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“Things fall apart, the center cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.
Surely some revelation is at hand.”

- W.B. Yeats, The Second Coming

December 13, 2004 is a wintry day in Bucharest, Romania. The
Electoral Commission has just made public the results of the Presidential
vote. As the news announcing the victory of opposition candidate Traian
Basescu airs across the country, his supporters flood University Square, car-
rying orange flags and hoping for better times to come.! Later that day, in
his first speech as an elected President, Basescu solemnly vows ‘[to] place
the problem of corruption in the national security strategy [because] high-
level corruption has become a threat to [Romania's] national security’.2 In
this speech Basescu admits Romania’s struggle to consolidate its liberal
democracy and his intention to avoid any erosion to a hybrid regime that
would merely hold elections without guaranteeing people’s basic rights and
freedoms. With the 2004 Presidential election Romania had its own Orange
Revolution, yet high corruption persists, despite Basescu’s flamboyant rhet-
oric. Since corruption constitutes a serious threat to Romania’s democratic
foundations, it is imperative to determine the factors most effective in
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reducing corruption and to promptly restore democratic stability in this
transitional democracy.

State sovereignty requires that any anti-corruption measures
become enforced primarily through domestic instruments, like governmen-
tal policy or laws passed by Parliament. The two main factors that encour-
age the promotion of such actions are either endogenous, in the form of the
internal incentives of officials to fight corruption, or exogenous, in the form
of external pressures from International Organizations (IOs) or govern-
ments. In Romania’s particular case, both the endogenous influence of
domestic political elites and the exogenous influence of the European
Union (EU) have the potential to significantly affect the formation of anti-
corruption strategies. Internal motivations to reduce corruption might
include politicians’ desire to improve their image among voters or help their
country’s economy. Externally, the EU’s “carrot and stick”approach to can-
didate countries like Romania creates pressures for governments to battle
corruption.3 In particular, the EU rewards countries that comply with acces-
sion requirements with the statutes and privileges of member-states, while
it gives no privileges to countries outside the Union who do not show a firm
commitment to fulfilling accession requirements.

Over the past eight years, corruption in Romania has followed a
noteworthy trend, increasing from 1999 to 2002 and then declining there-
after.4 This paper starts with a definition of corruption and focuses on polit-
ical corruption as the main dependent variable. After describing corrup-
tion’s causes and consequences, this paper looks at both endogenous and
exogenous factors in order to analyze their casual relations with political
corruption. The paper first surveys the internal incentives of Romanian
politicians to act against corruption, and observes that there has been little
change in general in the elites’ attitudes towards corruption, despite the
transfer of power to new political elites in the 2000 and 2004 elections.
However, following the external pressures of the EU’s critiques of Roman-
ian corruption and threats of postponing EU accession, politicians have pro-
moted several important measures targeting corruption. Though Romania’s
governing elites have changed, one can attribute corruption’s downward
trend in Romania mainly to the EU’s carrot of membership coupled with the
stick of the consistent and credible pressures of fulfilling EU admission cri-
teria.
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Tackling Political Corruption: Causes and Consequences

Before addressing the factors that affect corruption, one needs to
define this multifaceted concept. Corruption takes a variety of forms that
influence a country’s business environment, politics, and society. This paper
will focus on political corruption, which Joseph Nye defines as “behavior
[that] deviates from the formal duties of a public role (elective or
appointive) because of private-regarding wealth or status gains”.> Trans-
parency International (TT) studies show that out of all the forms of corrup-
tion in Romania, political corruption is most severe.® To operationalize this
variable involves putting it in a form that allows for measuring it.7 Daniel
Kaufmann’s argues that the most effective method for measuring corruption
is the “composite poll of polls [...], which combines existing surveys, some
based on responses by firms, some by experts”.8 This essay employs one
example of this method, specifically TI’s Corruption Perception Index
(CPI), which ranges between 0 (highest corruption possible) and 10 (no cor-
ruption). Indeed, the CPI is based on several surveys from experts and ordi-
nary people, making it a reliable indicator of a country’s perception level.

