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INTRODUCTION

Over the past eight vears, there has developed an important
lterature on Eastern HEuropean party and parliamentary systems.
Thiy hterature hus examined the nature of these svsiems by creating
party classifications or addressing the process of parllamentary inst-
wtionalization (Roskin 1993; Olson and Norton 19463 However,
relatively little of (his Biterature has explored the nexus between
Fastern European party and purhameniary coalttions, While theories
of parliamentary activity have been developed to explain the com-
position of ruling coalitions (Riker 19620 Dodd 19763 or committee
system behavior (Krehbiel 19915, these theories often tail (o consider
the development of what 1 term 2 “party electoral coalinon,” This
type of coalition 15 composed of idividual member-parties that form
an electoral coalition which 1s transtormed o a parliamentary
coalition, The German Christian Democratic LUnon and the Chnstian
Sociahist Unjon coalition would be an example of a party electoral
coalition, and these coalitions have figured promanently in the
creation of parliamentary coalitions throaghout Western Europe:
however, they are even more important in Eastern European parlia-
menis because of the large number of parbamentary parties. This
article exanunes the brouder relavonship between party clectoral and
pashiamentary coalitions by examining Romanian opposition politics.
Romania provides an excellent case study 1n which to explore why
Fastern Furopean party electoral cealitions are so temporary. By
understanding the nature of party electoral coalitons, we will better
understand the difficulty of political transtormation in this region.

THE CASE OF ROMANIA

[ this article. T examine why the Romanian opposition move-
ment and s party electoral coalition, the Democratic Convention of
Romania (CDRy, fragmented moearly 1993 and how this fragmenta-
tron actually assisted the CDR 10 the 1996 natonal ciections, Based
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on a 1994 survey of CDIR pany leaders. 1 provide evidence which
demonstrates that these elites had different perceptions regarding the
nature of this coalinon, Moreover. the fragmentation of this coaliion
provides some general evidence concerning the nature of these coah
tons, and in the context of Romanian politics. the splintermg of the
Romanian opposition movement has already had o sipnifican
vonseguence for the Tuture of Romanian poliics Before addressing
those 1ssues which contributed to the fragmentation of this coalition.

W is mstructive o discuss the basie features of this party electoral |
coalition.

I November 1991, Romanian opposition parties bepan thewr
initial discussions concerning the tformation of a party electoral
coalition, and the CDR was the result of these discussions, Although
many of the members of the coatinon have changed since its
meeption m late 1991 there was a core group of parties i the CDR
when this survey was conducted in May 19943: The Civie Allance
Party (PAC). the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania
{(UDMR, the Liberal Party "93 (PL '93), the National Liberal Party-
Democratic Convention (PNL-CD). the National Peasunis Party-
Christian Democratic (PNT-CI3), the Romanian Feological Party
{PER and the Social Democrane Party of Romama (PSDRy In
addition, several associations and vivic organizations are still
members of this coalinon. These associations include orpanizations
such as the Civie Alhance and the Association of Former Political
Detainees of Romania. While these associations did not field their
own parliamentary candidates. these associations promoted the
candidates of the CDR and had a sitemficant influence on the internal
structure of the organization. These associahions have represeatation
on the CDR Executive Committee and the Convention Council, and
they are respoosible for adopting protecols and directives which
mvolve CIXR pohtical strategy and tactics,

The CDR was initially conceived as a party electoral coalition
for the local elections in March 1942, Because of the success of the
CDR in these local elecuions, this coalition contested the national
elections in September 1992 The CDR did not perfonm as well as
expected in the national elections. and throughout 1993 and 1994,
party divisions emerged within the coalitton which ultimately led to
s fragmentation by February 1995 By the June 1996 local
elections. only the PNT-CD. the PER and the PNL-CD remained in
the DR The CDR was reorganized by the time of the 1990 local
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clections. and its candidates won the mavoral contests i many major
Romanian cities meluding Bucharest and approximately 1990 of the
city ad county council seats,

The success of the CDR continued mn the November and
December 1996 national electons, In the parliimentary elections, the
CDR recerved approximately 30% of the vete and about 30% of the
seuts in both houses (Lebertaieq 1990, The CDR was able to form a
coalition govermment with UDMR and the Social Democratic Union
{USD) which 1z composed of the PSDR and the Demecratic Party
National Sabvation Front (PD FSNY The coalition selected Victor
{‘torbea as the new prime minister. b addition, the CDR presidentrad
candidate Fmil Constantinescu defeated thep-President fon Hiescu in
the second round of elections. Following the obvious success of the
DR, there was a great deal of enthusiasm that necessary reforms
would finally be enacted by the parliament, and certauniy. the pace of
cconomic reforms has been much more rapid under the Ciorbea
wovernment than under the Vacaroiu or Stolojan governments.,

However, during the 1996 national clecuons, there were
disagreements between the CDR and the USD concerning a pre-
electoral agreement. Morcover, the USD contains a party, the PSDR|
which had already left the CDR. and immediately following the
clections, members of several liberd) parties including the PNL-CD
ar! the Natienal Liberal Party (both members of the CDRy began
discussions concerning the formation of a single hberal party
{Libertgrea 194963, In addition, another CDR party, the Romania
Alternative Party {PAR)Y proposed a fusion with the PAC (another
party which had left the CDRY. While this coalition government has
endured for over a vear. there have been a number of episodes
which demonstrate the volatility of coalition politics, Petre Roman,
feader of the USID and Speaker of the Senate, indicaied m August that
his party would withdraw support from the ruling coalition 1f the
pace of economic reforms was too rapid. Moreover, UDMR indi-
cated that 1t would leave the coahition if the government did not pass
an education law which would provide minerities linguistic and
educational rights.

