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Executive Summary


Following several setbacks since the Romanian revolution of 1989, Romanian government efforts for general and specific intelligence reforms have experienced a revival with the prospect of NATO integration and European Union membership.  Not only have the requirements for membership in these two organizations provided a clear and detailed roadmap for accession, the Romanian government has also been able to use these requirements to a great extent to justify its own general reform planning and to sell the Romanian people on the necessity of some of the harsh measures required to achieve accession objectives.  Despite frequent media and public criticism, the government appears to be limping along the road to reforms and to date has been able to demonstrate its commitment to reform, as well as some progress.  Indeed, several recent reorganizations of various security and intelligence organizations, the adoption of a focused national security strategy based on current realities (with appropriate strategic objectives for each specific organization), the enactment of several new laws on intelligence control and oversight and additional safeguards for civil liberties, make a reasonably convincing case for the seriousness of Romania’s reform and democratization efforts.  If these efforts are ultimately successful and supported by the legislature, the public and the media, the Romanian government will likely be able to fulfill most of its goals and demonstrate real progress towards true democracy.    


Romania’s current National Security Strategy reflects today’s realities and is based on “the guarantee of democracy and fundamental liberties, sustained and lasting economic and social development, accession into NATO and integration into the European Union.”  Problematic areas remain with the speed of reforms within the security and intelligence organizations, the elimination of Securitate-tainted personnel, effective oversight legislation, demonstration of comprehensive control and oversight of intelligence activities, satisfactory compromise on public access to old Securitate files, and the will to eliminate perceptions of corruption of officials within these organizations and their control and oversight bodies.  In dealing with these problem areas, the government is hampered by the glacial pace of the country’s economic recovery and resulting popular dissatisfaction, by a still-divisive multi-party system, by a vocal and critical media focused on scandals, and by the social and philosophical legacy of the communist era.  Perceptions are particularly important during this transition period, and real progress in government transparency and accountability, evidenced best by comprehensive reforms of the intelligence services and by real progress in fighting corruption, will serve the current government to convince not only its own population but also its future international partners of its serious commitment to democracy.


Given recent U.S. experiences with old and new allies in the fight against terrorism and the disarming of Iraq, a long-term investment in Romania’s progress towards democracy is indicated: practical and sustained cooperation, exchange and training programs should be considered to assist with the professionalization of Romania’s intelligence and security services based on the principles of true democracy.

Romania: Prospects for Reform

in the Intelligence and Security Services

Description of Services

The current organizational structure of the Romanian intelligence and security services is based on the Romanian constitution of 1991 and various national security laws adopted since then, including National Security Law Number 51/1991.
  This law also established the Supreme Council for the Defense of the Country (Consiliul Suprem De Apặrarea Ţării (CSAT)) as the policy guidance and oversight body for these services.  The Council, which also regulates intergovernmental intelligence exchanges, is headed by the president and includes the prime minister; the ministers of defense, public order, and national security; the intelligence service chiefs; and the president’s security advisor.  Legislative oversight of the services is provided by a permanent Parliamentary Commission for Defense, Public Order, and National Security (Comisia Pentru Apặrare, Ordine Publică şi Siguranţă Naţională), to whom CSAT provides an annual report on its activities.  This joint commission includes eleven members of the Senate (Senat) and 26 members of the Chamber of Deputies (Camera Deputaţilor), representing all major political parties.
 

The executive branch of government controls the activities of numerous services, resident in three ministries:

· Ministry of National Defense - The General Department of Defense Intelligence (Direcţia Generală de Informaţii a Apărării (DGIA)), under the Ministry of National Defense (Minsterul Apărării Naţionale (MApN)) General Staff, headed by General Director Mihail Eugeniu Popescu, is concerned with the collection and analysis of external and internal military threats to Romanian’s national security; this mission also includes cryptology, tactical mapping, information security, and military counter-intelligence.  The General Staff’s Reconnaissance Directorate (Direcţia Cercetare) provides intelligence support to military operations, including reconnaissance and electronic warfare.  The Directorate of Counterintelligence (Direcţia Contraespionaj) is listed as a military intelligence directorate outside the General Staff, but no further information is provided.  The organizational structure portrayed on the Ministry of Defense’s website as the J2 reflects attempts to conform to North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) organizational standards.

· Ministry of  the Interior - The General Department of Intelligence and Internal Protection (Direcţia General de Informaţii şi Protecţie Internă (DGIPI)), under the Ministry of Interior (Ministerul de Interne), focuses on support to criminal prosecution by police and border guards and protection of ministry personnel, and includes separate divisions for intelligence, internal protection, strategic economic intelligence, special operations, and research and analysis.  

· Ministry of Justice - The Independent Service for Protection and Anti-Corruption (Serviciul Independent Pentru Protecţie şi Anticorupţie (SIPA), under the Ministry of Justice (Ministerul de Justiţie), focuses on support to this ministry’s anti-corruption activities and information gathering from the judicial and penal system.

The legislative branch controls the activities of the primary intelligence organizations, through the CSAT, with overall oversight from a joint permanent parliamentary commission:  

· Romanian Intelligence Service (Serviciul Român de Informaţie (SRI)), created in March 1990 as the central organization responsible for the collection of national security-relevant information, conducts collection and analysis of foreign threats to national security, anti-terrorism protection and intervention, and limited technical collection.  The 48 articles of National Security Law Number14/1992 provide for the SRI’s legal authority and organizational structure.  The largest of the services, its personnel strength is estimated at over 10,000, and its activities are considered a “state secret.” 
  

· Foreign Intelligence Service (Serviciul de Informaţii Externe (SIE)), established in 1990 and regulated by a 1997 law, conducts external intelligence activities, presumably controlled collection in target countries.  Current mission focus is on asymmetrical threats, especially terrorism and transnational crime, counterintelligence, support to Romania’s integration into NATO and the EU, and a concept described as “promotion of political and economic interests abroad.”  As most other services, the SIE claims a reevaluation of priorities as a result of the Al-Qaeda terrorist attacks on the U.S. in September 2001. The SIE’s current organizational structure and mission is based on National Security Law Number 1/1998 and includes an intelligence directorate, an operations directorate, liaison directorate and economic directorate; National Security Law Number 31/1991 provides for overall oversight by CSAT.  

· Service for Protection and Guard (SPP), established in 1990 and regulated by a 1998 law, provides protection to Romanian government officials, foreign dignitaries and government facilities.
 