Having defined and operationalized political corruption, this paper
will describe both the main causes and effects of political corruption. First,
as Paolo Mauro suggests, “corruption is [more] likely to occur where
restrictions and government intervention lead to [...] excessive profits”.9
Governmental discriminatory intervention can affect privatization, extrac-
tion rights allocation, and price controls in the forms of taxes, subsidies,
trade restrictions, etc. Moreover, where public officials have low wages,
they are more inclined to accept bribes. Caroline Van Rijckeghem and
Beatrice Weder have proved that there is a negative relationship between
civil-service pay and corruption; yet also argues that eradicating corruption
requires quite large increases in wages.!0 Finally, a weak rule of law and
political instability also foster corruption, because there are no effective
mechanisms of punishing public officials that accept favors.

While describing corruption’s causes are not among the main
objectives of this paper, it is essential to describe its consequences, which
show the relevance of determining the factors most successful in reducing
this phenomenon. Most analysts argue that corruption impedes economic
growth and encourages political instability. Many hold corruption responsi-
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ble for dissipating capital, discouraging entrepreneurship, wasting
resources, weakening administrative capacity, and undermining democra-
cy.!l Investment and entrepreneurship are discouraged because corruption
acts as an additional, irregular tax on top of all the time, efforts, and money
usually needed to start a new business. Robin Theobald also claims that
high corruption discourages domestic capitalists from starting their own
business, because the pay-offs of being a public official or civil servant are
a lot higher.12 Probably the most severe effect of corruption is the squan-
dering of resources through privatizations or public auctions. For example,
instead of investing in public goods, leaders direct public expenditures
towards investments that can offer large benefits to officials that award
them.13

Last but not least, high corruption erodes democracy because it
increases the benefits of acquiring power. Theobald describes this effect as
“[the creation of] political machines [that] do everything to stay in power:
from ballot-rigging to censorship; from the imprisonment of political oppo-
nents to death squads and terror”. 14 Many empirical studies support this
assertion. In fact, Kauffman discovered a strong positive correlation
between time spent with bureaucrats and the frequency of bribery. 15 Fur-
thermore, using cross-country data, Mauro empirically showed that corrup-
tion causes slower economic growth, rather than the other way around. 1¢ In
its extreme form, corruption damages a country’s democracy by inducing a
general mistrust of public officials and allowing autocratic leaders to dis-
credit the regime and ultimately claim power. 17

Taking into account the importance of studying corruption and
finding ways to reduce it, this paper turns back to the Romanian case study.
Romania’s CPI for 2005 was 3.0, much below 5.0, the general value that
under which countries are considered to have a serious problem with cor-
ruption. Occupying the 85th place in the world, Romania ranks last among
both EU candidate countries and current EU members. Without doubt, cor-
ruption is a severe problem here as it threatens its prospects for EU acces-
sion and the foundations of even its own democracy. Interestingly, Roma-
nia’s CPI shows the following trend: while between 1999 and 2002 CPI
decreased, showing an increase in corruption, since 2003 CPI has been
increasing, signifying a decrease in corruption.!® This paper will look
specifically at endogenous and exogenous influences upon Romania that
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might account for such a tendency. Figure 1
Romania's CPI [1397-2005)

Political Elites and Lack of

Internal Incentives

Looking at Romania’s CPI :
between 1997 and 2005, one can i3
observe that the rotation of dominant o *
political parties in the 2000 and 2004
elections did not have a significant
effect on corruption. This empirical
evidence is supported mainly by two
types of factors: structural, pertain-
ing to corruption itself, and contextu-
al, which denote typical aspects for the Romanian case. Taking all this into
account, one may argue that in the absence of EU pressures Romanian
politicians did not have internal motives to reduce corruption.

Structural reasons explain the political elites’ lack of internal
incentives to fight corruption and the absence of effective mechanisms to
punish those who commit corruption. In a way, corruption creates a vicious
cycle that leads to its constant perpetuation as it becomes harder and hard-
er to breach.!® Most analysts agree that corruption leads to private gains, in
the form of power or wealth.20 Rational political behavior predicts that—all
other things being equal—each actor tries to maximize one’s personal prof-
it, hence engaging in corrupt practices that constitute additional sources of
revenue or other benefits. In order to counteract this tendency, a country
needs strong deterring mechanisms that allow for efficient punishment of
officials receiving favors. For this reason, structural factors strongly relate
to contextual aspects regarding a particular country.

