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Abstract: After the fall of communism and the transition tdeanocratic regime and after more than 6 y
from accession to European Union, Romarecordeda decline of democratic consolidation proc
according to the latest reports of Freedom HoudleccaNations in Transition”. The present paper sito
analyzethe relation between the change of the electorstegy in Romania and ttdecreasecquality of
democratic governanc&he dataused for this paper were collected from Freedomsdaeports ,Nations
in Transition”- 2007 2010) and the methods of investigation are casty sitnd comparativanalysis of the
data.The paper reveals that, despite fact that Romania changed the electoral systemgtfislators wer:
elected in singlemit constituencies on the basis of a mixed elattsystemno progress has been made
process of democratic consolidation. Moreover,stt@re of the electoral fcess caused the degradatior
Romania's ratingAs a conclusion, the Romania's EU accession andhaege of the electoral system are
sufficient premises focompleting the proce of democratic consolidation in Romania.
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1. Introduction

After the fall of communism in Central and East &pe, the concept of democracy came strongl

the political scene, because appears the needtifyjdemocracy as the best formorganizing the
political life.

To accomplish this task of defining democracy weidle Tilly’ s work, one of the most prolif
theorist of democracy, whsays the there are four major types of definitior=anstitutione, noun,
procedural and process-orientd&dly, 2007, p. 21)

In our paper, we will focus oprocedure approach. Thus, according to the procedural approa
regime is qualified as democratic or not after @eseof government practices. Most followers ok
approach are lookingptelections and are interested if the competita@ng performed between
many citizens as possible, produced, as usualgelsan the policies and the governmental staffs’
procedure is done only when elections produce fiognit changes in govnment.

Among the procedural indicators of democracy afereeadum, recount, petitions and polls. Tak
into account the criterion of elections, we canirdefh democracy that fulfills all the above criéesis
an electoral democragyilly, 2007, p. 22

In an attempt to find a country as electoral demogor nol Freedom Houskas identified a numbt
of procedural elements:(B) multiparty system ai open competition; (2universal suffrage for a
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citizens(except citizens of certain countries that crigsizhe right to vote because they have serious
criminal history) (3) regular general elections, held under maxinmagrurity without massive fraud
that lead to unrepresentative results for the paimn;(4) public access for political parties taers
through media campaigns and open electoral campéigly, 2007, p. 22).

2. Some Characteristics of a Functional Democracy

The largest theoretical confrontations occur whemakcracy must be quantified, or in other words, to
measure the performance of democracy as a polgicakem. Political theory approaches abound on
the elements that should be considered whenrneis to measure the functionality of a democracy.

For example, Sartori refers to Philippe Schmitted &erry Lynn Karl who believe that in order to
measure the effectiveness of a democracy must Ken teato account the difference between the
concepts, democratic procedures and operatingiplk&sc(Sartori, 2002, p. 21). At a conceptual level
the most important feature of a functional demogiiacthe existence of general categories of people
who can control and can make governments respenfibltheir political decisions. So, concepts as
leaders, public space, citizens as electors, elestare very specific to democracy as a political
system.

In a democracy, leaders must be people who arpeniaized positions from which to derive their
legitimacy character in relation to the masses itkzens they represent at the political levels
(Schmitter, Lynn Karl, 1991, p. 76).

What distinguishes democracy from other forms ditipal organization is the way these leaders
come to power and how they exercise their manda&ndy citizens. So they come to power through
free elections and exercise their mandate on timeiples of transparency and free competition, can
be replaced in the next term if people they represant it.

Public space is the place where are built and imptged rules and institutions of democracy. What is
specific to this public space is the dialogue, g@lity of views, tolerance of divergent views ané th
ability to compromise (Schmitter, Lynn Karl, 19%1,77).

Elections are the most clearly political competitto highlight the factions within a democracy. The
mere presence of elections is an indication thastaed in a democracy.