The constitution of 1991 and the National Security Law of 1991 established overall legislative oversight of all governmental activities related to national security, including intelligence and security organizations, through the CSAT. Based on Law Number 39/1990, President Ion Iliescu, as commander of the armed forces, chairs the CSAT, whose membership includes Prime Minister Adrian Năstase, Presidential Security Adviser Ioan Talpes, Minister of National Defense Ioan Mircea Paşcu, Interior Minister Ioan Rus, Minister of Justice Rodica Mihaela Stănoiu and the directors of each intelligence organization.

An engineer by training, specializing in hydropower and natural resources, President Iliescu is a member of Social Democratic Party (Partidului Democraţiei Sociale din România (PDSR)), first elected in 1990, then became a senator after defeat by his opponent in 1996, was re-elected in 2000 on the platform of , “Close to the people, together with the people.”  He advocates improving the quality of life for Romanian citizens through economic growth, simplifying the government bureaucracy and eliminating corruption.
 De facto control over the intelligence organizations subordinate to the executive branch is assumed to rest with Prime Minister Adrian Năstase, who has a legal background and belongs to a younger generation than his president.  Năstase is rumored to have had a recent falling-out with President Iliescu, although both have denied the rumor.
 
SRI director Alexandru Radu Timofte, nominated by the president and confirmed by Parliament in joint session, holds a minister-equivalent position and directs his organization with the guidance of the Director’s Council, which he chairs; his deputy is Mircea Gheordunescu.  Timofte is rumored to have political aspirations and presumed to be the PSDR’s leading candidate in the upcoming 2004 elections, but is drawing heavy media criticism over the public relations spin attempts concerning his professional and personal image.  He appears sensitive to the concept of government transparency and public relations by offering his views on national security issues and during his annual status report to the public on SRI accomplishments.
  The SIE, whose activities are also considered a “state secret,” is headed by Gheorghe Fulga.  Nicolae Anghel was appointed head of the SPP in 1996; Tudor Tănase is director of the Service for Special Telecommunications (Serviciul de Telecomunicaţii Speciale (STS)).  Virgil Măgureanu, SRI chief from 1990-97, and responsible for some of its initial reforms despite extensive criticism, will likely remain a public figure to watch in Romanian politics. Perhaps his most significant contribution to reform was initiating the concept of balancing evenly the civil rights and security needs of the individual citizen with the security needs of the state.
  

The Minister of National Defense is Ioan Mircea Paşcu; his General Staff’s reconnaissance directorate is headed by Brigadier General (Ph.D.) Apostu Nicu, appointed in 2001. Interior Minister Ioan Rus has nominal oversight over the activities of the DGIPI and Minister of Justice  Mihaela Rodica Stănoiu over those of the SIPA. Although not directly tied to intelligence and security organizations, Foreign Minister Mircea Dan Geoană has a leading role in Romania’s NATO integration, and Hildegard Carola Puwak, Minister for European Integration, also has some impact on national security matters.
 

The national security activities of intelligence organizations within various ministries are scrutinized by the Joint Permanent Parliamentary Commission for Defense, Public Order and National Security (Comisia Petru Apărare, Ordine Publică şi Siguranţă Naţională), which includes eleven members of the Senate (Senat) and 26 members of the Chamber of Deputies (Camera Deputaţiilor) from all major political parties and it is the most important parliamentary body concerned with national security matters.  Parliament, through the CSAT and special commissions, controls and oversees the activities of the SRI, SIE, and SPP.  Oversight commissions hold hearings on specific national security issues, receive briefings from the services, monitor legal and procedural compliance and complaints of human rights/civil liberties abuses, but do not have access to operational files.  Further legislative control is exercised through audits of organizational budgets and by the joint Parliamentary Commission for Abuses, Anti-Corruption and for Petitions (Comisia Pentru Abuzuri şi Combatarea Corupţiei şi Petiţii.)
  

The current Romanian legislature is a bicameral Parliament (Parlament), consisting of the Senate with 140 seats, and the Chamber of Deputies with 345 seats; members of both are elected by direct, popular vote on a proportional representation basis to serve four-year terms; next elections are scheduled for November 2004.  The leading political party, the Social-Democrat and Humanistic Party (Partidul Social-Democrat şi Umanist (PSD)), is currently headed by Adrian Năstase; the Party for Greater Romania (Partidul România Mare (PRM)) is headed by Corneliu Vadim Tudor; the Democratic Party (Partidul Democrat (PD)) is headed by Traian Basescu; the National Liberal Party (Partidul Naţional Liberal (PLN)) is headed by Valeriu Stoica, and the Democratic Unions of Hungarians from Romania (Uniunii Democrate Maghiare din România (UDMR)) is headed by Bela Marko.

The socialist legacy of intelligence and security forces focusing on internal threats and regime stability is typical of socialist-oriented dictatorships and Nicolae Ceauşescu’s Romania was a prime example of this model.  Because of the pervasive nature of Romania’s intelligence and security services in the conduct of the nation’s business, real government reform and significant progress toward democracy cannot be accomplished without significant reforms of those services.  Romania is widely perceived to suffer from deep and widespread corruption, based on a weak economy, and progressing very slowly toward democratization.   

During the initial four years following the overthrow of the Ceauşescu regime in 1989, intelligence services continued to operate under the old Securitate approach to operations and retained most of their personnel.  Many aspects of the Securitate’s primary focus on regime protection, counter-intelligence and internal counter-insurgency lingered on during the immediate post-revolutionary period.  An initial provisionary government was formed by the National Salvation Front (FSN) Council, led by Ion Iliescu, who was later elected as president in 1990 and 1992, despite the splintering of the National Salvation Front. Petre Roman, his first prime minister, led a more reform-oriented spin-off from the National Salvation Front, later known as the PD, while Iliescu’s group became the PSDR.  The first post-Ceauşescu government inherited a wrecked economy and a citizenry reeling from the abuses of the old Securitate apparatus – deeply suspicious of authorities involved in internal control.  This attitude was reinforced with the new intelligence services’ proven involvement in the miners march on Bucharest in June 1990.  This violent event targeted the Romanian media and the Foreign Ministry, as well as some police stations, when miners and security service personnel, as was later established, terrorized the residents of the capital for several days, and resulted in a serious world image problem for the post-revolutionary government.

