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FOREWORD

We were honored to participate as mJeaders of the
international observer delegation foi the May z0 elect¡ons in
Romania sponsored by the National Demociatic Institute for
International Affairs and the National Republican Institute for
International Affairs. The opportunity to bear'witness, along with our
distinguished colleagues from z0 natións, to this historic orräion **
both memorable and rewarding. we would like to thank the
members of the delegation and the Institutes ficr this opportunity.

For those of us who had this privilege, the events of the last
several months havg been sobering. uñfortunateþ reservations
expressed by international observers regarding a democratic transition
in Romania are as relevant tgday as_they weie then. As one surve)6

l!9_nrogress of democratizationìn c-ential and Eastern Eurofi, it ls
difficult not to lame:lt the lack of progress, and at times,' the
regression evident in Romania today.

To be sure, the challenges of establlshing democratic institutions
and processes in Romania wourd room hrþ for any gouernment,
regardless of its intentions. Romania is a óuntry *ir"î" the most
exhaus,tive attempts at anaþis often onþ result in the conclusion that
much "remains unclear.' This is a peculiar legacy of the previous
regime, under which peopre's capacity to gathãr än¿ communicate
information was severeþ restricted.

_ The complete absence of civic and political space during the past
five decades created an environment in which ttr" pr..rii"né or
speculation, paranoia and rumor win be difficulf to overcome.
Internal repression, control and manipuration fragmentJ the
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population, creating profound misundentandings along regional,

èthnic, and educational lines. The sudden opening of December 19t]9

provided some room to create institutions to mediate these

àiff"rences; however, it will take time for Romanians to develop the

institutions and to learn how to use them effectiveþ.

This report mntends that the May 20 elections were but a first

step in Romania's political development. In May, our delegation

expressed hope that the newþ-elected govemment would pursue

concrete measures toward establishing "a genuinely pluralistic

environment." The events of June 13-15 in Bucharest, during which

police forces and, subsequently, miners forcibþ attempted to "restore

òrder," were roundly criticized by the international community as

reminiscent of totalitarian rule. The government's role in these

violent attacks against peaceful demonstrators again raised concen¡s

about the democratic credentials of the National salvation Front.

Moreover, the recurrence of violent confrontations in August suggests

that the underlying causes for instability in Romania remain

unaddressed.

Nevertheless, there are hopeful signs that democratic activists in

Romania are working to promote reconciliation and progress.

Independent and opposition newspapers seek to establish their own

production and distribution capacities. Opposition polítical parties are

ieorganizing themselves and exploring the prosp€cts for increased

moperation. Nonpartisan groups trade unions, student

orgãnizations, and other independent associations are

inslitutionalizing themselves and conducting programs to develop civic

awareness and particiPation.

These efforts deserve continuing support, material as well as

moral, from the intemational community. They also require

tolerance, at a minimum, and encouragement from a government that

cannot unilateralþ impose change from above.

Romania's deprivation during the last 45 years has been

economic, political, and social. Despite a long period of isolation and

mntrol, thè events of December 1989 released great expectations

within the population, and these hopes will mntinue to grow. The
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people's desire to realize their human potential should not be held
hostage to the fears ofchange.

Ratheç the path to stability will be smoother if all segments of
the society recognize their stake in a democratic Romania and work
together to achieve consensus, re¡onciliation and progress. The
actors in this effort are and will be Romanians - it is Romanians who
have already begun the process of changing their lives. However, the
components of a democratic Romania will be universal - a free and
independent press, viable democratic political parties, free and fair
elections, and above all, a concerned citizenry ready to assume the
rights and responsibilities of freedom.

We believe that the international community is ready to assist
Romania's democrats along this difficult path - many countries have
successfully mnfronted the challenges po.sed by inertia and fear and
are willing to share these experiences. Such exchanges are not onþ
in Romania's interest, but in our owÌl As we learn more about the
struggles of othen to participate !n the decisions that govern their
lives, we become more responsive to the needs and aspirations of our
own people.

Many of the delegates in Romania during the elections were
impressed by the extent to which young people who had never known
anything but totalitarianism could identify so strongþ with ideals often
taken for granted in democratic societies. Their mmmitment and
desire to build a new Romania remains an inspiration and will, we
hope, be heard and utilized by a government that professed the same
goal in May.

Joseph I. Lieberman Roy Hattersley flarrison Schmitt
United States United Kingdom United States

August 1990
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EÆCWTVE SUMMARY

460-member international delegation, organized by the National
Democratic Institute for International Affairs and the National
Republican Institute for Intemational Affairs, observed the May 2e
1990 presidential and parliamentary elections. The elections were
held less than six months after Romania's long-reigning dictatoç
Nicolae C-eausescu, was ousted in a bloody revolution. Moreover, the
elections occured in a country bereft of democratic traditions and
deepþ scarred by the repression of the past half century. Ion Iliescu,
the candidate of the ruling National Salvation Front (the "Front"), was
elected president, and the Front garnered 6ó percent and 67 percent
of the seats in the Assembþ of Deputies and Senate, respectiveþ.

The following are the delegation's summary conclusions
concerning aspects of the electoral process:

1. Given Romania's long experience of brutal communist
dictatorship, the May elections represent an hlstoric opening and a
necessary first step toward the achievement of a democratic political
sptem. Nonetheless, there were very significant flaws that affected
the overall faimess of the ele¡toral process and that underscore the
need for major structural reficrms in the Romanian political
environment.

2. The Front had mnsiderable advantages during the electoral
campaign, including control of and access to television, radio,
newspapers, campaign funds, printing facilities, vehicles, telephone
lines, and other supplies and resources basic to a political campaign.
Moreover, the Front used its position as the dominant party in the
interim government to exploit these advantages rather than to level
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the playing fÏeld of the campaign, and its general attitude was not
mnducive to the promotion of a free and open campaign.
Consequentl¡ despite its large margin of victory the democratic
credentials of the Front have not been established with these
elections-

3. The human rights environment of the campaþ \il¿ts poor.
Opposition candidates' and parties' exercise of their basic rights of
expression and assembly *as frequentþ met with intimidation and
harassment, including serious beatings and phpical destruction, often
instigated by Front supporters. The Frontdominated government
failed to condemn and dismurage acts of violence.

4. The opposition was weak and fragmented not onþ because
of the intimidation and harassment, but because of the inherent
difficulties in simultaneousþ reconstituting parties from nothing and
conducting a national campaign in the space of five months.

5. The balloting process was not marked by sptematic fraud,
although there were many procedural problems in the administration
of the election, and a number of the inegularities benefitted the
Front. Given the large margin of victory it appean that irregularities
did not affect the outcome of the elections. Nonetheless, to avoid the
recurrence of such irregularities in future elections, the delegation
recommends the adoption of several administrative reforms to
promote greater mnfidence in the process. (See Chapter 6.)

6. Finall¡ the Romanian electorate, particularþ in rural areas,
faced the election uninformed and without a real understanding of
choice and the concept of a multi-party, secret ballot. There is an
urgent need to undertake education programs designed to ensure that
voters in future elections are better informed about the process and
the choices they may exercise.

With the completion of the May 20 elections, Romania is
embarking upon a new phase in its transition from totalitarian rule to
democratic government. The real test of the democratic nature and
intentions of the Front will come Íìs it leads the new government in
adopting a new constitution, transforming the economy, and
establishing a framework for the political and civil society in Romania.



TNTRODUCTION

On December 22,1989, Nicolae Ceausescu, absolute ruler of
Romania for more than 20 years, w¿ts ousted as a result of a popular
revolt. With the fall of Ceausescu, Romania joined the tide of
political change sweeping through Central and Eastem Europe. The
Romanian revolution differed, however, from the democratic
openings in the rest of the region in several significant respects.

Romania was the last of the Iron C\rtain countries to overthrow
totalitarian rule. Processes of political change began years ago in the

lest 9f the region, and even decades ago in poland, Hungary and
Czechoslovakia. In Romania, by contrast, not even a partialopening
occuned before the events of December 1989. while other central
and Eastern European countries supported long-standing anti-
communist groups (ie., Solidarity in poland, Charter 

-77 
in

Czechoslovakia), Romania's revolution was triggered by a random
chain of events with no consolidated, democratic opposiiion capable
of gaining power. The revolution was also distinctG in its violence.
Hundreds of Romanians were killed, and pitched battles ensued

le{een the army and C-eausescu loyalists in the secret police in
Bucharest and several other cities.

The Romanian revolution was not onþ the mostviolent, but also
the least certain of the Eastern European democratic openings. The
Romanian people deposed c.eausescu. whether they succeeded in
establishing democratic govemment was unclear in the wake of the
December revolution and remains obscure even tday.

After a brief and turbulent electoral campaign, nationar erections
were held in Romania on May 20,1990 to elect a president, a Senate
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and an Assembly of Deputies. Ion Iliescu, the candidate of the

National Salvation Front, the group that took power after the fall of
Ceausescu, garnered 86 percent of the presidential vote. The Front

also dominated the Senate and the Assembly races, winnng 67

percent and 66 percent respectively of the seats in the two chambers-

The onþ opposition party that made a notable showing was the

Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania (UDMR), which received

seven percent of the vote in the Senate and Asembly races.

The National Republican Institute for International Affain
(NRIIA) and the National Democratic Irxtitute for International

Affain (NDD have closely followed and sought to support the

democratization process in Romania. During the electoral campaign,

NRIIA provided technical advice to newþ formed political parties on

party organization and management, message development, grassroots

membership recruitment and elections monitoring. NRIIA also

organized seminars and mnsultative meetings with leadenhip and

activists of the National Peasant Party, the National Liberal Parly and

the Democratic C.enter Bloc (a coalition of 10 small parties). The

National Peasant and Liberal Parties received a modest amount of
material aid in the form of office equipment.

NDI's program in Romania focused on assistance to nonpartisan

student associations, intellectual groups and trade unions for election

monitoring and voter education programs. An NDl-sponsored
seminar in Bucharest last April for members of these groups focused

on progranß of nonpartisan political action and featured political

experts and leaders of successful civic organizations from the

Philippines, Chile, Paraguay and Nicaragua. Following the seminar,

several participants announced the formation of the National C-enter

for Free Elections (CENAL).I In cooperation with Northeastern

University of Boston, Massachusetts, NDI also provided infrastructure

1 Due to a dearth of knowledge about democratic polities and the

short time frame leading up to the elections, CENAL was unable to
develop a national presence. However, the effort was organized

successfully at local levels, particularly in Brasov.
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support to student and intellectual groups for voter education and
election monitoring programs.

NDI and NRtrA jointþ sponsored an international observer
mission for the May elections. The delegation comprrsed 60 members
from 20 countries and was led by u.s. senator Joseph Lieberman,

!,r!ta!n's Deputy I¿bour Party læader Roy Hattenley and former
U.S. Senalor and Apollo astronaut Harrirson Schmitt. On May l$ the
gntire delegation met with presidential candidates, political parry
leaders, journallsts, government and election òfticiats, 

- 
and

representatives of student, intellectual and trade union group. The
observer group then separated into teams, and travelled to different
regions of the countrywhere they metwith local election officials and
party representatives prior to the election, and watched the voting
and counting process. (See Appendix I.)

Some teams returned to Bucharest earþ Monday morning.
Based on consultations with members of these tearns and thã
telephone reports of those remaining outside Bucharest, the
delegation issued a statement on Monda¡ MayZl. (See Appendix II.)
The delegation's statement received wide couerage in the
intemational media and more limited coverage in the domestic press.
Some delegates and staff remained in Bucharest until May b to
gather additional information on the munting process and
announcement of the results.





Chapter 1

HISTONCAL BACKGROUND2

A. Prc-C-ommunist Romania

Modern Romania occupies roughþ the territory of ancient

PTiu' a distant province of the Roman empire in the second and
third centuries. After the Romans abandoned Dacia inz7I,the area
was overrun for 900 ¿ean by a succession of invaders, including the
Goths, Slavs, Avars, 

-Bulgars 
and Magyars. Between the 13th and

19th centuries, present-day Romania was divided into three regions
- Tiansylvania, walachia and Moldavia. Tiansylvania was subjõt to
Hungarian rule for much of the period; walachia and Moldaviä *"r"
under ottoman rule. In the 19th century with Russia and later
Austria challenging Turkish control, a Románian national movement
gained strength. At the 1878 congress of Berlin, rvalachia and
Moldavia became an independent kingdom of Romania. Tiansylvania
remained a dependency of the Austro-Hungarian empire.

After an initial position of neutrality, Romania entered world
war I on the All¡ed side in 1916. rt was oveffun by Austrian and
German forces and was forced to accept an unfãvorable peace
settlement in February 1918. Just before ihe defeat of Germäny in
November 1918, however, Romania again declared war on Germany.

2 one source of information for this chapter is the pre-election
Report on the May 2a D90 Elections, by the International Human Rights
Law Group. The mission upon which the report is based was parti-ally
funded by the National Democratic Institute.
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In the post-war peac€ settlements, Romania received major territorial
gains, including Ttansylvania from Hungary, Bessarabia from the
Soviet Union, and Dobruja from Bulgaria.

During the next two decades the Romanian government, by
form a mnstitutional monarch¡ attempted to uniS this greater

Romania while fending off attempts by Hungary, the Soviet Union
and Bulgaria to regain their lost territories. Political life in the inter-
war period was turbulent. King Rrdinand, who had assumed the
throne in 191.4, died in 1T2i7, provoking a succession crisis. His son,

Crown Prince Carol, had been forced to leave Romania in the midst
of a personal scandal in 1975. Carol's infant son Michael became
king under a regency in |W, but Carol returned in 1930 and

assumed the throne as Carol II. Periodic elections were held
throughout these years and mntrol of the govemment passed among
the Uberal Parly, the Peasant Party and the People's Parly, all of
which were conservative parties representing different seÆtors of the
economic elite.

Both fascist and communist parties formed in the 192ß. The
Fascist lægion of the Archangel Michael emerged in the 193ß, along
with is military wing, the Iron Guard, a virulently anti-Semitic group
that employed terror tactics to promote its reactionary political
program. King Carol faced competing pressures, on one hand from
the Iron Guard and on the other hand from the Soviet Union
concerning Bessarabia. He consolidated his power in dictatorial
fashion in 1938, attempted to suppress the Iron Guard, and

befriended Hitler on the common ground of anti-Soviet interests.

Unbeknownst to Carol, however, Hitler had made an agreement
with Stalin to allow the Soviet Union to retake Bessarabia; in 1940,

Romania was forced to cede Bessarabia and northern Bukovina to
the Soviet Union, Tiansylvania to Hungary and southern Dobruja to
Bulgaria. Carol abdicated in humiliation; his son Michael, then 19

years old, became king. Subsequently, General Ion Antonescu,
appealing to Romanian nationalism, assumed control as a military
dictator; the Iron Guard reconsolidated its power, and in June 1941,

Romania joined the German invasion of the Soviet Union.
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Soviet forces entered Romania in 1944. hrces loyal to King
Michael overthrew Antonescu's fascist government, ano the run!
surrendered to the Soviet union and ordered Romania to fight on
the side of the Allies. In the post-war settlement, Romania rJc.iuø
Tiansylvania back from Hungary. Bessarabia and northern Bukovina,
however, remained under Soviet control.

under the soviet-American-British agreements o r 1944 and 1945
on the status of occupied Europe, Romania was to be govemed by a
popular front made up of all major democratic groups in the country.
Howeveç the Romanian C-ommunist purty, reorganized and
controlled by the Soviet Union, subverted this process.-

National elections were held in November 1946. By most
accounts, the Peasant Party won a majority of votes. The communists
declared_victory, however, and took control of the government by
force. King Michael abdicated in 1947, the peasãnt party was
outlawed and the communist Party consolidated absolute political
control.

B. Communist Romania

C,ommunist rule in Romania was marked by two periods: the
first from the end of world war II to the mid-1%0s; anã the second
from the mid-1960s to 1989. During the first period Gheorghe
Gìeorghiu-Dej headed the communist party, *ñich prior to ihe
1960s was formally titled the "Romanian workers'paû." In those
years, Romania joined COMECON and the Warsaw pãct; the army
was reconfigured by Soviet advisen into an instrument for internãl
social and political control; and a pervasive secret police force, the
securitate, was developed. All independent social institutions were
destroyed or coopted by the govemment as the communist party
subsumed the state. Harsh political repression was combined with ã
stalinist economic program aimed at the collectivization of agriculture
and the development of heavy industry.

In 1965, Nicolae Ceausescu, an earþ member of the Romanian
communist movement, succeeded Gheorghiu-Dej as head of the
communist Party. Despite the withdrawal of soviet troops in 195$
Romania had been chafing for some time under the soviãt union's
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strong influence. Ceausescu quickly staked out an independent
foreign policy line: Romania established relations with West
Germany in 1967 (the first \Varsaw Pact country to do so);
maintained diplomatic relations with krael after the 1gí7 Six Day
War; criticized the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968;
and teamed wÍth Yugoslavian President Josip Tto in asserting an
independent communist path. Ceausescu's divergence from Moscow
assured him a favorable image in the West. He visited the White
House four times between 1968 and 1979, was knighted by the Britlsh
government, and received for Romania variot¡s Western economic
mncessions not accorded other East European countries.

Although he punued a flexible foreign polisy line, C-eausescu
maintained a policy of harsh political repression at home. Ceausescu
oversaw the expansion of the Securitate into a gigantic network of
police and informers that exercised a degree of social control without
parallel behind the Iron Curtain. No dissent was tolerated, and
domestic surveillance reached orwellian proportions. In the latter
years of C-eausescu's rule, for example, Romanians were required to
report to police the content of all mnversations with foreignen. Very
few Romanians were permitted to visit the West, and even travel to
other "socialist" countries was difficult.

C-eausescu relentlessþ pursued an economic development
program based upon the e¡pansion of heavy industry, particularþ
petrochemicals, even as the pitfalls of such an approach were
becoming obvious in the rest of Eastern Europe. Romania borrowed
heavily from the West in the 1970s to finance this industrial program,
and on paper, the Romanian economy grew at impressive rates. In
real terms, however, the living standards of Romanians sank to below
pre-war levels; except for Albania, Romanians came to suffer the
lowest standard of living in Europe. In the 198ß, Ceausescu imposed
a punishing austerity program to force rapid repayment of the fioreign
debt. Basic elements of everyday life such as home heating
electricity, and hot water were tightþ rationed, and essentiàl
foodstuffs became scarce commodities.

In the later years of his regime, Ceausescu - together with hls
wife Elena andyoungest son, Nicu - consolidated power into a famiþ
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dictatorship unique in Eastern Europe. c.eausescu fostered a
penonality cult and launched massive projects whose onþ rationale
was to serve hirs increæing megalomania. The most visible iign of thls
obsessive self-abso¡ption was the House of the nep-uutic, a
gargantuan palace 

-built 
on the ruins of a historic Bucharest

neþhborhood. He also initiated a plan to razs more than half of the
muntry's villages and move villagers to "agro-industrial" centers. This
program was obliterating the-vestiges of traditional Romanian society
that had survived decades of c.eausescu's capricious and destructive
rule.

C. The December Revolution

As the democratic tide swept most of central and Eastern
Europe in 1988 and 1989, questions were raised both within and
outside of Romania regarding how long ceausqscu could maintain his
totalitarian grip on the muntry. ceausescu responded by denouncing
the democratic trends in the region as a betrayal of socialism and as
a plot fabricated jointþ by the united States ãnd the soviet union.
At the 14th communist Partycongress held in November 19g9, many
Romanians anticipated or hoped that ceausescu would launch a new
liberalizatiol noliw. However, c-eausescu onþ reaffirmed his
uncompromlsing views, producing widespread tension and anger
among the population.

In Decembeç with little warning and remarkabre rapidity, the
revolution occurred. The revolution began in ï;isoa;;, a
Tiansylvanian city with a significant population of ethnic Hungarians.
A crowd gathered spontaneousþ on necember 15 to prõtect a
prominent ministeç l¿szlo Tokes, who had been harassà by the
police and was threatened with eviction from his church. Tlre ðrowd
swelled on December 16 and was transformed into a masive
demonstration with clear anti-government overtones.

On December 17, C,eausescu, enraged that the demonstration
had not been crushed, ordered the army to suppress it with ficrce.
I¿ter that da¡ army and Securitate personnel-opened fire on the
demonstrators, killing and wounding many in what became known æ
"the Tmisoara massacre." The exact casuarty figures are unclear; the
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common belief in Romania is that between 300 and 400 persons were

killed. Despite the violence, the demonstrations resumed in
Tmisoara; word of the December 17 massacre and the continued
protests quickly spread throughout the muntry.

On December 20, Ceausescu addressed the nation on television.

He denounced the Tïmisoara demonstrators as "a few group of
hooligan elements ... organized and unleashed in close connection
with reactionary, imperialist, irredentist, chauvinist circles and foreign
espionage services" and demanded a ralþ the next day. Party workers
dutifulþ assembled a crowd of thousands in front of the C.ommunist

Party Central C-ommittee headquarters in Bucharest. As Ceausescu

spoke, however, shouts of 'Timisoara! Timisoara!" emerged from the
crowd. Ceausescu was so surprised and distracted that the broadcast

of the rally was suspended for several minutes.

Ceausescu managed to complete his speech, but the spell of
absolute rule had been broken. The ralþ was transformed into an

anti-C.eausescu demonstration, and shortþ thereafter shots were fired
into the crowd. By most accounts, the gunfire came from the rifles
of the elite and well-trained Securitate officers. Having heard reports

of a rift between at least some segments of the army and the
Securitate, the demonstrators appealed for support from the armed
forces, which soon began to battle the Securitate.

The demonstrations spread to other parts of the city and

continued into thenextda¡ De¡nmber22. Attemptingto address the
crowd outside the Central Committee headquarters, C-eausescu and

his wife were greæted with a hail of potatoes and stones. They
retreated into the building; the crowd surged after them. Shortly
thereafter, the Ceausescus fled from the roof in a helimpter.

In the hours following Ceausescu's departurg a small group of
people assembled at the C.entral C-ommitteæ building and declared

themselves in charge. This group was led by Ion Iliescu, a career

Party official who had fallen out of Ceausescu's favor in 1971, and

Siþiu Brucan, a highlevel Party official who had expressed public
opposition to C-eausescu in earþ 1989. They declared the formation
of the C-ouncil for National Salvation and, within a few dalæ,

mnsolidated friendly relations with the army. The Council soon was
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enlarged to 36 members and became the transitional government as
well as the leadership of what was known as the National salvation
Front.

Battles mntinued in Bucharest and some other cities for several
days, with most of the fighting occurring betrveen army personnel and
Securitate members þal to c.eausescu. The ceausescus were

lpprehended by the army outside of Bucharest shortþ after they fled.
On Chrlstmas day, Nicolae and Elena Ceausescu wère quickly triø
by a military tribunal and executed. with c-eausescu's dèath, ãrmed
resistance by Securitate members dwindled, and by the end of
December the National Salvation Front council effectiveþ controlled
the country.

D. Emergence of the Provisional C-ouncil for National Unity
In the weeks immediateþ following C.eausescu's downfall, the

National Salvation Front enjoyed widespread popularity and
legitimacy in Romania. on December 28, the Froni announced an
eight-point program to protect basic rights and develop a democratic
sptem in Romania. Ront spokespenons emphasized that their goal
was to lead Romania into the community of modem democratic
nations and stated that the Front was mereþ an interim steward that
would step down following democratic elections. political parties
formed rapidl¡ including traditional parties that had existed kfore
1946 - most notabþ the National Liberal party, the National peasant
Party and the social Democratic Pa.ty - and new parties, ecological
and ethnic minority groups.

On January 23,1990, the Front reversed course and announced
that it would field candidates and compete for power in the elections
then scheduled for April 1990. This announcement provoked large,
angry demonstrations by other political parties, studènt groups and
intellectuals, who openly questioned the Front's ãembratic
credentials and speculated that the Front intended to replace the
c-eausescu regime with a new form of one-party rure. Severãl former
dissidents also resigned from the Front. The three traditional parties
demanded that the Front resign from government and that ã new
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government be formed in which non-Front parties and other groups

would be represented.