The concept of citizenship is central in the analysade by Schmitter and Lynn Karl because only
the presence of this concept makes a politicakgysb be democratic or not (Schmitter, Lynn Karl,
1991, p. 77). Citizenship itself is a product ohtmmporary democracies because, over time, most
political restrictions were imposed to citizenskiiy gender, social class, income, religion, rate), e

In contemporary democracies there is no restrictiorthe rights of a citizen, so this concept is an
intrinsic notion of democracy.

The democratic procedures are considered by theatlnors as indispensable for the persistence of
demaocracy as a political regime but the mere exitgtef people who vote (electors) are not sufficien
to perpetuate democracy from one election to amofffee democratic procedures to which the two
make references are the same used by Robert Dabte@ representatives, free fair and regular
elections, freedom of expression, alternative sssuaf information, freedom of association and the
right of eligibility (Dahl, 1989, p. 19).

Other political theories measure the degree ohatfonal democracy in relation with the existen€te o
a well-structured party system, a system able tdopa effectively their democratic functions

254



Globalization and Cultural Diversity

(Sartori, 1999, p. 148). The party system stabilitya democracy is another element to quantify the
degree to which that democracy works.

Any comparison between western democracies andettent Central Europe and Eastern Europe
democracies must take into account the party systmmable.Thus, the major difference resulting
from such a comparison is that western democrdw®e highly cohesive party systems to perform
their duties and allow democratic rotation of po¥vem one election to another.

In contrast, recent democracies of central anceeagiurope have fragile political systems, consisti

of traditional parties (those that existed in thieiwar period and were outlawed by the communists)
and new parties (which claim to represent intereftsertain social groups who need political
representation in order to promote their rights enterests). These party systems are characterized b
political instability, the inconsistency of decisimaking and lack of social legitimacior these
reasons, some of them disappear from a parliamem@ndate to another or fail to effectively
promote their electoral platform so as to meetitheshold and to remain part of the legislation.

Also, another element of a functional democradhésquality of political parliamentary élites traae

the product of electoral system. Thus, the quegtiaharises and we are trying to answer, takibg in
account the constraints of an article, is whetherdhange the electoral system in Romania leads to
more efficient élites that contribute in improvitige quality of democracy and its consolidation.

To sum up, we can say that there is a direct ptigpal relationship between the functioning of a
party system and an electoral system in a demoauadythe efficiency of that democracy and of
democratic consolidation.

From the multitude of elements that measure theegtegf functionality of a democracy we will stop,
below, at the electoral process.

3. The Relation between the Electoral System and theebnhocratic Consolidation. The
Case of Romania

For technical reasons, we divided the present sindywo parts: in the first part we made a
comparative analysis of the perceptions of thetipali parliamentary élites on the change of the
electoral system in Romania and in the second pasgd on the reports of Freedom House, “Nations
in Transit” (NIT), we analyze the variable “ElecibProcess”, for Romania, from 2007 to 2010.

3.1 The Perceptions of the Political ParliamentanElites on the Change of the Electoral System
in Romania and Its Effects on the Democratic Conslation. A Comparative Approach

As we have shown, the aim of this paper is to aahyow the change of electoral system influences
the functioning and the consolidation of a demogrstarting from the fact that, in 2008, Romania
went through a process of electoral change.

In terms of social representations, the “uninonfinalte system was invested in the Romanian
society, with a central quality: it is a much malieect link established between electors and alecte
reducing the distance between them. Its introdactias seen as a panacea to the crisis of social
representativeness of the politickdss. This social perception was based on thefliblat individual
choice will lead to an increased quality of RomanRarliament's elected members and to their
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responsibility to voters, and the great stake vas thanging the electoral system could generated a
better democracy.

The sociological investigation made in the Romarkaniament, at the Chamber of Deputies, at two
different times showed the opposite: vpiEr sedoes not alter the structure of parliamentaryes)it
does not produce better élites and thus does wotase the quality of democrackhe purpose of
sociological survey was to measure the perceptainthe parliamentary élites upon some certain
issues and, especially, on the electoral procest)e,uninominal” vote, and the way it was expedcte
to enhance the quality of democracy and its effiectse consolidating of democracy.

