STUDII DE ATELIER

CERCETAREA MINORITATILOR
NATIONALE DIN ROMANIA

WORKING PAPERS IN ROMANIAN

MINORITY STUDIES

MUHELYTANULMANYOK

A ROMANIAI KISEBBSEGEKROL

20 /2009

SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO

AREA POI

OFNATIONAL N
NFROM AINTA

INORITIES

INSTITUTUL PENTRU STUDIEREA
PROBLEMELOR MINORITATILOR
NATIONALE

GUVERNUL ROMANIEI




STUDII DE ATELIER. CERCETAREA MINORITATILOR NATIONALE DIN ROMANIA
WORKING PAPERS IN ROMANIAN MINORITY STUDIES
MUHELYTANULMANYOK A ROMANIAI KISEBBSEGEKROL

Nr. 20

Székely Istvan Gergo

REPREZENTAREA POLITICA A
MINORITATILOR NATIONALE
IN ROMANIA

THE POLITICAL REPRESENTATION
OF NATIONAL MINORITIES
IN ROMANIA

Ak
w&w

INSTITUTUL PENTRU
STUDIEREA PROBLEMELOR
MINORITATILOR NATIONALE

Cluj-Napoca, 2009



STUDII DE ATELIER. CERCETAREA MINORITATILOR NATIONALE DIN ROMANIA
WORKING PAPERS IN ROMANIAN MINORITY STUDIES
MUHELYTANULMANYOK A ROMANIAI KISEBBSEGEKROL

H Nr. 20:

Autor: Székely Istvan Gergd

Titlu: Reprezentarea politicd a minoritatilor nationale in Romania
The political representation of national minorities in Romania

W Coordonator serie: Bokor Zsuzsa, Horvath Istvan

© INSTITUTUL PENTRU STUDIEREA PROBLEMELOR MINORITATILOR NATIONALE
Cluj-Napoca, 2009

ISSN 1844 - 5489

WWW.ispmn.gov.ro

B | ectori: Cosmina Hodoroaga, Virginas Péter (englezad), Sabin Bors, lulia Hossu (romana)
B Conceptie graficd, coperta: Kénczey Elemér

B Tehnoredactare: SUt6 Ferenc

M Tipar: IDEA si GLORIA, Cluj-Napoca

Guvernul Romaniei nu isi asuma continutul Studiilor de Atelier. Lucrdrile sunt elaborate si asumate in exclusivitate de catre ISPMN.



B Székely Istvan Gerg6 este cercetator politolog la Institutului pentru Studierea Problemelor Minoritatilor
Nationale, doctorand in politologie, la Central European University, Budapesta.

B Székely Istvan Gergéd is a researcher at the Romanian Institute For Research On National Minorities
and a PhD student in political science at Central European University, Budapest.
E-mail: istvanszekely@yahoo.com, i.szekely@ispmn.gov.ro

Abstract

M Lucrarea este compusa din doua parti mari. Prima parte trece in revista evolutia aspectelor din legislatia
electorala romaneasca referitoare la minoritatile nationale, atat la nivelul parlamentului cét si la nivelul
consiliilor locale si judetene. in cea de a doua parte sunt prezentate rezultatele obtinute la alegerile par-
lamentare (1990-2008) si locale (1996-2008) de organizatiile celor 19 minoritdti nationale din Romania.
De-a lungul celor aproape doua decenii trecute din 1990, legislatia electorala romaneasca a suferit modi-
ficdri pozitive dar si negative in ceea ce priveste reprezentarea minoritdtilor. Schimbarile legislative cu cele
mai negative consecinte pentru minoritati au fost introducerea (si ulterior marirea) pragurilor electorale,
si stabilirea unor standarde duble privind depunerea candidaturilor pentru organizatiile minoritatilor re-
prezentate in Parlament si cele din afara Parlamentului (cu conditii mult mai dificile pentru categoria cea
din urma). Datorita pragurilor mai ridicate, dupa alegerile din 2000, minoritdtile au disparut din multe con-
silii locale si — cu exceptia maghiarilor si germanilor — complet din consiliile judetene. Standardele duble
pentru candidatura au atenuat competitia electorald din interiorul minoritatilor, cimentand monopolul
politic al organizatiilor din Parlament asupra comunitatilor pe care le reprezinta. Dintre aspectele pozitive
ale legislatiei electorale cele mai importante sunt prevederile electorale speciale care faciliteaza prezenta
minoritatilor in forurile decizionale. In timp ce la nivelul Camerei Deputatilor reprezentarea minoritatilor
este aproape garantatd — trebuie atins doar un prag simbolic pentru a obtine un mandat -, la nivelul con-
siliilor locale actiunea afirmativa electorald nu este eficienta. Din contra, este vorba de o prevedere prost
conceputd, care numai cd nu este capabild sa contracareze subreprezentarea minoritatilor, ci poate avea
chiar efecte adverse, deoarece poate priva minoritatile de mandate pe care le-ar fi obtinut daca ar fi fost
tratate in mod identic cu partidele politice. Avand in vedere ineficienta prevederii speciale, caracterul dis-
criminatoriu al conditiilor pentru candidatura si tendinta negativa in ceea ce priveste subreprezentarea
minoritdtilor la nivel local, concluzia studiului este ca sistemul romanesc de reprezentare al minoritatilor
nationale ar trebui regandit, altfel situatia minoritatilor se poate agrava si mai mult.

B The paper consists of two main parts. The first part reviews the evolution of the most important aspects
of Romanian electoral legislation concerning the representation of national minorities, both at the na-
tional and the local level. The second part presents the results obtained by the organizations of 19 minori-
ties from Romania at the national elections (1990-2008) and the elections to the local and county councils
(1996-2008). During the two decades that passed since the fall of Communism, Romanian electoral legisla-
tion underwent multiple changes, with both positive and negative consequences on the participation of
minorities. Among the negative changes we have to mention the introduction (and subsequent raising)
of electoral thresholds, and the adoption of double standards regarding candidatures for organizations
represented in Parliament and those outside Parliament (obviously, with way more difficult conditions for
the latter category). The higher thresholds introduced after 2000 had a negative impact on the number
of minority representatives in the local councils, and with the exception of Hungarians and Germans, the
minorities disappeared from the county councils. The double standards regarding candidature consider-
ably watered down political competition within the minority communities, almost to the extent of grant-
ing political monopoly for the organizations in Parliament over the communities they claim to represent.
On the other hand, Romanian electoral laws also contain special rules that provide electoral affirmative
action for minorities. In the Chamber of Deputies the presence of minorities is almost guaranteed, due to
the existence of special seats that can be obtained by reaching a symbolic alternative threshold. Affirma-
tive action is present at the level of the local councils too, but it is far from being efficient. On the contrary,
the special rule at the local level is ill-conceived: it is unable to counteract the underrepresentation of
minorities, moreover, it can even deprive them of some seats they would have obtained, had they been
treated like the political parties. Taking into account the underrepresentation of minorities (and the nega-
tive trend concerning this), the discriminatory nature of the candidature conditions and the inefficiency of
the special electoral rule, the conclusions of the study call for a thorough redesign of the Romanian system
of minority representation.
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REPREZENTAREA POLITICA
A MINORITATILOR NATIONALE
IN ROMANIA

Introducere

B Unul dintre drepturile esentiale ale persoanelor apartindnd minoritdtilor nationale este participarea
efectiva la deciziile politice, in special in domeniile care fi privesc direct. Acest principiu este enuntat si
in cel mai important tratat international referitor la minoritati, Conventia-cadru pentru Protectia Mino-
ritatilor Nationale.! Tratatul, ratificat si de Romania, incurajeaza statele sa adopte masuri pentru a crea
conditiile participarii efective a minoritatilor, ceea ce poate necesita uneori introducerea unor solutii
speciale, care sa faciliteze reprezentarea acestora in diferitele structuri decizionale.

Importanta participarii efective a minoritatilor la deciziile politice a fost subliniata si de Inaltul Comi-
sar pentru Minoritatile Nationale al Organizatiei pentru Securitate si Cooperare in Europa (OSCE). La so-
licitarea acestuia, au fost elaborate, in 1999, Recomandarile de la Lund cu privire la Participarea Efectiva
a Minoritatilor Nationale la Viata Publicd,? in care statelor li s-a propus adoptarea unui sistem electoral
care sa faciliteze reprezentarea minoritatilor atat la nivel central, cat si la nivel regional sau local.?

In Romania, nu mai putin de noudsprezece minoritati nationale sunt reprezentate in Camera Depu-
tatilor in momentul de fata, ceea ce plaseaza tara noastra pe pozitii fruntase din acest punct de vedere.
Cu putine exceptii, minoritatile din Romania sunt reprezentate si la nivel local, insa acestui subiect i s-a
dedicat mult mai putina atentie. Scopul acestui capitol este de a prezenta si a evalua evolutia repre-
zentarii minoritatilor nationale din Romania, atat la nivel national cat si la cel local, incepand cu 1990
pana la ultimele alegeri din 2008. In ceea ce priveste nivelul local si cel judetean, acest studiu reprezinta
probabil prima incercare de a analiza acest fenomen in mod sistematic, in perspectiva longitudinala, cu
un accent deosebit pe problematica subreprezentarii minoritatilor.

Calitatea reprezentdrii este un concept cu sensuri multiple. In studiul ei clasic despre conceptul re-
prezentarii publicat in 1967, Hanna Pitkin distinge intre doua tipuri de reprezentare (vezi Pitkin 1967). A
reprezenta se poate referila a fi prezent in locul cuiva, a-i tine locul cuiva (standing for), dar si la a actiona
pentru cineva sau in interesul cuiva (acting for). Primul sens al notiunii se refera la o reprezentare strict
descriptiva, criteriul evaludrii fiind asemanarea dintre reprezentanti si cei reprezentati in ceea ce prives-
te unele caracteristici ascriptive cum ar fi sexul, etnia, religia sau rasa. In acest sens, actiunile sau faptele
reprezentantului nu au nicio importanta. in schimb, cel de-al doilea sens al reprezentarii se concentrea-
Za nu pe ceea ce sunt reprezentantii, ci pe ceea ce fac acestia, pe actiunile sau faptele lor. intrebarea este
daca reprezentantii actioneaza intr-adevar in interesul celor pe care i reprezinta. Astfel, al doilea sens al
notiunii presupune criterii mai substantiale pentru evaluarea calitatii reprezentarii politice.

De exemplu, dacd o societate este compusa din 52% femei, si contine o minoritate etnicad de zece la
sutad, atunci din punct de vedere descriptiv reprezentarea este adecvata in masura in care mai mult de

1 Textul Conventiei-cadru in limba romana se gaseste la adresa: http://www.coe.int/t/e/human_rights/minorities/2._
framework_convention_(monitoring)/1._texts/PDF_Text_ FCNM_Romanian.pdf [Accesat la 17 septembrie 2008].

2 Textul recomandarilor in limba roména se gaseste la adresa: http://www.osce.org/documents/hcnm/1999/09/2698_ro.pdf
[Accesat la 17 septembrie 2008].

3 Recomanddrile 9-11.
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jumatate din membrii parlamentului sunt femei, iar 0 zecime apartin minoritatii etnice. Insa, reprezenta-
rea intereselor acestor grupuri poate fi inadecvata chiar daca se realizeaza aceste procente in legislativ,
de pilda atunci cand niciunul dintre reprezentantii minoritdtii nu se ocupa de problemele comunitatii.
Pe de alta parte, este posibil ca interesele minoritatii sa fie reprezentate, chiar daca niciun deputat nu
apartine acestei comunitdti, deoarece pot exista membri ai parlamentului care sa actioneze in interesul
comunitatii chiar daca nu apartin grupului. Din punct de vedere substantial nu conteaza cat la suta
dintre deputati sunt femei si cati apartin minoritatii, este in schimb esential ca in parlament sa se intre-
prinda actiuni in interesul femeilor si al minoritatii.

Reprezentarea substantiala (acting for) a minoritatilor nationale este foarte dificil de studiat, deoa-
rece necesita o analiza profunda a comportamentului legislativ al reprezentantilor (in special ai mino-
ritatii, dar nu numai). Din acest motiv, in literatura de specialitate este acceptatd urmatoarea solutie
intermediara pentru a distinge analitic intre cele doua sensuri ale reprezentarii: pentru a evalua repre-
zentarea descriptiva, se iau in considerare toti reprezentantii care apartin unor minoritdti, indiferent de
modul in care au fost alesi. Insa pentru a stabili calitatea reprezentarii in sensul de a actiona in interesul
minoritatii, analiza va fi limitata doar la reprezentantii alesi prin organizatiile proprii ale minoritatii (vezi
Garaz 2009). Aceasta solutie se bazeaza pe asumptia ca toti reprezentantii alesi prin organizatii care se
definesc ca fiind minoritare, actioneaza in primul rand in interesul acestor comunitati, insa persoanele
alese in culorile unor partide politice nationale (sau ca independenti) actioneaza in primul rand din
alte interese, indiferent de apartenenta lor etnicd. Deoarece aceastd asumptie nu este in mod necesar
adevarata, solutia este evident imperfecta. Cu toate acestea, in aceastd lucrare, ea rdmane singura so-
lutie viabila pentru a evalua calitatea reprezentarii minoritdtilor nationale, adica mdsura in care aceste
comunitati sunt reprezentate in mod adecvat sau subreprezentate.

Trebuie deci subliniat de la bun inceput c3, in acest capitol, sintagma ,reprezentarea politica a mi-
noritatilor nationale” se referd la reprezentarea care se realizeazd prin intermediul organizatiilor proprii ale
minoritatilor, si nu la prezenta unor persoane de o anumita etnie in functii alese in general. Din pacate,
o analiza profunda, care sd treacad in revista si caile alternative de reprezentare a minoritatilor (adica prin
intermediul partidelor politice nationale sau prin candidati independenti apartinand minoritatilor) nu
este posibila, deoarece dispunem de foarte putine date despre aceste fenomene. Desigur, vom face
referiri la aceste cai alternative de reprezentare acolo unde dispunem de informatii, insa fara a pretinde
ca analiza fenomenului este cuprinzitoare. In special in localitatile unde procentul unei minoritati este
foarte ridicat, probabilitatea de a intalni persoane apartindnd minoritatii respective in diferite functii
alese este foarte mare, chiar daca rezultatele alegerilor indica neparticiparea organizatiilor minoritare
sau incapacitatea lor de a obtine mandate. Prin urmare, cifrele prezentate in acest studiu subestimeaza
intr-o oarecare masura numarul persoanelor apartinand minoritatilor alese in diferite functii. Aceste
cifre trebuie citite ca rezultatele obtinute de organizatiile proprii ale minoritatilor care au participat la
alegeri, si nu ca numarul persoanelor de o anumita etnie care au fost alese in anumite functii.

Capitolul este structurat in doua mari parti: in prima parte vom prezenta evolutia legislatiei electo-
rale romanesti de dupa 1990, subliniind elementele care au avut un efect important pentru minoritati,
iar in partea a doua vom trece in revista rezultatele obtinute de organizatiile minoritatilor nationale la
alegerile parlamentare si locale. In ceea ce priveste legislatia, doua aspecte generale vor fi analizate:
conditiile de intrare in sistem (ceea ce cuprinde conditiile depunerii candidaturilor si pragul electoral),
respectiv existenta unor masuri electorale speciale care vizeaza in exclusivitate minoritatile, si sunt
menite sa faciliteze prezenta acestora in organele alese. Vom vedea ca intrarea in sistem a devenit din
ce in ce mai grea, ceea ce s-a datorat necesitatii de a contracara fragmentarea excesiva din sistemul de
partide romanesc, dar si interesului partidelor politice de a-si consolida pozitia din sistem prin ingreu-
narea aparitiei unor formatiuni noi. in timp ce aceste schimbari au avut un efect evident negativ asupra
minoritatilor, s-a incercat o compensare a acestora prin introducerea unei masuri electorale speciale
in 2004 la nivelul consiliilor locale. Din pacate, aceasta masura nu a reusit sa faciliteze cu adevarat par-
ticiparea politica a minoritatilor, din contrd, datorita aplicabilitatii limitate si a efectelor sale adverse,
masura speciala pare sa dduneze mai mult decat sa ajute cauzei minoritatilor.

In timp ce la nivelul parlamentului reprezentarea minoritatilor este stabild (datorita existentei man-
datelor speciale din 1990), rezultatele electorale prezentate in partea a doua a capitolului indica o subre-
prezentare substantiala a minoritatilor nationale la nivel local (cu putine exceptii). Tendinta in timp este
negativa pentru cele mai multe comunitati, iar impactul schimbarilor legislative se resimte foarte clar. In-
troducerea treptatd a pragurilor a atras dupa sine o scadere a numarului de mandate castigate, cea mai
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spectaculoasa consecinta fiind disparitia minoritatilor mici din consiliile judetene dupa 2000. Din 2004 s-a
limitat in mod drastic si posibilitatea depunerii candidaturilor, ceea ce a condus la o atenuare considerabila
a competitiei politice in interiorul minoritdtilor (la toate nivelele), in unele cazuri credndu-se chiar situatii
de monopol politic pentru formatiunile reprezentate in Parlament. Dar dincolo de efectul mecanic, con-
ditiile mai grele de a obtine reprezentare prin forte proprii par sa aiba si un efect psihologic?, reducand
atractivitatea organizatiilor minoritare (cel putin la nivel local), atat pentru candidati cat si pentru alegatori.
Votul pentru aceste organizatii mici poate deveni foarte usor unul risipit, iar candidatura in culorile organi-
zatiilor minoritare devine mai riscantd decat prin intermediul partidelor politice majore. Mai mult, datorita
consolidarii sistemului de partide romanesc (ceea ce se manifesta prin reducerea numarului partidelor po-
litice), mandatul castigat in culorile minoritatii pare sa asigure acces din ce in ce mai restrans la resurse de
la nivelele superioare in comparatie cu partidele politice mari. Datorita acestor evolutii, unele organizatii
minoritare au inceput sa piarda teren chiar si in localitatile unde ponderea minoritatilor este ridicata, si a
aparut totodata fenomenul cooptarii unor politicieni minoritari de catre partidele politice.

Concluzia studiului este ca pragurile mai ridicate, restrangerea artificiala a competitiei politice prin
limitarea candidaturilor, mdsura electorala speciala la nivel local gandita prost si gradul mai inalt de in-
stitutionalizare a sistemului de partide romanesc, au contribuit toate la crearea unei constelatii nefaste
pentru organizatiile minoritatilor nationale. Prin urmare, sistemul reprezentarii minoritatilor nationale
din Romania ar trebui regandit temeinic.

1. Evolutia legislatiei romanesti
privind reprezentarea minoritatilor

B Dupa cum am remarcat in introducere, elementele legislatiei electorale care sunt importante din per-
spectiva reprezentarii minoritatilor nationale sunt pragul electoral, conditiile depunerii candidaturilor, si
existenta sau absenta unor masuri speciale menite sa faciliteze reprezentarea minoritatilor nationale in
organele alese. Pragul electoral si conditiile candidaturii au avut o evolutie similara in ceea ce priveste ale-
gerile parlamentare si cele locale. in cazul prevederilor speciale de actiune afirmativa electorald avem de
a face insa cu un decalaj de aproape un deceniu si jumatate. in timp ce in Camera Deputatilor minoritatile
dispun de mandate speciale din 1990, la nivelul consiliilor locale prima reglementare menita sa faciliteze
prezenta minoritatilor s-a introdus abia in 2004. in cele ce urmeaza vom prezenta evolutia acestor elemen-
te din 1990 pana in 2008. incepem cu Camera Deputatilor, apoi trecem la consiliile locale.

1.1. Legislatia la nivelul Parlamentului

Legislatia electorala romaneasca de dupa 1990 poate fi consideratd generoasa in ceea ce priveste
minoritatile nationale, datorita prezentei unor conditii inlesnite pentru organizatiile minoritatilor de a
obtine mandate in Camera Deputatilor.®> O prevedere de actiune afirmativd electorald pentru minoritati
a existat deja in decretul lege 92 din 1990.5 Articolul 4 al decretului prevedea ca ,organizatiile reprezen-
tand minoritatile nationale inregistrate la data adoptarii prezentului decret-lege, care nu intrunesc nu-
marul de voturi necesar pentru a avea, potrivit alin. 1, un mandat in Adunarea Deputatilor, au dreptul la
un mandat de deputat.” Asadar, organizatiilor minoritare reprezentate in Consiliul Provizoriu de Uniune

4 Consecintele mecanice si psihologice ale sistemelor electorale au fost descrise pentru prima data de Duverger Maurice
(vezi Duverger 1951/1963).

5 Termenul oficial utilizat in documentele legislative este cel de,organizatii ale cetatenilor apartinand minoritatilor nati-
onale”. Deoarece folosirea in mod repetat a acestei sintagme in text ar fi greoaie, ne vom referi la aceste organizatii ca
la,organizatii ale minoritatilor” sau,organizatii minoritare”. Suntem constienti ca formularea oficiala reflecta o anumita
conceptie despre drepturile minoritatilor, iar termenii mai simpli din punct de vedere gramatical pot aminti de alte
conceptii. Din acest motiv, tinem sd subliniem ca simplificarea s-a facut fard a urmdri asemenea obiective, si avand in
vedere doar fluenta textului.

6 Decret-lege nr. 92 din 14 martie 1990 pentru alegerea Parlamentului si a Presedintelui Romaniei. M. Of. nr. 35, din 18
martie 1990.
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Nationald le era garantat un mandat de deputat chiar si in cazul in care nu reuseau sa obtind numarul
de voturi necesar pentru ceilalti competitori electorali. Acest lucru este remarcabil in special avand in
vedere faptul ca sistemul electoral era unul foarte proportional: nu exista prag electoral explicit, intra-
rea in Parlament fiind conditionata doar de pragul implicit (egal cu catul impartirii numarului de voturi
valabil exprimate la numarul mandatelor de repartizat). in 1990, obtinerea unui mandat de deputat era
posibild prin intrunirea a 0,26% din voturile valabil exprimate (1/387), iar un fotoliu de senator necesita
un rezultat de 0,85% (1/118).

Pe langa aceste conditii favorabile de a obtine reprezentare in Parlament, deputatii minoritatilor au
posibilitatea de a-si forma propriul lor grup parlamentar, ceea ce constituie un avantaj considerabil fata
de situatia in care ar trebui sa activeze ca parlamentari independenti.

Dreptul la reprezentare in Parlament a fost consfintit in articolul 59 al Constitutiei adoptate in 1991:

~Organizatiile cetdtenilor apartindand minoritatilor nationale, care nu intrunesc in
alegeri numarul de voturi pentru a fi reprezentate in Parlament, au dreptul la cate
un loc de deputat, in conditiile legii electorale. Cetatenii unei minoritati nationale
pot fi reprezentati numai de o singura organizatie.”

Detaliile exercitarii acestui drept constitutional au fost reglementate prin legea electorald adoptata
in 1992.7 Desi principiile de baza ale sistemului electoral din 1990 (formula de alocare a mandatelor) au
rdmas neschimbate si dupa adoptarea noii legi, au aparut unele modificari foarte importante in ceea
ce priveste minoritatile nationale. in primul rand, a fost introdus un prag explicit de 3%, ceea ce era de
neatins pentru cele mai multe minoritati.2 in 2000, pragul a fost marit la 5%?°, insa acest lucru nu a mai
afectat minoritatile. Minoritdtile ,mici” nu aveau oricum sanse sa obtina nici macar 3%, iar UDMR a fost
capabil sa treaca si pragul mai inalt. Datorita introducerii pragului electoral, sansele reprezentarii mi-
noritatilor (cu exceptia maghiarilor) ar fi fost reduse drastic daca prevederea speciald pentru minoritati
ar fi fost eliminata. Actiunea afirmativa electorald pentru minoritati a fost insa pastratd, desi in forma
modificata. Astfel, incepand din 1992:

~organizatiile cetatenilor apartinand unei minoritdti nationale, legal constituite,
care nu au obtinut in alegeri cel putin un mandat de deputat sau de senator, au
dreptul, impreunad, potrivit art. 59 alin. (2) din Constitutie, la un mandat de deputat,
daca au obtinut, pe intreaga tard, un numar de voturi egal cu cel putin 5% din nu-
madrul mediu de voturi valabil exprimate pe tara pentru alegerea unui deputat.”'

Asadar, incepand din 1992, mandatele speciale pentru minoritati nu mai sunt garantate, deoarece
organizatiile minoritatilor trebuie sa atinga un prag simbolic. Intre 1992 si 2000, acest prag a fost stabilit
la 5% din numarul mediu de voturi valabil exprimate pe tara pentru alegerea unui deputat. in 2004,
pragul a fost marit la 10% din numarul mediu de voturi valabil exprimate pe tara pentru alegerea unui
deputat, insd cu toate acestea, ramane usor de atins. Pana in 2004, mandatul obtinut de organizatia
minoritatii era alocat in judetul in care lista minoritatii respective a obtinut cele mai multe voturi, iar din
2008, in colegiul uninominal unde candidatul a obtinut cele mai multe voturi.

O schimbare foarte importanta a fost introdusa in 2000. De atunci — prin derogare de la regula ge-
nerala - organizatiile minoritatilor pot depune aceeasi lista de candidati in mai multe circumscriptii
electorale din tara.'? Datorita acestor schimbari, minoritatile au primit sansa de a colecta voturi si din
judetele in care depunerea unei liste de candidati le-ar fi creat dificultati. Principiul a fost pastrat si in
noul sistem electoral adoptat in 2008, desi in forma usor modificata, adaptata la logica scrutinului uni-
nominal, organizatiile minoritatilor avand posibilitatea de a propune acelasi candidat pentru mai multe

7 Legea nr. 68 din 15 iulie 1992 pentru alegerea Camerei Deputatilor si a Senatului. M. Of. nr. 164, din 16 iulie 1992.
8 Pragul de 3% se referea la partidele politice. Pentru coalitiile electorale, la acesta se mai adauga cate un procent pentru
fiecare membru, pana la 8% (legea 68/1992, art. 91).
9 Ordonanta de Urgenta a Guvernului nr. 129. M. Of. 315/2000, 5 iulie 2000.
10 Legea 68 din 1992, art. 4, alin. (1).
11 Vezilegea 68 din 1992, art. 4, legea 373 din 2004, art. 4., sau art. 47 alineatele (3) si (4) ale noii legi.
12 Ordonanta de Urgenta a Guvernului nr. 165, din 13 octombrie 2000. M. Of. nr. 514 din 19 octombrie 2000.
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colegii uninominale.' Drept urmare, in 2008 fiecare organizatie minoritara a avut doar un singur candi-
dat pentru Camera Deputatilor.

Desi prevederile speciale din legislatia electorala referitoare la minoritati creeaza conditii favorabile
pentru reprezentarea minoritatilor, trebuie subliniat faptul ca sistemul nu garanteaza automat alegerea
unui reprezentant al minoritatii. Desi pragul este simbolic, au existat cazuri in care nicio organizatie a
unei anumite minoritati nu a reusit sa il atinga. Uniunea Croatilor din Romania a obtinut 219 de voturiin
1992, iar 486 de voturi in 1996, in ambele cazuri prea putine pentru a obtine un mandat. Similar, Uniu-
nea Generala a Asociatiilor Etniei Hutule din Romania a obtinut 646 de voturiin 1996 si 1225 de voturiin
2000, si a ramas nereprezentatd.' In 1992, pragul de 5% din numarul mediu al voturilor necesare pentru
alegerea unui deputat a insemnat 1327 de voturi, 1494 de voturi in 1996, iar 1273 de voturi in 2000.
Asadar, putem conclude cd, incepand din 1992, mandatele rezervate pentru minoritati din sistemul elec-
toral romanesc nu sunt garantate, deoarece reprezentarea minoritatilor nu se realizeaza indiferent de
rezultatul electoral.

Trebuie amintit inca un aspect interesant al legislatiei electorale care poate avea consecinte asupra
minoritilor nationale. Odata cu aparitia colegiilor uninominale in 2008, s-a introdus un prag alternativ
pe langa cel exprimat in procente. Astfel, un partid poate primi mandate parlamentare chiar daca nu
atinge pragul de 5%, in cazul in care candidatii sai au terminat pe primul loc in cel putin sase colegii
uninominale pentru Camera Deputatilor si trei colegii pentru Senat (in mod concomitent).’® Desi la pri-
ma vedere pragul alternativ nu are nimic de a face cu minoritatile, singura formatiune care ar fi putut
profita de pe urma ei ar fi fost UDMR. Partidele mari nu au nevoie de o asemenea prevedere, deoarece
atingerea pragului procentual nu este o problema pentru ele, iar celelalte partide mici (cum ar fi PRM
sau PNG-CD) nu au o baza electorala suficient de concentrata pentru a termina pe primul loc in atatea
colegii electorale. Datorita acestui fapt, pragul alternativ a inceput sa fie numit,lex UDMR"", deoarece
singurul sau rost parea a fi salvarea UDMR de la iesirea din Parlament in cazul in care aceasta nu ar fi
atins pragul de 5%.'® Pana la urma insa, UDMR a intrunit pragul procentual si nu a mai avut nevoie de cel
alternativ pentru a intra in Parlament.

Mandatele rezervate si pragul alternativ de 3+6 colegii uninominale sunt elemente ale legislatiei
electorale care faciliteaza participarea minoritatilor in politica. Din pdcate, legislatia romaneasca conti-
ne si elemente restrictive pentru minoritati, cea mai importanta fiind legata de conditiile candidaturii.
Incepand din 2004, s-a introdus o diferentiere extrem de stricta intre organizatiile minoritatilor natio-
nale reprezentate in Parlament (mai precis in Consiliul Minoritatilor Nationale) si cele nereprezentate
in Parlament, acestora din urma fiindu-le stabilite conditii mult mai dificile pentru a participa la alegeri.
Diferentierea a aparut prima datd in legea 67 din 2004 pentru alegerea autoritatilor administratiei loca-
le', insd a fost preluata cuvant cu cuvant in legea 373 din 2004 pentru alegerea Camerei Deputatilor si
a Senatului®, si chiar completata cu alte restrictii in legea 35 din 2008.

13 Tns& trebuie subliniat faptul cd minoritatile pot propune acelasi candidat in colegii apartinand diferitelor circumscriptii
electorale doar daca propun un singur candidat la nivel national, adicd pentru toate colegiile uninominale. Legea nr. 35
din 13 martie 2008 pentru alegerea Camerei Deputatilor si a Senatului si pentru modificarea si completarea Legii nr.
67/2004 pentru alegerea autoritatilor administratiei publice locale, a Legii administratiei publice locale nr. 215/2001 si
a Legii nr. 393/2004 privind Statutul alesilor locali. M. Of. nr. 196 din 13 martie 2008. (art. 9 alin 11.)

14 Hutulii nu se numara printre cele 19 minoritati reprezentate in Parlament.

15 1In literatura de specialitate, mandatele rezervate si cele garantate sunt deseori folosite ca sinonime. De exemplu, ma-
nualul despre sisteme electorale al organizatiei International IDEA defineste mandatele rezervate (reserved seats) in
felul urmator: acestea sunt mandate in care un criteriu ca etnicitatea, limba, religia sau sexul constituie o conditie
pentru a candida sau a fi ales (Reynolds et alii 2005: 181). Alti autori atrag insa atentia cd mandatele pot fi considerate
garantate doar daca garanteaza reprezentarea grupului indiferent de rezultatul electoral (Meier 2007: 3). Este evident
ca in Romania minoritdtile nu dobandesc reprezentare indiferent de rezultat.

16 Legea 35/2008, art. 47, modificat prin art. 1. alin. (68) al Ordonantei de Urgenta a Guvernului nr. 97 din 2008, M. Of. nr.
630 din 29 august 2008.

17 Vezi http://itthon.transindex.ro/?cikk=7772. [Accesat la 2 martie 2009].

18 Trebuie insd mentionat faptul ca UDMR a propus ca pragul alternativ sa fie de doua colegii de senator si patru de depu-
tat, dar amendamentul a fost respins. Vezi,Deputatii au mentinut pragul electoral de 5% sau sase mandate de deputat
si trei de senator”. Mediafax, 4 aprilie 2008. http://www.mediafax.ro/politic/deputatii-au-mentinut-pragul-electoral-
de-5-sau-sase-mandate-de-deputat-si-trei-de-senator.htmI?1687;2431906 [Accesat la 22 aprilie 2009].

19 M. Of. 271 din 29 martie 2004.

20 M. Of. 887 din 29 septembrie 2004.
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Potrivit modificdrii, organizatiile apartinand minoritatilor nationale reprezentate in Consiliul Mino-
ritatilor Nationale pot participa automat la alegeri, fira a fi nevoite sa indeplineasca alte conditii. Insa
organizatiile nereprezentate in Parlament pot depune candidaturi numai daca prezinta la Biroul Elec-
toral Central o lista de membri, numarul acestora trebuind sa fie mai mare decat 15% din numarul total
al cetatenilor care la ultimul recensdmant s-au declarat ca apartinand minoritatii respective.?’ Mai mult,
daca numdrul membrilor necesari pentru indeplinirea acestor conditii este mai mare de 25.000 de per-
soane, lista membrilor trebuie sa cuprinda cel putin 25.000 de persoane domiciliate in cel putin 15 din
judetele tarii si municipiul Bucuresti, dar nu mai putin de 300 de persoane pentru fiecare dintre aceste
judete si municipiul Bucuresti.??

Acest articol a devenit foarte controversat, fiind criticat nu numai de organizatiile defavorizate, ci si de
specialisti in stiintele politice si ONG-uri preocupate de calitatea democratiei. Cea mai mediatizata a deve-
nit cerinta celor 25 000 de semnaturi pentru minoritatile ,mari’, care i-a impiedicat pe adversarii UDMR sa
participe la alegerile locale din 2004. Insa nu doar maghiarii au avut de suferit in urma acestui articol. De
fapt, la alegerile locale din 2004 au putut depune candidaturi doar organizatiile reprezentate in Parlament.
intr-un studiu despre alegerile locale din 2004, Institutul pentru Politici Publice (IPP) a subliniat ca articolul
adoptat la initiativa liderului grupului parlamentar al minoritatilor, Varujan Pambuccian, a reprezentat de
fapt incununarea eforturilor depuse de organizatiile minoritare reprezentate in Parlament pentru a obtine
un monopol politic asupra comunitatilor pe care le reprezinta. Concluzia analistilor IPP a fost aceea ca
prevederea este discriminatorie si neconstitutionald (vezi Stan et alii 2004).

La randul ei, Comisia de la Venetia a formulat o critica dura la adresa legiuitorului (vezi Venice Com-
mission 2004: in special paragrafele 42-45, 48 si 54), subliniind ca aceste restrictii constituie o incalcare
a principiului tratamentului egal al cetatenilor apartinand minoritatilor nationale, drept garantat, intre
altele, de articolul 4 al Conventiei-cadru pentru Protectia Minoritatilor Nationale. in continuare, Comisia
a avertizat ca restrictiile legii blocheaza competitia politica in randul minoritatilor, prin urmare se incalca
principiul democratiei plurale, constituind o tentativda impusa de sus pentru a impiedica dezvoltarea
alternativelor politice. Specialistii Comisiei au atras atentia ca fragmentarea excesiva a alternativelor
politice trebuie contracarata prin mecanismul de conversie a voturilor in mandate (adica prin sistemul
electoral), nu prin ingradirea dreptului la candidatura. Comisia a mai avertizat ca cerinta de a prezenta o
lista cu semnaturi provenind de la cel putin 15% dintre membrii comunitatii minoritare inseamna ca un
numar mare de persoane sunt nevoite sa-si declare preferintele politice, iar acest lucru poate conduce
la presiuni in aceasta directie, ceea ce este de nedorit. Pe scurt, Comisia a considerat cd aceste prevederi
ale legii sunt atat de severe, incat ele pot fi considerate aproape prohibitive si exclusiviste la adresa unor
organizatii minoritare.

Cu toate acestea, prevederile discriminatorii sunt prezente in lege si astdzi. Mai mult, prin legea 35
din 2008 s-a adaugat inca o conditie pentru organizatiile minoritare din afara Parlamentului care doresc
sa participe la alegeri, si anume conditia de a fi de utilitate publica.® Potrivit legii 246/2005%, organiza-
tiile neguvernamentale pot dobandi statutul de utilitate publica prin indeplinirea urmatoarelor patru
conditii:

a) organizatia desfdsoara o activitate in interes general sau in interesul unor colectivitati, dupad caz;

b) functioneaza de cel putin 3 ani;

¢) prezinta un raport de activitate din care sa rezulte desfasurarea unei activitati anterioare sem-
nificative, prin derularea unor programe ori proiecte specifice scopului sau, insotit de situatiile
financiare anuale si de bugetele de venituri si cheltuieli pe ultimii 3 ani anteriori datei depune-
rii cererii privind recunoasterea statutului de utilitate publica;

d) valoarea activului patrimonial pe fiecare dintre cei 3 ani anteriori in parte este cel putin egala
cu valoarea patrimoniului initial.*

21 Legeanr.67/2004, art. 7, alin. (3).

22 Legeanr.67/2004, art. 7, alin. (4).

23 Legea 35/2008, art. 9, alin. (3).

24 Legea nr. 246 din 18 iulie 2005 pentru aprobarea Ordonantei Guvernului nr. 26/2000 cu privire la asociatii si fundatii,
M. Of. nr. 656 din 25 iulie 2005.

25 Legea 246/2005, art. 38.
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Pentru a dobandi statutul de utilitate publicd, organizatia adreseaza o cerere Secretariatului General
al Guvernului, iar recunoasterea se face printr-o hotarare a Guvernului.?®

Este evident ca aceastd noud conditie pentru depunerea candidaturilor a ingreunat si mai mult par-
ticiparea unor organizatii minoritare la alegeri, in special a celor nou infiintate, deoarece statutul de
utilitate publica poate fi obtinut doar dupa cel putin trei ani de activitate. Exceptii de la punctele a) si b)
pot fi acordate doar daca organizatia s-a constituit prin fuziunea a doua sau mai multe organizatii, insa
si atunci, toate organizatiile preexistente trebuie sa fi indeplinit restul conditiilor.”

Drept consecinta a acestor restrictii privind candidaturile, la alegerile locale din 2004 au depus can-
didaturi doar organizatiile minoritare reprezentate in Parlament. La alegerile parlamentare din acelasi
an au reusit sa se prezinte mai multe formatiuni, insa numarul lor a fost mult mai mic decét la alegerile
precedente. La alegerile locale din 2008 au reusit sa depuna candidaturi doar doua organizatii nerepre-
zentate in Parlament, Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor si Partidul Civic Maghiar, iar la alegerile parla-
mentare din acelasi an au participat iarasi numai organizatiile reprezentate in Parlament.

Asadar, datorita schimbarilor survenite in legislatie, numarul organizatiilor minoritare care au parti-
cipat la alegeri s-a redus drastic, comparativ cu situatia de dinainte de 2004. Desigur, pana in 2000, pre-
zenta a foarte multe organizatii in cadrul unora dintre minoritati a atras dupa sine o fragmentare exce-
siva a voturilor. Mai mult, datorita lipsei oricarui mecanism care sa filtreze organizatiile care incercau sa
obtina reprezentare apeland la minoritati, existau conditii optime pentru abuzuri si etno-business. insa
restrictiile introduse sunt prea dure, iar consecinta lor a fost inghetarea situatiei din Parlament din 2000:
18 minoritati nationale (in afara maghiarilor), reprezentate incepand de atunci de aceeasi organizatie.

1.2. Legislatia referitoare la alegerile locale

in timp ce existenta mandatelor speciale in Camera Deputatilor este un fapt binecunoscut si a consti-
tuit obiectul multor analize si comentarii (vezi de exemplu Oprescu 1999, 2001; Horvath 2002; Alionescu
2004), reprezentarea minoritatilor la nivelul administratiilor locale este un subiect destul de neglijat. De-
oarece reglementdrile referitoare la conditiile candidaturii sunt valabile in egala masura si in contextul
alegerilor locale, nu mai repetam aici cele descrise in sectiunea anterioard, ci ne limitam la prezentarea
evolutiei pragului electoral si a prevederii speciale menite sa faciliteze reprezentarea minoritatilor in
consiliile locale.

Primele alegeri locale din Romania postcomunistd s-au organizat in 1992, procedura fiind reglemen-
tata de legea nr. 70/1991.% Sistemul electoral adoptat este unul proportional, cu repartizarea mandate-
lor in doua etape. In prima etapa se calculeaza un coeficient electoral, egal cu catul impartirii numarului
de voturi valabil exprimate la numarul locurilor din consiliul respectiv. In aceasta etapa, fiecare competi-
tor obtine atatea mandate, de cate ori a realizat coeficientul. In etapa a doua, mandatele inci neatribuite
se repartizeaza in ordinea descrescatoare a voturilor neutilizate (cele inferioare coeficientului electoral
si cele ramase dupa intrunirea coeficientului).

Legea 71/1991 continea doar o singura referire la minoritatile nationale, in articolul 105, potrivit caruia
organizatiile legal constituite apartinand minoritatilor nationale erau asimilate partidelor si formatiunilor
politice. Articolul era menit sa permita participarea organizatiilor minoritatilor la alegeri, in pofida faptului
ca aceste formatiuni nu s-au constituit ca partide politice, ci ca asociatii sau uniuni, iar articolul 6 al aceleiasi
legi permitea candidaturi din partea partidelor politice (sau a aliantelor acestora) si din partea candidatilor
independenti, participarea organizatiilor societatii civile fiind insa exclusa. Lipsa altor reglementari care ar
fi vizat organizatiile minoritatilor a insemnat ca aceste formatiuni puteau castiga mandate de consilieri in
aceleasi conditii cu partidele politice, fara a beneficia de actiunea afirmativa electorala. in aceste conditii,
succesul organizatiilor minoritare depindea in primul rand de pragul electoral.

La alegerile din 1992 si 1996 nu a existat prag electoral, prin urmare coeficientul electoral era determi-
nat prin impartirea numarului total de voturi valabil exprimate pentru toti competitorii la numarul total al
consilierilor din circumscriptia respectiva.? In 2000 s-a introdus un prag electoral, egal cu limita de 5% in

26 Legea 246/2005, art. 39.

27 Legea 246/2005, art. 38.

28 Legea nr. 70 din 26 noiembrie 1991 privind alegerile locale, publicata in Monitorul Oficial, nr. 239, din 28 noiembrie 1991.
29 Legea 70din 1991, art. 66.
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cazul in care coeficientul electoral era superior limitei de 5%, sau cu coeficientul electoral, daca acesta era
inferior limitei de 5%.3 Modalitatea de calcul al coeficientului nu a suferit modificari. Practic, acest lucru
insemna c3, in localitdtile in care consiliul local era format din mai mult de 20 de membri si in consiliile
judetene (formate din cel putin 37 de membri pana in 2000), pragul de 5% nu era aplicat, deoarece aici
coeficientul electoral era mai mic decat 5% din voturile valabil exprimate. Astfel, pragul era de 1/21=4,76%
acolo unde consiliul local era format din 21 membri, de 4,35% daca numarul membrilor era de 23 si asa
mai departe. Intr-un consiliu judetean format din 45 de membri se puteau teoretic obtine mandate cu
1/45=2,22% din voturi, iar in Consiliul General al Municipiului Bucuresti cu 1/65=1,54% din voturi.

In 2004, pragul electoral se stabileste la 5% indiferent de valoarea coeficientului electoral®, iar mo-
dul calcularii coeficientului electoral se modifica: se iau in considerare doar voturile exprimate pentru
competitorii electorali care au atins pragul. O alta schimbare importanta se referd la candidatii inde-
pendenti, care de acum incolo pot primi mandate doar daca obtin un numar de voturi cel putin egal
cu coeficientul electoral, ceea ce a insemnat conditii mult mai dificile pentru a fi alesi.3? Datoritd acestor
modificdri progresive ale pragului electoral, sansele organizatiilor minoritare de a obtine mandate au
scazut considerabil in localitdtile unde ponderea acestor comunitati este mica.

Poate nu intamplator, odata cu stabilirea pragului de 5% s-a incercat introducerea in lege a unui ele-
ment care s3 compenseze aceasta evolutie care afecta in mod negativ minoritatile. in legea 67/2004 a fost
inclus un mecanism de actiune afirmativa electorala destinata minoritatilor nationale, insa acest mecanism
este cu totul diferit de cel aplicat la nivelul Camerei Deputatilor, si - dupa cum vom vedea - efectele sale
nu sunt deloc satisfacatoare. inainte de a trece la prezentarea prevederii speciale referitoare la minoritati,
trebuie explicata functionarea in general a sistemului electoral folosit la alegerile locale, reglementarea
speciala neputand fi interpretata in lipsa acestor cunostinte. Pentru o interpretare mai facild a aspectelor
tehnice ale sistemului electoral, am incercat sa redam grafic algoritmii de alocare a mandatelor pentru
partide (si aliante), respectiv organizatii ale minoritatilor nationale, in Figurile 1 si 2.

Figura 1. Algoritmul de alocare a mandatelor pentru partide politice, aliante electorale sau politice:

Intruneste pragul electoral?

DAN

Intruneste coeficientul Nu primeste mandat
electoral?
DA NU
In prima etapa primeste Are suficiente voturi
atatea mandate, de cate oria neutilizate pentru a primi
intrunit coeficientul, iar in din mandatele ra mase
etapa a doua in functie de nedistribuitein prima etapa?
voturile neutilizate (peste
; (b DA NU
coeficientul electoral)
Primeste un Nu primeste
mandat mandat

30 Ordonanta de Urgentd a Guvernului nr. 28 din 2000. M. Of. Nr. 153 din 13 aprilie 2000, art. |, aliniat (7)

31 Laacesta se mai adauga 2% pentru aliantele electorale sau politice formate din doi membiri, iar la trei membriinca 1%.
Legea 67/2004, art. 92, alin. (1).

32 Legea 67/2004, art. 92, alin (3). In versiunea republicata a legii 67/2004, in M. Of,, nr. 333, din 17 mai 2007, numarul
articolului a devenit 96.
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Figura 2. Algoritmul de alocare a mandatelor pentru organizatiile cetatenilor apartinand minorita-
tilor nationale

Intruneste pragul electoral?

