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  Causes and Mechanisms 
In essence, this article is set on investigating the tortuous relationship between the resurgence of ethnic nationalism and the mishandled and protracted democratic makeover in Romania. However, since a de-contextualized analysis of the post-communist period runs a great risk of seeming superficial, concise references shall be made to pre-communist and communist legacies, more specifically to the manner in which ‘ethnicity’ has been repeatedly politicized to legitimize the leaders’ claim to power, while simultaneously representing the backbone of the Romanian nation-building process. Nevertheless, although the deeply-entrenched roots of Romanian nationalism can be traced back to the nineteenth century, this paper does not follow a deterministic line of reasoning and does not contend that the radical nationalist stance adopted by different Romanian political regimes during the twentieth century was a necessary historical outcome; instead, the central focus is to draw attention to the existence of nationalist theses beginning with the nineteenth century, point to their causes and to the most important shifts and mechanisms that occurred through the years. A comparative reading of the pre-communist, communist and post-communist periods is needed in order to understand and explain the methods through which politicized ethnicity came to be so relevant a feature of the Romanian nation-building process. Consequently, the hypothesis that this paper puts forward is that the deep-rooted impulse of post-communist Romanian leaders to make use of politicized ethnicity to spawn national solidarity came as an extension of the pre-communist and communist-led political practices. 
This study is not intended to exhaust this topic, but it does scrutinize a number of key issues concerning the vigorous emergence of nationalist political forces in post-communist Romania. Within this line of reasoning, this study will point to how the manipulation of ethnic nationalism by some of the post-communist elites was bent on delaying ad infinitum the democratization of Romanian society and the rotation of power. In what regards the methodological approach, emphasis will lay on political discourse analysis and on the popular interpretation of the rhetorical devices used by political elites (measured through public opinion polls). In analyzing the relationship between post-communism, nationhood and the politicization of ethnicity, this paper will also consider the crucial role of identity-politics in the creation, legitimation and reproduction of power. In order to provide a conceptual framework, the definition of ‘nationhood’ that this study will operate with is the following: ‘nationhood’ is regarded as being an “interactive set of processes involving ethnicity, the state and citizenship”.
 Nevertheless, seeing that the relevance of ethnicity has been greatly underestimated through the years, this analysis shall be primarily built on the premise that in modern and transitional societies (including post-communist regimes) ethnic nationalism (politicized ethnicity) has become the leading principle of political legitimation and delegitimation of regimes and governments.
 In view of that, the concept of ethnicity will be defined as meaning “the political activities of complex collective groups whose membership is largely determined by real or putative ancestral inherited ties, and who perceive these ties as systematically affecting their place and fate in the political and socio-economic structures of their state and society”.
 In applying Schöpflin’s and Rothschild’s definitions to the case under discussion, this article examines the anti-democratic role of the post-communist politicization of ethnicity, while emphasizing that owing to the delegitimation of the state and the absence of an articulated civil society, ethnicity has continued to be an over-exposed identity-forming mechanism. Romania is an illustrative example of how a society with liquefied structures looks towards what seems the only unchanging reference point: ethnic ties. 
It should be noted that there have undoubtedly been ideological shifts in the official political discourse and actions concerning ethnic minorities throughout the years, when nationalism was tailored to fit the ideological or political necessities of different regimes or political movements. Accordingly, this study will also put forward some chronological markers that might increase awareness concerning the ‘chapters’ of the official policies of the Romanian state towards ethnic minorities. 

The ethnonationalist line of approach in the process of nation-building experienced by Romania beginning with 1918 has had a lasting impact on the political culture of the Romanians. On the whole, Romanian nationalist tendencies prior to the First World War can be characterized as having been a ‘literary phenomenon’ more than anything else, while aspiring to the completion of the national state. It was the social and political upheaval of the interwar period that prompted significant shifts within the nationalist stream. Nationalism was no longer a formula that preached emancipation from foreign rule, but one that relied more and more on concepts such as ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’, thus becoming an instrument of the cultural policies that attempted at homogenizing heterogeneous social and cultural elements.
 Thus, in the ‘age of the masses’, the new nationalist-type of discourse was instrumentally employed as a bond that would bestow a sense of security in a world of swiftly-altering social, economic and political values, while also emphasizing a clear-cut dichotomy between “friend or foe” (Carl Schmitt). New and democratic institutional structures were created after 1918, which accompanied the change in territorial layout, but due to a lack of social, structural, political and cultural premises, the imported configuration only succeeded in heightening the existing tensions, which came in stark contrast with the high-flying theoretical constructions.
 Despite the fulfillment of national unity in 1918, the “national question” was far from being settled in Romania, as the ethnic, cultural and economic cleavages within the newly-formed state soon proved very difficult to reconcile and were exploited by the mystic type of nationalism promoted by far-right movements such as the Iron Guard. 