A major step towards reform came as a result of this event: Parliament specified the powers of the SRI in the National Security Law of 1991, but specific legislative oversight was not instituted until 1993, with the creation of the Joint Standing Committee of the Chamber of Deputies and Senate for Parliamentary Oversight of the SRI (Comisia Pentru Exercitarea Controlul Parlamentar Asupra S.R.I.).  However, citizens continued to chafe under the government’s reluctance to demonstrate transparency in government, to provide access to old Securitate files and to stop general civil rights abuses, to restitute private properties seized by the Communists, and a host of other longstanding complaints.  Reform and organizational change was progressing far too slowly and the economy continued to stagnate and suffer due to wide-spread corruption, portraying Iliescu’s government as one disinclined to execute the extensive reforms required to excise the ingrained legacy of the Ceauşescu era.  The PD faction, under Roman and Corneliu Coposu, accused Iliescu and the PDSR of clinging to the old Communist approach, lacking the will for true economic reforms, and tolerating government corruption.  In 1996, they succeeded in having Emil Constantinescu, an intellectual, elected president by disenchanted voters.  Constantinescu’s election seemed to signal a new era of true political choices, but three successive cabinets between 1996 and 2000 were perceived as indecisive towards real reforms, ending in the defeat of Constantinescu and the PD at the polls in the 2000 elections. 
   

Nature of Reforms

The constitution of 1991 and the National Security Law of 1991 established overall legislative oversight of all governmental activities related to national security, including intelligence and security organizations, through the CSAT.  This major step towards reform came as a result of the SRI’s involvement in the miner’s march on the capital in 1990: the Romanian Parliament specified the powers of the SRI in the National Security Law of 1991, but specific legislative oversight was not instituted until 1993, with the creation of the Joint Standing Committee of the Chamber of Deputies and Senate for Parliamentary Oversight of the SRI.  The law on control over the Intelligence Community (IC) “regulates the institutional and procedural framework for control over the IC, to make the activity of protecting national security more effective and to combat any form of abuse connected with this activity.”  Article Three of the law defines the principles for this oversight: defense of citizens’ fundamental rights and freedoms, non-interference with procedures involving the protection of national security, representative oversight by legislators from all parties, and inter-governmental cooperation.
 

While little progress on meaningful reforms emerged from President Iliescu’s first term, some progress in democratization started under the government of President Emil Constantinescu in 1996, with his recognition of the need for accountability and transparency in government, encouraged by external pressures from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and expectations for membership in the EU and NATO.  This need for reform and accountability was most critical for the successors of the infamous Securitate and their many incarnations in the years following the Romanian revolution in 1989.  These successor organizations were based on the old Securitate structure and included the Romanian Intelligence Service (Serviciul Român de Informaţii (SRI)), Presidential Protection and Guard Service (Serviciul de Pazâ şi Protecţie (SPP)), Foreign Intelligence Service (Serviciul de Informaţii Externe (SIE)), Directorate of Military Intelligence (Direcţia Informaţiilor Militare (DIM)), Directorate of Counterespionage of the Defense Ministry (Direcţia de Contraspionaj a Ministerului Apărării Naţionale (DCS)), Intelligence and Security Service of the Interior Ministry (Serviciul de Informaţii al Ministerului de Interne (UM 0215)), Directorate of Surveillance and Investigation of the Interior Ministry (Direcţia de Supraveghere Operativă şi Investigaţii al Inspectoratilui General al Poliţiei (DSOI)), Intelligence Service of the General Directorate of Prisons (Serviciul de Informaţii al Direcţiei Generale a Penitenciarelor (UM 0400)), and the Service for Special Telecommunications (Serviciul de Telecomunicaţii Speciale (STS)). 

In his quest for closer ties to the West, President Constantinescu effected several changes, including placing the SIE and UM 0215 under Parliamentary control and further purging the military leadership of those with civil abuse complicity.  Insincere atonement for past abuses by some of these officials and occasional punishment of individual members of the old Securitate was not sufficient to mollify the suspicions of Romania’s citizens that Securitate’s successor organizations remained undeserving of their trust. Increasing public pressure through Romania’s growing independent media, including the popular independent dailies Evenimentul Zilei and Bucureşti Ziua, created additional impetus for real reform.  One major step towards that goal was the public release in 1995 of volume five of Cartea Albă, the official history of the Securitate, which revealed additional abuses against the media and free speech by several leading officials still in these organizations. The scandals following these revelations, involving various senior officials, politicians and members of the media, resulted in a series of resignations and eventually contributed to Romania’s non-selection to membership in NATO in 1997.

Romania’s civil rights record came under closer scrutiny after its initial conditional acceptance into the Council of Europe (CoE) in 1993, which required CoE certification that Romanian intelligence and security services observed human rights, as required by the European Convention on Human Rights.  The Romanian government sought unsuccessfully to avoid this scrutiny through reports based on semi-annual CoE in-country inspections.  Following Romania’s profound disappointment of not being welcomed into NATO during the first round of expansion, it became increasingly clear that without real democratic reforms of its security and intelligence services, Romania had virtually no chance to be admitted into NATO in the future. 

Once again the result of disillusioned voters, this time impatient with Constantinescu’s ruling coalition’s failure to deliver campaign promises, Iliescu’s and the PDSR’s election victory in 2000 ushered in a new coalition of the PDSR with the Greater Romania Party (PMR), headed by Vadim Tudor.  Tudor is considered an anti-everything politician with great popular appeal to less-informed voters, who idolizes Ceauşescu, Marshal Antonescu, Romania’s pro-Nazi marshal during World War II, and Vlad Ţepeş, a Romanian medieval figure popularly known as “Vlad the Impaler” or “Dracula.”  He and his fellow party members are regarded as an impediment to Iliescu’s modest reform plans, whose coalition needs more energy from center and other moderate groups.  Adrian Năstase, Iliescu’s choice for prime minister, who has a legal degree and extensive experience in international law, was expected to bring a younger, more Western-oriented perspective and urgency to much needed reform efforts.
   

Continuing public scandals and revelations in the media highlighted the need for a law to regulate official and public access to Securitate files, allowing each individual access to his or her own file.  More scandals involving the release of and access to Securitate files highlighted the lack of centralized oversight in general and resulted in the creation of a Parliamentary Commission for SRI Oversight (Comisia Pentru Exercitarea Controlul Parlamentar Asupra S.R.I.) in 1998 comprised of three Senate members and eight deputy members from the Parliamentary Committee for Defense, Public Order, and National Security. This special commission’s mandate must be reaffirmed annually by Parliament, its leadership must represent different political parties and members are sworn to secrecy. The Commission’s oversight responsibilities include verifying constitutional and legal compliance by the SRI, monitoring its activities, investigating citizens’ complaints of SRI abuses, confirmation of SRI’s director, review of mandated annual SRI reports to Parliament, and review of SRI’s budget before Parliamentary approval.  SRI activities are monitored by means of unannounced inspections, an Inspector General-style complaint mechanism, and fiscal audits in conjunction with the State Accounting Office (Curtea de Conturi).  Another significant step was a reduction to less than 20 percent of SRI’s personnel with Securitate background by 1997, and SRI personnel are now trained at Academia SRI, an establishment based on the model of Western agencies.  Because of SRI’s potential for significant impact on the civil rights of the population, the media has become an important part of the SRI oversight mechanism.  Oversight and accountability of the SIE and SPP are lagging behind, since an effective constitutional link between the CSAT and Parliament has yet to be established, despite existing laws regulating their activities and the creation of a Special Parliamentary Commission for SIE Oversight (Comisia Specială Pentru Controlul Activităţii Serviciului de Informaţii Externe).  A 2000 European Community progress report summed it up pessimistically: “Although there are some positive developments, the conclusions of the Report can only be described as depressing.”