DA NU
Intruneste coeficientul Nu primeste mandat
electoral?
DA NU
in prlma etapé pr|me§te Are SuﬁCiente VOtUI’i
atatea mandate, de cate oria neutilizate pentru a
intrunit coeficientul, iar in primi din mandatele
voturile neutilizate (peste prima etapa?
coeficientul electoral)
+ DA NU*
O altd organizatie a O alt & organizatie a
minoritdtilor nationale minoritatilor nationale
(alta decat cea (alta decat cea
maghiara) a primit maghiara) a primit
deja mandat? deja mandat?
! DA NU DA NU
Nu primeste Primeste un Nu primeste Primeste un
mandat mandat mandat mandat datorita
clauzei speciale

Potrivit legii, repartizarea mandatelor de consilier se face numai intre competitorii care au intrunit
pragul electoral (determinat pentru fiecare in parte in functie de tip). Dupa ce s-a stabilit care dintre par-
ticipanti au trecut pragul, se calculeaza coeficientul electoral, prin impartirea numarului total de voturi
valabil exprimate pentru competitorii care au intrunit pragul la numarul total al mandatelor de consilier
din circumscriptia respectiva.

in prima etapa de alocare a mandatelor, fiecarui partid, coalitie sau organizatie minoritara i se repar-
tizeaza atatea mandate, de cate ori a fost atins coeficientul electoral, iar candidatii independenti obtin
un mandat cu conditia sa fi atins coeficientul electoral. Voturile care au ramas dupa atribuirea manda-
telor, precum si cele inferioare coeficientului electoral, sunt considerate voturi neutilizate, cu exceptia
candidatilor independenti, ale caror voturi nefolosite se pierd. In etapa a doua, partidele si aliantele
electorale sunt inscrise pe o lista in ordinea descrescatoare a voturilor neutilizate, mandatele inca nea-
tribuite repartizandu-se in ordinea de pe aceasta lista.
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Prevederea speciala referitoare la organizatiile minoritatilor intervine in acest moment. Legea pre-
vede ca:
»n cazul in care nici una dintre organizatiile cetatenilor apartinand minoritatilor
nationale, alta decat cea maghiara, nu a obtinut cel putin un mandat, se atribuie un
mandat de consilier, din cele rdmase din prima etapd, organizatiei care a intrunit
pragul electoral si a obtinut cel mai mare numadr de voturi valabil exprimate dintre
toate aceste organizatii.”*

Prin urmare, actiunea afirmativa garantata de legea electorala se refera doar la situatiile in care ni-
cio organizatie minoritara nu a intrunit coeficientul electoral, insa cel putin una a atins pragul de 5%.
Organizatiile minoritare care au atins coeficientul vor fi tratate in mod identic cu partidele sau aliantele:
vor primi atatea mandate, de cate ori au intrunit coeficientul, si vor participa la etapa a doua pe baza
voturilor neutilizate.3* Asa cum se poate observa in Figurile 1 si 2, partea superioara a algoritmilor pen-
tru partide si pentru minoritati este identica, iar prevederea speciala poate fi aplicata doar daca nicio
organizatie minoritard nu a castigat mandate in prima etapa.

Efectul prevederii speciale este acela de a propulsa in mod automat prima dintre organizatiile
minoritare care au obtinut un numar de voturi cuprins intre pragul de 5% si coeficientul electoral pe
locul intai al listei pe care competitorii sunt inscrisi in ordinea descrescatoare a voturilor neutilizate.
Partidele sau aliantele vor primi mandate in etapa a doua numai dupad ce unei organizatii minoritare
aflate in aceasta situatie i s-a alocat un mandat. ins& daca sunt mai multe organizatii in aceasta situ-
atie, numai prima dintre ele va fi ajutatd, iar cealalta va fi exclusa automat din restul procesului de
alocare.

Putem deci constata ca din lege nu lipseste buna intentie fata de minoritati. Din pdcate, chiar si fara
o analizd amanuntitd, se poate observa ca domeniul de aplicabilitate al prevederii speciale este destul
de limitat, deoarece poate beneficia de pe urma ei:

o doar o singura formatiune (cea cu cele mai multe voturi);

o daca nu reprezinta minoritatea maghiard;

o daca a obtinut un numar de voturi cuprins intre valoarea pragului electoral de 5% si coefici-
entul electoral (un interval care poate fi foarte ingust, in functie de numarul membrilor din
consiliul local, iar in cazul in care consiliul are mai mult de 20 de membiri, coeficientul electoral
nu poate fi mai mare decat pragul);

o daca nicio alta formatiune minoritara (excluzand iarasi maghiarii) nu a obtinut inca mandate
in consiliu.

Prevederea ar reprezenta un ajutor real pentru minoritati doar in cazul in care organizatia minori-
tara propulsata pe primul loc al listei nu ar fi fost capabild sa obtind mandatul prin forte proprii, adica
daca nu ar fi avut suficiente voturi neutilizate pentru a ,prinde” ultimul mandat repartizat in etapa
a doua. Altfel spus, prevederea poate ajuta doar acele organizatii care trec prin punctul marcat cu
asterisc (*) al algoritmului din Figura 2. Pentru organizatiile care trec prin punctul marcat cu plus (+),
este indiferent daca ,sar” pe primul loc al listei sau raman pe un loc inferior, dar care inca furnizeaza
un mandat.

Cum prevederea se aplica doar daca nicio alta formatiune minoritara nu a obtinut mandate, suntem
obligati sa marcam inca un punct sensibil in algoritmul din Figura 2. Acesta este semnalat prin semnul
exclamarii (!) si indicd faptul cd, datorita existentei prevederii speciale, o formatiune care ar fi avut sufici-
ente voturi neutilizate pentru un mandat, in cazul in care ar fi fost tratata la fel ca si partidele, nu poate
fi sigurd de reprezentare, deoarece soarta ei depinde si de performanta celorlalte organizatii minoritare.
Daca o alta minoritate (in afara de maghiari) a primit deja mandat, a doua organizatie minoritara va
rdmane nereprezentatd, iar mandatul care i-ar reveni poate fi obtinut de un partid politic care are chiar
mai putine voturi.

Utilitatea prevederii speciale depinde deci de raspunsul la urmatoarea intrebare: cat de frecvente
sunt situatiile din punctele marcate cu asterisc si semnul exclamarii, in care o organizatie minoritara
obtine mandatul intr-adevar datorita prevederii speciale, respectiv in care o pierde datoritd aplicarii ei,

33 Legea nr.67/2004, art. 96, alin. (4).
34 Vezisi normele tehnice de repartizare a mandatelor de consilier stabilite prin Hotararea nr. 74. din 15 mai 2008 a Biro-
ului Electoral Central, publicata in M. Of. nr. 384, din 21 mai 2008.

14



SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO - REPREZENTAREA POLITICA A MINORITATILOR NATIONALE IN ROMANIA

desi ar fi obtinut-o, daca ar fi fost tratata in mod identic cu partidele politice (cum s-a intamplat pana in
2000). Raspunsul este din pacate unul dezamagitor. Prin recalcularea procedurii de atribuire a mandate-
lor din fiecare localitate unde o organizatie minoritara a obtinut mandate doar in cea de-a doua etapa
de alocare, am constatat ca numarul mandatelor care s-au obtinut intr-adevar datorita acestei clauze
speciale a fost nesemnificativ. in 2004 am identificat doar opt mandate din cele 382 obtinute de mino-
ritati care nu ar fi revenit acestora in lipsa prevederii speciale, iar in 2008 doar patru din cele 351. Insa
dincolo de aplicabilitatea limitata, o problema si mai serioasd o constituie faptul ca prevederea poate
deposeda minoritatile de mandate pe care le-ar fi obtinut pe baza voturilor neutilizate, daca ar fi fost
tratati in mod identic cu partidele politice. In 2004 s-au inregistrat sase astfel de cazuri, iar in 2008, cinci.
Astfel, castigul net al minoritatilor a fost de doua mandate in 2004, iar in 2008 bilantul a fost negativ
(vezi Székely 2008).

Nu putem trece cu vederea nici faptul ca aceasta masura de actiune afirmativa nu se refera la mino-
ritatea maghiara. Neaplicarea ei este un lucru negativ si greu de justificat, insa exista si o,,veste buna”in
cadrul acestei rele. Partea negativa este aceea cd avem de-a face cu un caz evident de discriminare. O
astfel de diferentiere intre minoritati nu poate fi justificata prin faptul ca minoritatea maghiara este cea
mai numeroasa din Romania si ca dispune de o organizatie (UDMR) care este capabila sa intre in Parla-
ment prin intrunirea pragului de 5%, fara a recurge la mandatele speciale pentru minoritati. Asa cum
s-a subliniat si in raportul Comisiei de la Venetia (Venice Commission 2004), reprezentarea la nivel local
nu trebuie sa depinda de reprezentarea la nivel national. O parte semnificativa a maghiarilor traiesc in
localitati unde ponderea lor este scazutd®, in aceasta privinta ei nu se deosebesc de celelalte minoritati.
Vestea,buna”in cadrul celei rele consta in faptul ca prevederea speciala poate fi aplicata pentru celelalte
minoritati in cazurile in care o formatiune maghiara a obtinut mandate in prima etapa, altfel sansele
minoritatilor mici de a ajunge sa fie reprezentate in localitatile unde existd o populatie semnificativa de
maghiari ar scadea considerabil.

2. Reprezentarea minoritatilor nationale la nivelul
Parlamentului si la nivel local - rezultatele obtinute de
minoritati la alegerile dintre 1990-2008

B in a doua parte a acestui capitol vom prezenta rezultatele obtinute de fiecare dintre cele 19 minori-
tati nationale la alegerile parlamentare si locale organizate pana in 2008, precum si la alegerile pentru
Parlamentul European din 2007. Din pacate, nu dispunem de date de la alegerile locale din 1992, astfel
perioada pe care o vom prezenta se reduce la intervalul 1996-2008. Similar, la alegerile parlamentare
din 1990 cunoastem distributia voturilor doar la nivel national, prin urmare nu putem preciza judetele
sau localitatile unde anumite minoritati au obtinut rezultate mai bune sau mai slabe. in ceea ce prives-
te alegerile locale, vom prezenta rezultatele obtinute de fiecare minoritate pentru functiile de primar,
consilier local si judetean. La alegerile din 2008, si presedintii consiliilor judetene au fost alesi prin vot
direct, asadar vom prezenta date si despre acest aspect. Sursele datelor prezentate pentru alegerile
dintre 1992-2008 sunt publicatiile pe CD-ROM si DVD-ROM ale Biroului Electoral Central. Pentru ale-
gerile parlamentare din 1990, sursa datelor este pagina de web a proiectului Political Transformation
and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe.®® Datele despre reprezentantii minoritatilor in Par-
lament provin de pe site-ul Camerei Deputatilor, www.cdep.ro. Minoritatile sunt discutate in ordine
alfabetica.

35 Potrivit recensdmantului din 2002, avem urmatoarele date: 3,5% dintre maghiari trdiesc in localitati unde ponderea lor
este sub 5%; 10,89% traiesc in localitati cu o pondere sub 10% de maghiari; 17,02% trdiesc in localitdti unde ponderea
lor nu atinge 15%. Se observa ca si cei din prima categorie sunt adesea mai numerosi decat unele minoritati,mici”

Calcul propriu pe baza datelor publicate de Arpad Varga E., disponibile la adresa: http://www.kia.hu/konyvtar/erdely/
erd2002.htm [Accesat la 14 septembrie 2008].

36 http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/indexElections.asp?country=ROMANIA&election=ro90cd. [Accesat la T mar-
tie 2009].
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Organizatii reprezentand minoritatea albaneza au participat pentru prima datd la alegeri in 1996.
La toate alegerile parlamentare de dupd 1996 a participat cel putin o organizatie a albanezilor, insa
activitatea la nivel local a fost mai redusa, nicio formatiune albaneza nefiind reprezentata la nivel local
sau judetean pana in prezent. Formatiunile albaneze nu au candidat niciodata pentru primarii, in 2004
au candidat doar pentru consiliile locale, iar in 2008 nu au participat deloc. Singurele alegeri la care au
participat mai multe formatiuni concurente au fost cele din 2000, cand Liga Albanezilor din Romania

(LAR) a avut castig de cauza in fata Uniunii Culturale a Albanezilor din Romania (UCAR).

Tabelul 2.1.1. Albanezii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul |denumire orga- |liste de voturi % voturi | judetele cu cele |deputat circumscriptia
nizatie candidati | obtinute mai bune rezul- unde a fost ales
tate deputatul
1996 |Uniunea Cultura- 17 8722 0,07% | DJ(1729), Manolescu Oana | Dolj
13 a Albanezilor BC (1168)
din Romania B (1128)
2000 | Liga Albanezilor 36 10543 0,10% | B (1240), Manolescu Oana | Bucuresti
din Romania MS (970),
SV (726)
Uniunea Cultura- 29 7798 0,07% | B(737),
1a a Albanezilor CJ (668),
din Romania CT (562),
2004 | Asociatia Liga 42 5011 0,05% | PH (597), Manolescu Oana |Prahova
Albanezilor din B (444),
Romania SV (339)
2008 | Asociatia Liga 42 8972 0,13% | SV (916), Manolescu Oana |Suceava 5
Albanezilor din OT (560),
Romania IS (525)
Tabelul 2.1.2. Albanezii - rezultate consilii locale
anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate | #localitati
obtinute unde au | consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Culturald a Albanezilor din Romania 609 3 0 0
2000 |Uniunea Culturala a Albanezilor din Romania 611 8 0 0
2004 | Asociatia Liga Albanezilor din Romania 1098 4 0 0
2008 | nu au participat la alegerile locale

Tn 1996, Uniunea Culturala a Albanezilor din Roméania a candidat pentru consiliul local in sectoarele
2,3 si 5 ale Capitalei, iar in 2000, in sectoarele 1-5, in municipiile Brdila si Constanta, si in localitatea Birca
din judetul Dolj. In 2004, ALAR a avut candidati la Constanta si la Targu Jiu, precum si in Sectoarele 4 si
5 din Bucuresti. Pentru consiliile judetene, formatiunile albaneze au depus liste doar in 1996 si 2000, in
ambele cazuri pentru Consiliul General al Municipiului Bucuresti.

Tabelul 2.1.3. Albanezii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri | judetele unde au depus
obtinute judeteni | liste

1996 | Uniunea Culturald a Albanezilor din Romania 454 0 Bucuresti

2000 |Uniunea Culturald a Albanezilor din Romania 434 0 Bucuresti

2004 | nu au depus liste pentru consiliile judetene

2008 | nu au participat la alegerile locale
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2.2. Armenii, 1990-2008

Armenii sunt prezenti in Camera Deputatilor incepand cu primul ciclu parlamentar de dupa caderea
comunismului, si au fost reprezentati de o singura formatiune: Uniunea Armenilor din Romania (UAR).
UAR nu a reusit insd niciodata sa obtina mandate la nivel local, iar activitatea ei la alegerile locale nu a
fost constanta. In 1996 au candidat doar pentru Consiliul General al Municipiului Bucuresti, iar in 2000
nu au participat deloc. in 2004 au depus doud liste judetene (in Bacau si Constanta) si au candidat pen-
tru cinci consilii locale (in municipiile Bacau, Brasov, Cluj si Constanta, respectiv orasul Dumbraveni din
judetul Sibiu). In 2008 au candidat in doar doud localitati, Baciu si Gherla (jud. Cluj). in Gherla au avut si
un candidat pentru primadrie, iar la Bacau au depus singura lista pentru consiliile judetene.

Tabelul 2.2.1. Armenii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul denumire organizatie |liste de voturi % voturi | judetele deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cu cele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 Uniunea Armenilor n.a. 399 <0,01% | na. Vosganian | Bucuresti
din Romania Varujan
1992 Uniunea Armenilor 17 7145 0,07% | IS(1214), |Vosganian |Bucuresti
din Romania B (1196), Varujan
CT (473)
1996 Uniunea Armenilor 11 11543 0,09% | B(2132) Pambuccian |Bucuresti
din Romania SV (1973) |Varujan
GL (1488)
2000 Uniunea Armenilor 20 21302 0,20% | CT(4268), |Pambuccian |Constanta
din Romania PH (3185), |Varujan
B (1893)
2004 Uniunea Armenilor 42 B (725), Pambuccian |Bucuresti
din Romania IS (694), Varujan
9810 0,10% | CT (499)
2008 Uniunea Armenilor 42 13829 0,20% | B(1924) Pambuccian | Arges 5
din Romania IS (911) Varujan
SV (817)

Tabelul 2.2.2. Armenii - rezultate consilii locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati

1996 |nu au candidat pentru consilii locale
2000 |nu au participat la alegerile locale

2004 |Uniunea Armenilor din Romania 1118 5 0 0
2008 |Uniunea Armenilor din Romania 213 2 0 0

Tabelul 2.2.3. Armenii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri | judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute judeteni

1996 |Uniunea Armenilor din Romania 745 0 1 (Bucuresti)

2000 |nu au participat la alegerile locale

2004 |Uniunea Armenilor din Romania 2450 0 2 (Bacau, Constanta)

2008 | Uniunea Armenilor din Romania 507 0 1 (Bacau)

Trebuie amintit faptul ca, dupa sase ani in care a reprezentat minoritatea armeana in Camera De-
putatilor, Varujan Vosganian si-a continuat cariera politica in diverse partide politice. In 1996 a fost ales
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deputat pe lista Partidului Alternativa Romaniei, iar in 2004 si 2008 ca si candidat al Partidului National
Liberal. intre 2004 si 2008, Vosganian a detinut functia de ministru al economiei si comertului, iar mai
tarziu cea de ministru al finantelor in guvernul Tariceanu.

2.3. Bulgarii, 1990-2008

In randul comunitatii bulgare din Romania s-a dat o lupta apriga pentru mandatul de deputat intre Uniu-
nea Bulgara din Banat-Romania (UBBR), prezenta mai ales in Banat, si Comunitatea,Bratstvo”a Bulgarilor din
Romania, activa mai degraba in judetele din sudul tarii. Ambele formatiuni au detinut mandatul de deputat
pe parcursul celor sase cicluri parlamentare, insa din 2000 se pare ca batalia a fost castigata de UBBR. Pe langa
aceste doua organizatii rivale, au mai existat trei formatiuni care doreau sa reprezinte comunitatea: Asociatia
Culturala Bulgard din Romania, Uniunea Bulgara din Romania si Uniunea Bulgarilor Pavlicheni din Romania.

Tabelul 2.3.1. Bulgarii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie liste de voturi % voturi | judetele deputat circum-
candidati | obtinute cu cele scriptia
mai bune unde a fost
rezultate ales depu-
tatul
1990 |Uniunea Bulgard din Banat n.a. 3451 0,03% | na. Ivanciov Timis
- Asociatia Culturald Bulgara Carol Matei
din Bucuresti
1992 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat- 2 1906 0,02% | TM(1564), |lvanciov Timis
Romania AR (322) Carol Matei
1996 |Comunitatea“Bratstvo”a 9 5359 0,04% DB (2416), Rotaru Dambovita
Bulgarilor din Romania CT(1014), Dumitru
B (435)
Uniunea Bulgara din Banat- 6 4115 0,03% | TM (1506),
Romania AR (844),
B (931)
2000 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat- 38 TM (2152), | Mirciov Timis
Romania B (1487), Petru
20085 0,19% CS (1936)
Asociatia Culturald Bulgara 15 NT (3087),
din Romania B (810),
8092 0,07% | AR (584),
Comunitatea “Bratstvo” a 15 5923 0,05% PH (1151),
Bulgarilor din Romania TM (1093),
DJ (1032)
Uniunea Bulgarilor Pavlicheni 1 497 |<0,01% | AR (497)
din Romania
2004 | Uniunea Bulgara din Banat- 41 15283 0,15% | TM (4643), |Mircovici |Timis
Romania PH (730), Niculae
MS (587)
Asociatia Culturald Bulgara 41 6240 0,06% | B(553),
din Romania BT (468),
DB (392)
Comunitatea “Bratstvo” a 42 4065 0,04% TM (545),
Bulgarilor din Romania B (203),
GJ (158)
2008 | Uniunea Bulgara din Banat- 42 14039 0,14% | TM(2463), |Mircovici |Timis5
Romania NT (1256), |Niculae
SV (868)
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Tabelul 2.3.2. Bulgarii - rezultate consilii locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi #localitati | # mandate |# localitati
obtinute |unde au consilieri unde au fost
candidat | locali reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania 1422 6 5 3
Comunitatea “Bratstvo” a Bulgarilor din Romania 802 6 1 1
2000 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania® 893 4 4 1
Comunitatea “Bratstvo” a Bulgarilor din Romania 1109 11 5 3
Comunitatea “Bratstvo” a Bulgarilor din Romania - 54 1 0 1
Asociatia Idinstvu Timisoara
Uniunea Bulgara din Romania 218 1 2
2004 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania 1645 7 5
2008 | Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania® 1152 4 8 3

2 La Timisoara, UBBR a participat ca membru al Aliantei Electorale UBBR-UUR-UDSCR. Alianta a obti-
nut 283 de voturi si nu a primit mandate de consilieri.
bLaTimisoara au candidat pe listele UDMR.

in ceea ce priveste politica la nivel local, competitia nu a fost atat de incinsa, datorita faptului ca aria
de activitate a celor doua formatiuni nu a fost aceeasi, chiar daca uneori s-au aventurat pe teritoriul
celeilalte. UBBR a candidat mai ales in judetele Timis si Arad, in timp ce Bratstvo in judetele Dambovita,
Dolj, lifov, Teleorman si Timis.

in 1996, UBBR a reusit sa obtina mandate de consilier local in trei localitati din judetul Timis: Denta
(1), Sannicolau Mare (1) si Dudestii Vechi (3).Tn 2000 au intrat in consiliul local doar la Dudestii Vechi (4).
in 2004 au pastrat aceste mandate, si au reusit din nou sa fie reprezentati la Denta. Finalmente, din 2008
UBBR are mandate in trei localitati: Dudestii Vechi (6), Denta (1) si comuna Vinga din judetul Arad (1).

La randul sau, Bratstvo a obtinut un mandat de consilier local in 1996, la Magurele (jud. lifov), iar in
2000 cate doud, la Baleni (jud. Dambovita) si Izvoarele (jud. Teleorman), dar si in localitatea dominata de
organizatia rivald, Dudestii Vechi (1 mandat).

Tn 2000, si 0 a treia formatiune, Uniunea Bulgara din Romania, a obtinut mandate de consilier local
in judetul Timis, la Denta (2).

In 2004 si 2008 doar UBBR a mai participat la alegerile locale, si in ambii ani a reusit s&-si imbuna-
tateasca rezultatul. in 2004 au obtinut 4 mandate la Dudestii Vechi si unul la Denta, iar in 2008 sase la
Dudestii Vechi si cate unul la Denta si Vinga.

Candidatul Uniunii Bulgare din Banat-Romania a intrat in 1996 si 2000 in turul doi la Dudestii Vechi,
insa a fost invins. Tn 2004, finalmente, UBBR castiga primaria in aceasta localitate, iar in 2008 o pastreaza.
Celelalte organizatii nu au reusit niciodatd sa castige mandate de primar.

Tabelul 2.3.3. Bulgarii - rezultate consilii judetene

. L voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus
anul | denumire organizatie . X . L
obtinute | judeteni liste
1996 |Uniunea Bulgard din Banat-Romania 2146 0 Arad, Timis
1996 |Comunitatea “Bratstvo”a Bulgarilor din Romania 985 0 Calarasi
2000 |Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania n coalitii electorale, 0 mandate *
Dambovita, lIfov,
2000 |Comunitatea “Bratstvo”a Bulgarilor din Romania 968 0 VI,‘ v
Bucuresti
C itatea “Bratstvo” a Bulgarilor din Romania -
2000 omgn! a ga ra s.vc.> a Bulgarilor din Romania 726 0 Timis
Asociatia Idinstvu Timisoara ’
2000 | Uniunea Bulgara din Romania nu au candidat
2004 | Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania 2927 | 0 |Timi§, Bucuresti
2008 | Uniunea Bulgara din Banat-Romania pe lista UDMR, 0 mandate

*n 2000, UBBR a participat la alegerile pentru Consiliul Judetean Timis in Alianta Electorala UBBR-
UUR-UDSCR. Alianta a obtinut 1335 de voturi, insuficiente pentru reprezentare.
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In 2008, UBBR a candidat la Timisoara si pentru consiliul judetean Timis pe lista UDMR, impreuna cu
reprezentantii Uniunii Sarbilor din Romania, ai Asociatiei Italienilor din Romania Ro.As.It., si ai Uniunii
Ucrainenilor din Romania. Lista pentru consiliul judetean nu a avut succes, insd la Timisoara UDMR a ob-
tinut doua mandate in consiliul local. Dintre acestea, primul i-a revenit reprezentantului UDMR pe durata
intregului mandat, iar sarbii, italienii, ucrainenii si bulgarii vor imparti cel de-al doilea mandat prin rotatie,
fiecare minoritate urmand sa aiba un reprezentant in consiliu pentru o perioada de un an de zile.

2.4. Croatii (carasovenii), 2000-2008

in primii ani de dupa cdderea comunismului, croatii si sarbii din Romania s-au organizat impreund, in
Uniunea Democratica a Sarbilor si Carasovenilor din Romania (UDSCSR).?” Insa dupa ce Croatia a devenit
stat independent, si croatii din Romania au incercat sa obtina reprezentare independent de sarbi. Prin
urmare, la alegerile parlamentare din 1992 a aparut Uniunea Croatilor din Romania (UCR), insa nu a re-
usit sa obtind voturi suficiente pentru un mandat. Nici in 1996 nu a atins pragul stabilit, acest lucru fiind
reusit doar in 2000. Avand in vedere ca majoritatea croatilor traiesc in judetul Caras-Severin, in tabelul
2.4.1. este de remarcat faptul ca UCR a avut pentru prima datd lista de candidati in acest judet doar in
2000, ceea ce inseamna cd din localitatile populate de etnici croati (Carasova si Lupac) nu a primit niciun
vot in 1992 si 1996, croatii de aici votand cel mai probabil pentru UDSCSR. in 2000, UCR a putut conta
deja pe sustinerea comunitatilor din Caras-Severin, dar au aparut si divergentele in randul minoritatii.
Astfel, in 2000 au participat la alegeri si alte doud formatiuni: Uniunea Democratica a Croatilor din Ro-
mania (UDCR) si Liga Democrata a Croatilor din Romania. Este interesant de remarcat ca singura lista de
candidati a celei din urma formatiuni a fost depusa in judetul Salaj, unde conform recenséamantului din
2002, numarul croatilor a fost zero.®®

Tabelul 2.4.1. Croatii — rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie liste de voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost
rezultate ales deputatul
1992 |Uniunea Croatilor din 1 219 <0,01 [TM(219)
Romania
1996 |Uniunea Croatilor din 3 486 <0,01 |TM (324)
Romania AR (102)
MH (60)
2000 |Uniunea Croatilor din 12 11084 0,10% |B(2121), Radan Mihai | Caras-Severin
Romania CS (1523),
BV (1180)
Uniunea Democraticd a 1 2059 0,02% |CS (2059)
Croatilor din Romania
Liga Democratd a 1 1329 0,01% |SJ(1329)
Croatilor din Romania
2004 | Uniunea Croatilor din 42 10331 0,10% |CS(1327), Radan Mihai | Bucuresti
Romania B (796),
SV (587)
Uniunea Democraticd a 28 7769 0,07% |CS(1823),
Croatilor din Romania DJ (551),
GJ (494)
2008 | Uniunea Croatilor din 42 9047 0,13% |CS(700), Radan Mihai | Caras-Severin
Romania BT (534), 4
NT (479)

37 Vom folosi prescurtarea (UDSCSR) pentru Uniunea Democraticd a Sarbilor si Carasovenilor din Romania, deoarece
prescurtarea UDSCR este folositd in prezent pentru Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si Cehilor din Romania.
38 http://nepszamlalas.adatbank.transindex.ro/?pg=9&id=7. [Accesat la 2 martie 2009].

20



Tabelul 2.4.2. Croatii - rezultate consilii locale

SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO - REPREZENTAREA POLITICA A MINORITATILOR NATIONALE IN ROMANIA

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate | # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri | unde au fost
candidat locali reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 1067 11 2 2
2000 |Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 473 2 6 1
2000 |Uniunea Democratica a Croatilor din Romania 196 1 2 1
2004 | Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 760 5 6 2
2008 | Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 395 3 6 3

La nivel local, UCR a obtinut in mod constant cinci mandate la Carasova intre 1996 si 2004, dar din
2008 au doar trei consilieri in aceasta localitate. La Lupac UCR a castigat sase mandate in 1996, dar nu
a participat in 2000. In 2004 a obtinut un mandat aici, iar in 2008 doud. Din 2008 UCR are un consilier
si la Doclin (Caras-Severin). intre 1996 si 2000, UCR a detinut functia de primar la Carasova si la Lupac,
de atunci insa nu a reusit nici macar sa intre in turul secund. In afara de localitatile amintite, UCR a mai
prezentat candidati de doua ori, la Recas (Timis) si la Resita in 2004, insa fara succes.

UDCR a participat la alegerile locale doar in 2000 si doar la Lupac, si a obtinut doua mandate de
consilier, iar candidatul formatiunii pentru primdrie a intrat in turul doi, dar a fost invins. Se pare deci ca
divergentele dintre UCR si UDCR au avut si o baza teritoriald, UCR fiind sustinut mai degraba la Carasova,
iar UDCR in Lupac. Nicio formatiune croatd nu a fost reprezentata in consiliile judetene.

Tabelul 2.4.3. Croatii - rezultate consilii judetene

. L voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus
anul | denumire organizatie . . . .
obtinute judeteni liste

1996 |Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 1311 0 Caras-Severin

2000 | Uniunea Croatilor din Romania in coalitie® 0 Caras-Severin

2000 |Uniunea Democratica a Croatilor din Romania | nu au depus liste

2004 | Uniunea Croatilor din Romania 826 | 0 | Caras-Severin

2008 | Uniunea Croatilor din Romania nu au depus liste

aTn 2000, UCR a participat in Alianta Electorala FDGR UDMR, UCR, UDSCR la nivelul judetului Caras-
Severin, care a primit 1392 voturi si nu a obtinut mandate.

2.5. Evreii, 1996-2008

Evreii din Romania au participat la alegeri numai prin organizatia-umbreld numita Federatia Comunita-
tilor Evreiesti din Romania. FCER este prezentd in Camera Deputatilor din 1996, insa la nivel local a candidat
doar in municipiul lasi, si a obtinut un singur mandat de consilier local in 1996. FCER nu a avut niciodata
consilieri judeteni si nu a candidat pentru primarii. FCER nu a participat la ultimele doua alegeri locale.

Tabelul 2.5.1. Evreii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie listede | voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
1996 | Federatia Comunitdtilor 13 12746 0,10% |B(5058), Marian Dorin | Bucuresti
Evreiesti din Romania IS (1334),
TM (1066)
2000 | Federatia Comunitatilor 16 12629 0,12% |B(3415) Marian Dorin | Bucuresti
Evreiesti din Romania TM (975)
BV (911)
2004 | Federatia Comunitatilor 21 8449 0,08% |B(1903) Vainer Aurel Bucuresti
Evreiesti din Romania BR (609)
BT (462)
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anul | denumire organizatie listede | voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
2008 | Federatia Comunitatilor 42 22393 0,33% |NT(2610), B |Vainer Aurel |Neamt6
Evreiesti din Romania (1897), IS
(1639), VS
(1502)
Tabelul 2.5.2. Evreii - rezultate consilii locale
anul | denumire organizatie voturi #localitati | # mandate # localitati
obtinute |undeau consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati
1996 |Federatia Comunitdtilor Evreiesti din Romania 1624 1 1 1
2000 |Federatia Comunitatilor Evreiesti din Romania 237 1 0 0
2004 |nu au participat la alegerile locale
2008 | nu au participat la alegerile locale
Tabelul 2.5.3. Evreii - rezultate consilii judetene
anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri | judetele unde
obtinute judeteni | audepus liste
1996 | Federatia Comunitatilor Evreiesti din Romania 446 0 Bucuresti
2000 |Federatia Comunitatilor Evreiesti din Romania | nu a candidat
2004 |nu au participat la alegerile locale
2008 | nu au participat la alegerile locale

2.6. Germanii, 1990-2008

Forumul Democrat al Germanilor din Romania (FDGR) este singura organizatie care i-a reprezentat
pe germanii din Romania in Parlament sau in consiliile locale si judetene. in 1990, Forumul a reusit inca
sa obtina un mandat de deputat prin intrunirea pragului implicit, si nu datorita prevederii speciale de
mandat garantat. in 1990 FDGR a avut si candidati pentru Senat, insa a obtinut doar 19105 de voturi
(0,14%), ceea ce nu a fost suficient pentru reprezentare.

La nivel local FDGR nu a obtinut rezultate remarcabile pana in 2000, cand Klaus Werner Johannis a
reusit sa castige functia de primar al municipiului Sibiu. Dupa acest succes a inceput insa o ascensiune
spectaculoasd. FDGR a obtinut in 2004 mai multe voturi decat populatia de etnie germana din Romania,
iar datorita celor cateva zeci de mii de voturi obtinute la Sibiu si in localitatile din judet, a devenit singura
formatiune minoritard din Romania in cazul careia marea majoritate a sustinatorilor nu apartin etniei.

Tabelul 2.6.1. Germanii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire listede |voturi % judetele deputat circumscriptia
organizatie candidati | obtinute |voturi |cucele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 |Forumul Democrat na.| 38738*| 0,28% |n.a. Brandsch Ingmar Sibiu
al Germanilor din
Romania
1992 | Forumul Democrat 13 34685| 0,32% |SB(8423) | Wittstock Eberhard- | Sibiu
al Germanilor din TM (5935) | Wolfgang
Romania BV (3944)
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anul | denumire listede |voturi % judetele deputat circumscriptia
organizatie candidati | obtinute |voturi |cucele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1996 |Forumul Democrat 15 23888 | 0,20% |TM (4620) |Briick Werner Horst | Timis
al Germanilor din BV (4069) |panain decembrie
Romania SB (3652) 1997
Wittstock Eberhard- | Sibiu
Wolfgang din
decembrie 1997
2000 |Forumul Democrat 16 40844 | 0,38% |[SB(19821) |Wittstock Eberhard- | Sibiu
al Germanilor din TM (6151) | Wolfgang
Romania BV (2531)
2004 | Forumul Democrat 17 36116 | 0,35% |SB(22264) |Gant OvidiuVictor |Sibiu
al Germanilor din T™ (2730)
Romania BV (1751)
2008 | Forumul Democrat 42 23190 | 0,34% |SB(5689) |Gant OvidiuVictor |Sibiu 1
al Germanilor din TM (1760)
Romania BV (1240)

* mandat obtinut prin intrunirea pragului implicit, si nu datorita prevederii speciale de mandat ga-
rantat.

Tabelul 2.6.2. Germanii - rezultate consilii locale

s el # consilii
. # localitati # localitati
. L voturi ’ # mandate ; unde au avut
anul denumire organizatie . unde au A . | unde au fost .
' obtinute . consilieri locali . | majoritate

’ candidat reprezentati .
’ absoluta
1996° FDGR 23586 79 920 40 5
2000 FDGR 23289 70 78 27 3
2004 FDGR 77573 74 96 31 3
2008° FDGR 44626 53 79 22 4

2 Rezultatele din 1996 nu includ 279 voturi si 2 mandate de la Buzias, TM, obtinute de Alianta Electo-
rala Partidul Liberal ‘93 + Forumul Democrat al Germanilor din Romania.

b FDGR a pierdut un mandat in 2008 in localitatea Valea Viilor din judetul Sibiu datorita aplicarii pre-
vederii speciale a legii 67/2004. Rezultatul FDGR a fost peste 5%, insa Partida Romilor a obtinut deja
un mandat in consiliu.

FDGR a fost reprezentatd in prea multe localitati pentru a le putea insirui in cadrul acestui capitol. Ne
vom concentra asadar doar asupra localitatilor unde Forumul a obtinut cele mai importante rezultate. Ma-
rea majoritate a acestor localitati se regdsesc in judetul Satu Mare (comune locuite de svabi) si in judetul
Sibiu (localitati sasesti). inaintea aparitiei lui Klaus Johannis, majoritatea mandatelor FDGR au fost obtinute
in comunele svabe din Satu Mare (in 1996 58 din 90, in 2000 61 din 78). Dupa 2000 situatia devine mai
echilibrata: in 2004 avem 49 de mandate in judetul Satu Mare si 35 in Sibiu, iar in 2008 40, respectiv 28.

Tn mod interesant, in judetul Satu Mare FDGR a avut succes doar la nivelul consiliilor locale. Tn tabelul
2.6.1. se poate vedea ca judetul Satu Mare nu figureaza intre judetele unde FDGR a obtinut rezultate
remarcabile la alegerile parlamentare. Mai mult, FDGR nici nu a candidat pentru Consiliul Judetean Satu
Mare in anii analizati. Explicatia este ca populatia germana din aceastd zond este vorbitoare de maghia-
rd, iar competitia politica in majoritatea acestor comune se da intre FDGR si UDMR. La nivelul judetului
si la alegerile parlamentare insa o buna parte a populatiei svabe voteaza cu UDMR.

In judetul Satu Mare FDGR a avut majoritate absoluta intre 1996-2000 in consiliile locale din Beltiug,
Foieni, Petresti, Turulung si Urziceni. Treptat insa, au pierdut influenta lor in toate aceste consilii. in 2000
au ramas majoritari doar la Foieni, Petresti si Urziceni, in 2004 doar in Ciumesti si Petresti, iar dupa 2008
au pierdut si aceste consilii. Pierderile suferite in 2008 au probabil de-a face cu aparitia Partidului Civic
Maghiar, care a preluat intr-o oarecare masura functia de ,alternativa pentru UDMR".
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in ceea ce priveste primarii, intre 1996-2000 FDGR a avut cinci primari in judetul Satu Mare: la Beltiug,
Foieni, Petresti, Turulung si Urziceni. Tn plus, in 1996 candidatul lor a intrat in turul doi si la Moftin. Tn anii
urmatori, formatiunea a inregistrat pierderi si in ceea ce priveste primarii, desi mai putin serioase decat
in consilii. In 2000, dintre localititile enumerate mai sus, germanii nu au reusit sa pastreze functia la Tu-
rulung, fiind invinsi in turul doi. in 2004 candidatii FDGR au castigat in Ciumesti, Foieni, Petresti si Tiream,
iar in 2008 la Beltiug, Ciumesti, Foieni, Petresti, Tiream, si Urziceni, si au intrat in turul doi la Sanislau.

Tabelul 2.6.3. Germanii - rezultate primari:

anul denumire # localitati unde au # mandate | # candidati in turul 2
organizatie candidat primari (nealesi)

1996 FDGR 7 5 1

2000 FDGR 16 5 1

2004 FDGR 22 9 0

2008 FDGR 15 10 1

in timp ce in judetul Satu Mare rezultatele FDGR arata o tendinta descrescatoare, in judetul Sibiu am
putut asista la o imbunétatire a rezultatelor, in special in anul 2004. In 1996, in consiliul municipiului Si-
biu a fost ales un singur reprezentant FDGR. In 2000 insa au intrat deja sase, iar Klaus Johannis a castigat
in turul secund primaria. Dupa acest eveniment, FDGR a intrat pe un val ascendent in judetul Sibiu. In
2004, Johannis este reales cu 73621 voturi (88,70%), iar in 2008 cu 50107 de voturi (83,26%), in vreme
ce FDGR obtine majoritatea absoluta in consiliu (16 din 23 in 2004, respectiv 14 din 23 in 2008). Tn 2004,
Martin Bottesch este ales presedinte al consiliului judetean Sibiu, iar in 2008 este reales prin vot direct
(49019 de voturi, 28,87%). Tot in 2004, ca si cum ar fi fost vorba despre un fel de difuziune sau imitatie,
primari germani sunt alesi si la cdrma altor asezari urbane din judet, in municipiul Medias si orasul Cisna-
die. Tn 2008, ambii primari sunt realesi, insa la Medias primarul Daniel Thellmann a candidat de aceasta
data nu din partea FDGR, ci in culorile Partidului Democrat-Liberal.*® FDGR pierde astfel primaria din
Medias in 2008, insa candidatul lor castiga in premiera in orasul Avrig.

Pe langd aceste doua judete, FDGR a mai obtinut de reguld mandate in cateva localitati din
judetele Arad, Brasov, Bihor, Caras-Severin, Mures si Timis. Trebuie remarcat rezultatul din micuta comu-
na Brebu Nou din judetul Caras-Severin, unde FDGR detine primaria din 2004 si majoritatea absoluta
in consiliu din 2008. In 2008, FDGR a participat in judetul Timis in Alianta pentru Timis PNL * PNT-CD *
FDGR, si a obtinut cate un mandat de consilier la Timisoara si la Biled.*

Tabelul 2.6.4. Germanii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni

1996 |FDGR 18568 4 AR, BV, CS, MS, SB, TM

2000° | FDGR 21882 4 AR, BV, MM, SB, TM

2004 |FDGR 76843 11 AR, BC, BN, BV, CT. IS, MM, SB, TM

2008° | FDGR 46872 9 AR, BN, BV, MM, SB

2 Nu contine voturile obtinute de lista comuna cu UDMR, FGDR, UCR, UDSCR din Caras-Severin, care
a obtinut 1392 de voturi.

® Nu contine rezultatele din judetul Timis, unde FDGR a candidat in Alianta pentru Timis PNL *
PNT-CD * FDGR

FDGR a avut consilieri judeteni pe tot parcursul perioadei analizate, insa distributia acestora s-a
schimbat foarte mult incepand cu 2000. in 1996, Forumul a avut cate un consilier in judetele Arad, Bra-
sov, Sibiu si Timis. Incepand din 2000, are mandate doar in Sibiu, insd mai multe decat avea inainte in

39 ,Thellmann a declansat razboiul Johannis-PDL." Sibianul, 19 aprilie 2008. http://www.sibianulonline.ro/ultima-ora/
thellmann-a-declansat-razboiul-johannis-pdI-2568496 [Accesat la 22 aprilie 2009.]

40 Informatii de pe pagina web a Consiliului Judetean Timis. http://www.cjtimis.ro/uploads/files/Primarii/Lista%20
alesi%20locali_iunie_2008.pdf. [Accesat la 2 martie 2009].
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toate judetele impreuna. Din 2004 detine si presedintia Consiliului Judetean Sibiu. in 2008, FDGR a mai
avut candidati pentru presedintii consiliilor judetene in judetele Arad (1719 voturi, 0,9%) si Brasov (4258
voturi, 1,90%).

2.7. Grecii, 1990-2008

Grecii sunt reprezentati in Camera Deputatilor incepand cu primul ciclu parlamentar de dupa cade-
rea comunismului. Principala formatiune a grecilor este Uniunea Elend din Romania, insa din numele si
aria de activitate a organizatiilor care au participat la alegeri se poate deduce ca intre organizatiile din

diferite judete a existat o rivalitate foarte puternica pentru mandatul de deputat.

Tabelul 2.7.1. Grecii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul |denumire organizatie |liste de voturi % voturi | judetele deputat circumscriptia
candidati |obtinute cu cele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 | Uniunea Elend din n.a. 4932 0,04% Nicolau Anton Prahova
Romania
1992 | Uniunea Elena din 13 9134 0,08% |PH (1724) Nicolau Anton Prahova
Romania B (797)
BV (759)
1996 | Uniunea Elena din 11 8463 0,07% |IS (2602) Gazi Gherasim lasi
Romania GL (1821)
B (1440)
Uniunea Elena 1 1509 0,01% | PH (1509)
din Romania -
Comunitatea Elena din
Prahova
2000 | Uniunea Elena din 36 15007 0,14% |B(1138) Fotopolos Sotiris | Bucuresti
Romania BC (965)
NT (909)
Comunitatea Elena lasi 5 2072 0,02% |IS(862)
SV (687)
VS (314)
Comunitatea Elena 5 1992 0,02% | PH (948)
Prahova B (526)
BV (204)
Comunitatea Elena 1 449 | <0,01% |CT (449)
Elpis Constanta
2004 | Uniunea Elena din 42 7161 0,07% |B (750) Fotopolos Sotiris | Bucuresti
Romania GL (361) - decedat in
BR (333) august 2008
NT (333) Zisopol Dragos | Bucuresti
Gabriel — din
august 2008
2008 | Uniunea Elena din 42 8875 0,13% | PH (749) Zisopol Dragos | Galati 6
Romania B (568) Gabriel
IS (563)
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Tabelul 2.7.2. Grecii - rezultate consilii locale

. # localitati # localitati
. L voturi ’ # mandate i
anul | denumire organizatie . unde au o . | unde au fost
g obtinute . consilieri locali .
i candidat reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Elena din Romania 1338 3 0 0
2000 |Uniunea Elend din Romania 84 1 1 1
Comunitatea Elena Constanta 342 1 0 0
Comunitatea Elena Galati 329 1 0 0
Comunitatea Elena lasi 251 1 0 0
2004 | Uniunea Elena din Romania 4036 17 0 0
2008 |Uniunea Elena din Romania 318 3 1 1

Uniunea Elend din Romania a castigat doua mandate de consilier local in perioada analizata: in 2000
in comuna lzvoarele (jud. Tulcea), si in 2008 la Zanesti (jud. Neamt).

In 1996, UER a candidat in municipiile Brasov, Braila si lasi. in 2004 au avut cei mai multi candidati,
in urmatoarele localitati: Bucuresti, Pitesti, Curtea de Arges, Mioveni (jud. Arges), Targoviste, Craiova,
Calafat (jud. Dolj), Galati, lasi, Snagov (jud. lifov), Roman (jud. Neamt), si Izvoarele (jud. Tulcea). in 2008
au candidat doar in judetul Neamt, langa Zanesti, la Piatra Neamt si la Bicaz. Formatiunile rivale au avut
candidati doar in municipiile indicate in numele lor.

Tabelul 2.7.3. Grecii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni
1996 | Uniunea Elend din Romania 3737 1 Braila
2000 |Uniunea Elena din Romania 279 0 Tulcea
Comunitatea Elena Constanta 566 0 Constanta
Comunitatea Elena Galati 727 0 Galati
Comunitatea Elena lasi 763 lasi
2004 | Uniunea Elena din Romania 5641 0 AG, DB, DJ, IF, TL, B
2008 | Uniunea Elena din Romania 473 0 NT

In consiliile judetene, grecii au avut un singur reprezentant in perioada analizata, in judetul Braila,
intre 1996-2000. in 2008, UER a avut un candidat la presedintia consiliului judetean Neamt, care a obti-
nut 2453 de voturi (1,07%).