After very large, tense demonstrations and counter-

demonstrations3 in late January and earþ Rbruary, the Front

dissolved the National Salvation Front Council and announced the

creation of a multipafy "Provisional C-ouncil of National Unity'
(CPUN). The CPUN \pas to have consisted of 180 memben, half
from the Front and half from non-Front groups. It eventualþ became

a somewhat larger body that was dominated by the Front, although

it included representatives from the opposition parties and other
independent groups. The CPUN acted, in effect, as a "mini-
parliament" through which me¿¡sures proposed by the netry

government were debated and amended before implementation. Its
21-member Executive Bureau included Ion Iliescu as CPIJN

President, Prime Minister Petre Roman, Republican Party leader Ion
Minzatu, prominent actor Ion C.aramitrou, and Liberal Party

President Radu Campeanu.

As doubts emerged about the political intentions of the Front,

questions also were raised about its origins. Some Romanians claimed

that the Front formed before Ceausescu's fall, perhaps earþ in 1989.

In this account, Ilies-¡ and other alienated Parly members joined

disaffected army officers and began plotting against Ceausescu. When

the violence erupted in lmisoara, they capitalized on the situation to
oust the dictator. This view of the revolution gained much cunency

among Romania's students and intellectuals. The Front was seen not
as a spontaneous product of the revolution, but as a premeditated,

manipulative group that had executed a putsch to depose C-eausescu

and substitute new personalities with the same absolute power. The

3 The National Salvation Front twice called upon local factory

workers and miners from the Jiu Valley to nrestore order" in Bucharest

and to demonstrate support for the transitional government. Held on

January 28 and February 18, these counter-demonstrations resulted in
numerous injuries of peaceful demonstrators and innocent bystanders and

were frequently cited by the opposition as an example of the Front's

willingness to encourage undemocratic practices.
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Front's leadership vehementþ denied these charges, maintaining that
its organization was the spontaneous result of aþpuhr revolt]a

- 
4 In an-,lugust 1990 interview in the pro-government nervspaper

Adevarul, silviu Brucan and General Nicolae Militaru, former senlor
officials of the Front, asserted that a plot to overthrow ceausescu had
begun in the 1970s and that by 1989, the plotters had secured the support
of most of the army and the securitate. They said that the Dece,mber
revolution's violence against demonstrators was carried out by special
units of the securitate still loyal to ceausescu and by palestinian terrorists
trained by securitate officers. see Appendix III for the The washíngton
Posf account of the article.
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Chapter 2

THE ELECTORAL FRAMEWORK

The development of the Romanian electoral law assumed

particular significance in the wake of the Front's decision to

þarticipate in national elections. Thi,s reversal of the Front's initial
promise to act onþ as a provisional caretaker government mmbined

with several other factors to produce doubts about the legitimary of
the Front's exercise of even transitional power. There was growing

discontent over the prominent role of former highJevel Communist

Party officials within the Front, which contributed to an increasing

sense of m]rtery surrounding the Front's origins and organization.

And perhaps most important, the Front appeared resistent, or
reluctant, to confront and bring to justice the most odiow elements

of the nomen&aturas and the Securitate. Lukewarm support from

the international community' created an additional pressure on the

Ront to hold elections thatwould settle the question of legitimacy as

quickly as possible.

Several opposition leaders argued that because of Romania's

long isolation and complete absence of democratic practices, elections

5 The nomenklatura refers to the vast network of Communist Party

activists that existed in all communist-bloc countries and dominated all
economic, social and political institutions.

6 Despite numerous appeals by the new Romanian government, most

Western governments were reluctant to commit major amounts of foreigrr

assistance until "free and fair elections" were held.
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would be meaningless without the passage of a substantial period of
time to encourage a process of political maturation *ithin the
citizenry. The new and historical parties faced considerable obstacles
in_ organizing after more than 40 yean of one-party domination.
Moreover, while the new climate was certainþ morè mnducive to free
expression, five months was insufficient to permit informed political
decisions.

At the same time, the Front's capacity to maintain order for very

þns wittrout a popular mandate argued in favor of earþ elections.
The circumstances of the revolution had created a genuine tension
betrveen the immediate need to establish regitimacy and the desire to
establish gradualþ a meaningful foundation for the development of
democratic traditions. The development of the new electoraîlaw thus
reflected these strains.

An electoral law began to be discussed in late January and was
ultimateþ adopted on March 14. After considerable débate and
modification, the law functioned as both a mini-constitution that set
out the form of government for post-revolutionary Romania and a
detailed set of electoral procedures for electing the president and a
bicameral parliament.

A. The Electoral Law

1. OfJices to be elected

The electoral law established that "the basis of Romania's
government is a pluralist democracy" and that power would be
separated into legislative, executive and judicial branches. unlike its
formerþ communist neighbors, Romania included dirert presidential
elections as part of its first post-communist electorai exercise.T

- 
7. In Hungary, a roundtable agreement to hord direct presidentiar

elections was rejected in a referendum; president Arpad óo"n", *u.
elected by the National Assembly. In poland, Gènerar wojciech
Jaruzelski retained the presidency through the transitioo pro.".r. In
Czechoslovakia, the new President, Vaclav Havel, was chósen by the
National Assembly. In Bulgaria, Petar Mladenov was desþated by the
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According to the law, the president would be elected by popular vote
and would exercise certain specifìed powers through the drafting and

ratification of a new constitution.s The law also called for the newþ-
elected president to resign from membenhip in any political party
after the election.e The presidency was mntested by three
candidates: Radu Campeanu of the National Liberal Parly; Ion
Iliescu of the National Salvation Front, and Ion Ratiu of the National
Peasants' Party Christian and Democratic.

The law stipulated procedures to elect a 387-member Assembþ
of Deputies and a 1l9-member Senate.l0 C-onstituency lines were
drawn on the basis of exi;sting administrative units which included 40
judas or districts, plus the municipality of Bucharest. The initial draft
of the election law also specified procedures fior the election of local
offÏcials; the idea of electing local officials was later rejected in the
CPUN.

The new parliament functions as a C-onstituent Assembly that
will write and adopt the constitution. It has up to 18 months to
complete this task; the law does not speciry the method of adoption
to be used. Once the new constitution has been approved, "the
parliament shall decide on new elections, within one year." These
new elections are presumabþ both for the presidency and the

roundtable participants to serve as president during an 18-month
transition period; he was later forced to resign and his successor, Zhelyu
Zhelev - the leader of the opposition coalition - was elected by the
Grand National Assembly.

8 Electoral Decree, Art. 82.

n Id., Art.81.

10 The law also provided that additional deputies' seats be appointed
after the election to ensure representation of ethnic minorities. This
process increased the total number of seats in the Assembly of Deputies
to 396.
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parliament. Meanwhile, until the mnstitution takes effert, the
parliament also functions as a law-making body.ll

The law established a complex s)ðtem of proportional
representation designed to ensure small parties'represeniation in the
,lyembþof Deputies almost exactþ in proportion to the percentage

9f v9t9s they obtained. This represented a significant change from
the initial draft law, which proposed the election of parriamentary
representatives from single-member districts on the basi^s of a simpÉ
plurality. The Liberal Party was credited with enmuraging this
change to ensure greater pa^rticipation by minority parties in the
constitution-drafting process.12

2. Campaígn perid and qualiftcatíons for candídagt
The electoral law provided for multiparty participation in the

electoral campaign and called for a free and secret vote.l3 It
stipulated a 60-day campaign period to begin on the day when the
election {at9 was publicþ announced (March 19) and to end two da¡a
before election day, which was separateþ proclaimed as May 20.

Under the law, 100,001 signatures were required for presidential
candidates to qualiS ficr the campaign, whereas onþ 25i signatures
rü/ere necessary for political parties and independent candidates to
compete in the parliamentary elections.la The deci,sion to set a high

11 Electoral Law, Art. 80.

12 Unlik" other electoral laws in Central and Eastern Europe, there
rr¡/as no requirement that a party receive a minimum national threshold
percentage to obtain parliamentary seats. This allowed for the allocation
of seats to parties that received less than 1 percent of the vote. Romania's
presidential contest was the only office for which the candidate was
required to draw a minimum threshold of 50 percent of the votes from all
eligible voters. If a candidate did not obtain this threshold, a run-off
election would have been necessary to elect the new president.

13 Electoral Law, Art. 3.

t' Id., Art. 11.
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threshold for presidential candidates reflected a desire to avoid a
highly fragmental presidential campaign. All candidates and,parties
*ère required to submit petitions for candidacy by April20.6

There were relatively few restrictions on qualification for
candidacy. However, Article 10 of the electoral law proscribed from
standing as candidates "those persons who have committed abuses in
political, judicial and adminlstrative functions, who have infringed
upon fundamental human righs, as well as those persons who have
organized or who have been instruments of repression in the service
of the security forces, the former police and militia forces." The
wording of this provision was adopted as a compromise to an
alternative provision thatwould have barred former Communist Parly
officials (and some members of the National Salvation Front) from
mntesting the elections. In fact, Article 10 proved largely inefnective
in limiting candidate participation in the elections.l6 However, the
provision was not completeþ ignored, and its application in at least

one case was pernicious. (See Chapter 3.)

3. Electíon Administration

The electoral law provided for the creation of a C.entral

Electoral Bureau (BEC) and provincial electoral burear¡s ineachjudet
and the Bucharest municipality.lT The Central Electoral Bureau was

to be composed of: a) seven justices of the Supreme Court of Justice
chosen by lot from the 38 members of the Court and b) one
representative from each of the 10 political parties that presented the
largest overall number of candidate lists. The BEC was partialþ
constituted with the Supreme C-ourt justices immediateþ following the

tt Id., Art. 39.

1ó Surprisingl¡ littte debate centered on the implications of excluding
any paûy (or former Party member) from participating in an open,

democratic election. Nevertheless, restrictions on electoral participation
raise questions about the desirability (and democratic nature) of such
provisions.

17 Electoral Law, Arts. 29-37.
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adoption the electoral law. The polítical party representatives were
not added to the BEÇ however, until Muy Z primariþ because
review of the parties' candidates lists took longer than anticipated.
The political independence of the Supreme C-ourt justice.s would, on
the surface, seem doubtful, given the judiciary's subservience to the
Communist Party during C-eausescu regime. However, the
particþation of the justices in the national BEC was not a significant
issue in the debate over the electoral law and was not rãfø Uy
opposition parties as a point of mntention prior to the election.

The BEC was charged with preparing election day instructions
for local election officials, proclaiming results conveyed from locar
electoral bureaus, and resolving registered mmplaints concerning the
conduct of the campaign, electionday activities, and the counting
process. It was also designated as the primary government liaison for
foreign election observers. In practice, many of the regulations
stipulating the implementation of election day procedures were
developed quite late in the campaign because party representatives
were chosen onþ three week before the election.

Thejuderlettel electoral bureaus (also known as BECs) mnsisted
of three district judges (drawn by lot from the pool of judges in the
jrdct) and one representative from each of the six parties presenting
the largest number of candidate lists in the judet. As with the c-entrar
Bureau, the party representatives joined the judet bureaus onþ
toward the end of the campaign. Tlte judet bureaus were responsible
for posting and veri$ing voter lists, reviewing petitions submitted by
parties and candidates to run in the ele¡tions, preparing anð
delivering ballots and other voting paraphernalia for the ail of the
voting sections in the judet, sele*ting and training ofÏìcials to
administer the election-day procedures, condu cting judet-revel vote
tabulations and convefng the results to Bucharest. The decentralized
nature of administrative preparations for the elections and the delay
in producing regulations at the national level contributed to some of
the inconsistencies and confusion observed on May 20.
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4. Voter regístration

All Romanians 18 years or older during 1990 were eligible to
vote, except for "those persons who are mentalþ ill and retarded and

are placed under interdiction, as well as persons deprived of their
voting rights during a period established by a judicial decision of
conviction."l8 There was no voter registration process per se.

Instead, electoral lists were drawn up by the mayors'offices in every
town, village, municipality and city based on population registries. In
order to have a national identification card, which was also necessary

to vote, every citizen had to be registered with the local authorities.

According to the electoral law, the lists were to be posted at
least 30 days before the election. Once the lists were posted, a voter
was responsible for veri$ing that his/her name appeared on the list
in his/her area of residence. If a name did not appear, a voter muld
appeal and have his/her name added. Some opposition parties alleged
that lists were not always displayed in accordance with the law.

During the campaign, the opposition parties raised questions
about the accuracy of the electoral lists. They alleged, for example,

that some names appeared more than once on the same list, that the
names of deceased persons and minors were on the lists, and that in
general the lists were based on an outdated censr¡s that contained
inmrrect information. Some opposition party members mntended
that the inaccuracies in the voting lists would lead to electoral abuses

by the Front.re The delegation generally found on election da¡
however, that the lists appeared reasonabþ accurate and were not
being used as part of any syrtematic fraudulent voting.

tt Id., Art. 10.

19 This charge was repeated after the announcement of the election
results. (See Chapter 6.)
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5. Access for þreW obseruen

Romanian authorities- provided broad access for foreign
oþser-very to all phases of the electoral process.æ During tñe
election law drafting perid and campaþ, gouernm"nt officiaÉ and

lpposition party representatives repeatedþwelmmed the presence of
foreign observers for the elections. The BEC ficrmalþ invited the
united Nations, the c.onference on security and c-ooperation in
Europe .(CSCE) member countries, and nur".oL private
organizations, including NDI and NR[45 to observe the elections.
opposition parties urged a massive observer presence, particularþ
during the campaign period, to deter what some berieved would be
pervasive intimidation and fraud.

Many Romanians overestimated the degreæ of influence
observers muld exercise in the process. some opposition parties
apparentþ believed that the presence of foreign obseruers obuiuted
the need for the parties to monitor and document campaþn and
electoral abuses. some govemment officiars hoped that the prä"n""
of observers would confer legitimacy on thè process, *iti"h th"
opposition parties were not likeþ to grant.

B. Major Parties

Although no organized opposition movement existed during the
ceausescu years, more than 80 political parties were registered oõring
the five months preceding the May 20 élection. This p=roliferation ol
parties was undoubtedly helped by the 251-signaìure threshold
required to register 9 Rarv. Also, the proc€ss fior veri$ing those
signatures was ill-defined and rareþ implemented. Moråvér, legal
pl9*i9ry providing some form of publicfinancing for political parties
offered financial incentives to establish a new party.

F"wer than a dozen of these 80 parties were particularþ visible
during the campaþ. The most active parties incluàed the Front, the
three hlstorical parties mentioned above, the ecologr parties anã the
ethnic Hungarian party. The three traditional pãrtia considered

2o S"" Appendix IV.
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forming a united opposition butwere unable to do so. However, they
did agree not to join a coalition government led by the Front.

The remaining parties were very small, often consisting of just a
handful of leaders or even a single leader, and claiming at best only
regional supporl The major opposition parties claimed that some of
the small parties were ofßhoots of the Front and were designed to
confuse the electorate through the use of names similar to those of
the major opposition parties.

The Front's apparent reluctance (or inability) to make a

mnvincing case that the parly and transitional government were
separate - and the prominent role of former members of the
nomenWatura - led opposition parties and other groups to view the
Front's participation in the election campaign as a mere perpetuation
of communist control. Throughout the campaign, however, the Front
never claimed any relationship to the old Romanian Communist Party
(PCR), even as a "reform communist" entity. While there was some

debate over the status of the PCR's activists, resources and properties,

there was virtualþ no party that publicly associated with the ficrmer

"leading political force" of Romanian society.2l

21 This also distinguishes the Romanian election from its
counterparts throughout the region; in virtually every other Central and

Eastern European country, reformist elements of the former ruling
Communist Parties openly contested the elections as updated, moderate
versions of their previous incarnations -- most frequently under the
socialist label. Notwithstanding the fact that the Communist Party of
Romania (PCR) enjoyed the largest per capita membership in the region
(estimated at one-sixth of the population), it was virtually invisible as an

electoral force.

The unique nature of the Ceausescu dictatorship may provide one
explanation of this phenomenon. The extent to which Ceausescu and his
family controlled, indeed personified, the PCR gave little opportunity for
others within the party to develop even a reformist agenda for the party.

As a result, the PCR had become completely discredited as an institution.
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1. The Natíonnl Salvatínn Fronf

The National Salvation Front (the "Front,') emerged during the
December revolution as a malition that included fòrmer teãoing
communist Party officials, other Pafy meinben marginard bv
C-eausescu, and some prominent non-communist dissidents. Th¡,
Front's president was Ion Iliescu, a life-long communist party
member who had fallen out of favor with ceausescu in rgTl and had
mostlecentþ managed Romania's largest technical publishing house.
The Front's number two leader was Petre Român, a 42-year-old
professor of engineering at the Polytechnic Institute in Búcharest
whose father had been a founding member of the Romanian
communist Party. Also important in the Front's leadership was siþiu
Brucan, a former ambassador to the United States who along with
five other disaffected communist officials, sent an open retter to
C.eausescu in March 1989, accusing him of "destroying Romania's
economy and terrorizing the population by abusing the secret police."
other leaden included senior military offïciars such as General
Nicolae Militaru and General victor stanculescu, who succeeded
Militaru as the Front's minister of defense.

In late December, the Front added to its ranks a number of
leading dlsidents such as the Reverend I-aszlo Tokes, the writer
Doina c,ornea, the poet Ana Blandiana and some student activists.
Maryof these independent members of the Front resigned in January
and February l9X), protesting the political aspirations of the Front
and what they described as its antidemocratic practices. other
political independents, such as Minister of culture Andre plesu and
Minister of Education Mihai Sora, remained in the Front in their
govemmental capacities; Plesu, though, ran for parliament as an
independent candidate.

Responding to the ¡ropulation's deepþ-held and widespread
suspicion of political parties, the Front maintained that it was a
political umbrella "movementn rather than a party, and welcomed
everyone seeking democracy and reconciliation in Romania. Its
political platform was described onþ vagueþ during the campaign.
Iliescu, Roman and Brucan made broad statements reagrding
Romania's movement toward a mixed economic s',stem anã ttre
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development of an'briginal Romanian democracy." The Front sought
to portray a vivid picture of the poverly and chaos that would result
from an opposition victory, and organized much of its campaign
around the personality of Iliescu. Its campaign raised the specter of
massive unemployment should the opposition win and carry out
privatization policies that would result in foreþ ownenhip of major
industries. The Front, however, did not set out any detailed plans
during the campaign.

The Front also emphasized its "home-grown" appeal - Iliescu
was the onþ presidential candidate who had not been in exile - and
generalþ eschewed discussion of the party's foreþ policies and
international contacts. Addressing foreign observers, President lliescu
announced the Front had applied for membership to the Socialist
International, considered itself a social democratic party and would
model a government after the Swedish political sptem. He also
pledged to seek a coalition government with opposition parties.

2. The National Liberal Pany

The National Liberal Party (the "Liberal Party') is one of the
three Romanian partíes ficrmed in the 19th century. A major political
force in the country until 1946, the party was disbanded in 1948 and
outlawed during the C-eausescu era. Revived after the December
revolution, the Liberal Party reorganized and was officialþ reglstered
in January 1990.

Prior to World War II, the Liberal Party represented the
conservative monied classes in Romania. In the 1990 campaign, the
Liberals held a less clearþ defined base, although theygained support
among the middle class, intellectuals and students. The party
advocated a vigorous economic modernization program including
privatization, foreign investment, reestablishment of private property
righs, establishment of legal and institutional guarantees for civil and
political rights, and creation of a multiparty, pluralistic political sptem.

The Liberals were led by Radu Campeanu, who retumed to
Romania shortþ after C.eausescu's execution, having spent more than
10 years in exile in the West. Campeanu was one of three
presidential candidates in the 1990 campaþ. The Liberal Party
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applied for membenhip to the Liberal International and received
some support from that organization's westem European member
parties.

3. The Nation"al Peasant Pany, Christían and Democratíc
The National Peasant Party, Christian and Democratic (the

"Peasant luttÐ is another of the historic Romanian parties. It was
particularþ prominent on the political scene during ìhe t93ß ano
1940s. Estimated to have received close to 70 perceãt of the vote in
the 1946 elections, the Peasant Party was the sìrongest party before
the communists came to power. outlawed in 1947,the pèasãnt party

- like the Liberals - reorganized shortþ after the revolution and was
officialþ registered in January 190.

The party claims to represent the interests of peasants in
Romania, but in the inter-war period was associated \4'ith the large
Iandlords and was considered a party of the center-right or right. in
the 1990 campaign, the Peasant Party supported a transitioln to a
qgrke! economy and the decollectivization of agriculture. uke the
Liberals and the Front (and virtualþ all other mñtesting parties), the
Peasant Party platform called broadþ for democratizatión in
Romania, but was short on specifics.

The Peasant Party leadership included C_ornel C,oposu and Ion
Puiu, both of whom survived years of imprisonment in tñe immediate
post-war era. The party's presidential candidate was Ion Ratiu, who
returned to Romania in March 1990, after more than 50years of exilein Great Britain. A wealthy entrepreneur, Ratiú's personal
contributions to the party were its majorìource of funds.

The Peasant Party applied for membership to the christian
Democratic International in earþ 1990 and aoãø the reference
"christian Democratic" to its name. It is not known what degree of
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support the Peasant Party received from the Christian Democratic
International or its member parties.4

4. ThÊ Socínl Demacratic Party

The Social Democratic Party is the least sþificant of the three
historical Romanian political parties. It did not play a major role in
the inter-war period and does not have a developed mnstituency in
Romania. Its 1990 campaign platform supported free expression, free
trade unions and equitable distribution of inmme and wealth. The
Social Democratic Party also sought to join the Socialist International.
The party chairman in 1990 was Sergu Cunescu. He did not seek the
presidency.

5. Ethnic partízs

A number of parties formed after December 1989 to represent

the interests of ethnic national groupß in Romania. Ethnic
Hungarians are the largest such group in the muntry (approximateþ
L0 percent of the total population of Romania) and formed such

ethnic parties, as the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania
(UDMR) and the Romanian Hungarian Alliance.

Other ethnic parties included the German Democratic Forum,

which formed in December 1989, to represent the interests of

22 ThePeasant Party had come under criticism for not purging itself
of certain anti-Semitic and anti-Hungarian elements of the far right.
Although the party denied any connection with anti-Semitism, a March
1990 article in the party's newspaper charged that Jews were largely

responsible for the beginning of the communist movement in Romania.

The paper also carried a cartoon of a Jew caricatured as the Devil.
rü/hen asked about this by NDI staff members in March, a party leader

asserted that the contents ofthe article were historical fact and professed

not to understand the meaning of the cartoon.

Some proponents of the Peasant Party pointed out that the party
newspaper had carried other articles strongly defending the Romanian

Jewish community. They also claimed that a daily Front publication,Azi,
had run anti-Semitic and anti-Hungarian articles.
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Romania's approximateþ 200,000 ethnic Germans, and the Romanian
Gypsy Party, which formed to advance the interests of the estimated
2 to 3 million Gypsies who live in Romania.

Another party that mntested the election on an ethnig or more

lppropriateþ, nationalist, appeal was the Alliance for the Unity of
Romanians (AUR). Based primarily in Tiansylvania, its **pãign
platform was largeþ oriented toward promoting Romanian 

"últur"and nationality, and its supporters were resistant to further contact
and integration with the west. some claimed that the AUR
membership was dominated by ultra-rightist elements strongþ
antagonistic to Hungarians, Germans, and other ethnic minorities.

6. Ecological parties

As was the case in several C.entral and Eastern European
countries, an ecological movement emerged after the pecemuer
revolution in the form of parties and non-party groups organized to
promote a proenvironmental platform and to express dissatisfaction
with the alternatives posed by the historical parties. The ecological
movement mnsiders itself to be nonpolitical, but aims to put
ecological issues on the national agenda. The trvo most prominent
ecological groups to run candidates for the senate and Assembþ of
Deputies were the Romanian Ecological Movement (MER) and the
Romanian Ecological Party (REp).

7. Other pattíes

Dozens of other small parties qualified for the elections. These
included several small parties with regional, professional, or political
interests that did not fit with the historical pãrties, and in sor" cæes
sought to establish new political alternatives to the historical parties
as well as to the Front. Some of these forged varying degiees of
cooperation with each other, such as the Democraiic Gnter Bloc
parties. othen, as mentioned above, were reportedly linked to the
Front.

There were also numeror¡s independent candidates, particularly
in Bucharest. some of these candidates were prominent intellectuals
with dissident credentials but no previous political experience, such as
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Radu Filipescu, Gabriel Liiceanu, Petre Mihai Bacanu, and Stelian

Tänase; othen, such as the poet Mircea Dinescu and actor Ion
Caramitrou, had participated in the CPUN.

