influence in Eastern Europe, and with thatugrice to instinctively protect its
integrity since the collapse of communism installetpredictability. As Walt (1987)
suggested, in these circumstances states will cogeptio bandwagon with the U.S. rather
than balance with the U.S. In Walt’s (1987) vidalancing is less likely to occur when
(i) the states in question are too weak to alterlthlance through their own actions, (ii)
when effective allies are unavailable, and (iii)emhthe threatening power is believed to
be appeasable. The case of Romania conforms toalhace of threat theory, although
Walt (1987) warns that “bandwagoning is dangeroesabse it increases the resources

available to a threatening power and requires ptatiust in its continued forbearance”
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(Walt 1987:29). He also suggests that “it is s&ébdvalance against potential threats than
to rely on the hope that a state will remain betawty disposed” (Walt 1987:29).
Perhaps his assertion began to materialize withréhsoning that Romania did
not recognize Kosovo’s independence and demandedititernational law be followed
and the sovereignty of nation states be protectédtér all, Romania found its place into
the western world in 2004 in NATO and in 2007 ie tauropean Union. Theoretically
Romania is part of the western decision. Howewegmains for further investigation to

determine how much of a decision making role Romafays in this world.

5.5 Concluding Remarks

Critics that experienced life in both western deraoy and post communist Romania
argue that the transition period was so prolonggdamania because “the power vacuum
created by the fall of Ceausescu was not fillechwdissidents and intellectuals (Moses
1998:137). Moreover, Ceausescu’s aim to pay &df@ign debt estimated at nine billion
dollars “left the country impoverished and decdéal.” After Communism, Romania
was left disoriented and in the hands of former mwamists that were less interested in
what a western model of democracy was supposedemmr how it is supposed to
function and more interested in managing the texnsf most of the state’s assets into
their own banks. Indeed some may be right argiihay there was no tradition in
reforming economies; although this is not an exdaseRomanian elites to have left
Romania remain behind for so long. An inexperienRemania had to reverse its mercy

from Russia and trust international organizationshsas the IMF or the World Bank,
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which were providing financial assistance in exdeifor stricter guidelines regarding
what was supposed to be accomplished with that ynone

After communism collapsed, Romania was confromtgd an abundance of state
owned enterprises and with skepticism of foreigmestors. Moses (1998) notes that
“while the flood of western assistance and invesiinveashed over Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary has not been duplicated in &woa) while Hungary has attracted
over 14 billion dollars in western investment, Ramaahas attracted less than 3 billion
dollars” (Moses 1998:148). The kind of disciplittee Ceausescu regime coerced from
the Romanian people was rare and appears, from engpgctive at least, to have
similarities with what Kim Jong-Il practices in NbrKorea.

According to Tismaneanu and Tudoran (1993), tlgadg of the Ceausescu
regime can be imagined only in terms of “harshifil controls on social, cultural and
economic life; an all pervasive cult of personalfycused on the ruler; draconian
austerity measures and an explosive combinatiormass discontent and official
brutality” (Tismaneanu and Tudoran 1993: 3). *“Aaumatized and ill-informed
population” who did not know the benefits of oppmsi accepted the ideological
manipulation of Ceausescu and subsequent leadgrfkRomania learned that there was
an alternative. Schimmelfennig (1998) sees dentiaat'on achieved in Romania
through NATO's projection of norms and values Istigmating the sense of community,
the western community. He argues, in this sersd, NATO taught Hungary patience
and disinclined Hungary from pursuing its irredentidesires through instruments such

as the “basic treaty” agreements with neighboriogntries. From the constructivists’
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perspective, the interests of countries like Romaare inclined more towards
socialization in NATO than maintaining territorstability as Neorealists believe.

Adrian Severin (2006), a former Foreign Affairs Nier during 1996-1997,
explained that what compelled Romania to look wasthwas a combination of these
two threats—‘the Russian expansionism and Hungae#@mo-nationalism” (Severin
2006:106). The ‘Far West’ according to SeverinO@0was the best option to connect
with Germany, France and the U.K political affiegi The alliance with Hungary was
materialized in a “strategy of partnership” undes blessings of the United States. Due
to its geopolitical setting, located at the croasrof interests [the U.S., EU, Russia and
China], Romania will continue to serve as the pydequilibrium that balances the U.S.
and other European powers. As it emerges from éxiamination, Romania has
continued to preserve its defensive identity thiotlge centuries, serving as a messenger