2.8. Italienii, 1992-2008

Minoritatea italiand se aseamana celei elene, deoarece viata lor politica a fost caracterizata pana in
2004 de existenta mai multor organizatii rivale, care isi aveau baza in diferite asezari urbane mari: Con-
stanta, Craiova, Galati, lasi, Pitesti, Ploiesti, Suceava.
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anul | denumire liste de voturi % voturi | judetele cu deputat circumscriptia unde
organizatie candidati | obtinute cele mai bune a fost ales deputatul
rezultate
1992 | Comunitatea 8 4188 0,04 |BV(675) luliano Brasov
Italiand din HD (639) Valentin
Romania B (592)
1996 |Comunitatea 14 11454 0,08% |GL(1842) Dumitrescu | Galati
Italiana din BH (1493) Marilena
Romania - AR (1263)
Socola, lasi
Asociatia 14 9833 0,08% PH (2328)
Italienilor din AB (1443)
Romania Ro.As. B(1312)
It.
Federatia 4 1711 0,01% |TL (590)
Italienilor din DJ (545)
Romania DB (285)
Comunitatea 1 791 0,01% |GL(791)
Italienilor din
Galati
Comunitatea 1 695 0,01% |AG (695)
Italiana Pitesti —
Romania
Comunitatea 1 437 0,00% PH (437)
Italiana din
Judetul Prahova
Federatia 1 311 0,00% |[CT(311)
Italienilor din
Romania -
Comunitatea
Italiana
“Ovidius”din
Constanta
2000 |Comunitatea 39 21263 0,20% |B(2943) Stana- lasi
Italiand din AB (1641) CJ |lonescu
Romania, Str. (1622) lleana
Trei lerarhi nr.2 IS (1222)
- lasi
Liga 17 16266 0,15% IF (6677)
Comunitdtilor PH (3178)
Italiene din AR (1092)
Romania
2004 | Asociatia 35 6168 0,06% |[SV(397) Grosaru Suceava
Italienilor din HD (396) Mircea
Romania RO.AS. DB (346)
IT.
Comunitatea 33 5181 0,05% |PH(422)
Italiand din B (331)
Romania BV (319)
2008 | Asociatia 42 9567 0,14% [BT(911) Grosaru Botosani 5
Italienilor din NT (635) Mircea
Romania RO.AS. CT (530)

IT.
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Tabelul 2.8.2. Italienii — rezultate consilii locale

. # localitati # localitati
X L voturi ’ # mandate §
anul | denumire organizatie . unde au o . | unde au fost
’ obtinute . consilieri locali )
i candidat reprezentati
Asociatia Etnicilor Italieni “Circolo
1996 ’ 0
Trentina” 611 3 0
2000 |Comunitatea Italiana din Romania 1097 6 0 0
Comunitatea Italiana Oltenia
din Romania 325 1 0 0
Asociatia Italienilor din Romania
- Ro.As.lt. nu au candidat pentru consilii locale
2004 | Comunitatea Italiana din Romania 41 1 0 0
2008 Asociatia Italienilor din Romania
Ro.As.It. 392 3 0 0

Nicio organizatie italiana nu a obtinut mandate de primar, consilier local sau judetean in perioada
analizatd. Asociatia Etnicilor Italieni“Circolo Trentina” a candidat in 1996 in trei localitati din judetul Bra-
sov (Brasov, Zarnesti, Bran), iar la Zarnesti au avut si un candidat la functia de primar.

In 2000, Comunitatea Italiand din Romania a avut candidati in municipiile Galati, lasi si Suceava, si in
localitatile buzoiene Buzau, Ramnicu Sarat si Nehoiu, iar Comunitatea Italiand Oltenia din Romania s-a
prezentat pentru alegeri la Craiova. in 2004 CIR a candidat intr-o singuré localitate, comuna Rau de Mori
din judetul Hunedoara.

Asociatia Italienilor din Romania Ro.As.It. a candidat in 2000 doar pentru Consiliul Judetean Suceava,
iar in 2008 in municipiile Craiova, Galati, si Suceava, la Galati avand si un candidat la functia de primar.

Tabelul 2.8.3. Italienii — rezultate consilii judetene

. o voturi # consilieri . .
anul | denumire organizatie . . . judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni
Asociatia Etnicilor Italieni “Circolo
1996 . 513 0 Brasov
Trentina i
2000 |Comunitatea Italiana din Romania 1479 0 Buzdu, Galati, lasi
Comunitatea Italiana Oltenia din Romania 471 0 Dolj
Asociatia Italienilor din Romania - RO.AS.IT. 1848 0 Suceava
2004 |Comunitatea Italiana din Romania nu au candidat pentru consiliile judetene
2008 | Asociatia Italienilor din Romania Ro.As.It 893 | 0 | Dolj, Galati, Suceava

Trebuie mentionat faptul ca, in 2008, reprezentantii Ro.As.It. au candidat la Timisoara si pentru con-
siliul judetean Timis pe lista UDMR, alaturi de reprezentanti ai Uniunii Sarbilor din Romania, ai Uniunii
Bulgare din Banat-Romania, si ai Uniunii Ucrainenilor din Romania. Lista pentru consiliul judetean nu
a avut succes, insa la Timisoara minoritatile au obtinut doua mandate in consiliul local. Dintre acestea,
primul i-a revenit reprezentantului UDMR pentru durata intregului mandat, iar sarbii, italienii, ucrainenii
si bulgarii vor imparti cel de-al doilea mandat prin rotatie, flecare minoritate urmand sa aiba un repre-
zentant in consiliu pentru o perioada de un an de zile.

2.9. Macedonenii, 2000-2008

Macedonenii sunt reprezentati in Camera Deputatilor doar din 2000. Mandatul de parlamentar a fost
detinut in toate cele trei cicluri de Asociatia Macedonenilor din Romania (AMR), insa la alegerile parla-
mentare din 2004 au participat si doua formatiuni rivale.
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Tabelul 2.9.1. Macedonenii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul denumire organizatie |listede | voturi % voturi |judetele |deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cu cele unde a fost
mai bune ales deputatul
rezultate
2000 |Asociatia 3 8809 0,08% |[B(6240) |SavuVasileloan |Bucuresti
Macedonenilor Slavi HD (1479)
din Romania CJ (1090)
2004 | Asociatia 42 9750 0,10% |B(545)
Macedonenilor din DB (459)
Romania MS (412)
Asociatia Culturald a 27 9595 0,09% |[HD (5801)
Macedonenilor Slavi BT (373)
din Roménia GL (226)
Asociatia Democratica 30 6344 0,06% |GL(1772) |Dumitrescu Liana | Bucuresti
a Macedonenilor Slavi BR (365)
din Romania B (306)
2008 | Asociatia 42 11814 0,17% [I1S(1442) |Dumitrescu Liana | Neamt6
Macedonenilor din NT (1264)
Romania SV (837)

Tabelul 2.9.2. Macedonenii - rezultate consilii locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati
2004 | Asociatia Macedonenilor din Romania 923 10 0 0
2008 | Asociatia Macedonenilor din Romania 300 4 0 0

La alegerile locale a participat doar AMR, insa nu a obtinut niciodata mandate de primari, consilieri
locali sau consilieri judeteni. Tn 2004, AMR a candidat la consiliul local in sectoarele 2 si 4 ale capitalei, la
Caransebes (jud. Caras-Severin), Cluj-Napoca, Craiova, Bailesti si Urzicuta (jud. Dolj), Timisoara, Recas si
Sanandrei (jud. Timis). Au avut si candidati pentru functia de primar la Urzicuta si la Timisoara. In 2008
au candidat pentru consiliul local la Craiova, Bdilesti, Urzicuta si Timisoara, dar nu au avut candidati la
functia de primar. Pentru consiliile judetene au candidat in 2004 in judetele Cluj, Dolj, Timis si la Bucu-
resti, iar in 2008 doar in Dolj si la Bucuresti.

Tabelul 2.9.3. Macedonenii - rezultate consilii judetene

. o voturi # consilieri |, .
anul | denumire organizatie . . . judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute judeteni
2004 | Asociatia Macedonenilor din Romania 1772 0 Cluj, Dolj, Timis, Bucuresti
2008 | Asociatia Macedonenilor din Roméania 1542 0 Dolj, Bucuresti

2.10. Maghiarii, 1990-2008

Principala organizatie politicd a maghiarilor din Romania este Uniunea Democrata a Maghiarilor din
Romania (UMDR). UDMR este singura formatiune minoritara care reuseste sa obtina reprezentare in
Parlament fard a avea nevoie de mandatele speciale rezervate minoritatilor. La toate alegerile de dupa
1990, UDMR a reusit sa atinga pragul electoral, si astfel a fost prezent in ambele camere cu grupuri pro-
prii de parlamentari.
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Tabelul 2.10.1. Rezultatele obtinute de UDMR la alegerile parlamentare

an participarea |voturiCD |voturi CD (%) | mandate CD |voturi Senat |voturiSenat |mandate
la vot (%) (%) Senat
1990 86,19 991601 7,23 29 1004353 7,20 12
1992 76,29 811290 7,46 27 831469 7,58 12
1996 76,01 812628 6,64 25 837760 6,82 11
2000 65,31 736863 6,80 27 751310 6,90 12
2004 58,51 628125 6,17 22 637109 6,23 10
2008 39,20 425008 6,17 22 440449 6,39 9

UDMR a participat si in guvern in doua dintre cele sase cicluri parlamentare cuprinse intre anii 1990-
20009, iar intre 2000-2004 a acordat sustinere parlamentara guvernului minoritar al Partidului Social De-
mocrat pe baza unor protocoale incheiate anual. Tabelul 2.10.2. prezinta ministerele asumate de UDMR

in diversele guverne ale Romaniei.

Tabelul 2.10.2. Ministri UDMR in Guvernele Romaniei*

Guvern (prim numele ministrului

ministru)

functia

intervalul

Victor Ciorbea Birtalan Akos

ministrul turismului

decembrie 1996 — aprilie 1998

Tokay Gyorgy

ministru delegat pe langa primul
ministru pentru minoritdti nationale

decembrie 1996 — aprilie 1998

ministru pentru minoritdti nationale

Radu Vasile Baranyi Ferenc ministrul sanatatii aprilie 1998 — iunie 1998
Hajdu Gabor ministrul sanatatii julie 1998 — decembrie 1999
Tokay Gyorgy ministru delegat pe langa primul aprilie 1998 - ianuarie 1999

Eckstein-Kovacs

ministru delegat pe langa primul

ianuarie 1999 - decembrie 1999

Tariceanu

activitatilor din domeniul culturii,
fnvatdmantului si integrarii
europene

Péter ministru pentru minoritati nationale

Mugur Isarescu | Hajdu Gébor ministru de stat, ministrul sandtatii | decembrie 1999 - decembrie 2000
Eckstein-Kovacs ministru delegat pe langd primul decembrie 1999 - decembrie 2000
Péter ministru pentru minoritdti nationale

Calin Popescu Marké Béla ministru de stat pentru coordonarea | decembrie 2004 - iulie 2007

(postul s-a desfiintat)

Borbély Laszlo

ministru delegat pentru lucrari
publice si amenajarea teritoriului

decembrie 2004 - aprilie 2007
(postul s-a desfiintat)

Borbély Laszlo

interimar - ministrul comunicatiilor
si tehnologiei informatiei

iunie 2007 - iulie 2007

Borbély Laszlo

ministrul dezvoltarii, lucrarilor
publice si locuintelor

aprilie 2007 - decembrie 2008

apelor

Winkler Gyula ministru delegat pentru comert decembrie 2004 - ianuarie 2005

Winkler Gyula ministrul comunicatiilor si iulie 2007 — decembrie 2007
tehnologiei informatiei

Nagy Zsolt ministrul comunicatiilor si decembrie 2004 —iunie 2007
tehnologiei informatiei

Borbély Kéroly ministrul comunicatiilor si decembrie 2007 22 decembrie
tehnologiei informatiei 2008

Korodi Attila ministrul mediului si gospodaririi aprilie 2007 - decembrie 2008

41 Sursd: Rompres. http://documentare.rompres.ro/guverne.php. [Accesat la 1 martie 2009].
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UDMR este si formatiunea minoritard cu cea mai pronuntata prezenta la nivel local si judetean. Ur-
matoarele tabele prezinta sintetic rezultatele obtinute de Uniune la alegerile locale dintre 1996-2008.

Tabelul 2.10.3. Rezultatele UDMR in consiliile locale

. . # consilii
. # localitati # localitati
voturi . ’ # mandate ; unde au avut
anul . voturi % unde au . . | unde au fost L
obtinute . consilieri locali . majoritate
’ candidat reprezentati .
’ absoluta
1996 588848 6,45 490 2445 458 155
2000 468904* 5,50 500 2451 419 160
2004 455625 4,92 539 2481 453 184
2008 404657 4,75 571 2196 456 155

* Rezultatul din 2000 nu include 844 de voturi exprimate pentru Alianta Electorala FDGR,UDMR, UCR,
UDSCR la nivelul judetului Caras-Severin in municipiul Resita, si 33 de voturi din Sag, judetul Timis,
unde UDMR a participat impreuna cu FDGR.

Tabelul 2.10.4. Rezultatele candidatilor UDMR la functia de primar

# localitatiunde | # mandate # candidati in
anul . L .
au candidat primari turul 2 (nealesi)
1996 243 140 49°
2000 311 147 71°
2004 333 186 39
2008 357 184 42

aln 4 localitati, candidatii UDMR s-au retras in turul 2 in favoarea altui candidat, iar intr-un caz s-a
retras un alt candidat in favoarea lor.
bn 9 localitati, candidatii UDMR s-au retras in turul 2 in favoarea altui candidat.

Tabelul 2.10.5. Rezultatele UDMR in consiliile judetene

anul | voturi obtinute | voturi % | # consilieri | voturi presedinti CJ | judete cu PCJ UDMR
a judeteni | presedinte CJ

1996 602561 7,06 133 nu se alegea 3 CV, HR, MS

2000 512413 6,27 135 prin vot direct 4 CV, HR, MS, SM

2004 513165 5,57 112 4 CV, HR, MS, SM

2008 429329 513 89 419028 4 CV, HR, MS, SM

in 2008, UDMR a avut 12 candidati la presedintiile consiliilor judetene, in judetele Alba, Arad, Bacau,
Bihor, Cluj, Covasna, Harghita, Maramures, Mures, Satu Mare, Salaj si Timis, si a reusit sa castige functia in
patru dintre acestea: Covasna (46,18%), Harghita (53,83%), Mures (35,55%) si Satu Mare (43,32%). Trebuie
mentionat faptul ca UDMR a fost foarte aproape de a castiga si in judetul Salaj: candidatul PSD a obtinut
cu 1496 voturi mai mult decat candidatul UDMR, iar Partidul Civic Maghiar a intrunit 2180 voturi.

Pe langa UDMR, la alegeri au mai participat si alte formatiuni maghiare, insa succesul lor a fost mult
mai scazut. Desi la toate alegerile (cu exceptia anului 2004) au participat organizatii care se prezentau ca
o alternativd fata de UDMR, doar la alegerile locale din 2008 a reusit o organizatie maghiara alternativa
sa obtina rezultate semnificative.
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Tabelul 2.10.6. Rezultatele celorlalte organizatii maghiare la alegerile parlamentare

anul | denumire organizatie voturi % voturi | liste de judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute candidati
1990 | Partidul Independent Maghiar 2578 0,02 n.a. n.a.
1996 | Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc 2142 0,02% 3 CV, HR, MS
1996 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar 14333 0,12% 16 AB, AR, BH, BN, BV, CS, CJ, CV,
din Romania HR, MH, MS, SM, SB, TM, VN
2000 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar 3510 0,03% 4 AR, IS, SB, B
din Romania

In timp ce UDMR a participat la alegerile parlamentare cu liste in toate judetele tarii, adversarii sai din
randul etniei maghiare nu au reusit acest lucru, ci mai degraba au activat in doar cateva judete (poate
cu exceptia Partidului Liber Democrat Maghiar — PLDM). In 1996, PLDM a participat cu liste in 16 judete,
chiar si in unele care nu se afla in Transilvania, obtinand cele mai bune performante in judetele Mures
(2149 voturi), Cluj (1976), Brasov (1949) si Bihor (1708). Tn 2000, PLDM a depus candidaturi in doar patru
judete, dintre care nici unul nu are populatie preponderent maghiara, si a intrunit cele mai multe voturi
n Bucuresti (2229). Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar a candidat de doua ori si pentru Senat: in 1996 a
obtinut12103 de voturi (0,10%), iar in 2000 498 voturi (<0,01%).

Cea mai relevanta manifestare a Partidului Liber Democrat Maghiar s-a inregistrat in 2000, la alegeri-
le pentru primdria municipiului Targu Mures. Desi candidatul PLDM a obtinut mai putin de 1% din voturi
la aceste alegeri, primarul Imre Fodor (UDMR) nu a reusit sa fie reales, obtinand in primul tur 49,78% din
sufragii, si fiind invins de Dorin Florea in turul secund. UDMR a dat vina pe PLDM din cauza infrangerii.
Potrivit pozitiei UDMR, PLDM a fost o incercare de a diviza electoratul maghiar pusa la cale de nationa-
listii romani, iar presa maghiard a relatat in repetate randuri ca lucrarile congresului PLDM au decurs mai
degraba in limba romana. In legitura cu PLDM, mai trebuie mentionat faptul ci vicepresedintele orga-
nizatiei, Gheorghe Firczak, a intrat in Parlament in 2000 ca deputat al minoritatii rutene din Romania.

Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc a fost o organizatie formata in orasul Cristuru Secuiesc (jud. Harghita),
unde a fost reprezentata in consiliul local intre 1996-2004, si unde a candidat totodatd la primarie. Pen-
tru consiliile judetene nu a candidat niciodatd, insa a participat la alegerile parlamentare din 1996, cu
liste in cele trei judete din Tinutul Secuiesc.

Uniunea Democrata a Tinerilor Maghiari a fost activa intr-o singura localitate, si anume in comuna
Sélacea din judetul Bihor, unde a fost reprezentata in consiliul local intre 1996-2000, si unde a candidat
la primarie.

Tabelul 2.10.7. Rezultatele celorlalte formatiuni maghiare in consiliile locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati | # mandate | # localitati | # consilii
obtinute (undeau |consilieri |undeaufost [unde au avut
candidat | locali reprezentati | majoritate

absoluta

1996 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar din 506 2 0 0 0
Romania

2000 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar din 3391 16 15 4 0
Romania

1996 |Uniunea Democrata a Tinerilor Maghiari 262 1 2 1 0

1996 | Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc 387 1 2 1 0

2000 | Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc 363 1 6 1 0

2000 | Asociatia Civics Pro Odorhei | 4383 | 1| 8 | 1 | 0

2008 | Partidul Civic Maghiar | 79238 | 204 | 488 | 155 | 5
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Tabelul 2.10.8. Rezultatele candidatilor la functia de primar ai celorlalte formatiuni maghiare

anul denumire organizatie # localitati unde | # mandate # candidati in turul 2
au candidat primari (nealesi)
1996 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar 2 0 0
din Romania
2000 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar 9 0 0

din Romania

1996 Uniunea Democrata a Tinerilor 1 0 0
Maghiari

1996 | Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc 1 0 0

2000 | Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc 1 0 0

2008 | Partidul Civic Maghiar | 132 | 11 | 8

Tabelul 2.10.9. Rezultatele celorlalte formatiuni maghiare in consiliile judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus
obtinute | judeteni liste

1996 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar din Romania 1716 1 SM

2000 | Partidul Liber Democrat Maghiar din Romania 6488 0 AR, HR, HD, MS, SM

1996 |Uniunea Democratd a Tinerilor Maghiari nu a candidat pentru consilii judetene

1996 |Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc nu a candidat pentru consilii judetene

2000 |Forumul Tineretului Secuiesc nu a candidat pentru consilii judetene

2000 |Asociatia Civica Pro Odorhei 4781 4 HR

2008 | Partidul Civic Maghiar 84620 19 BC, BH, CJ, CV, HR, MM,

MS, SM, SJ

Asociatia Civica Pro Odorhei a fost o organizatie formata in Odorheiu Secuiesc, condusa de Jend
Szasz, primarul independent al municipiului intre anii 1996-2008. Astfel, aceasta organizatie poate fi
considerata drept precursoarea Partidului Civic Maghiar. in 2000, ACPO a obtinut opt mandate in consi-
liul local Odorheiu Secuiesc si patru in Consiliul Judetean Harghita. UDMR a atacat insa in instanta aso-
ciatia, pe motiv ca aceasta ar fi fost infiintata in mod ilegal. Tribunalul a dat castig de cauzd UDMR-ului,
astfel ca mandatele ACPO au fost invalidate in 2001.

Partidul Civic Maghiar a fost inregistrat ca partid politic abia in 2008, desi acest lucru fusese incercat
deja si inaintea alegerilor locale din 2004, cand cererea a fost respinsa pe motiv ca semnaturile depuse
nu au fost autentice. In sfarsit, in 2008 PCM a reusit s& candideze la alegerile locale, ceea ce insemna ca
pentru prima data in istoria sa, UDMR trebuia sa faca fata unui competitor care nu putea fi neglijat. PCM
a obtinut 488 de mandate de consilieri locali, a castigat functia de primar in 11 localitati, si majoritatea
absolutd in consiliul local in cinci localitati. (Comparativ, UDMR are, incepand cu 2008, 2196 consilieri
locali, 184 primari si majoritate absoluta in 155 de consilii locale). in Consiliul Judetean Covasna, PCM
are noua reprezentanti, iar in Consiliul Judetean Harghita zece, insa nu a obtinut mandate in alte judete
(UDMR are in total 89). Formatiunea a avut si candidati pentru presedintii de consiliu judetean, in ju-
detele Covasna, Harghita, Mures si Salaj, obtinand 27,78%, 33,03%, 5,07%, respectiv 2,05% din voturile
valabil exprimate.

PCM a reprezentat o concurenta serioasa pentru UDMR doar in Tinutul Secuiesc, insa nici acolo nu a
reusit sa invingd UDMR-ul, iar rezultatele sale nu au fost uniforme in cele trei judete secuiesti. In timp ce
rezultatele din Harghita si Covasna au fost relativ bune, formatiunea nu a reusit sa se impuna aproape
deloc in localitatile din judetul Mures. in judetul Covasna, UDMR a obtinut 46,77% din voturile expri-
mate pentru consiliile judetene, iar Partidul Civic Maghiar 27,18%. in Harghita, UDMR a fost sustinut
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de 52,75% dintre alegatori, iar PCM de 29,57%. in Mures, UDMR a castigat 31,57% din sufragii, iar PCM
4,76%. PCM a obtinut 221 de consilieri locali in Harghita si 126 in Covasna, adicd 71% din mandatele
sale au fost obtinute in aceste doua judete. Comparativ, in cazul UDMR acest procent este de 33,56%.
Probabil cele mai importante pierderi suferite de UDMR, care au fost cauzate de aparitia PCM, au fost
primaria si majoritatea absoluta in consiliile locale din municipiile Gheorgheni (HR) si Targu Secuiesc
(CV). Mandatele obtinute de UDMR si PCM la nivelul judetelor la alegerile locale sunt prezentate in ta-
belul 2.10.11.

La alegerile parlamentare din 2008, Partidul Civic Maghiar nu a participat ca partid, ci a decis sa
sustina candidati independenti care concurau impotriva UDMR-ului. Decizia a fost motivata de faptul
ca formatiunea a considerat ca sunt sanse mai mari ca unii dintre acesti candidati sa obtina majoritatea
absolutd in cateva colegii uninominale decat ca partidul sa termine pe primul loc in sase colegii de
deputat si trei de senator in mod simultan (atingerea pragului de 5 procente nu ar fi fost un obiectiv
realist). Candidatii independenti sustinuti de PCM nu au reusit insa sa se apropie de candidatii UDMR in
niciunul dintre colegiile uninominale. Rezultatele lor sunt redate in tabelul 2.10.10.

Tabelul 2.10.10. Rezultatele candidatilor independenti sustinuti de PCM la alegerile parlamentare
din 2008

# colegiu uninominal candidat independent voturi cand. voturi candidat voturi candidat
sustinut de PCM independent independent (%) UDMR (%)
Covasna 2 CD Otvos Mozes 2817 20,16 56,29
Covasna 3 CD Rakosi Janos 1559 9,70 78,13
Covasna 1 Senat Sziladgyi Sandor Rébert 5783 19,69 55,62
Harghita 3 CD Sebestyén Csaba Istvén 4745 19,72 74,52
Harghita 4 CD Becsek-Garda Dezs6 Kédlman 4529 18,76 71,90
Mures 2 Senat Kincses EI6d Géza 3320 6,99 66,53

Tabelul 2.10.11. Mandatele de consilier local si judetean obtinute de UDMR si PCM pe judete
(semnul - indica faptul ca nu au candidat)

consilii locale consilii judetene
UDMR PCM UDMR PCM

judet 1996 (2000 |2004 2008 |2008 |1996 |2000 (2004 (2008 |2008
Alba 42 44 36 31 - 2 2 0 0 -
Arad 64 66 67 63 0 4 4 3 3 -
Bacau 6 6 4 6 0 - 0 0 0
Bihor 236 238 274 266 20 10 10 10 9 0
Bistrita-N. 29 34 38 31 1 2 2 2 0 -
Brasov 66 62 54 45 8 4 4 3 2 0
Caras-S. 1 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
Cluj 168 170 155 138 8 8 10 8 5 0
Constanta - - 0 0 - - - - - -
Covasna 352 352 355 264 126 27 26 25 15 9
Gorj - - - 0 - - - - - -
Harghita 592 570 576 473 221 27 27 22 18 10
Hunedoara 14 11 7 4 - 2 2 0 0 -
Maramures 41 44 36 32 4 3 4 3 2 0
Mehedinti - - - 2 - - - - 0

Mures 455 442 459 406 66 17 17 15 13 0
Satu Mare 162 204 221 223 25 14 14 13 13 0
Salaj 169 156 148 161 7 10 10 8 9 0
Sibiu 8 11 8 6 - 1 0 0 0 -
Suceava - - 0 0 - - - 0 0 -
Timis 40 41 43 45 - 2 3 0 0 -
Bucuresti - - - 0 - - - - 0 -
Total 2445 | 2451 | 2481 2196 488 133 135 112 89 19
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Aparent, cifrele din ultimul rand al tabelului indica o imbunatatire a reprezentdrii maghiarilor in con-
siliile locale. nsa cresterea este datoratd mai degraba faptului ca intre timp s-au creat multe comune noi
prin desprinderi. De exemplu, in Harghita numarul consilierilor locali a fost de 779 in 1996, 786 in 2000,
837 1n 2004 si 835 in 2008. Tn Covasna, cifrele sunt 502 in 1996, 515 in 2000, 536 in 2004, si 545 in 2008.

in 2008, UDMR si PCM au obtinut impreuna mai multe mandate de consilier local decat reusise UDMR
singurin 2004. n tabelul 2.10.11. nu figureaza insa numarul candidatilor independenti care au devenit repre-
zentanti in judetele locuite de maghiari. in 2000 si 2004, procentul consilierilor independenti din intreaga tara
a fost cel mai ridicat in judetele Harghita si Covasna, ceea ce s-a datorat absentei unei organizatii maghiare
care sa fi reprezentat o alternativa la UDMR. Tn 2008, PCM a reusit si absoarba o buna parte dintre acesti
consilieri care la alegerile precedente au candidat ca independenti. Prin urmare, cresterea numarului total de
mandate obtinute de formatiunile maghiare in 2008 trebuie interpretata tindnd cont de acest lucru.

In tabel se poate observa insa si o tendintd negativa: in judetele unde ponderea maghiarilor este sca-
zutd, numarul consilierilor locali si judeteni scade constant. Maghiarii au pierdut treptat reprezentarea
in judetele Sibiu, Alba, Hunedoara, Timis si Bistrita-Nasdud, iar acest proces a fost accelerat de introdu-
cerea progresiva a unor praguri din ce in ce mai inalte.

Minoritatea maghiara din Romania este reprezentata si in Parlamentul European. La alegerile din
2007, UDMR a obtinut doua mandate de europarlamentar. Episcopul reformat Laszl6 T6kés a candidat
ca independent impotriva UDMR, si a fost ales la randul sdu.,. Un al patrulea candidat de etnie maghiara
a fost ales in Parlamentul European pe lista Partidului National Liberal. Este vorba de Magor Imre Csibi.
in 2009, UDMR si organizatia condusa de Léaszl6 Tékés, Consiliul National Maghiar din Transilvania, au
depus o lista comuna de candidati, pe care primul loc a fost ocupat de episcop. Partidului Civic Maghiar i
s-a oferit al patrulea loc de pe list3, insa formatiunea nu a acceptat oferta. In pofida listei comune, UDMR
si organizatiile care il sustin pe T6kés au derulat campanii electorale separate. Lista comuna a obtinut
trei mandate: pe langa Laszl6 Tékés au fost realesi in PE si cei doi europarlamentari care au reprezentat
UDMR in ciclul precedent.

Tabelul 2.10.12. Rezultatele candidatilor maghiari la alegerile pentru Parlamentul European din
2007 si 2009:

prezenta la urne (%) organizatie / candidat Voturi obtinute | Voturi obtinute (%) Mandate

2007 29,47 UDMR 282929 5.52 2 (din 35)

Tokés Laszlo 176533 3.45 1 (din 35)

2009 27,67 UDMR (listd comuna 431739 8,92 3 (din 33)
condusa de Tokés Laszld)

2.11. Polonezii, 1990-2008

Polonezii sunt prezenti in Camera Deputatilor din primul ciclu parlamentar. Principala lor organizatie
este Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania,Dom Polski’, insa au existat si organizatii concurente, una dintre
ele chiar sub numele de ,Dom Polski” Bucuresti. La alegerile locale a participat doar UPR ,Dom Polski’,
in localitati din judetul Suceava. UPR,Dom Polski” a candidat in 1990 si pentru Senat, obtinand 840 de

voturi (0,01%).

Tabelul 2.11.1. Polonezii - Rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie | liste de voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde afost ales
rezultate deputatul
1990 | Uniunea Polonezilor n.a. 2372 0,02% |[n.a. Lintmaier Prahova
din Romania “Dom Antonie
Polski”
1992 | Uniunea Polonezilor 3 3013 0,03% |SV(2665) Babias lohan- | Suceava
din Romania “Dom PH (161) Peter
Polski” B(161)
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anul [ denumire organizatie | liste de voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
1996 | Uniunea Polonezilor 2 1842 0,02% |SV (1302) Babias lohan- | Suceava
din Romania“Dom B (540) Peter
Polski”
2000 |Uniunea Polonezilor 12 5055 0,05% | SV (2689) Babias lohan- Suceava
din Romania IS (899) Peter — decedat
CJ(315) in martie 2002
Longher Suceava
Ghervazen - din
martie 2002
Uniunea Polonezilor 10 1619 0,01% |B(724)
din Romania“Dom DJ(172)
Polski” - Bucuresti GL (168)
2004 |Uniunea Polonezilor 41 5473 0,05% | SV (2045) Longher Suceava
din Romania “Dom IS (273) Ghervazen
Polski” MS (265)
Asociatia“Uniunea 28 5159 0,05% |B(595)
Culturala a SV (511)
Polonezilor din PH (431)
Romania”
2008 |Uniunea Polonezilor 42 7670 0,11% |SV (2442) Longher Suceava 3
din Romania“Dom NT (509) Ghervazen
Polski” GL (271)
Tabelul 2.11.2. Polonezii — Rezultate consilii locale
. # localitati # localitati
. . voturi > | # mandate i
anul | denumire organizatie . unde au . . | unde au fost
’ obtinute i consilieri locali .
’ candidat reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” 1088 10 2 2
2000 |Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania“Dom Polski” 237 3 1 1
2004 | Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania“Dom Polski” 533 5 2 2
2008 | Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” 335 2 3 2

Tn 1996, UPR ,Dom Polski” a candidat in Sectorul 1 al Capitalei si in noua localitati din judetul Suceava:
municipiile Suceava si Radauti, orasele Gura Humorului si Siret, si comunele Cacica, Mandstirea Humorului,
Moara, Musenita si Platinoasa. A obtinut cate un mandat la Cacica si Manastirea Humorului. La Radauti a avut
si un candidat la primarie. in 2000 a candidat doar la Suceava, Cacica si Musenita. A obtinut un mandat la
Cacica, localitate unde a avut si un candidat la primarie. In 2004 participa la alegeri in Siret, Cacica, Manastirea
Humorului, Moara si Musenita, si obtine reprezentare la Cacica si Manastirea Humorului. in acest an nu candi-
deazi pentru primérii. In 2008, UPR,,Dom Polski”a avut candidati doar la Cacica si Mdnastirea Humorului. In
prima localitate a obtinut doud mandate, in cea de-a doua unul. Nu a candidat pentru primarii.

Intre 1996-2000, UPR,Dom Polski”a avut un consilier judetean in Suceava, insa mai tarziu nu a reusit
sd repete aceastd performantd, iar in 2008 nici nu a mai depus lista.

Tabelul 2.11.3. Polonezii — Rezultate consilii judetene

. L voturi # consilieri |, .
anul | denumire organizatie . . . judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni
1996 | Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” 3616 1 Suceava
2000 |Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” 577 0 Suceava
2004 | Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” 3438 0 Suceava
2008 | Uniunea Polonezilor din Romania “Dom Polski” | nu a candidat pentru consilii judetene
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.12. Romii, 1990-2008

Viata politica a romilor din Romania a fost caracterizatd de o fragmentare excesivd pana in 2004,
cand modificarile survenite in conditiile candidaturilor la alegeri au atras dupa sine disparitia organi-
zatiilor mai mici. O singura formatiune romad prezintd continuitate pe toata durata perioadei analizate,
chiar daca numele ei s-a schimbat de mai multe ori: Partida Romilor. Restul organizatiilor au participat la
doar una sau doua alegeri, si au existat de asemenea multe formatiuni care au avut in mod evident un
caracter local, limitat la raza catorva judete sau chiar la cateva localitati. Partida Romilor ,Pro Europa” a
participat si la alegerile pentru Parlamentul European din 2007, obtinand 58903 de voturi (1,15%).%?

Tabelul 2.12.1. Rezultatele Partidei Romilor la alegerile parlamentare

anul denumire organizatie listede |voturi % voturi | deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute unde a fost ales
deputatul

1990 |Uniunea Democratad a n.a. 29162 0,21 |Raducanu Gheorghe |Bucuresti
Romilor din Romania

1992 | Partida Romilor 33 52704 0,48 |Raducanu Gheorghe |Bucuresti

1996 |Partida Romilor 40 82195 0,67% | Voicu Madalin Stefan | Bucuresti

2000 |Partida Romilor 42 71786 0,66% | Paun Nicolae Bucuresti

2004 | Partida Romilor Social 42 56076 0,55% | Pdun Nicolae Prahova
Democrata din Romania

2008 | Partida Romilor,Pro Europa” 42 44037 0,64% | Paun Nicolae Galati 3

Intre 1990 si 2000, in Camera Deputatilor regasim un singur deputat rom. insa dupa 2000, deputa-
tul din ciclul precedent, Madalin Voicu, si-a continuat cariera politica in Partidul Social Democrat, fiind
reales in Camera Deputatilor in 2000, 2004 si 2008. Astfel, incepand cu anul 2000 in Parlament sunt doi
deputati de etnie roma, unul ocupand mandatul special, iar celalalt fiind membru PSD.

in afara de Partida Romilor, intalnim o multime de alte organizatii care au candidat pentru Camera
Deputatilor, rezultatele acestora fiind prezentate in tabelul 2.12.2.

Tabelul 2.12.2. Rezultatele celorlalte formatiuni rome pentru Camera Deputatilor

anul denumirea organizatiei #listede | voturi % voturi | cele mai bune
candidati | obtinute rezultate
1990 Partidul Unit Democrat al Romilor, Rudarilor, n.a. 21847 0,16 |n.a.
si Lautarilor din Romania
1990 Partidul Democrat Crestin al Romilor din n.a. 7939 0,06 [na.
Romania
1990 Partidul Tiganilor din Romania n.a. 16865 0,12 |na.
1992 Partidul Tiganilor din Romania 15 9949 0,09 |DB(1365),
TR (1365),
VS (1337)
1990 Uniunea Libera Democratica a Romilor din n.a. 4605 003 [na.
Romania
1992 Uniunea Libera Democratica a Romilor din 25 31384 0,29 |B(3332),
Romania SB (2462),
AR (2276)

42 La alegerile pentru Parlamentul European din 2009 nu au participat formatiuni ale romilor din Romania.
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anul denumirea organizatiei #listede |voturi % voturi | cele mai bune
candidati | obtinute rezultate
1992 Uniunea Generala a Romilor din Romania 27 22071 0,20 |B(2029),
MS (1999),
TM (1797)
BV (6089),
1996 Unirea Romilor 41 71020 0,58% | MS (6250),
B (5210)
B (809),
1996 Comunitatea Etniei Rromilor din Romania 18 5227 0,04% |SJ(686),
BV (457)
1996 | Uniunea Rromilor - judetul Constanta | 1 | 640 | 0,01% | CT (640)
1996 | Asociatia Social Culturald a Romilor | 1 | 439 | 000% [BH(439)
2000 Centrul Crestin al Romilor din Romania 13 12171 0,11% | MS (2356),
B (1781),
SB (1314)
2004 Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor 29 B (1452),
SB (1151),
15041 0,15% |BH (1147)

Formatiuni rome au candidat in repetate randuri si pentru Senat, insa niciodata nu au reusit sa ob-
tind mandate. In 1990, Uniunea Democrata a Romilor din Romania a obtinut 19847 de voturi (0,14%),
Partidul Tiganilor din Romania 5565 voturi (0,04%), iar Uniunea Libera Democratica a Romilor din Ro-
mania 2505 voturi (0,02%). in 1992, nicio formatiune nu a candidat pentru Senat, insa in 1996 si-au
fncercat norocul nu mai putin de patru organizatii. Partida Romilor a intrunit 80622 de voturi (0,66%),
Unirea Romilor 72648 (0,59%), Comunitatea Etniei Rromilor din Romania 6073 (0,05%), iar Uniunea Ro-
milor - Judetul Constanta 763 de voturi (0,01%). Tn 2000 a candidat doar Centrul Crestin al Romilor din
Romania, intrunind 2045 de voturi (0,02%), iar in 2004 Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor, obtindnd 19109
de voturi (0,19%).

In ceea ce priveste nivelul local, Partida Romilor raimane cea mai importanta organizatie, reusind sa
obtina mai multe mandate de consilier local si judetean decat toate celelalte organizatii rome impreuna,
si fiind singura care a avut si primari, in total trei pe parcursul perioadei analizate.

in afara de Partida Romilor, singura formatiune care a reusit sa obtina mandate de consilier judetean
a fost Uniunea Generala a Romilor din Romania, in 1996, in judetul Valcea. Tn tabelul 1.12.6 se vede insa
ca dupa introducerea, in 2004, a pragului de 5% pentru consiliile judetene, romii nu au mai reusit deloc
sa obtina mandate de consilier judetean.

Tabelul 2.12.3. Rezultatele Partidei Romilor in consilii locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi #localitati | # mandate |# localitati # consilii
obtinute |undeau consilieri | unde au fost unde au avut
candidat | locali reprezentati majoritate

absoluta
1996 | Partida Romilor 54953 348 137 126 0
2000 |Partida Romilor 52854 674 160 100 0
2004 | Partida Romilor Social Democrata 69293 913 189 154 0

din Romania

2008° | Partida Romilor,Pro Europa” 55743 624 202 147 2¢
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2Partida Romilor Social Democrata a fost deposedata in 2004 de patru mandate din cauza aplicarii
prevederii speciale a legii 67/2004, in localitatile Bunesti (jud. Brasov), Beltiug (jud. Satu Mare), Las-
lea si Sura Mica (jud. Sibiu), toate deoarece Forumul Democrat al Germanilor din Romania a obtinut
deja mandate inaintea lor.

bPartida Romilor ,Pro Europa” a pierdut doua mandate din cauza aplicarii prevederii speciale din
legea 67/2004, la Beltiug (jud. Satu Mare) si la Laslea (jud. Sibiu), din nou pentru cd germanii au
primit mandate inaintea lor.

¢ Brahasesti, jud. Galati si Barbulesti, jud. lalomita.

Tabelul 2.12.4. Rezultatele candidatilor pentru primar ai Partidei Romilor

# localitati unde au # mandate | # candidatiin turul
anul . L c
candidat primari 2 (nealesi)
1996 64 1° 1°
2000 85 0 5¢
2004 52 0 2d
2008 74 2¢ 2f

2Sanger, judetul Mures.

bFaragau, judetul Mures.

¢ Budila, jud. Brasov; Ulmeni, jud. Célarasi; Belin, jud. Covasna (retras din turul doi); Armasesti,
jud. lalomita; Bagaciu, jud. Mures.

4 Cuza Voda, jud. Constanta si Catane, jud. Dolj.

¢ Brahasesti, jud. Galati si Barbulesti, jud. lalomita.

fCuza Voda, jud. Constanta si Haghig, jud. Covasna.

Tabelul 2.12.5. Rezultatele Partidei Romilor in consiliile judetene

anul | voturi obtinute | # consilieri | numarul judete unde au fost reprezentati
a judeteni listelor depuse
1996 85705 22 33 AB, BH, BN, BZ, CL, CT, CT, DB, DJ, HR, HD, IL, IF, MM, MH, MS,
PH, SB, TR, TM, VS, B (cate un mandat in fiecare)
2000 66807 4 34 Bacdu (2), Bistrita-Nasaud (2)
2004 62175 0 29 —
2008 44932 0 28 —

Tabelul 2.12.6. Mandatele de consilier local si judetean obtinute de Partida Romilor pe judete
(semnul - indica faptul ca nu au candidat)

consilii locale

consilii judetene
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consilii locale consilii judetene

judet 1996 2000 2004 2008 1996 2000 2004 2008
Dolj 7 13 12 8 1 0 0 -
Galati - - 6 13 - 0 0
Giurgiu 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Gorj 0 2 5 4 - 0 0 -
Harghita 12 4 11 5 1 0 0 0
Hunedoara 4 1 2 1 1 0 - 0
lalomita 2 13 4 15 1 0 0 -
lagi 2 0 3 5 0 0 0 0
lifov 7 3 3 3 1 0 0 0
Maramures 3 2 3 3 1 0 0 0
Mehedinti 3 11 6 6 1 0 - 0
Mures 25 19 27 19 1 0 0 0
Neamt 0 0 - 3 - -

Olt 1 0 2 3 0 0 0
Prahova 3 3 2 2 1 0 0

Satu Mare 2 2 3 1 0 - - -
Salaj - 3 6 3 - 0 0 0
Sibiu 3 1 10 12 1 0 0 0
Suceava 0 0 5 6 0 - - -
Teleorman 6 0 0 3 1 0 0 0
Timis 0 1 1 6 1 0 0 0
Tulcea 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 0
Vaslui 6 6 0 1 1 0 - -
Valcea 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Vrancea 2 0 0 2 0 0 0
Bucuresti 2 0 0 0 1 - 0 -
Total 137 160 189 202 22 4 0 0

Daca adunam mandatele Partidei Romilor prezentate in ultimul rand al tabelului 2.12.6. si mandatele
obtinute de celelalte formatiuni, obtinem urmdtoarele cifre: in 1996 avem in total 150 de mandate pen-
tru romi in 139 de localitati, in 2000 avem 216 in 139 de asezari, in 2000 avem 189 de consilieri in 154
de localitati, iar in 2008 avem 206 de mandate in 150 de conisilii locale. Prin urmare, se poate constata
ca desi Partida Romilor si-a imbunatatit constant rezultatul, faptul ca in 2004 nu au putut participa la
alegeri si alte formatiuni a avut consecinte negative asupra reprezentarii romilor, deoarece numarul
total de mandate din 2004 si 2008 ramane sub numarul celor obtinute de toate formatiunile impreuna
in 2000.

O problema serioasa a formatiunilor rome, dar mai ales a Partidei Romilor este procentul foarte sca-
zut de succes in ceea ce priveste candidaturile. Considerand toate organizatiile rome la un loc, in 1996
acestea au obtinut mandate in 32,25% din localitatile in care au candidat. In 2000 acest procent este de
14,27%, in 2004 de 16,87%, iar in 2008 de 21,77%. Comparativ, in cazul UDMR valorile sunt de 93,47%,
83,80%, 84,04% si 79,86%. Este adevarat ca unele minoritati mici au valori similare sau chiar mai slabe
decat romii, insa existd inca o diferentd importanta. Celelalte minoritati candideaza (cu putine exceptii)
fn mod sistematic in aceleasi localitati. Romii in schimb candideaza in fiecare an electoral in foarte multe
localitati unde nu au participat la alegerile anterioare. Aceasta nu inseamnd ca nu ar exista asezdri unde
activitatea politica a romilor sa fie stabila. Este insa cert ca, in comparatie cu celelalte minoritati, cunoas-
terea localitatilor unde romii au participat la alegerile dintr-un anumit an ne ajutd destul de putin pentru
a prezice localitatile in care acestia vor candida la alegerile urmatoare. Cele doua fenomene, adica vari-
abilitatea foarte ridicatd a asezarilor unde romii candideaza si rata de succes foarte redusa, sunt in mod
cert legate una de cealalta.
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Tabelul 2.12.7. Rezultatele celorlalte formatiuni rome la alegerile pentru consiliile locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi #localitati | # mandate |# localitati | aria geografica a activitatii
obtinute |undeau | consilieri |unde au fost
candidat |locali reprezentati
1996 | Uniunea Generalad a Romilor din 6479 50 7 7 jud.CJ,DJ, GJ, HD, AR, B, si
Romania cate o localitate din BH, OT,
SB, VL
Uniunea Romilor din Judetul 2638 1 1 1 mun. Constanta
Constanta
Conventia Crestind a Etniei Romilor din| 1091 12 3 3 judetele DJ, TR, si cate o
Romaénia localitate din GR, GJ, HD,
MH, OT
Uniunea Democratd a Romilor din 354 2 0 0 judetul Alba: Alba lulia si
Romania Sebes
Partidul Romilor Caramizari din 297 6 2 2 judetul Dolj
Romania
Asociatia Romilor - Harghita 255 2 0 0 Miercurea Ciuc si Toplita, jud.
Harghita
Partidul Alianta Democratd a Romilor 233 2 0 0 Caracal si Bals, jud. Olt
din Romania
Partidul Democrat Crestin al Romilor 189 2 0 0 mun. Dej si Fizesu Gherlii,
jud. Cluj
Partidul Romilor Nomazi si Caldarari 129 3 0 0 Bdilesti (D)), Strehaia, Simian
(MH)
Uniunea Democratica a Romilor si 63 3 0 0 Carag-Severin
Lautarilor
2000 | Centrul Crestin al Romilor din Romania | 9073 117 33 24 jud. SB, MS, TR, sporadic in
AB, AR, BV, CL, CJ, CT, CV, HR,
IS, MH, OT, SV, VS, VL.
Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor 9510 138 22 14 jud.BH, BN, BZ, CJ, GL, GR,
HD, IL, IS, B, sporadic in AB,
AR, BC, BV, BR, CV, DJ, IF, MM,
SN, VN.
Comunitatea Etniei Rromilor din 1435 28 1 1 Bucuresti si jud. Dolj,
Romania sporadic in BZ, CS, GR, GJ,
MH, OT, PH, VN
Uniunea Romilor din Judetul 533 4 0 0 judetul Constanta
Constanta
Organizatia Nationald a Rromilor din 199 5 0 0 judetul Prahova
Romania
Asociatia Sociald Culturala a Rromilor 148 3 0 0 Oradea si alte doua localitati
din judetul Bihor
Partidul Romilor Caramizari din 48 1 0 0 Segarcea, jud. Dolj
Romania
Liga Rromilor din Clisura Dunarii 43 1 0 0 Moldova Noua, jud. CS
Uniunea Democraticd a Romilor si 43 1 0 0 comuna Armenis, jud. CS
Lautarilor Armenis
Asociatia Nationala a Romilor din 34 1 0 0 municipiul Brasov
Romania
Asociatia Democratica a Romilor 2 1 0 0 comuna Gaujani, jud. GR
2008 | Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor 3810 65 4 0 B, jud. BH, CS, IL, VL, sporadic

injud. BC, BR, CL, CT, DJ, GL,
HD, IF, MS, OT, SB, TM
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2.13. Rusii lipoveni, 1990-2008

Rusii lipoveni sunt prezenti in Camera Deputatilor incepand cu primul ciclu parlamentar, si au fost
reprezentati in mod continuu de aceeasi organizatie: Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania (CRLR),
fara sa fi existat formatiuni concurente. CLRL este activa in judetul Tulcea, si in cateva localitati din jude-
tele Constanta, Brdila, Galati, lasi si Suceava.