According to an editorial in Ziua, a critical Romanian daily, a country’s reform successes after an election are measured by the positive changes in its intelligence and security services, the military, and the police.  In early 2001, following the elections that brought Iliescu and the PDSR back to power, the media concluded that these institutions, whose purpose it is to protect the nation against security threats, instead were once again used for political purposes.  Four successive regimes during the dozen years following the 1989 revolution apparently did not make a convincing case of having instituted deep and lasting reforms in that realm. Media criticism during that time focused on revelations of ties to crime rings and corruption of various politicians and members of government, including Members of Parliament involved in intelligence oversight and officials of those very organizations they were charged to oversee.  

Elected officials, including the president, the prime minister, and various parliamentarians, continued to haggle over decrees and ordinances realigning the responsibilities of various intelligence and security services.  One such struggle in early 2001 involved the creation of UM 0962 within the Ministry of Interior as a competitor to the SRI; viewed by some as an unnecessary duplication of missions, while others argued that competition among the intelligence services was healthy and beneficial to national security.  A final ordinance, approved by the executive branch in November 2001, amends existing laws to allow for creative budget “augmentation” for SIE operations through the use of commercial cover companies, appearing to solve the service’s severe budget crunch, but also eliminates outside oversight and exposes the SIE to yet more charges of corruption.  Although approved by CSAT, this development is widely viewed as a significant realignment of power from the president to the prime minister, adding control over the intelligence apparatus to what is already viewed as full economic and political control over the government to Năstase. Another ordinance to broaden SPP’s authority for overt and clandestine intelligence collection, proposed by the executive branch and confirmed by Parliament, has received public criticism for duplicating SRI’s mandate and establishing an unnecessary in-house collection capability, comparing it to the U.S. Secret Service, but with a twist.  The SPP would also be allowed, with prior CSAT approval, to contract out protection services to dignitaries not normally afforded official protection by the government. 
    

Despite finally pulling out of a long economic recession in 2001, expectations of anything more than very modest economic growth are unlikely to be met, unless the government pursues more aggressively the guidelines provided by the IMF for across-the-board privatization and regulatory reforms.  Otherwise Romania will remain one of the poorest countries in Eastern Europe, saddled with the ill-conceived industrialization schemes of the Ceauşescu era, and unable to build a viable economy to meet the needs and post-revolution expectations of its citizens.  European Union and NATO membership alone will not create the economic miracle promised by the government and expected as a reward by Romania’s citizens for embracing democracy.

President Iliescu now seeks to enforce an image of Romania once again turning to the West for most of its ideology, culture, and certainly commerce.  Countering an unfavorable 2001-2002 economic forecast for Romania by The Economist’s Intelligence Unit, a centrist local daily offers “correct” figures from the Ministry of Development and Prognosis, stating that The Economist’s analysis had not considered Romania’s “essential changes of economic and social conditions.”  In early 2002 Iliescu attributed 75% of Romania’s current trade to members of the European Union and the United States, and most educational exchanges are now with those countries to learn more about Western democratic principles.  It is a convincing argument to some extent, enhanced by Iliescu’s foreign minister, who is a young Western-educated lawyer with extensive studies abroad and experience in international law.  Iliescu readily admits his communist past, but claims to have progressed and reformed himself along with Romania.  While he admits to many mistakes along the way of reform since the 1989 revolution, including those during his own first presidency (1990-1996), he has proclaimed the fight against corruption as his government’s top priority, a focus that should serve him well not only with his own citizenry, but with current and future Western partners.  In addition to assurances of equal rights to Romania’s newly vocal minorities, more recent concessions include official government atonement for past discrimination and for past private property appropriation by the state.  By closely tying the need for more sweeping internal reforms to NATO membership, Iliescu appears to have achieved sufficient buy-in from the majority of the population.  In the wake of the terrorist attacks in the U.S. on 11 September 2001, Romania drafted a National Security Strategy, which establishes terrorism and asymmetrical threats as a priority concern for Romanian intelligence. 

The official SRI website emphasizes that the regulation of the SRI’s mission and organization, with its legal basis in the constitution, national Security Law 51/1991 and National Security Law 14/1992, and Parliamentary oversight, represents an important step towards democratization of the nation.
  But general problems remain with concrete and specific legislation to allow for effective oversight of all of the organizations’ activities.  Continuing media revelations of past wrong-doings will result in further scandals that will hamper significant progress in democratization and impact on the international community’s perceptions of Romania’s ability to embrace and institute true democracy.  As the government adopts thorough accountability for its organizations and real transparency throughout government and consolidates the current proliferation of political parties, the newly independent media will relax its aggressive watchdog role and become more investigative/professional and less scandal-oriented in its approach, allowing the two naturally opposed entities to settle into a more balanced relationship, a major step towards a maturing democracy.  Just as importantly, the rate of progress will also depend on how well and how soon Romanian society in general divests itself from the old ideologies, suspicions and distrust of government authorities.  Society and government-wide personal and professional integrity and principles of true civil service are critical – otherwise the legacy of the communist era will likely take at least another generation to fade away.

It is encouraging that candidates for membership in critical Parliamentary oversight commissions must now pass a background investigation concerning past affiliation with Securitate or other organizations considered a threat to national security.  Less encouraging is the fact that this scrutiny is executed by the SRI, whose objectivity may come into question in this case.  While internal pressures from the voting citizenry and the media, and external pressures from the European Community, the International Monetary Funds and NATO have led to the institution of more balanced executive control and legislative oversight, the execution of effective control and oversight still requires considerable progress.  Much short-term damage control and public relations management due to media revelations crowd out long-term far-reaching overall reform, as Romania attempts to settle into a comfortable balance between trust in government and civic vigilance.  Iliescu, who chairs the CSAT, announced in November 2001 CSAT’s approval of the SIE’s and SRI’s final organizational structure, in anticipation of NATO and EU requirements.  During that session CSAT also established procedures and protocols for inter-organizational cooperation and information sharing; it designated the SIE as having primary responsibility for Romania’s national security, and added NATO and EU integration as  top SIE priorities. 
 Romania’s current multi-party system remains an obstacle to sweeping reforms until two or three leading parties emerge as strongly representative, allowing the legislature and executive branches to focus on in-depth and permanent reforms.  Likewise, the success or failure of effective reforms in the economic sector will affect the government’s ability to focus on government-wide reforms.

