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National Identity and International Politics
An Analysis of Romania’s Post-Communist
Foreign Policy Imaginary (1990-1996)

LORETTA C. SALAJAN

The concept of “identity” with its various nuandess been intensely
analysed in academia, shedding distinctive lightleway we think about a
state’s external affairs. Post-1990 the graduabratson of democracy provided
Romania with the opportunity to freely choose a neternational direction.
Following the collapse of the communist dictatopsiin December 1989,
Romanian foreign policy featured two major goakst tmarked the evolution of
national identity — membership in the North Atlanffreaty Organization
(NATO) and in the European Union (EU). Euro-Atlangiccession was partly a
rational foreign policy choice because it wouldngrimaterial advantages such
as increased security and economic prosperity. ftlesless, NATO and EU
integration primarily meant for Romania the rettorthe Western world from
which it had been separated by communism and tbeoicable recognition of
its proclaimed Euro-Atlantic identity. Joining tB®iro-Atlantic community was
a necessary step since a state’s national idévgitpmes valid only in so far as
it is legitimated at both the domestic and inteoradl level.

In line with such an argument, this article aimsctmfigure an inter-
disciplinary perspective of national identity amd itlustrate it by analysing
Romania’s post-communist foreign policy imaginamhich emerged in 1990-
1996. The working framework of national identityadis insights related to four
literatures: constructivism, nationalism studiespllective memory and
international recognition. They have a complemsntatlity in identifying the
elements that shape the dual dynamic of natioritity — internal (the nation
and collective memory-myths) and external (recagniby relevant others). As
an empirical application, the years 1990-1996 cdtutstan important case study
since they were one of the key formative periodRafania’s post-communist
identity and exhibited a bewildering array of enieggand re-emerging ideas.
The foreign policy imaginary articulated three mdiacursive themes or self-
images: “European”, “non-Balkan” and “security pides”. These self-images
feeding into national identity formed an ideatiofi@indation that influenced
how Romania positioned itself in the arena of imé¢ional politics. In terms of
structure, the article first introduces the conaepbutline of national identity
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and then examines the three major identity thenmes tirculated in the
Romanian foreign policy imaginary between 1990 29€6.

An Inter-Disciplinary Perspective on National |deyt

The conceptual stance adopted by this article isntar-disciplinary
view on national identity, which draws from four agemic literatures-
constructivism, nationalism studies, collective meeyn and international
recognition. It starts from the constructivist mipple that identities have an
ideational basis and fluid nature, being defined sndefined under the impact
of systemic and internal factdrsConstructivism in turn represents the
ontological position which posits that “all knowtml and therefore all
meaningful reality as such, is contingent upon hunactices, being
constructed in and out of interaction between hub®&ngs and their world, and
developed and transmitted within an essentiallyiasocontext®. \When
discussing the relationship between foreign pokmd identity, the foreign
policy imaginary becomes a key tool derived fronttaJiWeldes’ “security
imaginary” — ‘a structure of well-established meanings and soelations out
of which representations of the world of internagbrelations are created”

Both adaptations originate in the “social imagitianf Cornelius
Castoriadis, who argues that the symbolic carriegerstandings that take into
account the “real-rational”, but also includes amginary dimension which
comes “from the original faculty of positioning @resenting oneself with
things and relations that do not exist, in the fafwepresentatiod” To put it
more simply, the foreign policy imaginary enablesswers to existential
guestions like “[w]ho are we as a collectivity? Wiaae we for one another?
[...] What do we want [...] what are we lacking?It also offers “the cultural
raw materials out of which representations of stabé relations among states,
and of the international system are construéted”

For the purpose of this context, the foreign polimaginary is an
ideational reservoir, which contains those stal#H-isiages rooted in the

Jutta Weldes, “Constructing National Interesi&iropean Journal of International Relations
vol. 2, no. 3, 1996, p. 281.

Michael J. CrottyThe Foundations of Social Research: Meaning andRmstive in the
Research ProcesSage, London, 2003, p. 42.

3 Jutta WeldesConstructing National Interests: The United Stated #re Cuban Missile
Crisis, University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 199910.

Cornelius CastoriadisThe Imaginary Institution of Societyolity Press,Cambridge,
1987, p. 127.

5 Ibidem p. 146.

Jutta WeldesConstructing National Interestscit., p. 10.
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nation’s memories of historical past and configgnrational identity at present.
The ideational structure influences how elites khiabout or perceive
themselves and the state they represent. It conditagents to an extent, yet
they do retain freedom of action and choice. Rulitactors are conditioned in
the sense that they operate within the parametrdys the foreign policy
imaginary. However, the foreign policy imaginarynet a fixed structure and
has a variety of articulations, which allows demismakers to modify meanings
or to select the appropriate ones depending oritbemstances. The concept
has been inspired by Weldes’ work, but an inteciglsary view of identity
takes things a step further by elucidating the ifipefactors shaping national
identity both from within and from outsifle

Building on Castoriadis’ reasoning, this articlegues that the self-
images feeding into national identity may have ealt (somewhat objectively
identifiable) core like language and ethnicity, &magined” basis or a
combination of the two categories. In order to aekxpkuch a thesis and better
grasp the domestic sources of Romanian identitg $#tholarships on
nationalism and collective memory play a prominpatt. The literature on
nationalism has examined the first and most obviousrnal element of
national identity — the nation. Benedict Anders@ygards nations as an
“‘imagined” phenomenon because “the members of gwesmallest nation will
never know most of their fellow-members, meet thengven hear of them, yet
in the minds of each lives the image of their comioo™. Even though
modern nations are constructed, Anthony Smith daflhat they have stable
historical roots in the ethnic groups‘ethnies”, which also provide the shared
“myths, memories, values and symbéls&cessary for the formation of national
identity. The combined insights of Anderson and t8rhighlight the imagined
nature of nations and national identity, whichl sgtain a stable ethno-cultural
core (ancestry, language, territory, historical lmytand memories). While
discussing the nation’s foundations, scholars ¢éibnalism mention the role of
historical memory as shared narratives and symbyas,without going into
sufficient detail as to how they impact nationadritity from withiri®.