C. Nonpartisan Grcups

The distrust of parties - particularþ among young people - led
to the emergence of several influential groupß that were opposed to
the govemment but did not promote candidates in the elections.

Some of these - student organizations, trade unions, and associations

of intellectuals - emerged just after the revolution. Othen developed

in response to growing disillusionment with the Fronl C-ollectiveþ

they formed the core of an opposition that operated independentþ
of the political parties, which in turn maintained their distance from
these groups.

As part of the fledgling effort to establish a National Center for
Free Elections (CENAL - see Introduction), some members of these

groups applied to the C-entral Election Bureau for permission to
observe the elections in a nonpartisan capacity. Although the BEC's
response was never received in writing requests \ilere reportedly
denied on the grounds that there were already too many persons

permitted access to the polling sites (i.e., parly representatives,
journalists, and foreign observers).

1. Student groups

Numerous student groups formed after the December revolution
to focus specificalþ on educational issues and, as the Front'.s

legitimacy came under increasing challengg to advocate major
political reforms. Some groups formed at particular universities, such

as the Free Students' Union at the Polytechnic Irstitute. Others were
confederations of student groups organized in academic institutions
throughout the country such as the prominent I-eague of Studens
(the largest chapter of which was based at the University of
Bucharest).

The key role students played in the ret/olution gave them a

special voice as the conscience of the 1990 campaign - at least within
urban areas. Students avoided parly affiliations in most cases, opting
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for a general platform in favor of democracy and, most emphatically,
against communism. Reluctant to endorse individual candidates,
student activists were uniform in their opposition to the Front They
were the most vocal proponents of the view that the Front was
mereþ the old Communist Party operating under a ne\ry name. (See
Chapter 3.) Student organizations received some assistance from
abroad including equipment, supplies and vehicles - and
consistentþ petitioned the government for access to funds and
buildings previousþ mntrolled by the communlst students'and youth
organizations.

2. The Group for Socinl Díalogue

The Group for Social Dialogue is an independent group of
intellectuals that formed after the fall of C-eausescu Many of its
members are long-time dissidents, and the Group commands great
respect among educated Romanians for the caliber and integrity of its
membership.

Created as a means of bringing together important intellectuals
and providing a forum for their talents and knowledge in political,
cultural, and academic pursuits, the Group received financial support
from abroad and obtained some government resources as well.æ
Wideþ viewed as an opposition organization the Group also
published a weekly ne,ü/spaper, 22,that reported on a variety of social
and political events, as well as the results of some opinion polls
mnducted by the Group's sociologists.

The Group attempted to use its influence to raise the level of
political debate and, on occasion, to mediate betrveen the govemment
and anti-government demonstrators. Individual members of the
Group participated in the CPUN, contributing to the development of
the election law and the adoption of a proportional representation
system. After considerable intemal debate over the extent to which
the Group should involve itself directly in the electoral campaign,

23 The Group's building, centrally located in Bucharest, had been one
of Nicu Ceausescu's offices under the old regime.
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some members of the group ran for parliament as independent
candidates.

3. Fratía - the índependent tradc uníon confederatian

Under Ceausescu, Romanian unions were centralized under the
General Tiade Union Organization (UGSR). After the roolution,
an alternative labor confederation, Fratia (Brotherhood), formed and
began to compete with the old labor organization, renamed as the
Free Tiade Unions of Romania, for the adherence of particular
unions and the control of union funds. Fratia gained the support of
a number of unions, particularþ white+ollar unions. Fratia did not
participate in the campaign as a political party and did not support
any party, but did advocate a program supporting a market economy
and the modernization of management structures. Some Fratia
member unions in the Bucharest municipality recruited volunteers to
serve as polling site administrators on election day.

4. Other groups

Post-revolutionary Romania also witnessed the emergence of
several independent groups that formed to advocate human rights and
commemorate the ideals of the revolution. Based primarily in
Bucharest and Timisoara and composed primarily of white+ollar
professionals, these groups included the Group of 1621, December,
the People's Alliance, the AntiTotalitarian hrum, the Alternative
Movement, the Independent Group for Democracy, the Timisoara
Society, and the brmer Political Prisoners' Association. These
organizations published small newspapers and were the spark for the
ongoing demonstration in University Square that took place
throughout April and May. (See Chapter 3.) Some of their leaders
and members ran as independent candidates in the elections.

D. Civic and Voter Educafion

Despite the fact that these were the first multi-party elections in
45 yean in Romania, there was remarkably little civic education prior
to the election. In April, representatives of the Central Election
Bureau told NDI and NRIIA representatives that the BEC, in
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cooperation with the government television, would conduct a
mmprehensive education program to explain the electoral process to
the electorate. As it turned out, thls program consirsted primariþ of
a few televised advertisements that ran during the last twodays before
the elections explainingwhat the ballot looked like and how to stamp
it. The simulation showed a stamp placed on the Front candidate list.
Few voters reported that they had seen these advertisements, or
indeed been exposed to any information about the election day
procedures.

Several neuapapers ran articles throughout the campaign
explaining the electoral process. However, since many ne\ÃNpapers
were not wideþ distributed (see Chapter 3), this was not a frequentþ
cited source of information. Most voters said that their primary
source of information about the campaign and the ele¡tion was
television.

On election evg Romanian television broadcast a debate among
the three presidential candidates. Originalþ scheduled for one hour,
the debate ran for nearþ three hours and represented the first chance
for most prospective voters to view all three candidates
simultaneousþ. Individual intervieun with the three candidates were
also broadcast during the final week of the campaþ.
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Chapter 3

TH E CAMPAIG N ENWRONMENT

Even before the campaign oflicialþ began, the historical parties
and some independent groups activeþ opposed the May 20 election
date. On February 1, the Peasant and Uberal Parties urged that the
elections be postponed until at least September to allow for adequate
time to educate the Romanian people about the electoral process.z
Nonetheless, a postponement would have also left the Front open to
the criticism that itwas trying to consolidate power without a popular
mandate. In any ex/ent, the proposal was rejected by the Front-
dominated CPIJN.

The electoral campaign was a turbulent, mmplex affair. In the
five months preceding the May 20 elections, Romania undenvent an
abrupt transformation from a society intolerant of any dissent to one
in which different political movements muld express their vieun and
the population was permitted to exercise real political choice. The
electorate was beginning to form into groups along the lines of
economic interests and political values. Loyalty to particular
candidates or parties, however, was based largeþ on personal appeals
and attachments, and the campaign was driven more by penonalities
than issues.

u The Peasant Party and
statements urging postponement
campaign.

Liberal Party issued several joint
and condemning violence during the
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President Iliescu was the dominant penonality in the campaign
for both the Front and the opposition. A clearþ recognizable figure
to the electorate since he emerged on the balcony of the C-ommunist
Party headquarters in the wake of Ceausescu's departure, Iliescu was
synonymous with the Front, and for many, with the December
revolution.

Soon after the December revolution, Iliescu and the Front
moved quickly to improve the economic situation, particularþ outside
Bucharest. The work week was shortened, pay increæes were
instituted, electricity and heat became readiþ available, and
inventories of food destined for e4port were transferred to stores for
local consumption. For a population traumatiznd by the oppressive
Ceausescu regime, these improvements, combined with a more open
political environment, further enhanced lliescu's popularity.ã

As violence continued during the campaign, the opposition
parties focused increasingþ on Iliescu's failure to discourage
intimidation. After initialþ blaming the Front in more general terms,
the parties - and in particular, the presidential candidates -
attributed the prevalence of violence to Iliescu personally.

For other opposition groups, Iliescu personified the Ceausescu
and communist legacy. Criticisms of Iliescu's failure to account for
the post-revolutionary disposition of the former Communist party's
apparatus and activists were widespread among students and
intellectuals, who had been demonstrating since April 22 in support
of the "Proclamation of Timisoara" and against the government.

Authored by an opposition group known as the Tïmisoara
Society, the Proclamation was a populist declaration in support of
democratization. A national alliance developed to advocate the
Proclamation's proposals and claimed betrpeen three and six million
supporters. A¡ticle 8 of the Proclamation urged that all fiormer

5 The election results showed that lliescu's popularity ran well ahead
of the Front. In fact, several prominent opponents of the Front, citing the
need for stability, confided to delegation members that they had voted for
Iliescu. See Chapter 6.
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leaders of the Communist Party, members of the nomenHatura, and
Securitate officers be baned from participating in the first three
elections for any public office, including the presidency. Thls
particular article was a dire¡t challenge to President lliescu's
candidacy because of his history as a C-ommuníst Party activist.

As the elections drew near, supporters of the Proclamation
urged that the electoral law be amended to incorporate the language
of Article 8. This call became the ralþing point of an ongoing
demonstration in Bucharest's University Square, which was initiated
by small independent group and quickly drew the support of students
and intellectuals. Occupation of the Square, labeled the
"neocommunist-free zone' by the demonstrators, required the
rerouting of traffic around a three-block area.

Despite an earþ attempt to remove the protestors from the
Square by force, the demonstration became a six-week peaceful sirin
that periodicalþ attracted up to 15,000 people and inspired similar
rallies in other cities throughout the country during April and Muy.^
Demonstrators shouted anti-communist slogans, urged the removal of
President Iliescu and Interior Minister Mihai Chitag sang political
songs that either celebrated the December revolution or mocked the
current government, and listened attentiveþ to thevarie$of speakers
who addressed the crowd. Several dozen activists pitched tents on the
Square and began a hunger strike. Iliescu characterized the
protestors as golaní (hooligans) which, was the term ursed by
Ceausescu to describe opponents. Many demonstrators proudþ
displayed makeshiftgo/az buttons, and huge bannen (in French and
English) urging "Golaru of the world, unite!" were hung across the
Square shortþ before the elections.

26 In mid-June, the government ordered police to clear University
Square, which by then was occupied by less than 2n0 protestors. The
police's use of force led to an outbreak of violence that prompted
President-elect Iliescu to claim that the government was threatened by a
"legionary rebellion" and to call upon miners from the Jiu valley to
"restore order" in Bucharest. The incidents of June 13-15, in which scores
of innocent persons were injured, drew worldwide condemnation.
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In theweek preceding the elections, Ratiu and Campeanu again
mndemned the campaign violence and announced their support of
Article $ echoing the demands of the opposition in the Square. Thirs
prompted widespread rumors that they had withdrawn from the
presidential race. Finally, when some foreþ governments also
publicþ expressed concern over the violence, Iliescu issued a
statement condemning the violence and asking supporters of all
parties to conduct themselves peaceabþ.

Although the campaign was highþ emotional and negative, it was
confined primarily to Bucharest and other major cities. Opposition
parly campaigns mnsisted of a scattering of rallies, some posters and
leaflets, some TV spots for various parties and considerable writinp
in newspapers. In towns and villages there was little campaþ activity
at all. The paucity of campaign activities reflected the limitations
placed on the opposition by the government and its supporters
(described in detail below) as well as the general organizational
weakness of the opposition parties.

The campaign did not take place on a level playing field. The
Front had many advantages that greatþ exceeded the typical
perquisites of incumbency in democratic societies. The identity
between party and state that had existed ficr more than 40 years was
only slightþ disrupted by the December revolution. The Front thus
enjoyed throughout the campaign an ability to use almost all the
resources of the state - such as money, equipment, personnel - as

well as the state's traditionalþ high level of social and political control
in the service of its campaign.

The most important issues conceming the fairness of the
campaign were the following:

A. Access to Electmnic Media

Under C-eatrsescu, onþ one television station operated in
Romania. Its broadcasts were brief (often no more than two hours
of programming per day) and almost exclusiveþ devoted to
propaganda featuring the words and activities of Nicolae and Elena
C-eausescu.
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Since December 1989, no new television stations have been
established. However, the exlsting station began broadcasting more
hours per day and, during the campaþ, followed the government line
somewhat less ardentþ. For example, television covered extensiveþ
the liveþ debate in the CPIIN, albeit usualþ uery late at night.
Although the Front enjoyed a clear majority within the "parliament',
opposition voices were frequentþ heard. Nonetheless, television
remains almost entireþ pro-government and has not establíshed any
serious claim to independence.

During the campaþ, televised neuß @verage was clearþ biased
in favor of the Front. President Iliescu and Prime Minister petre
Roman were constantþ featured on the ner¡n and almost exclusiveþ
in a very favorable light. In contrast, the activities of the opposition
candidates and parties were rareþ reported, and onþ then with a
negative tone. Given that the TV neun is probably the most
influential source of information in the country, the bias of TV news
mnstituted a major structural advantage for the Front.

A typical example of this bias occurred in the campaþ nevn
coverage of April 22. On that day both the Peasant party and the
Front held political rallies at which their respective presidential
candidates spoke. According to NDI staffwho attended both events,
each ralþ attracted approximately 15,000 people. On the TV neun
that evening the Peasant Party ralþ received less than 60 seconds of
coverage depicting a few people loitering on the edge of an
apparentþ small gathering. In contrast, the broadcast coverage of
Front ralþ lasted 10 minutes, with camera shots cutting back and
forth between Iliescu speaking and wide-angle pans of a cheering
crowd. As the speech ended, Iliescu's face was super-imposed against
the Romanian flag and held in soft focus as dramatic music rose on
the soundtrack - the image that concluded the neun broadcast of
April22.

Coverage of the ongoing demonstration in University Square was
similarþ distorted, particularþ in the earþ days of the ralþ. News
broadcasts featured images of badþ dressed and apparentþ drunken
persons lingering aimlessþ around the Square and frequently focus€d
on the presence of Gypsies, an extremeþ unpopular minority in
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Romania. commentary accompanying these images characterized the
gathering in desultory and contemptuous terms. Responding to
pressures, the official broadcasts eventualþ began to portray- the
demonstration more accurateþ. on one evening a spokesperson
from the Square appeared briefly on television ãnd orprained the
purpose of the demonstration.

The electoral law provided that all parties have equal access to
the televlsion,'and the opposition partià were allocated some time
for_campaþn spots on the television. There were, however, problems
with this access. First, the criteria for determining whicir parties
would receive what time were never clarified, and the oppo,sition
parties complained about unfair distribution of rv time. seónd, the
campaign spots were shown at different times, in some cas€s at
obscure hours such as the very earþ moming. Neither the parties nor
the TV viewers were given any notice as to when campaign spots
would appear.

Third, given the lack of independent media production facilities
in Romania, the opposition's video campaign mãteriars were often
qualitativeþ inferior to the Front's, which enjoyed access to the state's
studio.- Qpporition parties complained that this was exacerbated by
the television station's practice of "editing" campaþn videos in ã
manner that generalþ portrayed opposition party activities in a
negative light. For example, the tape of the April zz peasant party
ralþ- was reportedþ edited to include unflattéring footage of thè
candidate and crowds from other events.

The equal access media provision offered a mixed signal. On one
hand, it *T ? positive meÍìsure insofar as it offered all parties,
regardless of size, at least some opportunity to convey a message to
the voters. It also contributed to the impression that opposìtion
viewpoints were tolerated and could be expressed on government
television. In practice, however, that access diluted the-mesage of
the most organized parties and contributed to the general confusion
generated by the proliferation of parties. In this context, it is

27 Electoral Law, Art. 5L.
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questionable whether the access provision mntributed measurabþ to
the development of voter education and informed participation in the

electoral process.

Radio faced similar problems of nevn bias and lack of sþificant
acc€ss for campaign spots. Radio broadcasting remains nearþ as

limited and as closely controlled as television and did not play a
significant role in the campaþ.

B. Novspapers

The number of newspapen publi;shed in Romania has increased

dramaticalþ since the December revolution. Many independent
papers emerged, and opposition parties began to publish newspapers

as well. This development, while representing a sþificant
improvement in freedom of expression, wrts nerrertheless marred by

some serious limitations during the campaign.

Becauseof the country's limited printing facilities, all newspapers

were produced on state-owned presses. As a result, the printing of
ne"¡¡spapers was restricted and subject to government control. This
seriousþ limited the length of newspapers, their frequency and the
number of each issue published. Representatives of opposition
newspapers were reportedþ told that particular issues or articles were
not printed because the publishing house employees refused to print
certain material.

Efforts to establlsh independent printing facilities met with
government resistance. The Peasant Parly bought a printing press

outside of Romania and applied for permision to use it for producing
the parly newspaper and other materials. The govemment denied

approval - despite the fact that the equipment (and circumstances of
its purchase) met every existing legal requirement. The presidential

candidate of the Peasant Parly, Ion Ratiu, appealed directþ to
President Ilíescu for permission to use the printing press and was

refused.æ The Liberal Party reportedly undenvent a similar

ä A similar request by Ratiu to establish an independent television
station was also denied.
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experience with a printing press donated by Westem European
sources. Delegation members asked a senior advisor to president
Iliescu the government's reason for preventing the use of the private
printing press, but received no repþ.

Neunpaper distribution was also a problem. hr the most part,
independent and opposition neunpapers were readiþ available in
Bgghalesf Theywere available in provincial cities, although onþwith
difficuþ and usualþ with several dap delay. Nevnpãpers were
unavailable in towns and villages except when hand+arriø Uy a party
wgrker to a particular location. Distribution, like printing räied
aJmost completeþ on the state network Opposition parties alleged
that the dlstribution system dirscriminated against their papers and that
attempts to obtain wider distribution were constantþ frustrated.

Joumalists and editors mmplained frequentþ that newspapen
placed on trains in Bucharest would be unloaded and burned belore
reaching their destination. In the smaller towns outside Bucharest,
the local po.stal authority was responsible for the receipt and
distribution of newspapers. opposition party officials cited examples
where party members in an outþing town would meet a tiain
scheduled to deliver papers onþ to be told that none has been sent
f¡om Bucharest. At the same time, opposition ne\'6paper staft in
Bucharest, who had witnessed the papers being placed oh the train,
would receive confirmation from the local postmaster that the papers
had arrived and been distributed - alongwith payment, in fun, foi att
the papers "sold.n Similar complaints were raised by the staff of
Romania's leading independent newspaper, Romonin Líbera,which
has no ties to any political party.

Even papers printed outside the country encountered
distribution difficulties. Because of the inability to gain access to
private presses, the Peasant Party printed its newspaper, Dreptatae,in
Bulgaria and transported ¡t by trucks to Romania. \ryhib the first
truck was permitted into Romania, subsequent shipments were
allowed entry only after significant dela¡n.

In addition to encountering problems of printing and
distribution, opposition parties experienced what they described as
sptematic intimidation designed to discourage publication or at least



42

limit their range of expression. Staff of the Peasant Party nevnpaper
reported rereiving at least one threat of violence a day and alleged
that a group of editors had been attacked, resulting in one serious
injury. Several opposition papers mmplained of attacls on their
headquarters. According to opposition activirsts, thls atmosphere
made it difficult to recruit staff and to operate effectiveþ. Therewas
a very limited pool of experienced joumalists on which to draw, and
the prosperts of intimidation, they claimed, drove away many
prospective workers.

Like television, print media coverage of opposition activities
usualþ mntained a negative bias - even in neq/spapers that claimed
independence from the govemmenl Adevarul, formerþ the
Communist Party daiþ paper Scínteín, was particularþ critical of the
Univenity Square demonstrations and frequentþ used its space to
dismiss the allegations of campaþ violence printed in the opposition
parties'newspapers. At the same time,ldevarul,which enjoyed the
largest circulation in the muntry, reported quite favorabþ on the
activities of the Front and its leadenhip; in one edition, a story
described Prime Minister Roman's and President lliescu's "accurate
and concrete" answers at a press conference and noted their'þenuine
concern for the destiny of the country."

C. Other Materials and Methods of Information Dissemination

Under C-eausescu, Romania experienced an extraordinary
centralization of information and communication. Typewriters \ilere
registered with the police, copyrng machines were impossible to buy,
mimeograph machines were non-existent, and even simple materials
such as paper and recording cassettes were difficult to obtain in any
significant quantities. Access to foreþ newspapers and other
publications from abroad was limited to the highest echelons of the
Romanian government. Although aspects of Romanian society have
opened up significantþ since December, the centralization of
information has only recentþ begun to change - a reality that posed

a tremendous liability for the opposition parties.

During the campaign, the opposition had difficulty obtaining
basic materials for the campaign such as pap€r, newsprint, posters,
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audio and video cassettes and ink The paper shortage was a
particularþ serious problem for newspa¡lers. Regular daily papers
were forced to reduce circulation during the campãþ because part
of their paper rations was allocated to political partia so that the
latter could produce campaign materials. The government controlled
most of the paper and printing supplies produced in the country and
buyrng them from abroad was administratively difficult and
prohibitiveþ expensive.

- similarl¡ obtaining equipment to record or copy infiormation
such as typewriters, mmputers, video cameras, tape recoiders, mpf ng
machines, printen and mimeograph machines was nearþ impossiule.
breign donations of these items were hindered by 

-buréaucratic

procedures that often delayed receipt of the gmds until ¡ust before
the election.

D. Campaign Financing

obtaining adequate financing was a critical irsue for all
opposition parties, particularþ because they were facing a party which,
as discussed above, enjoyed the advantages of a veryipecial type of
incumbency. The electoral law provided for the poisitiility of p'ublic
campaþn financingæ but the implementation of this provlsion was
very unclear. There were conflicting reports about whether and how
much sypport was províded by the government to the various
parties.r The parties complained about a lack of public financing,

29 Election Law, Art. 53.

s According to a report by the International Foundation for
Eiectoral systems (IFES), parties were to be awarded "start-upn costs of
400,000 lei (approximately $2o,000 uS at rhe official rate). Additional
monies were to be distributed according to the number of candidate lists
each party lielded in the country. The central Electoral Bureau nassumed

[the disbursement of funds] was handled by the Ministry of Finance.,, see
Romønía in the wake of ceausescu: An Assessment of the Romønian
Electoral System on Electíon Eve,May 1990, IFES.
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and were unable to railse significant funds from the impoverished

Romanian population.

The electoral law initially prohibited the receipt of cash from
foreign sources, although this provirsion was reportedly amended to
permit the practice if Juch receipts were documented.3l The total
amount of such funding is unclear. Opposition parties anticipating
the receipt of foreign funds complained that receipt of the monies

was deliberateþ delayed by'baiting period requirements" imposed on
foreign currency. The de¡laration requirements governing receipt of
foreign assistance do not appear to have been followed or enforced,

in keeping with the generally lackadaisical approach taken to
campaign financing by all parties.

E Intimidation and Harassment

The campaign was marred by a steady stream of reported
instances of violence, harassment, and intimidation against candidates

and party members. The victims of these incidents were almost

alwap members of the opposition, and the instigators were often
alleged to be the police personnel directþ associated with the Front
or with supporters of the Front. The Front reported very few
incidents of violence other than the destruction of windor¡n in some

Front headquarters.

A large number of candidates and party organizers reported
being victims of attacls or even assassination attempts. The most

visible of these were directed against presidential candidates. In
April, Peasant Parly presidential candidate Ion Ratiu was bombarded

with stones and bottles by groups of Front supporters during a

campaign visit to the city of Buzau. Ratiu sought refuge at the local
police headquarters. After making desperate calls to the local armed

forces commander to request protection and safe passage for Ratiu,
the police chief was told that no help was available. Ratiu escaped

the mob onþ after sending decoy cars out the front of the police
station and escaping through a rear entrance. The demy cårs were

31 S"" IFES report, p. 13.
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immediateþ attacked by the crowd, the doors ripped open and
windoun smashed.æ

In earþ May, Liberal Party presidential candidate Radu
Campeanu, while campaigning in the city of Braila, wæ attacked by
crowds carrJting rocks, bricks and glass. Campeanu was beaten and
one of his top aides - mistaken for campeanu because of his similar
build and hair - was severeþ beaten by members of the crowd
shouting'þe're going to kill you, Campeanu.',

Opposition party headquarten were also subject to attacks. In
Iasi, for example, both the Liberal and Peasant party's headquarten
were assaulted; the Peasant Party reported that its building was
attacked 12 times. c,onsiderable harassment also occurred at iallies
where groups threatened or attacked persons participating in
opposition-related events. The police were reportedly notified olthe
incidents but took no action.

Many opposition members reported receiving written or
telephone threats waming them to desist from their poritical activity.
Even casual conversations in the street muld prompt mnfrontation.
one Romanian exile said that during a walk in a imall village just
outside Bucharest, he and a friend were speaking about the campãign
in German. upon momentariþ greeting some children during their
stroll, the two men were confronted by farmers mrrytng pitcñfork,
who wamed them to stop trying to influence Romanian children with
foreign propaganda against the Front.