In Romania, one can divide contextual causes of the elites’ lack of
internal motives to fight corruption into three interdependent categories:
political, cultural and habitual, and judicial. Between 1996 and 2000, the
dominant party in Romanian politics, the Democratic Convention (DC),
formed a large coalition with the Democratic Party (DP) and the Democra-
tic Union of Hungarians in Romania (DUHR). Throughout their mandate,
corruption almost constantly increased, even though these politicians were
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Figure 2 nominally reformists that publicly
announced the launching of a new
strategy to fight this phenomenon.

Corruption ————» More In reality, Antoaneta Dimitrova
power and Geoffrey Pridham showed
/ that “severe internal differences
o between coalition partners under-

Ineftective . . .
mechanisms of mined Romania’s capacity to
punishment deliver on the necessary
reforms”.21 When President Con-

stantinescu set up the National
Council of Struggle against Cor-
ruption and Organized Crime in 1997, the opposition denounced it as an
instrument for hunting down political adversaries.22 Due to the coalition’s
political weakness the Council never functioned effectively. Furthermore,
an overall poor performance brought about a huge decrease in the coali-
tion’s popularity, making its members aware that they would not be reelect-
ed.z3 Hence, they reduced the pace of anti-corruption reforms and tried to
extract as much funds and power as possible by the end of their mandate.
This resulted in increased corruption. In this case, political elites had polit-
ical reasons for discouraging promotion of anti-corruption measures: con-
flicts between coalition partners and political weakness led to economic
recession, public discontent, and rampant corruption.

Secondly, there are cultural and habitual reasons for elites’ weak
response to high corruption in the absence of credible EU pressures. When
people live under a certain regime for many decades—for instance, Com-
munist totalitarianism—they continue their views related to bribing even
after the regime’s breakdown. While it is not the focus of this paper, the his-
torical legacy of the Ottoman Empire is significant as it maintained sover-
eignty over the Romanian provinces Moldavia and Walachia—that com-
prise roughly two thirds of the Romania’s territory—for several centuries
until 1877. The Ottomans popularized certain corrupt practices like the
bribing of public officials. This was most severe in the 19t century, when
the extreme corruption of Ottoman-appointed rulers led to popular upris-
ings. More importantly, the forty-three years of Communist dictatorship—
from 1946 to 1989—developed norms and habits for the behavior of public

Corruption’s Vicious Cycle
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officials. During the Communist period, and especially the Ceausescu era
(1965-1989), corruption became endemic in Romanian society. At the top
level, the dictator practiced ‘“sultanism” or “dynastic communism” by
appointing close friends and relatives to positions of power.24 These exclu-
sivist elites were extremely powerful and had a privileged status in society,
as did other members of the nomenklatura. Considering the chronic short-
ages during the 1980s in Romania, normal citizens were trying to win the
favor of these elites in order to have access to better goods and services;
thus, corruption and bribery became deeply-rooted as an everyday affair at
all levels of society, from grocery store clerks to top party officials.

After the 1989 Revolution, the National Salvation Front (NSF)
came to power as a democratic force, although it incorporated many former
Communists who had become capitalists overnight. Later renamed the
Social Democratic Party (SDP), it regained power between 2000 and 2004.
Wendy Hollis points out that “[the SDP] was the de facto successor of the
Romanian Communist Party and inherited a significant proportion of the
Communist Party’s membership, leaders, assets and ideological baggage”.
25 This holds true for the SDP’s uncontested leader and Romania’s presi-
dent for 10 years after the Revolution, Ion Iliescu. Under the communist
regime, Iliescu had been a top member of the political elite and served as
Minister for Youth and Secretary of the Central Committee of the Union of
Communist Youth.26 He was one of the many former communist elites in
power who maintained their habitual corrupt practices acquired before the
1989 Revolution and did not see the implementation of anti-corruption
strategies as necessary.2’” In the SDP’s case, this behavior can be explained
by a habitual and deeply entrenched culture of corruption going back the
party’s Communist roots.