This brings forward the second domestic sourceatibnal identity —
collective memory-myths. Broadly defined, colleetimemory constitutes “how
members of society remember and interpret eveots,the meaning of the past

Loretta C. 8ldjan, The Role of National Identity in the TrajectoryRdmania’s Foreign
Policy (1990-2007)Doctoral thesis, Aberystwyth University, 20155/3.-

Benedict Andersonimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origing &pread of
Nationalism Verso,London, 2006, p. 6.

9 Anthony D. SmithThe Ethnic Origins of Nation8lackwell, Oxford, 1991, p. 15.

10" | oretta C. Slajan, The Role of National Identitycit., p. 63.
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is constructed, and how it is modified over tiffe'lt can be described as “a
powerful cohesive force, binding the disparate memof a nation together”,
drawing boundaries between the self and othersbaimy “transmitted across
multiple historical context®. When analysing the link between memory and
national identity, Duncan Bell cautions against tv@espread “running
together (and even conflation) of memory and myihgl™®. The national
identity perspective used in this article acknowksl that there is a
mythological dimension to the historical narrativesssed as collective
memories from generation to generation in the naievolution. That is why
the term “collective memory-myths” is preferablerdieserving to anchor
people’s identities into an overarching nationantity across many contexts of
understanding and belonging. To summarise thusnf@ional identity is an
ideational construct with two key internal sourcastable ethno-cultural core
and enduring collective memory-myths, from whichpstuated self-images of
the nation draw meaning.

However, a multi-faceted view of national identifpuld be incomplete
without considering the latter’s external dynamimternational recognition. A
state’s national identity does not circulate inagial vacuum and is highly
dependent on whether other actors like fellow stateept it or not. Otherwise,
that identity simply does not exist as a socialstarct in bilateral or multi-
lateral state interactions. After all, “not onlyygical, but also social survival is
at stake” in international politi¥s Social survival in the international system
means having a stable national identity, which @& oontested by others.
Recognition can be defined as “a social act thailzss to a state some positive
status, whereby its identity is acknowledged arfoeced as meaningful by a
significant Other, and thus the state is constitte a subject with legitimate
social standing’®. National identity formation is hence understosdaa inter-
subjective process of negotiation and dialogue &etwthe self and salient
others. Since a state has several social positioti®e international system, it
needs to “reflect this differentiation into compate or “multiple selves®.
Each of these smaller selves or self-images feetis an overall national
identity. The self-image might be called an idgniit its own right, but it also

1 yvael ZerubavelRecovered Roots: Collective Memory and the Makirigregli National

Tradition, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1995, pp. 3-

Duncan Bell, “Mythscapes: Memory, Mythology, andtidnal Identity”,British Journal
of Sociologyvol. 54, no. 1, 2003, p. 70.

13 |bidem

14 Erik Ringmar, “The Recognition Game: Soviet Russjaimst the West”Cooperation
and Conflict vol. 37, no. 2, 2002, p. 116.

Michelle K. Murray, “Recognition, Disrespect atieé Struggle for Morocco”, in Thomas
Lindemann, Erik Ringmar (eds.J;he International Politics of RecognitipfParadigm
Publishers, London, 2011, p. 134.

16 peter J. Burke, Jan E. Stétentity TheoryOxford University Press, Oxford, 2009, p. 10.

12

15
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subsumes hierarchically to a larger identity. Logkat the Romanian case, the
“Euro-Atlantic” identity is the supreme or overaioh) national identity. Post-
communist Romania has viewed itself as part ofEheo-Atlantic community
or Western world, which comprises of two key ingtdns: NATO and the EU.
Romania’s “Euro-Atlantic” identity then encompassHwee self-images:
“European”, “non-Balkan” and “security provider’h@se are the main themes
of Romania’s foreign policy imaginary, which wenetansely re-articulated
between 1990 and 1996.

Romania’s “European” Self-Image

Among the three self-images circulating in the Roiaa foreign policy
imaginary, the European one was the most frequeattyefined during 1990-
1996. The main reason is quite simple, as Romamadional identity tends to
be first associated with a European representatydooth elites and the general
population. Broadly defined, being a “Europeantestar having a European
identity refers to being known and accepted as at&ke European inspired
liberal democracy, which upholds two key principlesthe organisation of
regular democratic elections and the protectiofmwhan and civil rights and
liberties. The European self-image was also ofidnjested to re-definitions
because it had to simultaneously converse withuémilial domestic and
international discourses. This became evident ineDder 1989, when point
nine of the statement proposal issued by the Nalti®alvation Front hinted at a
European direction for Romania: “[T]he country'dienforeign policy is to
promote good neighbourly relations, friendship aoelace in the world,
integrating itself in the construction process afirited Europe®. Following
the first post-communist parliamentary and prediderlections of May 1990,
at the Conference for Security and Co-operatioRunope (CSCE) Summit in
November, President lon lliescu gave a clear initinaof the state's foreign
policy goals:

“[TIhe new Romania resulting from the Revolution Décember 1989 has
adopted a policy oriented towards re-establishifggotical and traditional relations
with the other countries of Europe and North Anrias well as towards developing
relations with states sharing the same Latin celaund civilisation®,

7 The National Salvation Front, “Statement towatds Country”, initially broadcast on the

national television and radio, then publishedvianitorul Oficial al Roméanigino. | (1),
22 December 1989.

lon lliescu— President of Romania (May 1990-SeptemHl®&82; September
1992-November 1996), “Speech at the CSCE Summitdri® 21 November
1990), inAdevirul, no. 1-239, 1990, p. 3.