These results are part from a greater researchtabét place at the Chamber of Deputies in two
different chronological and political momeht3he first chronological momemtas in October 2008
and the second was in November 2009. The politiwainents are given by the presence of two
different types of electoral systems. In the fiessearch, the political élites analyzed belonged to
parliament elected by a proportional representagimtem (PR) on closed lists, and in the secord, th
elections took place by ,uninominal” system. Thetmoels of investigation are case study and
comparative analysis of the data based on thendseEhis is why in our questionnaires we projected
the design of questions able to prodi®rmation about what élites believe and what thegr

perceptions.

X1. After the election from 2008, what do you thalout the direction the country is going to? A panison
between élites perceptions (2004 - 2008 and 20A2Y0

: ! 2004- 2008 : 2008 - 2012 :
1 Good 1 60 1 52 1 A '
i 1 1 1 [l
IlF = m e m e mm o — - ——— e m— === - === === A= —-—-—-——- -4
1 Wrong ! 25 ! 45 ! ? 1
11 1 1 1 11
[ e e e Femm - - = — - - = e e e -
1 | do not know ] 12 1 2 | L] 1
11 1 1 1 11
[ e i Fem - = - = - - - === === o e -4
1 | do not answer 1 3 1 1 | 3 N
i 1 1 1 [}
| | o = b e =11
1 Total 1 100 1 100 1 1
1 1 [l

X2. Do you think the uninominal system will havdeaisive influence on the direction the countrgaing to? A
comparison between élites perceptions (2004 - 20@82008-2012)

: : 2004- 2008 : 2008 - 2012 : :
o Yes | 51 | 48 | a i
1 i ] | Ny
| == === - e e e e mmmm - F-—— === ===-- m---—=———— q--=-=-=--= A1
1 No 1 46 1 52 | | 1
1 | 1 ] 1
| == === m - mmmm - mmmm - Fr-—=—=—=—=—=—=-=-==-=-- - -=-- q------- A1
1 | do not know 1 2 1 0 1 A 1
Rl A A e i
1 | do not answer 1 1 1 0 1 A 1
I A I L i
1 Total 1 100% 1 100% 1 1
1 1 1

Two questionnaires were applied to the populatiodeputies, belonging to the legislature 2004 -2868 2008 - 2012, and
two types of groupings were built. The first graupincluded 57 deputies and the second one 62hEdwo groupings we
used a simple, ransom and crossed procedure aislaye
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As we can see, X1 and X2 tables show that in begisllatures, the old and the new élites there are
two hard cores of members of parliament (46% arfid)5&ho not considered that changing of the

voting system will decisively influence the direxti the country goes (Table X2). In other words,

although they were chosen based on different syst@@rceptions about the impact of electoral

system on the direction of development of the cgumtre similar. These results raise a major

question: what was the real motivation under whtdmania has made the transition from one system
to another?

V1. Which of the following statements you agree?

: 1 2004- 2008 : 2008 - 2012 :
i 1 The uninominal system promotes better deputieg 54% O T1% A
1 I 1 1 1 1
: i The uninominal system promotes worse deputies 46% : 23% L.

______________________________________________ d =L

The answers are logic because every governancexjem;lstself to be better than the previous one.
The problem that we identify in this situation ithe value of the current élites higher than the
other élites, why persists the general opinion thatcountry is going in the wrong direction? The
economic crisis could be responsible for the dioectaken by a state, or the political class asd it
ability in management problems facing Romania?

V2. Which of the following statements you agree?