of diplomacy even now into the 21st Century.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
6.1 The Importance of this Case Study
The purpose of this exercise was to assess théityadf Stephen Walt's (1987) balance
of threat theory by using Romania as a case stuidhe patterns of alliance formation
were identified in the Fourth and Fifth Chaptertlm project, and based on Romanian
historical record in many aspects the case of Ram@mforms to the predictions made
by Walt (1987) that “balancing is not universaklthough Romania fits the profile of a
weak state surrounded by no potential availablesaslRomania did make the case for a
country that would tend to balance frequently agjaihreats. Romanian record indicates
that the score of balancing and bandwagoning & g equally distributed; however,
since the dichotomy between balancing and bandwagas obscure, a definitive line is
hard to draw between the two.

Based on the conclusions taken from the histormahlysis, Romania: (i)
balanced®® Russian threats Hyandwagoningvith the Triple Alliance, (iijpbandwagoned
with Russia against the Triple Alliance to gain As@vania, (iii) tried tobalancewith
proximate neighbors against Russian influence, fajanced Russian threats and
Hungarian irredentism blgandwagoningwvith Germany, (v)bandwagonedvith Russia
against the German subordination, (vi) while in YMarsaw Pachbalancedwith the west
by denouncing Russia’s war invasions, (\bdlancedwith NATO against territorial
threats, (viii) ended upandwagoningwith irredentist countries. Regarding the most
recurrent motive of alliances, Romania did make ¢thse for a country that allies
frequently with the source of danger which is baaganing. Based on the patterns of

alliances identified, Romania tends to bandwagomnenamd balance less when it comes

181 Emphases added.
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to threats alone. Overall, the findings of thisjpct suggest that Romania conforms to
Walt's (1987) predictions, and that Romania will ibelined to bandwagon more when
“the most threatening power appears to be appesisgiblt 1987:173).

The Romanian case conforms also to Walt's (198&ymh from the perspective
that bandwagoning is the only option that is avddaor a small state since, due to its
weakness and pressures, a state like Romania chttlelto determine its fate, although
geographically Romania is considered a middle saatry in the European continent,
from the economic perspective it is a country titEmsng to a market economy.

In this study, Romania conveyed a balancing belmamithe peace time when it
became an ally of Germany against the perceivesaténing intentions of the Soviet
Union, Bulgarian and Hungarian irredentism claimk this study, the alliance with
NATO however, revealed two different and very ies#ng perspectives: (i) Romania
started this journey with an attempt of alignmeagainst states that threatened

Romania®?

The threats consisted of perceived intentiondwigarian irredentism, and
of fears of the U.S. power being involved in tlisue due to Romanian defection records
on human rights. According to Walt (1987), a balag behavior describes an instance
when “states allyagainst states that threaten thef?® From the second perspective,
Romania ended up in an alignmemth the states that threatened Romania, which is a
bandwagoning behavior in Waltian ternis.

The two elements “power and threat” appear, inRbenanian case, to play an

equal role and thus to contradict Walt's (1987)dmt&on that power and threat are

162 Emphasis added.
183 |talics in original.
184 Emphasis added.
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independent factorS®> Power and threat appear independent factorsdaraRia only in
bandwagoning instances when Romania formed thanabi with the principal external
threat. Important to remark is that in the RomawmsiFO alliance, Romania balanced a
threat, but also balanced at the anticipation & thS. power of involvement in
Romanian affairs. Walt (1987) suggests that “stéi@ance against threats not power”
(Walt 1987:148). Romanian behavior of balancinguos only when power is in the
equation with threat. From another perspectiven&aa is inclined to bandwagon more
when its territorial security is threatened andb@lance only when it feels secure.
According to Walt (1987), this was to be expectedes Romania is a weak state located
geographically in a very politically distinctive \aronment.

The bandwagoning behavior became distinctive inRbesanian case only when
threat alone was present. After validating Wa|t887) theory, it is interesting to note
that regarding the motives behind the formationtted Romania-NATO alliance, in
general, people believe that Romania deviated fitsnbehavior and it wanted NATO
membership in order to become part of the westneieeless, it is logical that a country
becomes part of the west when it is fully integdaite the western institutions since the
western package brings a series of elements likstenre identity, democratization, and
economic prosperity. Based on the Romanian hestbriecord reviewed in this study,
Romania since its independence appears preoccupeed with keeping its territorial
integrity intact than with improving its economiagis.