While the Ciorbea government has lasted a vear, there are still
many qguestions tacing the CDR. How will the CDR mransform itself
from a party electoral coalition into a parhamentary coalition and
from an opposttion coalition 10 a government coalttion”? Will the
CDR be able to umte in pohicy-makimng, and will the CDR be able o
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work with parties which had carlier left the coahtion” These are
unportast questions because the current coalition government does
not enjoy a significant majority, and 1f there are defections from the
coalition, the government might not be able to sustain a vore of
confidence. In addinon. this v the first opportumty for the former
opposiiion 1o foim a government. The success or failure of the CDR
as a government and parliamentary coalitton will have a significant
mmpact on the future of Romanian politics,

The nternal politics of the CDR over the past three vears
provides possble evidence for the future of the CDR as a govern-
ment and parliamentary coalitien. The fragmentation of the CDR in
1995 provides msight into the policy disagreements which have
shaped this coaliion since s inception. Therefore in order 1o
understand the future of the CDR. it 1s important 1o understand why
the CDR fragmented in 1995, To that end. | explore whether the
CDR assisted its member-parties in developing a broad electoral base
which ultimately provided the coalition the ability to pursue a unified
agenda in the parhiament. In order 1o assess these transformations, |
examine atittude comsistency among the CDR party elite using ¢
survey instrument which was conducted in the Spring of 1994, |
hypothesized that if elite awitudes regarding the CDR as an electoral
and party coalition were Jarpely congruent. then elite attitudes
regarding the CDR as « parfiamentary coualition would be simmidar.
Moreover, congruence among elite attitudes would enable the CDR
0 be a more cifective parhamentary coalition and would prevent the
coalition from tragmenting. However, the datu indicate that there
were different perceptions of the CDR depending on whether the
COR was analyzed as an electoral. party or parliamentary organiza-
tion. The data provide evidence which would support the hypothesis
that the CDR has not assisted member-parties in developing a broad
electoral platform. However, the data do not support the hypothess
that the CDR has pot assisted member-parties in pursuing a unified
parliamentary agends. These conflicting elite attitudes indicate that
there were significant divisions within the coalition and provide
evidence as to why the CDR splintered n 1995, Moreover, the
differences among the CDR elite in 1995 provide a basis for under-
standing potential contlicts among the CDR and the USD elite in
1997,
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SURVEYS O ELITES

This sursey of the CDR party ehites was the firnst Western
survey of thiv population. Because surveys have not previously been
conducted on the CDR elites and because the voting records of MPs
live not been made avaitable 10 the general public, this survey
presents the fiest data that exist on this impoctant group within
Romanian peligics. Most surveys conducted on Romanian parties use
the electorate as the fovel of analysis. Organwzations such as the
Institute for Romanitan Public Opinion (TRSOP the Group for
Social Dialogue (GSDY and the Institute for Marketing and Surveys
UMAS) conduct such mass-based surveys. These surveys have
provided buportant insights into the tdeological connection between
voters and Romanian parties. Surveys conducted by Western scholars
have also generally wtilized the eleciornte as the level of analysis. For
example. a recent survey conducted by Whitetield and Evans (1994
measures the placement ol parties in Romania as a function of voter
perceptions.

While Romanan and Western scholarship has examined party
development as a function of voter perceptions, there has been a lack
of research on party development as a funciion of elite perceptions.
The surveys that have been conducted on Romanian ehie opinion
have Tocused on ssues of public pohicy rather than pany develop-
ment. Research conducted by Crowther and Roper (19906} on
Romanian ard Moldovan MPs exatnines the process of parliarmentary
institutien-buitding and public policy decision-making rather than
party development.

Elite opinion s mmportant 1o assess because of the relationship
between voters and parties. Mosca (1929, 54y defines an elite class by
the manner m which it “performs all political functions and
mosopolizes power.” The ehite create the system of governing and
clectoral procedures. Moreover as Diwamond. Linz and Lipset argue,
demaocratic stability requires “a widesoread belie! among elites. in
the Jemtimacy of the democratic system”™ (1990, 93 Pridham 1990)
also mamtains that pelitical elites are extremely mmportant during the
process of democratic transition. In the new democrucies in Bastern
Europe. the elite serve an important role in the process of democra-
tization.