\ | 2004- 2008 | 2008 - 2012, \
' The uninominal system promotes only candidatel w- 44% ! 31% ! 3 H
N lot of money for the campaign . I 1 I 1
[N} 1 1 | 11
: The uninominal system promotes only candidates vu:

1

I

high visibility (well known by the people) :

The success formula in order to become membereot dyislative is not the electoral system but a
combination between financial resources (intengivesed during campaign) and high public
visibility.

V3. Which of the following statements you agree?

1
1
[}
1
: candidates of the political parties

I
I
The uninominal system brings advantages for th¢
1
I

Belonging to a political party is the best way tavh access in Parliament, so the idea that the
uninominal system promotes independent candidatemfirmed. As a remark, the figures are
significant.

V4. Which of the following statements you agree?

I
I
: In the uninominal system the citizens’ interests ar'I
I better represented 1
I
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The'
system.

In the uninominal system the citizens’ interests ar,
represented in the same way like in PR system|

V5. Which of the following statements you agree?

! ! Yes ! No ' Parliamentary élitesiI
i In the next Parliament* there will be more transpay | \ | |
i i 53% 1 40% 2004- 2008 i
1 I 1 1 1
1 I 1 1 1
e e mm - mm == - mmm m — - — - - == R il S -
In the present Parliament* exists more transparena
58% , 40% 2008 - 2012

*|ts about the legislature 2008 — 20,12

1
The political transparency is not a chapter thaukhstay under incidence of the voting system,sut
value guaranteed by law and all parliaments of maieatic state (regardless of the electoral
procedure on which is constituted) should respedtimplement it. The deputies who replied to this
question betrayed the political values on whicly theild their careers.

V6. Which of the following statements you agree?

| [} [}

. Yes | No | |

| 1 1 |

| 1 1 |
i Inthe next Parliament*, members will give theioty | : : N
I better laws | 46% | 44% !  2004-2008
i [ 1 [} n
1 [ 1 1 n
N o o o o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = = | D | L e o e e e e e e m = 1]
" In the present Parliament* members give the tguretter N
" laws 31% ' 60% 2008 -2012 ¢

*|ts about the legislature 2008 — 2012
1

Table V6 reaffirms the idea that the parliamentlites resulting from the “uninominal” vote aredes
responsible about mission that has drawn in thesttation - that of legislative process and of pass
laws. Since they believe that they will not ledisldetter, then, consequently, that other political
bodies are responsible for political decisions ianRnia. What kind of democracy could be in
Romania, if the parliamentarians themselves considbave a role of consultation and decorative.
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V7. Which of the following statements you agree?

n Using the uninominal sy.stem, people has more inust ! 22% ! 50% ! 2008 - 2012\
n Parliament I LT
1 1 |

Parliamentary political élites perceptions of tlegke of trust that citizens have in the institutod
Parliament remain unchanged from a legislaturentiheer and from a system of vote to another. Any
other element than the system of vote — politieghdvior, values expressed, laws passed, etc, will
affect the confidence of citizens in Parliament

3.2 The Freedom House Reports on Romania and the &wuation of the Electoral Process

To quantify the functionality of the Romanian demamy, taking into account the variable “Electoral
Process” we used the annual reviews conducteddsdbm House, entitled “Nations in TransitNe
believe that the variables used in Freedom Houseisial surveys (including the electoral process)
cover the economic, social, legal and political deracy. “Nations in Transit” is a comparative and
multidimensional study about the reforms made bynfy communist countries from Europe and
Eurasia.

This study keeps track of reforms made by 29 statesthe data are collected from the first day of
January of the year and ending with the last dap@éember of the same yedethodology for
achieving these studies is: Freedom House has &uglid of analysis that allows experts in each
country monitored to fill easily the available infieation, taking into account seven broad categories
These categories are: electoral process, civilegpcindependent media, democratic governance,
judicial independence, corruption and democrdegch state which is subject to Freedom House
analysis has a number of accredited experts thigctaata, analyze them and send them forth as the
annual study released by the organization.

