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Over ihc past eighs year>.. there has deveiopec! an
li!era!ure on Eastern [•urupeao pariy and parlnnijciitarv ^)stems.
This isteralure has cxaniuiLHi fhe nature of these systems hy efeaiing
jiart) dassit'ications oi acldressinL; the process of pariKUueiitary insti-
Sutionaii/ation (Roskin 1993; Olson and NoiKni !̂ )M6), However,
relatively little ot ihis hteiature has explored ihe nexus between
iutstern Huropeaa pait) imd parhamentary coalitions. While theories
of paiiianientary aciivhy have been developed to explain the com-
position of ruling coalitions (Riker 1962; Dodd 1976) or eonunitiee
system behavior (Krehluel 1991), these theories otten tail io consider
the development of what ! tern! a •'party clecloral coalition." This
tyj)e oi coalition is eomposed of individual niembei parties that form
an electoral eoahtion which is transformed into a parhanieiitary
eoaliiion. "Fhe (iernian Chrislian Democralic Union and ihe Christian
Soeiali.s! I'nion coalition wx>uld be an example of a party elecloial
Ci)alinon. and Uiese coalitions have figured proniiiienth in the
creation of parliamentary coalitions throui^hout Western Hurope;
however, they are even more important in Eastern European parlia-
ments hecause of the large numher oi parliamentary parties. Ihis
article exainines the hroader relationship hetween party electoral and
parhamentary coaIiti«Mis hy examining Romanian opposition politics.
Romania pfoxides an excellen! case study m which to expk>re wtiy
liasteiii Huropean party electoral coalitions are so temporary, Hy
understanduiji ihe nature of party electoral coaliiions. wx- will hetter
understand the difficulty of political transformaiion in this region.

I Hi: CASE 01 ROMANIA

In Ihis arlicle. I examine why the Romanian oppositisxt move-
ment and Its party electoral coalition, the Democratic Convention of
Roniania (CDR). fragmented m ear!) 1995 and how this fiagmenta-
iion aciuaih assisted ihe CDR in the 199h nationai elections. Fiased
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on a 1994 survey of CDR part) leaders, 1 pros'ide evidence which
demonstrales tha: these elites had different perceptions re.eardsng ihe
nature ol' this coalition. Moreover the fragmentation ol this coalition
provides sonte genera! evidence concerning the nature of thc^c coali
tions, and in the context of Ronianian politics, the splinlering of Ihc
Romanian opposition movement has already hati a significant
consequence for the future of Romanian politics Belize atldre^-^ing
those issues which contrihuted io the fragnsentation ot this coalition,
it is instructive tii discuss the basic featuj'cs i)l this parly electoral
coalition.

In November 1991, Romanian opposition parties began their
initial di.scussions concerning the formation of a party clecloral
coaltU(nu atid the CDR was ttie result ol those discussions, Although
mans of ihv' me ni hers ot the coalmon fia\ e chanui'd siruc it-̂
inception in late 1991. there '̂v'as a core griRip of ]KiUies ui the CDR
when this survey was conducted in May 1994: The Civic Alliance
Party (FAC). the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania
(UDMRf, the Liberal Party '93 (FL '93). the National Liberal Farty-
Democratic (Convention iFN'L-CD), the National PeasaiUs Party-
Chrisiian Democratic (PNT-CD), the Romanian licological Fariy
(PHRi and the Social Demociatic Party of Romania ( P S D R K Jn
addition, several associations and civic oigani/ations are still
niemhers of this coalition- 'Riese associations inekide organi/anons
such as the Civic Alliance and the Association of Former Political
Detainees of Romania. While these associations did not lietd tticir
own parliamentary candidates, the.se associations pEonioted the
candidates of the CDR and had a significant influence oii the internal
structure ot the organization. I'hcse associations have representation
on the CDR Executive Committee and the CfMivention Council, and
they aie responsible for adopting protocols arul direc^ive^ which
inv<ilve CDK political strategy and tactics.

'Ctie CDR w'as initially conceived as a paily electoral coalition
for the loeal elections in March 1992. Because of the success of the
CDR in these local eleclions. this coalition contested the nationai
elections in September 1992, The CDR did not perform as well as
expected iu the nalional elections, and ihroughcHit 1993 and 1994.
paily divisions emerged within tlie coalition which ultimately led (o
its fragmentation hy February 1995, By the .luiie 1996 local
elections, only the PN"T-CD. the F!:H and the PNL-CD renKunrd in
the CDR.^ The CDK was reorganized by the time of the 1996 local
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election^, and its candidaies w(5n the niayoral contests m many major
Romanian citie- mchiding Buchaies! and appro\imatcl> 19̂ v' of the
cily aiul count) ciiunci! seals.