32 Ratiu's wife and other family members were also physically
attacked during the campaign. while leaving a hospital where she had
been making a visit, Mrs. Ratiu's motorcade was attacked by a crowd
wielding i¡on bars and clubs. The group's three cars were beaten and
windows smashed; Mrs. Ratiu attributed her escape to the quick action
of her bodyguards. Three weeks after the incident, Ratiu hadieceived no
response to official complaints filed with the Bucharest police. According
to Ratiu, government spokespersons, responding to charges that thé
incident was orchestrated by the Front, characterized the aJsailants as a
"spontaneous crowd.n
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Local demonstrations throughout the country held either in
support of the demonstration in University Square or by individual
opposition political parties were repeatedþ broken up by groupß

voicing their support for the Front. Participants at a ralþ in
Constanta supporting the Timisoara Proclamation held during the
weekend of April 28 claimed that the ralþwas intemrpted by a crowd
carrying sticks and shouting pro-Front slogans.

When asked whether they reported the incidents of harassment
and intimidation to the police, almost all opposition members replied
that notifuing the policewas useless atbest and potentialþdangerous.
Peasant Party representatives from lasi, whose headquarters were
repeatedþ attacked, called the police only to have the police come
and ransack the building.

In mid-Ma¡ the Peasant Parly released statistics and letters
documenting violence against the parly and its members. According
to this information, between January and earþ May, 133 party ofïicials
had been seriously injured, 388 beaten while inside party offices
located throughout the muntry 189 party members attacked in their
own homes and two party canvassen killed.

In the four weeks preceding the elections, opposition party and
independent newspapers reported incidents of campaign-related
violence on almost a daiþ basis. In contrast, the pro-government
electronic and print media caried few stories of this nature; those
that referred to campaþ violence at all usualþ reported that the
opposition's allegations were "exaggerated."

The failure of Iliescu to use the powers of the interim
government to help ensure a sa[e, toleranÇ and pluralistic campaign
environment was repeatedly criticized by his presidential rivals, who
deplored the President's refusal to instruct the police and army to
provide adequate protection for opposition candidates and supporters.
Iliescu also made numerous public statements characterizing as illegal
many opposition party rallies and other demonstrations, claiming that
the government would tolerate these activities but could not protect
them should'bthers" decide to take action.
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When questioned by delegation members about incidents o[
violence against students, intellectuals and opposition party members,
senior government officials in saneral judets responded similarþ that
violence against Front opponents was perpetrated by Front supporters
who "just don't like what the others have to sa¡n and that the
government could not be expected to be responsible for the actions
of its supporters. Members of the opposition, however, viewed the
violence as being not onþ tolerated and encouraged, but organized

- and in some cases, carried out - by the Front and government
itself. Many reports of violence in Bucharest and outþing areas were
accompanied byreports of Securitate involvement (wideþbelieved by
the opposition to be used by the Front govemment to implement
much of the antiopposition activity.)

E Bthnic Tensions

Ethnic minority groups residing within Romania include
Germans, Bulgarians, Tirrks, Hungarians, Jeun and Gypsies.
Hungarians are the most politically organized of these gròups,
representing approximateþ 10 percent of the population. They have
formed the largest ethnic party in the country, the Hungarian
Democratic Union of Romania (UDlvfR).

The majority of UDMR membership resides in the region of
Tiansylvania, a territory in which Hungarian and Romanian
communities have experienced varying degrees of violence and
repression throughout alternating periods of Hungarian and
Romanian mntrol. The ceausescu regime exacerbated tensions
betrveen these mmmunities with policies fiorcing Hungarians to
resettle outside of Tiansylvania, and encouraging Romanians,
particularþ from Moldavia, to move into Tiansylvania. The purpose
of these policies was to dilute large mncentrations of the Hungãrian
population within Romanian borders.

While cooperation between Romanians and Hungarians in
Timisoara initialþ mntributed to the December revolution, the
subsequent liberalization heightened long-simmering strains betrveen
these mmmunities in other cities. On March Z0,lgg0, these tensions
exploded into violent street battles in the lansylvanian city of rìrgu
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Mures that left at least six dead and 300 wounded. Each síde blamed
extremists from the other for the fighting; some attributed the conflíct
to Securitate provocation. The incident sharpened the growing
perception that the Hungarian minority issue would play a more
visible, and possibly conflictive, role in the new Romanian political
order.

The emergence of the Vatra Romaneasc¿ì (Romanian Hearth),
a nationalírst pro-Romanian movement is viewed by many observers
as a disturbing development for those seæking greater inter-ethnic
harmony. Supporters of the movement claim that its call for a

centralized, unitary state (including tenitories no longer under
Romanian sovereignty) and promotion of Romanian cultural
traditions strike a respondent chord among Romanians who believe
that ethnic minorities received special treatment under the Ceausescu

regime. Opponents point to Vatra Romaneasca documents that
characterize numerous ethnic groups as "alien elements... who never
did have a home anyvhere in our land," and cite the movement's
position that Romanian be adopted as the country's official language
as examples of Vatra's intention to widen existing divisions and incite
ethnic violence.

Individual instances of ethnic tensions arose during the campaign
as well. According to Helsinki Watch, an ethnic Romanian resident
of Tìrgu Mures known for her support of Hungarian language
educational programs was repeatedþ intimidated and harassed during
the campaign with threatening phone calls and letters. Her petition
to run as a candidate for the Assembly of Deputies was subsequentþ
denied by the M:ves judet electoral bureau on the grounds that her
advocacy of Hungarian language instruction 'baused protests of the
Romanian population" and therefore violated Article 10 of the
electoral law.33

33 "Nem From Romania: Election Report," Helsinki Watch, May 15,

1990.
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Chnpter 4

THE ELECTION

The NDIAIRIIA delegation separated into 11 teams to observe
the voting and counting processes throughout the muntry. Ten
groups of three to seven persons travelled to the provincial cities of
Baia Mare, Brasov, Cluj, Constanta, Craiova,Iasi, Piatra Neamt, Sibiu,
Tîmisoara and Tîrgu Mures. One group of 20 remained in the
Bucharest area. The day before the elections, the groups met with
local party representatives, electoral officials, mayors and
representatives of local nonpartisan organizations.s On election
da¡ the tearns suMivided into smaller group's of ¡po or three each,
and visited polling s!!es in the cities, towns and villages in their
respective provinces.s The group visited more than 1,OOO potting
sites out of a total of approximateþ 12,500. (See Appendix VII for
team reports).

A. The Balloting P¡rctss
Romanians cast ballots at one of 12,500 polling sites (voting

sections) throughout the country. The electoral law stipulated that
residential areas encompassing 2,000 inhabitants or less would each
be accorded one voting section; areas with larger populations would
have voting section for every 1,500 to 3,000 residents. A voting
section was e¡pected to accommodate an average of 1,300 voters.

3 See Appendix V for the delegation's terms of reference.

s S"" Appendix VI for the delegation's election day checklist.
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Each polling site was administered by an electoral bureau
comprised of a president, vice-president and representatives of up to
seven political parties. The president and vice-president were selected
by lot from a pool of attorneys, judges, or "other impartial persons;"
party representatives were likewise designated in a lottery s)6tem.
Accredited journalists and foreign observers were also granted access
to the polling site.

In some cases, polling site administrators were chosen only a few
days before the election. Party representatives at the Bucharest
municipal Central Election Bureau (BEC) mmmented two dap
before the election that the BEC was experiencing difficulties
recruiting adequate numbers of people to administer all of the polling
sites in the area. Some polling site administrators said that they had
been given little if any instruction about their election day duties and
were ignorant of the procedures and rules.

The polls opened at 6 am on May 20 and were scheduled to
close at 11 pm that evening. As a voter entered the polling station,
he/she presented identification to the voting section officials. Most
voters used their national ID cards, but passports or birth certificates
were also used (although thls was not specified in the electoral law.)
Voters working away from home were required to present a
certificate prepared by local government officials at their place of
residence that authorized them to vote in their work area (and
removed their names from the electoral list at home.) Voters who
did not present an absentee certificate were asked to sign the voter
list and in most cases were permitted to vote anyway.

Upon veriSing the voter's identifìcation, election officials would
hand the voter three ballots - one for each of the three offices - and
a rubber stamp with which to mark the ballots. Once inside the
voting booth, a voter could stamp each ballot once to select a
presidential candidate and a candidate for senate and assembþ. The
voter then returned to the polling table, where he/she was handed an
envelope and had his/her identification card stamped with the word
'Voted." The voter then folded each ballot separateþ placed all threæ
ballots into the envelope and deposited the envelope into the ballot
box.
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B. Delegationts 0bse¡vations
The NDI/Ì.IRIIA delegation and other foreþ obaervers were

afforded excellent access to all aspects of the process by the
Romanian govemment. The Romanian electorate was pleased to
have foreign observers at the elections, and some had overþ high
expectations about the role foreign obcervers could play. Despite
scattered incidents of observers being denied permision to enter
polling sites, particularþ after the counting had bgun, ele¡tion
officials throughout the muntry welcomed observers and offered their
cooperation. The government-controlled television station, however,
did not carry any information about the delegation's statement on
May 21. (See Appendix II.) Statements issued by other obsewers
that were highly favorable toward the elections were carried on the
television and in the pro-government print media.

Most delegation members reported a generalþ peaceful process
on election day, with voters patientþ waiting in long lines to
participate in the first multi-party election in nearþ half a century. At
the same time, some delegation members noted numerous
administrative problems and, in some instances, serious irregularities.
However, there appeared to be no sptematic effiorts to commit fraud.

1. Presence of opposítíon party representatives at tlæ pollíng site

The presidents andvice-presidents at most pollingsites appeared
intent on administering the process in a neutral fashion. Th"y
frequentþ responded to inquiries regarding party affiliation by
stressing their apolitical status. Nonetheless, in some areas, the
presidents and vice-presidents were viewed by opposition party
representatives as sympathetic to the government, and in a few cases,
were responsible for the inegularities observed. In some areas,
particularþ Moldavia, 

^the presidents and vice-presidents were
government employees.ó

s Local mayors were also present at some polling stations and often
had a clearly supervisory role.
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The presence of party representatives in the polling sites varied
wideþ across the country. On average, there were two to four party
representatives in each polling station. Invariably, a Front
representative was present; other parties fielding election workers
included the Liberal and Peasant parties, and occasionall¡ the Social
Democratic Parly, the Emlogist Party, or one of the other small
parties. In liansylvani4 a representative of one of the Hungarian
parties was usualþ presenL In a small percentage of stations, more
than four parly representatives were present and in some cases,

particularþ in Moldavia, there were no opposition party
representatives at all.

The scarcity of party representatives at most polling stations \p¿rs,

according to the presidents of the polling stations, caused by the
failure of the opposition parties to recruit enough people. When
asked about this issue, opposition party leaders responded that they
had difficulty rerruiting personnel to mver all of the polling stations,
adding that in some regiom, party supporters feared violence or
harassment.

The presence of opposition party representatives at the polling
sites, while a positive sign, was no guarantee that the process would
be administered in an even-handed manner. Delegation members
observed that the Front representatives tended to dominate other
party representatives, both in terms of delegating the tasl$ to be
performed and in establishing the general atmosphere of the polling
station. In some cases, non-Front party representatives met
delegation members outside the polling station and told them that
Front representatives were bulþing voters as well as the opposition
party representatives.

2. The ballots

There were three separate ballots ficr the presidential, senate
and assembly races. hr the parliamentary offices, ballots often
mmpri,sed many pages, as each party's entire candidate list was
printed. These'booklets" constituted a confusing set of materials,
particularþ to people \Á,ith little voting experience. (See Appendix
VIIL)
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Voten rareþ received instructions from polling officials; instead

lheywere simpþ handed the ballots and pointed toward the voting
booths. It was evident that many of the voters, especialþ oldei
people in the countrynide, had onþ a vague idea of what to do with
the ballots.

The exact level of illiteracy in Romania is not known, but is
clearþ significant. The ballots were particularþ diffïcult for illiterate
voters to understand. Party symbols were placed next to the party
names, but the symbols were very small, poorþ reproduced, and not
printed in color. Many voters in the villages had not seen the symbols
of parties other than the Front due to the inability of the opposition
parties to widely dlseminate materials.

3. Assistance to voteß

Many voters were accompanied into the polling booths by others
who helped them vote. In most cases, this assistance appeared to be
benign and came from famiþ members who were helping older
people who could not read well or were unfamiliar with voting
procedures. In other cases, however, election administrators and
party representatives (usualþ Front representatives) assisted voters
inside the polling bootlu. The frequency of these instances (upward
of 60 percent at some polling sites) was viewed by the delegation
members as inconsistent with the principle of a secret ballot. It also
highlighted the need for a nationwide voter education program.

4. Ballot paper

Voters were required to return to the polling tables after voting
to obtain the envelope in which the ballots were to be placed. Voters
often folded the ballots directly in front of the officials, and the
officials often took the ballots from the voter to show how the ballots
should be folded or to fold the ballots themselves. This not onþ
wasted a great deal of time, but potentialþ compromised the secrecy
of the voting process. The ballot paper was very thin and could be
read from behind. When the ballots were folded, it was easy to see
where the ballot had been stamped, particularþ on the presidential
ballot that consisted of onþ one page.
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5. Informed votíng

The problem of secrery stemmed not only from technical

problems (thin ballot paper and folding ballots in front of polling

officials), but also f¡om a general lack of understanding among many

voters. Many voters, particularþ in the villages and towns, appeared

to have no comprehension that the ballot was their personal

possession and that voting was a secret process. Memben of the

delegation observed numerous voters marking their ballots and just

handing them back to the polling officials or voting in front of the

officials.

The delegation attempted to assess whether voters were fearful

of voting freely. Some delegation members reported that their

inquiries in this regard were met with reassurances by voten that they

felt completeþ free in their selections. Other delegates commented

that they sensed fear among people they interviewed or heard second-

hand accounts of it. In general, however, fear (in the sense of
intimidation) was a more significant factor during the campaign than

on election day particularly for political activists, whose

prognostications of widespread intimidation on election day were

based largely on their experiences during the campaign. The

delegation muld not detect, or find a rationale for, any attempt at

systematic intimidation of the electorate.

6. hoceùtral inconsisterrcies

The implementation of voting procedures varied from one

polling station to the next on such matters as: whether and when ID
cards were stamped; whether voters had to present an absentee

certifîcate; whether voters were required to sign a parallel ele¡toral
list when the envelopes were distributed; and whether voters were

supposed to fold the ballots. There also were observed differences in

the number of offÏcials each voter came in contact with and whether

an official sat next to the ballot bor These inmnsistencies refle¡ted

inexperienced, inadequateþ trained polling officials, and a certain

general casualness about the administration of the voting process.
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The inmnsistencies in veriffing voter identification, mmbined
with the la<ity of some officials with respect .io requiring absentee
certificates, created an opening for multiple voting. Theoretically, a
person could vote at the location where hirs/her name appeared on
the electoral list and then go somewhere else, tell polling officials that
he/she worked in that area, and vote a second time.

The delegation did not detect practices of multiplevoting on any
significant scale and did not witness any evidence of multiple voting
organized by any party. In most cases, voters cast ballots at the voting
section where their names were listed, used their national ID card and
had that card stamped upon leaving the polling station.

7. Political materials in tlu pollíng statíoru

Delegation members observed instances in which the Front's
campaign material, especialþ roses (the Front's campaign symbol),
were displayed in the polling station. Fhont posters were often visible
at the entrance to polling stations. Some party representatives in the
polling stations, both Front and opposition, wore campaign buttons.
The presence of campaign buttons was, in one sense, a negative
feature, in that it introduced partisan materials directþ into the
polling stations, in violation of the electoral law. On the other hand,
the presence of non-Front buttons conveyed to voters a sense that
the Front did not uniformþ control all the polling stations.

8. Pre-marl<zd balloß

In at least two cases in different parts of the country, delegation
members discovered ballots pre-marked for the Front. In one case,
the pre-marked ballot was simpþ handed to a delegation member
who had requested a sample ballot. In another case, a non-Front
party representative told a delegation member that pre-marked ballots
were being handed out and retrieved one from a stack of ballots.
However, the delegation did not observe or receive evidence that this
practice was conducted on a significant scale.
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9. Delays at tlæ pollíng statíons

Due to the overþ-bureaucratic procedures and the inexperience
of both the voters and the polling officials, the overall voting process

was extremeþ slow. Some voters took as long as 15 minutes in the
voting booth. Also, the number of booths in a polling site usually did
not exceed five, often creating large crowds within the voting section.
Long lines formed at some polling stations and many voters had to
wait for two or thre¡ hours. At the instruction of the BEÇ many
polling stations remained open past 11 pm to process all the voters in
line, but some voters, frustrated over the dela¡æ, were ultimately
unable to vote because of the overcrowded conditions.
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Chapter 5

THE COUNTING PROCESS

Thevote+ountingwas scheduled to begin immediateþ upon the
closing of the polls. However, with polling officials exhausted after 17

hours óf unintemrpted worþ the counting process was often delayed.

A. TheVote Count

Before the counting could begrn, each voting section was
required to account for the unused ballots. The handling of these
ballots was somewhat haphazard. In some polling stations, officials
used an elaborate annulment process in which polling officials drew
a line through each of the 16 pages of the ballots and wrote the word
"annulled" on each page. In other stations, the president simpþ tied
a string around the unused ballots and sealed the knot with an official
seal.

Upon establishing the number of unrsed ballots, the president
of the polling station opened each envelope, separated the three
ballots, read off the votes, and two officials (two party representatives
or the vice-president and one party representative) recorded the votes
on talþ sheets. Spoiled ballots (those with stamps on more than one
party list or candidate) were set asidg and the total number of spoiled
ballots was reported along with the valid results. Once the munting
was mmplete, the presidents of the stations prepared trpo official
records of the vote tabulation. Those records, along with all the
ballots, were taken to the judet's central electoral bureau by military
penonnel. At the central bureau, the votes from all the stations were
totalled and reported to the Central Electoral Bureau in Bucharest.
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When the munting process began, many party representatives

had given up out of exhaustion and had gone home. This increased

the number of polling stations in which there were no non-Front
party representatives.

According to delegation members in Brasov, the handling of the
ballots by the local ele¡toral bureau was extremelycasual. Unguarded

ballots were seen in the hallwap, no verification of unused ballots was

performed and there was a generalþ high level of disorganization
regarding the colle¡tion and transportation of ballots.

B. Announcement of Ollicial Results

The Central Election Bureau did not announce the results of the
May 20 election until five dap later. This delay was largeþ attributed
to the complex sptem by which parties were allocated seats in the
parliament, particularþ for Deputies'seats. (See Appendix [X for a
summary of the allocation process.)

The earliest projections of election results were based on an exit
poll mnducted with approximately 60,000 voters by a West German
polling organization, Infas. Infas representatives conducting the poll
were assisted by local officials, and at some polling stations, the
government provided the pollsten with special telephones to
communicate with the capital. The BBC reported that the poll was

financed at least in part by the government.

The results of the poll were announced on Romanian television
at around midnight on ele¡tion da¡ just ¿¡s some of the polling
stations were closing. The poll projected an 89 percent victory for
Iliescu in the presidential race and a 73 percent victory for the Front
in the Senate and Deputy races. On Monday evening, the poll was

reported on the TV neun in some detail. The broadcast emphasized

the scientific nature of the poll and the technologr used by Infas.
The ne'¡n broadcast displayed images directþ from the screens of the
computers used by the pollsten.

In keeping with the minimal effort undertaken to increase voter
understanding of the electoral process, the poll results were broadcast
without any commentary or anaþis of the election, showing onþ
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successive images of computer screens recording the Front's
ovenvhelming victory. The broadcast was mncluded with the image
of a rose (the Front's campaþ symbol), which was held on the
screen in silence for approximateþ 30 seconds. C.ontrasting views
about the conduct, implications, and significance of the elections
received virtually no television coverage.

On Tuesday, actual results began to be reported on the TV
ne'ws. By late Tiresday evening the TV was reporting results based
on 50 percent of the retunx. Again, the TV neun onþ reported the
results with no other coverage of the election.

Although the delay in announcing the results was largeþ
attributed to the complex process of allocating legislative seats, there
were widespread rumors in Bucharest during the week after the
election that the count was being manipulated. Proponents of thi;s
view cited the BEC's revised estimate of eligible voten late in the
campaign. In mid-April, BEC officials estimated that there were close
to 16 million eligible voten for the May 20 elections. l¿ter estimates
in the waning days of the campaign shifted be¡veen 16 and 17 million.
The final total of eligible voters, according to the BEÇ was
17,2æ,722.n The hþher estimates *eie criticized as an
unrealístically high percentage of Romania's total population (23
million), and critics charged that the number of eligible voters and
actual turnout figurewerebeing manipulated to disguise the electoral
fraud allegedþ committed by the Front (multiple voting or pre-
marked ballots, in particular).

When asked about these stories, BEC oflicials responded that
problems with the electoral lists were wideþ known but an inevitable

!¡nsequence of the short time in which adminístraton had to prepare
for the electíons. They dísmised the charges of manipulation as 'Èour
grapes" by a demoralized opposition and stated that no party had

37 "Romanian Election: Final Returns of the May 2û Elections,,,
ROMPRES (official Romanian news agency), May ZS, 1990. See
AppendixX for Foreþ Broadcast Information Service (FBIS) transrated
summary of the ROMPRES statement of election results.
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submitted proof to support the allegations. One official at the BEC
claimed that the delay in announcing the results was the fault of the
parties, who were reportedþ bickering with their own disgruntled

(and defeated) candidates over the ordering of candidates on the

party lists. The BEC added that no formal complaints of these

allegations had been ñled by any of the parties.

The final results were announced at 7 pm on Friday, May 25.

(See Appendix X) Actual voter turnout was reported at 14.8 million,
with 3 percent of the ballots cast declared spoiled or invalid. In the

presidential race, Ion Iliescu re¡eived 85 percent, Radu Campeanu 10

percent, and Ion Ratiu 4 percent. In the Senate, the National

Salvation Front drew 67 percent, the UDMR 7 percent, the Uberal
Party 7 percent, and the Peasant Party 2.5 percent. In the Assembþ
of Deputies, the Front won 66 percent, the UDMR 7 percent, the

Liberals 6 percent, and other parties less than 3 percent. Several

partie.s that received less than 1 percent of the vote were allocated

seats in both the Assembþ of Deputies and the Senate.

C. Resolution of Blectoral Complaints

According to the opposition, the process of documenting and

filing official complaints regarding the conduct of the election was a

useless exercise. Parly leaders emphasized the traditional reluctance

of most Romanians to challenge authority and the fean of retaliation

by government supporters and employees. Moreover, they claimed,

the state apparatus provided little reassurance that mmplaints would

even be investigated.

No¡¡¿ithstanding this view, the leading opposition parties did file
numerous complaints of intimidation and harassment, and some

documented practices of multiple voting. However, the BEC
announced on May 25 that all complaints filed to date had been

dismised. Further mmplaints, it stated, would have to be referred to
the newþelected parliament or the local police, as the BEC had

"completed its work"
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Chapter 6

CO NC LU S I O N S AN D RECO M MEN DATIO N S

A. Conclusions

The May 1990 elections were historically significant for
Romania. As the fint multi-party elections since the 194ß, they
represented a notable departure from the decades of totalitarianism
that robbed modern Romania of its economic, political and sociar
vitality. The electiotìs represent, however, onþ a fîrst, and very
partial, step in the process of establilshing a truþ democratic society
in Romania.

The electoral campaign was seriousþ flawed. The Front enjoyed
substantial advantages over a weaþ fragmented opposition. Some of
these advantages were manifested in the tangible resources (i.e.,
campaþ funds, vehicles, access to printing press€s and paper, mntrol
over the television and radio), derived from the Front's pmition as the
dominant goveming parry. some advantages were less tangibre and
more derivative of recent history, i.e., a fear of change, the iongtime
link between Party and state, and a deep conditioning of Romanians
to unquestioningþ accept authority.

The Front did little to level the electoral playing field or to
promote a tolerant and pluralistic political environment. If anything,
the Front exploited its advantages and, in its capacity as the- ruring
party, permitted a campaign marred by persistent reports oi
harassment and intimidation against opposition members. As a result,
opposition parties were unable to communicate adequately with the
electorate.
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The election itself, set apart from the campaþ, proved to be a

reasonable process, notrvithstanding considerable procedural

disorganization and a number of intentional irregularities favoring the

Front. There was not sufficient evidence, however, to prove that the
inegularities affected the outcome of the elections.