Data collection is done through a process of closaitoring of all political, social, economic and
legal events that happens during a year in eathesk 29 statedlumerical scores is given for each
indicator which are numbers from one to seven, lmgiag the best score and seven being the worst
and representing the lowest democratic progresgjbmide by a stateSince 2008, Romania adopted

a new system of vote; the analysisRomania’'s democratization process is made aicpid data

http://mww.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?searchioNatin+transitions&submit_search=Search&page=287cceised
10 February 2011. Freedom House was created in b94deveral personalities, including Eleanor Roeke¥reedom
House has offices in Washington D. C. and New Yan# offices in Bucharest, Budapest, Kiev, Warsad/Bgigrade.
2 Since 1980, published an annual review of thedieators.
3 The ratings reflect the consensus of Freedom Hatssacademic advisers, and the author(s) ofréfi®rt. The opinions
expressed in this report are those of the author(® Democracy Score is an average of ratingthocategories tracked in
a given year. “Nations in Transit” is an indepertdgndy whose methodology has its origins in théversal Declaration of
Human Rights and its indicators are standards wiodeatic transatlantic governance.
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from Freedom House and will consider the last feorts using the variable “Electoral Process” in a
comparative analysis: 2007, 2008, 2009 and 20¥té&dde no.1).

Freedom House report for 2007 placed Romania antbagstates politically unstable. Indicators
which show that Romania recorded a major declinempased to 2006 are: justice, national
government, civil society and independent media.

In 2007, Romania held its first European Parliamelgctions and two referenda, one for the
impeachment of the president and another for trengh of the voting system. All ballots were
surrounded by important legal battles for influertmgt once the rules of the game had been setyled b
the Constitutional Court, which played a major reéerole in 2007, no irregularities were reportad o
voting days. At the “Electoral Process”, Romanieorded, in 2007, in comparison with 2006, a flat
score value of 2.75.

Table 1. Romania Coverage under Freedom House
NIT Ratings 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Democracy Score 339 329 336 336 346
National Democratic Governance 3,50 350 3.75 3.754.00

Electoral Process 2.75/ 275 | 275|250 | 2.75
Civil Society 2251225 | 225|250 | 2.50
Independent Media 4.003.75 | 3.75| 3.75 | 4.00
Local Democratic Governance 3.00 3.00 3.00 3,0000 3.

Judicial Framework and Independencé.00 | 3.75| 4.00/ 4.00 | 4.00
Corruption 4.25| 4.00 | 4.00| 4.00 | 4.00

In the analysis for 2008, Romania has revealed megative indicators: corruption and judicial
independence, gaining note 4.0@.comparison with the others indicatotise only thing better rated

is “Electoral Process” at 2.75, the same value Iik007. Regarding the indicator “Democracy”,
Romania has not made any progress compared to @@3core being 3.36.

In Romania, a new electoral system was tested ¢al land legislative elections in 2008. The
introduction of single unit constituencies broughbut some gerrymandering, but otherwise elections
were held without major incidents. Although theules were close, there were no attempts to
manipulate the election outcomes, and a new gowamhroalition was formed with relative ease.
(NIT, 2010, p. 410) The only category in the 20@Bart where Romania has made progress is the
“Electoral Process”. According to report in 2008g tsituation has improved very little and the
electoral process rating improves from 2.75 to 2:Hfe new electoral system produced a notable
development, and local institutions have spent$umda discretionary bagisIT, 2010, p. 411).

Thus, data for 2008 Freedom House report, doesshotv any improvement of the process of
democratic consolidation as a result of changirgetectoral system. According to Freedom House,
democracy score shows a half- consolidated demypdRamania and the country still ranks tenth in
the 29 countries in Central and Eastern Europe,Bdl&ans and Eurasia that were monitored by
Freedom House in 2008komania is in the same category with Croatia (3. ®grbia (3.79),
Montenegro (3.79), Albania (3.82) and Macedoni8&R. The best score of the 29 countries, have
Slovenia and Estonia, both gaining 1.93, and assdied as top of democracies. Six other countries
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have managed to reach into this category: Latvid8)2 Czech Republic (2.18), Poland (2.25),
Hungary (2.29), Lithuania (2.29) and Slovakia (&).4