Along these pre-existing lines, the Romanian communist regime sought to legitimize its claim to power by stage-managing archetypal national symbols and managed to strengthen the pre-existing nationalist dimension of Romanian political culture. Notwithstanding obvious continuities, it is not however advisable that we should regard the entire communist period as having a unitary configuration with regards to anti-ethnic minority policies. Briefly put, following a short intermission of internationalist tendencies supported by the Soviet Union, nationalism was ‘rehabilitated and tailored to fit communist necessities’.
  Accordingly, ethnic minorities located on Romanian territory witnessed a gradual encroachment of their rights and liberties and an infringement on the institutions that were meant to promote their ethnic and cultural specificities. ‘Ethnic exclusivism’
 found practical expression in the policies carried out concerning the forced emigration of the Jews and Germans living on Romanian territory.
 Nationalist feelings became the embodiment of primeval and hostile reactions, all with the final purpose of constructing an utopian and impenetrable sense of unity, based on a overblown suspicion of anything that could be interpreted as ‘the other’ that contaminates the pure Romanian ethnic community. It is here that an inconsistency arises, since such excessive nationalist actions eventually turn against the nation itself, affecting its inner mechanisms and structure and turning into an ‘antinational nationalism’
.

Where it comes to Romania’s post-communist democratization process, there is a large number of themes that ought to be approached in order to reveal a comprehensive picture of post-communist Romanian society and political culture (with its continuities with and breaks from the past), but as such an exhaustive undertaking lies beyond the scope and limited expanse of the paper at hand, it would prove most useful to simply investigate the nationalist slide-slipping that has occurred in the aftermath of 1989. Structural elements within Romanian society (such as economic backwardness, poverty, the lack of efficient institutions, the pronounced dependency of the population on the state and so on) provided the soil on which extreme nationalist roots could mature; moreover, such elements have been reinforced by elites that have instrumentalized them as strategies for ‘political survival’, in an attempt to deflect public resentment from their poor managerial skills onto an outside target.
 Since the demonization of ‘the other’ that is found within the territorial boundaries of a nation is at times easier to accomplish, one ought to note that in the Romanian case, negative stereotypes and the fears and frustrations of the majoritarian population have been cast (at different points in history) pre-eminently upon Jews, Hungarians and the Roma population (the size of these minorities has been an essential element in their depiction as the definitive enemies of ‘Romanianness’ throughout the centuries)
. 
Post-communist politics have witnessed the resurgence of an inherited mechanism of manipulation that adamantly attempts to bring into disrepute a political opponent on the grounds of his belonging to a certain ethnic minority; such a person is thus stigmatized as a factor that poses an immanent menace to national security or to the ethnic purity of the majoritarian population. The above-mentioned abusive mechanism has continued to be a dominant and recurring theme on the Romanian political arena after 1989, which substantiates yet again the existence and reproduction of antiquated mentalities and patterns of exclusion within Romanian society. What is interesting to see are the mechanisms assumed by the process of politicized ethnicity; such strategies of manipulation have been the use of ethnicist and xenophobic stereotypes, the ‘scapegoating’ mechanism, the portrayal of political opponents as contaminating ‘alien’ entities
or the ‘mineriadă’ technique (portrayed as an instrument for removing hostile ‘foreign’ threats to the security of the Romanian nation). 
It was with the help of these mechanisms that the construction of a state and society where ethnic-based discriminations would be obsolete has been so protracted. Since ‘scapegoating’ is a mechanism that has more often than not thrived against a background of economic backwardness and deprivations, the delay of economic reforms during the 1990s, coupled with the state-dependency traditionally exhibited by Romanians heightened the willingness of Romanians to adhere to instigative propagandistic elements concerning ‘Hungarian irredentist intrigues’.
 An illustrative example to this point is the violent clashes in Tg. Mureş (20 March 1990).
 All in all, in such instances rational political discourse has been overhauled by the appeal to emotion or passion, which leads once again to a parochial approach to the political phenomenon, one where acknowledgement of guilt and assumption of one’s past are out of question and one where solidarity is still based on exclusive ethnic ties rather than on the inclusive concept citizenship; thus, identity-construction  in post-communism (at least in its early stages) has followed the traditional line of politicization of ethnicity.
It is also essential to observe the manner in which the legal framework chooses to regulate such issues. In effect, national interests as portraying ethnic interests.
 have ultimately been sanctioned by the supreme law of the state; it can be argued that the 1991 Constitution and to a lesser degree its 2003 revised version embody the centralizing philosophy that had been the stronghold of the Romanian state for over a century. Accordingly, both the 1991 and the 2003 versions define the state as being ‘national’ (art. 1, par. 1) and ‘National sovereignty belongs to the Romanian people” (art. 2, par. 1), which is the formal endorsement of the fact that the members of the Romanian ethnic majority are at the basis of the Romanian state. Still, an important difference is to be noted: while under the guiding lines of the 1991 Constitution ‘the state has at its basis the unity of the Romanian people’ (art. 4, part. 1), the 2003 Constitution adds that the state is also founded on ‘the solidarity of its citizens’ (art. 4, par. 1). Moreover, both Constitutions reinforce an ethnically-defined standpoint when referring to the guarantees offered by the Romanian state to ‘persons belonging to national minorities’ (art. 6, par. 1); it is interesting to note the reluctance to use the term ‘citizen’ instead of ‘person’.
 