While the elite have a sigaificant eftect on the process of de-
mocratization, the term “ehte™ as used in this article does not denote
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a spevifie group within the society, One approach o ehite analyvsis
emphasizes that there is no osingle umtary ehte. While elies are an
nupoertant class within the poliical system, “the eine does not exist as
aosingular collectivity, but rather the political and adnumisirative
leaders ol aosystem are very diverse and incongruent i perspective”
(Eldersveld, Koonnun and van der Tak 1981, 4. Studies by Sartorn
and Almond wrgae that there are weological dilferences which cause
elite conflwet Ruiggs (1964 argues that generational ditferences can
produce elite contlict.

Because a singular political elite does not exist. the first issue
confronting those that research elite perceptions is to specify who are
the elite. Numerous definitions of ehites specify “party elites”™ as 2o
subgroup within the clite chass (Field and Higley 1985, 63, However,
one s sull left with the ditficult task of defining o “party elite.” Is 4
party elite defined by the personal atiributes of the individual elite or
the posttion that the idividual holds? 11 o party clite s delined by
personal attributes, which attributes are important? 1 o panty elite is
defined by the positions they bold, which positions are important?
Pridham ¢ 1987h) argues that the selection of respondents and elite
tdentification s the most difficulty task in sunvey preparation.
Similar e earlier studies conducted by Eldersveld (19647,
Eldersveld, Kootman and van der Tak (1981 and Pridham (198743,
this research defines a party elite based on the position that the indi-
vidual holds rather than personal attributes. The personal attributes
of individuals are nmportant in their selection for positions within the
party; however since such attributes may be necessary but not
sutficient, this study defines a specific group as a party elite based on
ther position rather than personal attributes.

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

This article explores attitude consistency among the CDR party
elite using 4 mail survey which was conducted between March and
Mayv [9 This survey provides evidence as to why the CDR
fragmented. For this survey. county party chatrpersons were defined
as the party elite population. [ choose (o define this population as the
party elhite for four reasons. First, every party within the CDR had
county party chairpersons. Winle some parties had greater county
representation than others, every party within the CPRR mauntained
some form of county representateon. Because overy party within the
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CDR had chairpersons at the county level, surveying this population
allowed for comparabiiity across the CDR member-parties,

Second, because many of the parties within the CDR had
county party offices throughout Romagia, surveyimg this population
allowed for comparability among the regions of Romania. Third.
these county party chairpersons are important individuals within the
party organization. Many of these chairpersens were parhamentary
candidates of the CDR, and almost 15% of those chairpersons
surveved were also MPs. Fourth, county party chairpersons are an
already identifiable ehite within the CDR member-parties. Similar to
the work of Eldersveld, Keoiman and van der Tak {1981, | am
defining a panty ehite based on the pre-existing conceptions that glites
within the CDR member-partics already possessed.

This survey assessed elite opinion consistency and whether the
CDR assisted its member-parties in developing a broad electoral base
and a unified parfiamentary agenda by presenting guestions in three
areas: (1 The CDR as an electoral organizaten. (2 the CDR as a
parly organization and (3) the CDR as a parliamentary organization.
The survey comprised a total of twenty-four close-ended questions
with one open-ended question, and one question that required
respondents to rank. Of the seven partics in the CDR. three parties
decided not to participate i the survey. The PAC. the PNL-CD and
the PER refused to provide the names and addresses of ther county
chatrpersons.? Even though three CDR member-parties did not
participate 1 the survey. two of the parties which chose not to par-
ticipate (the PNL-CD and the PER} are the two least important
parties as ranked by the survey. Moreover in earhier interviews
which I conducted, the leaders of other CDR member-parties indi-
cated that the PNL-CI and the PER had very few county branches.
Therefore the fact that these two parties did not participate does not
substantially increase the amount of sample bias. However, the fact
that the PAC did not participate in the survey 15 more problematic,
RBased on the survey responses. the PAC was the third most inipor-
tant CDR member-party. 1n addibon. the PAC has several county
hranches. However, it 18 not clear that the refusal of the PAC to
participate in the survey introduced a substantial amount of sample
hias. Following pre-testing and back-translation procedures. a total
of 121 surveys were mailed to county party chairpersons of the
CDR. In six cases. | received a Vreturn to sender.”” Theretore, there
were a total of TS surveys that actualiy went 1o active county
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branches. Sixty-nie surveys were returned for a rosponse rate of
60% .

RESULTS OF THE SURVEY
Aggrecated Results: The CDR as an Electoral Organization

The aggregated survey results are analyzed in three sections
that reflect the three issues areas in which questions were
constructed. The aggregated results for the first area, the CDR as an
electoral orgamzation, are quite interesting. There were certain
questions  which a consensus emerged among the respondents
regarding the CDR as an electoral organization. As reported in Table
2, almost 90G% of respondents answered that the CDR would stay
together 1 its present form untl the next elections. Of course
shortly after these data were analyzed. four of the parties defected
fron: the CHR.