The downsizing of Romania’s military to one third of its pre-revolution strength and a shift in doctrine in accordance with the requirements of Romania’s new Western alliances (Partnership for Peace and Membership Action Plan) are embraced by Iliescu as the guideline to national security reform, economic growth, government transparency and accountability, and the protection of civil rights. By pointing to Romania’s modest contributions to the Gulf War coalition in 1991, to international peacekeeping participation in the Balkans, and more recently in Afghanistan in the fight against terrorism, Iliescu seeks to enforce his country’s international security commitments. 
 

Romania’s current National Security Strategy, described on the official website of the Ministry of Defense as a flexible, living document that reflects today’s realities and is capable of incorporating future changes, is based on “the guarantee of democracy and fundamental liberties, sustained and lasting economic and social development, accession into NATO and integration into the European Union.”  The strategy defines Romania’s national security interests, specifies the objectives that support these, evaluates the international security environment, identifies internal and external risk factors, and directs action and resources for national security assurance.  It also addresses the need for realignment of the interaction between national defense component organizations and the need for thorough understanding of the larger international security process and context, with a medium-range outlook based on predictable factors.
 

Critical national security interests are prioritized as follows:  maintain Romania’s integrity, unity, sovereignty and independence; guarantee democratic rights and liberties, the well-being, security and protection of its citizens; economic and social development towards parity with developed European nations; fulfill conditions required for NATO and EU membership rights and obligations; affirm and promote the national identity of a nation with democratic values and cultural heritage and creativity of the Romanian people; protect the environment, natural resources, and quality of life at a level of international standards.  A similar official strategy for 2001-2004 by the Ministry of the Interior, acknowledges the need for “profound and comprehensive” reforms up front, presumably many of these to be undertaken to address public and external concerns over citizens’ rights, government corruption, and to assure EU integration.
  Additional government efforts in this direction are evident from a January 2001 governmental decision to create a separate Ministry of Public Information (Ministerul de Informaţii Publice).  Although viewed by the critical national and local media as largely a propaganda arm of the government, the ministry’s official website provides public access to useful information on a variety of issues, including current national and international strategy, budget and expenditure statistics, government priorities, support to worldwide Romanian political interests and internet information.
  

During a public roundtable discussion on intelligence reforms in February 2002, organized by the Horia Rusu Foundation,
 attendees debated the progress of reform preparation towards integration of Romanian intelligence and security organizations into the NATO structure.  Access to old Securitate files (estimated at over one million) and legislative regulation of access to classified information with impact on individual rights were viewed by attendees as the most critical issues towards credible intelligence reform.  Attendees, including intelligence organization officials, parliamentarians, private citizens, media representatives, and academics, concluded that the government and parliamentary oversight bodies failed to make sufficient progress in dealing with Securitate files; the National Council for the Study of Securitate Archives (Consiliul Naţional Pentru Studiul Archivelor Securitatei (CNSAS)) was generally declared as ineffective, with several prominent attendees using their own Securitate files to illustrate the case.  Predictably, many attendees were critical of proposed legislation to regulate the classification of national security information in accordance with NATO requirements, accusing the SRI and SIE of having authored the bill to provide for broader authority for these organizations, with dangerous potential for abuse.  A government decision to establish a national intelligence academic institution was well-received, since this would imply more thorough screening of future intelligence professionals and transparency in SRI recruitment practices.  Criticism voiced by former president Constantinescu’s national security advisor claimed that NATO is very concerned about the SRI’s “politicization”: the surveillance and monitoring of opposition party members to protect and promote the current ruling parties’ interests.  
  

A national televised debate on “The Role Played by Intelligence Services in Romania’s NATO Bid,” moderated by the president of the U.S. NATO Committee, was attended by the minister of national defense as well as the directors of the SRI and the SIE, who addressed such topics as intelligence cooperation with NATO, corruption, and terrorism as a national security threat to Romania.  A poll taken in connection with this debate focused on public opinions about the performance of Romanian intelligence organizations and revealed general approval of these agencies, but with more transparency desired, and it showed that Romanians believe these organizations should assist the U.S. and NATO in the worldwide fight against terrorism. In follow-on official visits by SIE director Fulga and SRI director Timofte with Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) director George Tenet, Canadian Security Intelligence Service director Ward Elcock, and NATO Office of Security officials in Luxemburg and Brussels, both sought to dispel any potential concerns over lack of progress in reforming the Romanian intelligence structure in accordance with NATO requirements. 

As of November 2002, SIE director Fulga claims extensive reforms have been accomplished towards meeting NATO standards, demonstrating significant progress in the democratization process for his service, both in realigning SIE’s mission and reorganizing its structure to conform to “the rule of law and democratic principles.”  He highlighted specific achievements in the selection and training of new SIE personnel, with emphasis on candidates with advanced degrees, foreign language proficiency, and follow-on training.  He also emphasized the establishment of internal procedures for the safeguarding of NATO classified information, an enduring concern for NATO’s Office of Security. 

Future Prospects

Romania struggles to meet NATO military requirements by 2004: reducing its overall force strength by 30%, building a more professional military and replace aging Soviet-supplied equipment with modern, NATO-compatible technology to enable it to contribute a small rapid reaction force for worldwide peacekeeping missions.  A change in military doctrine and command-and-control practices will also be crucial.  Key NATO concerns with military reforms have to be addressed successfully by the Romanian government: the elimination of most old Securitate personnel in the new security and intelligence organizations and the elimination of real or perceived corruption within these services. In late 2001 the World Bank made a loan of half a million dollars available for a retraining program of former Securitate personnel under a program to assist affected personnel before being retired or laid-off from their positions with intelligence organizations.  Although the program offers extensive assistance with retraining, interviews, and job leads, only an estimated 25% of funds had been spent by mid-2002, and an estimated 50,000 officers subject to dismissal or retirement by 2004 have shown surprisingly little interest in this assistance program.  Some concerns remain over Romania’s relations with neighboring NATO member Hungary, and with Moldova and Ukraine.  Romania took another encouraging step in June 2002, when it signed a mutual intelligence sharing agreement with Balkan neighbors Bosnia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Macedonia, and Slovenia. 
  