Tabelul 2.13.1. Rusii lipoveni - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie listede |voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
1990 | Comunitatea Lipovenilor| n.a. 17974 0,13% |n.a. Andrei Echim |Tulcea
din Romania
1992 | Comunitatea Rusilor 17 14975 0,14% |TL (5048) Suhov Petru | Tulcea
Lipoveni din Romania SV (1715)
CT(1711)
1996 |Comunitatea Rusilor 9 19902 0,10% |TL (4744) Fenoghen Tulcea
Lipoveni din Romania BR (1585) Sevastian
CT (1290)
2000 | Comunitatea Rusilor 22 11558 0,11% |[TL(3737) Ignat Miron | Tulcea
Lipoveni din Romania BR (1395)
CT (1319)
2004 | Comunitatea Rusilor 35 10562 0,10% | TL (3404) Ignat Miron Tulcea
Lipoveni din Romania CT (1041)
BR (935)
2008 | Comunitatea Rusilor 42 9203 0,13% |TL (1463) Ignat Miron | Tulcea 2
Lipoveni din Romania IS (1084)
CT (721)
Tabelul 2.13.2. Rusii lipoveni - rezultate consilii locale
ks s # consilii
. # localitati # localitati
. L voturi ’ # mandate ; unde au avut
anul denumire organizatie . unde au o . | unde au fost L.
' obtinute . consilieri locali . majoritate
: candidat reprezentati .
1996 | CRLR 7559 20 34 14 1
2000 |CRLR 3413 15 18 9 1
2004 | CRLR 4309 17 21 10 1
2008 | CRLR 2219 17 14 9 0

In 1996, CRLR a obtinut opt mandate de consilieri locali la Slava Cercheza (jud. Tulcea), patru la Fo-
rasti (jud. Suceava) si C.A. Rosetti (jud. Tulcea), cate trei la Carcaliu si Jurilovca (jud. Tulcea), cate doud la
Ghindaresti (jud. Constanta) si cate unul in municipiul Brdila, la Stolnici-Prajescu (jud. lasi), la Mitocu Dra-
gomirnei si la Musenita (jud. Suceava), in municipiul Tulcea, orasul Sulina, si la Sarichioi (jud. Tulcea).

In 2000, CRLR a avut sase consilieri la Slava Cercheza, cate doi la Forasti, Mitocu Dragomirnei, Car-
caliu si Sarichioi, si cate unul la Ghindaresti, Stolnici-Prajescu, Musenita si Jurilovca. In Slava Cercheza a
pastrat primaria, si a mai candidat in patru alte localitati, insa fara succes.

In2004a obtinut sapte mandate la Slava Cerchezg, la Sarichioi trei, la Carcaliu, Mahmudia (jud. Tulcea)
si Ghindaresti cate doud, iar la Focuri (jud. lasi), Fordsti, Musenita, C.A. Rosetti si Jurilovca cate unul.

2008 a fost cel mai slab an electoral pentru Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni, formatiunea obtinand cu
sapte mandate mai putin decat reusise cu patru ani in urma. Rusii lipoveni au in prezent patru consilieri
locali la Slava Cercheza, cate doi la Targu Frumos (jud. lasi) si Carcaliu, si cate unul la Ghindaresti, Focuri,
C.A. Rosetti, Crisan (jud. Tulcea), Mahmudia si Sarichioi.

In comuna Slava Cerchezs, CRLR a detinut primdria in toate cele patru cicluri analizate, si a avut
majoritate absoluta in consiliul local pand in 2008, insa la ultimele alegeri a reusit sa pastreze doar 4
mandate in consiliul alcatuit din 11 membri. CLRL a avut si alti candidati pentru primar la toate cele pa-
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tru alegeri, dar nici unul dintre acestia nu a reusit performanta din Slava Cerchezd, singurul rezultat care

merita mentionat fiind faptul ca, in 1996, candidatii CRLR au ajuns in turul doi la Forasti si C.A. Rosetti.
CRLR a avut intre 1996 si 2000 patru consilieri judeteni, doi in Tulcea si cate unul in Neamt si Brdila.

Dupa 2000 nu au reusit insa sa obtina niciun mandat.

Tabelul 2.13.3. Rusii lipoveni - rezultate consilii judetene

. .. voturi # consilieri . X
anul | denumire organizatie . . . judetele unde au depus liste
’ obtinute | judeteni ’
1996 |Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania 15155 4|BR,CT,IS,NT,SV, TL,B
2000 |Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania 4910 0(BC, BR, IS, NT, TL
2004 |Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania 4309 0|BR, IS, TL
2008 |Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania 3925 0|BR, IS, TL

2.14. Rutenii, 2000-2008

Rutenii au ajuns sa fie reprezentati in Camera Deputatilor in anul 2000. O singura organizatie a parti-
cipat la alegeri din partea minoritatii rutene: Uniunea Culturala a Rutenilor din Romania (UCRR). UCRR se
afla la al treilea mandat in Camera Deputatilor, insa la nivel local nu a obtinut niciodata reprezentare.

Tabelul 2.14.1. Rutenii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie | liste de voturi % voturi |judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
2000 |Uniunea Culturala a 19 6942 0,06% |PH(1712) Firczak Prahova
Rutenilor din Roméania IS (773) Gheorghe
TM (615)
2004 |Uniunea Culturald a 42 2871 0,03% |HD (385) Firczak Hunedoara
Rutenilor din Romania MS (174) Gheorghe
AB (172)
2008 |Uniunea Culturald a 42 4514 0,07% |HD (518) Firczak Hunedoara 6
Rutenilor din Romania NT (372) Gheorghe
SV (226)
Tabelul 2.14.2. Rutenii - rezultate consilii locale
anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati
2004 |Uniunea Culturala a 1369 24 0 0
Rutenilor din Romania
2008 |Uniunea Culturala a 137 3 0 0
Rutenilor din Romania

UCRR a candidat in 2004 pentru consiliul local in sectoarele 2 si 5 ale Capitalei, la Alba lulia, Deva,
Simeria (jud. Hunedoara), la lasi, in diverse localitati din Maramures (Baia Mare, Sighetu Marmatiei, Baia
Sprie, Seini, Tautii-Mdgherdus, Baiut, Coas, Copalnic-Manastur si Ruscova, la Targu Mures, la Timisoara) si
in unele localitati sucevene (Suceava, Breaza, Darmanesti, Izvoarele Sucevei, Moldova-Sulita, Vatra Mol-
dovitei). Pentru primarii a intrat in competitie la Alba lulia, Baia Mare, Copalnic-Manastur si Ruscova, la
Suceava, Breaza si Darmanesti. In 2008 a candidat pentru consiliul local si primarie la Peregu Mare (jud.
Arad), Bistra (jud. Maramures) si Darmanesti. in 2004 a depus zece liste pentru consiliile judetene, insa
nu a obtinut niciun mandat. in 2008 nu a candidat la nivelul judetelor.
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Tabelul 2.14.3. Rutenii - rezultate consilii judetene

. o voturi # consilieri . .
anul | denumire organizatie X . . judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni
2004 | Uniunea Culturala a Rutenilor din Romania 5808 0 it it
SV, T™M, B
2008 |Uniunea Culturald a Rutenilor din Romania | nu a candidat pentru consiliile judetene

2.15. Sarbii, 1990-2008

Intre 1990 si 2000, sarbii si croatii (carasovenii) au fost reprezentati in Camera Deputatilor de o or-
ganizatie comund, Uniunea Democratica a Sarbilor si Carasovenilor din Romania (UDSCSR). Croatii au
incercat inca din 1992 sa intre in Parlament printr-o organizatie proprie, insa nu au reusit pana in 2000.
incepand cu anul 2000, organizatiile celor doua etnii s-au despartit definitiv, iar UDSCSR si-a schimbat
numele in Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania (USR). Organizatii rivale au existat doar in perioada in care cele
doua etnii erau organizate impreund, dar acestea au aparut pe linia croata (vezi sectiunea despre cro-
ati). De cand cele doua minoritati sunt reprezentate in Parlament prin propriile lor organizatii, USR nu a
trebuit sd intre in competitie cu alte organizatii sarbesti.

Tabelul 2.15.1. Sarbii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie liste de voturi % voturi | judetele deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cu cele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 |Uniunea Democratd a n.a. 9095 0,07% |n.a. Luchin Milenco | Timis
Sarbilor din Romania
1992 | Uniunea Democrata a 3 5328 0,05% |[TM(2616) |Gvozdenovici |Timis
Sarbilor si Carasovenilor CS(2031) | Slavomir
din Romania AR (659)
1996 |Uniunea Democrata a 4 6851 0,06 |TM(3603) |Gvozdenovici |Timis
Sarbilor si Carasovenilor CS (1886) Slavomir
din Roménia MH (886)
2000 | Uniunea Sarbilor din 4 8748 0,08% |CS(4722) |Gvozdenovici |Caras-Severin
Romania TM (3412) | Slavomir
AR (439)
2004 | Uniunea Sarbilor din 9 6643 0,07% |TM(3313) |Gvozdenovici |Timis
Romania CS (2050) | Slavomir
AR (407)
2008 | Uniunea Sarbilor din 42 10878 0,16% |TM(2523) |Popov Dusan |Timis 1
Romania CS (985)
PH (564)
Tabelul 2.15.2. Sarbii - rezultate consilii locale
. # localitati # localitati
. oL voturi : # mandate ;
anul | denumire organizatie . unde au o . | unde au fost
obtinute . consilieri locali .
i candidat reprezentati
1996 Uniunea D.emoc.ratlca aA S.arbllor si 3759 24 21 13
Carasovenilor din Romania
2000 |Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania 3415 22 14 8
2004 | Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania 2120 19 11 9
2008 | Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania 1020 14 6 6
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UDSCSR a obtinut in 1996 cinci mandate de consilier local la Svinita (jud. Mehedinti), patru la Ber-
zasca (jud. Caras-Severin), doua la Socol (jud. CS), si cate unul la Fenlac (judetul Arad), Moldova Nousg,
Carasova, si Pojejena (jud. Caras-Severin), Cenad, Giulvaz, Peciu Nou, Recas, Sanpetru Mare si Varias (jud.
Timis). La Svinita a fost foarte aproape de a avea majoritate absoluta in consiliu (5 mandate din 11), si a
castigat de asemenea primaria, iar la Berzasca reprezentantul UDSCSR a intrat in turul doi.

Tncepand din 2000, rezultatele USR au devenit din ce in ce mai slabe. In 2000 au obtinut trei man-
date in consiliul local Moldova Noua (jud. Caras-Severin), doua la Pojejena, Svinita, Peciu Nou si Re-
cas, si cate unul la Giulvaz si Topolovatu Mare (jud. Timis). In acest an nu a reusit sa castige functii de
primar, cele mai bune rezultate fiind inregistrate la Svinita si Peciu Nou, unde candidatii USR au fost
fnvinsi in turul doi.

Intre 2004 si 2008 USR a avut doi consilieri locali la Berzasca si Pojejena, si cate unul la Moldova Nous,
Naidas (jud. Caras-Severin), Socol, Svinita, Cenei, Peciu Nou si Sanpetru Mare (jud. Timis).** Candidat la
primarie a avut numai in municipiul Arad, fara sanse realiste de victorie.

Rezultatul din 2008 al USR este cel mai slab rezultat din perioada studiata, formatiunea obtinand in
total doar sase mandate de consilier local, in Naidas, Pojejena, Socol, Svinita, Cenei si Peciu Nou. Pentru
primarie a candidat doar la Svinita, insa fara succes.

In 2008, reprezentanti ai USR au candidat laTimisoara si pentru consiliul judetean Timis pe lista UDMR,
alaturi de candidatii Asociatiei Italienilor din Romania Ro.As.It., ai Uniunii Bulgare din Banat-Romania, si
ai Uniunii Ucrainenilor din Romania. Lista pentru consiliul judetean nu a avut succes, insa la Timisoara
minoritatile au obtinut doua mandate in consiliul local. Dintre acestea, primul i-a revenit reprezentan-
tului UDMR pe durata intregului mandat, iar sarbii, italienii, ucrainenii si bulgarii au rdmas sa imparta cel
de-al doilea mandat prin rotatie, fiecare minoritate urmand sa aiba un reprezentant in consiliu pentru o
perioada de un an de zile. Ciclul a fost inceput de sarbi, asadar din 2008 pana in 2009, un reprezentant
USR va fi membru al consiliului local Timisoara.

in consiliile judetene, sarbii au fost reprezentati o singura data in perioada analizata, intre 1996 si
2000. UDSCSR a detinut un mandat in Consiliul Judetean Caras-Severin.

Tabelul 2.15.3. Sarbii - rezultate consilii judetene

voturi # consilieri

anul | denumire organizatie . . .
obtinute | judeteni

judetele unde au depus liste

Uniunea Democratica a Sarbilor

1996 . . . . 3906 1 Caras-Severin, Timis

si Carasovenilor din Romania i ’
2000 |Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania 4220 0 Caras-Severin, Timis
2004 | Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania 715 0 Arad

2008 | Uniunea Sarbilor din Romania pe lista UDMR, fara a obtine mandat

2.16. Slovacii si cehii, 1990-2008

Spre deosebire de sarbi si croati, care au continuat cu organizatii separate dupa ce tarile-mama s-au
despartit, slovacii si cehii din Romania au ramas impreuna, fiind reprezentati in Camera Deputatilor de
Uniunea Democratica a Slovacilor si Cehilor din Romania (UDSCR). Singurele alegeri la care UDSCR a
fost nevoita sa concureze cu o organizatie rivala au fost cele din 2000, atunci cand a candidat si Uniunea
Cehilor din Romania. Mandatul de deputat fost insa pdstrat de organizatia comuna a celor doua etnii,
iar tentativa de a crea o formatiune care sa ii reprezinte numai pe cehi a esuat. La nivel local si judetean,
UDSCR a fost singura organizatie care a participat la alegeri.

43 Trebuie mentionat faptul ca USR ar fi obtinut un mandat si la Carasova daca nu s-ar fi aplicat prevederea speciala a
legii 67/2004, deoarece a atins pragul de 5% si ar fi avut suficiente voturi neutilizate pentru un mandat. insd Uniunea
Croatilor din Romania a primit mandate in consiliu inaintea lor.
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Tabelul 2.16.1. Slovacii si cehii — rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie liste de voturi % voturi | judetele deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cu cele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 |Uniunea Democraticad a n.a. 4584 0,03% |n.a. Heckel Matei | Bihor
Slovacilor si Cehilor din
Romania
1992 | Uniunea Democratica a 5 4708 0,04% |BH(1909) |Feric Emeric |Bihor
Slovacilor si Cehilor din TM (1716)
Romania AR (1281)
1996 |Uniunea Democratica a 6 6531 0,05% |BH(2091) |Panes losif Bihor
Slovacilor si Cehilor din SJ(1429)
Romania AR (1110)
2000 |Uniunea Democratica a 6 5686 0,05% |TM(1716) |Florea Ana Timis
Slovacilor si Cehilor din BH (1657)
Romania AR (1013)
Uniunea Cehilor din 4 1539 0,01% |AR(622)
Romania CS (344)
MH (319)
2004 |Uniunea Democratica a 9 5950 0,06% |BH (2078) |Merka Adrian-|Bihor
Slovacilor si Cehilor din CS(1362) | Miroslav
Romania AR (935)
2008 |Uniunea Democratica a 42 15373 0,22% |BH (2468) | Merka Adrian- | Bihor 3
Slovacilor si Cehilor din CS (732) Miroslav
Romania BZ (713)
Tabelul 2.16.2. Slovacii si cehii — rezultate consilii locale
# localitati # localitati
. L R g # mandate i
anul | denumire organizatie voturi obtinute | unde au o . | unde au fost
. consilieri locali X
candidat reprezentati
1996 Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si
Cehilor din Romania 3476 19 26 11
2000 Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si
Cehilor din Romania 2998* 28 28 11
2004 Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si
Cehilor din Romania 3048 23 20 11
2008 Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si
Cehilor din Romania 2219 23 14 10

* Nu include 283 de voturi de la Timisoara, obtinute de Alianta Electoralda UBBR-UUR-UDSCR, care
insa nu au fost suficiente pentru obtinerea unui mandat de consilier local.

in 1996, UDSCR a obtinut sapte mandate in consiliul local din Nadlac (jud. Arad), cinci la Sinteu (jud.
Bihor), trei la Garnic (jud. Caras-Severin), cate doud la Derna, Suplacu de Barcau (jud. Bihor) si Coronini
(jud. Caras-Severin)*, si cate unul la Peregu Mare, Sintea Mare (judetul Arad), Madaras, Popesti (jud.
Bihor), Berzasca (jud. Caras-Severin), si Plopis (jud. Salaj). Candidatul formatiunii a castigat functia de
primar la Nddlac, iar candidatul de la Garnic a intrat in turul doi. UDSCR a mai avut candidati pentru
primariile de la Peregu Mare (jud. Arad), Derna, Madaras si Suplacu de Barcau.

in 2000, rezultatele obtinute de UDSCR arata astfel: opt consilieri la Nadlac, patru la Garnic, trei la
Sinteu, cate doi la Suplacu de Barcdu, Derna, Plopis, Dubova (jud. Mehedinti) si Gataia (jud. Timis), si cate

44 Tn 1996 numele localitatii era incd Pescari.
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unul la Borod (jud. Bihor), Socol si Sopotu Nou (jud. Caras-Severin). In 2000, UDSCR a reusit s& pastreze
primaria Nadlacului si sa castige la Garnic, iar la Sinteu candidatul formatiunii a intrat in turul doi.

Rezultatele din 2004 au fost considerabil mai slabe decat cele precedente. La Nadlac, UDSCR a pas-
trat doar trei mandate, si a pierdut totodata primaria. Tot cate trei mandate au fost obtinute la Garnic
si la Plopis, iar la Suplacu de Barcau, Sinteu si Coronini cate doua. La Dubova, Sopotu Nou si Gataia a
fost ales cate un consilier al UDSCR. Au fost inregistrati candidati pentru primariile de la Nadlac, Sinteu,
Coronini, Garnic si Sopotu Nou, insa niciunul dintre ei nu a reusit sa castige.

Din 2008 UDSCR are trei consilieri la Plopis, cate doi la Nadlac si Suplacu de Barcdu, si cate unul la
Derna, Popesti (jud. Bihor), Sinteu, Garnic, Coronini, Dubova si Gitaia.** in 2008, UDSCR a avut un singur
candidat pentru functia de primar, la Dubova, dar acesta nu a castigat.

Localitatea cu cea mai pronuntata prezenta politica a UDSCR este orasul Nadlac, unde formatiunea a
detinut functia de primar intre 1996-2004, a avut 7 consilieri intre 1996-2000 si 8 intre 2000-2004, fiind
la un pas de a avea majoritate absoluta. Insd UDSCR a pierdut treptat orasul, din 2004 nu mai detine
functia de primar, iar numarul consilierilor sdi a scazut la 3 si apoi la 2.

in ceea ce priveste consiliile judetene, UDSCR nu a reusit sa obtina niciun mandat in intervalul analizat.

Tabelul 2.16.3. Slovacii si cehii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus liste
obtinute | judeteni
1996 |Uniunea Democraticd a Slovacilor si 6023 0 Arad, Bihor, Caras-Severin, Timis
Cehilor din Romania
2000 |Uniunea Democratica a Slovacilor si 1468* 0 Bihor
Cehilor din Romania
2004 | Uniunea Democratica a Slovacilor si 6756 0 Arad, Bihor, Caras-Severin,
Cehilor din Romania Mehedinti. Satu Mare, Timis
2008 | Uniunea Democratica a Slovacilor si 2298 0 Arad, Bihor
Cehilor din Romania

* La rezultatele din 2000 prezentate in tabel mai trebuie adaugate voturile stranse de doua coalitii
electorale in care UDSCR a participat: in Caras-Severin, Alianta Electorald FDGR UDMR, UCR, UDSCR
la nivelul judetului Caras-Severin a obtinut 1392 de voturi, iar in judetul Timis Alianta Electorald
UBBR, UUR, UDSCR a adunat 1335 de voturi.

2.17. Tatarii, 1990-2008

Tatarii si turcii din Romania au inceput era postcomunista impreund, printr-o organizatie comuna,
Uniunea Democrata Turcad Musulmana din Romania. insd datorita unor neintelegeri intre cele doua co-
munitati, s-a decis separarea in doua organizatii diferite. Astfel s-a format Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor
Turco-Musulmani din Romania si Uniunea Minoritara Etnica Turca din Romania, care a devenit ulterior
Uniunea Democrata Turca din Romania.*® La primele alegeri parlamentare, sursele indica doar partici-
parea acestei organizatii comune, insa potrivit paginii web a Camerei Deputatilor, ambele minoritati au
avut propriul lor deputat intre 1990 si 1992.

In ceea ce priveste minoritatea titara, aceasta a fost reprezentata in Parlament si la nivel local de o
singurd formatiune pe tot parcursul perioadei analizate, Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-Musul-
mani din Romania (UDTTMR), neexistand alte organizatii rivale. UDTTMR a candidat in 2000 si pentru
Senat, obtinand 9226 voturi (0,08%). Activitatea organizatiei este concentrata in judetul Constanta, in
alte judete neavand niciun candidat pentru consilii locale sau judetene.

45 Trebuie mentionat faptul ca UDSCR ar fi obtinut un mandat si la Socol dacé nu s-ar fi aplicat prevederea speciald a legii
67/2004, deoarece a atins pragul de 5% si ar fi avut suficiente voturi neutilizate pentru un mandat. Uniunea Sarbilor
din Romania a primit insa mandat inaintea lor.

46 Informatia provine de pe pagina web a Uniunii Democrate Turce din Roméania, www.udtr.ro. [Accesat la 28 februarie
2009].
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Tabelul 2.17.1. Tatarii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie liste de voturi % voturi |judetele |deputat |circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cu cele unde a fost ales
mai bune deputatul
rezultate
1990 | Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor n.a. n.a.” n.a. Gemil |Constanta
Turco-Musulmani din Romania Tahsin®®
1992 | Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor 2 7699 0,07% |CT(7269) |Gemil |Constanta
Turco-Musulmani din Romania B (419) Tahsin
1996 | Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor 3 6319 0,05% | CT (5436) |Saganai |Constanta
Turco-Musulmani din Romania B (710) Nusfet
TL(173)
2000 |Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor 3 10380 0,10% |CT(9812) |Sali Constanta
Turco-Musulmani din Romania B (426) Negiat
TL(142)
2004 | Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor 1 6452 0,06% |CT(5003) | Amet Constanta
Turco-Musulmani din Romania B (388) Aledin
DJ (281)
2008 | Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor 42 11868 0,17% |CT(3789) | Amet Constanta 2
Turco-Musulmani din Romania SV (958) |Aledin
VN (537)
Tabelul 2.17.2. Tatarii - rezultate consilii locale
. # localitati # localitati
anul | denumire organizatie vott.m unde au # ma'n.da.te . | unde au fost
’ obtinute K consilieri locali .
’ candidat reprezentati
1996 Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-
Musulmani din Romania 5506 13 10 10
2000 Uniunea Democratd a Tatarilor Turco-
Musulmani din Romania 4227 20 2 1
2004 Uniunea Democratd a Tatarilor Turco-
Musulmani din Romania 5589 11 3 3
2008 Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-
Musulmani din Romania 2810 9 2 2

In 1996, UDTTMR a obtinut mandate de consilier local in treisprezece localitati din judetul Constan-
ta: Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Ovidiu, Techirghiol, Ciocarlia, Cobadin, Mihail
Kogalniceanu, Valu lui Traian si 23 August. A mai candidat pentru consiliul local la Eforie si Navodari, si
pentru primarie la Mihail Kogalniceanu, fara succes.

Tn 2000 a candidat in Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Eforie, Navodari, Negru-
Voda, Ovidiu, Techirghiol, Agigea, Albesti, Amzacea, Cobadin, Cumpana, Independenta, Limanu, Mihail
Kogaélniceanu, Topraisar, Tuzla si Valu lui Traian, dar nu a reusit sa castige decat doua mandate, ambele la
Cobadin. Pentru primarii a depus candidaturi la Cobadin si la Independenta.

47 Sursele folosite pentru rezultatele alegerilor din 1990 nu indica participarea acestei formatiuni la alegeri. Vezi baza
de date Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/
database/indexElections.asp?country=ROMANIA&election=ro90cd. insd potrivit paginii web a Camerei Deputa-
tilor, UDTTMR a fost reprezentata in ciclul parlamentar 1990-1992. Vezi http://www.cdep.ro/pls/parlam/structura.

mp?idm=164&cam=2&leg=1990. [Ambele surse accesate la 28 februarie 2009].

48 Pagina web a Camerei Deputatilor incurca deputatii Uniunii Democratice a Tatarilor Turco-Musulmani din Romania
cu cei ai Uniunii Democrate Turce din Romania din primul ciclu parlamentar de dupa 1990. Potrivit www.cdep.ro,
deputatul tatarilor a fost Amet Hogea, iar cel al turcilor Tahsin Gemil. Tns& pentru urmétorul ciclu domnul Gemil este
deja corect creditat ca deputat al UDTTMR. Faptul cd Amet Hogea a reprezentat minoritatea turca intre 1990-1992 este

_ confirmat si de pagina web a UDTR. Vezi http://udtr.ro/pagini/ist_ro.htm. [Accesat la 28 februarie 2009].
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In 2004, numarul localitatilor unde a participat la alegerile locale s-a injumatatit. Acestea au
fost: Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Baneasa, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Eforie, Ovidiu, Agigea, Amza-
cea, Cobadin, Tuzla si Valu lui Traian. A castigat cate un mandat de consilier la Medgidia, Cobadin
si Valu lui Traian. In acest an, UDTTMR a avut doi candidati pentru functia de primar, la Constanta
sila Tuzla.®

Tn 2008, UDTTMR a candidat la Mangalia, Medgidia, Baneasa, Murfatlar, Ovidiu, Techirghiol,
Agigea, Cobadin si Valu lui Traian, si a obtinut reprezentare la Medgidia si Techirghiol. in 2008,
singurul candidat la primarie a concurat la Medgidia. In alte 18 localitati, reprezentantii UDTTMR
au candidat pe listele partidelor politice nationale.*® Informatii concrete avem doar despre muni-
cipiul Constanta, unde un membru UDTTMR a fost ales in consiliul local pe lista Partidului Social
Democrat.”

In Consiliul Judetean Constanta a fost prezentd doar intre 1996-2000 in perioada analizata, cu un
singur consilier. In 2008 a candidat pe listele PSD si pentru Consiliul Judetean Constanta, insa nu a primit
niciun mandat.

Tabelul 2.17.3. Tatarii — rezultate consilii judetene

voturi # consilieri

anul | denumire organizatie . . .
obtinute | judeteni

judetele unde au depus liste

Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-

1996 Constanta
Musulmani din Romania 5555 1 ’
Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-

2000 Constanta
Musulmani din Romania 4852 0 ’
Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-

2004 Constanta
Musulmani din Romania 5642 0 ’
Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-

2008 . . . e
Musulmani din Romania nu a candidat pentru consiliul judetean

2.18. Turcii, 1990-2008

Precum am mentionat la sectiunea despre minoritatea tatara, turcii si tatarii din Romania au
inceput era postcomunistd impreund, printr-o organizatie comuna denumita Uniunea Democrata
Turcd Musulmana din Romania. Dupa despartirea de tatari, turcii au infiintat Uniunea Minoritara
Etnicd Turca din Romania, care a devenit ulterior Uniunea Democrata Turca din Romania (UDTR),
organizatie care i reprezintd de atunci in Parlament. In 1990, UDTR a candidat si la Senat, obtinand
8439 de voturi (0,06%).

Spre deosebire insa de UDTTMR, UDTR a trebuit sa faca fata provocarii a doua organizatii ri-
vale la alegerile din 2004: Asociatia Etnicilor Turci si Uniunea Turcd Musulmana din Romania. in
2004, soarta mandatului minoritatii turce s-a decis la o diferenta de 319 voturi, si nici cea de-a
treia formatiune nu s-a clasat foarte departe de primele doua. La alegerile locale in schimb a
participat numai UDTR, insa rezultatele obtinute au fost destul de slabe, doar doua mandate de
consilier local in 1996.

49 Pe www.divers.ro se poate citi urmatoarea informatie: ,Mai meritd mentionat ca la alegerile locale din 2004, Uniu-
nea Democratd a Tatarilor Turco Musulmani a obtinut trei mandate de primar” (http://www.divers.ro/tatari_situa-
tia_dupa_1990_ro. [Accesat la 28 februarie 2009]. Bazele de date ale Biroului Electoral Central nu confirma aceasta
informatie. Este posibil ca membrii UDTTMR sa fi obtinut mandate de primar pe listele unor partide politice, insa acest
lucru sigur nu s-a intamplat sub sigla Uniunii.

50 ,Lansarea oficiald a candidatilor UDTTMR’, Ziua de Constanta, 24 aprilie 2008. http://www.ziuaconstanta.ro/rubrici/
politic/lansarea-oficiala-a-candidatilor-udttmr.html [Accesat la 28 februarie 2009].

51 Afirmatia este bazatd pe faptul cd numele domnului Ibraim Temur apare in stirea citata in nota precedents, si pe lista
consilierilor locali din Constanta, care se regaseste pe pagina web a acestei institutii. http://www.primaria-constanta.
ro/PrimariaConstanta/Machete/Macheta1.aspx?paginalD=9&titlulD=7&detaliulD=745. [Accesat la 28 februarie 2009].
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Tabelul 2.18.1. Turcii - rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul | denumire organizatie | liste de voturi % voturi | judetele cu deputat | circumscriptia
candidati obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost
rezultate ales deputatul
1990 |Uniunea Democrata n.a 8600 0,06% |n.a. Hogea Constanta
Turcd Musulmana din Amet®!
Romania
1992 | Uniunea Democratd 2 2572 0,02% |CT(2150) Rusid Constanta
Turca din Romania TL (419) Feuzia
1996 |Uniunea Democrata 4 4326 0,04% |CT(3423) Osman Constanta
Turca din Romania TL (473) Fedbi
BR (289)
2000 |Uniunea Democrata 7 6675 0,06% | CT (4016) Cerchez |Constanta
Turca din Romania B(1513) Metin
TL (572)
2004 |Uniunea Democrata 40 7715 0,08% |CT(2143) Ibram Constanta
Turca din Romania TL (640) lusein
VN (303)
Asociatia Etnicilor 37 7396 0,07% |CT(1712)
Turci DJ (568)
GJ (341)
Uniunea Turca 29 6517 0,06% | CT (2944)
Musulmana din DJ (504)
Romania BC (275)
2008 |Uniunea Democrata 42 9481 0,14% | CT (1626) Ibram Constanta 9
Turca din Romania NT (797) lusein
GL (437)
Tabelul 2.18.2. Turcii - rezultate consilii locale
anul | denumire organizatie voturi # localitati # mandate # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri locali | unde au fost
candidat reprezentati
1996 |Uniunea Democratd Turca din Romania 2438 11 2 2
2000 |Uniunea Democrata Turca din Romania 697 7 0 0
2004 |Uniunea Democratd Turcd din Romania a participat pe listele PSD
2008 | Uniunea Democrata Turca din Romania a participat pe listele PSD

In 1996, UDTR a depus candidaturi pentru consiliile locale in municipiul Braila si in mai multe locali-
tati din judetele Constanta si Tulcea. In judetul Constanta a participat in localitatile Constanta, Medgidia,
Techirghiol, Baneasa, Cobadin si Dobromir, iar in judetul Tulcea in municipiul resedinta de judet, la Ba-
badag, Isaccea si Macin. A reusit sa obtind cate un mandat la Medgidia si la Cobadin. Un reprezentant al
formatiunii a candidat pentru functia de primar al municipiului Constanta, fara a avea insd sanse reale.

Tn 2000, UDTR a candidat la Mangalia, Techirghiol, Valu lui Traian, Harsova, Baneasa (jud. Constanta),
in municipiul Tulcea si la Babadag (jud. Tulcea), dar nu a reusit s& obtina niciun mandat. In acest an UDTR
nu a nominalizat candidati pentru functia de primar in nicio localitate.

Incepand cu 2004, UDTR nu a participat la alegerile locale cu liste proprii, ci a incheiat un protocol
cu Partidul Social Democrat in judetul Constanta. Astfel, in 2004 si 2008, un candidat UDTR a fost ales in
Consiliul Judetean Constanta si in consiliul municipiului Constanta pe listele PSD.>

52 Vezinota48.

53 ,Osman Fedbi ramane consilier judetean si in viitoarea administratie judeteana’, Cuget Liber, 18 aprilie 2006, accesibil
la http://www.cugetliber.ro/Arhiva/aprilie2006/18/pag%2002.pdf;,Componenta Consiliului Judetean Constanta: PSD
- 20 de mandate + presedintele, PD-L - 9 mandate, PNL — 7 mandate’, Cuget Liber, 5 iunie 2008, accesibil la http://www.
cugetliber.ro/Arhiva/aprilie2006/18/pag%2002.pdf. [Accesate la 28 februarie 2009].
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Tabelul 2.18.3. Turcii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde a depus
obtinute | judeteni liste

1996 |Uniunea Democratd Turca din Romania 1384 0 Constanta, Tulcea

2000 |Uniunea Democratd Turca din Romania 274 0 Tulcea

2004 |Uniunea Democratd Turca din Romania a participat pe listele PSD

2008 |Uniunea Democrata Turca din Romania a participat pe listele PSD

2.19. Ucrainenii, 1990-2008

Comunitatea ucraineana din Romania este reprezentatd in Camera Deputatilor de Uniunea Ucraine-
nilor din Romania (UUR). Exista insd si o formatiune concurenta, Uniunea Democrata a Ucrainenilor din
Romania (UDUR), care a participat la alegerile parlamentare din 1996 si 2000, si la cele locale din 2000 si
2008. UUR este mai activa in judetele Maramures, Suceava, Timis si Tulcea, dar a participat la alegeri si in
cateva asezari din Arad, Caras-Severin, Botosani si Satu Mare. UDUR isi concentreaza activitatea mai ales

in judetele Maramures si Suceava.

Tabelul 2.19.1. Ucrainenii — rezultate Camera Deputatilor

anul |denumire organizatie |listede | voturi % voturi | judetele cu deputat circumscriptia
candidati | obtinute cele mai bune unde a fost ales
rezultate deputatul
1990 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor n.a. 16179 0,12% |n.a. Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
din Romania
1992 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor 5 7717 0,07% | MM (3892) Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
din Romania SV (1541)
TM (868)
1996 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor 6 7165 0,06% |SV (3005) Nicolaiciuc Suceava
din Romania MM (1514) Vichentie
TL (1071)
Uniunea Democrata 2 4132 0,03% |MM (3156)
a Ucrainenilor din SV (646)
Romania
2000 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor 10 9404 0,09% |MM (3162) Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
din Romania SV (1553)
TM (929)
Uniunea Democrata 7 5843 0,05% | MM (2013)
a Ucrainenilor din B (1288)
Romania SV (964)
2004 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor 10888 0,11% |MM (2176) Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
din Romania SV (1406) - decedatin
TM (976) iulie 2005
Buciuta Stefan | Maramures
—diniulie
2005
2008 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor 42 9338 0,14% | SV (1398) Buciuta Stefan | Maramures 7
din Romania MM (753)
TM (594)
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Tabelul 2.19.2. Ucrainenii — rezultate consilii locale

anul | denumire organizatie voturi #localitati |# mandate # localitati
obtinute unde au consilieri unde au fost
candidat | locali reprezentati
1996 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 2973 23 21 12
2000 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 3970*% 39 26 1
Uniunea Democratd a Ucrainenilor din Romania 781 11 6 3
2004 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 5448 53 29 20
2008 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 2049 30 1 9
Uniunea Democratd a Ucrainenilor din Romania 872 15 1 1

*1n 2000, la Timisoara, UUR a participat in Alianta Electorald UBBR-UUR-UDSCR. Alianta a obtinut 283
de voturi si nu a primit mandate de consilieri. Cifra din tabel nu include aceste voturi.

in 1996, UUR a obtinut mandate de consilier local in comuna Copacel din Caras-Severin (2), in co-
munele maramuresene Bocicoiu Mare (2), Poienile de sub Munte (4), Remeti (3), Repedea (1) si Ruscova
(2), in judetul Timis la Barna (2), Stiuca (1) si Victor Vlad Delamarina (1), iar in judetul Tulcea la Ceatalchioi
(1), Hamcearca (1) si Sfantu Gheorghe (1). n judetul Suceava nu a avut candidati, cel putin nu sub sigla
individuala a organizatiei. Dintre cei sapte candidati ai UUR pentru primarii, cel mai bun rezultat a fost
obtinut de candidatul de la Remeti (jud. Maramures), care a reusit sa intre in turul doi.

in 2000, UUR a obtinut reprezentare in comunele maramuresene Poienile de sub Munte (3), Remeti
(4), Repedea (1), Rona de Sus (2), Ruscova (5), in judetul Satu Mare la Micula (1), in judetul Suceava la Ca-
lafindesti (4), Izvoarele Sucevei (2) si Ulma (1), si in judetul Timis la Barna (2) si Stiuca (1). Desi a candidat
in sase localitati din judetul Tulcea, nu aintrat in niciunul dintre consiliile locale. Candidatii UUR au casti-
gat functia de primar la Ruscova si la Calafindesti, iar la Rona de Sus candidatul lor a intrat in turul doi.

n acelasi an formatiunea rivala, UDUR, a obtinut trei mandate la Bocicoiu Mare, unul la Ruscova, si
doua la Musenita (judetul Suceava), iar in localitatea Musenita, candidatul formatiunii pentru primarie
aintrat in turul doi.

in 2004, UUR a fost din nou singura formatiune a ucrainenilor care a participat la alegeri. A obtinut
mandate in consiliile locale din Tarnova (1), judetul Arad; Candesti (1) si Mihaileni (2), judetul Botosani;
Copacele (1), judetul Caras-Severin; Bocicoiu Mare (3), Poienile de sub Munte (1), Remeti (2), Repedea
(1), Rona de Sus (1) si Ruscova (4), judetul Maramures; Balcauti (1), Izvoarele Sucevei (2), Moldova Sulita
(1) si Ulma (1), judetul Suceava; Barna (1), Criciova (1), Darova (1), Stiuca (1) si Victor Vlad Delamarina (1),
judetul Timis; si Murighiol (2), judetul Tulcea. In acest an, candidatii pentru functia de primar ai UUR nu
au castigat niciun mandat, si nu au intrat nici in turul doi.

Din 2008 UUR are céte doi consilieri locali la Mihaileni si Remeti, si cate unul la Bocicoiu Mare, Repedea,
Rona de Sus, Ruscova, Barna, Criciova si Stiuca. In tabelul 2.19.2 se observa c§, in 2008, UUR a inregistrat
cel mai slab rezultat al sdu din perioada analizata (si probabil din istoria formatiunii). Numarul consilierilor
locali aproape cd s-a injumatatit, organizatia nu a obtinut niciun mandat in judetele Suceava si Tulcea, iar
dintre cei opt candidati pentru functia de primar, niciunul nu a reusit sa treaca de primul tur.

Performanta slaba a UUR nu se explica insa prin concurenta pe care a insemnat-o UDUR, care a
participat din nou la alegeri dupa pauza din 2004. UDUR a avut candidati pentru consiliul local la Braila,
Sighetu Marmatiei, Oncesti, Poienile de Sub Munte, Remeti, Repedea, Rona de Sus, Ruscova (jud. Mara-
mures), Brodina, Darmanesti, Moldovita si Ulma (jud. Suceava), dar nu a obtinut decat un singur man-
dat, la Ruscova.>* Reprezentantii UDUR au candidat pentru primdrie la Poienile de sub Munte, Ruscova,
Brodina si Ulma, dar niciunul nu a castigat si nici nu a intrat in turul doi.

Trebuie mentionat faptul ca UUR a candidat in 2008 la Timisoara si pentru consiliul judetean Timis
pe lista UDMR, alaturi de reprezentanti ai minoritatii sarbe, italiene si bulgare. Lista pentru consiliul ju-
detean nu a avut succes, insa la Timisoara minoritatile au obtinut doua mandate in consiliul local. Dintre
acestea, primul i-a revenit reprezentantului UDMR pe durata intregului mandat, iar sarbii, italienii, ucrai-
nenii si bulgarii vor imparti cel de-al doilea mandat prin rotatie, fiecare minoritate urmand sa aiba un
reprezentant in consiliu pentru o perioada de un an de zile.

54 La Remeti si Repedea UDUR ar fi obtinut cate un mandat dacé nu s-ar fi aplicat prevederea speciald conform careia
doar o singurd organizatie minoritard care nu a atins coeficientul electoral poate fi prezenta in consiliu.
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Tabelul 2.19.3. Ucrainenii - rezultate consilii judetene

anul | denumire organizatie voturi # consilieri judetele unde au depus
obtinute | judeteni liste

1996 |Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 9262 2| MM, TM, TL

2000 |Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Romania 5928* 0| CS, MM, SM, SV, TL
Uniunea Democratd a Ucrainenilor din Romania 2308 0| MM, SV, TL

2004 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Roménia 6815 0| CS, MM, SM, SV, TL

2008 | Uniunea Ucrainenilor din Roméania 2243 0| BT, MM, SV

2008 | Uniunea Democrata a Ucrainenilor din Romania 1009 0| MM, SV

* La rezultatul din 2000 al UUR trebuie adaugate voturile obtinute in judetul Timis de Alianta Electo-
rala UBBR, UUR, UDSCR (1335 de voturi, niciun mandat).

In ceea ce priveste consiliile judetene, UUR a obtinut doud mandate in perioada analizats, ambele in
1996, cate unul in judetele Maramures si Tulcea. Incepand cu 2000 insa, ucrainenii nu au reprezentanti
in consiliile judetene. Tn 2008 un reprezentant al UUR a candidat pentru presedintia consiliului judetean
Maramures, obtinand 1267 voturi (0,66%).

Concluzii

B in momentul de fata, noudsprezece minorititi nationale sunt reprezentate in Parlamentul Romaniei,
ceea ce plaseazd Romania pe locuri fruntase in lume din acest punct de vedere. Optsprezece dintre
aceste comunitati sunt reprezentate datorita existentei unor mandate speciale pentru minoritati acor-
date peste numarul total de mandate de deputat, iar cea de-a nouasprezecea comunitate, maghiarii,
reusesc sa intre in Parlament prin atingerea pragului electoral. Acest numar de optsprezece a fost atins
treptat intre 1990 si 2000. In 1990, aceste mandate erau de tip garantat, adica organizatiile minoritare
care nu reuseau sa atinga pragul electoral primeau automat un loc in Camera Deputatilor. Douaspre-
zece minoritdti au beneficiat de aceasta masura speciald la primele alegeri parlamentare: armenii, bul-
garii, germanii, grecii, polonezii, romii, rusii lipoveni, sarbii si carasovenii, slovacii si cehii, tatarii, turcii si
ucrainenii.

In 1992 legislatia s-a schimbat; de atunci mandatele minoritatilor nu mai sunt garantate, ci pot fi
obtinute prin atingerea unui prag simbolic de voturi. Desi reprezentarea minoritatilor nu mai este ga-
rantatd, acest prag este foarte accesibil, prin urmare prezenta minoritatilor in Parlament a rdmas practic
asigurata. In 1992, celor douasprezece minoritati li s-au alaturat italienii, in 1996 albanezii si evreii, iar in
2000 croatii, macedonenii si rutenii.