In addition as shown in Table 1, there was an overwhelming
consensus among the respondents that the CDR failed to win the
number of seats in the 1992 parliamentary elections that they
expected. Almost 83% of respondents answered that the CDR
obtained less seats than expected. When asked why the CDR received
less seats, there was a dispersion of responses. As shown in Table 1,
there was no consensus on why the CDR did so poorly in these
elections. Of those respondents that answered “other motive™ only
6% reported in an open-ended question that the CDR did poorly
because of electoral fraud. This response rate was somewhat surpris-
mg given the accounts of Remanian electoral fraud that exist in the
literature {Carey 1993} However, this finding supports Shafir's
contention that the CDR campaign strategy and not electoral fraud
was the primary rcason why the coalition did poorly in the parlia-
mentary elections (1992, 43,

Given the responses to the previous questions, 1t was antici-
pated that the respondents would not have a favorable opinion
regarding the CDR as an electoral coalition. However as Table 2
shows, 85% of respondents either completely or partially agreed
with the statement that the CDR was an electoral coalition “crowned
by success.” Those respondents that answered that the CDR was a
successtul electoral coalition might be making an overall assessment
of the CDR based on both the 1992 focal and parliamentary elections.
CDR candidates i the 1992 mayoral and city council elections did
extremely well, especially in large urban areas.
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TABLE |
Aggregate Results: CDR as an Electoral Organization

In the 1992 elections, thie Democratic Convention obtained:

More seals than | oxpecied -8
The number of seats that 1 expected b 505
Less seats than | expected 826
Don't konow 0.0
Preler not 1o respond 0.0%

an

If your answer to guestion number 1 was “less seats than 1 expected,
what do vou think was the main reason for the fact that the Democratic
Convention did not get the results that vou expected?

Poor strategy 1n the electorsl campaign 27 0%
Television subordinated to the Powers 2R.6%
Lack of [inancial resources 17.3%
Lack of pohucians with leadership yualities 6,35
Other motive 20.6%

The electoral campaign of the Democratic Convention was:

Very gaod 0.0%
Good 44 3%
Poor 47 8%
Yery poor 2 9%
Don’t know {00
Prefer not 1o respond IR

The process of the selection of the candidates of the Democratic
Convention for the clection was:

Very good 5 L 4%
Gowd 3G
Poaor 43 50
Very poor {304
Don't know 3O
Prefer not to respond 0.09%

The associations of the Democratic Convention had too great an
influence over the selection of the candidates for the election.

Complete agreement P304
Partial agreement 5514
Parnal disagreement 17,44
Total disagreement T
Don’t know TR
Prefer not o respond ] .44
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TaBLY 2:
Agpregate Results: CDR as an Electoral Orgamization

Will the Demaocratic Convention stay together until the next elections
under its present form?!

Very lixely EN
Likely 40 10
Unlikely 5.8%
Highlv unlikely 135
Don't know {h%
Prefer not 1o respond e

The Democratic Convention has been an electoral coulition crowned
hy success.

Complete agreement ARG
Partial agreement 61130
Partial disagreement PEACY
Fowl disagreement [ 8%
Pon't know 0075
Prefer not 1o respond R

When asked about the clectoral campaign of the CDR. o clear
division emerged among respondents, While 49% responded that the
campaign was “good,” almost 8% responded that the campaign was
poor. This division among respondents continued when asked about
the selecnon process of candidates for the 1992 parhiamentary
clections, While just over 40% answered that the selection process
was “very good” or “good,” 56% ol respondents answered that the
selection process was "poor” or “very poor.” Finally, when asked
about the influence of the CDR associations in the selection of candi-
dates, 68% of respondents answered that these associations “had too
great an influence™ in the selection of candidates. This was one of the
major reasons which led to the fragmentation of the CDR.

These results indicate that as an electoral organization and
coalition, there were deep divisions within the CDR. While there was
a consensus that the CDR performed less than expected in the 1992
parliamentary elections. there was no consensus among the respon-
dents as to why the CDR did so poorly. Moreover, there was a
division among the CDR county party chairpersons as to the CDR's
electoral strategy. There was a portion of the respondents that felt
that the campaign and selection of candidates was good. However in
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many cases, @ majority of the respondents felt that the electoral
strategy and selection of candidates was poor. Later, T will discuss
the purty cleavages that explain this division within the CDR.

Avvrevated Results: The CDR as i Party Organizalion

The results of those questions which dealt with the CDR as a
party organization indicate that there was a general consensus
regarding the structure of the CDR as @ parly organizauon. An
overwhelming 93% of respondents answered that the CDR will not
become “a party in its own right™ (see Table 33 In addition, almost
57% of the respondents answered that the PD (FSN) should not
become a CDR member-party. This is an interesting result given that
the PD (FSNJ is now part of the government coahition with the CDR.

However on questions concerning individual member-party
platforms, there was a division among respondents. Almaost 38% of
the respondents answered that the differences in the programs of the
individual member-parties of the CDR were “very big™ or “big” (see
Table 33 Apain. this shows the disagreement which existed in the
CDR prior o its splintering. In addition, over 40% of the respon-
dents disagreed with the statement that the CDR was assisting
member-parties in creating a comprehensive, large party platform.
Thereiore, there existied a faction within the CDR leadership that did
not believe that the CDR was assisting individual member-parties in
drawing-up comprehensive platforms, and as a consequence, a large
perceniage of the respondents felt that the differences in the political
platforms of member-parties in the CDR were “hig.” The fact that
4(M%e of those county party chairpersons surveved responded n this
manner is surprising given that they are members of an electoral and
parbamentary coalition. Almost half of this particular elite believed
that difterences between parties were large and that the coalition was
failing 1o assist member-parties. This is an important result when
considering the ability of the CDR member-parties to transform
themsefves e more catch-all parties. Moreover, this may indicate
why several CDR parties left the coalition.