Before effective and long-lasting reforms will take hold, both the executive branch and Parliament must work on dispelling public perceptions that corruption is still common among government and political party officials.  The measures necessary for fundamental improvement of the national economy and the accompanying increase in quality of life for the average citizen critical to nation’s progress are unlikely to succeed without increased and widespread public trust in government.  Embracing the standards required for NATO and EU membership as Romania’s new roadmap to democracy and prosperity, the government has been able to focus and rally some popular support for its goals for military reform, economic reform, anti-corruption campaign, human rights and civil liberties, and national security issues, such as the treatment of classified information and restructuring of the security and intelligence organizations, and even sell some of the harsh measures required to accomplish these goals.  A mid-2002 analysis by a global business and investment analysis service identified military reforms, including intelligence and security services, and economic reforms as key NATO concerns.  Prime Minister Năstase maintains that by 2004 Romanian military forces will be prepared for joint defense missions with NATO member forces and able to contribute an integrated airspace imaging capability to NATO’s overall system.
 

In the area of economic reform, Năstase proposed a reduction of inflation to 9 percent by 2004 and a reduced budget deficit, encouraged by a modest 5 percent growth in 2001.  While NATO military reform requirements may be largely achievable, a long legacy of failed economics and unattained IMF goals will continue to haunt the Romanian economy beyond 2004 and impact on Romania’s acceptance into the European Union.  For example, Romania’s economic growth will be affected by the loss of revenues from traditional arms exports due to new expected compliance with arms embargoes, security agreements, and a refocus on non-proliferation and counter-terrorism. Significant objectives for EU acceptance remain to be met by 2004 - the investment climate in Romania continues to be rated less than inviting.  Antiquated, inefficient and indebted state-owned industries and cumbersome regulations and administrative rules offer unattractive prospects for foreign or domestic investors, while much needed privatization is bogged down.  Prospects for government stability were more optimistic in 2002, when President Iliescu and Prime Minister Năstase presented a more united front.  Rumors about a political rift between the two continue to surface and may affect EU perceptions of this government’s stability and its ability to depoliticize its intelligence organizations. 
  

A new political dimension will likely have some impact as well - Romania’s recent alliance with the U.S. on the issue of regime change in, and the disarming of, Iraq.  The EU is likely to view equally critically Romania’s recent formal agreement with the U.S. to exempt U.S. forces from prosecution by an international criminal court.  On the other hand, following the current military action in Iraq, the U.S. government will likely recall favorably Romania’s offer of intelligence information on some of Iraq’s infrastructure, since Romania built much of Iraq’s power generation capability and some of its oil refining capacity. 

Popular criticism of the intelligence services’ “politicization” will impact greatly on successful reforms and public acceptance of these attempts.  Romania’s government and institutions are not quite used to monitor and considering public opinion, but must now successfully convince the public that serious reforms have been instituted and integrated into the professional culture of these services, otherwise perceptions will continue to enforce the natural public distrust of these Securitate successors.  In turn, the status of the nation’s trust will impact on NATO’s and the EU’s assessment of the success of these reforms.  Also uncertain is how long political and popular support for relatively high defense spending necessary for NATO required reforms and upgrades will last, since Romania currently spends an estimated 24% of its GDP on defense, more than most Western European members of NATO.  The prognosis for meaningful economic reform appeared somewhat more optimistic by late 2002, with a mini-boom in the information technology sector, applicable not just to the economy, but also to military and intelligence modernization, and an estimated lower 15% inflation for 2003.  

Ultimately, the ability of the nation itself to transition from communism, with its debilitating effects on the spirit of enterprise and personal integrity, to true democratic principles, including putting the nation above self, will have as much impact on the success of democracy in Romania as the success of specific reforms within the military and the economy.  Likewise, long-term buy-in of the concept of reforms and active support for the necessary tough measures this requires by the ruling and major opposing political parties will be crucial.  As long as revelations of corruption and ties to Securitate by various politicians keep being debated in public and cannot be refuted or resolved to the public’s satisfaction, the government will be hampered by legislators’ inability to effect reforms, and the public will be unable to set aside its distrust of the old way of doing business and focus on supporting reforms and accompanying hardships fully.  Recent rumors of early elections would likely impact the government’s and Parliament’s focus on completing NATO accession requirements and accomplishing the remaining steps towards EU integration – a serious blow to further democratization. This possibility was effectively eliminated by an unsuccessful no-confidence vote under the motto “The Mafia is Suffocating Romania,” staged by members of three opposition parties on March 31, 2003, indicating sufficient legislative support for Năstase’s measures to accomplish these challenging goals. However, maintaining the voters’ focus on the end goals – NATO accession in 2004 and EU integration in 2007 – despite some harsh economic measures required to accomplish these goals, will remain a challenge for Năstase’s coalition.  Social pressures from voters eager for a post-revolutionary economic dividend in the form of improved quality of life in many ways competes directly with the real necessity for reforms on all fronts, both for foreign and domestic consumption. 
 

During an annual performance review in early 2003, the Ministry of Interior (which includes the SRI) and the Ministry of Justice, including the Prosecutor for Anti-Corruption Prosecutor, highlighted progress in their respective anti-corruption campaigns.  Similarly, in the annual report to Parliament about SRI’s activities and accomplishments during 2002, SRI director Timofte emphasized that SRI reorganization in late 2001 had resulted in an efficient organizational structure and effective regulations, fully interoperable with NATO. He reiterated the SRI’s commitment to fight corruption and contribute to NATO’s security with a vigilant counterintelligence capability, but also hinted that leads on potential corruption have not been pursued by the relevant organizations within the Ministry of Justice, citing some remaining legislative and social obstacles to effective reform.
 

The intelligence services especially need to heed and deal with enduring criticism that “national security” is used to cover or justify activities of corrupt intelligence officials, as well as Parliamentary oversight officials, and that corrupt or illegal activities or infringement on civil liberties is covered up in the name of national security. 
  Năstase’s ruling coalition now appears relatively secure until at least late 2004 and it can focus on continuing relatively unimpeded on the pursuit of these reforms, if it can convince the public that reforms will be comprehensive and will eventually result in an improved economy, elimination of corruption, and preservation of individual rights. Following the no-confidence vote, the prime minister announced plans to reshuffle his cabinet in early 2004, presumably to speed up administrative reforms towards more efficiency and fewer bureaucratic layers, resulting in a more streamlined central government core and increased transparency. 
 