The success ol ihe CDR continued in the November and
!)e<'embei 199!> national elecii(*ns, hi the parliaoientary elections, the
CDR received approximately 3(!'/' oi the vote and about M)'.'/. ofthe
scats HI both houses {Lihatawa 199o). The CDK was able to tt>rn̂  a
coalition governinent with I'DMR and the Social Denii>cratic Lrnon
(WSD) which IS composed of the PSDR and the Deiuociatic Party
National Salvaiion 1-ront (PD KSN), The coaiitHHi selected Victor
Ciorbea as the new prime minister. In additios!, the CDR presidential
candidate LJUII Consiantinescu deleated (hen-Presuieni Ion Iliescu ni
the secorni round of elecuons. Following ihe <'bvious success oi the
CDR. tlieie was a great deal of enthusiasm that necessary reforms
would finally be enacted by the parliament, and certainly, the pace of
economic reforms has been much more rapid under the Ciorhea
government than under the Vacaroiu oi Stolojaii governments.

Hovv'e\er. during the 1996 national elections, there were
disagreemenis belwcen the CDR and the USD concerntng a pre-
electoral agreemeni Moreover, ihe I 'Sl) contains a party, the PSDR,
which had already left the CDR. and immediately toUowing ihe
elections, niembci's of several liberal parties including the PNL-CD
and the National Liberal F'arty tb<Uh members of the CDR) began
diseussions ctincerning the formation of a single Hheral parly
{Lihcrtatea 1996). In addition, another CDR party, the Romania
Alternative Party (PAR) proposed a fusion with the PAC (another
party wiiich had lett the CDR). While this coalition governnsent has
endured for over a year, there have been a nunsber of episodes
whicli demonstrate the volaUlity of c(5aliti(!n politics, Petie Roman,
leader of the USD and Speaker of the Senate, indicated m August that
his party would withdraw- support frons the ruling eoaliiion if the
paee of economic reforms was too lapid, Mcfrecn-er, UDMR indi-
cated that It would leave the coalition if ihc government did not pass
an education law whicti would provide minorities linguistic and
educational rights.

While the Ciorbea governtnent has lasted a year, there are still
many questions facing the CDR. How will the CDR tran.siorin itself
from a party electoral coalition into a parliamentary coalition atid
irom an opposition coalition to a governrneni coalit,i(sn? Will the
CDR be able to unite in policy-making, and will the ('DR he ahle to



work with paiUes w'hK'h had earlier left the voahtion'.' These arc
nnportaiit (juestusns hecause the current coaliiior! g(n-eniment does
not enjoy a significant oiajority, and if there are defeciious froni ihe
coalition, the governmeiit might not he able to sustain a v(ite of
confidence, hi addition, this is the firsi o[>poriiituty for the former
opposition to foim a government The success or failure of the CDR
as a government and parliamentary coalition will ha\e a signiiieant
impact on the luture of Romanian politics.

The internal politics of the CDR ovci the past three years
provides possible evidence tor ihe future of the CDR as a govern-
ment and parliatiicniary coalition. The fragmentation of the CDR in
1995 ptovides insight into the policy disagreements which have
shaped this coalition since its inception. Therefore in ouier to
understatid the future ofthe CDR, it is ImporlatU to understand why
the CDR fragmeiitcd in 1995. To that end. 1 explore whether (he
CDR assisted its member-partses m developing a brtsad eieeioiai base
whieh liltiniatcly provided the c(salition ihe ability to puisue a unified
agetida in the parliament, in <irder !o assess these transfoniiations, 1
examine attitude consistency among ihe CDR party elite using a
survey instrument w'hich was conducted in the Spring of 1994. I
hypothesized thai if elite attitudes regarduig the CDR as an electoral
and party coalition were largely congt-uent. then elite attitudes
regarding the CA)R as a parlianieniary coalition would be similar.
Moreover, congruence among elite attitudes would enable the CDR
to be a more effective parliamentary coalition and would prevent the
coalition from fragmenting. However, the data indicate ihat ihere
were different perceptions of the CDR depending on v\'hether the
CDR was analyzed as an eiectoral. party or parliamentary organiza-
tion. The data provide evidence w'hich wouki support the hypothesis
that the CDR lias not assisted member-parties in developing a broad
electoral platform. However, the data do not support the hypoihesis
that the CDR has not assisted member-parties in pursuing a unilied
parliamentary agenda. These conflicting elite attitudes indicate that
there were significant divisions within the coalition and pr^n'ide
evidence as t(* why the CDR splintered m 199,^. Moreover, the
differetices among the CDR elite in 1995 piovide a hasis for undei-
standing potential conilicts among the CDR and the L'SD elite in
1997,
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This sui\ey of the CDk part) elites was the fiisi Western
survey of this popiilation, ik'cause surveys have not pievionsly been
conducted on ilie CDR elites and because the voting records of MPs
have not been made available to the general public, this survey
piesents the first data that exist on this important gi'oup within
i^omaman politics. Most surveys conducted on Romanian parties use
the electorate as the level of analysis Organizations such as the
Institute for Romanian Public Opinion (IRSOPt. the (Iroup ior
S(»cial Dialt5gue KJSD) and the Instiiute for Marketing and Suiveys
(IMAS) conduct such mass-based surveys. I'hese surveys have
provided iniporiani insights into the ideological cininection between
voters and Romanian parties. Surveys conducted by Western scholars
have also generally utilized the electorate as the level of analysis, bor
example, a leccui survey conducted by Whitefieid and Hvans (1994)
measures the placemetit oi parties in Romania as a function of votei
perceptions.