When asked to rank the member-parties of the CDR from
most to least impoitant, there were certain established patterns but
no consensus among the respondents, except in the case of the PNT-
CLIY, Admost 91% of the respondents ranked the PNT-CD as the most
important party within the CDR. However i positions two through
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TABLE 3
Aggregate Results: CDR as a Party Organization

The differences between the political programs of the parties within the
Democratic Convention are:

Very big 6.1%
Big 378G
Minor 50.0%
Neghgible 9%
Don't know 1.5%
Prefer not 10 respond 1.5%

The Democratic Convention wilk ultimately become a party
in its own right.

Very hikely 0.0%
Likely 4.5%
Unlikely AT
Highly unhkely T1.2%
Don't know 0.0%
Prefer not 1o respond 1.5%

The Democratic Convention has helped and is helping opposition
parties to draw comprehensive large party platforms,

Complete agreement 3.9%
Partial agreement 44.1%
Partial disagreemem 27.9%
Total disagreement 13.2%
Don’t know 449
Prefer not to respond 4.4%

Should PD (FSN) be allowed to become a member of the Democratic
Convention?

Yes 17.9%
I am not sure 22.4%
No 56.7%
Don't know 1.5%
Prefer not to respond 1.5%
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seven, there was no clear consensus amony the respendents. Four
parties received over 20% of the second place responses. Three
parties recetved over 2007 of the third place responses. Although the
exact placement of parties i positions two through tive 1s not clear,
what is clear is that the PNL-CD and the PER were the two least
important parties as measured by the responses. While the participa-
tion of these two parties o the survey woukd have possibly had some
effect on therr placement, 1t is clear that the majonty of the county
party chairpersons of the CDR viewed these two parties as the least
important. Therefore, the decision of the PER and the PNL-CD 1w
stay in the CDR was certamty based on the inabihity of these parties
o successtully compete in elections on their own,

Avereeated Resulis: The CDR as g Parbiameniary Oreanizalion

While there was a division in elite opmon concerning the
CDR as an electoral and party organtzation, there was a consensus
among county party charrpersons regarding the CDR as a parhamen-
tary organization. When asked about the voting consistency of the
CDR MPs, over 82% of the respondents answered that the CDR MPs
vote very simitarly” or Usimilarly’ (see Table 4). In additon. 84%
of the respondents either completely or partially agreed with the
statement that the CDR was a successtul parliamentary coahition.
Theretore while there was a division among respondents regarding
the CDR as an electoral and party orgamzation, there seemed to be
overwhelming consensus regarding the CDR as a parhiamentary
Organization.

What can account for this consensus regarding the voling
patterns and success of the CDR as a parliamentary organization? In
carlier interviews that 1 conducted, there seemed to be a great deal of
skepticism ameong the CDR party elites regarding the voting consis-
tency of the CDR MPs. Because individual and even party votes are
aimost always never made avaiiabie to MPs and party members,
there was suspicion among party elites who I interviewed that voting
amonyg the CDR MPs on select issues was not consistent. | believe
that one of the reasons why respondents were so favorable about the
CDR as a parliamentary organization is because on crucial votes,
there was the perception that the CDR MPs had voted consistent with
the Teadership's positon. The perception was that the CDR MPs did
not vote consistent with the CDR leadership on only a few, less
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significant sssues, Perhaps these results reflect the nature of munonty
party status in a parflamentary democracy. Because minority parties
bave a limited role in the creation of public pelicy, there are less
expectations placed on party MPs as compared 10 leaders of the
majority party or parties during an election. Moreover even though
these party leaders were Tavorable towards the CDR as a parhiamen-
tary coalition, it is clear that this favorable attitude was not enough
to maintaim the coalition. Now that the CDR is part of a government
coalition, it will be interesting to see whether the CDR party elite
believe that the CDR government MPs vote similarly.

TABLE 4
Aggregate Results: CDR as a Parliamentary Organization

Iix parliament, the members of the Democratic Convention vote:

Very simlar 1625
Sular 06.2%
Different B.RG
Very different 1.5%
Don’t know S3.8%
Preter not 1o respond 1.5%

The Democratic Convention is a parliamentary coalition
which has enjoved success,

Complete agreement 20.3%
Partial agreement 63 8%
Purtial disagreement S8
Total disagreement 4. 3%
Don't know 1.4%
Prefer not 1o respoend 4.3%

Avegregated Results, Conclusions

The aggregated survey results indicate that the CDR party elite
tended to be much more critical of the CDR as an electoral and party
orgamization than as a parliamentary organization. While there was a
general consensus of the party elite concerning the CDR as a parlia-
mentary organization, there was a division among the eiite regarding
the CDR as ap electoral and party organization. On questions
concerning the conduct and strategy of the 1992 parliamentary

_ -
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elections, over S0% of the respondents judged the CDR a poor or
very poor electoral organization.