This current environment is likely to support continuing reforms within the intelligence and security services, especially with the recruitment and training of newly indoctrinated personnel.  Efforts to professionalize Romania’s new intelligence cadre would be reinforced positively with the offer of U.S. and NATO member seminars and lectures on general topics of intelligence ethics and professional integrity, civilian control of military and intelligence activities, the concept of legislative oversight, balancing national security needs with legal requirements and civil liberties, and general principles of conducting intelligence in a democracy. 

Implications for US national interests

Following the November 2002 invitation to join NATO, Romania appears to have accelerated its attempts at reforms, hoping for full membership in 2004. President Iliescu declared the invitation to join NATO a momentous occasion and a significant milestone in Romanian history – a complete and final break with the past. He has also pledged Romania’s full support to the preservation of peace in the Balkans and to the fight against terrorism worldwide.  In February 2003 Romania promised to make available Romanian airspace and airfields in support of military actions against the regime of Saddam Hussein, hoping to convince future Western partners further of its serious commitment to NATO membership and to the fight against terrorism.  Before World War II, Romanians proudly hailed Bucharest as the Paris of Eastern Europe, a romance language-based culture with a Western orientation, surrounded by Slavic people with an Eastern orientation. Iliescu’s recent statements and pledges appear to reflect a resurgence of that national sentiment.
 With Turkey recently proving to be a less reliable U.S. ally than in the past, new Balkan NATO members, including Romania, will take on an increasingly critical role for U.S. national security considerations in the Middle East. 

Remaining counter-intelligence concerns over Harold Nicholson’s and Aldrich Ames’s betrayal must be resolved satisfactorily to allow U.S. intelligence to deal with Romanian intelligence institutions at least on the same level of trust as with current NATO partners.  Nicholson, CIA station chief in Bucharest during the Romanian revolution in 1989, is believed to have impeded effective U.S. dialog with the new post-Ceauşescu regime of President Iliescu on behalf of his Soviet/Russian masters.  Later Ames, who served as the U.S. representative at a regional intelligence service chiefs meeting in Bucharest, impacted negatively on the improvement of U.S.-Romanian intelligence relations on behalf of his Soviet/Russian controllers. There is no doubt that both traitors delayed significantly the establishment of meaningful intelligence relations between the U.S. and Romania, now finally engaged in significant cooperation on terrorism, narcotics trafficking, weapons of mass destruction proliferation and other transnational issues.  Romania’s siding with the U.S. in the current conflict in Iraq, Romania’s recent agreement with the U.S. about war crimes prosecution, and its professed focus on anti-terrorism activities, have further endeared it to the U.S. government.  Convincing the U.S. of its ability to execute announced reforms effectively, despite political, economic and social pressures, will be the true test of Romania’s credibility, reliability and viability as a serious U.S. partner.    

� Romania’s current constitution, adopted in December 1991, consists of seven titles and 152 articles, addressing general principles, fundamental rights, freedoms and duties, public authorities, economy and public finances, the constitutional court, revision of the constitution, and final and temporary provisions, available on the official Senate website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.presidency.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro�; an English version may be reviewed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oefre.unibe.ch/law/icl/ro00000_.html" ��http://www.oefre.unibe.ch/law/icl/ro00000_.html�.  National Security Law Number 51 was enacted in July 1991 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/" ��http://www.sri.ro/�) and was published by Bucharest Ziua on 26 April 2001 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/intellaw.htm" ��http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/intellaw.htm�). (Caution: while several official Romanian government websites offer English versions, the content of the English language version is frequently not as comprehensive as the original version.)


 


� A general overview is provided by Romanian Senator Károly F. Szabó: “Parliamentary Overview of Intelligence Services in Romania,” Conference Paper, Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces: Geneva, October 2002; Ian Leigh: “The Legal Norms of the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) and Security Sector Reform,” Working Paper, Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, Geneva, 2002; CSAT’s responsibilities are also described on the Romanian Intelligence Service’s own website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/control_cb_csat.html" ��http://www.sri.ro/control_cb_csat.html�). 





� Based on current information available on MApN’s website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mapn.ro/" ��http://www.mapn.ro/�); FAS website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fas.org" ��www.fas.org�), and information provided in Szabó’s parliamentary overview above.


 


� As described on the Ministry of Interior’s website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mi.ro/" ��http://www.mi.ro/�), the Ministry of Justice’s website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.just.ro/" ��http://www.just.ro/�), FAS website above, and Szabó above.





� Based on information provided on the official SRI website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/" ��http://www.sri.ro/�), FAS, and Szabó above.





� As described on the official Senate website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro" ��http://www.senat.ro�), the individual services websites (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/" ��http://www.sri.ro/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.dci.ro/default.htm" ��http://www.dci.ro/default.htm�, ) and by the Romanian daily Buchureşti Ziua of 16 November 2001 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/revamp.htm" ��http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/revamp.htm�).  





� Extensive information is offered on the President’s own website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.presidency.ro/" ��http://www.presidency.ro/�), critical exposés are offered by Legiunea, a political opposition group (� HYPERLINK "http://www.legiunea.com/" ��http://www.legiunea.com/�).  





� Background on the prime minister and his cabinet is provided on his official website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.guv.ro/" ��http://www.guv.ro/�); his relationship with the President is summed up well by Vladimir Tismăneanu: “Romania’s First Post-Communist Decade: From Iliescu to Iliescu,” Discussion Paper, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars: Washington, DC, January 2001.


 


� Described on the President’s official website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.presidency.ro/" ��http://www.presidency.ro/�); the SRI vision is offered on SRI’s official website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/presa_mesaj.html" ��http://www.sri.ro/presa_mesaj.html�). 





� Tismăneanu above and Buchureşti Ziua, 28 June 2001.





� Details found at the respective official website of each ministry (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mapn.ro/" ��http://www.mapn.ro/�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.mi.ro/" ��http://www.mi.ro/�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.just.ro/" ��http://www.just.ro/�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.mae.ro/" ��http://www.mae.ro/�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.mie.ro/" ��http://www.mie.ro/�). 





� Parliamentary commissions are listed and described at � HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro/�; details are also provided by Commission member Senator Szabó’s parliamentary overview above.





� Romanian Senate and Chamber of Deputies membership and activities are described on their official websites (� HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.cdep.ro/" ��http://www.cdep.ro/�).





� As described by Tismăneanu above and from various Romanian press accounts (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ziua.net/" ��http://www.ziua.net/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.romanialibera.com/" ��http://www.romanialibera.com/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.adevarulonline.ro/" ��http://www.adevarulonline.ro/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.azi.ro/" ��http://www.azi.ro/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.monitoruloficial.ro/" ��http://www.monitoruloficial.ro/�).  Also addressed in Jim Marchio: Unrest and Instability in Southeastern Europe: Cold War Insights for the 21st Century,” Study Paper, University of Illinois, Maxwell AFB, AL, April 2000.