While Romaniai^ and Western scholarship has exatnined party
developniciii as a tunciion of voter perceptitsiis. there has been a lack
of research on party development as a tunciion ot elite pereeptions.
The surveys thai have been conducted on Romanian elite opinion
have locused oit issues of public policy rather than pany develop-
iiieni. Research conducted by Crowthei aiid Roper ( 1996) on
Romanian and Moldovan MPs examines the process of parliamentary
institution buiklmg and public policy decision-making rather than
party development.

F.lite opinion is important io assess because of the lelationship
between voters and parties, Mosca (1939. 50) defines an elite class by
the manner in which it "performs all political functions and
monopolizes power." The elite create the system of governing and
electoral procedures, Miircover as Diamond. Linz and Lipset argue,
demt^eratic stability requires "a widespread belie! among elites...in
the legitimacy of the democratic system" {1990, 9) Pridham {1990)
also maintains that political elites are extretiieiy important durmg ihe
process of democratic transition, in (he new democracies in Lastern
liurope. ihe elite serve an important role in the pr(!cess of democra-
ti/alion.

W^hile the elite have a .significant eifect on the process of de-
niocrati/aiion, the term "elite" as used in this article does not denote
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a specific grt'iip vviti^m the society. One approach to eliie atialysis
emphasizes liial thcic is no single umtary elite, VMiile elites are an
inifiortant class wiihin the pohtical system, "the elite does not exist as
a >ingular collectivity, bui rather tite political aud adminis trai ive
leaders ol a system are very diverse aiid incongruent m perspcciivx'"
(}{ldersveid, Kooiman and van dei Tak 1981, 4). Studies by Sarton
and AIntond argue thai theic are ideological differences which cause
elite conflict, Kigg> (1964) aiX'ues thai generational differences can
produce elite conflict.

Because a singular poliiica! elite di)cs not exist, the first issue
confronting thi)>e that i-esearch elite perceptions is to specify who aie
the eiilc. Numerous ilefmitions of elites specity "party elites'" as a
subgroup wilhin the elite class d-'ield and iligley 198." .̂ (VL Howevei .
one is siill left with the difficult task of deilning a "partv ch ic , " is a
party elite defined hy the personal attributes of the individual elite or
She position Uiat ihe individual holds'.' It a party elite is defined by
personal attributes, which attributes are important? If a party elite is
defined hy iiK' posiinuis they hiild, which positions are important'. '
Pr idham (1987b) argues ihat ihe selection of respondents anti elite
identificalKHi is the most difficulty task in survey prepara t ion .
S imi la r io c a r h e r s tud ies conducte i l by i : tdersve id i 19641.
L'Idersveld, Kooiman and van der Tak (1981) and Pridham ( 1987a).
tliis i-esearch defmes a party elite based on the position that the indi-
vidual holds rather than personal attribules. The persona] atiribules
of individuals aie important in their ,selection tor positions withm the
party; however since such attr ibuies may be necessary hul not
sufficient, ihis study defines a sj)ecific group as a j)arty elite based on
their position rather than personal attributes.

SUkVi:^ I N S I R L M K N T

This ariiclc explores attitude consistencv among the CDR party
elite using a mail survey which was conducicd betvveen March and
May 1994. This survey provides evidence as io why the C D R
fragmented, hor this survey, county parly chaiipersons were defined
as the party elite population. 1 choose io define this population as the
party elise for torn reasons, }-irst, every parly within the CDR had
county party chairpersons. While some parties had greater c(5unty
lepresentat ion than others, every pasty within the CI^R maintained
sunse forsii of county lepiesentation. Because every party w^itlini the
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CDR had duurpensons a! ihe county level, surveying this population
allowed for comparability across Ihe CDR nsember parties.

Second, because ti)any of the parlies within the CDR had
county parly offices throughout Romania, surveying ihis jiopulation
allow-ed lor comparability anii>ng ihe regions of Romania. Third,
these county party chairpersons are imporiaut individuals wUhin ihe
party organization. Many of ihese chairpersons vvci-e parliamentary
candidates of the CDR. and almost \5'A- of those chairpersons
surveyed were also MPs, Fourth, county pariy chairpersons are an
already identifiable elite within the CDR member-parties. Similar to
the work of Hldersveld. Kooiman and van der Tak U'-)8!). I am
deiining a pariy elite based on the pre existing c(*nceptions that elites
within the CDR member-paitie.s already possessed.