One must evaluate election da¡ however, in conjunction with
the overall process. Given the campaign environment and the

absence of a civic society, the election outcome was virtualþ
predetermined. One former dissident and a member of the Group
ficr Social Dialogue accounted for the victory of Ion Iliescu and the

National Salvation Front this way:

The massive vote for the Front was a consewative vote.

People were af¡aid of change. They were trying to put
behind them the last 45 tenible years, and felt that the
improvement brought about by the revolution would be
jeopardized by political instability. People were afraid of
inflation, unemployment, the loss of social benefîts, and so

on. They perceived the Front as the guarantor of con-

tinuity and security.s

As one member of the international delegation commented, "the

real question is not whether the ele¡tion was free and fai¡ but
whether it was meaningful."

B. Recommendations

Although the ele¡tions were an important step in the political

evolution of Romania, they were only a transitional phase in the
ongoing political process. The new parliament must now begin

drafting a mnstitution and within two-and-a-half years, new electiorrs

will be held both for president and parliament. This phase of the

transition should give all competing parties sufficient time to organize

themselves and will provide a crucial perid for testing the political

intentions of the National Salvation Front.

ß Uncaptive Minds, Vol. III, No. 3, July 1990, published by the

Institute for Democracy in Eastern Europe.
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In the spirit of supporting a full democratic transition in
Romania, the NDI/I.IRIIA delegation members offer the following
recommendations regarding the upcoming electoral process.

1. Enswíng a More Open Electoral Carnpaign

Politícal and civil rights: The exercirse of fundamental political
and civil rights was severeþ hindered during the electoral campaign.
The government should make every effort to desist from and
discourage all forms of intimidation and harassment of persons
exercising political and civil rights, such as the rights of free expre,ssion

and free assembþ. The government should vigorousþ investþate all
incidents of violence, intimidation and harassment, particularþ those
directed at individuals exercising their rights, and should prosecute
those responsible for these acts.

Civíc eùrcation: The level of knowledge within the Romanian
citizenry about the significance and importance of democratic
elections and govemance was insufficient to ensure meaningful
participation in the electoral process. The government should
acknowledge the need to educate citizens as to the meaning of
democracy and the importance of multiparty elections, and should
encourage the activities of political parties and civic groups in this
regard. Programs to inform citizens about the next elections, and to
promote informed participation in the process - whether as

candidates, voters or observers - should receive government support.

Electronir Mdín: Access to and use of ele¡tronic media
primariþ benefitted the ruling National Salvation Front. Opposition
parties should be permitted significant quantities of publicly scheduled
television and radio time at reasonable times of the day and evening.
The delegation encourages the establishment of one or more
independent television and radio stations, and recommends that
television news coverage on the official channel be more balanced.

Navspapen: Control of printing facilities unfairþ served the
interests of the ruling party. Printing and distribution of newspapers
should be decentralized and removed from government control and
supervision. In partícular, the establishment and operation of private
printing presses for neunpapers should be permitted and encouraged.
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Otlrcr materínls and souttes of ínfomatbn: Other means of
dilseminating information during the campaþ were severeþ and
unnecessarily restricted. The delegation recommends the removal of
barriers to all forms of information dissemination, including access to
paper, typewriters, coping machines, computers and mimeograph
machines. Such materíals and equipment should be made publicþ
available, and the government monopoly on them should be ended.

Campaign finarrcíng: The inequity of financial resourc€s was
highþ advantageous to the Front. Provisions for public financing
should be clarified and expanded to reduce the dramatic disparity
betrveen resources available to the Front and to all other parties.

Election obseruen: The ability to participate in monitoring the
electoral process increases greater civic awareness among all segments
of the society. The government should permit representatives of
nonpartisan Romanian groups to join party representatives in
observing future elections.

2. The Electíon hocess

Voterregístratíon: T\e integrityof voter regi.stration lists must be
ensured to increase confidence in the electoral process. hr future
elections, new voter reglstration lists should be prepared. Provisions
for scrutiny by opposition political parties and nonpartisan groups
should also be developed.

Improve admínistratíon of the voting præess: The number of
pollingstationsw:ts insufficient to permit all interested Romanians the
opportunity to vote without unreasonable delap. The government
should consider wap to ensure a more expeditious balloting process.
Increasing the number of polling stations and increasing the number
of voting tables and bootlr at each station would improve the
situation. Polling stations should be large enough to accommodate
more voters. Intensive and earþ training of nonpartisan election
officials should also be instituted.

Shíft work for polling statíon ofuials: To prevent fatigue of
polling station officials, the govemment should consider having two
shifts of polling station officials for each site.
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Ctnrífy proceùtres for voter identificatíon: The absence of clear

voter identification guidelines provides the possibility for widespread

electoral fraud. Rules about what identification documents are

acceptable on ele¡tion day should be clarified. Rules regarding voting

away from one's home district should be restricted to prevent the

possibility of multiple voting. Rules regarding stamping of
identification documents after voting should be clarified.

Ballot símplifuatíon and. Íntegrity: The ballots in the May

elections were unduþ complicated for an inexperienced, uninformed
and, at times, illiterate electorate. Notrvithstanding the costs

associated with simpliffing this process, the delegation recommends

that the three ballots be mndensed into one, preferabþ a one-page

ballot with columns for each major race. Provirsions for illiterate
voters should be made by including large color symbols for each party.

Ballot secreq: Appreciation of the mncept of a secret ballot was

insufficient to ensure informed participation in the electoral process.

Civic education should stress ballot secrecy and the need for voters to
mntrol their ballots from the time they receive them until they

deposit them in the box Restrictions on assistance inside voting

booths should be strictþ applied. Posters depicting the voting procers

should be displayed at each polling station and inside voting booths.

Ballots should be printed on thicker, non-transparent paper.

Clarífy procedures on unttsed balloß: The absence of clear

procedures on the handling of unused ballots gives rise to the

possibility of electoral fraud. Unused ballots should be sptematicalþ
handled at the start of the munting process. Procedures for annulling
unused ballots should be simplified and standardized.

Improve couru relíability: Public awareness of the counting
process is inordinatelydependent on announcements from the central

authorities. Each polling station should be required to post publicþ
its results and keep them posted for several dap after the election.

Oryanízed transportation of ballots: The process of trarsporting
ballots from voting sections to counting centers is not uniformly clear.

Methods for transporting ballots from polling stations to central
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bureaus should be standardized and allow for supervision by
opposition party representatives and nonpartisan observers.

Seatre ballots afrer tlu couttf: Safeguards for the disposition of
valid and spoiled ballots were insuffìcient to ensure appropriate
handling of possible challenges to the conduct of thevote count. The
electoral bureau should develop clear procedures for verising and
storing ballots and appþ those procedures uniformþ throughout the
country.

Electoral Gríeva¡æes: A nonpartisan bod¡ either within the
electoral bureau or the judiciary, should vigorousþ investþate all
mmplaints regarding the electoral process - the campaþ, voting and
counting Such investþations should continue after the elections if
necessary, and those found responsible for illegal actions should be
prosecuted.
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MAY 18, 1990 PRBSS STATEMENT

OPENING STATEMENT OF TI.TE INTERNATIONAL
OBSBRVBR DBLEGATION

Ladies and gentlemen, I am Senator Joseph Lieberman. I am
pleased to introduce the international observer delegation that is here
in Romania to observe the May 20 presidential and leglslative
elections. This delegation has been organized by the National
Democratic and the National Republican Institutes for International
Affairs - NDI and NRIIA, respectiveþ. Affiliated with the two
political parties of the United States, the institutes mnduct
international programs to support democratic development around
the world and have frequently cosponsored election observation
missions such as this one.

Before we explain the purpose of our visit herg allow me to
introduce the coleaders of this delegation. To my right is Roy
Hattersley, Deputy Labour l-eader in Great Britain, and to my left is

former U.S. Senator and Apollo astronaut, Harrison Schmitt. I would
also like to mention that this 60-member delegation includes
parliamentarians, political party leaders, election administrators and
other elections experts from 20 countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, and
the Western Hemisphere. Many of the individuals here have
participated in previous missions that the institutes have organized in
other countries.

This delegation is in Romania by invitation to observe the
clevelopments of the electoral process. The revolution of December
1989 that captured so much of the world's attention set in motion a

series of events that, with considerable effort, can lead to the
devclopment and consolidation of a fully democratic society in
Romania. In two days, Romanians will have the opportunity to cast

their ballots in the first multi-party elections here in nearþ half a

century.

While there has been debate in Romania about aspects of these
elections, virtually all sectors of the population appear to be
participating in the process. Although only a short time has passed
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since the December revolution, these elections are an important
opportunity to demonstrate that a new political era - one offering the
prospect of democratic government and respect for human rights -
has begun in Romania.

It ls important to remember that the purpose of these elections

is the formation of a transitional government whose primary purpose

is the drafting of a new mnstitution, and then new elections will be

held.

Given the historic nature of these elections and their significance
for the future of Romania, it is not surprising that the elections have

attracted significant intemational attention. Romanians have
welcomed this attention and expressed appreciation that this (and

other) delegations are present for these elections.
rile have two purposes during our stay in Romania. First, we

wirsh to demonstrate international support for free and fair elections
and for a democratic slntem in Romania. We also are here to learn
from the people of Romania about the nature of the electoral process

and its implications for Romania's future as a democratic country.

We have already met todaywith a broad spectrum of Romanians
to obtain their vie'¡n on the electoral proc€ss. Tomorrow the
delegation will divide into small teams that will visits eleven regions
of the country. We will speak with Romanians involved in the
electoral process in each of these areas and, on Sunda¡ we will
observe the balloting and counting processes.

The two sponsoring organizations have been monitoring the
electoral process over the past three months and the delegation will
now assess three distinct elements of the process. First with respect
to the election campaign, delegates will seek to ascertain whether the
political environment and the electoral laws and regulations allowed

all participants in the process the opportunity to make their vier¡n

known to the electorate.

Second, regarding the procedures on election day, we will
analyts whether the voters were able to cast their ballots in secret

and without fear or intimidation. And third in anaþing the munting
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process, we will attempt to determine whether the ballots have been
counted accurateþ.

The delegation will regroup in Bucharest on Monday for a
debriefing session for the preparation of a final statement. We will
report our obsewations to the international community at a press

conference in this hotel. Our observations of this process wíll, we
expect, reflect those of the Romanian people themselves.

We wísh to reiterate our support for the people of Romania
who, as they go to the polls on May ?.0, are taking an historic step
toward the development of a new and democratic Romania in which
political pluralism will flourish, individual and collective liberties will
be protected, human rights wü be respected, and the rule of lawwill
be institutionalized.
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STATEMENT BY THE INTERNATIONAL DELEGATION
TO TITE ROMANIAN ELECTIONS

May27,1990
Bucharest, Romania

We are pleased to offer this preliminary statement on behalf of
the International Observer Delegation organized jointþ by the
National Democratic Institute for Intemational Affairs and the
National Republican hstitute for Intemational Affain. Our
delegation is mmprised of 60 members from 20 nations. Our groups
have deployed to 10 regions around Romania and here in the
Bucharest area. Some of these teams are still in the field, and we are
in touch with them by telephone.

This preliminary statement is issued on the basis of our anaþis
of the campaign perid and on what we have seen duringyesterday's
election and the earþ stages of the counting. We expect to make a

further more comprehensive report at a later time.

Any judgement on the Romanian ele¡tions, the first multiparty
electoral contests in nearþ half a century must take into account the
national trauma inflicted on the people of Romania by decades of
brutal mmmunist dictatorships. C-onsequentl¡ the country faced the
election, onþ five months after the December revolution, without the
political experience, preparation, and infrastructure which would have
permitted a completely free and faír election. The democratic
opposition should be mngratulated for its willingness to compete
vigorously under such difficult circumstances.

The process was flawed. But the very fact that an election has
taken place is itself a remarkable achievement which none of us
would have believed possible a year ago. The delegation rerognizes
that there has been a significant political opening in Romania since
the December 22 rqolution: political parties have now organized,
there is greater freedom of expression, and hope for the future is

developing.
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As we noted, however, the election process was far from perfect.

Key among the areas of greatest concern to our delegation are:

1) The centralized means of creating and distributing political
information remain under the control of the government led by the

National Salvation Front. This situation prevented opposition vieun

from being effectively presented in all regions of the muntry.
Specificall¡ the government did not permit the establirshment of an

independent printing facility or of independent broadcasting.

2) The government did not promptþ and vigorousþ condemn

incidents of intimidation including attacks on opposition candidates

and parly activists. Nor has the government adequateþ identified

former Securitate personnel nor brought to trial those who fired on

the people during the December revolution. Both these situations

have added to the distrust and suspicion which exists among a large

portion of the electorate.

3) And, finally, the general attitude of the National Salvation

Front toward opposition parties and groups did not serve to promote

a genuinely pluralistic and tolerant political environment.

Against thi.s background, the people of Romania displayed a

remarkable enthusiasm for democracy. Regardless of the ultimate

outcomes of the election, the final decision of the Romanian voters

deserves our respect.

Our teams did note instances of irregularities, but we did not
observe sptematic electoral fraud. Isolated instances of ballot box

stuffing have been reported, as have incidents in which adequate

physical control of the ballots was not maintained. We also are

concerned at the frequency of instances, particularþ in rural areas, in
which electoral authorities assisted voters inside the voting booths.

TVhile this situation may have arisen from a lackof understanding and

the complexity of the balloting process, it is nonetheless inconsistent

with the principle of a secret ballot. There was also a general

inconsistency in the application of the'Voted" stamp to identity cards

which could have allowed ficr multiple voting.
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Given all of these factors, this election can be a significant step
on the road to democracy. We cannot be more mnclusive at this
time because so much more remains to be done. The burdens and
responsibilities for democratization will fall largeþ on the shoulders
of the elected representatives and leaders of this country. All of the
democratic institutions and parties will have to remain active and
engaged in the effort to bring stable democracy to Romania.

The democratic credentials of the National Salvation Front have
not been fully established by this election. If victorious, the Front
must take greater steps toward establishing a genuineþ pluralistic
political environment. These include:

1.. Guarantee a free press, allowing the creation and distribution of
printed material, and the development of an independent
electronic media.

2. Engage in meaningful dialogue with opposition groups -
including the students - in an effort to achieve genuine national
reconciliation. Such reconciliation will also require an attitude
of greater tolerance and respect of opposition voices by the
National Salvation Front.

3. Encourage and cooperate in the development of a nationwide
civic and voter education program to address the consequences
of the 45 years of communist domination.

4. And, above all, promote the adoption of a democratic
constitution and institutions at all levels which guarantee political
and human rights for all Romanian citizens.

In closing, we note that this election will produce a short-term
transitional government and that new elections will follow the
adoption of a constitution. This transition government will be judged

on its actions, as well as its words. In addressing the challenges of
Romanian society the government should note the words of a student
leader who told our delegation that "the greatest evils inherited from
the previous government are inertia and fear."

In the dap ahead, our delegation offers the courageous people
of Romania our solidarity and steadfast support as they embark upon
a new era of democratic freedoms and responsibilities.
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BUCIIAREST, Romania, Âus.
23--The ¡ulc and life of Commu-
nist <lict¡tor Nicolac Ce¡u*sctl
enderl last Decenrber in a palare

coup d'etaf that had been in vnrious
stages ol plinnirg since the ntid.
197(ls, tro¡ in thc sportlrneous, pop-

ular uprishrg depicted by the gov.
ernn€nt thit replaced ¡nd executed
hi¡n, two of the alleged plotters srid
to(hy.

Silviu llrucan înd Nicolâe ilili-
tsrù, both fo.rier tot) officials of lhe
Nalional S¡lvation FroDt interinr
government, said longtinre conspir-
ators egainst Ceausescu, irrcluding
themselves. had already securerl

$f-

Rornarúan Revolution De¡licted as Planrted Cou¡rn Nol Uprising
lhe support of lhe a¡¡¡v ¡¡¡l n¡tsl of
lhe Sccur¡t¡te scetet ¡olice in thr
ceuse of overthrowin¡ Cerusescu
br.forc Romanians lmk lo lhe
streets in'l'intisoara irt a ¡tpuhr
uprlsing last Dec. l6'19. "Civil war"
¡nd l "bloody tnass¡cre lh¡outhout
the rountry" were thus rverte(l
wlren the uprising spread to lhr
ch¡rcsl l)ec. 2t, lhey saitl h¡ rn irr
terview in the Pro'Sovetl[tctrt
rcwspaf¡c¡ Âdev¡rul,

'lhe irlea thrt lthe rrrny sl l3l!'
de¡ree change lirt disobcy¡trg or-
ders and sidirg with the demonstra'
torsl was s¡nllrneous is r rurrplet(ly
fal*," sairl Srucan.

'fhe conspirators îlso ltn(l st'ttkll
on lon lliescu. now presidetrt, to be

Ce¡uscscr'g replîcetilent, î(cot(l'
irß lo ßrucan and Mililrru. "l hr4rr

everyohe will be shocktrl"' ll¡ucrn
sri¡l trxhv.

llowever, according to their il'
counl, llit'sct does nol aPPtar lo
hrve been prrt of tlÉ conspitrcy. rt
lc¡st in its €ally stîßcs.

Âtcorrling lo lhrir rrcrrltl, it rv¡s
(þn. Milit¡ru who opetred the drxrrs
of tlÉ Centrâl Cornrnittee buiklin¡
o¡r l)rt. 22 rvltile Ceausrstu gittr:
wh¡t turned out to be his lirrrl
strcth lron¡ lhe buiklinq s b¡lco¡ry.
A ¡¡¡rb stor¡rerl hlto the buildillß
during the speech. rnd Ce¡ust*rl¡
lkrl by helico¡rler.

ll¡ur'¡r¡ and Militaru stresse'l lll¡t
thc consDirltors did nol slnrt lh"
lÞctrubt:r uprisirtg in lirriso¡¡¡ ll
took thenr by sxrpr¡se, tlìey sr¡rl.

Âccordi¡¡n to lheir iìtervierv, tl!l
t,lrf aßîhrst Cetusescu w¡s htt(1tr11

'r the rnid.l-(l7l)s. rv¡Ftr three Íctl'
crrls-lvlilit¡¡rr. l,rt k¡tit.¡ rrrl
Stcphan Krrsty;rl. f,tr¡rrrl isolatcrl
rlssi¡ftrrl rllls k¡ ¡xnctrtte lh(l
llrree pillrrs,¡f Ce¡ust:scu's l¡rrvcr:
lh¡' rr¡nv, lhr Scrn¡il¡¡lc rt¡l lln'
(irrrnrunist lhrly.

Itv t989. lllucrn sxirl. th(' \rrl,'
Irtrl ol nxlsl rl llt'rrrrry rrrl all 0l
tl¡c Sr:curit¡tt:'s 25.lllll) rcßrrhr
lroops wls iJsurc(|. 'l hc rct¡t:rit¡¡t¡rl
4.lllll) $'ctuitxte. horvever. lvetrl
rl¡lvrt lrou¡ four s¡eciallv lrrirrrl
r¡rils lhrt rtnr¡i¡¡ctl lo¡"al irr (r'lt'
st'.ru. lhesr', ¡rlus (ilt l'rkstirtirns
iil tr¡¡rirtß it Securit¡lc bns(s,
rvc¡c lln. sl¡¡,ftrrvy "lt¡¡orisls of
lhc reroluliot rvltl < ¡urtrl so ltruch
Ll,¡alshcd. thcv s¡irl.

llrur:¡n srirl lht plt)tters h¡d con-
.irl.¡c¡l llicscu :¡ suit¡l¡le rcPl¡cr"

oì¡nl for Ceîusescn ¡s carlY ¡s the
l;¡t' lllTlls. llrt irritirlly. ltrwan
¡¡fthrl, llu' (r{rsp¡t¡tors reiccted
llir.sru rs ¡ choicc bcclüse theY

tr¡¡ri¡k.¡ rrl l¡in¡ trxr ltr¡ d.li¡¡r' r Crl¡t'
rrrn[sl.

llr¡tcan srid ht'hr4nl the intcr'
vicrv woull krlp'strtngt[en f,rrces
slru¡¡glirrg Í,r dcmocracy.' lloth
llrrrr¡r r¡rl (itu. Ùlilil¡rl rvc¡r:

krrtrl lo rt'si¡1tt f¡ont the Natirrral
Srlv¡l¡r¡r Frn¡l, rvhi.h woil colltro'
vr.rsir¡l clttlirr¡s irt May, llrucan
v¡s llrr! r(.w ßoverrtrtelrl's foreißl¡
alhirs cr¡'rt alxl sprlkr:sntalt. ¡lrl
Ilililn¡ u thc dclËtrse n¡ittisl('r.

'I lr. (ur il:nt ßovcrntrrnll slx,kcs'
nrr¡r, !lirccn l'¡rlh¡r. :rrirl tll' lwo
$r.rr.trying t', ßîin îttent¡on with
thc¡r slilt(rnetrts. which he did nol
r hrlkrr¡r'.
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R o u À ¡¡ I À Àpril20,t990

CENTRÀL ELECTOR.AL BUREÀU

Dear Sir,

I have the pleasure to inf.olm you that¡ on üay 20,
1990, elect.ions wilÌ be held in Romania for a bica¡neraL
Parliament and for the president of the country.

After a long period of dictatorship, these are the
first free and democratic elections in our country. They will
be an historic decisive moment in the evolution of the entire
Ro¡nanian society on the path of denocracy, politicaL pluralism
and observance of fundamental human rights.

The activity of your organisation for promoting and
ensuring fundamental hunan rights and freedons is wideJ.y known
and appreciated on the international arena.

Therefore, on behalf of the Central ElectoraL Bureau,
r have the preasure to convey to your organisation the invitation
to attend the ¡,tay 20 elections as an observer.

I an confident that the presence of your organisation
at the el.ections will be an important noÍient which w'ou1d
facilitate the developnrent of our future co-operation to the
benefit of promoting human rights, democracy and freedo¡n.

please accept the assurances of my highest
consideration.

Oviôi¡¡. Z
Central Elec

Mr. ¡ùalter F. ttot¡DÀLB
Chairman
National Democratic Institute
for International Affairs
I7l7 Massachusetts Àvenue, Nttl,
Vtashington D.C. 20036
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ÀNNEX

The granting of facilities to "observers" during
the period of the eLections in Romania is a prerogative of
the Romanian Govelnnent, in its capacity as organizer and
custodian of observing the Legal conditions provided for the
elections.

The observers could fulfiL their mission fron the
beginning of the electoral campaign till the final conci.usion
of the elections.

For the purpose of faciLitating their mission,
within the boundaries of the provisions of Romania's internal
laws and regulations, the observers wilL benefit of t.he
follov¡ing f acilities :

- Freedom of information and docu¡nentation on the
l-egal framework concerning the elections and on the norms
governing basic human rights and freedoms;

- Freedom of travel and of estabLishing contacts
with the leaders of any poLitical groupr with the candidates
as well as with t,he votersi

- Free access to electoral meetings and to monitoring
the election process in any of the countryrs localities under
the terms of the electoral law;

- The observers wilL have to abide by their
neutralit,y status and will not interfere in the electoral
process; the ways of presenting their conclusions concerning
the results of the elections to Governments or to the public
opinion will rest to their or,rn judgement;

- If they so wish, the observers couLd convenê, at
the end of their mission, press conferences and could request
to be received by the Romanian authorities.

All expenses incurred by the observers throughout
their mission will have to be covered entireLy by them. The
Romanian authorities wiLl assist them in establishing contacts
nith the .Ieaders of the political parties and vrith the
candidates, and will facilitate their internaL travel through
travel and hotel reservations' car rentals etc.

The address of the Electoral Bureau in Bucharest is3
Str. onegti 2, Intrarea B,

Bucuregti, R0l4ÀNIÀ

Tel. : 15. 04.91
TeLex: I1983 BCER
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MEMORANDTJM

May $ 1990

TO: INTERNATIONAL OBSERVER
DELEGATION TO RON{ANL{

FROM: Kenneth D. Wollack
NDI Executive Vice President

RE: Terms of Reference

BACKGROUND

The National Democratic Institute for International Affairs
(NDI) and the National Republican Institute for International Affairs
Q.IR[IA) are jointþorganizing a 60-member international delegation
to observe the May 20 presidential and legislative elections in
Romania. The delegation includes leglslators, political party leaders,
and election experts from Europe, Asia, Africa and the Westem
Hemisphere.