Din 2000 s-a stabilizat numarul minoritatilor reprezentate in Parlament, si nu au mai survenit modi-
ficari nici in ceea ce priveste organizatiile care detin aceste mandate. Aceasta ,inghetare” a situatiei din
anul 2000 a fost cauzata de stabilirea unor conditii de candidatura mai dificile pentru organizatiile ex-
traparlamentare inaintea alegerilor din 2004. Tratamentul diferentiat al organizatiilor din Parlament si al
celor dinafara lui este greu de justificat, si a fost criticat in repetate randuri ca un element discriminatoriu
cu consecinte negative asupra competitiei si pluralismului politic. Desigur, fragmentarea excesiva a vo-
turilor in cadrul minoritatilor a inceput sa prezinte nivele ingrijoratoare la alegerile premergatoare, si au
apdrut de asemenea organizatii cu caracter minoritar indoielnic, fenomene care trebuiau cumva contra-
carate. Cu toate acestea, modificdrile introduse sunt prea severe si avantajeazd nejustificat organizatiile
din Parlament. Din pacate, in pofida criticilor dure la adresa legii provenite din tara dar si din partea unor
foruri internationale renumite cum ar fi Comisia de la Venetia, aceste elemente discriminatorii nu au fost
eliminate, ci dimpotrivd, in 2008 au aparut chiar noi restrictii.

Deoarece optsprezece dintre minoritatile nationale beneficiaza in mod stabil de un singur mandat la
nivelul Parlamentului, o analiza a tendintelor in timp nu are sens decat pentru maghiari. in cazul acestei
minoritati asistam la o scddere lenta dar evidenta in ceea ce priveste procentul voturilor obtinute si nu-
marul parlamentarilor alesi. In cazul minoritatilor,,mici’, evolutia voturilor obtinute prezinta o tendinta
interesantd: cu cat ne indepartam mai mult de 1990, cu atat distributia voturilor obtinute de aceste
organizatii la nivelul judetelor devine mai uniforma. Formulat altfel, distributia voturilor acestor organi-
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zatii reflecta din ce in ce mai putin distributia geograficd a comunitatilor minoritare. Acest lucru este cel
mai evident in 2008, an in care minoritdtile au obtinut un rezultat procentual foarte bun, cel putin com-
parativ cu alegerile din 2004. Fenomenul se explica cel mai probabil prin cresterea numarului,voturilor
de simpatie” provenite de la persoane care nu apartin minoritatii, care sunt in acelasi timp si voturi de
protest la adresa principalelor partide politice. Ar fi interesant de vazut in ce masura succesul formatiu-
nilor minoritare se datoreaza sustinerii etniei pe care o reprezinta, si in ce masura voturilor de protest pe
care le colecteaza de la alegatorii deziluzionati de marile partide politice. Rezultatele din 2008 indica o
crestere in importanta a celui din urma fenomen, deoarece unele organizatii minoritare au obtinut mult
mai multe voturi decat numarul persoanelor care s-au declarat ca apartinand etniilor respective.

In timp ce reprezentarea la nivelul Parlamentului este stabila datoritd mandatelor speciale, prezenta
minoritatilor nationale in consiliile locale - cu unele exceptii — prezinta o evidenta tendinta descres-
catoare incepand cu anul 2000. Fenomenul este cel mai ingrijordtor in cazul minoritatilor mici cum ar
fi rusii lipoveni, sarbii, slovacii si cehii, turcii, tatarii sau ucrainenii. Probabil ca si scaderea demografica
contribuie la inrautatirea rezultatelor, insa tendinta negativa este datorata in primul rand schimbarilor
survenite in legislatia electorala. Pragurile electorale introduse progresiv in 2000 si 2004 s-au dovedit a
fi obstacole greu de trecut pentru minoritati, in special in zonele unde ponderea lor este scazuta, iar in
absenta unor masuri speciale care sa faciliteze reprezentarea minoritatilor, acestea au disparut din mul-
te consilii. Desi in 2004 s-a adoptat si la nivel local o mdsura speciala de actiune afirmativa electorala (dar
numai pentru consiliile locale, nu si pentru cele judetene), aceasta este prost conceputd, si prin urmare
nu a fost de prea mare ajutor.

Pragurile electorale au avut si un efect indirect asupra sortii organizatiilor minoritare, iar consecin-
tele acestui efect indirect par chiar mai serioase decat cele ale efectului direct. Pragurile mai ridicate nu
numai ca au redus numarul mandatelor obtinute de minoritati, dar au contribuit si la scaderea numa-
rului de partide relevante din sistemul de partide romanesc. Aceasta reducere a fractionalizarii, alaturi
de stabilizarea tiparelor competitiei electorale (volatilitate electoralda mai scazuta), este un indicator al
gradului mai inalt de institutionalizare atins de sistemul de partide romanesc. Institutionalizarea este
un lucru dezirabil, deoarece contribuie la stabilitatea politica si constituie dovada consolidarii democra-
tiei (despre conceptul de institutionalizare a sistemelor de partide vezi Mainwaring—Scully 1995). Din
pacate insa, gradul mai inalt de institutionalizare a avut un efect secundar negativ pentru organizatiile
minoritatilor.

In contextul unui sistem de partide mai bine inchegat, la nivelul consiliilor locale sansele de a obtine
resurse de la nivele mai inalte (judet, Bucuresti) sunt mult mai bune prin intermediul principalelor par-
tide politice decat prin intermediul unor organizatii care la nivelele superioare sunt nesemnificative, asa
cum este cazul organizatiilor minoritare. Prin urmare, chiar si in localitatile unde ponderea populatiei
minoritare este foarte ridicata, candidatura devine mai profitabila in culorile unuia dintre principalele
partide nationale decat sub sigla organizatiilor minoritare. Probabil ca si cooptarea unor politicieni mi-
noritari cu succes de catre partidele politice se explica prin faptul ca ambitiile politice ale acestor per-
soane pot fi satisfacute mai usor in cadrul unui partid politic major decat intr-o organizatie minoritara.
In schimb, cazul maghiarilor este diferit, datoritd prezentei lor in centru si in consiliile judetene, dar si a
legaturilor cu tara mama. Astfel, lobby-ul pentru resurse la nivel local poate fi eficient si prin intermediul
organizatiei etnice.

Tabelul 3.1. prezinta in mod sintetic rezultatele obtinute de formatiunile minoritare la alegerile lo-
cale din 2004 si 2008, si situatia minoritatilor de la recensamantul din 2002. Se poate vedea c3, la nivel
local, aproape toate minoritatile nationale sunt serios subreprezentate. Maghiarii sunt probabil in situa-
tia cea mai buna la nivel national, deoarece la numarul de mandate obtinute de formatiunile maghiare
mai trebuie adaugat un numar considerabil de consilieri independenti din localitdtile cu o pondere
foarte ridicata a populatiei maghiare. Insa tendinta este negativa si in cazul maghiarilor care locuiesc in
judetele unde ponderea lor este scazuta (Alba, Arad, Bistrita-Ndsaud, Brasov, Caras-Severin, Hunedoara,
Maramures, Sibiu, Timis).

Cifrele din tabel vorbesc despre o subreprezentare clara si in ceea ce priveste celelalte mino-
ritati, iar comparatia rezultatelor din 2004 si 2008 indica faptul ca situatia nu se imbunatateste, dim-
potriva, subreprezentarea a devenit si mai pronuntatd in 2008. Cea mai mare diferentd intre ponderea
minoritatii in populatie si prezenta reprezentantilor ei in consiliile locale se observa insa la romi. Desi
~mare”in termeni demografici, minoritatea roma se aseamdand mai degrabd minoritatilor ,mici”. Pana in
anul 2000, viata politicd a romilor a fost caracterizata de o fragmentare excesiva, cu mai mult de zece
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organizatii rivale care au participat la alegeri. incepand cu anul 2004 a supravietuit numai o singuré
formatiune (sau poate doua, deoarece Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor a participat la alegerile locale
din 2008), insd consecinta a fost scaderea numdrului mandatelor obtinute. Aceastd scadere indicd inca-
pacitatea unei singure organizatii de a acoperi toate grupurile diferite din cadrul etniei. O alta problema
a organizatiilor acestei etnii o constituie rata foarte scazutd de succes a candidaturilor, ceea ce se leaga
de o variabilitate foarte ridicata in ceea ce priveste localitatile unde candideaza, cauzata la randul ei de
incapacitatea de a dezvolta si de a mentine o retea de organizatii locale stabile.

Subreprezentarea minoritatilor la nivel local si judetean, si tendinta negativd care se manifesta in
aceasta privinta ar putea fi contracarate doar prin masuri speciale care sa faciliteze intr-adevar prezenta
minoritatilor in forurile decizionale. Din pdcate, masura existentd in legea electorala in vigoare nu este
deloc eficientd, si poate avea chiar efectul advers de a deposeda minoritatile de mandate care ar fi putut
fi castigate in cazul in care organizatiile lor ar fi fost tratate in mod identic cu partidele politice. In 2004
s-au inregistrat opt cazuri in care prevederea a ajutat minoritatile, si sase in care le-a deposedat de
mandate. in 2008 au fost patru cazuri pozitive si cinci negative. Astfel, castigul net al minoritatilor a fost
de doua mandate in 2004, iar in 2008 bilantul a fost negativ.

Desigur, si minoritatile sunt constiente de inutilitatea prevederii, prin urmare au depus un proiect de
lege pentru modificarea legii nr. 67/2004, in care au propus adoptarea unui mecanism similar celui in
vigoare la nivelul Camerei Deputatilor.> Conform proiectului de lege, organizatiile minoritatilor care nu
au obtinut mandate de consilier ar fi indreptatite la un mandat daca ar obtine un numar de voturi egal
cu 10% din numarul mediu de voturi valabil exprimate pe circumscriptie pentru alegerea unui consilier
local. insa ar fi vorba de un singur mandat, acordat impreuna pentru toate organizatiile aflate in aceasta
situatie, iar in multe cazuri intr-o localitate trdiesc mai multe minoritati. in propunere nu gasim insa de-
talii despre modalitatea in care formatiunile minoritare ar,imparti” intre ele acest singur mandat.

Cu certitudine, printr-o astfel de masura reprezentarea minoritatilor in consiliile locale ar putea fi im-
bundtatita, cel putin prin prisma numerelor. Nu s-ar rezolva insd cealalta problema care caracterizeaza
reglementarea in vigoare, si anume favorizarea unei singure organizatii minoritare, adeseori in detri-
mentul celorlalte. Mai mult, prin acest proiect se propune institutionalizarea acestei practici, iar efectul
ar fi ceva similar cu ceea ce s-a petrecut la nivelul Camerei Deputatilor dupa introducerea restrictiilor
referitoare la candidaturile organizatiilor extraparlamentare. Desigur, acordarea mai multor mandate
nu numai ca ar permite o pondere disproportional de mare minoritatilor in consilii, dar ar conduce
si la inmultirea organizatiilor care ar dori sa candideze, si chiar ar incuraja aparitia unor formatiuni cu
caracter minoritar indoielnic. Concluzia este deci ca alternativa propusa de minoritati ar ameliora intr-o
oarecare masura reprezentarea acestora, insa nu ar fi o solutie foarte fericita, deoarece ar institutionaliza
lipsa pluralismului, iar intr-o forma modificata care sa faciliteze pluralismul, ea ar deveni deficitara din
alte motive.

Asadar, la nivel local avem o reglementare nesatisfacatoare si o propunere de solutie la fel de nefe-
ricitd, ambele ingradite de logica sistemului folosit la nivelul Parlamentului, care favorizeaza nejustificat
o singura organizatie din fiecare minoritate si reduce sansele pluralismului politic. Ce ar fi de dorit? Pe
termen scurt, minimul ar fi abrogarea prevederii speciale folosite in prezent si revenirea la starea pre-
cedenta, prin care organizatiile minoritare sa fie tratate in mod identic cu partidele politice. Acest lucru
ar simplifica cel putin procedura alocdrii mandatelor, fara a aduce prea mari prejudicii minoritatilor, ar
rezolva problema discriminarii maghiarilor si ar elimina o sursa potentiala de conflict intre minoritatile
care convietuiesc in aceeasi localitate si rdman nereprezentate una din cauza celeilalte. Scoaterea din
vigoare a prevederii speciale nu ar rezolva insa problemele create de introducerea pragurilor electorale.
Prin urmare, pe termen lung sistemul romanesc de reprezentare a minoritatilor ar trebui regandit te-
meinic, atat la nivel central cat si la cel local, altfel exista riscul ca tendinta negativa care se manifesta in
reprezentarea minoritatilor sa nu se opreasca.

55 PL-x nr. 275/2008. Proiect de Lege pentru modificarea si completarea Legii nr. 67/2004 pentru alegerea autoritati-
lor administratiei publice locale. Documentele sunt disponibile la adresa: http://www.cdep.ro/pls/proiecte/upl_pck.
proiect?idp=7543 [Accesat la 15 septembrie 2008].

55



pellVl

WORKING PAPERS - 20/2009

ISPMN

=" 4

/7

%L.8'0 LGg %6¢’L 0lL98lLlL %560 [4:13 %€E6'L €068.1 %€8'E 0££0€8 q
gjoulw eyo)
%000 0 %Ll0°0> | LEL %000 0 %100 69¢€L elUBWIOY UIp JOjIUaINy € gleunind esuniun %000 [4°74 1us1ny
du du «du d'u %000 0 %100 8601 ejuewoy ulp Jojizaueq|y ebiq eliedosy %000 0zs 1Zaueq|y
e|s
, / , , BIUBWIOY UIp JO[IUSUOPSDE| elieldosy %000 LEL "l
%000 0 %L0'0> | 00€ %000 0 %100 €76 lusuopade
%000 0 %l0'0> | €lT %000 0 %100 8lLLlL elueWIOY Ulp Jojluswily eauniun %100 08/1 lusuuy
%000 0 %Ll0'0> | T6€E du ‘d'u ‘du ‘du 1I'S\y'0Y eluewoy uip Jojiual|ey| erjedosy ,
; oy .. — 7 v %¢0'0 LEee 1usifey|
du du du du %000 0 %000 1y elUBWOY UIp BUEI[E}| E91RUUNWOD
%100 € %Ll0'0> | SE€ %00'0> 4 %100 €€S #PIS|0d Wo(Q, _IUBWIOY UIp JO|IZaUOo|0d eauniun %200 L£9€ 1Zauo|od
du ‘d'u d'u d'u du ‘d'u ‘d'u ‘d'u ‘du %€0°0 048S 19JA3
%L0'0> 1 %Ll0'0> | 8LE %000 0 %¥0'0 9¢0t eluewioy ulp gus|g esuniun %€0°0 €199 12315
%100 9 %L0'0> | S6¢€ %100 9 %100 09, elueWOY uIp Joji{eol) eauniun %€0'0 9879 1ieosd
%200 8 %100 (41Nt %100 S %200 SolL eIURWOY Jeueg ulp giebjng eauniun %100 7608 ueb|ng
ejuewoy LELLT p
y ’ . , ¢ %010 1y3d 1$ 1DeAOIS
%€00 14 %¢0'0 61TC %S00 (174 %€00 810€ ulp JOJIYad IS JOJI5BAQ|S B BD3RIOOWS( BIUNIUN =8€6E+66LL1L
%100 9 %100 0colL %€0°0 LL %200 ocle eluewoy ulp Jojigies esuniun %010 815C¢C 1qJ1es
RIURWIOY UIP lURWNSNIA| ,
, , , , %L1'0 LELYT uee|
%L0'0> [4 %¢€0°0 018¢ %100 € %900 6855 -02in] Jojliele] e eleidowsd eauniun
du «du du du du du «du «du %SL0 965CS DIn|
%€0°0 4! %¢0'0 61CC %S00 ¥4 %S00 60€y eluewoy ulp 1usAodi Jojisny ealelunwo) %10 £6€9€ 1uanodi| n1$ny
%020 6L %¢S'0 1°T4% 44 %YC'0 96 %80 €LSLL elUBWOY UIp JOoJluewISD |e 1eidowa( [nwiniod %80 88009 luewsn
%10'0> L %100 /8 du d'u ‘d'u ‘d'u elUBWIOY UIpP JOjlusulRIdN B BIRIDOWSJ BAUNIUN ,
' ‘ i . %80 L6019 luauteidn
%¢€00 Ll %¢0'0 610¢ %L0°0 6C %900 8h1S eluewoy ulp Jojlusuleidn esuniun
%100 %4 %t0'0 0lL8¢g Jojlwouy ealenun niuasd eiuely ,
- - - - - %LY'T 06CSES lwoy
%050 {14 %590 13749 %LY'0 681 %520 €6769 ,edoing o14”1o|iwoy epiiied / YASYd
%LT'L 88t %€6'0 8€T6L lelyBe 1A npiited ,
! ! ’ 0 %L9'9 L08LEVL Lelybepy
%St'S 9%1¢ %SL'Y LS9Y01 %0T'9 L8vT 6 141594 eluewWOY UIp elelybely ereidows( eauniun
cooc uip
(%) (%) (%) zooZ
(%) 800C | 800 800C (%) ¥00T {114 002 1D a . |njuewesusdal
800Z 1D 002 191jezjuebio easiwinuag uj ariejndod B3 TR
d)epuely | arepuepy 1D MNJOA | epuely | epuey 1N)OA e| aueossad
MN)OA 1D UNjoA uj d19puod sewny

\

N

"~

800¢ IS #00¢ Ulp 3[ed0| 3|uab3|e k| Jojiigioulw Jojiieziuebio a|21eINZaY "L°E [nj2qelL

56



SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO - REPREZENTAREA POLITICA A MINORITATILOR NATIONALE IN ROMANIA

Bibliografie

ALIONESCU, Ciprian-Calin
2004 Parliamentary Representation of Minorities in Romania. Southeast European Politics 1 (V.) 60-75.

DUVERGER, Maurice
1951[1963] Political Parties: Their Organization and Activity in the Modern State. Methuen-Wiley, London-
New York.

GARAZ, Stela

2009 The Impact of Horizontal Concentration of Power on Ethnic Mobilization in Post-Soviet Georgia.
Unpublished paper presented at the Doctoral Seminar of the Department of Political Science, Cen-
tral European University.

HORVATH Istvan
2002 Facilitating Conflict Transformation: Implementation of the Recommendations of the OSCE High
Commissioner on National Minorities to Romania, 1993-2001. Centre for OSCE Research, Hamburg.

MAINWARING, Scott — SCULLY, Timothy
1995 Party Systems in Latin America. In: MAINWARING, Scott — SCULLY, Timothy R. (coord.): Building
Democratic Institutions: Party Systems in Latin America. Stanford University Press, Stanford, 1-34.

MEIER, Petra
2007 Who Is Who? Defining Groups Entitled to Reserved Seats in National Legislatures. Working paper,
http://www.paviagroup.be/documents/Meier.07.WholsWho.doc

OPRESCU, Dan
1999 Politici publice pentru minoritatile nationale din Romania. Sfera Politicii 66 (7) 13-18;
2001 Un pas gresit in directia cea buna. Sfera Politicii 87-88 (9) 46-56;

PITKIN, Hanna Fenichel
1967 The Concept of Representation. University of California Press, Berkeley, CA.

REYNOLDS, Andrew — REILLY, Ben - ELLIS, Andrew
2005 Electoral System Design: The New International IDEA Handbook. IDEA, Stockholm.

STAN, Valentin si col.
2004 Alegerile locale 2004. O lectie politicd. Institutul pentru Politici Publice, Bucuresti. Textul se ga-
seste la adresa: http://www.ipp.ro/altemateriale/alegeri%20locale%202004.pdf, 59-61. [Accesat la
17 septembrie 2008].

SZEKELY Istvan Gergé

2008 Reprezentarea minoritdtilor nationale la nivel local - o evaluare a legislatiei electorale romanesti pe
baza rezultatelor alegerilor locale din 2004 si 2008. Studii de Atelier. Cercetarea Minoritatilor Nationale
din Romania - Working Papers in Romanian Minority Studies, Institutul pentru Studierea Probleme-
lor Minoritatilor Nationale, Cluj-Napoca.

VENICE COMMISSION

2004 Opinion On The Law For The Election Of Local Public Administration Authorities In Romania (CDL-
AD(2004)040). http://www.venice.coe.int/docs/2004/CDL-AD(2004)040-e.asp [Accesat la 14 sep-
tembrie 2008].

57



A
"~

58

ISPMN

WORKING PAPERS - 20/2009



SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO - THE POLITICAL REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL MINORITIES IN ROMANIA

THE POLITICAL REPRESENTATION OF
NATIONAL MINORITIES IN ROMANIA

Introduction

B Effective participation in political decision-making, especially in areas which affect them directly, is
one of the essential rights of persons belonging to national minorities. This principle has been declared
in the most important international treaty concerning minorities, the Framework Convention for the Pro-
tection of National Minorities." Ratified by Romania as well, the treaty encourages states to create the
conditions for the effective participation of minorities in politics.

The importance of effective participation has also been emphasized by the OSCE High Commissioner
on National Minorities, upon whose request The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of
National Minorities in Public Life? were elaborated in 1999. These recommendations proposed that states
adopt electoral systems that facilitate minority representation both at the level of central government
and at regional and local levels.® In some cases, facilitating the presence of minorities in elected bodies
may require the adoption of special institutional arrangements.

The fact that today no less than nineteen national minorities are represented in the Romanian Cham-
ber of Deputies places the country in top positions worldwide in this respect. Although the minorities
in Romania (with a few exceptions) are represented at the local level too, this issue has been given con-
siderably less attention. The aim of this chapter is to present and evaluate the political representation
of the national minorities in Romania between 1990 and 2008, on both national and local level. With re-
gard to the local and the county level, the present study is probably the first attempt to analyze the phe-
nomenon in a systematic manner, with special emphasis on the under-representation of minorities.

The ‘quality of representation’is a concept with multiple meanings. In her seminal study about the
concept of representation, Hanna Pitkin distinguished between two senses of the term (see Pitkin 1967).
Accordingly, ‘to represent’ can refer to being present in someone else’s place (standing for), but also to
acting for someone else or in someone else’s interest. The first sense of the concept refers to a strictly
descriptive representation, where the criterion for evaluation is the resemblance between the represen-
tatives and the represented along characteristics like gender, ethnicity, religion, race, etc. In this sense,
the actions or deeds of the representative have little importance. Conversely, the second type lays em-
phasis not on the characteristics of the representatives, but on their actions. The question is whether the
representatives really act in the interest of those whom they represent. Therefore, the second sense of
the notion requires more substantive criteria for evaluating the quality of political representation than
the mere resemblance between the representatives and their constituency.

For instance, if the population is composed of 52% women and also includes a 10% ethnic minority,
from the descriptive point of view political representation is adequate if more than half of the MPs are
women and one tenth of the legislature consists of persons belonging to the ethnic minority. From the
perspective of interest representation however, these groups may be inappropriately represented even

1 The full text of the Framework Convention can be found at: http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.
htm [last accessed 17 September 2008].

2 The full text of the Lund Recommendations can be found at: http://www.osce.org/documents/hcnm/1999/09/2698_
en.pdf [last accessed 17 September 2008].

3 Recommendations 9-11.
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if the above-mentioned percentages obtain in the legislature, should none of the minority’s represen-
tatives deal with the problems of the community. On the other hand, it is possible that the minority’s
interests are adequately represented even if there are no MPs belonging to the community, as there can
be legislators who act for the interests of the community despite not being its members. From the point
of view of representation as acting for someone, the percentage of women or of persons belonging to
the ethnic minority in Parliament is not relevant, what is crucial is that the members of Parliament take
into consideration the interests of women and of the minority.

The representation of national minorities in the sense of acting for their interests is quite difficult
to study, because it requires an in-depth analysis of the representatives’ legislative behavior (especially
of the minorities’ representatives, but not only theirs). However, in the literature one can sometimes
encounter the following solution for circumventing this difficulty: when the aim is to assess descriptive
representation, all the minority MPs are taken into consideration, irrespective of their organizational be-
longing; conversely, when the aim is to evaluate the quality of representation in the sense of acting for
someone’s interests, only the representatives elected through the minorities’ own parties or organiza-
tions are considered (see Garaz 2009). While this is a convenient solution, it is imperfect. This approach is
based on the assumption that all the representatives elected by organizations which define themselves
as minoritarian do indeed act in the interest of their communities, while the persons elected as mem-
bers of non-ethnic political parties (or as independents) act primarily on other interests, irrespective of
their ethnic belonging. Because this assumption is not necessarily true, using the electoral results of
the minorities’ organizations as an indicator for the quality of the representation of minority interests
may not be the best practice. Nevertheless, it often remains the only available proxy, and it will also be
employed in the present study.

Therefore, it needs to be emphasized from the very beginning that in this paper the expression
"the political representation of national minorities” denotes representation through the minorities’ own
organizations, and not the more general phenomenon of persons belonging to certain minorities be-
ing elected to various types of public office. Unfortunately, because of general lack of data, an in-depth
analysis that would also explore the alternative ways of minority representation (through national polit-
ical parties or by independent candidates belonging to minorities) is not possible. Although | will high-
light some examples for these alternative ways where data is available, the analysis of this phenomenon
is far from being complete or exhaustive.

Even when election results indicate the non-participation of minorities’ organizations or their incapac-
ity to obtain seats, it is very likely that members of national minorities will be present in various elected
functions, especially in localities where the percentage of a given minority in the population is high. As
a consequence, the figures presented in this study underestimate to a certain extent the number of per-
sons belonging to the minorities who have been elected into various types of public office. These figures
should be read as referring to the results of the minorities’own organizations that participated at the elec-
tions, and not to the number of persons of a certain ethnicity who were elected to office.

The paper is structured in two main parts: in the first part | present the evolution of the Romanian
electoral legislation since 1990, emphasizing the elements which have had an important impact on
minorities. Then, in the second part, | review the results obtained by the national minorities’ organi-
zations in the parliamentary and local elections. Two aspects of the legislation will be analyzed: the
conditions of entry into the system (including the requirements for submitting candidatures and the
electoral thresholds) and the existence of special electoral measures aimed exclusively at facilitating the
presence of minorities in the elected bodies.

We will see that entering the system has become increasingly difficult. Both the electoral thresholds
and the conditions of running for office have become increasingly restrictive. These changes were im-
plemented because of the need to counter the excessive fragmentation of the Romanian party system,
but also because of the interest of political parties to consolidate their positions by making it more and
more difficult for new formations to enter the system. While these changes had an obviously negative
effect on the minorities, a special electoral rule was introduced at the level of local councils in 2004, as
an attempt to compensate for it. Unfortunately, this special rule proved to be unable to enhance the
political participation of minorities; moreover, because of its limited applicability and its bad design, it
seems to have caused more harm than good.

While the representation of minorities in the Romanian Parliament has been stable since 1990 (due
to the existence of special, reserved seats), the electoral results presented in the second part of the study
reveal a considerable under-representation of the minorities on local level (with a few exceptions). Over
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time, the trend is unfavorable for most communities, and the negative effects of the changes in legisla-
tion are clearly visible. The introduction of electoral thresholds has decreased the number of seats won
by minorities, the most spectacular consequence being the disappearance of the smaller minorities from
the county councils after 2000. Starting from 2004, the conditions for submitting candidatures have been
severely restricted. This has led to a significant attenuation of political competition within the minorities
at all levels, and in some cases the organizations represented in the Parliament have been able to secure
a complete political monopoly over the communities they claim to represent. However, beyond the me-
chanical effects of these changes in the electoral system, the more difficult conditions of entry seem to
have had psychological effects too?, that is, they decreased the attractiveness of minority organizations
(at least on the local level) for both candidates and voters. The vote given to these small organizations can
be more easily wasted under harder entry conditions, and running for office under the label of minority
organizations becomes more risky than running on the slates of national political parties. Moreover, due
to the consolidation of the Romanian party system (which is signaled primarily by the decrease in the ef-
fective number of political parties), holding office as a representative of a minority organization seems to
provide access to significantly fewer resources from upper levels of government, in comparison to sitting
as a member of mainstream political parties. Because of these evolutions, some minority organizations
started to lose ground even in localities where the percentage of the minority population is high; at the
same time, some minority politicians were co-opted by the (mainstream) political parties.

The conclusion of the study is that the high electoral thresholds, the artificial reduction of political
competition by limiting candidatures, the ill-conceived special electoral rule and the higher level of
institutionalization of the Romanian party system have all contributed to an unlucky constellation for
the organizations of national minorities. Therefore, the system of national minority representation in
Romania should be thoroughly reconsidered.

1. The evolution of Romanian legislation
regarding the minorities’ representation

B As we have noted in the introduction, the following elements of the electoral legislation are important
from the perspective of the national minorities’ representation: the electoral threshold, the conditions for
submitting candidatures, and the existence or lack of special measures designed to facilitate minority rep-
resentation in the elected bodies. The electoral threshold and the candidature requirements have had a
similar evolution in the case of both the parliamentary and the local elections. However, with regard to the
special provisions for electoral affirmative action, one has witnessed a delay of nearly a decade and a half
between the parliamentary and the local level. While the minorities have had special seats in the Chamber
of Deputies since 1990, at the level of the local councils the first provision designed to facilitate minority
presence was introduced in 2004. In what follows | will overview the evolution of these elements between
1990 and 2008, starting with the Chamber of Deputies, and then turning to local councils.

1.1. The legislation at the level of Parliament
Given the conditions provided for minority organizations to obtain seats in the Chamber of Depu-

ties, the Romanian electoral legislation in effect after 1990 can be considered rather generous with
regard to national minorities.> A provision for electoral affirmative action for minorities came into force

4 The mechanical and psychological consequences of electoral systems were first described by Duverger Maurice (see
Duverger 1951/1963).

5 The official term used in legislative documents is “organizations of citizens belonging to national minorities”. As us-
ing this phrase repeatedly throughout the study would be rather dull, in what follows | will use either of the follow-
ing terms: “organizations of minorities” or “minority organizations”. | am aware that the official formulation reflects a
certain conception about minority rights, while the grammatically simpler terms may remind of other conceptions.
Therefore, | wish to emphasize that the simplifications were only employed for the sake of the fluency of the text.
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already by Decree-law no. 92 from 1990.° The 4™ article of the decree stipulated that “organizations rep-
resenting national minorities registered at the time of adoption of the decree currently in force, that do
not receive the number of votes required to obtain, according to paragraph 1, a seat in the Chamber of
Deputies, have the right to representation by one deputy in the Chamber”. Thus, the minority organiza-
tions represented in the Provisional National Unity Council (Consiliul Provizoriu de Uniune Nationalg,
CPUN) were guaranteed a deputy seat even if they did not succeed in gathering the same necessary num-
ber of votes as the other electoral competitors. This is remarkable, especially considering that the electoral
system was very proportional: there was no explicit electoral threshold, entering Parliament depended
only on reaching the implicit threshold (i.e. the quota obtained by dividing the number of valid votes by
the number of available seats). In 1990 obtaining a seat in the Chamber of Deputies was possible by gath-
ering 0.26% of the valid votes (1/387), while in the case of a Senate seat 0.85% (1/118) was needed.

Beside these favorable conditions for parliamentary representation, the deputies of the minorities
were allowed to establish their own parliamentary group, which is a significant advantage if compared
to the situation in which they would have to activate as independent MPs.

The right to parliamentary representation was enshrined in article 59 of the Romanian Constitution
adopted in 1991:

+Organizations of citizens belonging to national minorities, which fail to obtain the
number of votes for representation in Parliament, have the right to one deputy
seat each, under the terms of the electoral law. Citizens of a national minority are
entitled to be represented by one organization only.”

The conditions for exercising this constitutional right were elaborated in the electoral law adopted
in 1992.7 Although the basic principles of the electoral system from 1990 (i.e. the seat allocation for-
mula) were kept, some very important amendments were introduced concerning the national minori-
ties. First, an explicit threshold of 3% was introduced, which was unreachable for most of them.2 In 2000
the threshold was raised to 5% °; this latter change, however, did not affect the minorities, as the “small”
minorities ones had no chance to reach even the 3%, while the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in
Romania (hereinafter DAHR) was able to pass the higher threshold as well. Thus, the chances of the
minorities (except for the Hungarians) would have been severely reduced, had the special provision
concerning minority seats been eliminated. Fortunately, the provision of electoral affirmative action for
minorities has been kept, although in a modified form. The law stipulated that:

“Legally constituted organizations of citizens belonging to national minorities, which
in the elections have not obtained at least one deputy or senator’s seat shall have the
right to a deputy seat in accordance with the 2" paragraph of article 59 in the Consti-
tution, provided that they have obtained throughout the country at least five percent
of the average number of valid votes necessary for the election of one deputy."™®

This means that the special seats for the minorities were no longer reserved seats after 1992, as the
minority organizations had to pass a symbolic threshold. Between 1992 and 2000, electing a deputy
required passing a threshold of 5% of the average number of valid votes required for the election of
one deputy at the national level."" In 2004 this alternative threshold for electing a minority deputy was
raised to 10%, yet this can still be easily passed. Until 2004, the seat obtained by a minority organization
was allocated to the county where the electoral list of the organization gathered the most votes, while
from 2008 it is allocated to the single-member district where the candidate of the minority organization
has obtained the most votes.

6 Decree-Law no. 92/ 14 March 1990 on the election of the Parliament and of the President of Romania (Official Journal
no. 35/ 18.03.1990).

7 Lawno.68/15.07.1992 on the Election to the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate (Official Journalno. 164 / 16.07.1992).

8 The 3% electoral threshold referred to political parties. Another percent had to be added for each member in the case
of electoral coalitions, up until 8% (Law no. 62 / 1992, article 91).

9 Governmental emergency ordinance no. 129 /2000 (published in the Official Journal no. 315 / 05.07.2000).

10 Law no.62 /1992, 1st paragraph of article 4.

11 See Law no.62 /1992, article 4, Law no. 373 / 2004, article 4, or 3rd and 4th paragraphs of article 47 from the new law.
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An important modification was introduced in 2000. By derogation from the general rule, minority
organizations were allowed to submit the same list of candidates in more electoral districts of the coun-
try.”? Due to these changes the minorities got a chance to gather votes even in counties where there is
no significant minority community, and where even submitting a list of candidates would have been
difficult for them. This principle is maintained in the new electoral system adopted in 2008, although in a
slightly different form, adapted to the logic of the new voting system which employs single-member dis-
tricts: minority organizations can propose the same candidate in all single-member districts.” As a conse-
quence, in 2008 every minority organization fielded only one candidate for the Chamber of Deputies.

Although these special provisions in the electoral law have created favorable conditions for the rep-
resentation of national minorities, it needs to be emphasized that the system does not automatically
guarantee the election of a minority representative. Even if the threshold is a symbolic one, there have
been cases when none of the organizations of a certain minority succeeded in passing it. For instance,
the Union of Croatians in Romania (Uniunea Croatilor din Romania, UCR) obtained 219 votes in 1992
and 486 votes in 1996; in both cases this was not enough for a seat. Similarly, the General Union of the
Associations of Ethnic Hutuls in Romania (Uniunea Generala a Asociatiilor Etniei Hutule din Romania,
UGAEHR) received 646 votes in 1996 and 1225 votes in 2000, but obtained no parliamentary representa-
tion."* In the 1992 elections, 1327 votes were needed for a minority organization to pass the 5% thresh-
old, in 1996 — 1494 votes, while in 2000 — 1273 votes. Thus, it can be concluded that, starting from 1992,
the special seats for the minorities in the Romanian electoral system are no longer guaranteed seats or
reserved seats, because minority representation depends on the electoral result.'

There is one more interesting aspect in the Romanian electoral legislation that might have conse-
quences regarding the representation of minorities. Together with the introduction of the single-mem-
ber districts in 2008, an alternative threshold was introduced as well (beside the one expressed in per-
centages). Accordingly, a party can receive parliamentary seats in spite of not reaching the 5% thresh-
old if its candidates finish in the first position in at least six single-member districts in the case of the
Chamber of Deputies and in three single-member districts for the Senate (concomitantly).'® Although at
first sight the alternative threshold has nothing to do with the minorities, DAHR was the only formation
which could have gained benefit from it. The large parties do not need such provisions, as reaching the
5% threshold poses no problems for them, while the small parties (like the Greater Romania Party or the
Christian Democratic Party of the New Generation) are unable to profit from it, because their electorate
is not sufficiently concentrated geographically. Due to this fact, the alternative threshold was referred to
as the“lex DAHR"", since its sole reason seemed to be saving DAHR from falling out of Parliamentin case
it did not pass the 5% threshold.” In the end however, DAHR reached the percentage threshold, so there
was no need to make use of the alternative threshold in the 2008 parliamentary elections.

The reserved seats and the alternative threshold of 3+6 single-member districts clearly facilitate
minority participation in politics. Unfortunately, Romanian legislation also contains restrictive elements

12 Governmental emergency ordinance no. 165 from 13 October 2000 (Official Journal no. 514 / 19.10.2000).

13 However, it needs to be emphasized that the minorities can propose the same candidate in districts belonging to
different counties only if they propose only one candidate at national level, i.e. in all single-member districts. See Law
no. 35/13.03.2008 on the election of the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate and on the amendment of the Law no.
67/2004 on the election of local public administrative authorities and of Law no. 393/2004 on the status of local rep-
resentatives, published in the Official Journal no. 196 / 13 March 2008 (11th paragraph of article 9).

14 As a consequence, the Hutuls are not listed among the 19 minorities with parliamentary representation even today.

15 The literature often refers to reserved seats and guaranteed seats as synonymous. For instance, in its manual about
electoral systems, the International IDEA organization defines reserved seats as seats where criteria like ethnicity, lan-
guage, religion, or gender constitute a condition for being a candidate or being elected. (see Reynolds et alii 2005:
181). Other authors draw attention to the fact that seats can be considered reserved only if the representation of a
group is guaranteed irrespective of the electoral result (Meier, Petra 2007: 3). It is obvious that minorities in Romania
do not get represented in Parliament irrespective of their electoral results.

16 Law no. 35/ 13.03.2008, article 47, amended by the 68th paragraph of article 1 from the Governmental emergency
ordinance no. 97 / 2008 (published in Official Journal no. 630 / 29 August 2008).

17 See http://itthon.transindex.ro/?cikk=7772. [Last accessed 2 March 2009].

18 It needs to be mentioned that DAHR wished that the alternative threshold consist of winning only two Senate districts
and four deputy districts. However, the amendment proposed was rejected. See the article “Romania’s Chamber of
Deputies on Tuesday maintained the electoral threshold at 5% or six deputy and three senator districts” in Mediafax,
4 April 2008 (http://www.mediafax.ro/politic/deputatii-au-mentinut-pragul-electoral-de-5-sau-sase-mandate-de-
deputat-si-trei-de-senator.html|?1687,2431906) [last accessed April 22, 2009].
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concerning the minorities; the most important one relates to candidature requirements. In 2004 an ex-
tremely severe differentiation has been introduced between minorities represented in Parliament (more
precisely in the Council of National Minorities) and minorities not represented therein, the latter having
to meet much more difficult conditions in order to run for office. The differentiation first appeared in
Law no. 67/2004 on the election of local public administrative authorities'®; however, the formulation
was also pasted word by word into Law no. 373/2004 on the election of the Chamber of Deputies and of
the Senate?’, and even completed with further restrictions in Law no. 35/2008.

According to the modification, organizations belonging to minorities represented in the Council of
National Minorities can participate in the elections automatically, without being required to fulfill other
conditions. The organizations without parliamentary representation, however, can put forward candi-
datures only if they present to the Central Electoral Bureau a list of members that includes a number of
signatures equal to at least 15% of the total number of citizens who declared themselves as belonging
to the respective minority at the last census.”’ Moreover, if the number of members needed to meet
this requirement exceeds 25.000 persons, the members’list must include persons residing in at least 15
counties and Bucharest Municipality, but not less than 300 signatures for each of those counties and
Bucharest Municipality.?

This article stirred great controversy, as it was criticized not only by the disadvantaged organi-
zations, but also by political scientists and democracy promoting NGOs. The requirement for 25.000
signatures in the case of “large” minorities received the most attention, because this prevented the
(Hungarian) opponents of DAHR from participating in the local elections in 2004. However, it was not
only Hungarians that this requirement brought disadvantages to. As a matter of fact, no minority or-
ganizations other than those represented in Parliament were able to submit candidatures. In a study
about the local elections in 2004, the Institute for Public Policy (Institutul pentru Politici Publice, IPP)
emphasized that the article adopted at the initiative of Mr. Varujan Pambuccian (the leader of the
minorities’ parliamentary group) represented the crowning of the efforts made by the minority orga-
nizations with parliamentary representation to obtain political monopoly over the communities which
they represented. The IPP analysts concluded that the provision was discriminatory and unconstitu-
tional (see Stan et alii 2004).

On its turn, the Venice Commission formulated a severe critique (See Venice Commission 2004,
in particular the 42nd - 45th, 48th and 54th paragraphs) by emphasizing that these restrictions “may
amount to a violation of the obligation of Romania, laid down in article 4, paragraph 1 of the Framework
Convention, to guarantee to persons belonging to national minorities the right of equality before the
law and of equal protection of the law.” Further, the Commission warned that the requirements may
“also block political competition within one and the same national minority, in violation of the principle
of pluralistic democracy’, and that they represent an attempt to hinder from above the development
of political alternatives. The specialists of the Commission drew attention to the fact that the excessive
fragmentation of political alternatives needs to be counteracted by the mechanism which converts the
votes into seats (i.e. by the electoral system), and not by restricting the right to candidate. The Com-
mission also warned that the requirement to submit a list including at least 15% of the members of a
minority implied that a high number of persons were compelled to declare their political preferences,
which might lead to certain forms of pressure to do so. In short, the Commission concluded that these
provisions of the electoral law are so severe that they can be considered almost prohibitive and exclu-
sionary with regard to certain minority organizations.

In spite of these recommendations, the discriminatory provisions are in force even today. Moreover, ac-
cording to a new requirement added by Law no. 35/2008, a minority organization without parliamentary
representation that wishes to participate in the elections must function as an organization of public utility.®
According to Law no. 246/2005%, in order to gain this status, an organization has to submit a request

19 Official Journal no. 271 / 29 March 2004.

20 Official Journal no. 887 / 29 September 2004.

21 Law no. 67 /2004, 3rd paragraph of article 7.

22 Law no. 67 / 2004, 4th paragraph of article 7.

23 Law no. 35/ 2008, 3rd paragraph of article 9.

24 Law no. 246/ 18.07.2005 on approving Government Ordinance 26 / 2000 about associations and foundations (Official
Journal no. 656 / 25 July 2005).
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addressed to the General Secretariat of the Government. The status of public utility is awarded through
governmental decree to non-governmental organizations that meet the following four conditions:

a) the activity of the organization is performed for the common good or in the interest of the
community, as the case may be;

b) it has been operating for no less than 3 years and has achieved at least a part of its estab-
lished goals;

) it submits a report demonstrating significant previous activity, by way of performing certain
programs or projects specific to its scope of activity, together with the annual financial bal-
ance and income/expenditures budget for the 3 previous years before the date of submit-
ting the request for recognition of the public utility status;

d) the value of its patrimony in each of the previous 3 years was at least equal to the value of its
patrimony at the moment of establishment.?

It is obvious that the new requirement for submitting candidatures has made participation in the
elections even more difficult for some minority organizations, especially for the newly established ones,
as the public utility status can be gained only after at least three years of activity. An organization may
be exempted from conditions a) and b) only if it came into being by the merger of two or more organiza-
tions; however, these previously existing organizations should comply with the rest of the conditions.®

As a consequence of these restrictions concerning candidatures, in 2004 the only organizations
which submitted candidatures in the local elections were those with parliamentary representation.
In the parliamentary elections organized in the same year more political formations participated, but
still, their number was significantly lower than in the previous national elections. In 2008 only two or-
ganizations without parliamentary representation managed to submit their candidatures for the local
elections: the Alliance for the Unity of the Roma (Alianta pentru Unitatea Rromilor) and the Hungarian
Civic Party (Partidul Civic Maghiar). At the parliamentary elections held in the same year, again only the
organizations represented in Parliament were able to run.

Thus, the number of minority organizations participating in the elections has been drastically re-
duced in comparison to the period preceding the 2004 local election. Of course, before 2000, the fact
that many rival organizations were functioning within a single minority caused an excessive fragmenta-
tion of votes. Moreover, due to the lack of a mechanism that could filter out the organizations which
described themselves as belonging to a minority despite having no connections to the community, the
door stood wide open for abuses and ethno-business. Nevertheless, the restrictions were too drastic,
and their consequence was the freezing of the situation in Parliament since 2000: 18 national minorities
(apart from Hungarians) have been represented since 2000, moreover, no changes have occurred ever
since regarding the organizations holding the special seats.

1.2.The legislation concerning local elections

While the existence of special seats in the Chamber of Deputies is a well-known fact and has been
subject to several analyses and commentaries (see, for exemple, Oprescu 1999, 2001; Horvath 2002;
Alionescu 2004), minority representation in Romania at the local level has been pretty much neglected
so far. As the provisions concerning the candidature requirements presented for the national elections
are valid to the same extent for the local elections too, | will present only the evolution of the electoral
threshold and the special provisions meant to facilitate minority representation in local councils.

The first local elections in post-communist Romania were organized in 1992, in line with the election
procedure established by Law no 70/1991.2” Accordingly, a proportional electoral system has been ad-
opted where the seats are distributed in two stages. In the first stage, an electoral coefficient is computed,
corresponding with the quota of the valid votes divided by the number of seats available in the council.
In this stage each competitor gains as many seats as many times it reached the quota. In the second stage

25 Law no. 246/ 2005, article 38-39.
26 Law no. 246 /2005, article 38.
27 Law no.70/26.11.1991 on local elections (published in Official Journal no. 239 / 28 November 1991).
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the remaining seats are allocated in the descending order of the unused votes of each competitor (i.e.
those below the electoral coefficient and those remaining in surplus above the coefficient).

In Law no. 71/1991, the only reference to national minorities was contained in article 105. Accord-
ingly, the legally established organizations of national minorities were treated in a similar fashion as the
mainstream political parties. The article was meant to allow for minority organizations to participate in
the elections in spite of the fact that they were not registered as political parties, but as associations or
alliances. At the same time, article 6 of the law allowed only political parties (or their alliances) and inde-
pendent candidates to put forward candidatures, while civil society organizations were excluded from
participation. Because there were no other provisions concerning minority organizations, they could
win council seats under the same conditions as political parties would. There was no electoral affirma-
tive action provided by the law, therefore the success of minority organizations depended primarily on
reaching the electoral threshold.

In the 1992 and 1996 elections no explicit electoral threshold was applied, thus the electoral coef-
ficient was established by dividing the total number of the valid votes by the total number of council-
ors’ seats from the electoral district.?® The electoral threshold introduced before the 2000 elections was
equal to either 5% if the electoral coefficient was above the 5% limit or to the electoral coefficient if
the latter was below the 5% limit.* The coefficient was calculated in the same manner as before 1992.
Practically, in local councils consisting of more than 20 members and in all county councils (consisting
of at least 37 members until 2000), this meant that the 5% threshold was not applied, as the electoral
coefficient was below 5%. Thus, the threshold had the following values: 1/21=4.76% in cases where the
local council consisted of 21 members, 4.35% in cases where the local council had 23 members, etc. A
seat in a county council consisting of 45 members required obtaining 2.22% of the votes (1/45=2.22%),
while in the General Council of Bucharest Municipality 1.54% of the votes were sufficient for gaining
representation (1/65=1.54%).