Last but not least in describing internal incentives to fight corrup-
tion, one should mention Romania’s weak mechanisms to sanction malver-
sation, both electoral and judicial. In a liberal democracy, people are sup-
posed to be able to punish corrupt politicians by not supporting them in
future elections. Yet Romania’s case proves that there are several problems
with this assumption. As our model suggests, corrupt politicians accumulate
power and influence, which are likely to affect elections’ results.28 First,
corrupt governance exerts its influence upon the media; party propaganda
covers corrupt actions and praises the party’s members for their accom-
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plishments. The EU’s Progress Report for 2004 provides a good hint at the
lack of independence in the Romanian press: ‘[In Romania,] certain struc-
tural problems may affect the practical realization of the freedom of expres-
sion’.29 Indeed, in the week of May 7 — May 14, the Media Monitoring
Agency reported, ‘not a single TV news bulletin had denounced any piece
of unfavorable information about Prime Minister Nastase or President Ilies-
cu’.30 The SDP used an impressive array of strategies designed to gain con-
trol over private media, ranging from advertising contracts to political
alliances with owners of large media groups.3!

In this kind of controlled environment, citizens lack the informa-
tion necessary to sanction politicians through electoral mechanisms. More
importantly, corruption creates a high electoral stake, causing politicians to
employ any means to stay in power. Hence, in the last months of their man-
date, elected officials will likely adopt policy measures targeted at certain
social groups—mostly poor or retired people—that hurt the economy in the
long run, but help these politicians in short terms elections. More extreme
forms of electoral bribe include transporting people to cast their vote mul-
tiple times or simply altering the counting of votes. When one can observe
both a distorted electoral process and a government-controlled media,
politicians in power are not inclined to react against corruption and politi-
cians in opposition lack the instruments to make their voices heard.

Other internal sanctioning mechanisms are also quite ineffective in
deterring and punishing corruption. The Romanian post-communist judicial
system and police force have proved unsuccessful in tracking down and
punishing corrupt behavior. Michael Shafir notes that, “[Constantinescu’s]
setting up of the National Council was an implicit acknowledgement of the
existing structures’ incapability [...] to root out corruption”.32 There are
several reasons for the judiciary’s ineptitude in punishing political corrup-
tion: lack of adequate legislation sanctioning such conduct, and lack of
independent judges and courts. Before 1996, there was virtually no piece
of legislation dealing directly with corruption. By 2004, the situation had
much improved, as shown in the EU’s Progress Report on Romania:
‘Romania's anticorruption legislation is well-developed and broadly in line
with relevant EU laws.33 The main problem remains applying these laws
through an independent judiciary. The EU’s progress report further signals
that ‘a majority of judges had come under political pressure while exercis-
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ing their official duties’.34 Herman Schwartz explains many imperfections
of the Romanian judicial system, showing that Trial and Appeal Courts, and
even the Supreme Court are subject to inspection by the Ministry of Justice,
and thus demonstrating a mere superficial separation of powers that dates
back to Communist days.35 Paradoxically, corrupt politicians are hierarchi-
cally above judges, and hence above the law. In the absence of effective
deterrents and mechanisms of punishment, Romanian political elites have
weak internal incentives to reduce corruption.

Exogenous Incentives: EU and the Integration Model

After assessing endogenous factors that could promote anti-cor-
ruption measures, one needs to evaluate external influences and their effec-
tiveness in this process. More precisely, the carrot of EU membership can
better account for the decreasing trend in Romania’s corruption in recent
years than can internal influences. In order to assess this hypothesis, one has
to analyze the key factors that make EU influence more effective than inter-
nal forces.

The Integration Model implies that demands to conform to the
EU’s pre-membership conditions actively promote democratization and
democratic consolidation.3¢ With respect to corruption, one can argue with-
in this general framework that the EU’s pressures have resulted in a reduc-
tion of corruption. However, Romania’s CPI increased—i.e. corruption
decreased—starting in 2002, even though Romania’s application for mem-
bership dates back to 1995. This empirical observation suggests that the
maximum effectiveness of external pressures for membership is achieved
only in certain conditions. Before addressing the specific conditions
required for the positive EU influence, this paper will first substantiate the
claim that the EU’s exogenous influences are in fact more successful than
endogenous ones.

The Integration Model is significantly limited in its scope to what
Dimitrova and Pridham call “viable candidates”.37 Clearly, if there is lack
of internal support for EU integration, politicians are likely to be much less
responsive to EU’s demands as their citizens can have a much more direct
impact on them. Conversely, one would expect that the EU’s requests are
much more convincing in a society that seeks to join the EU. Romanians’
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support for integration has been consistently high after Romania applied for
membership in 1995, reaching a peak of 78% in 2002.38 The Eurobarome-
ter also indicates that 84% of Romanians would vote for integration, while
only 2% are against integration. Romania ranks first on both these charts
among candidates or recent members admitted to the EU. There are sever-
al reasons that explain this popular desire to become a member of EU,
which include historical/cultural and political/economic aspects.