In addition as Table 3 reperis, on average $U% of respendents
were negative regarding the CDR as o party orgasuzation. As noted
earlier, & large percentage of the CDR ehite believed that the orgam-
zation was ot assisting member-parties in developing broad,
comprehensive platforms. As a consequence. there was a behief
among o large segment of the respondents that the difference i the
programs of the CDR member-parties was large.

RESULES OF THE SURVEY
Variable Party Results: The CDR as an Electoral Ogreanization

[n order to more fully vnderstund the nature of the CDR elite
opinton, I analvzed the survey results based on a party vanable. By
wolating for a party vartable, we can examine the response cleavages
that exist between the elites of individual CDR member-parties. This
provides a further opportunity (o understand why certain parties
stayed in the coahition while other parties feft. Once again, the survey
results will be analvzed in three sections which refiect the three
issues areas in which questions were constructed.

In terms of the responses to the issue of the CDR as an
electoral organization, an mnteresting pattern emerges when the party
rariable 15 1solated. As Tables 5 and 6 show. the responses of
respondents from the PL 93 and the PSDR represent two extremes
with the responses of respondents trom the PNT-CD and the UDMR
m the center. Respondents from the PL "93 were the most critical of
the CDR as an electoral organization while respondents from the
PSDR were the most tavorable regarding the rele of the CDR as an
electoral organization. The fact that the PL 93 respondents were
critical of the CDR is not surprising given that this party left the
voahition. However, it is surprising that the PSDR respondents were
su favorable towards the coahition and vet. PSDR President Cunescu
was one of the primary individuals responsible for fragmenting the
coalition.
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TABLE 8
Variable Party Results: CDR as an Electoral Organization

In the 1992 elections, the Democratic Convention ohtained:

Responscs PL - 93 [ PNT-CD | PSDR | UDMR
More scats than T expected B0% (0.0% 5 0% 0.0%
The number of seats that | 0437 20,05 13 .06 1544
expected

Less seats than | expected 90.9% 50.0% 80.0% | 84.0%
Don’t know 0.0 0.0% R 0.0%

If your answer to question number 1 was “less seats than | expected.”
what do you think was the main reason for the fact that the
Democratic Convention did not get the resulis you expected?

Responses PL 93 |PNT-CD [PSDR L'DMR
Poor strategv in the campaign | 36.77% 22.87% 2630 1 2739
Television subordinated to the | 18.2% 36.6% A R 36.7%
Powers

Lack of financial resources Q1% 15 2% 26,30 g%
Lack of politicrans with 27.3% 0.0% 574 01.0%
leadership qualities

Other motive 91% 22 B 21.2% 273G

TABLE 6
Variable Party Results: CDR as an Electoral Organization

The electoral campaign of the Democratic Convention was:

Responses PL “ 93 'PNT-CD | PSDR 1 UDMR
Very good 004 {1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Good 27 3% | 4B.0% 1 65.0% | 46.1%
Poor 63 7% 32.0% JO0% | 53.9%
Very poor 0y« .0% 5.0% 0.0%
Don’t know 0.04% 0.0% (.06 0.0%
Prefer not 1o respond {305 0.0% 0.0% 0.0

The Democratic Convention has been an electoral coalition
crowned by success.

Responses PL 93 IPNT-CD IPSDR  UDMR
Complete agreement 18.2% | 40.0% 210% 7.7%
Partiai agreement 54.6% | 48.0% 68 4% | 76.9%
Parual disagreement 9.1% 12.0% 5.3% 15.4%
Total disagreement 91% (.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Don’t know 0.0% (1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Prefer not to respond 91% 0.0% 5.3%: 0.0%
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In addition. the fact that the response rates tor the PNT-CD
and the UDMR respondents were almost identical 1s quite surprising.
In interviews which I conducted. members of the UDMR indicated
that the CDR member-party which they felt was the most critical of
their organization was the PNT-CD. These party leaders felt that the
nationalistic component of the PNT-CD ideology created policy and
personality differences with the UDMR. The results of this survey
point to a consensus between the PNT-CD and the UDMR party elites
regarding the CDR as an ¢lectoral organization that would not have
been anncipated. This finding 1s confirmed by recent results from
the 1996 second round of presidential elections. IRSOP conducted
exit polls following the secomd round which found that the UDMR
supporters voted consistently for Constantinescu rather than Ihescu.