� Kieran Williams, Dennis Deletant. Security Intelligence Services in New Democracies: The Czech Republic, Slovakia and Romania. London: University College, 2001; information provided in Szabó’s parliamentary overview and Tismăneanu above. 





� Elizabeth Pond. “Romania: Better Late Than Never,” The Washington Quarterly.  Vol. 24, Nr.2 (2001); Federation of American Scientists, Intelligence Resource Program, Romanian Intelligence Agencies (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/index.html" ��http://www.fas.org/irp/world/romania/index.html�), Global Security, Romanian Intelligence Agencies (� HYPERLINK "http://www.globalsecurity.org/intell/world/romania/index.html" ��http://www.globalsecurity.org/intell/world/romania/index.html�), Romania-A Country Study, Library of Congress (� HYPERLINK "http://lcweb2.loc.gov/" ��http://lcweb2.loc.gov/�).





� See Deletant above and Ion Iliescu: “Romania’s Return to its Western Identity: Internal Reforms and International Security Contribution,” Wilson Center Forum, 2001; all published excerpts of Cartea Albă are at � HYPERLINK "http://www.guv.ro/" ��http://www.guv.ro/�.





� See Tismăneanu and Deletant above. 





� Catherine Lovatt. “EC 2000 Progress Report on Romania,” Central Europe Review.  Vol.2, No.39 (13 November 2000); see also � HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro/�.





� Doru Dragomir and Bogdana Păun, “The Guard and Protection Service has Become an Intelligence Service,” Ziua, 4 December 2002.





� The government’s legislative agenda for 2003 contains ambitious objectives for each ministry to achieve progress, with emphasis on the anti-corruption campaign (� HYPERLINK "http://www.guv.ro/" ��http://www.guv.ro/�); also see the 2002 CIA Factbook 2002 on Romania (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/print/ro.html" ��http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/print/ro.html�).  





� See Iliescu above, Adevărul of 26 September 2001 and � HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/" ��http://www.sri.ro/�. 





�  See commissions at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro/� and � HYPERLINK "http://cdep.ro/" ��http://cdep.ro/�, such as the efforts of the Parliamentary Commission for Abuses, Anti-Corruption and for Petitions.





� See Tismăneanu and Deletant above; also a succession of articles published on this subject in the independent media, primarily Ziua (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ziua.net/" ��http://www.ziua.net/�), also available through FBIS media translations.





� See Iliescu above and Jane’s Defence Weekly’s assessment of October 23, 2002.





� Strategia Naţională a României (� HYPERLINK "http://mapn.ro/" ��http://mapn.ro/�).





� Reforma 2001-2004, Strategia Ministerului De Interne (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mi.ro/" ��http://www.mi.ro/�).





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.publicinfo.ro/" ��http://www.publicinfo.ro/�.





� This group, founded by Horia Rusu, one of the original members of the right-wing National Liberation Party of the post-Ceauşescu era, promotes individualism, freedom, prosperity, property rights and a market-based economy with seminars, conferences, debates and youth orientation programs designed to change old communist-era attitudes not conducive to these principles.





� Detailed coverage of these discussions was provided by Bucureşti Ziua and Evenimentul Zilei on 19 February 2002.





� Poll details in Bucureşti Ziua, 25 March 2002.





� Official Statements by President Iliescu, Prime Minister Năstase, and SIE Director Gheorghe Fulga, issued by RomPress, the government press agency, in November 2002.





� See Jane’s Intelligence Review, July 1 – August 1, 2002.  The U.S. DEA estimates that drugs transiting the Balkans from Asia into Western Europe bring in up to $7 billion each year; also President Iliescu’s “State of The Union” address of 6 February 2003.





� See Jane’s Intelligence Review, July 1, 2002.





� PRS Group Country Risk Guide, 1 June 2002; Jane’s Defence Weekly of October 23, 2002; and Azi of 29 November 2002; more about Năstase’s vision is in his book The Battle for the Future, Columbia University Press, 2002.





� Article 98 of the International Criminal Court allows signatory countries to refuse handing over foreign citizens serving in their country if that would contradict another existing agreement.  Also see The Washington Post, October 21, 2002; President Iliescu’s strong declaration of support for action to disarm Iraq of 6 February 2003 at � HYPERLINK "http://presidency.ro/" ��http://presidency.ro/�.





� An article of November 2002 in România Liberă names several alleged corrupt politicians from various parties and exposes supposed patronage of security and intelligence officials; A PRS Group Political Risk Assessment of September and December 2002; see � HYPERLINK "http://www.senat.ro/" ��http://www.senat.ro/� for anti-corruption activities of the Parliamentary commission, and news accounts of the March 2003 non-confidence vote at � HYPERLINK "http://www.story.yahoo.com/" ��http://www.story.yahoo.com/�.





� For an overall assessment of recent reforms, driven by prospects for NATO accession, see “Security and Foreign Forces,” Jane’s Sentinel Security Assessment – The Balkans, February 2003. Also see official reports in the Ministry of Justice’s Cartea Albă and a more details anti-corruption plan (� HYPERLINK "http://www.just.ro/" ��http://www.just.ro/�), the Ministry of Interior’s anti-corruption objectives in its strategy for 2001-2004 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mi.ro/" ��http://www.mi.ro/�) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs NATO integration objectives (� HYPERLINK "http://aaa.mae.ro/" ��http://aaa.mae.ro/�). A critique is offered by Radu Tudor in his Buchureşti Ziua article “Romanian Intelligence Service Exposes National Anti-Corruption Prosecuting Magistry,” dated 24 February 2003.





� Mihail Galatanu. “The Watchtower: The Monopoly of National Security.” Evenimentul Zilei, February 2003; see � HYPERLINK "http://www.sri.ro/" ��http://www.sri.ro/� for excerpts from Timofte’s annual report.





� AIG’s “Regional Risk Analysis for Romania,” March 2003, forecasts a modest 4.8% real GDP growth in 2003 and 5.3% 2004, based on accelerated investment growth resulting from investors’ confidence in Romania’s economic outlook; see Bianca Guruita’s report “Early Elections Dropped, Government to Reshuffle in February,” in Nine O’clock, 1 April 2003.  





� Ion Iliescu. “Romania’s Return to its Western Identity: Internal Reforms and International Security Contribution.” Wilson Center Forum, 2001.
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