This survey assessed elite opinion consistency and whether the
CDR assisted its tnember-parties in deveiopmg a bi'oad electoral base
and a unified parliamentary agenda by presenting quesitons in three
areas: (1) The CDR as an elecii>ral organi/aiioii. (2) the CDR as a
party organization and (3) the CDR as a parlianieniary organi/aiion.
The survey comprised a total of twenty-four close-ended ciuestioiis
with one open-ended question, and one question ihat required
respondents io rank. Of ihe seven parlies in the CDR. three parties
decided not io participate un the survey. The PAC. the PNL-CT) and
the PER refused (o provide the names and addresses of their county
chairpersons,- liven though ihree CDR member-parties did not
participate in the survey, two of the parties which chose not to par-
ticipate {the PNL CD and the PHR) are the two least important
parties as ranked by the survey. Moreover in earlier interviews
which I conducted, the leaders ot other CDR membei parties indi-
cated that the PNl.-CD and the PHR had very few county branches,
Thorcfore the fact that these iwo parties did not participate does nol
substantially increase ihe amount of sample hias. However, the faei
thai the PAC did not partieipate in the survey is more problematic.
Based on the survey responses, the PAC was the third most impor-
tant CDR inember party. In addition, the PAC has several county
branches. However, it is not clear that the refusal of the PAC to
participate in the survey introduced a sub.staniia! amount ot" sample
hias. Following pre-testing and back-translation procedures.' a tolal
of 121 surveys were mailed lo county paiiy chairpersons of the
CDR. In six eases. 1 received a "return to sender," Therefore, there
were a total of 115 surveys that actually went to active county
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branches. Sixty-nine surveys v.'ere returned for a response rale of
609;-,

RESLT.rS OF TIIK SUKVKY
Aggregated Results: The CDR as an l^lectoral Organiza tion

The aggregated survey results are analyzed in three sections
that reflect the three issues areas in which <}uesti£)ns w'cre
constructed. The aggregated results for ihe firsi area, the CDR as ati
electoral organization, are quite interesting. There were certain
questions iti which a consensus emerged among ihe respondents
regarding the CDR as an electoral organization. As reported in Table
2. almost 9iV}i of respondents answ-ered that the CDR would stay
togeiher in its present form untiJ the next elections. Of course
shortly after these data were analyzed, four of Ihe parties defected
from the CDR.

In addition as .shown in Table 1. there was an overwhelming
consensu,s among tJie respondents that the CDR failed to win ihe
number of seats In ihe 1992 parliamentary ejections thai they
expected. Almost 8_V;f of respondents answered that the CDR
obtained less seats than expected. When asked why the CDR received
less seats, ihere was a dispersion of responses. As shown in Tahle 1,
there was no consensus on why the CDR did ,so poorly in these
elections. Ol those respondent.s that answered "other motive" only
6% reported in an open-ended question that the CDR did poorly
because of electoral fraud- This re,sponse rate was somewhal surj)ris-
tng given the accounts of Romanian ekctora! fraud that exisi in the
literature (Carey 1993), However, this finding .supports Shafir's
contention that the CDR catnpaign strategy and not electoral fraud
was the prima'y reason why ihe coalition did poorly in the parlia-
mentary elections (1992. 4),

Given the responses to the previous questions, it was antici-
pated thai 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
wiih the statement that tlie CDR was an electoral coalition "crowned
by .success," Those respondents that answered that the CDR was a
suecessfuf electoral coalition might be making an overall a.ssessnient
of the CDR based on both the 1992 local and parliamentary election.s.
CDR candidates in the 1992 mayoral and city council elections did
extremely well, especially in large urban areas.
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In thf I9M2 elections, the Deinocratu- CoinfiiJion obtained:
More seals than I expecu;d

l,css scats than I expected
Diurt k[Hnv
PrelerjioMc

:.')<^<:

I!" your answer (o (luestion number 1 was "less seats tban ! expected."
what d(» >nu think \va,s the main reason for tbe ("act tbat the DcniocraUc
Convention did not get the results ibat you expected?
Poor strategy in ilie cleciora! L-ampaî n "'

J[cIe_\Jsjon
Lack" of riiiancial rcsiuiiccs

-'''"'̂  ol"P"l't'cians wilh leadership qualities

The electoral campaign of the Democratic Convention was:

l 9 7 ^

Very poor

The process of the selection of the candidates of the Democratic
I'onvention for the election was:

Yen j^oor

Prefer niH to respond

The associati<Mis of the Democratie Convention had too jjreat an
influence over tbe selei lion of tbe candidates for the election.

_C_on_ijik*Ee

Partial i j
Partial ilis
Tuial dis i
Don't kn

aerecineiU
L L H U ill

i r L iiH ni

11.tint lU

r4',

Pre fer n < u ti > re s n< i nd
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Results: CDR as an F.lettoral Organi /a t ion

Wit! the Democratic Convention sVay iiis»elher until tht* next eifcti<His

Thf
hv success.