Figure 3
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Romanian’s Support for EU accession

After the 1989 Revolution, there was a persistent need to redefine
Romanian culture and history and fill the void that the fall of Communist
ideology had provoked.3® Theodor Melescanu, Romanian politician and
analyst, is among many that opted to revive the European identity lost after
World War II. He argued that “[Romania is] a Central European country
where institutions, political culture, and economic life have been—except
for the Cold War years—an intrinsic part of the Western European democ-
racy”.40 Along with claiming Romania’s place as part of Central Europe,
political and cultural elites diminished the importance of the depressing
Communist years while emphasizing the ties with European legacy.

There are also strong political/economic reasons that explain
Romania’s desire to join the EU. Clare McManus advanced and supported
the theory that argues for a negative relationship between personal financial
standing and accession support.4! In principle, people with a higher income
level hesitate to approve of integration because they see European markets
much more competitive—hence dicey—than domestic ones. By contrast,
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poor people tend associate EU membership with economic prosperity and
they have much less to lose in the process. Romania distinguishes itself as
the second-poorest country among EU candidate countries and members,
which explains the broad accession support through McManus’ theory.42
William Downs and Mihnea Nastase capture the main underlying principle
guiding Romanians’ attitude toward EU: “[Romanians] perceive their
lengthy journey toward membership in the Union through the lens of oppor-
tunity”.43 On the side of politicians in power, obtaining EU membership
implies a higher chance of positive results in upcoming elections, because
it would constitute a huge boost of prestige in front of the electorate com-
pared to opposition parties. These incentives explain why all post-Revolu-
tion Romanian governments have consistently aimed at obtaining EU mem-
bership. In sum, one can invoke both cultural and economic reasons to
explain Romanians’ unusual high support for EU accession.

This open attitude toward the EU has had important consequences
on political elites. One can argue that the efficiency of the EU’s pressures
for reducing corruption is positively related to accession support. The
Romanian people’s feelings toward the EU immediately made an impact
upon political elites. As early as 1994, President Iliescu declared, “Euro-
pean integration must become the priority number one of all our pro-
grams”.44 From that point onward, virtually all political parties set EU inte-
gration as their main objective. In this incipient phase, a widespread support
for the EU acted as a catalyst for imposing the admission process as an
imperative political task, with important historical and cultural connota-
tions. As popular support for EU membership increased on the part of
Romanians, accession became an issue of capital importance. Hence, each
signal that the EU sent to Romania was scrupulously debated in the media
and governmental mechanisms of censorship proved ineffective in this case.
Unlike biased accounts of politicians’ good performances imposed that cir-
culated through controlled media, the EU annual reports were highly objec-
tive and openly critical. They served as a way to raise popular awareness of
the issues confronting the country, and especially corruption. The influence
of popular attitudes toward the EU has given a tremendous boost to its
demands, allowing for an indirect enforcement of recommended anti-cor-
ruption strategies because politicians were struggling for favorable reports.
Although less conventional, this mechanism permitted bypassing the prob-
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lem of sovereignty by putting the EU in a position to make demands and
expect them to be satisfied.

Though support for admission has been high throughout the peri-
od from 1996 to the present, corruption increased from 1999 to 2002. This
trend in CPI suggests that the EU needs to employ certain specific instru-
ments to have domestic political elites endorse its recommendations. In
June 1995, Romania applied for membership and started accession negoti-
ations based on criteria established at the Copenhagen European Council .45
Without any direct reference to corruption, what became known as the
“Copenhagen criteria” stipulated that “membership requires stability of
institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights [...] and
presupposes the candidate’s ability to take on the obligations of member-
ship”.46 Because these criteria were so broad, Romanian politicians did not
feel the urge to focus on reducing corruption. In other words, even if the
allure of membership was strong and popular demand for EU membership
was high, the pressures applied were somehow too weak to cause a decrease
in corruption.