18
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Romania’s second post-communist democratic elestionSeptember
1992 reconfirmed lliescu as President and placesl ¢hntre-left Social
Democratic Party of Romania (PDSR) in governmehtoilighout the electoral
campaign for a new mandate, lliescu argued thatnhmgn vision of the
country’s external trajectory was ‘“integration intp..] the structures
dominating the European and Euro-Atlantic atéarhe message delivered in
Parliament by the re-elected President indicatedséime foreign policy choice,
as he stressed that “[Romania’'s] long-term interdsimand, in my opinion, the
development of privileged relations with the Unit8thtes, Germany, Great
Britain, France and with all the other Europeamestéo. The official discourse
evolved in 1992-1996 towards the recurring repriegiem of NATO and EU
accession as Romania’s “natural” direction. Teddetescanu, the new Foreign
Affairs Minister appointed in November 1992, deethrthat: “The option of
Euro-Atlantic integration is a natural choice. dta well known fact that the
institutions, the political, cultural and econonfife of modern Romania have
always — with the exception of the Cold War perolleen an intrinsic part of
European civilisatiorf™. Or as President lliescu explained in November199

“[TIhe central orientation of Romanian foreign pyglis based on the decision
adopted in the first day of the Romanian revolutiond supported, then and now, by all
political forces in the country — full integratiamto the political, economic and security
structures of democratic Europe. This decision meéthing short of natural, considering
that, through its civilisation, culture, historydageographical position, the Romanian
nation has always been an inseparable part of Earopulture and civilisatio”®

In terms of targeted audiences, Romania’s decisiakers were
addressing such speeches to mostly external ratspielheir messages
indirectly aimed to remind the Euro-Atlantic comntynof the “kidnapped,
displaced West", the European peoples who had Ib@bdoned their identity
during communisii. This notion of “natural” choice certainly beli¢ae range
of foreign policy and security alternatives actyall/ailable to post-communist
Romania and Central-Eastern Europe in general, hwimcluded “a reformed

19 lon lliescu,Cred in schimbarea in bine a RomaniEundaia “Diminega”, Bucurati,

1992, p. 12.

Idem Address at the Investiture as President of RomaRiandaia “Diminega”,
Bucurati, 1992, p. 14.

Teodor Melgcanu — Minister of Foreign Affairs (November 1992-Novemhb#996),
“Speech on Romania’s Journey towards Euro-Atlalmiegration” (Athens, July 1996),
in Renaterea diplomgei roméneti, Dacia, Cluj-Napoca, 2002, p. 144.

lon lliescu, “Speech delivered at the Parliamgntsssembly of the Western European
Union” (Paris, 29 November 1994), foamna diplomati& The Autumn of Diplomacy
Redagia publicaiilor pentru stéinatate, Bucurgti, 1995, p. 142.

Milan Kundera, “The Tragedy of Central Europblew York Review of Bogkeol. 31,
no. 7, 26 April 1984, p. 2.

20

21

22

23
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alliance with the former Soviet Union, neutrality won-alignment, regional
security cooperation within Eastern Europe, parspean collective or
common security through the CSCE, a realpolitikabaé of power or reliance
on national defencé® Yet the Euro-Atlantic orientation was domestigall
validated “with an impressive unanimity by the emtpolitical elite” gathered
for consultations at Snagov in 1983f Romania had a range of international
security options, why did the post-1992 officialsaburse construct Euro-
Atlantic accession as natural? NATO and EU memljgngiovided the surest
and fastest way in which Romania could receiveriational recognition for its
desired Euro-Atlantic identity. The Western self ukb thus validate
unequivocally that the Romanian other was part loé tEuro-Atlantic
community in both civilisational and institutionaheanings. Among the
different discursive facets of Romanian identibhg tEuropean” self-image was
deeply rooted in the foreign policy imaginary andswmeant to show the
country’s Western origins. Since the Euro-Atlarg&lf continued to construct
candidate states (including Romania) as “liminatdpe” or “Europe but not
quite Europe®, the foreign policy imaginary needed to be resusdi in
reaction to Western representations.

In the 1990-1996 official discourses, Romania wasy vifrequently
depicted as a “European” state. This self-imagdestaaking shape soon after
the fall of the communist dictatorship, as the neappointed Foreign Affairs
Minister Adrian Nistase stated in the wake of Romania’s first frexctains
(May 1990)- “[tjlo my view, things are clear. Romania is a Eagan state”.
President lliescu also summed up what this identigant for the country
historically and in terms of values:

“[DJue to its culture, civilisation and politicatadition, Romania decidedly
belongs to classical Europe, inheriting both theiemt Greek-Roman tradition and the
modern principles of statehood — citizenship, foeedfundamental human rights, the
separation of powers within the state, the ruleaf?,

24 Andrew CotteyEast-Central Europe after the Cold Wadacmillan Press, Basingstoke,

1995, p. 13.

Andrei Miroiu, “National and International Sedyriat the Dawn of the XXi Century: The
Romanian CaseRomanian Journal of Society and Palifigsl. 2, no. 2, 2002, p. 103.