Partia! agreement
Farlial disaijreeriien(

an elt'ctoral coalitHtn crowned

When asked abou! the ck-'cioral campaign of the (DR. a dear
division emerged anioop respondents. While 49'-f resporxted ihat ihe
campaign was "pOisd,*' almos) AK'-^ responded thai the canspaigii was
poor. This divisifto among respondents continued when asked ahoul
the sdecrion process of candidaies for lhe \^)92 pariiamentary
elections. While just over 4()̂ ;f answered that ihe selection piocess
was "very good" or ^'good," 56*/̂  oC respondents ansvvesed !hat ihe
selection process was "pooi" m 'Aery poor." t'inaliy. when asked
about the innuence of (he CDR associations in the selection of candi-
dates, 689f of respondents answered that these associations "had too
great an influence" in She selection of candidates. This was one of tlie
major reasons which led to the Iragmentaiion of the C1)R.

These results indicate thai us an electoral organization and
coalition, ttieie were deep divisions within the CDR. While there was
a consensus thai 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 Ri>o(l. However iti
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many cases, a majority of ihc lespondents telt that the electot-al
strategy and selectltm of candidates was poor. Later, 1 will discuss
the part> cleavages that explain this division withm the CDR.

Results: The CDR as a Fatly Organization

The tesLihs of those questions which dealt with the CDR as a
partv organi/atioa isidieate that there was a geneial con,sensus
tegarding the structure of the CDR as a party organi/aiion. Ati
overwiieliiiing 9.Vr of respondents answered tliat the CDR will not
become "a ])art> m its own righi" (see Table ?>), In addition, ahiiost
S7'-T of (he tespoucients answered thai the FD (I'.SN) should not
become a CDR member-party. Fhis is an interesting result given that
the PD (I-\SN) i,s now part ofthe govetnnient coalition with the CDR.

However (»n questions concerning individual member-party
platforms, there was a division among respondents. Almost 38'/f of
the respondents answered that the differences in the programs of the
mdividtial member-parties ol the CDR were 'Aery big" or "big" (see
Table 3K Again, ttiis shows the disagreement which existed in the
CDR prior to its splintering. In addition, over 4O'/r of the respon-
dents thsagreed with the statement that the CDR was assisting
member parties in creating a comprehensive, large party platform.
Ihereioie. there existed a faction within the CDR leadership thai did
not believe that the CDR was assisting individual member-parties in
cItawing-up compreheiisive platforms, and as a consequence, a large
percentage of the respondents felt that the differences in the political
platforms of member-parties in the CDR were "big," The fact that
4{Wc of those eounty party chairpersons surveyed responded in this
manner is surprising given that they are members of an electoral and
parliamentary coalition. Almost lialf of this particular elite believed
that differetices between parties were large and that the coalition was
failing to assist member-parties. This is an itnportant result when
considering the ability of the CDR tiiember parties to transform
themselves into 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 itnportant, there were certain established patterns but
no consensus among the respondents, exeept in the case of the PNT-
Cl). Almost 9i'/r ofthe respondents ratiked the FNT-CD as the most
important party within ihe CDR, However in positions two through
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Aggregate Results; CDK as a Party Organization

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

The Democratic Convention will ultimately hecome a party
in its own right.
Veiy likely

F^refer not tu respond

The Democratic Convention has helped and is helping opposition
parties to draw comprehensive large party platforms.
Complete agreement
Partial agreement
Partial

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

——lJ'<n

Prefer nol to respond
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Ncven. Ihere was no clear consensus among lhe icspoiidenls Four
pariscs rt-eeivcd o\er liV'i oi the seeond plaee responses. Three
parlies received (i\er 20'̂ ' of the Ihuxi place respi»iises. Alihough the
exael piacemeni of panics ni positions iwo throngh five is not clear,
wiiat is clear is that the i'Nl,-Cl) and the PHR were the two least
JiiiportaaE parties as measured hy the responses. While lhe panicipa-
tion of these iwo parties m the survey would have possibly had some
effect on ttieir placenieiit, it is cleai thai the majority of the county
party chairpersons of she CDR \iewed these two parties as the least
important. Therefore, ihe decisKm of the PV.K and the FNL-CD to
stay ii) the CDR was certainly based on the inabiluv of ttiese parties
(o sviccessftilly compete in eleetions on their

Aggregated ResuUs: Th.e CDR .iii?-;? Parliamentary Organization

While there was a division in elite opinion C!>rieerning tlie
CDR as an electoral and party organization, there was a consensus
among county party chairpersons regarding the CDR as a parliamen-
tary organi/ation. When asked ahout the voting consisteticy of the
CDR MPs, over 829f of the respondents answered that the CDR ^4Fs
vote "very similarly" or "similarly" (see Table 4). In addilion. 84'Jf
ol the respondents either completely or partially agreed with the
statement that tlie CDR was a successiul parliamentary coalition.
Therefore while there was a division among respondents regarding
the CDR as an electoral and party organization, there seemed lo he
overwhelming consensus regarding the CDR as a parliamentary
organization.