The joint NDI/NRIIA delegation, which is likeþ to be the
largest international observer mission in Romania, has been invited by
the Central Electoral Bureau and the major opposition parties. Thè
delegation memben will have credentials to watch both the voting
and counting process. we also plan to liaison with other observer
groups, some of which have asked to join our briefing sessions on
Friday, May 18.

The May 20 election is the fint multiparty electoral contest in
Romania in nearþ half a century. The oppressive C-eausescu regime,
combined with Romania's almost complete isolation from the outside
world during Communist rule, has led to a dearth of knowledge about
democratíc politics and institutions. The election is being held onþ
five months after the December revolution. The May 20 election wili,
in effect, result in a short-term transitional government. The newþ-
elected parliament will form a constituent assembþ to draft a new
constitution, after which new national elections will be held.

77
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NDI ACIIVTIIES IN ROMANIA

NDI, in cooperation with Northeastern University in Boston,
Massachusetts has provided support for Romanian organizations to
monitor upcoming national elections, conduct voter and civic
education, and promote participation in the electoral process. At a
two-day seminar in Bucharest last April, experts from Chilg the
Philippines, Paragua¡ Nicaragua, and the U.S. advised on ways in
which nonpartisan Romanian group's could effectively coordinate
prograrns to support free and fair elections, and the democratization
process.

From March 1G'16, NDI and Northeastern University sent a

seven-member survey mission to Bucharest to assess democratic
development opportunities. During that survey mission, a number of
nonpartisan groups expressed interest in enhancing efforts to promote
civic awareness and a peaceful democratic transition. These
prominent prodemocracy groups include student organizations,

independent trade unions, and the Group for Social Dialogue, an

association of academics, writers and arti;sts.

Each of the,se groups sent national and local representatives to
the NDl-sponsored seminar in April. Workhop sessions focused on
organizational and communication techniques aswell as issues relating
to election monitoring and voter and civic education.

The international trainers included politicalexperts and leaders

of successful cívic organizations. Th"y were: Mariano Quesada,
former Secretary General, National Citizen's Movement ficr Free
Elections, the Philippines; Monica Jimenez, Director PARTICIPA
Chile; Esteban Caballero, Executive Dirertor, C.enter for Democratic
Studies, Paraguay; Hortensia Rivas, President, Confederation of
Nicaraguan Teachers and Director of Tiaining for Ma Civica,

Nicaragua; Jill Buckle¡ Partner, FMR Group, U.S.; and Steve

Murphy, Associatg Fenn and King Communication, U.S.

Working with NDI, Northeastern University is providing
Romanian civic organizations with infrastructure support, such as

office equipment and video cameras.
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ROLB OF OBSBRVERS

Over the past several yean, observer delegations have played a

critical role in support of free and fair elections and the
democratization process. Their presence has deterred potential
misconduct, promoted confidence in the procÆss, provided
international solidarity with the transition to democracy and - in the
cæe of the Philippines, Haiti and Panama - credibþ exposed

massive electoral fraud.

NDI and NRIIA have had extensive experiences in organizing

international observer delegations, and have developed an

international reputation for impartiality and professionalism. Either
jointly or separatel¡ the institutes have sponsored international
obsewer missions for elections in the Philippines (198ó,1987),

Nicaragua, Honduras, Chile (1988, 1989), Tàiwan, Namibia, Pakistan,

Bangladesh, Hungary, Paraguay, Haiti and Panama.

As in previous observer missions, NDI does not presume to
supervise the election or interfere in Romanian affairs. NDI
recognizes that the ultimate judgement about the process will be

made by the Romanian people. Based on their assessment,

Romanians will decide whether the election has legitimary or moral

authority which can be earned only through a fair electoral process

conducted in a free and open environment.

This delegation's role is to reflect the consensus of the
Romanian people as they assess the ele¡toral process. The
delegation's report will bear witness to that evaluation and will inform
the international community about the nature of the election. In
doing so, the delegation will abide by all Romanian electoral lavn as

they relate to outside observers.

The observations of this delegation and other credible sources

will form the basis for our conclusions regarding the May 20 election

and the atmosphere in which it was held. The delegation, therefore,
must attempt to document observations and in all instances to

distinguish factual from subjective judgements. To accomplish this

task, the delegation will meet with government and election officials,
presidential and legislative candidates, those active in the campaigns
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of the major parties, journalisß and representatives of other
institutions that are playing a role in the muntry's political and
electoral process.

Based on obcervations in the different regions of Romania the
delegation will attempt to offer a national penpective in a statement
we hope to issue Monday, May 21, in Bucharest. We request that
delegation members not make any comments to the media regarding
their personal observations of the election until after the delegation
statement has been presented.

We would request that each team of observers prepare a short
report based on its observations. These reports will be included in
the delegation's fìnal report which will be published shortþ after the
election. A small technical staffteam will remain in Romania for any
run-off elections and to gather further information on the process.

Based on NDI's pastwork in Romania, the following are among
the isues that appear most relevant for consideration by the
delegation.

L PREPARATION FOR THE DELEGATION

A Were eligible voters adequateþ informed as to the
importance of these elections? Were they adequateþ
inficrmed of the technical aspects of where and how to cast
their ballots?

B. Were the voters informed as to the identities, ideologies
and platforms of the different candidates?

II. TTIE POLITICAL CAMPAIGN

A" Were there any restrictions, de facto or de jure, that
prevented the competing parties from conducting their
respective campaigns in any region of the country?

B. During the campaign, were party leaden or other
individuals arrested, detained, physicalþ attacked or
intimidated in incidents that appear politicalþ motivated?

C. During the campaign, were there any incidents of
intimidation by the serurity forces, political parties or
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govemment officials desþed to affect the elections? If
yes, what was the resporìse to such actions?

D. Were there charges of illegal campaign practices by any of
the participants? Howdid the authorities respond to these
charges? Was there evidence to support these charges?

E. Did ethnic conflicts adverseþ affe¡t the political
campaþ?

ROLE OF TITE MEDIA
,A. Did the competing parties obtain adequate and relatively

equal access to the media?

B. Did the government controlled media provide adequate
and balanced coverage of the political campaþ?

C. Was the media censored during the campaign? Were
journalists intimidated through arrests, detentions or the
filing of charges during the campaign?

ADMIMSTRATION OF THE ELECTIONS

A Was the composition and organization of the C-entral
Electoral Bureau essentialþ nonpartisan? Did the Bureau
and the local electoral officials act in a nonpartisan
manner?

B. Did the technical aspects of the election allow an orderþ
voting and counting process?

C. Were there adequate safeguards to prevent widespread
fraud in the balloting process? Were voters able to cast a
secret ballot? Was there any intimidation of voters by
security forces, local leaders or political parties on election
day?

D. Were there adequate safeguards to prevent widespread
fraud in the vote counting process? Were disputes in the
countíng process resolved in a nonpartisan manner? Were
there suspicious delap in the preparation or release of
election returns?
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E Were the pollwatchers desþated by accredited parties
permitted access to all polling sites and to the munting
centers? Were the provisions goveming accreditation and
access to the pollingsites adequate to ensure confîdence in
the process?

V THE RBSULTS

A Were the official results reported in accordance with the
electoral law?

B. Did the various Romanian institutions ræognize the final
election results? If not, were the challenges filed in
accordance with the electoral law?
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ELECTION DAY CHECKLIST

Romania - May 20,1990

L Who is present at the polling site?

A election officials designated by local council
B. party desþated election officials and/or officials
C. candidates
D. media, nonpartisan groups, international obnervers

tr. Are the requisite materials present?

A ballot boxes
B. electoral lisß
C. ballots (eÍther in one or three books)
D. mntrol stamp placed on ballot box and on ballots
E voter stamp to mark ballot
E private room fior marking ballot
G. forms for counting ballots
H. forms for preparing counting reports
L strong box for locking away stamps

m. A¡e the procedures being followed adequately to assure an
adminlstrativeþ fair balloting process?

A identification of voters
B. instruction to voters
C. ensuring secrery of the ballot
D. marking ballos with control stamp
E. permitting all memben of the commission and other

authorized personnel to observe the proces
E handling complaints
G. consistency of procedures
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IV Are there any inegularities alleged or observed?

A late opening of polls or earþ closing

B. voters not included on lists
C. multiple voting
D. purposeful invalidation of ballots during voting
E. improper marking of ballots by election officials

V What is the atmosphere at the polling site?

A number of people waiting to enter polling site and overall
waiting time

B. time it takes to process individual voter
C. intimidation of voters of election officials (sources:

police or security, parly activity, other)
D. special mnsideration at polling sites near military bases
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TEAM DEPI.OYMENTS

INTERNATIONAL OBSERVER DELEGATTON
Romania - May 20,19m

BAU TUIARE

Mark Almond
Ann Bradley
John Cisþ
Derick Smith
Richard Mets
(Bob wald)

BRÅSOY

Terry Aulich
George Bruno
Theo Kralt
C.eci Cole Mclnturff
Thomas Melia
Roumen Tsanev

BUCIUREST (síx tearrc)

Dvora Avineri
Jan Baran
Bruce Benson
Marshall Breger
Karen Clark
John Florescu
Juan Garcia
Jeff Hartshorn
Roy Hattenþ

BUCIUREST (Continued)

Rob Henderson
Jim King
Antonio I-a Pergola
Michael Lewan
Joseph Lieberman
L¡ticia Martinez
Thomas Melia
Holþ McGovern
Antonio Rivera
Gustavo Salazar
Jack Schmitt
Keith Schuette
Daniel Tarschp
Kenneth Wollack
Jerzy Zurawiecki
(Dmitri lvanov)

CLUJ

Rodney Phillips
Andrew Semmel
Dorotþ Taft
Randy Tift
(Eric Koenig)
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CONSANTA SIBIU

Ken Bode Thomas Carothen
Joan Growe David Collenette
Martin Krause Jose Manny-Lalar
Emil Kushlakov Charles Royer

CR,4IOYA TIMISOÁRA

Peter Gandalovic Lyn Boyer
Iarry Garber Sean C¿noll
Franklin låvin Norman Ornstein
Sooroojnundun Moosun Lottie Shackelford
(Petr Kornazhev) Norbert Wimmer
(Julianna Haydoutova) Sue Wood

Zev Yarosla'vsþ
USI

TIRGU MURES
JoAnn Davidson
Jessica Douglas-Home Tomas Hrivinak
Juan Garcia Passalacqua Peter Schramm
Georgr Georgiev (Joan Bingham)
Ding Roco (Ivaila Valkova)
Edward Stewart

PUTRA NMMT

Mariano Quesada
Michael Ratner
Miroslav Sevliernki

Note: The Institutes also included members of other delegations as

guests in its program. Noted with parentheses, these delegates
represented the Bulgarian Association for Fair Elections, the
Intemational Human Rights I:w Group, and Northeastern
University.
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TEAM REPORTS

BAU MÅRE

Tëam Memberc

Mark Almond Derek Smith
Ann Bradley Richard Vets
Jon Cisþ (Robert Wald)

Baia Mare is a city of approximately 100,000 people located in
far northwestern Romania, equidistant from the Soviet and Hungarian
borclers. Situated along the Somesul River, it is surrounded by the
Carpathian mountains. Its proximity to Hungary gives Baia Mare a
signifîcant inedentist population, as well as various Hapsburgian

architectural influences.

Perhaps more significant than election day itself were our
impressions from Saturday, when we met with local parties and

electoral officials. We heard, and were given documented and signed

testimony of, numerous instances of campaign-related assaults,

beatings, and destruction of property. Of the opposition parties, the
Hungarians, Liberals, Peasants, and Gypsies were the most strongly
represented. They implored us to act on their behalf, and tell the
rvorlcl what lliescu's "sócialists" were realþ doing. The Front's only
grievance lay with the Western media, which they chastised ficr

continuing to call them communists rather than their preferred name.

In stark contrast to the politically active party members, who
rvcre predominateþ urban and white collar, the average citizen in the
countryside expressed few if any complaints. Yes, they thought the
elcctions were fair. Yes, they felt well-informed about the voting
process. Yes, they felt every party had equal access to the state-run

meclia - which was clearþ not the case. What struck our delegation

most about the people we encountered was the seeming sincerity of
their convictions.

As is the norm for election observation, our six-member group
concentrated its efforts primarily in the countryside. Dividing into
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tear¡s of two, we arrived at our first polling places at approximateþ
5:30 am, a half hour before the polls opened. Over the course of the
da¡ each of our three teams vísited 25-30 polling sites.

None of our six delegates were first-hand witnesses to any
fraudulent activíty. Lines were long and disorganized, with many
voters waiting over an hour, which led some of them to retum home
without voting - not insignificant in a country where waiting in line
is a way of life. Once inside the polling station, it was generalþ hard
to get back out, due to the voters trying to press their way in.

The voting process itself varied greatly from site to site.
Sometimes ID cards were marked once their owners had voted,
sometimes they were not. Everyone was allowed to vote, regardless
of whether or not hirs or her name appeared on the list, in accordance
with the Central Electoral Board's last minute decision. I-ocal
electoral officials were cooperative on the whole, though one official
in a town near the Soviet border initially refused to let us view the
booth and ask his commissioners their respective party affiliations. At
our insistence, he phoned BEC headquarters in Bucharest, where he
apparentþ was told to comply with our requests. Our last delegation
visit to the Baia Mare city hall election night occurred around 3 am
At that time, no retums had been filed or tabulated, nor had any
come in by Monday at 9 am when most of the delegation departed
fior Bucharesl

For future elections, our delegation would recommend the
following:

1. Simplifiedballoting;

2. Shortened voting hours;

3. Prohibition of mayor, police, and other non-BEC officials from
loitering about the polling sites; and

4. Greater voter education.

Based on the comments of the average citizens we encountered,
Ion Iliescu was genuineþ perceived as the redeemer, rescuing them
f¡om the abject horror of the Ceausescus. Situated as it is in the
Carpathians, Baia Mare, as well as the rest of Mara Mures county, is
dominated by mining. And Ion Iliescu had treated the miners very
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well - shortening their work week from seven days to five, increæing

their salaries significantly and diverting food supplies from the cities

to local markets.

During his six short months in office, Ion Iliescu had bettered
their lives appreciably. It is little wonder that these people voted
willingly for lliescu, and believed that their new slxstem of government

was indeed democratic.

Prepared by Ann Bradley

Terry Aulich
George Bruno
Theo Kralt

MBTHODS

We met with local government officials, electoral board officials,

the social dialogue group and representatives of the various political
parties - all before election day. At those initial meetings, we were
able to appreciate some of the animosity that had built up during the
campaign. Complaints were aired mainly by opposition parties that
focused on physical harassment of candidates and campaign workers,

vandalism to party headquarters, unfair allocation of media resourc€s,

breaches of the electoral mde and delap in the allocation of
campaign headquarters. Most complaints were directed at the
National Salvation Front (FSN) and its supporters. Whatwas already

striking on that first day was the willingness of all parties to voice

their grievances, a situation which muld be considered a hopeful start

in a region emerging onþ recentþ from the controls of a repressive

regime. We inspected the allocated party headquarters and found no

evidence of favoritism in the distribution of facilities.

Throughout the campaign, the opposition parties and candidates

were hampered by government policies, i.e., restrictions on printing

BRASOV

Team Memberc

C-eci Cole Mclnturff
Thomas Melia
Roumen Ti;anev
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and the distribution of materials (pens, pencils, paper clips, gasoline);
by the lack of basic tools, including cars, telephones and typewriters;
and by inaccessibility of radio and television. These unnecessary
rqstrictions made it difficult to know the identity of all of the
candidates and their positions on the issues, and to promote a
genuine dialogue among the mmpeting parties. The opposition
parties were not allowed to start their own broadcæting facilities or
own their own printing operation. They were required to compete
with the FSN for the printing and distribution of their materials and
they usualþ lost. Material printed outside of the muntry was not
allowed in.

On election da¡ we visited local stations around Brasov then
headed into the surrounding region. V/e visited more than 100
boottìs and followed the count through the night and into the next
day until about 2 pm We were particularþ careful to watch the
counting and reporting at the Central Election Board headquarters
in Brasov.

OUR FTNDINGS

We did not find any evidence of organized electoral fraud on
polling day or during the counting.

Organization of the election-day proc€ss w¿rs lacking in
efficiency. Someof this caused long delap and certain pollingbooths
were still open at 1 am, two houn after the official closing time.
Exhaustion of parly workers and polling officials was obvious and
muld be a factor in the future which could lead to mistakes or fraud.

Uniforml¡ voters exercised tremendous patience despite the
waiting, the standing and the absence of refreshment. In one case,

ladies in their long black dresses, û-70 years of age and older were
required to exit the polling place through a window because the
crowds of waiting voters cut off egress from the voting room.

Likewise, the major effe¡t of using yet another stamp for the
actual voting caused voters to wait until one was available.
Frequentþ, sufficient numbers of stamps were unavailable to promote
the constant and smooth flow of voting. Also, if a voter stamped
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outside of the box or even on the line of the bo¿ the ballot was

invalid and the voting procedure began anew for that voter.

The envelope in which the ballot was placed entailed a series of
extra and seemingþ unnecessary tasls, i.e., handing them to thevoter,
putting the ballots inside (some voting sections put in two and others
put in three) and then taking them out at the time of counting.
Frequentl¡ ballots after voting would be handled by persons other
than thevoter, i.e., FSN representatives, including folding the ballots,
refolding the ballots, putting them in envelopes and taking them out
of envelopes to check or count them.

Voter lists were not alwap pcsted one month before the
election, nor were sample ballots alwap posted outside of the polling
place. In some cases, local election officials believed the latter was

illegal as violating the "no campaigning' restriction. At times, more
than one voter, i.e., husband and wife, entered the polling booth at
one time.

Many voters did not have a clear understanding of the actual
voting procedures, thus requiring lengthy explanations, long lines on
election day and in some cases election officials entering the voting
booth with the voter.

More often than not, the FSN representative in the polling area
positioned himself in a key location, generalþ by the ballot box This
presented an opportunity to subtþ influence voters. No overt action
was witnessed. Frequentl¡ there was not a full slate of party
representatives although almost alwap there was a FSN
representative in the voting section.

The prescriptions of the Electoral I¿w were causes of
misinterpretation and delap. The question of what constituted
appropriate voter identification was a matter for dispute and varied
interpretation. Time consuming requirements such as the depositing
of ballot papers in an envelope were unnecessary. Iægalistic
procedures relating to the destination of valid ballot papers and the
lack of any prop€r appeals procedures on or after polling day were a
problem and left room for fraud based on the stealing of those ballot
papers.
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Tiansporting the ballots to the election central was usualþ done
by one election official and one security person, presenting
opportunity to alter the results. Cross checking the voter results, the
number voting, the invalidated ballots and the total ballots given to a
voting section often were inconsistent.

Inattentive security allowed open ballots to be deposited in
Election C-entral in the hallway on the floor or loosely on the table.
The voting paraphernalia was often not inventoried and secured so
as to reduce opportunities of fraud, particularþ the voting stamps and
ink pads. The multiple linls in the transmittal process that relied
upon the oral transmission of information offered opportunity for
error. In case of any challenge or dispute over a ballot, the appeal
process was uncertain.

CONCLUSION AND R.BCOMMENDATIONS

This campaign and election would not have been acceptable in
any Western democrary. Yet considering the darkness of the last 46
years, a move towards democracy has been achieved. Despite some
questions of fairness, virtually every voter asked said he or she would
"trust the result."

The government has a limited period to make good on its
election promises and clemonstrate its long-term commitment to
clemocracy. Many voters are looking toward the next election in two
years. In a sense, this exercise was onþ a trial run. If the
government does not move in the right direction soon, confrontation
and violence in the streets are likeþ.

Thus, in a sense the driving force behind this election was the
"goodwill" of the Romanian people. Great reliance was placed on
trust on election day in the process. Unless the govemment opens up
the campaign proæss next time, allowing functioning of a "loyal
opposition" in the interim, tightens up the election procedures and
permits participation by the opposition in drafting the new
constitution, there will either be no next election or one with no
credibility.
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One of the highlights of our experience in Brasov was the avail-

ability of a 5Oó0 member Group for Information and Social Dialogue
("OPINIA') to assist in ourelection monitoring. This group provided

maps, transportation, translators; it offered a briefing on local

conditions; it had scoped out all of the assigned voting sections; it set

up a network to relay information and track down rumors; it was

knowledgeable about the voting rules. While virtualþ the whole

group was comprised of opposition members, its commitment to
democracy and to the free election process was genuine. Such

organizations should be encouraged and expanded through help from

NDI and NRIIA
As a recommendation to our governments, it should be made

clear to the new Romanian government that the future aid and trade

concessions depend upon the tangible commitment to democracy, its

involvement and respect for the opposition, and free elections within
two years. NDI and NRIIA should be involved in assisting the

Romanian authorities to re-write and improve the ele¡toral laws to
ensure that opportunities for fraud are limited.

NDI and NRIIAshould have a continuing presence in Romania
so as to aid its leaders including the opposition to move in the right

direction. This should include emphasis on further development of
organizing skills, techniques of peaceful opposition, maintenance of
reliable statistics and records; and monitoring of govemment
performance.

Additionalþ development of oneor more "friendship groups" in
the United States should be encouraged so that after NDI and

NRILA are gone, the dialogue towards democracy may continue

through the private individuals in Romania and the United States.

Finally, follow up visits by the Institutes are recommended in the

fall to gauge the mood of the people, offer technical advice to the
government (FSN) concerning future steps toward democracy, and
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establish and institutionalize links to the opposition and to ascertain
and act upon its needs.

C-ompiled from reports by TerrlrAulich and George Bruno

Dvora Avineri
John Florescu
Jim King

BACTUREST

Team Memberc

(Thomas Keady Jr.)
(AIix de Seife)

The group went to five sites between 9:00 AM and 11:30 AM.

STOP I Sector 2, Vergului Rd., "Universal Club"
9:00 AM
1. Lighting in the booths seemed inadequate;we thought that this

may create a problem for older voters.

2. In several instances, men and women were voting together.
3. We spotted one man who went into several booths. We asked

the officials what this man was doing, whether he was a husband,
relative or whatever. \Mhen he was identified as a member of
the Peasant Party, the Liberal party representative stepped
fon¡¡ard and the Peasant Party man took off. This incideni was
noted by Dvora.

4. The lines appeared to be long - perhaps a 7/z to 2 hour wait.
The time between registration and completion of voting was
about four minutes.

5. Overall, the process seemed smooth, the atmosphere serious and
business-like
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STOP 2 Secúor $ Section 267 C-nltrÃ Hospital
9:40 AM
L. No sign outside the building indicating that this was a voting site

- howweç we were told that this station was reserved for
patients and staff.

2. As above, procedure seemed to be orderly. There were few in

line, and a television set played music and showed folk singen.

STOP 3 Sector ! Calea Mosilo4 Section L4l|l4\high schoot

10:05 AM
L. Unlike the earlier sites, the ballot boxes here were sealed

(obviously broken) and stamped earlier this morning. Thls
struck us as a good idea, and the only example of such practice .

so far.

2. Another good idea was that the ballot sheets (stamped invalid)
were posted 20 meters before the entrance of the voting area.

This wa¡ the waiting voters could study the sheets and

familiarize themselves with the names, forms, etc.

3. Occasionally, officials stepped into the booths to explain

procedures.

STOP 4 Sector $ Strada Sborului Section 16$ high school

10:20 AM
1. No seal on the ballot boxes.

2. Curtains were touching floor, thus preventing one from seeing

whether there was more than one person inside the booth.

3. Again, lþhting was poor.

4. Presumably as a result of our visit, officials began checking

couples to confirm that they were spouses.

5. There are about 3,000 registered at this particular site and

roughly one-third had voted by the time we visited.
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STOP 5 Sos Antiaerianq Secúor 5r 927 Mititary facility
11:20 Alvf
1. We were kept waiting about five minutes, presumabþ to check

the ID papers of our translator. We were greeted cordialþ and
taken to the voting area.

2. Some 200-300 soldien were in orderþ queues leading to the
voting block They were all in military gear but there w¿¡s no
sense that this was a military exercise. We were told that this
was their right, not an obligation.

3. There are some 2,800 registered here and between onequarter
and one-third had voted by the time we arrived.

4. One member of the panel was absenL the Peasant Party. We
were told by the president of the panel that hewas expected but
no one knew where he was.