Maria Mélksoo,The Politics of Becoming European. A Study of Radisd Baltic Post-
Cold War Security ImaginarieRoutledge, London, 2010, p. 57.

27 Adrian Nistase— Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs (June 1990-Kmber 1992),
“Interview for the Romanian National Radio” (Buchard=tJuly 1990), irRoméania dug
Malta. 875 de zile la Extern&ol. 1, Fundda Titulescu, Bucurgi, 2006, p. 96.

lon lliescu, “We Need One Another, just like Afl Us Need a United Europe, a Europe of
the Nations” — Speech delivered at the Royal Ingtiaf International Affairs (London, 3
November 1994), inToamna diplomati& The Autumn of DiplomacyRedaga
publicaiilor pentru stéinatate, Bucurgti, 1995, p. 94.

25

26

28
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When studying the evolution of Romania's post-comist foreign policy
articulations, two recurring and interconnectedribe become apparentecovering
the “European” identity and “returning to Europleth politically and economically.
This was definitely not a unique approach, as oioigiEuro-Atlantic membership
was the general aspiration for Central and Eas&empean states, while most of
their leaders gradually incorporated in speectesdhcept of “European identity”
Despite the common theme, there were specific msaand meanings associated
with the overarching European identity in eachestat the Romanian case, the
official discourse articulated several variatiofisufopean”, “Western”, “Latin”), all
of which were meant to dissociate the new state ft® communist past and promote
a shared identity with the West. The latter twoiraegtricably linked, if one takes into
account the common ethnic, cultural and linguistigins of the French, Spanish,
Portuguese and Romanian peoples as descenddmsavfdient Romans. The Latin
identity of Romanians was portrayed as “an undé@sign of our connection to the
great family of Western European peopi&sThe state’s Western subjectivity and
“return to Europe” were associated with key momehEuropean history:

“[TIhe generation of 1848 and that of the UnionI8plinked the Romanians’
country to Western civilisation, extricating it froOriental rule. The current generation
of the Romanian nation will re-adopt that traditig”

So the approximately fifty years of communism weeen as yet
another period which had forcefully separated Raenfrom its Western family,
or “a sort of parenthesis in the country’s histakidestiny®.

In early 1991, a pivotal shift occurred in the fgrepolicy discourse,
which attempted to distance Romania from its trad#l “Eastern European”
representation, moving towards that of “Central dp@an”. The motivations
behind the change in terminology could be attridute the fact that “Eastern
Europe” had acquired specific political and idedtafjconnotations during the
Cold War, primarily defining the Soviet Union’s slite state¥. It should be
noted that the political entity of “Eastern Europedd been created in the

2 petr Drulék, “The Return of Identity to Europeanificd”, in Idem (ed.), National and

European Identities in EU Enlargement: Views from t@dnand Eastern Europe

Institute of International Relations, Prague, 2Qd4.,11-20.

Teodor Melgcanu, “Romania Has Refused to Give Up Its Europeantiy even in the

Context of Bipolar Confrontation” (Excerpts from Splees of late 1995), iRenaterea

diplomgiei romanaeti, cit., p. 115.

Idem “The Romanian Diplomacy’s Contribution to the UnioihPrincipalities” (Fogani,

24 January 1996), iRenaterea diplomgei roméaneti, cit., p. 23.

lon lliescu, “Interview for ‘Le Point” (2 Aprill994), inRomania in Europe and in the

World, The Foreign Languages Press Group, Butiut94, p. 184.

33 Christian-Radu Chereji, “The Concept of Central Eurdpgéhe 90s”, in Vasile Raas
(ed.),Central Europe since 1989. Concepts and Developmbatsa, Cluj-Napoca, 2000,
pp. 13-14.

30

31
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aftermath of the Yalta Conference (1945), whereUhéed States, the Soviet
Union and the United Kingdom discussed and contsiaily decided the
reconfiguration of war-torn Europe. The concept“Bastern Europe” was
invented by Western Europe as its other half inEhéghtenment (eighteenth
century), the imagined space where “European” isation encountered
“Oriental” barbarisnt. During the Cold War, NATO and the EU defined thei
eastern boundary as a defence line for “Europedy’uwhich enabled them to
construct a superior Western identity based oneshdemocratic valugs Or,
to adapt the Orientalism of Edward Said, the Eutl#tic community
developed a “Western style for dominating, restming, and having authority
over” Eastern Europ® Being articulated as part of “Eastern Europe” ol
help the efforts of a state aspiring to form a eHaidentity with the West.
Romania’s discursive responses were a combinatibnagzeptance and
resistance: accepting the authority of the Wedknmopean self yet refusing to
be placed in the “East”. Therefore, the officiasaburse started describing
Romania as “Central European”. The re-defined isedige became most
obvious in foreign policy documents’[Romania’s] geopolitical location is that
of a country belonging to Central Europe”In April 1992, the Romanian
Foreign Affairs Minister defined “Central Europeastates to be all those
forcefully placed behind the borders of the extehSeviet empir&.

As the contemporary articulation and heir of “Migteropa”, this notion
of “Central Europe” was advocated by candidateestat the early stages of
NATO and EU enlargement, trying to symbolise a regjey European
subjectivity®. It had been first revived in February 1991 byethrpost-
communist states (Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hyjgaran attempt to stand
out among fellow Euro-Atlantic aspirants. They feanthe self-entitled
“Visegrad Group”, which “reflects the efforts ofettcountries of the Central
European region to work together in a number dti$ieof common interest
within the all-European integratioff’ Romania opposed the Visegrad Group’s
discursive differentiation and exclusive appropoitof “Central Europe”. On
19 June 1992, the Western European Union (WEU latesrporated into the

34 Larry Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization tre Mind of the

EnlightenmentStanford University Press, Stanford, 1994, p. 5.