Although after communism collapsed Romania askedU.S. to have its Most

Favored Nation status restored, it appears clestr Rmmanian independence from the

185|n “Testing Theories of Alliance Formation: Thes@aof Southwest Asia,” Walt argued that “state&k see

allies to balanct¢hreats,and that power is merely one element in theirudat@on-albeit an important one”
(Walt 1988:280) (italics in original).
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west began during the last period of Ceausescgimewhen it experienced a few years
without the Most Favored Nation status and developekind of economic autonomy.
When the request for this status came back negatiweerous times based on combating
ethnic minority discrimination in Romania, it ondgntributed to the increase of fear that
the U.S. may decline to help Romania in a situatden the Hungarian minority, for
instance, might ask for territorial autonomy in Asgvania.

An ardent influence on the economic status restoravas Hungarian born, and
former U.S. Congressman, Tom Lantos who made at lodbopposing and bringing
Hungarian minorities from Romania to address thS.WHousé®® For this exercise |
considered Alexander L. George and Andrew Benng{2805) approach that “a
researcher’s treatment of a historical episode rhastelectively focused in accordance
with the type of theory that the investigator iseatpting to develop” (George and
Bennett 2005:70). Since my objective was to vadidéfalt's (1987) balance of threat
theory, the evidence is compelling to mention inep¢hesis that Romania did not abate
from its historical path at the initiation of digkoe with NATO. Based on the grounds
provided in this project, it appears clear accagdm political circumstances in 1990 that
Romania was constantly concerned with its teresri The evidence regarding the
atmosphere surrounding 1990 reveals that territosaecurity again became a
preoccupation of Romanians when ethnic disputegtedu Additionally, this evidence
indicates that, in principle, this was the primamptive for why Romania attempted
NATO collaboration.

The confusion and unpredictability from 1990 oteghRomania towards a new

alliance, NATO being the only security organizatibat was capable of helping in case

166 5ee H. Con. Res. 181; H.J. Res.512 and H. C). 186;
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of territorial disputes. Former Head of Ministriy @efense, loan Mircea Pascu (2004),
argues inPerspectives of a Prospective NATO Membwat “gradually after being
withdrawn from the Warsaw Pact, Romania became ssleske with the dangers of
encirclement and became imprisoned by its excllsiverritorial, defense-oriented
thinking” (Pascu 2004:8). It is important to retdhat NATO demanded a series of
domestic reforms such as “the settlement and nreante of good relationships with the
neighboring countries’NATO Transformed®004:17). Based on Romanian historical
records, it appears normal for Romania to ask asbayrity power like NATO to assist
Romania when relationships with neighbors were tiilesieor sensitive to settle.

Threats like the aggregate power, constituted atgremotive for Romania to
balance by getting NATO on its side, although dwuets vulnerabilities and economic
backwardness Romania ended up in an alignmentthalprincipal external threat in a
bandwagoning position. NATO is a defensive allarnbat respects prerogatives of
international law which Romania always refers toewhit comes to states and
recognizing their territorial sovereignty. The piroate factor was a different source of
threat in 1990 in Romania. However, “the abilifyaostate to project power” did not
decline with the distance as Walt (1987) predictedfact it increased with distance.

The power of the U.S. perhaps to intervene in Roamaaffairs was perceived
greater than the Hungarian threat at the Romanadeb that it may or it may not
reclaim Transylvania. Thus, the offensive powesaahreat especially when Romania
perceived the Hungarians to have the ability terdRomania’s image abroad. Evidence
regarding proximity did not hold the same for Romancase as Walt (1987) predicted.

The “aggregate power” was a prevalent threat in &uan-Hungarian competition to
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integrate in western organizations. It is uncledrether this was an example of
balancing, as Walt (1987) suggested, or bandwagoniithe effects of “aggressive
intentions” explained why Romania ended up bandwagp with Hungary. The
ideological solidarity factor appears in the Ronaancase to conform to Walt’'s (1987)
prediction that there is a “modest association betwideology and alignment.” lliescu's
numerous attempts at rapprochement with the US$&R Gleausescu and Dej tried to
distance from them proved very detrimental to Ramand its image abroad. However,
due to negative messages coming from the west, disimnce inspired Romania to
reorient its foreign policy at the right time. Moregarding westernization appears
visible in discourses of Romanian elites after 18@&n supposedly, Romania broke ties
with its communist past.