In what concerns the attempts made to retain a monopoly on power, the populist nationalist card that the National Salvation Front (and its descendant parties) has repeatedly played consisted in ‘a diversion created to indefinitely delay the democratization of Romanian society and the alternation of power’. 
 Ion Iliescu’s (the first post-communist President) first televised speech points to the fact that the primary aim was to replace Ceauşescu’s personal dictatorship, not to fundamentally reform the governing system and the state structures and personnel.
 Still, what needs to be clarified is that the monopoly over nationalist propaganda did not belong to the National Salvation Front (or to its progenies) alone, but was also disputed by parties such as Greater Romania Party (a party that represents a mixing of the Left and right extremes) and the Romanian National Unity Party (PUNR).
Politicization of ethnicity comes from a tradition of looking for external origins to domestic ills, but with the rotation of power that occurred in 1996, when a coalition of parties with more pronounced liberal and democratic tendencies took the reins of power, the discourse that had stressed themes such as inclusion and exclusion lost ground to one based on cooperation. In addition, Romania’s gradual ingression into the Euro-Atlantic structures has made serious inroads into the ethno-nationalist manipulation area. The changes that occurred at a formal level also found echoes in practical terms, especially with the emergence of a policy of reconciliation with Hungary and the large Hungarian minority present in Transylvania; the latter aspect manifested itself through the fact that the Democratic Union of the Hungarians in Romania (UDMR) joined the governing coalition. It is important to emphasize the way the Hungarian minority chose to handle the politicization of its ethnicity; therefore, by taking part in the government it chose to adopt an inclusive strategy (instead of isolating itself); this in turn offered legitimacy to the moderate wing of the UDMR, it isolated the radicals and limited the power of the ethno-national discourse (as the Hungarian minority recognized the Romanian state and its borders by taking part in its government); this attitude removed (at least partly) fears about possible irredentist Hungarian claims.
 We can therefore infer that the access of ethnic minorities to institutional power is essential; conversely, denying them access to power has a tendency of leading to an attempt on their part to compensate for this infringement with strengthening their rhetorical level; this in turn is likely to trigger a similar reactions from the ethnic majority, which has proved time and again the recipe for the escalation of inter-ethnic conflicts. 
A certain dose of nationalism is still a basic ingredient of all politics
, but it is when we deal with an overdose that nationalist tendencies become hazardous and create decisive roadblocks in the path towards democratization. Considering that extreme nationalist politicians (such as the President of the Greater Romanian Party, C.V. Tudor) are still present on the political scene, it is not difficult to imagine that occasional ethnic disputes will woefully resurface at times, as it happened during the recent parliamentary debates concerning the Minority Statute (October- November 2005), but the appeal of political elites to nationalist psychotic feelings as a means of compensating for their failure in providing effective reforms can only go so far. Access to independent mass media, freedom to travel, and the global promotion of sub-national and supra-national identities challenge the explanation of reality couched in nationalist terms and have thrown nationalist rhetoric into a defensive posture. Taking this into consideration, one can say that national values and identity are in the process of redefining themselves, even though it is indeed difficult to embrace a new agenda for change which de-emphasizes the politicization of ethnicity, a mechanism with a considerable staying-power. Nonetheless, considering that the younger generations have not been socialized within the communist framework, they are more inclined to express preferences for a broader concept of citizenship than ethnonationalism provides for. 

This paper is by no means conclusive, especially as this subject certainly demands further investigation. The institutionalized ethnically-defined nationalism that Romania has adopted for more than a century has undeniably impeded on the growth of democratic institutions, on moderation and stability in politics, on respect for the law, and on the assumption of civic responsibilities. Moreover, the politicization of ethnicity has constantly led to an increased unsustainability of the system. By delaying the process of constructing a new (European prone) sense of identity through repressing memories, refusing to come to terms with the past, Romanian public memory of the experiences related with phenomena such as the Legionary movement or communism are misrepresented, or even stifled. All in all, there is a stringent need to ‘de-communize’ and ‘de-fascisize’ Romanian public discourse and to transform the traditional monocultural orientation into a multicultural one.
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