Gerard Delantylnventing Europe: Idea, Identity, Realitgalgrave Macmillan, London,
1995, p. 8.

Edward SaidQrientalism Penguin Books, London, 2003, p. 3.

87 The White Chart of Romania’s Foreign Affairs Mimjs{January 1991-May 1992), in
Lumea no. 25-26, 25 June 1992, p. 12.

Adrian Nastase, “A New Architecture for Central and Easteanoge” (Geneva, 29 April
1992), inRoméaniasi noua arhitectu mondiak. Studii, Alocguni, Interviuri 1990-1996
Asocigia Roméai pentru Educge Democratig, Bucurati, 1996, p. 132.

Iver Neumann,Uses of the Other: “The East” in European Identiormation
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1999, 286-237.

The Visegrad GroupAbout the Visegrad Groyph(lp://www.vilegr dgroup.ew/[boul]
(April 2014).

35
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EU) issued a statement in which it included alltpmsnmunist states as part of
“Central Europe®. Talking about the WEU declaration, Foreign Affair
Minister Nastase mentioned the importance of external vabdatind clarified

what being “Central European” meant for Romania:

“l think that things are now better because théxuiment certifies our
philosophy concerning the area where we are siiyate there can be no more
discussions about a division between Central (Polatuthgary, Czechoslovakia) and
Eastern European countries (Romania, Bulgaria andhaps, the Baltic states). We
have managed to express our view: the area bettheeformer Soviet Union and
Western Europe is a unitary zone, which is indblesifrom the security perspective and
must be treated as such [...] all these counteésnly to Central Europ&”

The next years highlighted the articulation of eiént versions on the
same “Central European” theme, which showed thiel flmocess of national
identity formation and how the discourse did notstallise a specific image.
For example, according to President lliescu, Romadsian intrinsic part of the
Central-European are¥” [nd since “the m(p of Europe” stretched “from the
Atlantic to the Ural Mountains and the Caspian $S&wpmania was located “not
only in the centre of Europe, but even in the @enif Central Europé®.
Foreign Affairs Minister Melgcanu reinforced a similar line — “Romania is
situated at an equal distance from the western ramthern, as well as the
eastern borders of Europe [...] [it] is the secondjdat country in Central
Europe after Polané”. As argued in the conceptual outline of this &atic
national identity draws understandings from a stadthno-cultural core that
resonates with the nation’s ancestry and territdhat is why Romania had to
position its identity with reference to the neighbing region known as “the
Balkans”, a task subjected to the impact of doroestd external discourses.

Romania’s Self-Image as “Non-Balkan”

The second main self-image feeding into Romaniaioma identity
derives from the state’s complex relationship witb Balkans. This self-image
was part of a wider international context that gthphe Romanian foreign

The Western European Unidbeclaration after the Extraordinary Meeting of thiéEU
Council of Ministers with States of Central Eurg@®nn, 19 June 2002); available within
“Key Texts” at http://www.weu.int/ (April 2014).

Adrian Nastase, “Interview”, inLumea no. 25-26, 25 June 1992, p. 3.

lon lliescu,Revolyie si reformz, Editura Enciclopedit Bucurati, 1994, p. 264.

lon lliescu, “Address at the Crans-Montana ForufBucharest, 21 April 1994), in
Romania in Europe and in the Worldt., pp. 55-56.

Teodor Melgcanu, “Romania as a Security Provider” (Washingid17 July 1996), in
Renaterea diplomaei romaneti, cit., p. 136.

42
43
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policy imaginary, especially Western perceptionshef Yugoslav wars. In July
1990, NATO invited the Central-Eastern European testa (Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Romania, Hungary and Bulgaria) dred Soviet Union to
create regular diplomatic relations with the Alkan The North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC) was founded in 1991 astlaer step in the
institutionalised dialogue between NATO and thetymesnmunist states. Since
the Soviet Union disintegrated later that year, NLAGecame the suitable
mechanism through which to enhance cooperation @athtral-Eastern Europe.
By the early 1990s, many post-communist statesehqaessed their wish to
join NATO. Following the end of the Cold War, thdliance faced an “identity
crisis” and “had to reassess its strategic condsptjews of the types of war or
hostilities it could expect to deter and fight anthre broadly, re-evaluate its
role in international security and politié8” Given this post-Cold War identity
crisis, some argued that enlargement would proMA€O with a new purpose.
Alliance expansion to newly democratic Central-EasEurope sparked a lot of
debate and the first wave would eventually occut989. Meanwhile, the EU
was re-considering its identity as well. Post-188® supranational organisation
had to decide whether it aimed to be something rttoae a “problem-solving
entity” that only promoted the interests of its nbemstate¥. The collapse of
communism confronted the EU with the opportunitypezome a “value-based
community”, which would extend its principles anatrh a common identity
with Central-Eastern Euroffe At the Copenhagen European Council in 1993,
the EU decided to enlarge and drafted a set ofiqaliand economic criteria
that candidate states would have to fulfil to abtaembership. Yet both the EU and
NATO proved to be unprepared to deal with what aggoening in Yugoslavia.