Variable Party Results: The CDR as a Party Orgamization

The consensus between the PNT-CD and the UDMR pany
efites disappeared when the respondents were presented questions
regarding the CDR ax a party organization. Instead of the PNT-CD
and the UDMR occupying the sddie-ground, on issues of party
organization the PNT-CD and the UDMR, on average. represented
the polar extremes (see Tables 7 and 8). There was a difference in
how the CDR elites viewed the organization. While the UDMR
respondents were very favorable towards the CDR as an electoral
organization, the respondents from this party were the most critical
of the CDR as a party organization. While the UDMR respondents
were generally the most crtical of the CDR as a party orgamzation,
respondents from other parties were also quite critical of the CDR as
a party organization, including the PL '93,

For example on the question of whether the CDR assisted
member-parties in creating a comprehensive party platform. an
average of 43% respondents from all parties felt that the CDR had
not assisted member-parties. I respondents from the PNT-CD are
not included in the analysis, almost 48% of respondents answered
that the CDR had not assisted member-parties. The PNT-CD respon-
dents were generally favorable towards the CDR as an electoral
organization. and they were the most favorable towards the CDR as a
party organization. This result is not surprising given the fact that
among all respondents, the PNT-CD was overwhelmingly chosen as
the most important party within the CDR. Perhaps what 1s surprising
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TABLE 7
Variable Party Results: CDR as a Party Organization

The differences between the political programs of the parties within
the Democratic Convention are:

Responses PL 93 IPNT-CD PSDR UDMR
Very big G, 1% 4.8% 5 6% 7.7
Big 18.2% 214 33,30 61.5%
Minor 534 6% 5835 S0.0% 30RG
Negligible 9.1 1254 1114 (.0%
Don't know 9. 1% ).0% (3.0% 0.0%
Prefer not (o respond 00% 4.8% (.05 0 0%

The Democratic Convention will ultimately become a party
in its own right;

Responses PL 93 | PNT-CD [PSDR | UDMR
Very ikely 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0
Likely 18.2% 4.0% (0.0% 0%
Unlikely 91% 12.0% 294% | 46.2%
Highly unlikely T2 R% g4.0% 6% 1+ 4624
Don’t know 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Prefer not to respond 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7%

TABLE 8
Variable Party Resuits: CDR as a Party Organization

The Democratic Convention has helped and is helping oppositon
parties to draw comprehensive large party platforms.

Responses PL 93 IPNT-CID  PSDR | UDMR
Complete agreement 0.0% KRG 10.5% 0.0
Partial agreement 36 4% 56.0% 36,89 | 3859
Partial disagreement 27.3% 24 0% 26 3% | 38.5%
Total disagreement 27.3% 8.0% 15.8% T7%
Don't know 9.1% 4.09% 0.0% 7%
Prefer not to respond (.04 0.0% Y. 5% 7.7%
Should PD (FSN) be allowed to become a member in the Democratic
Convention?
i Responses PL 93 [PNT-CD (PSDR | UDMR
i Yes 27.3% 0% 222% | 230%
I am not sure 9 1% 16.0% 167% | 5344
| No 63.6% | 68.0% ol 1% | 2319
; Don't know 0.0% 4.0 (.G% 0.0%
; Prefer not 1o respond 0.0% 4.0% (3.0% 7%
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is that respondents of the UDMR_ o party that was judged by almost

0% of all respondents as the &»Lmnd most important party in the
CDR. were the most eritical of the CDR as a party organizarion, This
demonstrated a real weakness within the coadition,

On the issue of the CDR pm\‘ structure. the division between
respondents from the PNT-CD and the UDMR continued, While the
P’\"I -CD respondents were most adamant that the PU (F5SN3 should
not become a member of the CHR, re x‘pwndum from the UDMR
were the least opposed. While the PNT-CD respondents overwhelm-
ingly rejected the admission of the PE (FSNY, a mupority of respons
dents from the UDMR answered that they were not sure whether or
not this party should be admitted into the CDR.This i an mteresting
result given that the PNT-CD as part of the CDR has now had to
form a coalition government with the PD (FSNY as part of the USD.

Variable Party Results: The CDR as g Parbiamentary Oreanization

On the 1ssue of the CDR as a parhamentary orgamization, once
again the placement of the parties changed. While there was a
general consensus among all respondents regarding the CDR as a
parhamentary organization. there was some slight varations between
parties. On this issue, the PL 93 and the PNT-CD representaed the
poelar extremes {s‘u: Table 9. The PL 93 respondents tended to be
the most crinwal of the CDR as 4 parhiamentary coalinon followed by
respondents of the UDMR. but the dilterence between these two
groups in their rating of the CDR as a parléznncnmr\ organization
was less than 3% Interestinglv however. the PL "93 had one of the
largest percentage of respondents thal completely agreed with the
statement that the CDR is o successtul parliamentary coaliion, This
demonstrates that there was an mternal division within the PL 793
iself regarding the parliamentary success of the CDR.

While respondents from all parties were favorable towards the
CDR as a parliamentary organization, respondents from the PNT-CD
were the most favorable towards the CDR as a parliamentary organi-
zation (see Table 9). Again, this is not surpnsing considering that the
PNT-CI MPs form the largest single opposition faction i parlia-
ment. On the question of voling patterns among the CDR MPs, only
respondents from the PNT-CL did not respond “don’t know.” This
could indicate « higher level of communication between the PNT-CD
county party charpersons and the PNT-CD MPs.