What can account for this consensus regarding the voting
patterns and success of the CDR as a parliamentary organization ' ln
earlier interviews that I conducted, there seemed to he a great deal of
skepticism among the CDR party elites regarding the voting consis-
tency of the CDR MPs. Because individua] and even party votes are
almost always never made available to MF*s and party members,
there was suspicion among party elites who I interviewed that voting
among the CDR MPs on select issues was not consistent. I 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
lhe leadership's position. The perception was thai the CDR MPs did
not vote consistent with the CDR leadership on only a few. less
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significant issues, I'erhaps these results retiect the nature of nunority
parly siauis m a parliamentary democracy. Because numirity parties
ha\e a limited role in the ereation of public policy, there are less
expeciations placed on parly MPs as compared to leaders of tlie
majority pany or parties during an election. Moreover even though
these party leaders were favorable iovvards the CDR as a pailiameo-
tary coalition, it is clear that this favorable attitude was not enough
to maintain the coalition. Now that the CDR is part of a government
coalition, it will be interesting to see whether the CDR party elite
beheve that the CDR government MPs vote similarly.

TABI.K 4

Aggregate Results: (^DR us a Parliamentary Organization

in parliament., the memhers of the Deniocralic Convention volt';
Ver '̂ suiiihii"
SiniiliU"
Different
Veiy different
Don't know
Prefer not Co respond

! . , , .

j i .59v
_ | 5.89;

[^ 1..59;

The Democratic Convention is a parliamentary
which has enioved success.
Complete agreement
Partial agreemen!
Partial disagreement
Total disagreement
Don't know
Prefer not to respond

20.3%
63.87r

' 5,8Cf
4,.V/l

^_J^.4'^
4.3%

The aggregated survey results indicate that the CDR party elite
tended to be much more critical ot the CDR as an electoral and party
organization than as a parliamentary organization. While there was a
genera! consensus of the party elite concerning the CDR as a parlia-
mentary orgam/ation, tbere was a division among the elite regarding
the CDR as an electoral and party organization. On questions
concerning the conduct and strategy of the 1992 parliamentary



U N i f ' V A N I ) ! " K A ( > M i - N ' r A T I O N W T r i H N T i f r 5 ,^3
i:)l'AirK'KA'ri("C()NVi:Xl!()N(>i-[ROMANIA

elefiiv>ns. ovei "^0''^ of the respondents juii^'cd Ihe CDR a poor or
very poor oleetoral tirgani/afion-

lii addition as Tabie 3 reporls, on a\cra<.'e 40'/̂  of respondents
wfie neuaiive roirardinii the CDR as a parly organi/aiioii. As noted
earlier, a large percentage of the CDR elite believed Uiat the organi-
zation was no! assisting member-parties in developing broad,
consprehensive platforms. AN a consequence, there vvas a belief
among a large segment of ihe respondents thai the difference in the
programs of jhe COR rnembei-parties was large.

KKSl'l/rS <H !Hi: SI RVKV
V.aria.bje Party Results: The CDR as an Iilectoial,,O|,gani/ation

Jn order to nn're lully understand the naluie of the CDR elite
opinit>n. 1 analyzed the sui\ey resulis based on a party variable. By
isolatirsfi for a party variable, we can examine the response cleavages
that exist between the elites of individual CDK member-parties. This
provides a iurther opportunity to undersUuid why certain parties
stayed in t!ie coalition while other parties left. Once again. Ihe survey
results will be analyzed in three sections which reflect 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 interesting pattern emerges when the party
variable is isolated. 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 from the PNT-CD and the IIDMR
in the center. Respondents from the PL '93 were the most critical of
the CDR as an electoral organization while respondents from the
VSDR were the most favorable regarding the role 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
coalition. However, it is surprising that the PSDR respotidents were
so favorable towards the coalition and yet. PSDR President Cunescu
was one of the primary individuals tesponsible for fragmenting the
coalition.
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T.ABLK 5
Variable i*arl> Results: CDR as an Electoral Organization

In the 1992 elections, the Demorratie (Convention ohtained:
Responses
More seats ihaii I expected
The number ul seals that !
exjiected
Less seats than I expected
Don't know

PL • 93
9,0'̂ 'v

9(1.9';;
0.09;

PNT-CD
{i.O9;

20.0':r

80.0%
0.0 Sf

I'SDR
5 0 '-̂

SO.0%
0.09;

IDMR
0.09;
15,49;

84,6%
0,0%

If \our answer to question number 1 was "less seats than I t-xpt'cted."
what do you think was Ihe main reason tor the faet that tlie
Democralic ('onvention did not get the results you expected?