Following analysis of the seven indicators, Freeddimuse shows that the rating obtained by
Romania, in 2009, fell, and the Romanian state masle no progress in any of these points.
According to the report for 2010, Romania's ratingterms of “Democratic Governance” has
deteriorated from 3.75 to 4.00. “Electoral Procesgbrded a rating down from 2.50 to 2.75, because
of fraud, manipulation, subjective media coverage poor election managemdiIT, 2010, p. 417).
“Along with a record low voter turnout, there wasrieus evidence of fraud and manipulation in
numerous polls. The Permanent Electoral AuthoiZR), a newly created independent institution
which overviews the electoral process proweffective(NIT, 2010, p. 421).

4. Conclusions

Democracy cannot be addressed in the absence lofagal relationslt is the product of a set of
conditions, values and principles without whiclcan be analyzed and understood, such as: nature of
social-political system (in this respect democraitye most general sense, is a form of political
organization, being, directly or indirectly, context to political power), the material life and #pial
development, the ability of political forces to elehine the democratic development of society, the
consciousness and political culture.

We consider that the degree of the functionalityhef Romanian democracy is closely linked to the
political elite, the values and principles thatpitomotes and how these élites take the political
decisions in this country. Thus, until we do notdn&uropean political élites by values and starslard

of governance, professionalized and responsibleddan democracy will not exceed the standard of
half-consolidated and will continue to record véow grades indicators of democratization. In this

respect, the series of reports Freedom House, dNsitin Transit”, strengthen the main results

provided by our research.

The idea that Romanian democracy is not workingeiterated by the fact that the party system in
Romania is not consolidated, political parties @naracterized by political “migration” according to
the name of the successful parliamentary electipr@moting the most visible figures in terms of
media and financial power, political fluctuationripe (a term presented in Parliament, and the next
election no longer meet the threshold).

Starting from the idea that political parties dme tain source of recruitment of political élitese
conclude that an atomized party system can onlglym® dysfunctional élites, interested only in
political survival and in promoting their own ingsts.The lack of ideological affiliations and values
and the lack of democratic political culture make tRomanian political élites a product of the
electoral system, a negative indicator of the fiomihg of a democracy. Given all these factors, it
appears that Romanian democracy has its own fumietjccoordination and is in a process of change
led, on one hand, by the conditions and socialeslirtom inside and, on the other hand, by the
recommendations and conditions imposed by the Eamgpnion.

The analysis that we performed on the functionalita democracy indicators shows that, despite the
electoral changes and conditions imposed by the th&),Romanian democracy does not end the
demaocratic consolidation process and only worksa#ftof the potential of Western democracy. These

conclusions are demonstrated by indicators thatdXdenexperienced setbacks in the last three years:
freedom of the press, the degree of activism df society, repeated violations of rights and liies,
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electoral fraud and corruption. All these elemanizke the Romanian democracy to remain at the
bottom of the table made for European Union merstses.

5. References
Dahl, Robert. (1989Democracy and Its Criticd.ondon: Yale University Press.

Dahl, Robert. (2005). What Political Institution®o& Large-Scale Democracy RequirBdlitical Science Quarterly, No.
120, pp.187-197.

Sartori, Giovanni (1999)heory of Democracy Revisitdési: Polirom.

Sartorj Giovanni. (2002). On Democracy and Democratization.Damocratization. Theory and Experienaited by
Laurence Whitehead. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Schmitter Philippe & Karl, Terry Lynn. (1991). What Democyats ... and Is NotJournal of DemocracyVol. 2, No. 3,
Summeypp. 75-88.

Tilly, Charles ( 2007)Democracy Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Online sources

http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?searchiNatin+transitions&submit_search=Search&page=28cessed
10 February 2011.

262