In 2004 the electoral threshold was established to 5% irrespective of the value of the electoral coef-
ficient.*® The calculation of the latter has also changed, as only the votes cast for competitors reaching
the threshold were taken into consideration. In localities where the proportion of minority population
is small, the chances for minority organizations to obtain seats have decreased significantly because of
this progressive modification of the electoral threshold.

Another significant change concerns the independent candidates, who may receive seats only if
they obtain a number of votes at least equal to the electoral coefficient. As a consequence, since 2004 it
is much more difficult for independent candidates to be elected.*

When the 5% threshold was established, a special provision was also introduced into Law no.
67/2004, perhaps with the intention to counterbalance the negative effects of the threshold on the
minorities. Through this special rule, electoral affirmative action for national minorities appeared in the
local elections too. The provision, however, is completely different from the one applied at the level
of the Chamber of Deputies, and, as we will see, its effects are not satisfactory at all. However, before
presenting the special provision concerning minority organizations, it is necessary to explain the func-
tioning of the electoral system used in local elections in general, otherwise the special regulation will be
difficult to understand. For an easier interpretation of the technical aspects of the electoral system, the
seat allocation algorithms for political parties (and their alliances), and for national minority organiza-
tions respectively are represented graphically in Figures 1 and 2 below.

28 Law no. 70/ 1991, article 66.

29 Governmental Emergency Ordinance no. 28 / 2000. (Official Journal no. 153 / 13.04.2000), article I, paragraph (7).

30 In the case of political alliances or electoral alliances, 2% shall be added to the 5 % threshold for the second member
of the alliance, and 1% for its third member (Law no. 67 / 2004, 1st paragraph of article 1).

31 Law no. 67 / 2004, 3rd paragraph of article 92. In the republished version of the law in the Official Journal no.333 /17
May 2007 it was renumbered article 96.
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Figure 1. Seat allocation algorithm for political parties, electoral or political alliances
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Figure 2. Seat allocation algorithm for organizations of citizens belonging to national minorities
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According to the law, seats in the council shall be allocated only among those competitors who have
passed the electoral threshold (established according to the type of each competitor: party, electoral
alliance, etc.). After establishing which competitors passed the threshold, the electoral coefficient is
calculated by dividing the total number of valid votes cast for the competitors that have passed the
electoral threshold by the total number of the council seats from the respective constituency.

In the first stage, each party, alliance, or minority organization obtains as many seats as many times they
have reached the coefficient, while the independent candidates receive a seat only if they have reached the
coefficient. The votes remaining above the electoral coefficient, as well as those below the electoral coefficient
are considered unused, except for the independent candidates, whose votes under or above the coefficient
are wasted. In the second stage, the remaining seats are allocated to the parties and electoral alliances accord-
ing to the descending order of their unused votes. It is at this moment of the seat allocation process that the
special provision concerning the minority organizations comes into effect. According to the special rule:

»In the event that none of the organizations of the citizens belonging to national
minorities, other than the Hungarian one, has obtained at least one seat, a coun-
cilor's seat shall be assigned from among the ones left from the first stage to the
organization having reached the election threshold and having obtained the high-
est number of valid votes of all those organizations.”?

As a consequence, the affirmative action guaranteed by the electoral law can be applied only in
those cases when none of the minority organizations has reached the electoral coefficient, but at least
one organization has passed the 5% threshold. The minority organizations reaching the coefficient will
receive the same treatment as the political parties and electoral alliances, i.e. they will receive as many
seats as many times the coefficient has been reached and will participate in the second stage on the
basis of their unused votes.® As it may be noticed in Figures 1 and 2, the upper part of the algorithm for
parties and minority organizations is identical, while the special provision can be applied only if none of
the minority organizations has won seats in the first stage.

The practical effect of the special provision is that the first minority organization that gathered a
number of votes between the 5% threshold and the electoral coefficient is pushed automatically to the
first position of the list onto which the competitors would otherwise be included in descending order of
their unused votes. This list will be used for the allocation of seats in the second stage of the process. As
a consequence, the political parties or their alliances will receive seats in the second stage only after a
minority organization has been allocated a seat. But if there are more minority organizations with votes
between the 5% threshold and the electoral coefficient, only the first one will receive a seat, while the
others will be automatically excluded from the allocation process.

Therefore we can state that the law does not lack good intention towards the minorities. Yet, it can
be noticed even without a detailed analysis that the applicability of the provision is very limited, as it
may only be applied:

o forasingle formation (the one that obtained the largest number of votes);

o ifitdoes not represent the Hungarian minority;

o if the number of its votes is between the 5% electoral threshold value and the electoral coef-
ficient (which may be a very narrow interval depending on the number of councilors; if the
council consists of more than 20 members the electoral coefficient cannot be higher than the
threshold);

o if no other national minority organizations (again, except Hungarians) have obtained council
seats yet.

Beyond the limited applicability, the provision could be really helpful for minorities only if the minority
organization concerned (the one propelled to the first position of the list) has not been able to obtain the
seat on its own. This means that the minority organization would have had insufficient unused votes to
“catch”the last seat allocated in the second stage. Going back to the visual representation of the allocation
algorithm, the provision can help only the organizations passing through the point marked with the aster-

32 Law no. 67 /2004, 4th paragraph of article 96.
33 Seealso the technical standards for the distribution of councilor’s mandates established by Decision no.74 /15.05.2008
of the Central Electoral Bureau, published in Official Journal no. 384 / 21 May 2008.
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isk (*) in Figure 2. For organizations passing through the point marked with plus (+) itis indifferent whether
they jump to the first position on the list or remain in a lower position that is still good enough for a seat.

Since the provision is applied only if no other minority organizations have obtained seats yet, an-
other significant point of the algorithm has to be highlighted - the one marked with exclamation sign (!)
in Figure 2. Due to the special provision, even an organization that would have enough unused votes
for a council seat under the algorithm presented in Figure 1 (if it were treated as a party) cannot be sure
of getting represented, because getting a seat also depends on the electoral performance of the other
minority organizations. If another minority (other than the Hungarians) has already received a seat, the
second minority organization will remain unrepresented; moreover, its seat may even be given to a
political party which has received fewer votes.

Therefore, the utility of the provision depends on the answer to the following question: how often
do situations such as those marked with the asterisk and the exclamation sign occur in practice? How
often do minority organizations obtain seats indeed due to the special provision, and how often do they
lose seats because of being treated differently from the political parties? The answer is unfortunately
disappointing. By recalculating the distribution process of the mandates in each locality where a minor-
ity organization obtained seats only in the second allocation stage, | have found that that seats obtained
truly on account of this provision were insignificant in number: only eight seats out of the 382 obtained
by the minorities in 2004, and only four out of the 351 in 2008. Beyond its limited applicability, however,
the fact that the provision may deprive minorities from mandates which they would have obtained on
the basis of their unused votes, had they been treated like political parties, there is an even more seri-
ous problem. In 2004 six such cases were identified, and in 2008 five. Thus, in 2004 the net gain of the
minorities was two seats, while in 2008 the balance was negative (see Székely 2008).

Furthermore, we cannot ignore the fact that this measure of affirmative action does not apply for the
Hungarian minority. This restriction of scope is hardly justifiable: what we have here amounts to an obvi-
ous case of discrimination. Such a differentiation between minorities cannot be justified by the fact that
Hungarians are the largest minority in Romania and that they have an organization (DAHR) capable of en-
tering Parliament by passing the 5% threshold without needing the special seats reserved for minorities.
As the report of the Venice Commission emphasizes, representation in the local administration must not
depend on parliamentary representation (see Venice Commission 2004). A significant part of the Hungar-
ian minority lives in localities where their proportion is small** - in this regard they are not different from
the other minorities. However, there is also some good news in the negative general picture: the special
provision can be applied for the other minorities regardless of whether a Hungarian organization has al-
ready obtained seats in the first stage; otherwise, the chances of small minorities to obtain representation
would be considerably reduced in localities where there is a significant number of Hungarians.

2. The representation of national minorities
on parliamentary and local levels -
the results obtained by minorities between 1990 and 2008

M In the second part of this study | will present the results obtained by all 19 national minorities from Ro-
mania at the parliamentary and the local elections organized until 2008, as well as at the elections for the
European Parliament held in 2007. As no data is available about the local elections in 1992, | will only inves-
tigate the period between 1996 and 2008. Similarly, in the case of the 1990 parliamentary elections, | have
information about the distribution of votes only at the national level; therefore | cannot indicate the coun-
ties or localities where certain minorities obtained better or weaker results. With regard to local elections, |

34 According to the census from 2002, the following figures obtain: 3.5% of Hungarians live in localities where their pro-
portion is below 5%; 10.89% live in localities where their proportion is below 10%; and 17.02% live in localities where
their proportion is below 15%. It can be noticed that even those in the first category are more numerous than some of
the “small” minorities. Source: My own calculation based on data published by Arpad Varga E. and available at: http://
www.kia.hu/konyvtar/erdely/erd2002.htm [last accessed 14 September 2008].
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will present the results obtained by each minority concerning the election of mayors, local councilors, and
county councilors. | shall also provide data about the election of county council presidents in 2008, as in
this year they were elected by direct vote. The data concerning the elections held between 1992 and 2008
have been published by the Central Electoral Bureau (on CD-ROM and DVD-ROM), while those about the
parliamentary elections organized in 1990 were taken from the website of the project Political Transforma-
tion and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe.® Data about the parliamentary representatives of
the minorities are available on the website of the Chamber of Deputies (www.cdep.ro).

2.1. Albanians, 1996-2008

Organizations representing the Albanian minority first participated in elections in 1996. Since then at
least one Albanian organization has participated in every parliamentary election. However, the political
activities of Albanian organizations on the local level have been more reduced, as no Albanian organiza-
tion has succeeded in gaining representation in local or county councils yet. Albanian organizations have
never had candidates for mayor’s offices; in 2004 they only had candidates for local councils, while in 2008
they did not participate in the local elections at all. Only in the 2000 elections could we witness the par-
ticipation of multiple competing organizations: the League of Albanians of Romania (LAR) defeated the
Albanian Cultural Union of Romania (UCAR) in the race for the seat in the Chamber of Deputies.

Table 2.1.1. Albanians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of # of lists of Votes Votes % | Counties Deputy name Constituency
organization | candidates | obtained with the best where he/she
submitted results was elected
1996 | Albanian 17 8722 0.07% DJ (1729), | Oana Manolescu Dolj
Cultural Union BC(1168),
of Romania B (1128)
2000 |League of 36 10543 0.10% B (1240), Oana Manolescu Bucharest
Albanians of MS (970),
Romania SV (726)
Albanian 29 7798 0.07% B (737),
Cultural Union CJ (668),
of Romania CT (562),
2004 |League of 42 5011 0.05% | PH(597), Oana Manolescu Prahova
Albanians of B (444),
Romania SV (339)
2008 |League of 42 8972 0.13% SV (916), Oana Manolescu Suceava 5
Albanians of QT (560),
Romania IS (525)

Table 2.1.2. Albanians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities #oflocal | # of localities
obtained where councilors where

they had elected represented

candidates in the council
1996 Albanian Cultural Union of Romania 609 3 0 0
2000 Albanian Cultural Union of Romania 611 8 0 0
2004 League of Albanians of Romania 1098 4 0 0

2008 Did not participate in local elections

35 http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/indexElections.asp?country=ROMANIA&election=ro90cd [last accessed 1 March
2009].
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In 1996 the Albanian Cultural Union of Romania fielded candidates for the local councils of the
2nd, 3rd and 5th district of Bucharest, while in 2000 for districts 1-5, as well as the municipalities of
Braila, Constanta, and Birca (Dolj county). In 2004 the League of Albanians of Romania had candidates
in Constanta and Targu Jiu, as well as in the 4" and 5% district of Bucharest. The Albanian organizations
fielded candidates for the county councils only in 1996 and 2000 (in both cases for the General Council
of Bucharest Municipality).

Table 2.1.3. Albanians - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where
obtained councilors candidates were fielded
elected
1996 | Albanian Cultural Union of Romania 454 0 Bucharest
2000 | Albanian Cultural Union of Romania 434 0 Bucharest
2004 |Did not field candidates for the county councils
2008 | Did not participate in local elections

2.2. Armenians, 1990-2008

The Armenians have been present in the Chamber of Deputies since the first parliamentary cycle (af-
ter the fall of communism). They have been represented by a single organization, the Armenian Union
of Romania (hereinafter UAR). UAR has never obtained any offices at the local or county level, and its
participation in local elections was not continuous. In 1996 UAR only had candidates for the General
Council of Bucharest Municipality, while in 2000 it did not participate at all in the local elections. In 2004
UAR fielded candidates for two county councils (in Bacdu and Constanta counties) and for five local
councils (in Bacau, Brasov, Cluj and Constanta municipalities, and Dumbraveni town from Sibiu county).
In 2008 they had candidates in two localities only, namely Bacau and Gherla (Cluj county). In Gherla UAR
also ran for the mayor’s office, while in Bacdu it also submitted a list for the county council.

Table 2.2.1. Armenians - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of # of lists of Votes Votes % | Counties | Deputy name Constituency
organization candidates | obtained with the where he/she was
submitted best results elected
1990 | Armenian Union n.a. 399 <0.01% | n.a. Vosganian Bucharest
of Romania Varujan
1992 | Armenian Union 17 7145 0.07% IS (1214) Vosganian Bucharest
of Romania B (1196) Varujan
CT (473)
1996 | Armenian Union 11 11543 0.09% B (2132) Pambuccian Bucharest
of Romania SV (1973) Varujan
GL (1488)
2000 | Armenian Union 20 21302 0.20% CT (4268) | Pambuccian Constanta
of Romania PH (3185) Varujan
B (1893)
2004 | Armenian Union 42 B (725), Pambuccian Bucharest
of Romania IS (694), Varujan
9810 0.10% CT (499)
2008 | Armenian Union 42 13829 0.20% B (1924) Pambuccian Arges 5
of Romania IS (911) Varujan
SV (817)
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Table 2.2.2. Armenians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities | # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors where
they had elected represented in
candidates the council

1996 | Did not field candidates for the local councils

2000 | Did not participate in local elections

2004 | Armenian Union of Romania 1118 0 0

2008 Armenian Union of Romania 213 0 0

Table 2.2.3. Armenians - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates

obtained councilors were fielded

elected

1996 | Armenian Union of Romania 745 0 1 (Bucharest)

2000 | Did not participate in local elections

2004 | Armenian Union of Romania 2450 0 2 (Bacau, Constanta)

2008 | Armenian Union of Romania 507 0 1 (Bacau)

It needs to be mentioned that after being the representative of the Armenian minority in the Cham-
ber of Deputies for six years (1990-1996), Mr. Varujan Vosganian continued his political career in various
political parties. In 1996 he was elected on the list of the Alternative for Romania Party (Partidul Alter-
nativa Romaniei), while in the 2004 and 2008 elections he ran as a member of the National Liberal Party
(Partidului National Liberal). Between 2004 and 2008 Mr. Vosganian was the Minister of Economy and
Commerce and later the Minister of Finance in the cabinet of Calin Popescu-Tariceanu.

2.3. Bulgarians, 1990-2008

Within the Bulgarian community from Romania there has been a fierce battle for the deputy seat
between the Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania (Uniunea Bulgara din Banat - Romania, hereinafter
UBBR), an organization active mostly in the region of Banat, and the “Bratstvo” Community of Bulgar-
ians in Romania (Comunitatea,Bratstvo” a Bulgarilor din Romania), whose activities concentrated in the
southern counties of the country. Both organizations held the deputy seat for at least one parliamentary
cycle; however, since 2000 UBBR has always won the battle. Beside these two competing organizations
there have been three other formations which also claimed the representation of the Bulgarian com-
munity: the Bulgarian Cultural Association of Romania (Asociatia Culturald Bulgara din Romania), the
Bulgarian Union from Romania (Uniunea Bulgara din Romania) and the Union of “Pavlichean” Bulgarians
from Romania (Uniunea Bulgarilor Pavlicheni din Romania).

Table 2.3.1. Bulgarians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization #oflistsof | Votes | Votes% | Counties |Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained with the best where he/she
submitted results was elected
1990 |Bulgarian Union of n.a. 3451 0.03% n.a. Ivanciov Timis
Banat, Bulgarian Cultural Carol Matei
Association from
Bucharest

1992 | Bulgarian Union of Banat 2 1906 0.02% T™ (1564) Ilvanciov Timis
-Romania AR (322) Carol Matei
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Year Name of organization #oflistsof | Votes | Votes% | Counties |Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained with the best where he/she
submitted results was elected
1996 | “Bratstvo” Community of 9 5359 0.04% DB (2416) Rotaru Dambovita
Bulgarians in Romania CT(1014) Dumitru
B (435)
Bulgarian Union of Banat 6 4115 0.03% TM (1506)
—-Romania AR (844)
B (931)
2000 |Bulgarian Union of Banat 38 T™ (2152), Mirciov Timis
-Romania B (1487), Petru
20085 0.19% CS (1936)
Bulgarian Cultural 15 NT (3087),
Association of Romania B (810),
8092 0.07% AR (584),
“Bratstvo” Community of 15 5923 0.05% PH (1151),
Bulgarians in Romania TM (1093),
DJ (1032)
Union of “Pavlichean” 1 497 <0.01% | AR (497)
Bulgarians from Romania
2004 |Bulgarian Union of Banat 41 15283 0.15% | TM(4643), | Mircovici Timis
—Romania PH (730), Niculae
MS (587)
Bulgarian Cultural 41 6240 0.06% B (553),
Association of Romania BT (468),
DB (392)
“Bratstvo” Community of 42 4065 0.04% | TM(545),
Bulgarians in Romania B (203),
GJ (158)
2008 |Bulgarian Union of Banat 42 14039 0.14% TM (2463), Mircovici Timis 5
-Romania NT (1256), Niculae
SV (868)
Table 2.3.2. Bulgarians - local council election results
Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors | where represented
they had elected in the council
candidates
1996 | Bulgarian Union of Banat — Romania 1422 6 5 3
“Bratstvo” Community of Bulgarians in 802 6 1 1
Romania
2000 | Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania? 893 4 4 1
“Bratstvo” Community of Bulgarians in 1109 1 5 3
Romania
“Bratstvo” Community of Bulgarians 54 1 0 1
in Romania, Idinstvu Association from
Timisoara
Bulgarian Union from Romania 218 1 2 1
2004 | Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania 1645 7 5 2
2008 | Bulgarian Union of Banat — Romania® 1152 4 8 3

2 In Timisoara UBBR participated as member of an electoral alliance consisting of UBBR, UUR, and
UDSCR. The alliance obtained 283 votes which were not sufficient for a councilor’s seat.
bIn Timisoara UBBR candidates were included on the list of the DAHR.
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The political competition on local level was less fierce due to the fact that the two organizations
activated in different areas of the country (which nevertheless overlapped to a certain degree). UBBR
fielded candidates mainly in Timis and Arad counties, while the Bratstvo organization - in Dambovita,
Dolj, lIfov, Teleorman, and Timis counties.

In 1996 UBBR won seats in the councils of three localities from Timis county: Denta (1 seat), Sanni-
colau Mare (1 seat), and Dudestii Vechi (3 seats); in 2000 they only entered the council in Dudestii Vechi
(4 seats). In 2004 they kept these seats and managed to gain representation in Denta again. At present
(after the 2008 elections) UBBR has seats in three localities: Dudestii Vechi (6), Denta (1), and Vinga, from
Arad county (1).

On their turn, Bratstvo won in 1996 a single councilor’s seat in Magurele locality (Ilfov county); then,
in 2000, they got two seats both in Bdleni (Dambovita county) and Izvoarele (Teleorman county), and
one seat in Dudestii Vechi, the locality dominated by the rival organization UBBR.

In 2000 a third organization, the Bulgarian Union from Romania won two local councilor seats in
Denta locality from Timis county.

In the 2004 and 2008 local elections, UBBR was the only Bulgarian organization taking part. At both
elections, UBBR managed to improve its results. In 2004 it gained four seats in Dudestii Vechi and one in
Denta, while in 2008 - six seats in Dudestii Vechi and one in both Denta and Vinga localities.

Though the candidate for mayor of UBBR entered the second round in Dudestii Vechi both in 1996
and 2000, he was not elected in the end. UBBR finally won the mayor’s office in this locality in 2004 and
managed to keep it in the 2008 elections. The rest of the Bulgarian organizations have never won any
mayor’s seat.

Table 2.3.3. Bulgarians — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county | Counties where candidates were
obtained councilors fielded
elected
1996 |Bulgarian Union of Banat — Romania 2146 0 Arad, Timis
1996 ”Bratst\{o” Community of Bulgarians in 985 0 Calirasi
Romania
2000 |Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania In electoral alliances, 0 seats*
2000 ”Bratst\{o” Community of Bulgarians in 968 0 Dambovita, lifov, Bucharest
Romania ’
“Bratstvo” Community of Bulgarians
2000 |in Romania, Idinstvu Association from 726 0 Timis
Timisoara
2000 |Bulgarian Union from Romania They didn’t put forward candidates
2004 | Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania 2927 | 0 | Timis, Bucharest
2008 |Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania On the DAHR list of candidates, 0 seats

* In 2000 UBBR ran for the Timis county council as member of the electoral alliance consisting of
UBBR, UUR and UDSCR. The alliance obtained 1335 votes which were not sufficient for a seat.

In 2008, members of UBBR were included on the DAHR list for the Timisoara Local Council and the
Timis County Council (together with the representatives of the Union of Serbians in Romania, the As-
sociation of Italians in Romania and the Union of Ukrainians in Romania). Although they failed at the
county level, the multiethnic list won two seats in the Timisoara Local Council: one belongs to the DAHR
for the entire duration of the mandate, while the other will be rotated between the Serbians, Italians,
Ukrainians and Bulgarians, i.e. each minority will have its own councilor for one year.
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2.4. Croatians (Krashovani), 2000-2008

After the fall of communism, the Croatians and Serbians from Romania have established a com-
mon organization, the Democratic Union of Serbians and Krashovani of Romania (Uniunea Democratica
a Sarbilor si Carasovenilor din Romania, hereafter UDSCSR).*¢ However, after Croatia won its indepen-
dence, the Croatians in Romania attempted to obtain representation independently from the Serbians.
The Union of Croatians in Romania (Uniunea Croatilor din Romania, hereafter UCR) was formed before
the 1992 parliamentary elections; however, it could not obtain sufficient votes for a seat in the Chamber
of Deputies.

After another failed attempt in 1996, UCR finally passed the threshold in 2000. Taking into consider-
ation that most Croatians live in Caras-Severin county, it must be emphasized that UCR only put forward
a list of candidates here in 2000 (see table 2.4.1). This means that the organization had not obtained
votes in the localities with Croatian population (Carasova and Lupac) neither in 1992, nor in 1996; the
Croatians from these two localities had cast their votes most probably for UDSCSR. In 2000 UCR could
already rely on the communities from Caras-Severin; however, dissensions also appeared within the
minority, as in 2000 two other organizations participated in the elections too: the Democratic Union of
Croatians in Romania (Uniunea Democratica a Croatilor din Romania, hereafter UDCR) and the Demo-
cratic League of the Croatians in Romania (Liga Democrata a Croatilor din Romania). It is interesting to
note that the only list of candidates submitted by the latter organization was in a county, where, accord-
ing to the 2002 census, no Croatians live: Salaj.>”

Table 2.4.1. Croatians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of # of lists of Votes Votes % Counties Deputy name | Constituency
organization candidates | obtained with the best where he/she
submitted results was elected
1992 | Union of Croatians 1 219 <0.01 TM (219)
in Romania
1996 | Union of Croatians 3 486 <0.01 TM (324)
in Romania AR (102)
MH (60)
2000 | Union of Croatians 12 11084 0.10% B (2121) Radan Mihai | Caras-Severin
in Romania CS (1523)
BV (1180)
Democratic Union 1 2059 0.02% CS (2059)
of Croatians in
Romania
Democratic League 1 1329 0.01% SJ(1329)
of the Croatians in
Romania
2004 | Union of Croatians 42 10331 0.10% CS(1327) Radan Mihai Bucharest
in Romania B (796)
SV (587)
Democratic Union 28 7769 0.07% CS(1823)
of Croatians in DJ (551)
Romania GJ (494)
2008 | Union of Croatians 42 9047 0.13% CS (700) Radan Mihai | Caras-Severin
in Romania BT (534) 4
NT (479)

36 | will use the UDSCSR abbreviation for the Democratic Union of Serbs and Krashovani of Romania; the UDSCR abbre-
viation is presently used by the Democratic Union of Slovaks and Czechs in Romania.
37 http://nepszamlalas.adatbank.transindex.ro/?pg=9&id=7 [last accessed 2 March 2009].
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Table 2.4.2. Croatians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors where
they had elected represented in
candidates the council

1996 | Union of Croatians in Romania 1067 11 2 2

2000 | Union of Croatians in Romania 473 2 6 1

2000 | Democratic Union of Croatians in Romania 196 1 2 1

2004 | Union of Croatians in Romania 760 5 6 2

2008 | Union of Croatians in Romania 395 3 6 3

At the local level UCR obtained five seats in each election between 1996 and 2004 in the locality
Carasova (Caras-Severin county), but now, following the 2008 elections, it only has three councilors
there. In the other locality populated by Croatians, Lupac, UCR had won six seats in 1996, but in 2000
they did not even participate. Then, in 2004, they obtained a single seat, while in 2008 they received
two. Since 2008 the organization also has a councilor in Doclin locality (Caras-Severin county). Between
1996 and 2000 they held the mayor’s office in both Carasova and Lupac; however, since then, their
candidates have not even entered the second round of the mayoral elections. Apart from the already
mentioned localities, UCR put forward candidates in Recas (Timis county) twice and in Resita (2004),
without success however.

UDCR only participated in the 2000 local elections and only in Lupac locality, where it obtained two
councilor’s seats, while their candidate for the mayor’s office got into the second round, but lost in the
end. It seems that the disputes between UCR and UDCR also had a territorial basis, as UCR had support
in Carasova, while UDCR in Lupac. None of the Croatian organizations has been represented in county
councils.

Table 2.4.3. Croatians - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where
obtained councilors | candidates were fielded
elected

1996 | Union of Croatians in Romania 1311 0 Carag-Severin
2000 | Union of Croatians in Romania in coalition® 0 Carags-Severin
2000 | Democratic Union of Croatians in Romania Did not field candidates for county councils

2004 | Union of Croatians in Romania 826 | 0 | Carag-Severin
2008 | Union of Croatians in Romania Did not field candidates for county councils

2In 2000 the Electoral Alliance of FDGR, DAHR, UCR, and UDSCR at the Level of Caras-Severin County
received 1392 votes but obtained no seats.

2.5.Jews, 1996-2008

The Jews from Romania participated in elections with their umbrella organization called the Federa-
tion of Jewish Communities in Romania (Federatia Comunitatilor Evreiesti din Romania, hereafter FCER).
The organization has been present in the Chamber of Deputies since 1996, but on the local level they
only put forward candidates in lasi Municipality, where they obtained one councilor’s seat in 1996. The
FCER has never had county councilors and has never fielded candidates for mayor’s office. Moreover, the
organization did not participate in the last two local elections.
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Table 2.5.1. Jews — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of # of lists of Votes Votes % | Counties with | Deputyname | Constituency
organization | candidates | obtained the best results where he/she
submitted was elected
1996 | Federation 13 12746 0.10% B (5058) Marian Dorin Bucharest
of Jewish IS (1334)
Communities TM (1066)
in Romania
2000 | Federation 16 12629 0.12% B (3415) Marian Dorin Bucharest
of Jewish TM (975)
Communities BV (911)
in Romania
2004 Federation 21 8449 0.08% B (1903) Vainer Aurel Bucharest
of Jewish BR (609)
Communities BT (462)
in Romania
2008 | Federation 42 22393 0.33% NT (2610) Vainer Aurel Neamt 6
of Jewish B (1897)
Communities IS (1639)
in Romania VS (1502)
Table 2.5.2. Jews - local council election results
Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors where
they had elected represented in
candidates the council
1996 Federation of Jewish Communities 1624 1 1 1
in Romania
2000 Federation of Jewish Communities 237 1 0 0
in Romania
2004 Federation of Jewish Communities | Did not participate in local elections
in Romania
2008 Federation of Jewish Communities | Did not participate in local elections
in Romania

Table 2.5.3. Jews — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where
obtained councilors candidates were fielded
elected
1996 | Federation of Jewish Communities in Romania 446 0 Bucuresti
2000 | Federation of Jewish Communities in Romania | Did not field candidates for county councils
2004 | Federation of Jewish Communities in Romania | Did not participate in local elections
2008 | Federation of Jewish Communities in Romania | Did not participate in local elections

2.6. Germans, 1990-2008

The Democratic Forum of the Germans in Romania (Forumul Democrat al Germanilor din Romania,
hereafter FDGR) is the only organization which has been representing the Germans from Romania both
in Parliament and in the local or county councils. In 1990 the Democratic Forum managed to obtain a
deputy seat by gathering the votes necessary to pass the implicit threshold, and not because of the
special provision of reserved seats. In the same year FDGR fielded candidates for the Senate too, but
they only got 19105 votes (0.14%), which was not sufficient to receive a seat.
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On local level FDGR did not obtain remarkable results until 2000, when Mr. Klaus Werner Johannis
won the mayor’s office in Sibiu (Hermannstadt). A spectacular rise followed after this success, as FDGR
received more votes than the number of the ethnic German population from Romania, and, due to the
several tens of thousands of votes from Sibiu Municipality and other localities in Sibiu county, FDGR has
become the only minority organization from Romania whose majority of supporters do not belong to
the minority.

Table 2.6.1. Germans — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of # of lists of Votes |[Votes% | Counties Deputy name Constituency
organization candidates | obtained with the best where he/she
submitted results was elected
1990 | Democratic Forum n.a. 38738* | 0.28% n.a. Brandsch Ingmar Sibiu
of the Germans in
Romania
1992 | Democratic Forum 13 34685 0.32% | SB(8423) Wittstock Sibiu
of the Germans in TM (5935) Eberhard-
Romania BV (3944) Wolfgang
1996 | Democratic Forum 15 23888 0.20% | TM (4620) Briick Werner Timis
of the Germans in BV (4069) Horst until
Romania SB (3652) December 1997
Wittstock Sibiu
Eberhard-
Wolfgang from
December 1997
2000 | Democratic Forum 16 40844 0.38% | SB(19821) Wittstock Sibiu
of the Germans in TM (6151) Eberhard-
Romania BV (2531) Wolfgang
2004 | Democratic Forum 17 36116 0.35% | SB(22264) | GantOvidiu Victor Sibiu
of the Germans in TM (2730)
Romania BV (1751)
2008 | Democratic Forum 42 23190 0.34% | SB(5689) | GantOvidiu Victor Sibiu 1
of the Germans in TM (1760)
Romania BV (1240)

* Seat obtained by gathering the votes necessary to pass the implicit electoral threshold and not
because of the special provision of reserved seats.

Table 2.6.2. Germans - local council election results

Year Name of Votes # of localities # of local # of localities # of
organization obtained where councilors where councils with FDGR
they had elected represented in majority
candidates the council
1996° FDGR 23586 79 90 40 5
2000 FDGR 23289 70 78 27 3
2004 FDGR 77573 74 96 31 3
2008" FDGR 44626 53 79 22 4

2The results from 1996 do not include 279 votes and 2 seats from Buzias (Timis county) obtained by the
electoral alliance of the Liberal Party ‘93 and the Democratic Forum of the Germans in Romania.

PFDGR lost one councilor’s seat in 2008 in Valea Viilor locality (Sibiu County) because of the special
provision in Law 67/2004, as the Social Democratic Roma Party had already obtained a seat in the
council.

The localities where the FDGR has been represented are too numerous to be listed here; only the

localities where the Forum obtained the most important results will be discussed. The majority of the
localities where FDGR has proved strong over the years are located in Satu Mare county (villages with

79



>>X<< | SPM N WORKING PAPERS - 20/2009

Swabian population) and Sibiu county (Saxon localities). Before the rise of Mr. Johannis, most of the
FDGR seats had been obtained in the Swabian villages from Satu Mare county (in 1996 58 seats out of
90 and in 2000 61 seats out of 78). After 2000, the distribution of seats became more even: in 2004 the
German minority had 49 seats in Satu Mare county and 35 seats in Sibiu county, while in 2008 the num-
bers were 40 and 28 respectively.

Interestingly enough, in Satu Mare county FDGR proved to be successful only at the level of local
councils. In table 2.6.1. it can be noticed that Satu Mare is not among the first counties with respect
to votes obtained by FDGR in the parliamentary elections. Moreover, during the period analyzed here,
FDGR did not even field candidates for the Satu Mare county council. The explanation lies in the fact that
the majority of the German population from this region is Hungarian-speaking, and the political compe-
tition in these localities is fought between FDGR and DAHR. However, for the county council and at the
parliamentary elections a significant part of the Swabian population casts its votes for the DAHR.

Between 1996 and 2000 FDGR had absolute majority in the following local councils from Satu Mare
county: Beltiug, Foieni, Petresti, Turulung, and Urziceni. However, they gradually lost their influence in
all of these villages: in 2000 they gained majority only in the Foieni, Petresti, and Urziceni local councils,
in 2004 - only in Ciumesti and Petresti, while in 2008 they lost the majority of seats in these two councils
as well. The loss in 2008 was probably caused by the appearance of the Hungarian Civic Party which has,
to a certain extent, taken over the role of “alternative to DAHR”".

Regarding mayor’s offices, between 1996 and 2000 FDGR had five mayors in Satu Mare county (in
Beltiug, Foieni, Petresti, Turulung, and Urziceni) and the FDGR candidate entered the second round in
Moftin. In the 2000 elections the Germans kept all these positions, except for the one in Turulung. In
2004 the FDGR candidates won the mayor’s office in Ciumesti, Foieni, Petresti, and Tiream localities,
while in 2008 - in Beltiug, Ciumesti, Foieni, Petresti, Tiream, and Urziceni localities (and they entered the
second round in Sanislau).

Table 2.6.3. Germans - mayor election results

Year Name of # of localities where they | # of mayor’s | # of candidates in the second round
organization had candidates seats (not elected)

1996 FDGR 7 5 1

2000 FDGR 16 5 1

2004 FDGR 22 9 0

2008 FDGR 15 10 1

While the election results in Satu Mare county show a descending tendency, in Sibiu county FDGR
results have improved, with a peak in 2004. While in 1996 only one representative of the German com-
munity was elected to the town council, in 2000 the number increased to six, and Mr. Klaus Johannis
won the mayor’s office in the second round of the elections. With this success, FDGR suddenly became
a very important player in politics in Sibiu county. Since his first victory Johannis was re-elected twice,
with overwhelming support (he obtained 73621 votes — 88.70% — in 2004 and 50107 votes — 83.26% — in
2008), and FDGR won absolute majority in the town council (16 out of 23 seats in 2004, and 14 out of
23in 2008). In 2004 FDGR also obtained the presidency of the Sibiu county council, and Mr. Martin Bot-
tesch was re-elected to this function in 2008, by direct vote (49019 votes, 28.87%). In 2004, as if through
diffusion or imitation, German mayors were also elected in other urban settlements from Sibiu county:
Medias Municipality and Cisnadie town. In 2008, both mayors were re-elected; however, the mayor of
Medias, Mr. Daniel Thellmann, ran this time not as member of FDGR, but under the label of the Demo-
cratic Liberal Party.® Thus FDGR lost the mayor’s office in Medias, but their candidate won in Avrig town
for the first time.

Beside these two counties, FDGR has been winning seats in various localities from Arad, Brasov,
Bihor, Caras-Severin, Mures, and Timis counties. One more outstanding election result has to be men-
tioned here, from a small village in Caras-Severin county called Brebu Nou, where the FDGR has had the
mayor’s office since 2004 and an absolute majority in the council since 2008.

38 ,Thellmann a declansat razboiul Johannis-PDL" in Sibianul, 19 April 2008. http://www.sibianulonline.ro/ultima-ora/
thellmann-a-declansat-razboiul-johannis-pdI-2568496 [last accessed 22 April 2009].
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In Timis county FDGR participated in the 2008 local elections as a member of the electoral coalition
called “Alliance for Timis” and involving the National Liberal Party (PNL) and the Christian Democratic
National Peasants’ Party (PNT-CD) as well. As a result FDGR obtained a local councilor’s seat in Timisoara
Municipality and the village of Biled.**

Table 2.6.4. Germans - county council election results

Year Name of organization | Votes obtained # of county Counties where candidates were
councilors elected fielded

1996 FDGR 18568 4 AR, BV, CS, MS, SB, TM

2000° FDGR 21882 4 AR, BV, MM, SB, TM

2004 FDGR 76843 11 AR, BC, BN, BV, CT. IS, MM, SB, TM

2008° FDGR 46872 9 AR, BN, BV, MM, SB

2 Does not include 1392 votes obtained in Caras-Severin county by the common list of the DAHR,
FGDR, UCR, and UDSCR.

b Does not include the results from Timis county, where FDGR participated as a member of the "Al-
liance for Timis” coalition, which also involved the National Liberal Party (PNL) and the Christian
Democratic National Peasants’ Party (PNT-CD).

FDGR also had county councilors during the whole period analyzed; the distribution of these seats
however, has changed a lot since 2000. In 1996 the Democratic Forum had a councilor in each of the
following counties: Arad, Brasov, Sibiu, and Timis. In 2000 it lost the councilor seats in these counties, ex-
cept for Sibiu, where it even managed to increase the number of seats to four. In 2004 FDGR won eleven
seats in the Sibiu county council, and in 2008 nine. In 2008 the organization also fielded candidates for
the presidency of other county councils, but without success. In Arad county the FDGR candidate ob-
tained 1719 votes, (0.9%), and in Brasov county 4258 votes (1.90%). However, they managed to keep the
presidency of Sibiu County Council, which they have held since 2004.

2.7. Greeks, 1990-2008

The Greeks have had a member in the Chamber of Deputies of Romania ever since the first parliamentary
cycle after the fall of communism. The main organization of the Greek minority is the Hellenic Union of Romania;
however, the names and areas of activity of the other Greek organizations participating in the elections indicate

a very strong rivalry among the organizations from the various counties with regard to the deputy seat.

Table 2.7.1. Greeks — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Organization # of lists of Votes |Votes % | Countieswith | Deputy name | Constituency where
name candidates | obtained the best results he/she was elected
1990 | Hellenic Union of n.a. 4932 0.04% n.a. Nicolau Anton Prahova
Romania
1992 | Hellenic Union of 13 9134 0.08% | PH (1724) Nicolau Anton Prahova
Romania B (797)
BV (759)
1996 | Hellenic Union of 11 8463 0.07% | 1S(2602) Gazi Gherasim lasi
Romania GL (1821)
B (1440)
Hellenic Union of 1 1509 0.01% | PH(1509)
Romania - Hellenic
Community
Prahova

39 Data from the website of Timis County Council, http://www.cjtimis.ro/uploads/files/Primarii/Lista%20alesi%20locali_
iunie_2008.pdf [last accessed 2 March 2009].
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Year Organization # of lists of Votes |Votes % | Countieswith | Deputy name | Constituency where
name candidates | obtained the best results he/she was elected
2000 | Hellenic Union of 36 15007 0.14% | B(1138) Fotopolos Bucharest
Romania BC (965) Sotiris
NT (909)
Hellenic 5 2072 0.02% IS (862)
Community lasi SV (687)
VS (314)
Hellenic 5 1992 0.02% PH (948)
Community B (526)
Prahova BV (204)
Hellenic Union 1 449 <0.01% | CT (449)
ELPIS Constanta
2004 | Hellenic Union of 42 7161 0.07% | B(750), Fotopolos Bucharest
Romania GL (361), Sotiris —
BR (333), deceased in
NT (333) August 2008
Zisopol Dragos Bucharest
Gabriel - since
August 2008
2008 | Hellenic Union of 42 8875 0.13% | PH(749) Zisopol Galati 6
Romania B (568) Dragos
IS (563) Gabriel
Table 2.7.2. Greeks - local council election results
Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
Year obtained where councilors where
they had elected represented in
candidates the council
1996 Hellenic Union of Romania 1338 3 0 0
2000 Hellenic Union of Romania 84 1 1 1
Hellenic Community Constanta 342 1 0 0
Hellenic Community Galati 329 1 0 0
Hellenic Community lasi 251 1 0 0
2004 Hellenic Union of Romania 4036 17 0 0
2008 Hellenic Union of Romania 318 3 1 1

The Hellenic Union of Romania has won two local councilor’s seats during the period under analysis,

in Izvoarele village, Tulcea county (2000) and in Zanesti village, Neamt county (2008).

In 1996 the Hellenic Union put forward candidates in the following municipalities: Brasov, Brdila, and
lasi. Then, in 2004, they fielded the most candidates, in a total of 17 localities: Bucharest, Pitesti, Curtea
de Arges, Mioveni (Arges county), Targoviste, Craiova, Calafat (Dolj county), Galati, lasi, Snagov (llfov
county), Roman (Neamt county), and Izvoarele (Tulcea county). In 2008 the Hellenic Union only ran in
Neamt county, beside Zanesti at Piatra Neamt and Bicaz. The rival formations only had candidates in the
municipalities indicated in their names (see table above).
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Table 2.7.3. Greeks — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes
obtained # of county Counties where candidates
councilors elected were fielded
1996 | Hellenic Union of Romania 3737 1 Braila
2000 | Hellenic Union of Romania 279 0 Tulcea
Hellenic Community Constanta 566 0 Constanta
Hellenic Community Galati 727 0 Galati
Hellenic Community lasi 763 lagi
2004 | Hellenic Union of Romania 5641 0 AG, DB, DJ, IF,TL, B
2008 | Hellenic Union of Romania 473 0 NT

During the period in discussion, the Greek minority had only one county council member (1996-
2000, Brdila county). Finally, in 2008, the Hellenic Union of Romania also put forward a candidate for the
presidency of Neamt County Council, who obtained 2453 votes (1.07%).

2.8. Italians, 1992-2008
Similarly to the Greeks, the political activity of the Italian minority has been characterized, until 2004,
by the existence of many rival organizations based in various large urban settlements: Constanta, Craio-

va, Galati, lasi, Pitesti, Ploiesti, and Suceava.

Table 2.8.1. Italians - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization #of listsof | Votes | Votes% | Counties Deputy Constituency
candidates | obtained with the name where he/she
best results was elected
1992 | Italian Community in 8 4188 0.04 % BV (675) luliano Brasov
Romania HD (639) Valentin
B (592)
1996 | Italian Community in 14 11454 0.08% | GL(1842) |Dumitrescu Galati
Romania - Socola, lasi BH (1493) Marilena
AR (1263)
Association of Italians of 14 9833 0.08% PH (2328)
Romania RO.AS.IT. AB (1443)
B(1312)
Federation of Italians in 4 1711 0.01% TL (590)
Romania DJ (545)
DB (285)
Italian Community Galati 1 791 0.01% GL (791)
Italian Community Pitesti 1 695 0.01% | AG(695)
— Romania
Italian Community of 1 437 0.00% PH (437)
Prahova county
Federation of Italians in 1 311 0.00% CT(311)
Romania - the Italian
Community “Ovidius” of
Constanta
2000 |Italian Community in 39 21263 0.20% B (2943) Stana- lasi
Romania - Trei lerarhi AB (1641) lonescu
Street 2, lasi CJ(1622) lleana
IS (1222)
League of Italian 17 16266 0.15% IF (6677)
Communities in Romania PH (3178)
AR (1092)
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Year Name of organization #of listsof | Votes | Votes% | Counties Deputy Constituency
candidates | obtained with the name where he/she
best results was elected
2004 | Association of Italians of 35 6168 0.06% SV (397) Grosaru Suceava
Romania RO.AS.IT. HD (396) Mircea
DB (346)
Italian Community in 33 5181 0.05% PH (422)
Romania B (331)
BV (319)
2008 | Association of Italians of 42 9567 0.14% BT (911) Grosaru Botosani 5
Romania RO.AS.IT. NT (635) Mircea
CT (530)
Table 2.8.2. Italians - local council election results
Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
obtained | where they had councilors where
Year . .
candidates elected represented in
the council
Association of Ethnic Italians
1996 »Circolo Trentina” 611 0 0
2000 Italian Community in Romania 1097 0 0
Italian Community Oltenia from
Romania 325 0 0
Association of Italians of
Romania - RO.AS.IT Did not field candidates for local councils
2004 Italian Community in Romania 41 0 0
2008 Associa'tion of Italians of
Romania — RO.AS.IT. 392 0 0

No representative of Italian organizations has ever been elected to any office at the local or county
level in the analyzed period. In 1996 the Italian Association “Circolo Trentina” put forward candidates in
three localities (Brasov, Zarnesti, Bran) from Brasov county, while in Zarnesti they also had a candidate
running for mayor.

In 2000 the organization called The Italian Community in Romania put forward candidates in the
municipalities of Galati, lasi, and Suceava, as well as in a few localities from Buzdu county (Buzau, Ram-
nicu Sarat, and Nehoiu). In the same year the Italian Community Oltenia from Romania participated in
the local elections in Craiova. In 2004 the Italian Community in Romania fielded candidates in only one
locality (in the village called Rdu de Mori from Hunedoara county).

The Association of Italians of Romania RO.AS.IT. participated in 2000 only in the elections for Suceava
county council; then, in 2008, they put forward candidates for a few municipalities (Craiova, Galati, and
Suceava) and in Galati they had a candidate for the mayor’s seat as well.

Table 2.8.3. Italians - county council election results

Name of organization Votes # of county | Counties where candidates
Year obtained councilors were fielded
elected
1996 | Association of Ethnic Italians “Circolo Trentina” 513 0 Brasov
2000 |Italian Community in Romania 1479 0 Buzau, Galati, lasi
Italian Community Oltenia from Romania 471 0 Dolj
Association of Italians of Romania - RO.AS.IT. 1848 0 Suceava
2004 |Italian Community in Romania Did not field candidates for county councils
2008 | Association of Italians of Romania - RO.AS.IT 893 0 Dolj, Galati, Suceava
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It needs to be mentioned that in 2008 the RO.AS.IT representatives ran for the Timisoara Local Council and
the Timis County Council on the list of DAHR, together with the representatives of the Union of Serbians in
Romania, the Bulgarian Union of Banat - Romania and the Union of Ukrainians in Romania. Their candidature
for the county council was unsuccessful; however, in Timisoara the minorities did win two local council seats.
DAHR got the first seat for the entire mandate, while the second seat has been allotted by rotation to the Ser-
bians, Italians, Ukrainians, and Bulgarians, i.e. each minority will have its own councilor for one year.