As the identified behavioral patterns reveal, Romaid not become an ally with
Russia because of ideological affinities. On thetary, Romania approached Russia, as
well as France and Great Britain, when its statusigas in jeopardy. Romania emerges
from this study, as many scholars who experiencedgl in Romania and abroad will
argue, “as a paradox,” a unique and unpredictatiiatcy when it comes to its territorial
security, and most importantly to Transylvania. ditinct position taken by Romania
within the Warsaw Pact indicates that Romania wa$ as opposed to western
imperialism as many implied since it entertainedneenic relations with the west. Pascu

(2004) argues that

Romania’s autonomy withthe Warsaw Pact impacted Romania
both positively and negatively: on the positive esiRomania
enjoyed broader and better relations with the \aest developed a
real capability for independent thinking in plangiils own security
while on the negative side, it became increasimgated and cut
off from modernization process in the rest of thergaw Pact
(Pascu 2004:8).
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In this instance Romania was balancing Russiaximate power, aggressive intentions,

and aggregate power. However, the tense relatmigieen Romania and Russia
appeared to have inflicted more paranoia in the &oam dictator, Ceausescu which
caused him to continue isolating his country frdma entire world. Economic ideology
through the MFN status appears to have kept tlaioakhip between Romania and the
west good for a long period of time.

Imperfect records of human rights, however, diifjed Romania from
participating further in this alliance with the weBrecautionary measures were taken by
Romania when the Cuban missile crises increasesiotes between the U.S. and USSR.
Always on the defensive, Romania made an impodasture by letting the U.S. know
that Romania was not part of any acts that the Us&Rnpted in Cuba. Neutrality was a
behavior frequently identified in Romanian histaticecords. It is significant to mention
that when neutrality was broken it was on accodiiRussia’s capacity to force Romania
to comply in various situations.

The evidence in this case conforms to Walt's (19&@diction that “states are
ignoring ideological considerations when strictefity to them would be costly or
dangerous” (Walt 1987:214). Also interesting iattthe evidence captured in this study
mentions that lliescu’s purpose was for a treafyiefidship with the USSR in the 1990s.
According to Walt (1987) “the tendency for stataghvsimilar domestic systems to form
effective alliances is greatest when they areyfadcure, when the ideology does not
require that sovereignty be sacrificed, and wheiva movement creates a powerful
threat to legitimacy” (217). The fact that Hungargposed and publicly denounced

Romanian relations with the USSR changed Romaredwaor 180 degrees, and a few
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months later, in July 1990, after the interethrigsk in Tirgu Mures of March 1990,
Romania requested political dialogue with NATO. mfotive for why Romania might
have attempted dialog with NATO was military aidydathis may be sustained by
evidence appearing after 1994. In order to disfyutllis as a motive for alliance, it is
relevant to suggest two perspectives: (i) the dliegovernment was neo-communist and
Soviet oriented believing in huge military forces.

NATO, from another perspective, was receiving coast that were more
compatible with NATO militaristic orientations andho pursued democratic reforms,
which for Romania was almost impossible to compnehie 1990; (ii) lliescu and his
acolytes were less interested in integrating Roenamith the west, or submitting
Romania to such expanses when people in Romani@ \wemonstrating against
unemployment and were food deprived. As Walt (39iygests this study comes full
circle in the sense that it takes us back to eateatreats and territorial security, two
elements for which NATO was conceived, and two greatives that coerced Romania
to look for an alliance in NATO. However, less demce is found regarding the
democratization motive at the origination of thisaace.

This aspect is more nuanced after Romania was firtggrated in the
organization. Although the purpose of NATO wasédform the military sector, even in
the year 2000 international media forces were s#ifiorting issues of human rights
neglect in Romania. From the perspective of deataation the fact that Romania
signed, beginning in 1992, a series of treatie$ g closest neighbors like Bulgaria,

Hungary, and Serbia may bring sustainable evidehdemocratization, even though it is
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evident that the treaty with Hungary was a strugdfleAs the former U.S. Ambassador
Mosses suggested, it was an event similar withbibginning of friendship between

France and Germany after the Second World War. eMaar, transnational penetration
referring to “the establishment of informal avenudsinfluence with another state”

conforms to Walt’s (1987) prediction that is notedfective instrument to form alliances.