PL ' 93Responses
Poor strategy m the eampaign

Laek of politicians with
leadership qualities
Other motiv

Television subordiriaied t(i the

Lack oi hnancuu resources
27.3'v

jw-cp
2'2.89r

TABLE 6
Variable Party Results: CDR as an Ek'cloral Organization

1 he electoral campaign of the
Responses
Ver\' oood
Good
Poor
Very poor
Don't know
Prefer not to respond

Democratic Convention was;
PL ' 93

0.0%
27.3%
63.7%
0 09;
0.0%
0.0%

PNT-CD
o.ivy<

48,09^
52.0%
0.0^^

oxm
0,0%

PSUR
0.09;

65.09;
30,0%
5-0%
0.09;
0.0%

UDMR
0.0*;;

46.1 9;
.S3.9%
0,0';;
0.09;:
0,09;

The Democratic Convention has heen an electoral
crowned hy success.
Responses
Complete agrcernenl
Partial agreement
Paniat disagreement
Total disagreement
Don't know
Prefer not to lespond

PL ' 93
18.2%'
54.6%'
9.1 %
9A9
(IO''7<

9 , 1 %

PNl-CD
40.09f
48.09f
12.0%
0.0%

'~' 0.0%
0.09;.

coalition

PSDR
2i . i%
68.4Vr
5.39;^
0.0%
().()%'
5-}%

UDMR
1.19}

76.9%
15.49<
0.0%'
0.(1 %•

0.09J
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In addition, (he tact that the respotise rates for the PNT-Cl)
and Ihe UDMR respondents were almost idcnEical is quite surprising.
In itilerviews which I conducted, members of Ehe UI)MR iiulicated
ihat the CDR member-parly which they felt was the most crittcal (if
their organization was the PNT-CD. These party leaders felt that the
nalionalislic con!p<inent of (he PNT-CD ideology created policy and
personality dilTerences with the IJDMR. The results of this survey
point to a coivsensus hciween the PNT-CD and the UDMR party elites
regarding Ihe CDR as an electoral organi/auon that would not have
been aniicipated. This finding is confirmed hy receni results from
the 1')% seeond round of presidential elections. IRSOP conducted
exit polls following Ihe seeond round which ioutid that the UDMR
supporters voted consistently for Consianlinescu rather than nie,seu.

Yiuiabj.£. Party Results: The CDR as a Pany Orjjani/ation

The consensus between the PNT-CD and the UDMR party
elites disappeared when the respondents were presented questions
regarding the CDR as a party organization. Instead of the PNT-CD
and the UDMR occupying the middle-ground, on issues of party
organization the PNT-CD and the UDMR, on average, represented
the polar extremes (see Tahies 7 ami 8). There was a difference in
how the CDR elites viewed the organization. While the UDMR
respondents were very favorahle 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 critical of the CDR as a party organization,
respondents troni 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 memher-parties. If respondents from the PNT-CD are
not included in the analysis, almost 48% of respondents answered
thai 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
pany organization. This result is not surprising given Ihe fact that
among all respondents, the PNT CD was overwhelmingly chosen as
the mo,st important paity within the CDR. Perhaps what is surpnsing
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TABLE 7
Variable Party Results; C:i)k as a Party

The differences between the political programs of tbe parties within
the DemiKratic C<>nvention are: __________

I'SDK ^'^^^^" '

The Deniocratie Convention will uitimiitely betonic a party
ill its own rii-ht:
Responses
Vcrŷ  likely
Likely
Unlikelv

0.09*

Highly unlikely
Don't know

_4jn_
12,09/

0
_iy()9r
29,49J i 46.?^''
70.65

Prefer not to [£snond 0.0' 0.09; 7.7 '̂?

TABLE 8
Variable Party Results: CDK as a Party Organization

Ihe Democratic Convention has helped and is helping; oppos
parties to draw comprehensive large party platforms.
Responses 1 PL ^ 93
Complete agreement O.()9f
Partial agreement 36 49;
Pariiai disagreement 213'-/(.
Total disagreement
Don't know

27,3%
9,!9r

Prefer not to respond ()X)9v

PNTCD
8.09.

56i)9<
24.()''?f
8,0'7<
4.07*

oTPl

PSDR
!0,59t
36,8*:̂ '
26,39*

iton

TirniR^
0.0'/;

38,5'^
38,5';^
7,7 ;̂;

Should PD (FSN) be allowed to hecome a member in the Democratic
Convention?
Responses
Yes
I am not sure
No
Don't know
Prefer nof to respond

PL ' 93
27.39;
9A.9('

~T3T6%~^
0.09^
0.09'r

8
i(
6^
4
4

r-cD
.09;-
xO%
,09-:
,09r i
,0'?v

1̂ 1
22
16
6!
0
0

)R
,2%
.79^
,! %
09;
07.

UDMR
23 J 9
.53.49
23,19
0.0',?
119<
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that rospciridenls o\' the rO.MR. a paity thai was judged hy
of al! rcsp(Hulenls ;is the second most iiuportant parly in the

CDR, were the most eritical of ihe CDR as a part\ orgam/ahon. l lus
demonstrated a real weakness wiihin Ihe eoalition.