The Yugoslav Federation had six constituent repsbliBosnia-
Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Sesb Slovenia. By 1990
Yugoslavia was undergoing drastic transformatio@soatia and Slovenia
declared their independence from Yugoslavia in 198llowed by Bosnia-
Herzegovina in 1992. The Serbs living in these Ioéips retaliated and were
supported by Belgrade, leading to armed inter-etlwonflicts. The timing of
such outbreaks relates to the wider global coni&kten the international order
maintaining a certain level of regional securitgagipears, individuals search
for security in their national or ethnic idenfityThe revolutions in communist
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Europe and the dissolution of the Soviet Union édlo break down the
dictatorial system ensuring a tentative stability the Balkan area. Long-
standing inter-ethnic tensions resurfaced and tum®® the Yugoslav wars of
the early 1990s. Unfortunately, the “well estaldididerogatory connotations”
also re-emerged, as “the fighting precipitatedheytireak-up of Yugoslavia has
probably left these more entrenched in the poputagination than ever”; not
only communism was “blamed for the mass violencg dbhnic diversity itself,
and historical cleavages between religions andumst®. Nevertheless, the
causes of the Yugoslav wars are complex and va@ee: of them was the
aspiration of Balkan peoples to create viable masi@ates, which differed little
from what the rest of Europe had experienced inniheteenth and twentieth
century. Gale Stokes explained this process:

“[R]lemapping state boundaries onto ethnic linesnis of the major threads of
post-French Revolutionary European history. The ggebegan with the unifications of
Italy and Germany, ran through the creation of tates at the end of World War |,
and had its most catastrophic outcomes [...] withHolocaust and the [later] expulsion
of the Germans from Eastern Europe [...] [T]he war&ogoslav succession are not

some aberrant Balkan phenomenon; they are thetkgssof a process of European

redefinition that has been going on since the Freaeolution®.

Another cause of the Yugoslav wars referred to rometsial figures
like Slobodan MiloSew, who manipulated national sentiments for their
personal gains or for what they perceived to bebdreefit of their ethnic group.
Since Western political elites “struggled to makense of an otherwise
perplexing conflict”, simplistic accounts of the gaslav wars became
increasingly appealii§ These explanations were rooted in negative
stereotypes of “the Balkans”, which had been ddited as “Balkan ghosts,
ancient Balkan enmities, primordial Balkan cultupatterns and proverbial
Balkan turmoil®. The negative imagery of “the Balkans” dated baxkhe
early 1900s and gradually intensified to the pdiratt even World War 1l was
seen as the Balkans’ fatfltFor example, the journalist Robert Kaplan saat th
— “Nazism [...] can claim Balkan origins. Among tflephouses of Vienna, a
breeding ground of ethnic resentments close tstghern Slavic world, Hitler
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learned how to hate so infectious”In the case of the Yugoslav wars, such
pejorative stereotypes and derogatory remarks fprated. loan M. Rau
regretfully noted that:

“The conflict is usually viewed as another irrefalainstance of the perpetual
violence and proverbial lack of civilization chaterizing a region incapable of
overcoming its traditional condition as Europe’saper keg. In today’s vocabulary,
these terms imply a judgement that Balkan peoplésbixa total incapacity to learn
and practice democracy and market econdfny”

As State Secretary in the Ministry of National &wmfe, Pscu
elaborated upon Romania’s stance on the Yugoslay wa 994:

“Romania’s official position with regard to the Yagjav conflict has three
major components. First, we hold the view thatdhly viable solution is to be reached
by the parties which are directly involved. Regasdlbow impatient the outside world
might become — and for good reason — its main onisgiould beto create conditions
for bringing the parties to the negotiating tabledato facilitate their agreement
External efforts aimed at finding a solution to tbenflict should not be viewed, in
other words, as a substitute for an accord betvpeetagonists [...] Second®Romania
has firmly abstained from any military involvemanthe conflict[...] Third, Romania
has declared that she is disposed to explore digtmnsolutions to Yugoslav wars.
Romania is thus materializing her uncontested adgmst (lack of any interest in the
conflict itself, good relations with practicallyla@iormer Yugoslav republics, and a
relativelﬁy7 correct understanding of the situatighyen her knowledge of the Balkan
region)™’.

The Yugoslav wars and their connection to “thekBat” impacted on
the Romanian foreign policy imaginary and a key-sehge of national identity
— Romania as “non-Balkan”.

Romania’s discursive relationship with “the BalKamas been an interesting
combination of rejection and acceptance. Foreidicypdecision-makers put great
effort into explaining that Romania was not parttloé Balkans, particularly to
international audienc& They promoted instead the subjectivity of a Geéntr
European state neighbouring or “in immediate prayinto that regior®. Similarly
to the “Eastern European” articulation, Romani@stfgcommunist national identity
was dissociated from representations like “OrigritBlyzantine” or “Balkan”, which
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illustrated “biased” and “bad faithed” categorisati with the intent of “stigmatizing
the perspectives of our [democratic] evolutf8ntn October 1993, Foreign Affairs
Minister Melecanu argued that not only geography constitutedeR@ras a “non-
Balkan” state — “[w]e Romanians prefer to descabeselves as a Central European
country close to the Balkans [...] Romania, beingted north of the Danube, does
not belong geagphically to the Balkan region”; lince a “country belong! to the area
where its problems lie”, Romania’s “well-known” gbelations with “any Balkan or
successor states in the former Yugoslavia” ledldgt@onclusion that Romania cannot
be Balkafi". Within the same context, Met&nu went on to add: “[T]his clarification
might helpour friends to thesouthto understand that the way we characterize
Romania implies neither a denial of enduring ecaogpolitical and cultural ties, nor
a diminution of the important Balkan dimension of @reign policy®2 In the light

of such constructs, Romania shaped its nationaltiigeo be different from two
significant others — “Eastern” and “Balkan”. Likket underlying Orientalism of
Western narratives, Balkanism explores a more gpbgrally specific but equally
problematic and negative representation of “otrerheMaria Todorova aptly
concludes in this respect: “[A]s in the case of@hent, the Balkans have served as a
repository of negative characteristics against vhipositive and self-congratulatory
image of the ‘European’ and the ‘West' has beerstrocted?®. The urgency of
Romanian efforts to dissociate national identityrfithe label “Balkan” was related to
international Western debates about the “Balkaiiratter and the Yugoslav wars,
which abounded in negative stereotypes. A key ¢éxthis Balkanist pejorative
discourse, influential in the West, was Kaplan'af#n Ghosts” based on his travels
in several countries including Romania. For Kapdend his growing number of
readers, Romania was emphatically “Balkan”.