Rather, Romanian efforts were concentrated in other directions,
mainly administrative reform to facilitate the admission process.#” In 1999,
one can observe a spike in the CPI that suggests a reduction in corruption,
which may be explained by expectations for the issue of the EU’s Report on
Romania’s Progress toward Accession. This was a particularly important
report, because it determined the date for the start of negotiations. In Febru-
ary 2000, Romania started negotiations for 31 chapters of negotiations, yet
none of these referred directly and exclusively to corruption.4® Yet, there
had been a huge change from the broad Copenhagen criteria to the Commis-
sion’s Agenda 2000, which established yearly reports for candidate coun-
tries. In fact, the EU went from mild recommendations, which were not
backed up by significant sanctions—to a strategy that Dimitrova and Prid-
ham call “governance by enlargement”.49

Indeed, this switch in policy can account for the decreasing trend
in corruption that started in 2002. Simply going through the Regular
Reports of the European Commission (EC)—from 1998 to 2004—one can
observe a significant increase in the importance that the EU gave to the
political criteria for admission, and especially anti-corruption measures.
The crucial moment of the accession process, which coincided with the start
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of a reduction in corruption in Romania, was October 9, 2002, when the
EC’s Strategic Report recommended ten candidate members for admission.
Romania was left out and the date for admission postponed. This crucial
decision gave unprecedented credibility to the EU’s stick in the admission
process, suggesting that unless important changes were made, there would
be no conclusion of negotiations. Coupled with the annual reports, this
strategy paid off and things started to move toward a more active fight
against corruption in Romania.

Where before very little progress had been made, in 2003 and 2004
the Romanian Government applied significant changes to anti-corruption
legislation, making the 2004 EC’s report conclude that “Romanian anti-cor-
ruption legislation is well-developed and is broadly in line with the relevant
EU aquis”.5% In a report on Romania’s accession progress, the Open Soci-
ety Institute further praises the Government’s recent actions, characterizing
them as “an impressive list of measures and commitments that constitute a
key benchmark for judging [...] [its] fight against corruption”.5! Although
it is virtually impossible to enumerate all these policies, it is worth mention-
ing some of them. In 2004, Government ordinances increased the staffing
levels of the National Anti-Corruption Prosecution Office (PNA) and low-
ered the threshold for fraud that the PNA can investigate. Romania also rat-
ified the Council of Europe’s Criminal Law Convention on Corruption and
added an Anti-Corruption Act that made sentences much more severe.
Although a lot still needs to be done in practice—especially at the level of
judicial corruption—the reports for 2003 and 2004 recognize some achieve-
ments of the Romanian Government in reducing corruption.>? In conclu-
sion, when the right conditions are met in the form of popular support and
when the EU applies the right kind of measures in the form of governance
through accession, there is significant reduction in corruption level.

Conclusions

After the contested 1989 Revolution, some analysts assessed
Romania’s conditions for consolidating democracy and concluded that it
was the worst candidate for democratic fulfillment.53 Yet they failed to rec-
ognize the power of what Michael McFaul described as “proximity to the
West [...] [that] has helped weaker transitions [...] become more democrat-
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ic”.54 Along the same lines, the Integration Model applied to corruption
suggests that primarily EU pressures account for CPI’s trend in recent years.
One could accuse the model presented of reductionism, because it only con-
siders political elites and EU influences among endogenous factors or
exogenous factors. However, this paper’s main objective is to establish a
correlation between EU accession pressures and corruption perception in
Romania, rather than evaluate a// factors that might influence this phenom-
enon.

The EU’s credible and persistent demands can produce rapid
change in domestic political elites’ incentives to fight corruption when two
main conditions are met: broad popular support for accession and close
supervision through regular EU reports. Once the EU accepts Romania as a
full member, it will lose at least some of its power to influence domestic
politicians to enforce anti-corruption measures. When the stick of postpon-
ing or denying membership disappears, what has been in recent years a
promising strategy to fight corruption might become a grim facade. Para-
doxically, the mechanism presented suggests that the EU should carefully
deliberate over Romania’s accession date. If revelation is truly at hand and
Romania is heading toward acceptable levels of corruption while in the
process of accession, the EU needs to keep in mind that holding off acces-
sion for now might mean a healthier integration later.
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25 Wendy Hollis. Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1999., 268.

26 Gheorghe Crisan.. Piramida puterii [The Pyramid of Power]. Bucharest: Pro Historia,
2001, 144.

27 Daniel Barbu. Republica absenta [The Absent Republic]. Bucharest: Nemira, 2004., 180.
28 See Figure 2.
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