2.9. Macedonians, 2000-2008

The Macedonians are among the minorities that gained parliamentary representation in the last wave,
being represented in the Chamber of Deputies only since 2000. The Association of Macedonians of Romania
(Asociatia Macedonenilor din Romania, hereinafter AMR) has held the parliamentary seat in all three parlia-

mentary cycles; in the 2004 parliamentary elections, however, two other rival organizations participated too.

Table 2.9.1. Macedonians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of #of listsof | Votes Votes Counties | Deputy name | Constituency
organization candidates | obtained % with the where he/she
best results was elected
2000 Association of Slavic 3 8809 0.08% | B (6240) Savu Vasile Bucharest
Macedonians of HD (1479) loan
Romania CJ (1090)
2004 | Association of 42 9750 0.10% | B (545)
Macedonians of DB (459)
Romania MS (412)
Cultural Association 27 9595 0.09% | HD (5801)
of Slavic BT (373)
Macedonians of GL (226)
Romania
Democratic 30 6344 0.06% | GL(1772) Dumitrescu Bucharest
Association of Slavic BR (365) Liana
Macedonians of B (306)
Romania
2008 Association of 42 11814 0.17% | 1S (1442) Dumitrescu Neamt 6
Macedonians of NT (1264) Liana
Romania SV (837)

Table 2.9.2. Macedonians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities where
obtained | where they had councilors represented in the
candidates elected council
2004 Association of 923 10 0 0
Macedonians of Romania
2008 Association of 300 4 0 0
Macedonians of Romania

Among the three ethnic Macedonian organizations, AMR alone participated in local elections, with-
out success however, as its candidates were never elected to any type of office. In 2004 AMR put for-
ward candidates for the local councils in the 2" and 4" districts of Bucharest and a few other localities:
Caransebes (Caras-Severin county), Cluj-Napoca, Craiova, Bailesti, and Urzicuta (Dolj county), Timisoara,
Recas and Sanandrei (Timis county). AMR also had candidates for the mayor’s officein Urzicuta and
Timisoara. In 2008 AMR fielded candidates only for local councilors’ seats in Craiova, Bdilesti, Urzicuta
and Timisoara. With regard to county level representation, in 2004 the organization ran for the General
Council of Bucharest Municipality, as well as for the Cluj, Dolj, and Timis county councils, while in 2008
only for the General Council of Bucharest Municipality and for the Dolj County Council.
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Table 2.9.3. Macedonians — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates were
obtained | councilors elected fielded

2004 | Association of Macedonians of Romania 1772 0 Cluj, Dolj, Timis, Bucharest

2008 | Association of Macedonians of Romania 1542 0 Dolj, Bucharest

2.10. Hungarians, 1990-2008

The main political organization of the Hungarian community in Romania is the Democratic Alliance
of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR). The DAHR is the only minority organization which has entered the
Romanian Parliament without making use of the special seats reserved for minorities. The DAHR has
succeeded to pass the electoral threshold in every election after 1990; thus, it has been represented in
both chambers with its own parliamentary groups.

Table 2.10.1. Results obtained by the DAHR at the parliamentary elections

Year Turnout in the | Chamber Chamber Chamber of Senate Senate votes | Senate
election (%) | of Deputies | of Deputies | Deputies seats votes (%) seats
votes votes (%)
1990 86.19 991601 7.23 29 1004353 7.20 12
1992 76.29 811290 7.46 27 831469 7.58 12
1996 76.01 812628 6.64 25 837760 6.82 11
2000 65.31 736863 6.80 27 751310 6.90 12
2004 58.51 628125 6.17 22 637109 6.23 10
2008 39.20 425008 6.17 22 440449 6.39 9

Throughout the six parliamentary cycles since 1990, DAHR was included twice in the governing co-
alition, and between 2000 and 2004 it ensured parliamentary support for the minority government led
by the Social Democratic Party, on the basis of yearly protocols. Table 2.10.2. shows the ministries as-
signed to DAHR in various Romanian governments.

Table 2.10.2. DAHR ministers in Romanian Governments*

Government
(Prime Minister)

Minister’s name

Function

Period

Victor Ciorbea

Birtalan Akos

Minister of Tourism

December 1996 — April 1998

Tokay Gyorgy

Delegate Minister of the Prime Minister
for Ethnic Minorities

December 1996 — April 1998

Radu Vasile

Baranyi Ferenc

Minister of Health

April 1998 — June 1998

Hajdu Gabor

Minister of Health

July 1998 — December 1999

Tokay Gyorgy

Delegate Minister of the Prime Minister
for Ethnic Minorities

April 1998 — January 1999

Eckstein-Kovacs

Delegate Minister of the Prime Minister

January 1999 - December 1999

Péter for Ethnic Minorities
Mugur Isarescu | Hajdu Gabor Minister of State, Minister of Health December 1999 - December
2000
Eckstein-Kovacs Delegate Minister of the Prime Minister| December 1999 — December
Péter for Ethnic Minorities 2000

40 Source: Rompres, http://documentare.rompres.ro/guverne.php [last accessed 3 January 2009].
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Government
(Prime Minister)

Minister’s name

Function

Period

Calin Popescu
Tariceanu

Marké Béla

Minister of State for the coordination
of the activities in the fields of Culture,
Education and European Integration

December 2004 - July 2007
(the function/position was
abolished)

Borbély Laszlé

Delegate Minister for Public Works and
Territory Planning

December 2004 — April 2007
(the function position was
abolished)

Borbély Laszlé

Provisional Minister of
Communications and Information
Technology

June 2007 - July 2007

Borbély Laszlé

Minister of Development, Public Works
and Housing

April 2007 - December 2008

Winkler Gyula Delegate Minister of Commerce December 2004 - January 2005

Winkler Gyula Minister of Communications and July 2007 - December 2007
Information Technology

Nagy Zsolt Minister of Communications and December 2004 -June 2007)
Information Technology

Borbély Kéroly Minister of Communications and December 2007 - 22 December
Information Technology 2008

Korodi Attila Minister of Environment and Water April 2007 - December 2008

Management

DAHR is also the minority formation with the most outstanding presence on the local and county
levels. The following tables present an overview of the results obtained by DAHR in local elections be-

tween 1996 and

2008.

Table 2.10.3. Results of DAHR in local council elections

Votes # of localities # of local # of localities # of
Year obtained Votes % where they had councilor seats with DAHR councils with DAHR
candidates obtained representatives majority
1996 588848 6.45 490 2445 458 155
2000 468904* 5.50 500 2451 419 160
2004 455625 4.92 539 2481 453 184
2008 404657 4.75 571 2196 456 155

*The 2000 results do not include 844 votes cast in Resita municipality for The Electoral Alliance of
FDGR, DAHR, UCR, and UDSCR at the Level of Caras-Severin County, and 33 votes from Sag, Timis
county, where DAHR participated in alliance with DFGR.

Table 2.10.4. Results of DAHR candidates for mayor’s office

# of localities where they had # of mayor seats # of second round candidates
Year .
candidates (not elected)
1996 243 140 49°
2000 311 147 71°
2004 333 186 39
2008 357 184 42

2|n 4 localities the DAHR candidates withdrew in the second round in favor of another candidate,
while in one case another candidate withdrew in favor of the DAHR candidate.
b1n 9 localities the DAHR candidates withdrew in the second round in favor of another candidate.
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Table 2.10.5. Results of DAHR in county councils

Year Votes Votes % | # of county Votes for County council County councils
obtained councilors candidates to presidents elected with the president
elected county council belonging to DAHR
presidency
1996 602561 7.06 133 Not elected by 3 CV, HR, MS
2000 512413 6.27 135 direct vote 4 CV, HR, MS, SM
2004 513165 5.57 112 4 CV, HR, MS, SM
2008 429329 5.13 89 419028 4 CV, HR, MS, SM

In 2008 DAHR fielded candidates for 12 county council presidencies (Alba, Arad, Bacau, Bihor, Cluj,
Covasna, Harghita, Maramures, Mures, Satu Mare, Salaj, and Timis) and won in four counties: Covasna
(46.18%), Harghita (53.83%), Mures (35.55%), and Satu Mare (43.32%). It should be noted that DAHR was
close to winning in Salaj county too: the candidate of the Social Democratic Party (SDP) won by 1496
votes, while the Hungarian Civic Party received 2180 votes, so in the absence of this alternative Hungar-
ian organization DAHR might have won this office too.

Beside DAHR, quite a few other Hungarian organizations participated in elections (except for 2004,
when no organization of the Hungarian community was able to challenge DAHR), with way less success
however. Even though these organizations tried to present themselves as alternatives to DAHR, it was
not until the 2008 local elections that an alternative Hungarian organization (the Hungarian Civic Party)
succeeded in obtaining significant results.

Table 2.10.6. Results of other Hungarian organizations in parliamentary elections

Year Name of organization Votes | Votes% | Listsof |Countieswhere lists of candidates were
obtained candidate submitted
s
1990 |Independent Hungarian Party 2578 0.02 % n.a. n.a.
1996 | Forum of the Szekler Youth 2142 [ 002% | 3 CV, HR, MS
1996 |Hungarian Free Democratic 14333 0.12% 16 AB, AR, BH, BN, BV, CS, CJ, CV, HR, MH,
Party in Romania MS, SM, SB, TM, VN
2000 |Hungarian Free Democratic 3510 0.03% 4 AR, IS, SB, B
Party in Romania

While DAHR participated in the parliamentary elections with lists of candidates submitted in each
county, its opponents within the Hungarian community did not manage the same, but rather chose to
field lists in a few counties only (perhaps with the exception of the Hungarian Free Democratic Party in
Romania - PLDMR). In 1996 PLDMR submitted lists in 16 counties, some of them located outside Tran-
sylvania, and obtained the best results in Mures (2149 votes), Cluj (1976), Brasov (1949), and Bihor (1708)
counties. In 2000 PLDMR fielded candidates in four counties only (none of them with significant Hun-
garian population), and received the most votes in Bucharest (2229). The Free Democratic Party also ran
for the Senate, twice: in 1996 it received 12103 votes (0.10%), while in 2000 only 498 votes (<0.01%).

However, the most memorable event related to the Hungarian Free Democratic Party in Romania
was the mayoral election in Targu Mures municipality in 2000. Even if the PLDMR candidate received
less than 1% of the total vote, the former mayor Imre Fodor (DAHR) failed to get re-elected, gather-
ing 49.78% of the votes in the first round and being defeated by the ethnic Romanian candidate
Dorin Florea in the second round. DAHR blamed the PLDMR for the defeat. According to the DAHR
statement, PLDMR was an attempt staged by Romanian nationalists to divide the Hungarian voters.
Furthermore, the Hungarian press had, for several times, reported that the sessions of the PLDMR
congress had been conducted mostly in Romanian. It should also be noted that Mr. Gheorghe Firczak,
former vice-president of PLDMR, entered the Romanian Parliament in 2000 as the representative of
the Ruthenian minority in Romania.
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The Forum of the Szekler Youth was an organization based in Cristuru Secuiesc (Harghita county),
where it was represented in the local council between 1996 and 2004, and also ran for the mayor’s office.
The formation has never fielded candidates for county councils, but they participated in parliamentary
elections in 1996, with lists submitted in the three counties of the Szekler region (Covasna, Harghita,

Mures).

The Democratic Union of Young Hungarians functioned in one locality only - Salacea village in Bihor
county, where it had two representatives in the local council between 1996 and 2000, and also ran for
the mayor’s office.

Table 2.10.7. Results of other Hungarian organizations in local council elections

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities | # of local # of localities | # of councils
obtained where councilor | wherethey had | where they
they had seats representatives | had absolute
candidates obtained majority

1996 |Hungarian Free Democratic 506 2 0 0 0
Party in Romania

2000 |Hungarian Free Democratic 3391 16 15 4 0
Party in Romania

1996 |Democratic Union of Young 262 1 2 1 0
Hungarians

1996 | Forum of the Szekler Youth 387 1 2 1 0

2000 | Forum of the Szekler Youth 363 1 6 1 0

2000 | Pro Odorhei Civic Association | 4383 | 1 | 8 1 0

2008 | Hungarian Civic Party | 79238 | 204 | 488 155 5

Table 2.10.8. Results of the candidates for mayor’s office of other Hungarian organizations

Year Name of organization # of localities where # of mayor’s seats # of candidates that
they had candidates obtained entered the second
round (not elected)
1996 |Hungarian Free Democratic 2 0 0
Party in Romania
2000 |Hungarian Free Democratic 9 0 0
Party in Romania
1996 |Democratic Union of Young 1 0 0
Hungarians
1996 | Forum of the Szekler Youth 1 0 0
2000 |Forum of the Szekler Youth 1 0 0
2008 |Hungarian Civic Party 132 11 8
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Table 2.10.9. Results of other Hungarian organizations in county council elections

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where

obtained councilors | candidates were fielded
elected

1996 |Hungarian Free Democratic Party in Romania 1716 1 SM

2000 | Hungarian Free Democratic Party in Romania 6488 0 AR, HR, HD, MS, SM

1996 | Democratic Union of Young Hungarians Did not field candidates for county councils

1996 | Forum of the Szekler Youth Did not field candidates for county councils

2000 | Forum of the Szekler Youth Did not field candidates for county councils

2000 | Pro Odorhei Civic Association 4781 4 HR

2008 |Hungarian Civic Party 84620 19 BC, BH, CJ, CV, HR, MM,

MS, SM, SJ

The Pro Odorhei Civic Association (hereinafter POCA) was an organization based in Odorheiu Secuiesc
and led by Jené Szész, the independent mayor of the town between 1996 and 2008. The organization
can be considered the direct forerunner of the Hungarian Civic Party. In 2000 POCA gained eight seats in
the local council of Odorheiu Secuiesc and four in the Harghita County Council. DAHR sued the Associa-
tion in court, accusing it of being constituted in an illegal manner. The court decided in favor of DAHR,
thus the seats were withdrawn from POCA in 2001.

The Hungarian Civic Party (hereinafter HCP) was officially registered as a political party in 2008, after
an earlier failed attempt before the 2004 local elections, when the request was rejected on the grounds
that the signatures gathered by the organization were not authentic. Finally, in 2008 HCP succeeded to
field candidates for the local elections, which means that for the first time in its history, DAHR had to
face an opponent that could not be neglected. HCP won 488 local councilor seats, 11 mayor’s seats and
obtained a majority of seats in five local councils. (For the sake of comparison, since 2008, DAHR has
2196 local councilors, 184 mayors and the majority of seats in 155 local councils). In the Covasna County
Council HCP has nine representatives, and in Harghita County Council - ten. However, they did not suc-
ceed in obtaining any seats in the councils of other counties (DAHR obtained a total of 89 seats). HCP
also fielded candidates for county council presidencies, receiving the following shares of valid votes:
27.78% in Covasna, 33.03% in Harghita, 5.07% in Mures, and 2.05% in Salaj.

HCP proved to be a serious competitor for DAHR only in the Szekler region, yet it failed to defeat
DAHR even there. The support of HCP was not uniformly distributed even in the three Szekler counties.
While the organization obtained relatively good results in Harghita and Covasna, it failed in Mures. In
Covasna county DAHR obtained 46.77% of the votes for the county council while the Hungarian Civic
Party gathered 27.18%. In Harghita DAHR was supported by 52.75% of the electorate, while HCP by
29.57%. In Mures DAHR won 31.57% of the votes, while HCP only 4.76%. HCP obtained 221 local coun-
cilor’s seats in Harghita county and 126 in Covasna county, which means that 71% of its total number
of seats have been obtained in these two counties. For the sake of comparison, in the case of DAHR this
percentage amounts to 33.56%. The most important losses caused to DAHR by HCP have probably been
the mayor’s offices and the absolute majority in the local councils of Gheorgheni (Harghita county) and
Targu Secuiesc (Covasna) municipalities. Table 2.10.11 presents the seats won in local elections by DAHR
and HCP respectively, broken down to county level.

The Hungarian Civic Party did not participate in the 2008 parliamentary elections, but decided
to support independent candidates running against DAHR. The decision was motivated by the fact
that the organization found it more likely that some of these candidates would obtain the majority
of the votes in a few single-member districts than that their party would finish in first position in six
deputy’s districts and three senator’s districts at the same time (reaching the 5 percent threshold
was ruled out as unrealistic from the very beginning). The independent candidates supported by
HCP nevertheless failed to pose a challenge to any of the DAHR candidates. The results are pre-
sented in Table 2.10.10.
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Table 2.10.10. Results of the independent candidates supported by HCP in the 2008 parliamentary

elections
Single-member district Independent candidate Votes for the Votes for the Votes for the DAHR
supported by the HCP independent independent candidate (%)
candidate (#) candidate (%)
Covasna 2 Chamber of Otvés Mézes 2817 20.16 56.29
Deputies
Covasna 3 Chamber of Rékosi Janos 1559 9.70 78.13
Deputies
Covasna 1 Senate Szildgyi Sdndor Rébert 5783 19.69 55.62
Harghita 3 Chamber of | Sebestyén Csaba Istvan 4745 19.72 74.52
Deputies
Harghita 4 Chamber of | Becsek-Garda Dezs6 4529 18.76 71.90
Deputies Kalman
Mures 2 Senate Kincses El6d Géza 3320 6.99 66.53

Table 2.10.11. Local and county councilor’s seats obtained by DAHR and HCP, by counties (the sign ‘-’
indicates that the organization did not field any candidates)

County Local councils County councils
DAHR HCP DAHR HCP
1996 | 2000 | 2004 | 2008 | 2008 | 1996 | 2000 | 2004 | 2008 | 2008

Alba 42 44 36 31 - 2 2 0 0

Arad 64 66 67 63 0 4 4 3 3 -
Bacdu 6 6 4 6 0 - - 0 0 0
Bihor 236 238 274 266 20 10 10 10 9 0
Bistrita-N. 29 34 38 31 1 2 2 2 0 -
Brasov 66 62 54 45 8 4 4 3 2 0
Caras-S. 1 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 -
Cluj 168 170 155 138 8 8 10 8 5 0
Constanta - - 0 0 - - - - - -
Covasna 352 352 355 264 126 27 26 25 15 9
Gorj - - - 0 - - - - - -
Harghita 592 570 576 473 221 27 27 22 18 10
Hunedoara 14 11 7 4 - 2 2 0 0
Maramures 41 44 36 32 4 3 4 3 2 0
Mehedinti - - - 2 - - - - 0

Mures 455 442 459 406 66 17 17 15 13 0
Satu Mare 162 204 221 223 25 14 14 13 13 0
Salaj 169 156 148 161 7 10 10 8 9 0
Sibiu 8 11 8 6 - 1 0 0 0 -
Suceava - - 0 0 - - - 0 0 -
Timis 40 41 43 45 - 2 3 0 0 -
Bucharest - - - 0 - - - - 0 -
Total 2445 | 2451 | 2481 |2196 488 133 135 112 89 19

Apparently, the figures in the last row of the table indicate an improvement over time of the rep-
resentation of Hungarians in local councils. Nevertheless, the increase is rather a result of the fact
that in the meantime a number of new villages were created by division of old ones. For instance,
in Harghita county there were 779 local councilor’s seats available in 1996, 786 in 2000, 837 in 2004,
and 835 in 2008. In Covasna county the progression is 502 in 1996, 515 in 2000, 536 in 2004, and
545 in 2008.

In 2008 DAHR and HCP together obtained more local councilor’s seats than DAHR alone in 2004.
Nevertheless, in Table 2.10.11, there is no record of the number of the independent candidates elected
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to local councils in the counties populated by Hungarians. In 2000 and 2004, on national level, the
percentage of independent councilors was highest in Harghita and Covasna counties, which indicates
the lack of an organization that would have represented an alternative to DAHR. In 2008 HCP co-opted
a great number of the councilors who had been previously activating as independents. Consequently,
one needs to take into consideration these facts when interpreting the increase in the total number of
seats obtained in 2008 by Hungarian organizations.

A negative tendency can also be noticed in Table 2.10.11: in the counties with a relatively low per-
centage of Hungarian population the number of local and county councilors has been continuously de-
creasing. Being disadvantaged by the introduction of progressively higher thresholds, Hungarians have
gradually lost political representation in Sibiu, Alba, Hunedoara, Timis, and Bistrita-Nasaud counties.

The Hungarian minority in Romania has representatives in the European Parliament too. In the 2007
elections for the European Parliament, two representatives of DAHR had been elected to the European
Parliament. The Calvinist Bishop Laszl6 Tékés ran as an independent candidate, against the DAHR list,
and got elected too. A fourth candidate of Hungarian origin, Mr. Magor Imre Csibi, has been elected as
MEP on the list of the National Liberal Party. In 2009 DAHR and the organization led by Mr. T6kés, the
Hungarian National Council of Transylvania (HNCT), participated in the elections for the European Par-
liament with a joint list of candidates. The Hungarian Civic Party has been offered the fourth place of the
joint list, but the organization declined the invitation. Despite the joint nature of the list, the organiza-
tions supporting bishop Tékés ran their own electoral campaign, apart from the DAHR campaign. The
joint list obtained three seats, beside Mr. LaszIé Tokés both of the MEPs who represented DAHR in the
previous cycle were reelected to the European Parliament.

Table 2.10.12. Results of Hungarian candidates in the 2007 and 2009 elections for the European
Parliament:

turnout (%) organization/candidate Votes Votes (%) Seats
2007 29.47 DAHR 282929 5.52 2 (out of 35)
T6kés Laszlo 176533 345 1 (out of 35)
2009 27.67 DAHR (joint list led by 431739 8.92 3 (out of 33)
TOkés LaszI6)

2.11. Poles, 1990-2008

The Poles have been represented in the Chamber of Deputies since the first parliamentary cycle.
Although they have a main organization called “Dom Polski” Union of Poles in Romania (Uniunea Polo-
nezilor din Romania “Dom Polski’, hereafter “Dom Polski” UPR), there have been alternative organiza-
tions as well, one of them even called “Dom Polski Bucharest”. Nevertheless, only “Dom Polski” UPR field-
ed candidates at local elections, and only did so in certain localities from Suceava county.“Dom Polski”
UPR also had candidates for the Senate in 1990, gathering 840 votes (0.01%).

Table 2.11.1. The Poles - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year | Name of organization | # of lists of | Votes Votes | Counties with | Deputy name Constituency
candidates | obtained % best results where he/she
was elected

1990 |“Dom Polski” Union of n.a. 2372 | 0.02% n.a. Lintmaier Prahova
Poles in Romania Antonie

1992 | “Dom Polski” Union of 3 3013 0.03% SV (2665) Babias lohan- Suceava
Poles in Romania PH (161) Peter

B(161)

1996 |“Dom Polski”Union of 2 1842 0.02% SV (1302) Babias lohan- Suceava

Poles in Romania B (540) Peter
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Year | Name of organization | #of listsof | Votes | Votes | Counties with| Deputyname | Constituency
candidates | obtained % best results where he/she
was elected
2000 |“Dom Polski”Union of 12 5055 0.05% SV (2689) Babias lohan- Suceava
Poles in Romania IS (899) Peter - deceased
CJ(315) in March 2002
Longher Suceava
Ghervazen since
March 2002
“Dom Polski” Union 10 1619 0.01% B (724)
of Poles in Romania - DJ(172)
Bucharest GL (168)
2004 | “Dom Polski” Union of 41 5473 0.05% SV (2045) Longher Suceava
Poles in Romania IS (273) Ghervazen
MS (265)
Association “Cultural 28 5159 0.05% B (595)
Union of Poles of SV (511)
Romania” PH (431)
2008 | “Dom Polski” Union of 42 7670 0.11% SV (2442) Longher Suceava 3
Poles in Romania NT (509) Ghervazen
GL (271)
Table 2.11.2. The Poles - local council election results
Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local councilors # of localities
obtained | where they had elected where represented
candidates in the council
1996 f’Dom Poléki"Union of Poles 1088 10 5 5
in Romania
2000 f’Dom PO|§kI"UnI0n of Poles 237 3 1 1
in Romania
2004 j’Dom Poléki"Union of Poles 533 5 5 5
in Romania
2008 f’Dom PO|?kI"UnI0n of Poles 335 5 3 5
in Romania

In 1996 “Dom Polski” UPR had candidates in the 1t district of Bucharest and in nine localities from
Suceava county: Suceava Municipality, Radauti, Gura Humorului and Siret towns, villages Cacica,
Manastirea Humorului, Moara, Musenita, and Platinoasa. It obtained mandates in Cacica and Manastirea
Humorului. In Radauti it fielded a candidate for the mayor’s office as well. In 2000 UPR had candidates
only in Suceava, Cacica, and Musenita, and it obtained one seat in Cacica, where it ran for the mayor’s
office too. In 2004 the organization participated in the elections in Siret, Cacica, Mandstirea Humorului,
Moara, and Musenita, but only obtained seats in Cacica and Mdnastirea Humorului. That year it fielded
no candidates for mayor’s office. In 2008 “Dom Polski” UPR had candidates in two localities only, and
managed to win seats in both Cacica (2 seats) and Manastirea Humorului (1).

Between 1996 and 2000 “Dom Polski” UPR had a county councilor in Suceava county; nevertheless,
later on it failed to repeat this performance and in 2008 it did not even submit a candidature.
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Table 2.11.3. The Poles - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates
obtained councilors were fielded
elected
1996 “Dom Polski” Union of Poles in Romania 3616 1 Suceava
2000 “Dom Polski” Union of Poles in Romania 577 0 Suceava
2004 “Dom Polski” Union of Poles in Romania 3438 0 Suceava
2008 “Dom Polski” Union of Poles in Romania | Did not field candidates for county councils

2.12. Roma, 1990-2008

The political life of the Roma community in Romania had been characterized by excessive fragmen-
tation before 2004, when the changes in the conditions of candidature caused the disappearance of the
smaller organizations. Throughout the period analyzed here there has been only one Roma organiza-
tion with continuous activity, although it has changed its name several times: the Roma Party. The rest
of the organizations have participated in only one or two elections, and many of them had a clearly local
character, with electoral activity limited to the range of a few counties, or even to a few localities. The
“Pro Europe” Roma Party was the only Roma organization to run in the 2007 elections for the European
Parliament, gathering a total number of 58903 votes (1.15%).*'

Table 2.12.1. Results of the Roma Party in parliamentary elections

Year Name of organization # of lists of Votes Votes Deputy name Constituency
candidates | obtained % where he/she
was elected
1990 | Democratic Union of the n.a. 29162° | 0.21% | Raducanu Gheorghe Bucharest
Roma in Romania
1992 |The Roma Party 33 52704 | 0.48% | Raducanu Gheorghe Bucharest
1996 |The Roma Party 40 82195 | 0.67% | Voicu Madalin Stefan Bucharest
2000 | The Roma Party 42 71786 | 0.66% Paun Nicolae Bucharest
2004 | The Romanian Social 42 56076 | 0.55% Paun Nicolae Prahova
Democratic Roma Party
2008 | “Pro Europe”Roma Party 42 44037 | 0.64% Paun Nicolae Galati 3

Between 1990 and 2000 there was only one Roma representative in the Chamber of Deputies. Never-
theless, after 2000, the former Roma representative, Madalin Voicu, continued his political career within
the Social Democratic Party, being re-elected for the Chamber of Deputies in the 2000, 2004, and 2008
elections. Thus, starting from 2000 there have been two MPs of Roma origin, one holding the special
reserved seat and the other being a member of the SDP.

Beside the Roma Party, a wide variety of other Roma organizations also fielded candidates for the
Chamber of Deputies; their results are presented in Table 2.12.2.

Table 2.12.2. The election results of other Roma organizations for the Chamber of Deputies

Year Name of organization # of lists of Votes Votes % Best results
candidates obtained
1990 | United Democratic Party of the Roma n.a. 21847 0.16 % n.a.

Woodworkers and Fiddlers in Romania

1990 | Christian Democratic Party of Roma in n.a. 7939 0.06 % n.a.
Romania

41 No Roma organizations participated in the 2009 elections for the European Parliament in Romania.
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Year Name of organization # of lists of Votes Votes % Best results
candidates obtained
1990 | Romanian Gypsy Party n.a. 16865 0.12 % n.a.
1992 | Romanian Gypsy Party 15 9949 0.09 % DB (1365)
TR (1365)
VS (1337)
1990 Free Democratic Union of the Roma in n.a. 4605 0.03% n.a.
Romania
1992 | Free Democratic Union of the Romain 25 31384 0.29 % B(3332)
Romania SB (2462)
AR (2276)
1992 | General Union of the Roma in Romania 27 22071 0.20 % B (2029)
MS (1999)
T™ (1797)
BV (6089)
1996 | Union of the Roma 41 71020 0.58 % MS (6250)
B (5210)
. L B (809)
C ty of the R Eth t
1996 Rz::::::' y orthe Rroma Ethiclty in 18 5227 | 0.04% SJ (686)
BV (457)
1996 | Union of the Roma - Constanta county 1 640 0.01% | CT (640)
1996 The Socio-Cultural Association of the 1 439 0.00% BH (439)
Roma
2000 | Christian Centre of the Romain 13 12171 0.11% MS (2356)
Romania B (1781)
SB (1314)
2004 | Alliance for the Unity of the Roma 29 B (1452)
SB(1151)
15041 0.15% BH (1147)

Roma organizations have fielded candidates for the Senate too, yet they never succeeded in obtain-
ing a mandate. In 1990 the Democratic Union of the Roma in Romania gathered 19847 votes (0.14%),
the Romanian Gypsy Party 5565 votes (0.04%), and the Free Democratic Union of the Roma in Romania
had 2505 votes (0.02%). In 1992 no Roma organization ran for the Senate, while in 1996 four organiza-
tions put forward candidates: the Roma Party gathered 80622 votes (0.66%), the Union of Roma 72648
votes (0.59%), the Community of the Roma Ethnicity in Romania 6073 votes (0.05%), and the Union of
Roma from Constanta county 763 votes (0.01%). In 2000 only the Christian Centre of the Roma in Ro-
mania had candidates, gathering 2045 votes (0.02%), whereas, in 2004, the Alliance for the Unity of the
Rroma obtained 19109 votes (0.19%).

As far as local elections are concerned, the Roma Party remains the most important organization,
having obtained more county and local councilor’s seats than all the other Roma organizations togeth-
er. Moreover, the Roma Party has been the only organization that succeeded in winning mayor’s offices
so far (3 mayors).

Beside the Roma Party, only the General Union of the Roma in Romania was able to win county
councilor’s seats (in 1996 in Valcea county). Nevertheless, as is clearly visible in Table 2.12.6, after the
introduction of the 5% threshold for county councils in 2004, no Roma organization was able to obtain
any county councilor’s seats anymore.
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Table 2.12.3. Local council election results of the Roma Party

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities | # of councils
obtained | where they had councilors where where in
candidates elected represented in majority
the council
1996 |The Roma Party 54953 348 137 126 0
2000 | The Roma Party 52854 674 160 100 0
2004° | The Romanian Social 69293 913 189 154 0
Democratic Roma Party
2008° | “Pro Europe” Roma Party 55743 624 202 147 2¢

24 seats were lost in 2004 by the Social Democratic Roma Party due to the special provision of Law
no. 67/2004, as the Democratic Forum of Germans in Romania had won seats in the councils before
them (Bunesti, Brasov county; Beltiug, Satu Mare county; Laslea and Sura Mica, Sibiu county)

®The “Pro Europe” Roma Party lost two seats due to the special provision of Law no. 67/2004, in
Beltiug (Satu Mare county) and Laslea (Sibiu county), again because the Germans had won seats
before them.

¢ Brahasesti, Galati county; Barbulesti, lalomita county.

Table 2.12.4. Mayor’s election results of the Roma Party

Year # of localities where they had # of mayor’s seats won # of second round candidates (not
candidates elected)

1996 64 12 1°

2000 85 0 5¢

2004 52 0 2d

2008 74 2¢ 2

2Sanger, Mures county.

bFaragau, Mures county.

¢Budila, Brasov county, Ulmeni, Célarasi county, Belin, Covasna county (withdrew from second
round), Armasesti, lalomita county, Bagaciu, Mures county.

4 Cuza Voda, Constanta county, Catane, Dolj county.

¢ Brahasesti, Galati county, Barbulesti, lalomita county.

fCuza Voda, Constanta county, Hiaghig, Covasna county.

Table 2.12.5. County council election results of the Roma Party

Year Votes obtained |  # of county # of lists Counties with representatives
councilors submitted
1996 85705 22 33 AB, BH, BN, BZ, CL, CT, CT, DB, DJ, HR, HD, IL, IF, MM,
MH, MS, PH, SB, TR, TM, VS, B (one mandate each)
2000 66807 4 34 Bacau (2), Bistrita-Nasaud (2)
2004 62175 0 29 —
2008 44932 0 28 —

Table 2.12.6. Local and county councilor’s seats obtained by the Roma Party by counties (the sign‘~’
indicates that the organization did not field candidates)

Local councils County councils
County 1996 2000 2004 2008 1996 2000 2004 2008
Alba 1 4 4 5 1 0 0 0
Arad 5 2 5 2 0 0 0 0
Arges 2 4 6 - 0 0 0
Bacau 4 5 4 5 0 2 0 0
Bihor 6 8 6 3 1 - 0 0
Bistrita-N. 9 9 7 4 1 2 0 0

96



SZEKELY ISTVAN GERGO - THE POLITICAL REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL MINORITIES IN ROMANIA

Local councils County councils

County 1996 2000 2004 2008 1996 2000 2004 2008
Botosani 0 0 1 3 0 0 - 0
Brasov 1 11 14 5 0 0 -
Braila 0 - 0 1 0 0 0
Buzau 2 3 2 4 1 0 - 0
Caras-S. 0 0 0 - 0 0 -
Calarasi 6 13 6 - 1 0 - -
Cluj 5 4 8 11 1 0 0 0
Constanta 4 0 4 4 1 0 - 0
Covasna - 3 9 11 - 0 -

Dambovita 2 10 1 12 1 0 -
Dolj 7 13 12 8 1 0 0 -
Galati - - 6 13 - - 0 0
Giurgiu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gorj 0 2 5 4 - 0 0 -
Harghita 12 4 11 5 1 0 0 0
Hunedoara 4 1 2 1 1 0 - 0
lalomita 2 13 4 15 1 0 0 -
lasi 2 0 3 5 0 0 0 0
lifov 7 3 3 3 1 0 0 0
Maramures 3 2 3 3 1 0 0 0
Mehedinti 3 11 6 6 1 0 0
Mures 25 19 27 19 1 0 0 0
Neamt 0 0 - 3 - - -
Olt 1 0 2 3 0 0 - 0
Prahova 3 3 2 2 1 0 0

Satu Mare 2 2 3 1 0 - - -
Salaj - 3 6 3 - 0 0 0
Sibiu 3 1 10 12 1 0 0 0
Suceava 0 0 5 6 0 - - -
Teleorman 6 0 0 3 1 0 0 0
Timis 0 1 1 6 1 0 0 0
Tulcea 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 0
Vaslui 6 6 0 1 1 0 - -
Valcea 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Vrancea 2 0 0 2 0 - 0 0
Bucharest 2 0 0 0 1 - 0 -
Total 137 160 189 202 22 4 0 0

Adding up the seats of the Roma Party reported in the last row of Table 2.12.6 and those obtained
by other Roma organizations, we get the following figures: in 1996 Roma candidates won a total of 150
seats in 139 localities; in 2000 — 216 in 139 localities, in 2004 - 189 councilor seats in 154 localities, in
2008 - 206 seats in 150 local councils. Consequently one can say that even if the Roma Party has con-
stantly improved its results, the fact that in 2004 other formations could not participate in the elections
had negative consequences on the political representation of the Roma, as the total number of seats in
2004 and 2008 is lower than those obtained in 2000 by all the Roma organizations.

A serious problem for the Roma organizations but especially for the Roma Party concerns the very
low success rate of their candidates. If we put all Roma organizations in one place we can see that in
1996 they obtained seats in 32.25% of the localities where they fielded candidates. In 2000 the suc-
cess rate is 14.27%, in 2004 - 16.87%, and in 2008 - 21.77%. For the sake of comparison, the record
of DAHR is the following: 93.47%, 83.80%, 84.04%, and 79.86% respectively. While it may be true that
certain small minorities display similar or even weaker values than the Roma, there is another impor-
tant difference to be noted. Other minorities participate in elections in the more or less same settle-
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ments over the years. Conversely, at each election, the Roma have been fielding candidates in many
localities where they had not participated before. This does not imply that there are no localities with
a constant political activity on behalf of the Roma. It is nevertheless certain that in comparison with
other minorities, to know the localities where the Roma participated in previous elections is of little
help in predicting the localities where they will participate in the next elections. The two phenomena,
namely the high variability of localities with Roma candidates and the very low success rate, are un-
questionably related to each other.

Table 2.12.7. Local council election results of other Roma organizations

Year Name of Votes #of localities | #oflocal | #oflocalities | Geographical area of
organization obtained where councilors where activity
they had elected represented
candidates in the council
1996 | General Union of 6479 50 7 7 counties CJ, DJ, GJ,
Roma in Romania HD, AR, B, and one
settlement in BH,
OT, SB, VL
Union of Romain 2638 1 1 1 city of Constanta
Constanta county
The Christian 1091 12 3 3 counties DJ, TR, and
Convention of the one settlementin
Roma in Romania GR, GJ, HD, MH, OT
Democratic Union 354 2 0 0 Alba county: Alba
of the Roma in lulia and Sebes
Romania
The Party of Roma 297 6 2 2 Dolj county
Bricklayers in
Romania
Association of the 255 2 0 0 Miercurea Ciuc and
Roma - Harghita Toplita, Harghita
county
Party of the 233 2 0 0 Caracal and Bals, Olt
Democratic Alliance county
of the Roma in
Romania
Democratic 189 2 0 0 city of Dej and
Christian Party Fizesu Gherlii, Cluj
of the Roma of county
Romania
Party of the 129 3 0 0 Bailesti (DJ),
Nomadic and Strehaia, Simian
Bucketer Roma (MH)
Democratic Union 63 3 0 0 Caras-Severin
of Roma Musicians
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Year Name of Votes # of localities | #oflocal | #oflocalities | Geographical area of
organization obtained where councilors where activity
they had elected represented
candidates in the council
2000 | Christian Centre 9073 117 33 24 SB, MS, TR counties,
of the Roma in sporadically in AB,
Romania AR, BV, CL, CJ, CT,
CV, HR, IS, MH, OT,
SV, VS, VL
Alliance for the 9510 138 22 14 BH, BN, BZ, CJ,
Unity of the Rroma GL, GR, HD, IL,
IS, B counties,
sporadically in AB,
AR, BC, BV, BR, CV,
DJ, IF, MM, SN, VN
Community of the 1435 28 1 1 Bucharest and Dolj
Rroma Ethnicity in county, sporadically
Romania in BZ, CS, GR, GJ,
MH, OT, PH, VN
counties
Roma Union of 533 4 0 0 Constanta county
Constanta county
National 199 5 0 0 Prahova county
Organization of the
Romanian Rroma
The Socio-Cultural 148 3 0 0 Oradea and other
Association of the two localities in
Roma county Bihor
The Party of Roma 48 1 0 0 Segarcea, Dolj
Bricklayers in county
Romania
The League of the 43 1 0 0 Moldova Noug, CS
Rroma from Clisura county
Dunarii
Democratic Union 43 1 0 0 Armenis village, CS
of Roma Musicians county
from Armenis
National 34 1 0 0 Brasov
Association of the
Romanian Roma
The Democratic 2 1 0 0 Gdujani village, GR
Association of county
Roma
2008 | Alliance for the 3810 65 4 0 B, BH county, CS, IL,
Unity of the Rroma VL, sporadically in
BC, BR, CL, CT, DJ,
GL, HD, IF, MS, OT,
SB, TM counties
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2.13. Lippovan Russians, 1990-2008

The Lippovan Russians have been continuously represented in the Chamber of Deputies since the
first parliamentary cycle by the same organization, called the Community of Lippovan Russians in Ro-
mania (Comunitatea Rusilor Lipoveni din Romania, hereafter CLRR), which has had no political rivals
within the community so far. CLRR has been active mainly in Tulcea county, but also in a few settlements
in Constanta, Braila, Galati, lasi, and Suceava counties.

Table 2.13.1. Lippovan Russians - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization | # of lists of Votes Votes Counties | Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained % with best where he/she
results was elected
1990 | Community of Lippovan n.a. 17974 0.13 n.a. Andrei Tulcea
Russians in Romania Echim
1992 | Community of Lippovan 17 14975 | 0.14% | TL(5048) | Suhov Petru Tulcea
Russians in Romania SV (1715)
CT(1711)
1996 | Community of Lippovan 9 19902 | 0.10% | TL(4744) Fenoghen Tulcea
Russians in Romania BR (1585) Sevastian
CT (1290)
2000 | Community of Lippovan 22 11558 | 0.11% | TL(3737) Ignat Miron Tulcea
Russians in Romania BR (1395)
CT (1319)
2004 | Community of Lippovan 35 10562 | 0.10% | TL(3404) Ignat Miron Tulcea
Russians in Romania CT (1041)
BR (935)
2008 | Community of Lippovan 42 9203 0.13% | TL(1463) Ignat Miron Tulcea 2
Russians in Romania IS (1084)
CT (721)

Table 2.13.2. Lippovan Russians — local council election results

Year Name of Votes # of localities # of local # of localities | # of councils where
organization obtained | where they had councilors where in majority
candidates elected represented in
the council
1996 CLRR 7559 20 34 14 1
2000 CLRR 3413 15 18 9 1
2004 CLRR 4309 17 21 10 1
2008 CLRR 2219 17 14 9 0

In 1996 CLRR obtained eight local councilor’s seats in Slava Cercheza (Tulcea county), four in Forasti
(Suceava county) and C.A. Rosetti (Tulcea county) localities, three in Carcaliu and Jurilovca (Tulcea coun-
ty), two in Ghindaresti (Constanta county), and one in Braila Municipality, Stolnici-Prajescu (lasi county),
Mitocu Dragomirnei, and Musenita (Suceava county), Tulcea Municipality, Sulina town, and Sarichioi
(Tulcea county).

In 2000 CLRR had six councilors in Slava Cercheza, two in each of the following localities: Forasti,
Mitocu Dragomirnei, Carcaliu and Sarichioi, and one in Ghindaresti, Stolnici-Prajescu, Musenita and Ju-
rilovca. In Slava Cercheza it kept the mayor’s office, and it fielded candidates in four other settlements
too, but without success.

In 2004 in Slava Cercheza CLRR obtained seven mandates, in Sarichioi three, in Carcaliu, Mahmudia
(Tulcea county), and Ghindaresti two each, and in Focuri (lasi county), Forasti, Musenita, C.A. Rosetti, and
Jurilovca one.

2008 was the weakest election year for the Community of Lippovan Russians, the number of seats
obtained decreasing significantly in comparison to the previous elections. At present the Lippovan Rus-
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sians have four local councilors in Slava Cercheza, two in Targu Frumos (lasi county) and Carcaliu, and

one in Ghinddresti, Focuri, C.A. Rosetti, Crisan (Tulcea county), Mahmudia, and Sarichioi.

In Slava Cerchezd CLRR gave the mayor in all four electoral cycles covered in the analysis, and had abso-
lute majority in the local council until 2008, when it managed to keep only four seats in the eleven-mem-
ber local council. In every election, CLRR fielded candidates for the mayor’s office in other localities as well,
but none of them reached the performance in Slava Cercheza, the only result worth mentioning being the
fact that in 1996 the CLRR candidates got into the second round in Fordsti and C.A. Rosetti localities.

CLRR had four county councilors between 1996 and 2000, two in Tulcea county and one in Neamt
and in Brdila counties respectively. Since 2000 they failed to obtain any seats in the county councils.

Table 2.13.3. Lippovan Russians — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates
obtained | councilors elected were fielded

1996 | COMMunity of Lippovan 15155 4 BR, CT,IS, NT, SV, TL, B

Russians in Romania
v of Li

2000 | COMMunity of Lippovan 4910 0 BC, BR, IS, NT, TL
Russians in Romania

2004 Com'mun.lty of Llppovan 4309 0 BR IS, TL
Russians in Romania

2008 Com.munolty of Llpg?ovan 3925 0 BR IS, TL
Russians in Romania

2.14. Ruthenians, 2000-2008

Ruthenians first obtained representation in the Chamber of Deputies in 2000. The Cultural Union
of Ruthenians in Romania (Uniunea Culturala a Rutenilor din Romania, hereafter UCRR) was the only
organization representing the Ruthenians in the elections. At present UCRR is serving its third mandate
in the Chamber of Deputies; on local level, however, it never obtained any seats.

Table 2.14.1. Ruthenians - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Organization name # of lists of Votes |Votes % | Counties with | Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained best results where he/she
was elected
2000 |The Cultural Union of 19 6942 0.06% PH(1712) Firczak Prahova
Ruthenians in Romania 1S (773) Gheorghe
TM (615)
2004 | The Cultural Union of 42 2871 0.03% HD (385) Firczak Hunedoara
Ruthenians in Romania MS (174) Gheorghe
AB (172)
2008 | The Cultural Union of 42 4514 0.07% HD (518) Firczak Hunedoara 6
Ruthenians in Romania NT (372) Gheorghe
SV (226)
Table 2.14.2. Ruthenians - local council election results
Year Name of organization Votes # of localities where # of local # of localities
obtained | they had candidates | councilors where
elected represented in
the council
2004 | The Cultural Union of 1369 24 0 0
Ruthenians in Romania
2008 |The Cultural Union of 137 3 0 0
Ruthenians in Romania
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UCRR had candidates in 2004 for the local council in the 2" and 5t districts of Bucharest, in Alba
lulia, Deva, Simeria (Hunedoara county), in lasi, in various localities in Maramures county (Baia Mare,
Sighetu Marmatiei, Baia Sprie, Seini, Tautii-Mdgherus, Baiut, Coas, Copalnic-Mdnastur, and Ruscova), in
Targu Mures and Timisoara, and in a few localities from Suceava county (Suceava, Breaza, Darmanesti, Iz-
voarele Sucevei, Moldova-Sulita, Vatra Moldovitei). They fielded candidates for the mayor’s office in Alba
lulia, Baia Mare, Copalnic-Mandstur and Ruscova, in Suceava, Breaza, and Darmanesti. In 2008 members
of UCRR ran for the local council and mayor’s office in Peregu Mare (Arad county), Bistra (Maramures
county), and Darmanesti. In 2004 UCRR submitted ten lists for county councils but obtained no seats. In
2008 the organization had no candidates on county level.