Upon closer examination of the Romanian foreigniggodiscourses,
the self-image of “non-Balkan” coexisted with antations like “our friends to
the south”. The long-time “friend” in the region sv&ugoslavia, whether in its
past political form or contemporary individual e¢iets. President lliescu
clarified and reinforced those understandings:

“[W]e have a good tradition in terms of relatiomgh Yugoslavia. We could
even say that Yugoslavia was dugst neighboyrthe history of our relations having
never known any conflict. We had permanent communication and fupported each other;
asolidarity based otommon historyvas created. We are very sensitive from that point
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of view. The Romanian people show a certsdtidarity and a feeling of frustration
because of this tragetfiaffecting a heroic people with a rather tumultupast®.

The representations of Balkan states as “friertt&'st neighbour”, two
mentions of “solidarity” in quick succession anafieamon history” suggest that
Romania’s national identity was not constructed dpplying a mutually
exclusive and hostile relationship of othernessawvigs the Balkans. Romanian
identity was defined as “non-Balkan”, yet retainadBalkan affinity and
traditional friendly rapport with the Balkans. OriRemania was accepted as an
EU and NATO candidate, its official discourses graty encountered external
sources that promoted different articulations abBomanian identity. It is
essential to remember that national identity foromatinvolves both self-
projection and external recognition. In other word&manian discursive
attempts to portray the state as “non-Balkan” wdatdunsuccessful without
Western validation. So, even though Romanian pelitieaders sought to
dissociate their state from “the Balkans” by invakigeographic, historical and
cultural arguments, their representation was girsaipported by international
narratives. Many external audiences did not seedinad to differentiate
between Romania and the Balkan region. Their initee needed to be
accommodated by national discourses, shaping meddifmeanings for
Romanian identity. From 1994 onwards, Romania w#enodepicted as
“marking the border of different, even divergentas of civilization: Central,
but also South-Eastern Euroffe’Apart from the “European” and “non-Balkan”
self-images, Romanian national identity had hisadly resonated with the idea
of being a “security provider”. The latter construelates to the second factor
shaping national identity from within — collectiveemory-myths and how
interpretations of the past are invoked to legiterienages in the present.

Romania’s Self-Image as a “Security Provider”

The third discursive theme of Romania’s foreignigolimaginary is
that of “security provider”. The post-1992 Romandiscourse showed a range
of interconnected articulations — “security provide‘source of stability”,
“reliable partner”. Romanian elitegten explicitly mentioned or suggested their

64
65

Here lliescu referred to the conflict in Bosnia.

lon lliescu, “Interview with Dominique Audiberof ‘Le Point” (Bucharest, 2 April
1994), inRomania in Europe and in the Worldt., p. 161 — emphasis added.

Zoe Petre, “The Role of the President in Romarf@proach to NATO Integration”, in
Kurt W. Treptow, Mihail E. lonescu (edsRomania and Euro-Atlantic Integratipifhe

Centre for Romanian Studiessilal 999, p. 95.

66

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVI ¢ no. 3¢ 2016



372 LORETTA C. SALAJAN

state’s contribution to generating stability amatsytroubled neighbours. For
instance, Foreign Affairs Minister Maleanu stressed the following:

“[Romania’s] internal stability and responsible,egictable international
conduct have so far made it possible to physicsdlyarate two areas of open or latent
conflict. The mutual reinforcement of the eastemnd ¢he southern ‘arcs of crises’ has
been prevented. Had this not happened, the problemsntly confronting the
European Union, NATO and the WEU [Western EuropEaion] would have been
considerably greater, perhaps even unsolvible”

President lliescu said on several occasions thet ‘are deeply
concerned with the tragic developments in the forMggoslavia” and that
Romania, “situated in the immediate vicinity to aseavith high possibility for
conflict”, can play an important role in ensuringgional securifyf. Even
though variations on this theme also circulatetha foreign policy imaginary
pre-1992, Romania’s official discourse indicatech@able emphasis on the
“security provider” self-image after November 1988en Melgcanu came into
office. He insisted on depicting Romania as a “sécwgenerator” that could
export democratic stability to the Balkans. Suchemal efforts would be
supported by the “unbiased” and “traditional goalations” with former
Yugoslav states:

“[W]hether it is openly admitted or not, Romaniashbeen perceived more
and more by all its southern neighbours as a faotastability for the Balkans [...]
Romania does not intend to comfortably positionlfites mere beneficiary of the
security arrangements in Europe. Commensurate withiesources, military capability
and comparative advantages in terms of strategiitipo and infrastructure facilities at
Romania’s disposal, we are also able and willingptay the role ofsecurity
generatot®.