On the issue of the CDR party structuie, !he division between
respondents from tlie FNT-CD and the I'DMK conimuecl. While ihe
PNT-CD respondenis v\ere mosi adamani thai ttie i'l) ti'SK) should
not hecome a member of Ihe CDR, respondents from the I'DMR
were the leust opposed. While the PNT-CD respondents o\'eiwhehii-
ingly rejeeted the admission of the PD f!-"SN), a iiiaiority oi respon-
dents from the UDMR answered that ihey were not .sure whethei or
not this parly shouid be udniiticd into the CDR. This is an mtero.sting
re.suh given that the PNT-CD as part of the C'DR has now had to
form a coalition goveinmenl with the PD (KSN) as |)art of the I 'SD.

Vanable Party Results: Ihe CDR as a i'ariiamentary Organi/.alion

On the issne of the CDR as a parUamentary organi/ation. onee
again the plaeement of the parties changed. While there was a
general consensus amonjz all res|)<)ndeuts regarding ihe CDR as a
parliamentary organi/aiion. there was some slight variations heiween
parlies. On tins issue, the PL "93 and the PNT-CD represented the
poiar extremes (see Table 9). '["he PI. '9} respondenis tended to he
the most criticai of the CDR as a parhanientary coahtion followed by
respondents of the UDMR. but the difference between these two
groups Hi their rating of the CDR as a parliamentary orgainzation
was less than y-zt. Interestingly however, the PL '93 had one of the
largest percentage of respondents thai completely agreed witti the
statement that the CDR is a successful parliamentary coaHtion, Thi,s
denionstrates ihat there was an internal division within the PL •'̂ 3
itself regarding the parliamentary success of Ihe CDR.

While respondenis from all parties were favorable towards the
CDR as a parliamentary organization, respondents Irom the PNT-CD
were the most favorable towards the CDR as a parliamentary organi-
zation (see Table 9), Again, this is not surpnsmg eonsuiering that the
PNT-CD MPs form the largest single opposition faction in parlia-
ment. On the question of voting patterns among the CDR MPs, only
respondents from the PNT-CD did mn respond "donl know,' This
cv>uld indicate a higher level of eomriiunieation between tlie i'NT-CD
county party chairpersons and ihe PN! 4.1) MPs.
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Variabk' Party Ke?»u!ts: Ci
as a ParliamciUary Organization

In pariiament, the OH'mhers of the
[ t S ] ^^.-^^^^^^^^^ .̂̂^̂^

(_<iitv«nti<in vole:

The Democratie (j>nvention is a piirliamentary loalitiors which has
jjTijoyed success.

Partial agreement
FaniaJ disagreement
Total disagree me n t
Don'l know
Prefer not so

The results from this analysis mdicak- 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 PI. '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 similar response pattern among certain
parties on select issues which would not have been expected,

CONCLUSIONS

This survey of CDR county party chairpersons was the first
survey to he conducted of this important group wiihin the CDR elite.
Both the aggregate and party variable results indicate that while
there was consensu.s among tht-se party elite on several issues, there
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were also numerous party and policy differences which causetl a
division amoni.' elites across parties, 'llicsc data provide cvitiencc of
ihe nttiTJia! weakness of the CDR coaluii>n and re:iNons why the CDR
fragmented. Based on the ags^regated results, there are several coa
elusions one cass draw about Ehe CDR. l-'irsi. the aggregated resu!l>
show that almost half of these part\ elites did not helie\e that the
CDR assisted member parlies in theii transition towards becommg
more hroad-hased, catch-all parties. Because these parties ha\e not
transformed themselves into broader political organizations, the
platforms of these parties remain rather narrow. This explains why a
large portion of ihe resj)ondents helieved that there were ""big"
difference^ in the programs of the niennlier-parties of the CDR.

Second, these respondents were much more critical of the
C'DR as an electoral and party (irgani/ation than as a parliamentary
organization. Therefore, these respondents had different conceptions
of the CDR based on the functions of the organization. Respondents
were highly critical of the CDR's capacity to fulfill its electoral and
party functions. However, respondents were very favorahle in theii
assessment of the CDR as a parliamentary coalition. One possible
explanation as t<i why CDR county party chairpersons were much
favorable tow'ards the CDR as a parliameniary organization is
because these individuals are not MPs. It is precisely beeause of then
invoiveinent with the CDR as an electoral and party coalition thai
caused (hens to he critical. Because county part> chajr|iersons are not
MPs. perhaps they are less critica! of this function of the CDR

The results from the analysis of respondents from specific
memher-parties indicate that respondents had different views regard-
ing the efficacy of the CDR either as an electoral, party or
parliamentary organi/ation. While respondents from the LDMR
were highly critical of the CDR as a party organization, these
respondents were much more favorable of the CDR as an electoral
and parliamentary organization. In general, respondents from the
PNT-CD were the most favorable towards the CDR as an electoral,
party and parliamentary organization. As stated earlier, this is not a
surprising finding given the importance of this party in the CDR
organization. Moreover, the PN'T-CD remained the core party of the
re consliUited CDR,

These differences among resjiomlents regardmg the CDR
support the argument that the CDR has not been completely success-
ful in ihe incorporation and transformation of Romanian opposition
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