Table 2.14.3. Ruthenians — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates
obtained councilors were fielded
elected
2004 |The Cultural Union of Ruthenians | oo 0 0 AB, CT, HD, IS, MM, MS, SM, SV, TM, B
in Romania
Th I | Uni f Rutheni
2008 |. eCu tu.ra Union of Ruthenians Did not field candidates for county councils
in Romania

2.15. Serbians, 1990-2008

Between 1990 and 2000 a joint organization called the Democratic Union of Serbians and Krasho-
vani of Romania (UDSCSR) represented the Serbians and the Krashovani (Croatians) in the Chamber of
Deputies. The Croatians first attempted to enter the Romanian Parliament in 1992 through their own
organization; however, they succeeded only in 2000. In 2000 the organizations of the two ethnic minori-
ties split, and UDSCSR changed its name into the Union of Serbians in Romania (Uniunea Sarbilor din
Romania, hereafter USR). During the period when the two ethnic minorities had their common organi-
zation, rival organizations were created only by Croatians (see above, section 2.4). Since the two ethnic
minorities have been represented by their own organizations in Parliament, USR had to face no political
competition within the Serbian community.

Table 2.15.1. Serbians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year | Name of organization | # of lists of Votes Votes % Counties | Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained with best where he/she
results was elected
1990 | The Democratic n.a. 9095 0.07% n.a. Luchin Timis
Union of Serbians in Milenco
Romania
1992 | Democratic Union of 3 5328 0.05% TM (2616) | Gvozdenovici Timis
Serbs and Krashovani CS (2031) Slavomir
of Romania AR (659)
1996 |Democratic Union of 4 6851 0.06% TM (3603) | Gvozdenovici Timis
Serbs and Krashovani CS (1886) Slavomir
of Romania MH (886)
2000 |The Union of 4 8748 0.08% CS (4722) | Gvozdenovici | Caras-Severin
Serbians in Romania T™M (3412) Slavomir
AR (439)
2004 |The Union of 9 6643 0.07% TM (3313) | Gvozdenovici Timis
Serbians in Romania CS (2050) Slavomir
AR (407)
2008 | The Union of 42 10878 0.16% TM (2523) | Popov Dusan Timis 1
Serbians in Romania CS (985)
PH (564)
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Table 2.15.2. Serbians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors where
they had elected represented in
candidates the council
1996 Democrati.c Union of ?erbians and 3759 24 by 13
Krashovani of Romania

2000 | The Union of Serbians in Romania 3415 22 14 8

2004 | The Union of Serbians in Romania 2120 19 11 9

2008 | The Union of Serbians in Romania 1020 14 6 6

In 1996 UDSCSR won five local councilor’s seats in Svinita (Mehedinti county), four in Berzasca (Caras-
Severin county), two in Socol (CS county), and one in each of the following localities: Felnac (Arad coun-
ty), Moldova Nouad, Carasova, and Pojejena (Caras-Severin county), Cenad, Giulvaz, Peciu Nou, Recas,
Sanpetru Mare, and Varias (Timis county). In Svinita they were quite close to achieving absolute majority
in the council (5 seats out of 11), and they also won the mayor’s office, whereas in Berzasca the UDSCSR
candidate entered the second round.

Since 2000 USR'’s results have become weaker. In 2000 the organization obtained three seats in the
local council of Moldova Noua (Caras-Severin county), two seats in Pojejena, Svinita, Peciu Nou, and
Recas respectively, and one in Giulvdz and Topolovatu Mare (Timis county). USR obtained no mayor’s
positions in these elections, the best results being achieved in Svinita and Peciu Nou localities, where
both of the USR candidates lost in the second round.

Between 2004 and 2008 USR had two local councilors in Berzasca and Pojejena, and one in each of
the following localities: Moldova Noud, Naidas (Caras-Severin county), Socol, Svinita, Cenei, Peciu Nou,
and Sanpetru Mare (Timis county).”? The only candidate running for mayor’s office competed in Arad
Municipality, with no real chances to win.

USR obtained its weakest result in 2008, when it obtained only six local councilor’s mandates (in
Naidas, Pojejena, Socol, Svinita, Cenei, and Peciu Nou). It also fielded a candidate for the mayor’s office
in Svinita, but with no success.

In 2008 the representatives of USR ran in Timisoara and for Timis County Council on the DAHR list, to-
gether with the Association of Italians in Romania RO.AS.IT., the Union of Bulgarians in Banat — Romania,
and the Union of Ukrainians in Romania. While the list for the county council had no success, the minori-
ties obtained two seats in the local council of Timisoara. DAHR got the first seat for the entire mandate,
while the second seat will be rotated among the Serbians, Italians, Ukrainians, and Bulgarians, i.e. each
minority will have its own councilor for one year. The Serbians were the first to fill the councilor’s seat,
thus between 2008 and 2009 a representative of USR was member of Timisoara Local Council.

Throughout the period analyzed the Serbians had only one representative in the county councils:
between 1996 and 2000 UDSCSR held a seat in Caras-Severin County Council.

Table 2.15.3. Serbians - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where
obtained | councilors elected | candidates were fielded

Democratic Union of Serbians and

1996 Krashovani of Romania 3906 1 Caras-Severin, Timis
2000 | Union of Serbians in Romania 4220 0 Caras-Severin, Timis
2004 | Union of Serbians in Romania 715 0 Arad

2008 | Union of Serbians in Romania On the DAHR list, no seats obtained

42 It has to be noted that USR would have obtained a seat in Carasova, had the special provision of law 67 / 2004 not
been applied, as the organization reached the threshold of 5% and it would have had enough unused votes to obtain
a mandate. However, the Union of Croatians in Romania had already obtained seats in the council before them.
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2.16. Slovaks and Czechs, 1990-2008

Unlike the Serbians and the Croatians, who were represented by separate organizations after their
kin-states split, the Slovaks and Czechs in Romania have kept their joint organization, being represented
in the Chamber of Deputies by the Democratic Union of the Slovaks and Czechs in Romania (Uniunea
Democratica a Slovacilor si Cehilor din Romania, UDCSR hereafter). Only in 2000 was UDCSR compelled
to face a rival organization in the elections, when the Union of Czechs in Romania also fielded candi-
dates. Nevertheless, the deputy seat has been kept by the common organization of the two ethnic mi-
norities, whereas the attempt to create an organization to represent only the Czechs failed. UDCSR has
been the only organization to participate in both local and county council elections.

Table 2.16.1. Slovaks and Czechs - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization | # of lists of votes votes % | Counties Deputy Constituency
candidates | obtained with best name where he/she
results was elected
1990 |Democratic Union of None 4584 0.03% None Heckel Bihor
Slovaks and Czechs in Matei
Romania
1992 | Democratic Union of 5 4708 0.04% BH (1909) | Feric Emeric Bihor
Slovaks and Czechs in TM (1716)
Romania AR (1281)
1996 |Democratic Union of 6 6531 0.05% BH (2091) | Panes losif Bihor
Slovaks and Czechs in SJ(1429)
Romania AR (1110)
2000 |Democratic Union of 6 5686 0.05% | TM(1716) | Florea Ana Timis
Slovaks and Czechs in BH (1657)
Romania AR (1013)
Union of Czechs in 4 1539 0.01% AR (622)
Romania CS (344)
MH (319)
2004 | Democratic Union of 9 5950 0.06% BH (2078) Merka Bihor
Slovaks and Czechs in CS(1362) Adrian-
Romania AR (935) Miroslav
2008 | Democratic Union of 42 15373 0.22% BH (2468) Merka Bihor 3
Slovaks and Czechs in CS (732) Adrian-
Romania BZ (713) Miroslav

Table 2.16.2. Slovaks and Czechs - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities where
obtained | where they had councilors represented in the council
candidates elected
1996 Democratic Union of Slovaks
and Czechs in Romania 3476 19 26 11
2000 Democratic Union of Slovaks
and Czechs in Romania 2998* 28 28 1
2004 Democratic Union of Slovaks
and Czechs in Romania 3048 23 20 11
2008 Democratic Union of Slovaks
and Czechs in Romania 2219 23 14 10

* Does not include 283 votes obtained in Timisoara by the electoral alliance of UBBR, UUR, and UD-
SCR, that were however not sufficient for a local councilor’s seat.

In 1996 UDCSR obtained six seats in the local council of Nadlac (Arad county), five in Sinteu (Bihor
county), three in Garnic (Caras-Severin county), two in Derna, Suplacu de Barcau (Bihor county), and Cor-
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onini (Caras-Severin county)*, and one in Peregu Mare, Sintea Mare (Arad county), Mddaras, Popesti (Bihor
county), Berzasca (Caras-Severin county), and Plopis (Salaj county). The candidate of the organization won
the mayor’s office in Nadlac, whereas the candidate in Garnic made into the second round. UDCSR also
had candidates for the mayor’s office in Peregu Mare, Derna, Madaras, and Suplacu de Barcau.

In 2000 UDCSR had the following results: eight councilor seats in Nadlac, four in Garnic, three in
Sinteu, two in Suplacu de Barcau, Derna, Plopis, Dubova (Mehedinti county), and Gataia (Timis county),
and one in Borod (Bihor county), Socol, and Sopotu Nou (Caras-Severin county). In 2000, UDCSR kept
the mayor’s office in Nadlac, and won another mayor’s office in Garnic, while in Sinteu the candidate of
the organization made it into the second round.

The 2004 election results were weaker than the previous ones. In Nadlac UDCSR kept only three
seats and lost the mayor’s office. Further, the organization obtained three seats in Garnic and in Plopis,
and two seats in Suplacu de Barcau, Sinteu, and Coronini. In Dubova, Sopotu Nou and Gataia only one
UDCSR councilor was elected. Although there were candidates for the mayor’s office in Nadlac, Sinteu,
Coronini, Garnic, and Sopotu Nou localities, not one of them won.

Since 2008 UDCSR has three councilors in Plopis, two in Nadlac and Suplacu de Barcau localities, and
one in each of the following localities: Derna, Popesti (Bihor county), Sinteu, Garnic, Coronini, Dubova,
and Gdtaia.* In 2008 UDCSR fielded an unsuccessful candidate for the mayor’s office in Dubova.

The locality where UDCSR used to be the strongest is the town Nadlac, where the organization held
the mayor’s office between 1996 and 2004, had 7 representatives in the council between 1996 and 2000
and 8 between 2000 and 2004, being thus the strongest political force in the council. However, UDCSR
has gradually lost its influence in Nadlac: since 2004 other formations have won the mayor’s office, while
the number of UDCSR councilors decreased first to 3 and then to 2.

UDCSR has obtained no county council seats during the period analyzed, though it repeatedly field-
ed lists of candidates in several counties (see table 2.16.3).

Table 2.16.3. Slovaks and Czechs - county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes #of county | Counties where candidates were fielded
obtained councilors
elected
1996 | Democratic Union of Czechs and 6023 0 Arad, Bihor, Caras-Severin, Timis
Slovaks in Romania
2000 | Democratic Union of Czechs and 1468* 0 Bihor
Slovaks in Romania
2004 | Democratic Union of Czechs and 6756 0 Arad, Bihor, Caras-Severin, Mehedinti.
Slovaks in Romania Satu Mare, Timis
2008 | Democratic Union of Czechs and 2298 0 Arad, Bihor
Slovaks in Romania

* Does not contain the votes received by two electoral alliances in which UDCSR participated: the Elec-
toral Alliance of FDGR, DAHR, UCR, and UDSCR at the Level of Caras-Severin County obtained 1392
votes, while in Timis county the coalition between the UBBR, UUR, and UDCSR obtained 1335 votes.

2.17.Tartars, 1990-2008

After the fall of Communism, the Tartar and the Turkish minorities established a joint organization
called the Democratic Union of Turkish Muslims in Romania. However, as a consequence of disagree-
ment between the two communities, they have decided to divide the common organization into two
separate ones. Thus, each minority has created its own organization: the Democratic Union of Turkish
Muslim Tartars in Romania (Uniunea Democrata a Tatarilor Turco-Musulmani din Romania, hereinafter

43 Before 1996 the name of the settlement used to be Pescari.

44 UDSCR would have obtained a mandate in Socol too, had the special provision of Law no. 67 / 2004 not been applied.
The organization reached the 5% threshold and it would have had enough unused votes for a seat; however, the
Union of Serbians in Romania had won a seat before them.
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UDTTMR), and the Union of the Turkish Ethnic Minority in Romania, which later changed its name into
Turkish Democratic Union of Romania.** Although the election results from 1990 indicate that only the
initial joint organization participated in the first parliamentary elections, according to the website of the
Chamber of Deputies both minorities had their own deputies between 1990 and 1992.

TheTartar minority has been represented both in Parliament and on the local level by the Democrat-
ic Union of Turkish Muslim Tartars in Romania alone; the organization has had no political rivals within
the community so far. In 2000 the UDTTMR also fielded candidates for the Senate, and obtained 9226
votes (0.08%). The activity of the organization is restricted to Constanta county, where the only signifi-
cant Tartar community lives; in other counties UDTTMR fielded no candidates at the local elections.

Table 2.17.1. Tartars - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization #of listsof | Votes | Votes | Counties Deputy Constituency
candidates | obtained | % with best name where he/she
results was elected
1990 | Democratic Union of Turkish n.a. n.a* n.a n.a. Gemil Constanta
Muslim Tartars in Romania Tahsin®
1992 | Democratic Union of Turkish 2 7699 | 0.07% | CT(7269) Gemil Constanta
Muslim Tartars in Romania B (419) Tahsin
1996 |Democratic Union of Turkish 3 6319 | 0.05% | CT(5436) Saganai Constanta
Muslim Tartars in Romania B(710) Nusfet
TL(173)
2000 | Democratic Union of Turkish 3 10380 |0.10% | CT(9812) | SaliNegiat | Constanta
Muslim Tartars in Romania B (426)
TL (142)
2004 | Democratic Union of Turkish 11 6452 | 0.06% | CT(5003) Amet Constanta
Muslim Tartars in Romania B (388) Aledin
DJ (281)
2008 | Democratic Union of Turkish 42 11868 | 0.17% | CT(3789) Amet Constanta 2
Muslim Tartars in Romania SV (958) Aledin
VN (537)

Table 2.17.2. Tatars - local council election results

Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities where
Year obtained | where they had councilors represented in the
candidates elected council

1996 Democratic Union of Turkish

Muslim Tartars in Romania 5506 13 10 10
2000 Democratic Union of Turkish

Muslim Tartars in Romania 4227 20 2 1
2004 Democratic Union of Turkish

Muslim Tartars in Romania 5589 11 3 3
2008 Democratic Union of Turkish

Muslim Tartars in Romania 2810 9 2 2

45 The information is taken from the website of the Turkish Democratic Union of Romania, www.udtr.ro [last accessed 28

February 2009].
46 The sources used for the 1990 election results do not indicate the participation of this organization. See the data-

base Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/da-
tabase/indexElections.asp?country=ROMANIA&election=ro90cd. However, according to the website of the Cham-
ber of Deputies, UDTTMR was represented in the 1990-1992 cycle. See http://www.cdep.ro/pls/parlam/structura.
mp?idm=164&cam=2&Ieg=1990 [both sources last accessed 28 February 2009].

47 The website of the Chamber of Deputies mixes up the deputies of the Democratic Union of Turkish Muslim Tartars in Roma-
nia and those of the Turkish Democratic Union of Romania in the first parliamentary cycle after 1990. According to www.
cdep.ro, MP for the Tartars was Amet Hogea, while MP for the Turks Tahsin Gemil. Nevertheless, for the next cycle Mr. Gemil
is already correctly credited as MP for UDTTMR. The fact that Amet Hogea had represented the Turkish minority between
1990-1992 is also confirmed on the website of UDTR. See http://udtr.ro/pagini/ist_ro.htm [last accessed 28 February 2009].
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In 1996 UDTTMR obtained local councilor’s mandates in thirteen localities from Constanta county:
Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Ovidiu, Techirghiol, Ciocarlia, Cobadin, Mihail
Kogalniceanu, Valu lui Traian, and 23 August. It also had candidates for the local councils in Eforie and
Navodari and for the mayor’s office in Mihail Kogalniceanu, but with no success.

In 2000 UDTTMR fielded candidates in Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Eforie,
Navodari, Negru-Voda, Ovidiu, Techirghiol, Agigea, Albesti, Amzacea, Cobadin, Cumpdna, Independenta,
Limanu, Mihail Kogalniceanu, Topraisar, Tuzla, and Valu lui Traian, but it only won two seats, both of
them in Cobadin locality. It also had candidates for the mayor’s office in Cobadin and in Independenta.

In 2004 the organization put forward candidates in only half the localities (if compared to the pre-
vious elections): Constanta, Mangalia, Medgidia, Baneasa, Basarabi (Murfatlar), Eforie, Ovidiu, Agigea,
Amzacea, Cobadin, Tuzla, and Valu lui Traian. It obtained one councilor’s seat in Medgidia, Cobadin, and
Valu lui Traian. The same year UDTTMR had two candidates for the mayor’s office, in Constanta and in
Tuzla.*®

In 2008 UDTTMR fielded candidates in Mangalia, Medgidia, Baneasa, Murfatlar, Ovidiu, Techirghiol,
Agigea, Cobadin, and Valu lui Traian, but only won seats in Medgidia and Techirghiol. In 2008 the organi-
zation had only one candidate for mayor’s office (in Medgidia). In other 18 localities UDTTMR represen-
tatives appeared as candidates on the lists of national political parties.* Information concerning their
success is available only for Constanta Municipality, where a member of UDTTMR was elected to the
local council on the list of the Social Democratic Party.*°

In the period under discussion, the organization had one representative in the Constanta County
Council (between 1996 and 2000); in 2008 UDTTMR had one candidate on the lists of the SDP for the
Constanta County Council, but failed to get elected.

Table 2.17.3. Tatars — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county | Counties where candidates were
obtained councilors fielded
elected

1996 Democ!'atic Unio'n of Turkish Muslim Constanta
Tartars in Romania 5555 1 ’
Democratic Union of Turkish Muslim

2000 Constant,
Tartars in Romania 4852 0 onstanta
Democratic Union of Turkish Muslim

2004 Constant,
Tartars in Romania 5642 0 onstanta

2008 Democratic Union of Turkish Muslim
Tartars in Romania On the lists of the Social Democratic Party

2.18. Turks, 1990-2008

As already mentioned in the previous section, the Turks and the Tartars in Romania originally had
a joint organization called the Democratic Union of Turkish Muslims in Romania. This organization ran
for both chambers of the Romanian Parliament in 1990. It obtained representation in the Chamber of
Deputies, due to the existence of reserved seats, while the candidate for the Senate obtained 8439

48 On www.divers.ro the following information is posted: “It should be mentioned that at the 2004 local elections, the
Democratic Union of Turkish Muslim Tartars in Romania obtained three mayor’s seats.” (http://www.divers.ro/tatari_
situatia_dupa_1990_ro [last accessed 28 February 2009]). The databases of the Central Election Bureau do not confirm
this information. Members of UDTTMR might have obtained mayor’s offices on the lists of other political parties, but
certainly not under the label of the minority organization.

49 ,Lansarea oficiald a candidatilor UDTTMR’, Ziua de Constanta, 24 April 2008, http://www.ziuaconstanta.ro/rubrici/poli-
tic/lansarea-oficiala-a-candidatilor-udttmr.html [last accessed 28 February 2009].

50 The statement is based on the fact that the name of Mr. Ibraim Temur appears in the news cited under the previous
footnote and on the list of Constanta local councilors available on the website of the institution, http://www.primaria-
constanta.ro/PrimariaConstanta/Machete/Machetal.aspx?paginalD=9&titlulD=7&detaliulD=745 [last accessed 28
February 2009].
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votes (0.06%), which were not sufficient. After the 1990 elections the Turks established the Union of
the Turkish Ethnic Minority in Romania, which later became the Turkish Democratic Union of Romania
(hereinafter UDTR), and has represented the Turks in Parliament ever since.

Unlike UDTTMR, UDTR had to compete with two rival Turkish organizations in the 2004 elections,
namely the Association of Ethnic Turks and the Turkish Muslim Union of Romania. In 2004 the election
for the deputy seat of the Turkish minority was decided by a margin of 319 votes, and even the third
organization came rather close to the first two. Conversely, on the local level there was no competition:
only UDTR participated, with rather limited success, its record being limited to two local councilor’s
seats in 1996.

Table 2.18.1. The Turks - Chamber of Deputies election results

Year Name of organization #of listsof | Votes |Votes% | Counties Deputy Constituency
candidates | obtained with best name where he/she
results was elected
1990 | Democratic Union of n.a. 8600 0.06% n.a. Hogea Constanta
Turkish Muslims in Romania Amet®!
1992 | Turkish Democratic Union 2 2572 0.02% | CT(2150) Rusid Constanta
of Romania TL (419) Feuzia
1996 | Turkish Democratic Union 4 4326 0.04% | CT(3423) Osman Constanta
of Romania TL (473) Fedbi
BR (289)
2000 | Turkish Democratic Union 7 6675 0.06% | CT(4016) | Cerchez Constanta
of Romania B (1513) Metin
TL (572)
2004 | Turkish Democratic Union 40 7715 0.08% | CT(2143) Ibram Constanta
of Romania TL (640) lusein
VN (303)
Association of Ethnic Turks 37 7396 0.07% | CT(1712)
DJ (568)
GJ (341)
Turkish Muslim Union of 29 6517 0.06% | CT (2944)
Romania DJ (504)
BC (275)
2008 | Turkish Democratic Union 42 9481 0.14% | CT(1626) Ibram Constanta 9
of Romania NT (797) lusein
GL (437)
Table 2.18.2. The Turks - local council election results
Year Name of organization Votes # of localities | # of local # of localities
obtained where councilors where
they had elected | represented in the
candidates council
1996 Turkish Democratic Union of Romania 2438 11 2 2
2000 Turkish Democratic Union of Romania 697 7 0 0
2004 Turkish Democratic Union of Romania | On the lists of the Social Democratic Party
2008 Turkish Democratic Union of Romania | On the lists of the Social Democratic Party

In 1996 UDTR fielded candidates for the local councils of Brdila and in various localities from Constanta
and Tulcea counties. In Constanta county they participated in the elections in Constanta, Medgidia,
Techirghiol, Baneasa, Cobadin, and Dobromir, whereas in Tulcea county - in Tulcea, Babadag, Isaccea,

51 See footnote 47.
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and Macin. The organization won two seats (in Medgidia and in Cobadin). UDTR also had a candidate for
the mayor’s office in the city of Constanta, without any realistic chances for victory.

In 2000 UDTR had candidates in Mangalia, Techirghiol, Valu lui Traian, Harsova, Baneasa (Constanta
county), Tulcea and Babadag (Tulcea county), but failed to obtain any seats. In this year the UDTR had
no candidates for mayor’s offices.

Beginning with 2004, UDTR did not participate in local elections with its own list, but signed an agreement
with the Social Democratic Party in Constanta county. Thus, both in 2004 and in 2008, a candidate of UDTR
was elected for the Constanta County Council and for the Constanta Local Council on the lists of SDP>?

Table 2.18.3. The Turks — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county | Counties where candidates
obtained councilors were fielded
elected
1996 | The Romanian Turkish Democratic Union 1384 0 Constanta, Tulcea
2000 | The Romanian Turkish Democratic Union 274 0 Tulcea
2004 | The Romanian Turkish Democratic Union On SDP lists
2008 | The Romanian Turkish Democratic Union On SDP lists

2.19. Ukrainians, 1990-2008

The Ukrainian community in Romania is represented in the Chamber of Deputies by the Union of Ukrai-
nians in Romania (hereafter UUR). An alternative organization exists too, the Democratic Union of Ukrai-
nians in Romania (hereafter UDUR), which participated in the 1996 and 2000 parliamentary elections, and
in the 2000 and 2008 local elections. UUR has been most active in Maramures, Suceava, Timis, and Tulcea
counties, but it also fielded candidates in a few localities in Arad, Caras-Severin, Botosani, and Satu Mare
counties. The political activity of UDUR has been limited mostly to Maramures and Suceava counties.

Table 2.19.1. Ukrainians — Chamber of Deputies election results

Year | Name of organization | # of listsof | Votes Votes | Counties with | Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained % best results where he/she
was elected
1990 | Union of Ukrainians in n.a 16179 | 0.12% n.a Tcaciuc Stefan |  Maramures
Romania
1992 | Union of Ukrainians in 5 7717 0.07% MM (3892) | Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
Romania SV (1541)
TM (868)
1996 | Union of Ukrainians in 6 7165 0.06% SV (3005) Nicolaiciuc Suceava
Romania MM (1514) Vichentie
TL (1071)
Democratic Union of 2 4132 0.03% MM (3156)
Ukrainians in Romania SV (646)
2000 | Union of Ukrainians in 10 9404 0.09% MM (3162) | Tcaciuc Stefan | Maramures
Romania SV (1553)
TM (929)
Democratic Union of 7 5843 0.05% MM (2013)
Ukrainians in Romania B (1288)
SV (964)

52 ,Osman Fedbi raméane consilier judetean si in viitoarea administratie judeteana’, Cuget Liber, April 18" 2006, http://
www.cugetliber.ro/Arhiva/aprilie2006/18/pag%2002.pdf; ,Componenta Consiliului Judetean Constanta: PSD - 20 de
mandate + presedintele, PD-L - 9 mandate, PNL - 7 mandate’, Cuget Liber, 5 June 2008, http://www.cugetliber.ro/
Arhiva/aprilie2006/18/pag%2002.pdf. [last accessed 28 February 2009].
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Year | Name of organization | # of listsof | Votes Votes | Counties with | Deputy name | Constituency
candidates | obtained % best results where he/she
was elected
2004 | Union of Ukrainians in 10888 | 0.11% MM (2176) | Tcaciuc Stefan, | Maramures
Romania SV (1406) deceased in
TM (976) July 2005
Buciuta Stefan | Maramures
- since July
2005
2008 | The Union of 42 9338 0.14% SV (1398) Buciuta Stefan | Maramures 7
Ukrainians in Romania MM (753)
TM (594)

Table 2.19.2. Ukrainians - local council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of localities # of local # of localities where
obtained | where they had councilors represented in the
candidates elected council

1996 | Union of Ukrainians in 2973 23 21 12
Romania

2000 | Union of Ukrainians in 3970* 39 26 11
Romania
Democratic Union of 781 11 6 3
Ukrainians in Romania

2004 | Union of Ukrainians in 5448 53 29 20
Romania

2008 | Union of Ukrainians in 2049 30 11 9
Romania
Democratic Union of 872 15 1 1
Ukrainians in Romania

* In 2000, in Timisoara, UUR was member of an electoral alliance also including UBBR and UDSCR. The
alliance received 283 votes and won no councilor’s seats. These votes are not included in the table.

In 1996 UUR obtained local councilor’s seats in the following localities: Caras-Severin county —
Copacel (2 seats); Maramures county — Bocicoiu Mare (2), Poienile de sub Munte (4), Remeti (3), Repedea
(1), and Ruscova (2); Timis county — Barna (2), Stiuca (1), and Victor Vlad Delamarina (1); Tulcea county
- Ceatalchioi (1), Hamcearca (1), and Sfantu Gheorghe (1). In Suceava county they had no candidates, at
least not under the label of the organization. UUR fielded seven candidates for mayor’s offices, with the
best result in Remeti (Maramures county), where the candidate made it into the second round.

In 2000 UUR obtained representation in Poienile de sub Munte (3 seats), Remeti (4), Repedea (1),
Rona de Sus (2), Ruscova (5), Maramures county; in Micula (1), Satu Mare county; in Calafindesti (4),
Izvoarele Sucevei (2), and Ulma (1), Suceava county; in Barna (2) and Stiuca (1), Timis county. Despite
having candidates in six localities in Tulcea county too, they won no local council seats there. The UUR
candidates won the mayor’s office in Ruscova and in Calafindesti, while in Rona de Sus the UUR candi-
date got it into the second round.

The same year, the rival organization, UDUR, obtained three seats in Bocicoiu Mare, one in Ruscova,
and two in Musenita (Suceava county); their candidate for the mayor’s office in the Musenita got in the
second round.

In 2004 UUR was again the only organization of the Ukrainians standing in the elections, and ob-
tained local council seats in the following localities: Tarnova (1), Arad county; Candesti (1) and Mihaileni
(2), Botosani county; Copacele (1), Caras-Severin county; Bocicoiu Mare (3), Poienile de sub Munte (1),
Remeti (2), Repedea (1), Rona de Sus (1), Ruscova (4), all from Maramures county; Balcauti (1), Izvoarele
Sucevei (2), Moldova Sulita (1), Ulma (1), Suceava county; Barna (1), Criciova (1), Darova (1), Stiuca (1),
Victor Vlad Delamarina (1), Timis county; Murighiol (2), Tulcea county. The UUR candidates for the may-
or’s office were unsuccessful, none of them got even into the second round.
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Since 2008 UUR has two local councilors in Mihaileni and Remeti, and one in each of the following
localities: Bocicoiu Mare, Repedea, Rona de Sus, Ruscova, Barna, Criciova, and Stiuca. Table 2.19.2 clearly
shows that UUR had the worst results in 2008 (probably the worst in the entire history of the organiza-
tion). The organization retained only half of the local councilor’s seats it had held since the previous
election. Moreover, UUR failed to obtain any seats in Suceava and Tulcea counties, and none of its eight
candidates for mayor’s offices gathered enough votes to enter the second round.

Nevertheless, the weak performance of UUR cannot be explained by the competition posed by
UDUR; the latter organization participated again in the 2008 elections, after a break in 2004. It fielded
candidates for the local councils in Brdila, Sighetu Marmatiei, Oncesti, Poienile de Sub Munte, Remeti,
Repedea, Rona de Sus, Ruscova (Maramures county), Brodina, Darmanesti, Moldovita, and Ulma (Sucea-
va county). However, it obtained only one seat, in Ruscova.>® Furthermore, none of its candidates for the
mayor’s office in Poienile de sub Munte, Ruscova, Brodina, and Ulma made it into the second round.

It should be mentioned that in 2008 UUR fielded candidates for the Timisoara Local Council and
for the Timis County Council on the lists of DAHR, which also included representatives of the Serbian,
Italian, and Bulgarian minorities. The county council list was unsuccessful; in Timisoara however, the
minorities obtained two seats in the local council. The first seat has been assigned to the representative
of DAHR for the entire period of the mandate, while the second seat is to be shared by rotation among
the Serbians, Italians, Bulgarians, and Ukrainians, each minority having a representative in the council
for the period of one year.

Table 2.19.3. Ukrainians — county council election results

Year Name of organization Votes # of county Counties where candidates were
obtained councilors fielded
elected
1996 | Union of Ukrainians in Romania 9262 2 MM, TM, TL
2000 | Union of Ukrainians in Romania 5928* 0 CS, MM, SM, SV, TL
Democratic Union of Ukrainians 2308 0 MM, SV, TL
in Romania
2004 | Union of Ukrainians in Romania 6815 0 CS, MM, SM, SV, TL
2008 | Union of Ukrainians in Romania 2243 0 BT, MM, SV
2008 | Democratic Union of Ukrainians 1009 0 MM, SV
in Romania

*The 2000 election results of UUR do not include the votes obtained in Timis county by the electoral
alliance consisting of the UBBR, UUR, and UDSCR (1335 votes, no seat).

In the period discussed, UUR obtained two county council seats, both in 1996 (in Maramures and
Tulcea counties). Since 2000 the Ukrainians have had no representatives in county councils. In 2008 the
UUR candidate for the Maramures county council presidency received 1267 votes (0.66%).

Conclusions

B At present nineteen ethnic minorities are represented in the Parliament of Romania, a situation which
places the country in top positions worldwide in this respect. Eighteen of these communities are repre-
sented due to the existence of special reserved seats, allocated in addition to the total number of dep-
uty seats. The nineteenth community (the Hungarians) has obtained parliamentary representation by
passing the electoral threshold in every election. The number of eighteen minorities has been gradually
achieved between 1990 and 2000. In 1990 the special minority seats were guaranteed, i.e. the strongest

53 UDURwould have obtained a seat in two other localities too (Remeti and Repedea), had the special electoral provision
concerning minority representation not been applied. UDUR failed to get represented in both of these cases because
UUR had already obtained seats in the local councils.
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organization representing each minority was automatically given a seat in the Chamber of Deputies. In
the first parliamentary elections twelve minorities received deputy seats due to this special measure:
the Armenians, the Bulgarians, the Germans, the Greeks, the Poles, the Roma, the Lippovan Russians, the
Serbians and Krashovani, the Slovaks and Czechs, the Tartars, the Turks, and the Ukrainians.

Since 1992, according to the modified law, the minority seats are no longer reserved (in the sense of
guaranteeing representation irrespectively of the electoral result), but obtainable by reaching a symbol-
ic threshold. Even if the representation of minorities is not guaranteed any more, the threshold is quite
accessible; consequently the parliamentary presence of minorities remained practically safeguarded. In
1992, the Italians joined the twelve minorities that had already achieved representation in the Roma-
nian Parliament, in 1996 — the Albanians and the Jewish, and in 2000 - the Croatians, the Macedonians,
and the Ruthenians.

No changes have occurred with regard to either the number of the represented minorities, or the
organizations holding these seats since 2000. This “freezing” of the situation was caused by the intro-
duction of more difficult candidature conditions for minority organizations outside Parliament, before
the 2004 elections. The differentiated treatment of organizations inside and outside Parliament is hard
to justify; it has been criticized as discriminatory and its negative effects upon the political competition
and pluralism are obvious. The excessive fragmentation of votes within minority communities had in-
deed reached worrying proportions in previous elections. Moreover, certain organizations with ambig-
uous minority character appeared, thus the situation had to be managed somehow. Notwithstanding
these arguments, the changes introduced are much too severe and give unjustified advantage to the
organizations already represented in Parliament. Unfortunately, despite the harsh criticism addressed
by both national and international experts and fora (e.g. the Venice Commission), the discriminative ele-
ments have not been eliminated; on the contrary, new restrictions have been introduced in 2008.

As the“small” national minorities have been constantly receiving one deputy seat, analyzing tenden-
cies in time makes sense only in the case of Hungarians. Here one can witness a slow but obvious de-
crease regarding both the percentage of votes obtained and the number of elected MPs. For the “small”
minorities the evolution of votes obtained is rather interesting: the further we depart from 1990, the
more uniform the distribution of votes cast for these organizations becomes across the counties. To put
it differently, the distribution of votes cast for these organizations reflects less and less the geographic
distribution of the minority communities in question.

The phenomenon became most visible in 2008, when the minorities obtained a very good percent-
age, at least compared to the results of the 2004 elections. This can most probably be explained by the
increasing number of “sympathy votes” given by persons not belonging to the minorities. These votes
can also be interpreted as protest votes, cast against the main political parties. It would be interesting to
know precisely to what extent the success of minority organizations can be attributed, on the one hand,
to votes of the members of the minorities, and, on the other hand, to protest votes of those disillusioned
with the (national) political parties. The results of the 2008 elections suggest an increased importance of
the latter component, as certain minority organizations have obtained more votes than the number of
persons who had declared themselves as belonging to the respective minorities.

While the parliamentary representation of all but one minority has been stable due to the special
seats, the presence of ethnic minorities in the local councils - with a few exceptions - has been con-
stantly decreasing since 2000. The phenomenon is most worrisome in the case of the “small” minorities
such as Lippovan Russians, Serbians, Slovaks and Czechs, Turks, Tartars, or Ukrainians. Although the de-
mographic decrease must have also contributed to the weakening of the results, the negative tendency
is caused primarily by the changes in electoral legislation. The electoral thresholds gradually introduced
in 2000 and 2004 have turned out to be difficult obstacles for the minorities, especially in localities
where their percentage is low. In the absence of effective provisions of electoral affirmative action, truly
able to facilitate minority representation, the minorities have disappeared from many local councils.
Although a special provision aimed to help minorities was adopted in 2004, it can only be applied for
local councils, and not for county councils; moreover, it is an ill-designed provision which has failed to
improve minority representation.

The electoral thresholds also had an indirect effect upon minority organizations, which seems to
have even more serious consequences than that those caused by the direct effect. The higher thresh-
olds have not only reduced the number of seats obtained by minorities, but have also contributed to
the decrease of the number of relevant parties in the Romanian party system. This decrease in the po-
litical fragmentation, along with the stabilization of election patterns (decreased electoral volatility),
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indicate a higher degree of institutionalization attained by the Romanian party system. A higher degree
of institutionalization is a positive development, as it enhances political stability and is evidence for the
consolidation of democracy (On the institutionalization of party systems see Mainwaring—Scully 1995).
Notwithstanding this, the higher degree of institutionalization had a negative secondary effect on mi-
nority organizations.

Today the Romanian political landscape is dominated by a few major political parties. In the context
of this well-consolidated party system, chances of gaining access, on local level, to resources from upper
levels (i.e. from county level or from Bucharest) are much better through political parties than through
certain organizations which at the upper decision-making levels are insignificant, as is the case of mi-
nority organizations. Consequently, even in localities where the percentage of the minority population
is very high, candidature becomes more advantageous on the slate of one of the major national parties
than under the label of a minority organization. Probably the cooptation of some minority politicians
by political parties can be explained by the fact that the political ambitions of these individuals can be
more easily satisfied within a political party than within a minority organization. The only different case
is that of Hungarians, because of their presence in the center and in county councils, and also because
of their connections to the kin-state. In their case the lobby for resources on local level can be effective
through the ethnic organization as well.

Table 3.1 gives an overview of the results obtained by minority organizations in the 2004 and 2008
elections and of the demographic situation of minorities according to the 2002 census. It is obvious
that on the local level almost every national minority is seriously under-represented. The Hungarians
are in a somewhat better position, as, to the seats obtained by Hungarian organizations, we must add
a substantial number of independent councilors elected in localities from the areas inhabited mainly
by Hungarians. The trend is nevertheless negative even for Hungarians, especially in counties where
their percentage is low (Alba, Arad, Bistrita-Ndsaud, Brasov, Caras-Severin, Hunedoara, Maramures, Si-
biu, Timis).

The figures in the table show a clear under-representation of the “small” minorities and a comparison
between the 2004 and the 2008 election results suggests a decline instead of an improvement, as the
under-representation has become more serious in 2008. The greatest difference in the minority percent-
age and representation in local councils can be observed in the case of the Roma population. Although
“large” in demographic terms, the Roma minority is rather similar to the “small” minorities. Until 2000,
the political life of the Roma had been characterized by excessive fragmentation, as more than ten rival
organizations participated in elections. After 2004, only one organization has survived (or perhaps two,
as the Alliance for the Unity of the Rroma participated in the local elections again in 2008). The conse-
quence has been a decrease in the number of seats obtained, which suggests the incapacity of a single
organization to cover all the various groups within the Roma ethnic community. Another problem of
the Roma organizations is the very low success rate of candidatures, which is related to a very high
variability of the localities where Roma organizations field candidates. This, in turn, is caused by the
incapacity to develop and maintain a network of operable local organizations.

The under-representation of minorities on the local and county levels and the negative trend in this
respect could be counteracted only by adopting special measures of electoral affirmative action that
are indeed able to facilitate the presence of minorities in decision-making bodies. Unfortunately, the
measure included in the electoral law in 2004 is far from being efficient and may even have the contrary
effect, so as to take away seats from the minorities, seats which they would have acquired had they been
treated identically with the political parties. In 2004 there were eight cases when the provision helped
the minorities and six cases when it prevented them from obtaining a seat. In 2008 there were four posi-
tive cases and five negative ones. Thus, the actual gain of minority organizations was two seats in 2004,
while in the 2008 the balance was negative.

Obviously, the minorities themselves are aware of the uselessness of the provision; thus, they sub-
mitted a bill for the amendment of Law no. 67/2004, suggesting the introduction of a mechanism similar
to the one in force at the level of the Chamber of Deputies.** According to the draft, minority organiza-
tions obtaining no councilor’s seats would be entitled to a seat if they obtained a number of votes equal
to 10% of the average number of valid votes needed to elect one councilor in the given constituency.

54 Bill for the amendment and completion of Law no. 67 / 2004 on the election of local administration. Documents avail-
able at the address: http://www.cdep.ro/pls/proiecte/upl_pck.proiect?idp=7543 [last accessed 15 September 2008].
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Nevertheless, a single seat would be awarded for all organizations in this situation, whilst in many cases
several minorities live in the same locality. The proposal, however, does not include details concerning
the method by which minority organizations would “share” that seat among themselves.

Certainly, such a measure would improve the representation of minorities in local councils, at least as
far as numbers are concerned. Nevertheless, it would not solve the other problem concerning the regu-
lation in force, i.e. the favoring of a single minority organization at the expense of others. Moreover, the
bill suggests the institutionalization of this practice. Its effects would be similar to what happened in the
Chamber of Deputies after the introduction of restrictions regarding the candidature of organizations
outside Parliament. Obviously, allocating more than one seat would not only result in a disproportion-
ately high representation of minorities in councils, but it would also lead to an increase in the number of
minority organizations trying to get represented, including organizations with a questionable minority
character. The conclusion is that the alternative suggested by minorities would improve, to a certain
extent, their representation, but it would not be a very good solution. On the one hand it would insti-
tutionalize the lack of pluralism, while on the other hand, in a form adapted to facilitate pluralism (with
more seats awarded), it would be deficient for other reasons.

Thus, on local level, we have an unsatisfactory regulation in force and an equally inappropriate pro-
posal to replace it; both are limited by the logic of the system used on parliamentary level, which favors
in an unjustified manner a single organization of each minority and reduces the chances of political
pluralism. What would be desirable? In the short term, the least that can be done is abolishing the
special provision presently used on local level, and returning to the previous state, in which minority
organizations were treated as if thy were political parties. This would at least simplify the seat allocation
procedure, without causing minorities too much harm; further, it would end the discrimination of the
Hungarians and eliminate a potential source of conflict between minorities living together in the same
localities (in the event that they gained representation one to the detriment of another). The withdrawal
of the special provision, however, cannot solve the problems created by the introduction of electoral
thresholds. Consequently, in the long run, the Romanian system of minority representation should be
thoroughly redesigned on both central and local levels; otherwise, the negative trend in minority repre-
sentation will surely become irreversible.
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DESPRE INSTITUTUL PENTRU STUDIEREA PROBLEMELOR MINORITATILOR
NATIONALE

ABOUT THE ROMANIAN INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON NATIONAL MINORITIES

A NEMZETI KISEBBSEGKUTATO INTEZETROL

INSTITUTUL PENTRU STUDIEREA PROBLEMELOR MINORITATILOR NATIONALE (ISPMN) functioneaza
ca institutie publica si ca personalitate juridica in subordinea Guvernului si in coordonarea
Departamentului pentru Relatii Interetnice. Sediul Institutului este in municipiul Cluj-Napoca.

B Scop si activitati de baza

studierea si cercetarea inter- si pluridisciplinara a pastrarii, dezvoltarii si exprimarii identitatii etnice,
studierea aspectelor sociologice, istorice, culturale, lingvistice, religioase sau de alta naturd ale
minoritatilor nationale si ale altor comunitati etnice din Romania.

B Directii principale de cercetare

Schimbare de abordare in Romania, in domeniul politicilor fata de minoritatile nationale: analiza
politico-institutionald a istoriei recente;

Dinamica etno-demografica a minoritatilor din Romania;

Revitalizare etnica sau asimilare? Identitati in tranzitie, analiza transformarilor identitare la minoritatile
etnice din Romania;

Analiza rolului jucat de etnicitate in dinamica stratificdrii sociale din Romania;

Patrimoniul cultural institutional a minoritatilor din Romania;

Patternuri ale segregadrii etnice;

Bilingvismul: modalitati de producere, atitudini si politici publice;

Noi imigranti in Romania: modele de incorporare si integrare;

The ROMANIAN INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON NATIONAL MINORITIES (RIRNM) is a legally constituted
public entity under the authority of the Romanian Government. It is based in Cluj-Napoca.

H Aim

The inter- and multidisciplinary study and research of the preservation, development and expression
of ethnic identity, as well as social, historic, cultural, linguistic, religious or other aspects of national
minorities and of other ethnic communities in Romania.

B Major research areas

Changing policies regarding national minorities in Romania: political and institutional analyses of
recent history;

Ethno-demographic dynamics of minorities in Romania;

Identities in transition — ethnic enlivening or assimilation? (analysis of transformations in the identity
of national minorities from Romania);

Analysis of the role of ethnicity in the social stratification dynamics in Romania;

The institutional cultural heritage of minorities in Romania;

Ethnic segregation patterns;

Bilingualism: ways of generating bilingualism, public attitudes and policies;

Recent immigrants to Romania: patterns of social and economic integration.
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A kolozsvari székhely(, jogi személyként miikédé NEMZETI KISEBBSEGKUTATO INTEZET (NKI) a Roméan
Kormdny hatéaskorébe tartozé kozintézmény.

B Célok

A romaniai nemzeti kisebbségek és mas etnikai kozosségek etnikai identitdismegdrzésének, -valtozasainak,
-kifejez6désének, valamint ezek szocioldgiai, torténelmi, kulturalis, nyelvészeti, vallasos és mas jellegi
aspektusainak kutatéasa, tanulmanyozésa.

B Fobb kutatasi iranyvonalak

A romaniai kisebbségpolitikdban torténé véltozasok elemzése: jelenkortdrténetre vonatkozé
intézménypolitikai elemzések;

A romaniai kisebbségek népességdemografiai jellemzéi;

Atmeneti identitasok — etnikai revitalizalas vagy asszimilacié? (a romaniai kisebbségek identitasaban
végbemen6 valtozasok elemzése);

Az etnicitds szerepe a tarsadalmi rétegzédésben;

A romaniai nemzeti kisebbségek kulturalis 6roksége;

Az etnikai szegregacié modelljei;

A kétnyelviiség modozatai, az ehhez kapcsolddé attitliddk és kdzpolitikak;

Uj bevandorl6k Romaniaban: tarsadalmi és gazdasagi beilleszkedési modellek.
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