Melescanu had an important role in configuring this selage and
appeared to be the most emphatic about it in 199®-.1His professional
background as a long-time diplomat brought anayyee of elite perspective on
Romanian national identity and external relatidsslike President Iliescu, who
was generally perceived to have a strong affiniwards Russia (due to his
education in Moscow and especially due to the 1S@iet “Friendship
Treaty”), Melgcanu had been socialised in a different and moresté/n”-
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oriented setting. He had attended postgraduatesesim International Relations
and earned a PhD in International Law at the Usiterof Geneva during
1966-197% where he was exposed to several ideas that edfebie future

Minister’'s interpretation of the Romanian and intgional imaginaries.
Melescanu’s studies influenced him as a foreign poliaycgtioner who

distinctly reinforced Romania’s chosen European Bodb-Atlantic direction.

Being a firm advocate of it, the Foreign Affairs vditer elaborated on the
“security provider” self-image (as opposed to cansp) in the context of
NATO accession:

“Romania does not intend to simply be positionedhat receiving end of
European security arrangements, instead wishipdgipa role of security provider. The
fact that Romania is considered a factor of stahititits geographical area speaks for
itself in this respect. The political stability 8omania, its balanced, responsible and
predictable international behaviour recommend arassset for NATO™,

These speeches were delivered in London and Wgishinwhere the
intended audiences were highly influential Alliancembers. Romania, just
like the other post-communist candidate states,dedteto highlight and
convince NATO decision-makers that it could conitéto allied capabilities.
A purely rational account would argue that Romanddficials created the
representation of “security provider”, in order atleviate NATO’s concerns
about Romania becoming a potential net consumesectirity once given
membership. Yet the evidence shows that there i® nwthe story of foreign
policy than mere cost-benefit calculations. Thigdsticularly relevant in the
Romanian case, where deeply ingrained meaningst abational identity
shaped the state’s main self-images and interradtt@haviour.

Thus, the construct of “security provider” did rednply emerge as a
response to NATO requirements. Its ideational rewmse closely linked to a
long-standing collective memory-myth of Romaniada$ender of Europe and
the West, which features prominently in the Romanimaginary. As
previously discussed, collective memory-myths aredamestic source of
national identity formation, a source from whichited draw understandings
about the state’s self-images. They also constitutigiective interpretations
regarding the nation’s remembered past. When g@litout the construction of
Romanian “uniqueness” or exceptionalism in histgréghy, Anca Bicoianu
distinguishes three major coordinates — geographigtorical and cultural.
Geographically, Romania occupied the strategictiposiof a “turning point”
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http://www.senat.ro/FisaSenator.aspx?Parlament&tD48cba-956a-4a60-805a-c53d5
08al133e (April 2014).
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between the East and the West, as well as a negédsfence line against all
invasions*2 Second, the historical coordinate obsessivelyr@ped the “heroic
and civilizing” double descent (Dacian and Romamhjch was invoked to
“claim superiority over the closest neighbours smtegitimate Romania's place
as a rightful member of the European choir of metiG. Third, culturally
speaking, “the ever increasing feeling of isoldtiamrned “the idea of
uniqueness into a true framework of Romanian itgntunable to find a
suitable pace and constantly fearing exclusion fram ideally imagined
Western Europe, Romanian culture “struggles to eaghia however fragile
balance between its specificity and a longing faegration”®. The collective
memory-myth of Romanian exceptionalism, its arition as defender of the
West and stronghold protecting European civilisatiagainst invading
foreigners, was sometimes openly expressed in @reigh policy texts:
“[S]ituated in Central Europe, Romania has ceryalméen central to Europe.
For centuries, the Romanian countries were the idvasstof European
civilisation, independence and freeddm”

The above quote is a good example of how the Rangmast has been
dramatised under the “remarkable functionality'ttd myth of the struggle for
independenc® In this respect, Lucian Boia explains how thee§sure of
foreigners from outside and from within, real upat@oint but hyperbolized in
the national imaginary, generated the besiegedestcomplex which is so
typical of the Romanian mentality of the last twenturies’’. Such inter-
connected collective memory-myths hold a triplepmse: “Highlighting the
virtue and heroism of the Romanians, justifyingirtinéstorical late-coming in
terms of the sacrifices imposed by ceaseless a&jgresand, finally, attracting
the attention of the West to its debt of gratitudeards the Romanians who
defended it from the Ottoman onslaudht’So the “security provider” self-
image had a solid and older ideational foundatmibe built upon, resonating
with Romanian understandings of the nation’s phlstrew on a historical
reference point to mould and guide one of the nabets of Romania’s post-
communist national identity and foreign policy rofes Boia concludes,
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“[Tlhe image of a West protected thanks to Romanisacrifice and a
Romanian society strained and held back by fulfjllthe function of defender of the
European civilization has become deeply ingrainedthe political vision of the
Romanians, in their behavior and their reactiéhs”

In conclusion, this article has argued for a rehig of Romania’s
foreign policy within an identity puzzle. It putrfeard an inter-disciplinary
perspective on national identity derived from thembined insights of
constructivism, nationalism studies, collective noeyn and international
recognition. At its fundamental level, national ritiey is a two-way social
construct that encompasses both a domestic andtemational component.
The internal sources of national identity referth® nation and collective
memory-myths or interpretations of the nation’stpéke external dimension of
national identity is about a state’s self-imagemdépeecognised or accepted by
salient others in the international arena. Suchuliiiaceted view of national
identity becomes particularly relevant for the pdril990-1996, when the
Romanian foreign policy imaginary crystallised #hraain themes: “European”,
“non-Balkan” and “security provider”. These selfages have been intensely
re-articulated between 1990 and 1996 under thenafte@nd external dynamic
of national identity formation, configuring a ricpalette of meanings for
Romania’s post-communist foreign policy.
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