Walt (1987) argued that “penetration” or manipuatlis hard to detect; those who seek
to manipulate other states in this way are unlikelydo so openly, and those who are
affected by penetration may be reluctant to adhat foreign interference played a role
in their alliance decision” (Walt 1987:242).

Walt (1987) indicated that sometimes “penetratcam be counterproductive
when a state tries to alter the target's prefealghment in an especially significant
way” (Walt 1987:260). Facts regarding this hypstheare reflected only by the
Hungarian backlash from trying to construct the Raoran image and identity in the
west; while coming under the radar of western comigutself for producing instability
rather than stability on the eastern fldfk. “European values,” as Ambrosio (2000)
notes, are adopted by countries aspirant to NAT@nwigood relations with neighbors
are established” (Ambrosio 2000:42). Accordingtdence from this project, Romania
was not considered a country that internalized pema values, and thus
democratization, until 1992.

Evidence regarding the U.S. based Romanian Diaspdhat lobbied for

Romanian integration with the west exists; howeitsrinfluence became prevalent after

17 The Basic Treaty with Bulgaria in 1992; the 20-¥Edendship Treaty with Serbia in May 1996 and the
Treaty of Reconciliation with Hungary on Septembér 1996 (Cartea Alba Romania-NATO).

188 Read more about this in Corneliu Bjola: “NATO aBaxtor of Security Community Building:
Enlargement and Democratization in Central andefadturope.’East European StudiegThe Woodrow
Wilson Center). And in Thomas Ambrosio’s studegarding Hungarian Irredentism.
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1996 when “sameness” with the west became the rfornmany former communist
countries. Until then, security guarantees weseswggested, the Romanian focus. The
first time Romania faced its insecurities and tbelihg of “the other” from its proximate
neighbors internationally was in 1990 when PolaHdingary, and Czechoslovakia
formed the Visegrad group and refused to take im&wva based on the fact that
“Romania’s sluggishness in applying democratic mafowould hinder Poland, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia in their goal of rapid Europe#rgration” (Popescu 2005:464).
According to Romanian historical record, threats téoritorial security were more
important than obtaining a common identity withiATNO or through NATO.

Romanian alliance choices were based, accordinghadt (1987), on the
assumptions that the allies were chosen to balagamst the most serious threat. Like
Walt (1987) predicted, bandwagoning will be thedebr confined to weak and isolated
states, although it appears to be more likely twuothan balancing. As of April 2008,
many critics argued that Romania represents, folf®@A Summit from Bucharest, only
“a hotel” for the conference due to the fact tHa® Russian President and the U.S.
President are going to meet afterwards in SochssRwito discuss more detail regarding
building a missile shield system in Europe. It hmeen four years since Romania
obtained full membership in NAT®. It will be interesting to further explore whahé

of decision making power rests with Romania inNi#€lr O organization.

1%90n 29 March 2004 Romania obtained NATO membergbipApril 2, 2004 the Romanian flag was
raised at NATO Headquarters in Brussels.
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6.2 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Reseaft

The results of this study may be limited in thatslagle study cannot address all the
interesting aspects of a historical event” (Geoagel Bennett 2005:70). Romanian
history is tumultuous and rich with information. eéfern historians have a different
approach in reporting Romanian historical everds tho Romanian historians. Although
distinct periods and events appear to be exaatlyrded, when it comes to interpretations
each approach brings some kind of uniqueness farelifce in the light of presenting a
particular situation. This study suffers the sdimatations that Walt (1987) appears to
be criticized for-excess of information regardihg perceptions of forming alliances, as
well as sustaining selection bias since Romaniagshome country of the author of this
project. Objectivity in analyzing a series of etg&emay lack in saturation. Also, this
study is based mostly on secondary data, easilgsadie academic literature on
Romania, mostly in English, and various reports iaterviews captured by international
media.