238 FAST EUROPEAN QUARTERLY

Table 9
Yariable Party Results: CDR
as a Parliamentary Organization

In parliament, the members of the Democratic Conveation vote;

Responses PL: 93  PNT-CD (PSDR | UDMER
Very sunilar 9.1 2400 204G {10y
Simalar 631 6% T2 U% 68 th 7%
Dhtterent Yol 3 0% HYO5 i 70
Very different b1 URLE: (.04 0.04
Don’t know Y14 (.0 T LR
Prefer not (o respond .05 (00 (3.0 3%

The Democratic Convention is o parliamentary cowlition which has
enjoyed success.

Responses PL 93 IPNT-CD) 'PSDR | UDMR
Complete agrecment 27345 280N 15 0% 7.7%
Partial agrecment 45.8% 64 05 FOBG | 69 2%
Partial disagreement EAN 0.0% 5.0% {5.4%
Total disagreement 9 1% 4.0% 5.04 (.09
Don’t know 0.0% 4.0% .05 (1.0%
Prefer not to respond Y 1% 0.0% 5 77
Vanable Party Results: Conclusions

The resulty frem this analysis indicate that the CDR member-
parties had different conceptions about the nature of the organiza-
tion. For example while respondents from the UDMR were the most
positive regarding the CDR as an electoral coalition. these same
respondents were the most critical of the CDR as a party coalition. In
addition while respondents from the PL ‘93 were the most critical of
the CDR as an electoral and parliamentary coalition, these respon-
dents were much more positive of the CDR as a party coalition. In
addition, the results indicate a simitar response pattern among certam
parties on select issues which would not have been expected.

CONCLUSIONS

This survey of CDR county party chairpersons was the first
survey to be conducted of this important group within the CDR elite.
Both the aggregate and party variable results indicate that while
there was consensus among these party elite on several issues, there
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werg also numerous party and policy ditferences which caused a
division amonyg elites across partics. These dat provide evidence of
the internal weakness of the CDR coalition and reasons why the CDR
fragmented. Based on the ageregated results, there are several con
clusions one can draw abeut the CDR. First the aggregated results
show that almost half of these party elites did not believe that the
CDR assisted member-parties 1 their trunsttion towards becoming
mere broad-based, catch-all parties. Because these parties have not
transtormed themselves inte broader political organizations, the
platforms of these parties remain rather narrow. This explams why a
large portion of the respondents believed that there were “bigh
differences in the programs of the member-parties of the CDR.

Second, these respondents were much mare critical of the
CDR as an electoral and party organization than as a parliamentary
organization. Therefore. these respondents had difterent conceptions
of the CDR based on the functions of the organization. Respondents
were highly critical of the CDR's capacity to fulfiil its electoral and
party funcuons. However, respondents were very favorable 1 thenr
assessment of the CDR as & parliamentary coaliion. One possible
explanation as 10 why (DR county party chairpersons were much
tavorable towards the CDR as a parhamentary organization s
because these individuals are not MPs. [t s precisely because of thenr
mvalvement with the CDR as an electoral and party coalition thiat
caused them 1o be critical. Because county party chairpersons are not
MPs. perhaps they are less ornitical of this function of the CDR.

The results from the analvsis of respondents from specitic
member-parties indicate that respondents had different views regard-
ing the efficacy of the CDR either as an electoral, pany or
parhiamentary organization. While respondents trom the UDMR
were highly critical of the CDR as a party organization, these
respondents were much more favorabie of the CDR as an electoral
and parliamentary organization. In general. respondents from the
PNT-CD were the most faverabie towards the CDR as an electoral,
party and parbiamentary organization. As stated ecarlier. this 13 not a
surprising finding given the wmportance of this party in the CDR
orgamzation. Moreover, the PNT-CD remainied the core party of the
re-consiituted CDR.

These dilferences among respondents regarding the CDR
support the argument that the CDR has not been completely success-
ful in the incorporation and transformation of Romanian opposition
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Zoin under to prepare the survey for mmhing. 1 oontucred cach of the seven
CPR memberpartion. §aranged suectrgs an the patonad party beadguentess m
Bucharest at whish time §asked for the names and mailig addresses of the paniy's
coumty chairpersons. Three parties refsed o partivipate w the sunvey, The vee
presidont of the PER clamed that he did not hive a copy ol the couney chairpersan
mading addresses o the natonal office, A member b the PNL-CD Executive
Committer stated that the entire commitiee woukd e te apree (0 provide e with
the Tt Whike he chamaed that he woudd respond toomy regquest. D aaver recoived am
coprespondence from the PRNL-CD feadershrp, The nationsd preadent of the PAC
mfonmed me thae b did pot bebieve that the county chafrpersans of hes paty would
be able o intelligentiy reapand o the survev, aod therefore, e refused 10 make the
mad g addresses avilabio teme

o1 aniginally anslated the survey questons and Profossar Bagen Gergely of
the Department of Bnghsh at Lucian Bloga University of Sibi assisted 18 the back-
fransiation of the sarvey from Romunian o Boglish Once the back-transiation was
comytlete, the survey was pre-tested using the CDR city party chairpersons. Pre-testing
occurred m February 1994 and was conducted in the Trapsyivanan aities of Brasoy,
Chuy amd Sibig,
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