5. We, by coincidence, ran into the Defense Minister, Victor
Stanculescu. He was simpþ vi,siting the station. He talked with
us and answered questions. It appean that he was not voting
here, but was just on a goodwill visit. His presence ralses the
question of whether or not he was reminding the soldien of the
presence of the Iliescu government or whether he wæ simpþ
being supportive of the voting process. He told us that he was
moving on to other sites.

6. The curtains again were touching the floor.

7. The voting process was very smooth and organized. There was
no political posters/literature or any party activity here or, for
that matteç at any of the sites we vlsited.

STOP 6 Copaeni, (South of the city), District 19, Adunatii, (iud.
Giurgiu)
3:40 PM
1. Primariþ a peasant town, there were huge crowds, pushing

yelling - in all, general confr.sion outside the voting room.
Ofïicials were relativeþ slow in moving people along into the
voting room.
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2. The list of registered voters (numbering 2,438) was posted

outside the building.

3. In terms of party representation, there was one representative

from the Front and another from the Peasant Parly. The
Liberal parly representative was absent, without explanation.

4. Often, two people would go into a booth - husband and wife,
mother and son. It seems that in the countr¡nide, such type of
assistance is far more necessary, if only to read the ballot.

STOP 7 Budeni, District 19' No.60
4:25 PM
1. Heavy earþ voting. By the time we arrived, 750 out of 884

registered voters had cast ballots. When we arrived, the place

was dead.

2. ID cards were stamped if the voter did not live permanentþ in
the town.

3. All three major parties were represented.

STOP 8 Comana, Jud. Ghiurghiu, No 59

4:50 PM

1. There arc 1,673 voters and roughly 60 percent had voted by the
time we anived.

2. All three political parties were represented, although the
representative from the National Front seemed to be the fTrst

amongequals (greeting us, answeringquestions, speaking for the
group, etc.)

3. One interesting point is that the ofTicials changed their sptem
of validation in the course of the day. In the earþ morning and

for two houn, officials stamped all IDs. I¿ter, they stamped
only those people who were not permanent residents of the
town. Thi.s said, there appeared to be nothing sinister about the
change onþ that, in the words of one official, 'Ve know
everybody who lives here so it's not necessary to stamp their
cards.n
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Again, and quite often, two people would be in the booth. We
were told that the voters were confused by the ballot - indeed,
some didn't know how to read.

No visible sign of political propaganda. We were told that
posters were hung some days earlier, but they were torn down.
They said that most of their political information was gained
through television and radio.

Given the broad support for the Front, we asked voters what
they believed were the reasons for such a strong showing. They
said that Iliescu had given them land, increased benefits for their
children and most importantþ had saved the country from
C-eausescu. One said, "he grabbed the bull by the homs," the
others simply reiterated comments that we heard earlier in the
day.

Prepared by John Florescu

Rodney Phillips
Anclrew Semmel
Dorothy Täft

CLUJ

Team Memberc
Randy ïft
(Eric Koenig)

The delegation visited 43 voting sites in the Cluj-Napoca area.
These sites included voting stations within the city of Cluj-Napoca and

in a dozen smaller towns and villages in the surrounding rural area.

The area includes a large percentage of Hungarian (Magyar) and

Gypsy voters whose sentiments differed to a degree with the
mainstream Romanian voter on the issue of ethnic rights.

We observed several instances of irregularities and violations of
the election rules throughout the region but judge that there was no
systematic pattern of violations and that the overall impact of these
abnormalities did not affect the results in a significant manner. We
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also received information about campaign abuses that antedated the
actual elections. Thus, while the election iself may have met minimal
standards of a "free" election, we have some doubts as to the degree

of "fairness" in the process leading up to the day of the elections.

Because of the long lines and delays in closing the voting
stations, the delegation did not complete the task of witnessing the

counting transporting and final tabulation of the results intheiudet.
We did witness the closing and counting of votes in six different sites

and dete¡ted few irregularities in that process.

Some of the flaws in the electionday process that we noted in
our obsewations include the following:

- We suspect that the guards, both inside and outside voting stations,

acted in wap that may have influenced some voters. As traffic
regulators and e4plainers of the ballot and voting system, their
influence could have been critical, given the history of heavy-

handedness in Romania.

- In several sites, we witnessed two and three voters crowded into the
same voting booth at the same time to the seeming indifference of
election officials. Once these acts were identified, however, action
was taken.

- The long, hard work day led to fatigue among election officials
which led, naturally, to greater carelessness about procedures and

greater laxity about rules and regulations as the day progressed.

These conditions made for richer opportunities for fraud and

deception.

- One polling site (Floresti, a few miles from Cluj,) with a single

entrance and 10 polling booths had roughþ 4,000 civilians crowding,
and impatience resulted. Most of the remaining sites ranged from
2,500 to 4,000 voten.

- There was an inconsistent use of the certificate requirement, i.e.,

the requirement that allowed voters from one area to vote in another.

In one site, we witnessed a voter who was denied the right to vote,

despite the fact he had an appropriate ID, while one of our guides

from Bucharest was allowed to vote without proper credentials.
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Overall, the voters generalþ expressed widespread enthusiasm
for the election and participated in a patient manner, despite the
lateness of the hour for many.

Based on these broad observations, our team propo.sed three
recommendations:

1. There should be more polling places to accommodate the large
number of voters. As it now stands, too many voters are
assigned to too few polling stations which creates crowding,
fatigue, long lines, delayed closings and long hours into the
evening to count the ballots.

2. The ballot should be simplified. The three-separate-ballot
system in this election was cumbersome and difficult to
undentand, especially among voters inexperienced with choice
and openness.

3. The polling results should be published in detail (by polling
station) for public scrutiny in the press and other information
media. This will allow for cross-validation of voting results by
polling station and add further mnfidence to the announced
results.

Prepared by Andrew Semmel

101

Ken Bode
Joan Growe

CONSTANTA

Tþam Memben

Martin K¡ause
Emil Kushlakov

The polling population at each station clearþ was too large. It
was a rare polling station anyvhere - even in villages - that wasn't
busy with people waiting all day long. This proved to be most difficult
on the administrators who had to cope with crowds all da¡ then close,
secure and count ballots. This left ample opportunity for fraud since
the counting lasted late into the night.
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Unquestionabþ the post-polling hours represent a threat to the

security and legitimacy of the election. If representatives of the

parties aren't present, or if representatives of the Front were showing

up to represent the opposition aswell, then the neressary ingredients

aie in place for voting for all the names who didn't vote during

polling hours.

This becomes especialþ important since Romania has a highþ
transient population. At almost all polling places that we visited,

there were many names on spill-over lists of non-registered voters.

In the cities, we were told this was caused by the large number of
people who had moved without authorization in the last years of the

Ceausescu regime. In the villages, polling places with 1,200-1,500

voten on the lists, sometimes an extra 700 people would show up.

These were agricultural workers transported to the state and

mllective farms for the growing season. The extra voters were

accommodated easiþ at their new polling places, but one wonders if
they might also have been able to vote in their old polling places,

thereby accounting for some of "overflo#'voting that emerged as the

munting was completed.

On the other hand, at no time did we witness a willful act of
deception or fraud. Romanian polling officials were diligent and

followed the rules closeþ. Deviations from prescribed routine were

rare and did not seem in any way designed to intimidate voters or
perpetrate fraud.

Occasionally we did observe more than one person in the voting

booth, but when we asked about it, the explanation was that husband

and wife were aiding each other or an elderþ voter was receiving

assistance from a relative. Also, there were visible paraphernalia and

symbols of the Front at many polling places. This included a rose or
pin in the lapel of the Front repre,sentative, a rose drawn on the

blackboard, and a rose laying on the table where ballots were picked

up. Occasionally, a member of the opposition would also have a

party symbl laying in front of him or her at the table, but this was

less common.
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In our disct¡ssions with party representatives before the election,
we often heard charges that (especialþ in villages) the opposition
would be too intimidated to appear as officials at polling places.
During the day of the ele,ction, howeve¡ that did not prove to be the
case either in urban or rural voting stations. Oftentimes not every
opposition party was represented, and sometimes the Front wasn't
present. Usuall¡ two or three or four parties besides the Front were
represented.

After visiting the polling places, we sometimes conducted
informal discussions with voters who already had voted. We asked
them who was running the polling places? Did they feel any
differentþ about voting this time as compared to the past? Was there
any pressure to vote one way or another?

Who were the polling officen? In almost every instance these
were identified as people who lived in the neighborhood or, in
villages, as people who had a position of responsibility at the
collective or state farm (head of the tractor barn, accountant, etc.).
When we asked what had happened to the people who ran things
before C-eausescu's death, the typical answers were that they had
'þone away'' or "retired."

Difference in voting this time? Without exception the answen
were that this was a free ballot, a real choice, completeþ different
than the past. We found no one saying that they felt they were
substituting one set of communists for another. That seemed to be
an opinion very much represented by the students and other gathered
in the square in Bucharest, but not much at all in the neighborhoods
and villages.

Any pressure to vote one way or another? Again, the answers
were unanimous that they were fulþ free to vote any way they wanted
to. When asked about the lengh of her wait in line - which was
then about two more hours - one woman said, "We wait in many
lines. This is the only one worth waiting in." When we asked voters
who they thought would win, most said Iliescu for sure, but were split
at the Senate and Parliament levels. In some cases, voters and polling
officials suggested that the agrarian or Peasant Party would do well
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in their area because a local candidate was running or a prominent

national official was from the region.

All in all, we witnessed an election that was mnducted

surprisingly free of complaints and irregularities. Obviously, others

saw a less democratic process. Also, rumors and threats spread before

the election cannot be ignored in evaluating the overall process-

However, Romania's election is being judged in comparison to other

elections in Eastern Europe at this time, and it needs to be evaluated

in the context of its recent history, the time available for campaigning,

access to information, freedom to organize, and overall democracy of
the process.

Prepared by Ken Bode

CRAIOVA

Tþom Membet's

petcr Gandalovic Sooroojnundun Moosun

Larry Garbe, (Julianna HaYdoutova)

Franklin Lavin (Petr Kornazhev)

INTRODUCTION

The NDI/I'{RIIA dispatched a six-member team to Craiova on

Saturday, May 19 to examine election activities in that district.

We spent Saturday, May 19 meeting with party officials,

canclidates and election offîcials, and we spent election day, May 20,

observing some 40 polling places, conducting intervievn with voters

and again meeting with election officials and political parties.

OI}SBRVATIONS

We observed election activities which were largely orderþ.

However, we did note frequent irregularities and even some examples

of fraud. Beyond the election activities themselves, we noted that the

climate of the elections during the campaign period seemed

consisently to provide an advantage to one of the parties at the
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expense of the other parties. Specificall¡ we noted a number of
formal and informal govemment policies which either granted the
National Salvation Front an advantage or preserved for it an
advantage already held by virtue of its incumben"y.

On election day, most of the voting took place more or less
along conventional lines. That is to sa¡ the privacy of the vote was
ensured and there were safleguards to ensure that people could not
vote more than once. We noticed many improper procedures during
the voting process, but for the most part, it seemed to be a lack of
familiarity with elections rather than an intent to perpetuate fraud.
It should be noted that every one of the more than 30 people we
talked with about this vote was mnfident their vote was a private
matter. Additionally, none felt they had been subject to undue
pressure. While these intervieqß are by no means conclusive, they do
at least provide an indication.

There werq however, examples of fraud. In one incident, an
election official was stamping and inserting a large number of ballots
in the ballot box by himself. When he was questioned at the time, he
e¡plained he was voting for people unable to vote for themselves.
However, a special mobile ballot box had been established for that
purpose. When he was questioned at the end of the day, he
explained his actions slightþ differentþ. He said he was simpþ
inserting in the box ballots of people who had already voted. Even
if one were to accept this excusg his actions would be a gross
inegularity.

In another example, our team noticed a man inserting two
ballots in the ballot bor When he was asked about thils, he explained
that he was simpþ inserting his wife's ballot for her. Yet upon
further questioning it was determined that his wife was not at the
polling place.

Beyond those specific examples of fraud, there were two
practices which raised concern in the group over the sanctity of the
vote. Fint, the participation of opposition parties as election
observers was sporadic. Most polling places we visited had at least
one opposition party observer. Many had more than one, but several
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had none. In addition, opposition parties did not coordinate their
presence to ensure that errery polling place had at least some
coverage. Also, the opposition parties did not administer their own
independent vote count and reporting system. Thus, one of the chief
guarantees for fair elections was not fulþ implemented

The se¡ond point involved assistance given to voters. Because
of the complicated balloÇ lack of familiarity with the voting process,
and because of voters who were illiterate, elderl¡ or othenvirse
handicapped, we estimate a sþificant number of voters requested
assi;stance from officials in casting a ballol In some places, this figure
could have been 10 to 20 percenl We noticed that there were no
regular practice for the assistance of voten and that the procedure
could easiþ be comrpted.

A final observation involves the lack of political campaign as we
understand the term in the U.S. In our "man{n-the-street"
di,scussions, not one of the 30+ people we talked to either received
a piece of campaign literature or heard a candidate speak They all
mentioned television and radio as the media through which they
received information. Our group found it surprising that, given there
were 315 candidates for Senate or Deputy in a district of
approximateþ one million people, public speeches and campaign
literature were not prominent features in the campaign. One
National Liberal Parly candidate for Deputy told us she made no
speeches at all during the campaign and that was the norm for
candidates.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The ballot needs to be shortened and simplified. The Britlsh
ele¡tion team told us they found it took an average of eþht
minutes for a penon to cast a ballol Not onþ does this
complication put a burden on the voter, it also places a burden
on the election Ðñtem, requiring balloting to continue for a long
time and placing a strain on election officials and party
observen.

2. Thevoting and munting process needs to be open to opposition
parties and civic groups. Opposition parties need to coordinate
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their observation efforts. Th"y should have a program of
relieving ohervers and sharing information with each other and
the media throughout the day. Civic group should be allowed
to observe the process.

There should be standard guidelines on assisting voters.
Equality muld be established by allowing asslstance to be rotated
among all parties, or by allowing the voter to speciry who he or
she would like to help.

Elections can onþ be truþ democratic if they take place in a
democratic atmosphere. The Romanian govemment must do
everything it can to ensure vigorous mmpetition among all
candidates on an equal basis. In particular, equal access to the
media and a campaign climate that encourages the free
exchange of ideas need to be instituted for elections to be
considered truþ democratic.

Prepared by Franklin I-avin

ASI
Tþam Memben

JoAnn Davidson
Jessica Douglas-Home
Juan Garcia Passalacqua

GeorgiGeorgiev
Ding Roco
Edward Stewart

What we seem to see developing in Romania is a one-party
s)ßtem with a democracia dc fachada ("facade of democracy") u"ry
much in the mold of the Mexican experience in l¿tin America.
Opposition sectors in the old C-ommunist Party overthrew a party
dictator, but the Party structure has survived in power disguised as a
new National Salvation Front.

We want to emphasize our experience in Mironesa, the little
village near the Soviet border. We found there the whole aparatus
of the old C.ommunist Party still in power, with massive vote for the
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Front and persecution of the opposition parties. 'We even identified
a fulþ garbed member of the Securitate with the traditional small hat
and black leather jacket on, as in uniform, calling the shots in the

office of the "ned' mayor of the village.

Before any aid is extended, and before \ile agree to observe the
elections in trvo years, we should state forcefulþ that drastic

improvements in the democratic and electoral qntems are required
Following are 12 recommended amendments to the electoral laws,

without which we believe all efforts to be able to call Romania a

democracy will be futile.

1. Distinguish government functionaries ("nonpartisan") from party
(FSN).

2. Affiord transportation to polls for all parties.

3. Afford space for posters and propaganda for all parties.

4. Distinguish media resources ("exit polling') from government or
party institutions ("Institute for Public Opinion" with German
advisors).

5. Expedite munting process by simpli$ing (three different ballots

in three different colors, or three different boxes).

6. Create Electoral Prosecutors for investigating human or political
rights abuses ('Yes, we will investigate after the elections.")
promptþ before the voting.

7. IdentiS proper parly representatives at the polling stâtions.

8. Prevent more than one person entering the voting booth at one
time. (Husbands voting for wives or other famiþ members.)

9. Place stamps in control of at least ¡ryo different parties (box with
locks, for examplg and two or three keys).

10. Provide more voting stations with less voters per station.

11. Prevent former communist functionaries from serving as "non-

partisan" supervi,sors (specificalþ judges).
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72. Amend Electoral Law to incorporate these guarante€s as soon
as possible so that there is time to educate the voters.

Prepared by Juan Garcia Passalaqua

PATRA NEAMT

Tëam Memberc

Mariano Quesada
Michael Ratner
Miroslav Sevlievski

The observer delegation was based in Piatra Neamt judet. The
team broke into two groups to observe the voting during May 20.
Together the two teams visited 36 voting stations with one team going
north and west, entering the Sucnava judet and the other team going
east and south stopping at sites in the Bacau ju.det.

During the pre-election day briefings both the non-political
groups and the opposition parties stressed threats which were made
against them by representatives of the National Salvation Front and
its supporters. Members of both groups feared losing their jobs and
pensions and there had been cæes of vandalism of the party
headquarters and materials, specificalþ newspapers. They advised our
group to be particularly aware if there was any representation of
opposition parties at the voting stations. They believed that many
party representatives would stay away out of fear.

On election day both teams of observers witnessed many
irregularities, but onþ a fewwhich we considered out of the ordinary.
The most common complaint was the assistance of voters by voting
station officials in the folding and depositing of the ballots in the
ballot boxes. A simplifìcation of the voting process in the next
election would add to the credibility of the secret ballot. Another
aspect which should be cleared up by the next elections is the
stamping of voter identification cards. There was confusion about
whether to stamp the cards and how to stamp them. This we were
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told was due to the changing of procedure both on Friday and again

on Saturday by the C.entral Electoral Bureau in Bucharest, and not
every voting station had been notified. Other instances of problems

were: government oflicials on the premises of the voting site, more
than one person in the voting booth at a time, overcrowdíng outside

and inside the voting station, and a lack of prior explanation on the
voting procedure.

The actual voting by the people in Piatra Neamt went relatively
smoothþ and quietly. The voters themselves were generalþ
enthusiastic about voting and there was a relativeþ festive
atmosphere while people waited to vote. Lines to vote had been

forming prior to the polls opening, and during the course of the day

some voters and officials said the wait was between two to three
hours.

The next two phases of election day, the munting of ballots at

each pollíng site and the transportation and counting of ballots at the
judet centers, were extremeþ disorganized and chaotic. The teams

watched the counting of ballots in nine voting stations andthree judet
centen. Although there was no specific case of wrongdoing, there
was much opportunity for ballot tampering. It is our mnclusion that
it is at these phases that reform must take place. Other instances of
disorganized behavior where it is possible to foresee problems were
the security of the voting stamps, the cancellation and mllection of
invalidated ballots, and the storage and mnfirmation of valid ballots.
An example of the disorganization was an unidentified person in the
Piatra Neamt munting center who was going through a stack of
ballots, supposedþ both valid and invalid, and pulling out all those

that were invalid. In a stack of more than 1,000, he was looking for
10. This typified the situation at the counting centers.

It should also be stated that the Romanian offïcials were very
cooperative with our team both prior to election day and on May 20.

Neither team faced any difficulties entering military bases or hospitals,

or in questioning people at these facilities.

Our recommendations for improvement in the nextelections, of
course, would begin with the simplifìcation of the ballot. This would
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also simplifu the voting process. We observed a manual count along
with the computerized counting at one judet center, which we believe
should be the practice at all judet centers. The need ficr computers
may expedite the process in the future, but at these elections they
only added to our skepticism. The judet center in Piatra Neamt only
had to add 323 numbers.

We would also like to se¡ more independent and parly observers
and monitors during the entire process, and that these groups be able
to publicly report their observations and mnclusions. As this area of
the country was considered a Front stronghold, this recommendation
would add a lot of credibility to the proc€ss and protection for a loyal
opposition. It is our conclusion that with the experience of this
election the next should proceed with a lot less suspicious behavior.
The norms and regulations should be well established by the next
elections.

Prepared by Michael Ratner

SIBIU

Tëam Memberc

Thomas Carothers
David Collenette

Jose Manny-Inlar
Charles Royer

The team spent Saturday, May 19, meeting with the provincial
government in Sibiu, the provincial electoral bureau, and represen-
tatives of the major political parties. Some basic facts about the
province: the Sibiu judet has 508,000 inhabitants, of whom 355,953

were on electoral lists. There were 308 polling stations in the
provinces with approximately 2,700 polling booths in these stations.

At the meeting with the provincial CPUN, officials of the
government explained the voting procedures to the team. When
asked about intimidation and harassment during the campaign, they
replied that there had been onþ trvo cases; 1) in Sibiu, a window of
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thc Front headquarters had been broken; and 2) in a village, a violent

conlrontation between Peasant Party and Front supporters had

occurred.

The electoral bureau explained to the team that six parties were

rcprcsented on the bureau. Seven parties had presented full

canclidate lists in Sibiu. There were only six spots on the bureau for
party representatives and so the parties drew lots to see which party

would not be represented. The Liberal Party lost and did not get a

representative. The electoral bureau said that the local bureaus in

thc villages had similar numbers of party representatives.

The non-Front Party representatives were very angry about

many perceived unfairnesses in the campaign. Their mmplaints

inclucled: 1) the possibility that multiple voting might occur by persons

prescnting themselves to vote several times, using a different kind of
ID each time (ID card, passport, working papers); 2) inaccurate

voting lists with many persons on the list who do not exist; 3)

clomination of electoral bureaus by the Front; 4) harassment of non-

Front party workers by Front thugs in many villages and towns; 5)

vcry limited distribution of independent and opposition newspapers;

6) the Front using its position as the government party to campaign

in factories an<l other workplaces; 7) the lack of provisions to help

illiterate persons vote; 8) the unavailability of campaign funding; and

9) a general atmosphere of fear and repression.

The regional leader of the Front met with the team and

prescnted a positive view of the campaign. He said that there were

no scrious incidents of violence or intimidation during the campaign

ancl that consiclered in the broader context of the very recent fall of
Ccausescu, the campaign was orclerly and well-run. In his opinion,

what acts of illegality did occur in the campaign had been directed

against the Front, not the opposition parties. With respect to many

complaints by the opposition parties, he stressed that one must keep

in mind that most of the people involved in these parties are

aclvcnturers, not sincere people. He said it is natural that the average

Romanian dislikes the opposition parties because Romanians are a

naturally conservative people and see the Front as representing

stability.



Appendix WI 113

On election day, the team separated into t$/o groups. One
group vísited parts of Sibiu and then went into the western part of
the region. The other group mvered parts of Sibiu and then the
northern part of the region. 'lbgether the groups visited 3540 polling
stations.

In general, the voting was orderly, albeit slow. At alrnost all
polling stations there were three or four party representatives, with
one always from the Front and then two or three from the non-Front
parties. The polling station officials were usually teachers, lawyers,
doctors or other professionals. In some villages, the mayors (who
were all Front members) were at the polling stations and were
overseeing the administration of the station. The voting procedures
varied somewhat from station to station with variations apparentþ the
result of lack of central guidance rather than any fraud or
manipulation.

In some villages, some voters were receiving assistance when
voting. Persons would go into the voting booth with some voters and
help them vote. In most cases this seemed to be famiþ members
helping an old person or an illiterate person in the famiþ. In at least
one station, however, help was being given to strangers by a Front
member. In general, the voters found the ballots confusing many
showed onþ a dim undentanding of what they were supposed to do
with the ballots.

Parti;san material decorated some of the polling stations. This
usually conslsted of materials that were the color of the Front's
symbol or campaign buttons wom by the party representatives (both
Front and non-Front).

Ballot secrecywÍts low. Manyvoters simpþ handed their ballots
back to the polling station officials after voting. Many voters had
little concept that the vote was secret. Outside of Sibiu, most of the
voting was finished by the late afternoon. In Sibiu there were lines
at some of the polling stations in the evening and the stations did not
close until midnight or later.

The counting got going extremeþ slowþ. Most stations did not
start counting until 2 am. Many of the party representatives had gone
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home by that point and did not observe the munting. The handling
of the unused ballots after the stations were closed was very casual.