Primary data taken from the Library of Congress evenly considered as
evidence to support the assertion regarding howll& Congress voted in granting
Romania the Most Favorite Trading status. Varispseches made by Romanian elites
on different occasions, and data provided by th& @Arganization regarding Romanian
steps towards NATO integration contributed to thstainability of arguments. Since the
Romanian media, during the 1990s, were corrupt am@liable in most cases, more
credibility was put on the events as captured leyftineign media. Aside from this case
study, my theoretical objective was to identify wWiex the origins of the Romanian

alliance with NATO were the most likely or the ledkely to fit with Romanian alliance
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behavior and Stephen Walt's (1987) balance of thitegory. First, | tried to identify,
causal alliance paths in Romanian history since818&hen Romania won its
independence, and based on the patterns of tHeseas,

| concluded that the Romanian case validates WEIBS87) theoretical approach
with two exceptions: (i) the most common behaviar Romanian historical record is
bandwagoning not balancing if threats are consdalarel (ii) the ability to project power
on Romania or threat did not decline with distabaéincreased with distance. Due to
the fact that | am familiar with Romanian histocylture and the great importance the
Romanian people put on unity, | expected Romanftutiuate often from one behavior
to another especially when threats related to tterai security were imminent.
Throughout this exercise | tried to achieve a bedabetween the Romanian historical
record and the balance of threat theory, howevedevoted greater focus on the
contemporary events surrounding the originatiodialog between Romania and NATO.

This project used content analysis to examineoadltnews, elite speeches, and
elite interviews in order to establish an atmosersemilar to that of Romania in 1990. It
relied on direct evidence, such as Romanian hestbriecord, elite perceptions and
testimonies to demonstrate its points. Any pditior analytical bias in this study rests
with the author. A series of elite interviews wikéy elite members who were part of the
decision making process to approach NATO will valedmy results that Romania felt
alone, threatened, and unable to help itself wheasked for dialogue with NATO.
However, based on Romanian historical record witAT® it is unclear whether
Romania will continue to consider its territoriahtegrity over its economic and

ideological needs when forming new alliances. Th&y constitute a subject for further
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research, especially since Romania is in dispute oxeer territory with Ukraine at Hague

International Court of Justice.

6.3 Reflections
Paul Gordon Lauren (1979) suggests that “publi@sipes, formal diplomatic messages,
or even personal letters between heads of statehelpyexplain the nature and purpose
of deliberate actions and words in the past” (Laur®79:189). Larrabee’s (1990) phrase
of “long memories and short fuses” abstracts elatjydRomanian neighborly relations.
One day prior to the April 2, 2008, opening of tfecial NATO Summit in Bucharest,
Romania, Romanian President Traian Basescu medtiamean interview regarding
Summit expectations that the Constantinescu adtratien from 1997 signed the Treaty
of Cooperation and Friendship with Ukraine “withardnsidering Romanian national
interests.*"°

Moreover, the Romanian President accused the Gumstacu administration for
weakness in negotiating and ignorance in signitigeaty without understanding all the
clauses and conditions stipulated in the treaty..It is okay to say | do not understand
or to take out something that you are not completeire or comfortable with.”.
Basescu suggests vis-a-vis the incompetence inddlveéhe Romania-Ukraine Treaty.
As of this year, the matter of this territorial adication is still with the International
Court of Justice from Hague, which is supposedinpgdo decide the southeast maritime
border of Snake Island, an important economic nesotich in oil and natural gasts.

From NATO's bureaucratic perspective, this unresbhissue is very important,

10 See the interview with Romanian President Basescwww.antena3.ro
Monday, March 31, 2008.
"1 seeEconomist Intelligence UnitThe Territorial dispute with Ukraine Intensifiés.
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especially since apparently Romania was pressuyethd western powers to get its
territorial borders in order before July 1997 foe tNATO Madrid Summit, when it was

going to be invited to adhere to the Alliari¢é.1 consider that in terms of the Romanian
historical record and its behavior when it comedetwitorial aspects, this fact has a
valuable resonance regarding the fact that evermémbers of NATO, some of

Romania’s borders are not clearly established ard during the grandiose NATO event
in Bucharest, Romania was still concerned with sderdatories left unincorporated.

Although the former administration accused Basesicthe same negligence when he
made the decision to continue the treaty in 2001, is interesting to further explore this
avenue and to determine whether it was in the R@anarational interest to sign a treaty
that left a portion of territory undisputed or tontinue renewing the treaty instead of
breaking it and stir the western attention. Wlattinuing again, after centuries of
history, Romanian dependence remains constantltherGreat Powers (Hague in this

case) to resolve territorial matters.

*kk

172 5ee: “Summitul NATO Incepe Astazi La Bucurestiotia Se Scrie Aici.’Evenimentul Zilei.
April 2, 2008.
173 Since the terms of this treaty were based on ¢ansy
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