Prepared by Thomas Carothers

Tomas Hrivinak
Peter Schramm

TIRGU MARES

Tëam Memben

(Joan Bingham)
(Ivaila Vulkova)

Four members of the international delegation observed the
Romanian elections in Mures county. The capital city is Tirgu Mures
where large-scale ethnic violence between Romanians and Hungarians
had taken place in March. A number of people were killed (how
many is unclear) and hundreds injured. The situation in this regard
was tense even during our time there.

Despite the particular interest that Tirgu Mures held for the
delegation, we decided, based upon our own observation, as well as

lengthy consultation with key players from the various political parties
(including the Hungarian Party and Vatra Romanesca,) that we
should spend most of our time in the towns and villages. This is what
we did. We covered the length and breadth of the county, from
Reghin in the North to Sighisoara in the South, visiting about 30
polling places. We also stayed an extra day in order to follow up on
meetings with parties, and evaluate their reactions to the preliminary
results.

The election atmosphere in Mures County differed substantialþ
from that of the nation as a whole onþ in that the ethnic issue was

omnipresent. Othen¡¿ise the whole election revolved around the
December revolution, its meaning, and whether or not it was "stolen."
In other words, the general point of view offered by the opposition
parties (Peæants, Liberals, Hungarians, et. al.) that the National
Salvation Front represented communism in another form was the onþ
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real issue. Was the Front realþ a democratic means to democratic
ends, or was it realþ an example of an intemal mmmunist coup that
had the opportunity to take advantage of the "real" (that is,
spontaneous) revolution of December in Tîmi;soara? The opposition
forces all thought that the Front had cleverþ taken advantage of the
situation and that the Romanian people (unfortunateþ it was said)
were not yet developed enough politicalþ to see it. The outcome was
predicted by all opposition figures. The meaning of this for the
observers was that this political atmosphere so dominated the election
process that questions of "intimidation" and "fear" took on different
forms than ordinariþ would have been expected.

The ordinary "democratic political activity" that one would rightþ
expect in an election was hard to find. Whole villages voted for a
single party. For example, many villages were entireþ Hungarian.
When we asked if there were other parties represented, or whether
another party even campaigned in the village, we were universalþ told
that it was not necessary since everyone would vote for the Hungarian
Party. And the reverse is also true. When we encountered villages
that were entirely Romanian, rareþ did we fînd a representative of
the Hungarians there - and if there were any they were invariably
sent over f¡om the capitol - and sometimes a representative of the
Front would be present.

The County Election Commlsion (as with almost all local ones)
was entireþ mntrolled by the Front (or the communists, as the
opposition insisted on calling them.) There was also great confusion
and disorganization. In one meeting in Tirgu Mures some persons
came into the County Election C.ommission meeting, after we had
begun reasonable conversations with them, intemrpted, and
proceeded to rage at the whole assembþ. Onþ later in the evening
did one "democratic" member of the Commision look us up at the
hotel in order to try to explain his views, why the s)ßtem wæ comrpt
and pro-Front, and why he was entireþ pessimistic about the election
process as well as the outcome. According to him, the communlst
means of repression and fear continued unabated.

The day after the election \ile met with a Uberal Party leader
who literalþ cried. He said that the preliminary results showed that



there was no hope. Romanians, he said, were gullible; Iliescu
promised them a little more fiood, and a little less work, and that was

enough for them. He thought an historic opportunity was lost, and

it would be generations before it would be regained. He was very
penuasive. Vy'e were all saddened.

Prepared by Peter Schramm
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Appendíx VII

TIMISOARA

Tëam Members

Norbert Wimmer
Sue Wood
Zev Yaroslavsþ

PRE.ELECTION MEETINGS

On Saturday, May 19, the daybefore election da¡ the team met
with local government and election officials, party representatives and

leaders of civic organizations.

The team met first with the district Central Electoral Bureau

(BEC) and city and district mayors at the Tlmß iudet (district) hall.

The BEC members included three elected judges and six political
party representatives. Many of the BEC members prefered to
discuss the electoral atmosphere, rather than the me¡hanics of the
election. Some party representatives on the BEC were concerned

that the electoral process had not been fair, with the National
Salvation Front (FSN) holding an unfair advantage. Some also

expressed worry over the existence of fear among voters; enough to
prevent some from voting. Allegedly, some parly activists, out of fear,

had rescinded their offer to act as party poll watchen on election day.

In the early afternoon, the observer team met with nonpartisan
groups, including representatives from the Society of hrmer Political
Prisoners, the "Cub Still læading" Association, the Europe Society
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(student journalists), and the Timisoara Society. The former political
prisoners scientists, economists, philosophen, etc. were
represented in the meeting by fiour men who together had spent more
than 30 years in prison. The Tîmisoara Society, made up of writen
and journalists who had participated in the Timisoara revolt, was
represented by Mr. Serban, the author of the Tímisoaro hoclamatíon.

The proclamation, a comprehensive document demanding an
open and equal society with political and economic pluralism and
tolerance, was published in March 1990, following a period of growing
dissatisfaction with the democratization efforts and mmmitment to
the revolution of the governing FSN. So faç the document claimed
six million signatories, including 29 political parties, 33 independent
organizations, and 29 media groups. Serban, echoing many others,
said that he believed the actual election would be mnducted fairly,
but that the political atmosphere leading up to and present during the
election period, was far from free and fair. "Romania will be in the
strange situation of being the first muntry to freeþ-elect a communist
government," he said.

From the first meetings we had and the first mntacts we made
it was clear that this city was cognizant of its historic role in the
overthrow of Nicolae Ceausescu. People with whom we met were
proud of Timisoara's role in the events of December 1989, and they
were anxious to talk about them. Vrtualþ every person with whom
we spoke muld give us a blow by blow, hour by hour description of
the events of the rebellion in Opera Square, and they muld give a
detailed account of where they were during these fateful hours.

This atmosphere in the city of Timisoara was indicative of the
feelings many of the political activilsts harbored as well. It should
come as no surprise that among most of them there was great
resentment and mistrust of the central government and the National
Salvation Front. Tïmisoara (the city) did not appear to be friendþ
tenitory for the Front.

The meetings our group held during the aftemoon of May 19
with the various political parties were telling. The opposition parties
refused to meet with us and the Front representatives in the same
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room. The animosities between the opposition and the Front were

so great that it united all of the opposition together to an extent we

didn't even dete¡t in our meetings in Bucharest.

The Front representative behaved more like avictim that like an

incumbent party member. The impression we got from him was

clearly that Timisoara was not Front muntry. The opposition, on the

other hand, all complained about the same problems: they hadn't

been given the time or resources to mount a campaign.

Communications were difficult - the Liberal Party representative

telling us he had not been able to get a phone installed in hi;s

headquarters. It was diflicult to get things printed, and once printed
just as difficult to get printed materials distributed.

During our afternoon meetings on May 19, virtualþ all the

opposition representatives predicted that the Front would win

ovenruhelmingþ in theTtmß iudet They felt that the opposition had

a better chance within the city, but in the countryside the Front had

a lock on the apparatus, and on the hearts and minds of the peasants.

There were constant disparaging remarks about the intelligence of the

peasants; that theyweren't smart enough to figure out that the Front
was simpþ the old regime in disguise. None of the opposition

representatives believed that there would be outright fraud in the

elections. They simply believed that the process leading up to the

election was so one-sided that the Front muldn't lose.

Anti-Front feelinp in Tmisoara were very intense. This should

not have been surprising given the events of December 1989 there.

The impression one got from the meetings and the visits to the polls

on May 20 was that the opposition would do decidedþ better in the

city, but very poorþ in the countryside.

ELECTION DAY

The seven-member team split into three groups to observe the

polling. Polls opened on time and with little or no procedural or
logistical problems. Polling sites had 1,000-3,000 registered voters on

their rolls, but many polling officials expected non-registered voters,

such as military and temporary workers living in the area, to cast

ballots. At nearþ every site, three or more party pollwatchers were
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present. Front representation was universal, with the Liberal, the

Þeasant, and the Hungarian Party pollwatchers also widely

represented.

Voting was heavy and mntinuous throughout the day. In
viewing polling at approximateþ 50 sites, the observers saw no major

incidents of fraudulent or erroneous voting. The biggest problems

were lack of voter education and inmmplete voting registers.

Because of low voter education, polling officials and party

pollwatchers often came to the assistance of voters, at times seemingly

jeopardizing the secrecy of the ballot.

Some polling sites, especially in the city, still had lines of voters

at the official closing time. These sites extended their hours to
accommodate all voters in line. The high voter turnout, combined

with the voting of non-registered voters, meant that many sites

recorded more votes than they had registered voters (i.e., one polling

site had 1,456 registrants, but recorded 1,538 votes). Parly poll

watchers, however, accepted these numben as valid, with no

complaints. Also during vote munting, 3-5 percent of votes cast vvere

declared null, a number recognized as high, but felt to be legitimate

given poor voter education.

Election day itself transpired as predicted by the people with

whom we met the day before. In the city, one muld not have distin-

guished this election from one held in Los Angeles (except for the

large turnouts and long waits). The election seemed to be run in the

precincts in a thoroughly professional and largely competent manner.

Óne would not have known that the Romanians had not had a "free"

election in nearþ half a century. Crowds were orderþ, and precinct

officials seemed well prepared.

One problem we did witness at the end of the day (near

midnight) was that some precincts had run out of ballos while others

had a surplus. Election board officials were running around making

transfen from one station to another late in the night without a

requisite amount of ballot security. Nevertheless, there seæmed to be

a sincere effort to log the numbers of ballots leaving the polling place.
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The countr¡ride evoked a totalþ different environment. The
towns and villages were clearþ Front country. One muld tell from
the frequency with which precinct officials \ilore roses (the Front
symbol), the number of Front posten in the vicinity of polling places,
and other subtle and not-so-subtle reminden of who was in charge.

In the village of Rachita we arrived to find that the Peasant
Party observer had been kicked out of the polling place for smoking
despite the fact that other observen and officials were smoking when
we entered the place. It was simply an excuse to evict the Peasant
representative. In the town of Faget, ros€s were displayed on the
fence and door leading up to the polling place. In other towns,
polling officials either wore roses in their hair, on their lapels, or wore
Front pins. In one village, a truck adorned with Front posters was
parked right in front of the polling place. In that precinct, the
security man at the door held a rose mnspicuously in his hand as he
ushered people in to vote.

We witnessed one person mming out of the polling place with
multiple ballots in one town, and the explanation was that she was
voting for some invalids in her famiþ (something that was a direct
contravention to the ele¡tion process). Clearþ in the villages there
was an atmosphere of intimidation. People were more reluctant to
talk with us there. Where there was hostility towards our group, it
was alwalæ in the villages. The Front and is symbols were ever-
present inside and outside the precincts in the muntry towns and
villages.

We stayed in the city during the ballot counting. We saw no
irregularities in the two precincts we monitored in this regard. The
counting was laborious and time-consuming, but the precinct officials
seemed to know what they were doing. Due to our own schedules
and the time*onsuming nature of the vote count, we were unable to
monitor the full counting process from ballot box to Bucharest
election central. However, nothing in lmisoara that we witnessed
seemed out of the ordinary.

All the precincts we visited, both in the countryside and in
ïmlsoara, had observers representing at least three parties - alwap
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the Front, and usualþ the Liberals and Peasants. We saw some

Green Party and some Hungarian Party observers. However, in the
villages as well as in the cities, the opposition seemed to be

subservient to the Front officials.

We witnessed a series of isolated election problems which should

be addressed, but they did not appear to be the product of systematic

fraud in the Timisoara area. The problems included:
'1.. Inconsistency of when ID cards were stamped and when nol

We were told that when a voter chose to vote in a polling place

other than his own, he could do so by presenting his ID card

and have it stamped so as to avoid his voting a second time in
his home precinct. However, the same ID would not be

stamped if he voted at his home precinct, and second at another
one. This practice was clearly flawed. All ID cards should have

been stamped at all voting places.

2. There were several instances o[ multiple ballots in the hands of
voters. The excuse given that they were voting for ill relatives.

However, election procedures provided and required that
persons who couldn't vote in penon be personally visited by

precinct offîcials with an absentee ballot. We received some

mmplaints from precinct officials that they did not have

suffÏcient manpower or vehicles to meet the absentee voter
demand. Other officials had no problem fulfilling their legal

obligations to absentee voters.

3. Intimidation, primariþ subtle, was pervasive in the countryside

(some of which has already been mentioned). While the

placement of campaign buttons and symbols in polling places can

be seen from time to time in democratic countries, the Front
seemed to have a monopoly on these violations in the Timisoara

area - especially among the precinct officials.

4. Precinct ofticials handled the marked ballots in wap that the

markings muld be seen.

5. Inserting the ballots in envelopes substantialþ increased the

processing time for counting the ballots. A one-page ballot
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muld be marked, folded, and inserted in the ballot box, without
an envelope, thus saving time in counting.

6. Inability to print and dísseminate campaign material and
ne\¡wpapers was a problem. This was a common mmplaint.
Opposition parties had a great deal of difïiculty getting phones
installed or access to printing machines while the Front inherited
the Communist Party's apparatus.

In summary, we witnessed some isolated problems and abuses in
various prerincts (all in the countrynide), but on thewhole theydidn't
appear to be the products of a sptematic f¡aud. The problem with
the election, as was reported to us by the opposition in Tmisoara,
was the lack of development of a credible opposition during the
months that followed the revolution. And, the opposition held the
Front and Iliescu totalþ responsible for this phenomenon.

Compiled from reports by Sean C¿noll and Znv Yaroslavsþ
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SAMPLE BALLOT
Assembly of Deputies

Bucharest
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ROMÂ ,*Hqq}ßr ( t1

\d,'w

BULETIN DE VOT
PENTRU ALEGMDA ADT]NÀRJI DEPUTATILOR

?0 MÂ¡ 1990

ç¡¡srrrrscripfio electoralå Nr. {l

@ages l-4 of 24)
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SAMPLE BALI.OT
Assembly of Deputies

Bucharest

P.{RTIDUI, RAD:CAL
DEMOCRA'f
BUCURESTI

I. COSTEF FLORIAN
3. c^nJEAN VICrORI..\
r. ISTRATF: cnohcr

UNIUNEA CRESTINA
DIN
ROMÂNI..\

I. POP GHEORGHE
:]. EREMIA IVIIRELA
:' DAN ION

UNIT-INEA DEMOCRAT.4,
¿\ ROIIILOR DtN ROM.ÂNI.{

L lì.\Ðtl('.¿\N[t CI{ìîORCÍIE
J. NICOI,,\R CJ¡IIìOF|CIIE
:,. ¡VAN CI{EOHCII¡:
4. toNIT,\ $TEF^N

P.\RTIDTIL DEÀ{OCRAT
r:cot-octsl
c)¡l(i.\N f zi\Tt^
Nn.tN tc'f Ptrt.t'l
BL'CL'nn$1'l

PARTIDUI, TINIUNEA
Rppr¡sL¡cañ/t

I. D¡IAC TIIRCE.,\
ll. IUG¡l C¿\IlRlilL
J, SIVTÂRÀNDT:SCU VASILD
4. NITU MIHAI
5. ANDREESCU CRISÎIANA

RODICA
6. ONE$EANU D-TRU DAN

IOAN
?. oNESE^NU InrN^
B. NICULESCU ALES/q,NDRI!

I ..4:\.'(ìnlit.l'T.\ \'.\DINE.\NLÎ
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SAMPLE BALI,OT
Assembly of Deputies

Bucharest

r25

PARTIDUL NATION.AL -.''L-
T.\R..1,NESC-CRESTIN SL -O
DEI,IOCRT\T

I. DTACONESCU ION
2. CONSTANTINESqU

cor.¡sra¡rtlñ c&,,iLps
3. roNEscu-cer,sbNl

NICOLAE VÀSILE
4. LAZÄRESCU PAUL
ñ, IUACARTE SERGru
6. GHIKA CONSTANTIN
?. $'ANIN SILVIA-NARCTSA
B. ANTONIU IOAN
9. VAS¡LE RADU

I O. DRAGOilTIRESCU ADRI.\N.\
I I.. AMZUTA CONST¡\NTIN
12. ENESCU GH. ION
13. COMr{.NESCU GHEORCHE
r4. BARBARESSo Ënrewo¡L-D.{N
15. CREGORIAN NICULAE
IO. POPA MIRCEA-IOAN
I7. ILIE MINODORA
18, STÀ,NESCU GHEORCHE.D.{N
19. IACOVESCU ]q,NDREI
20. TEODORESCU DUÙIITRU
2I. IONESCU CONSTANTIN
22., PAN.A, E]\fiLIA
23. SILVESTRU MARIUS
3.I. TEODORESCU ION-EUCEN
].J. IO)iESCU CORNELIU
'lii. IOP;\ À,IIRCE¡\-.4,LEXANDRU
l;. S1'.\.\E.SCU CEZAR
2N. IT,\NCIJ CRISTI.{NA.MARIA
?9. qgIITR¡u LELt:\-r\f roÂRÀ
lq qg$.1ç rEonon_cesR¡Er,
3I. DINUT.\ IOAN
32. PUTUREANU MARIUS.

ADRIÂN
1)'. CUZEA VALENTIN
3{. P.{,UNESCU M. COSTEL
3,5. P.{SCALE FELICIA
36. R.ADULESCU SERBAN..ALE}iANDRU.VICTOR
3?. COTINGHIU TUTHAIL
38. POPESCU RADU.\,IIRCEA
39, LEI.'CTITTq, CORNEL

PARTIDI.'T, ECOLOCIST
ROIVIÀN

I. WEBER ERNEST OTTO
2. TUDOR CHEORGHE
3. GRUIA LUCIAN
{. RÁ,DULESCU SORIN.

GABNIEL
5. PRODAN SORIN.III.A,RCÄRIT
O. SUIU ION
?. STOICUT CRIST¡ANA
B. NISIPEANU TEODORA
O. CBEANGÄ ANTON

PARTTDUL TINSRETULUI fl o
L¡BEB DEMOCRAT
DTN ROMÂNIA

r. ToDrBAs ¡oAN
2. RAICU NOMEO
3. ZA1IARIA VALENTI}i.JIIIATO
4. ILIE CRISTIAN

'. 
NAE DINC.{-EDUARD

6. ZLOTEA SEVASTIAN
?. SAVIN GHEORCIIE
8. BOTAR REMUS

tqv'\r
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SAMPLE BALI,OT
Assembly of Deputies

Bucharest

PARTIDUL
ÀI.ÍANTA PENTRU
DEMOCRATTE

NEGOITÄ VASILE
MAFTET V. IOAN
VLAD ROMULUS
BUCÂTÄ LUCIAN
COTOR GABRIEL
VLAD STEFANIA
TATOI\,IIR SORIN
BUCÁ.TÁ, COSTEL
VEZUREANU D.TRU
GROI\IIC CEORCE.DAN

PARTIDUL LIBERAL
(AL LIBERTATII)
DII,I ROMANIA

'*' -* ---
l.

3.
4.
t
rt.

L

9.
I tJ.

¡ t.
l!.
13.
I 't.
tã.
t0.
l?.
r8.
19.
20.

21.
,'9

2:1.

u.
2':t,
26.
27.
28.
25.
30.
3t.

3J.
34.
35.
3S.
3?.
38.
Jr¡.

r-stÄnrr¡**
t.
IN

ZAIVIFIR
BENGA IVTARIAN
IvIERISANU NICOLAE
PALO$ NICOLTT.{.
CORNELIA
RETAS IUATET
IìA,DULESCU ADR¡^N
RADU HO},TER
COIA DAN
N EPOTEAN L.A,U RE¡I.-ÎI l-'
CTf IRITA DUNÍ ITRU.ilIARI¡\N
IONESCU M/{RIN
DINU NARCIS.IULIAN
HOPU ADELINA
GRAUR GABRIELA
COVACI IOSIF
LUPU ALEXA¡.¡DNU
DUMITRU
BANBULESCU DA¡,¡.MIACEA
NAT'M ANDREEA
VISO¡U GHEORGIII
STOIAN VALERIU
LUPU ALEXANDRINA
CORAJ DUMITRU
TONESCU CRISTIAN-TEODOIT
AUZATU ILIE
SECIU DAN.TEODOR
T\TOT LLICIA.TIARI.{
'TONIA VASILIC.A
CONST..\NTIN ÑIÁ,RI.{
BUDEANU $TEFAN
ENESCU ION
IUICU VIOREL
BUDE MANIANA
ANCHEL VALENTIN
tsABAN DRAGOg-AÍìMnNfr
¡ONESCU ÙIARIAN
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SUMMARY ALI]OCATION FORMUT,A FoR
PARLIAMENTARY SEATSI

CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES

First, BEC officials at the judet level would determine an
"electoral coefficient" to be applied in the allocation process. This
coefficient was derived by dividing the total number of valid ballots
cast in the judet) by the number of seats to be elected in the judet.
Parties and candidates that received a number of votes equar to the
electoral coefficient would get one seat. Parties that received more
votes than the coefficient would be allocated additional seats
proportional to the number of times that the coefTicient was
replicated in total number of votes they received. hr example, if a
party's vote total was three times the electoral coefficient, it would
receive three seats. If the party's vote total was 3vz times the
electoral coefficient, it would obtain three seats, with the remaining
votes were considered "unused-"

Some of the remaining seats were allocated in the second stage,
which involved determining the total number of "unused" votes in the
first stage of distributing seats. These "unused" votes referred to the
number of votes received by parties on the national level that
remained after the application of the coefficient slatem in the judet.

A party's unused votes were then succe.ssiveþ divided by the
total number of seats not yet allocated. (For example, if three seats
were still unfilled throughout the entire nation after the first phase,
each parly's unused votes would be successively divided by l,Zand 3.)
The results of thls divirsion were then arranged in descending order,
with the lowest quotient designated as the "electoraldistributoì.u rhe
p{ty-s allocation of the remaining seats was then determined by
dividing its unused votes by the electoral distributor.

This rather complex sptem can be described by the following
hypothetical example. Assume that three parties (X,Y, and Z) have

1 See the pre-election Repon on the May 24 D90 Etections in
Romania, by the International Human Rights Law Group, May 1990.
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unusedvote totals of 75,000,50,000, and 30,000 respectivel¡ and that
three seats are not yet allocated. The unused votes of each parly are

successively divided to arrive at the electoral distributor:

Party X Party Y Party Z

Divided by 1 75,000
Divided by 2 37,5ffi
Divided by 3 25,000

50,000
25,000
76,67

30,000
15,000
10,000

The three (because there are onþ 3 unfilled seats) highest
quotients are ranked in descending order (75,000, 50,000, 37,500),

with 37,500 designated as the electoral distributor. Party X would
thus gain two of the remaining seats, because the electoral distributor
can be evenþ divided twice into its unused vote total of 75,000. Parly
Y, with 50,000 votes has the electoral distributor once and therefore
receives the remaining seat.

Finall¡ the election bureau determined preciseþ which parties

should fillspe*ific judet seats not allocated after the fint phase. Each
party slated to receive seats in the second stage would divide the total
number of unused votes from the national level by the unused votes

it had in each judet. The resulting percentages would then be ranked

in descending order. The party would then be allocated seats in those
judets where its unused votes were the highest percentage of its
unused national votes, up to the mæ<imum number of seats

designated by the second stage process. Individual candidates were
awarded seats by their parties based on the order of their names on
the parly list.

SENATE

Parties and candidates received Senate seats based on the
"electoral coefficient" proc€ss described above (total number of votes

divided by number of seats). Remaining seats were filled by parties

or candidates which had the highest number of unused votes in a
judet alter thirs formula was applied.
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gonl Bcau &G Fîü¡ Vo& Tr¡ty
'250tt8t790 Ruharat ROMPRES in English
t6 GMT 25 May 90

¡omrn¡û¡ Elcdion: Finrl Rclutn¡ of thc M¡y 20
ctions"-ROMPRES hc.d¡i¡cl

:r¡l Bucü¡¡csr ROMPRES 25/5/1990-Thc Ccnúrl
aónt Bu¡c¡u i¡suc¿ tåc folloring ia con¡ccl¡o¡ wilh
r May 20 clcctionr:

r thc pE3idcútid c¡¡didÍð 14.t2ó.6tó clcctotl
rcd out of l7,200,1t2lbLd ( 8ó.20 pcrccn¡ of thc
gtofr¡ct,

c tor¡¡ numbcr of velid vorc¡ ic 1d378'693. whilc
7.923 vo¡c¡ (3.02 petcctìtl *t'æ rntt¡¡lcd.

'. ton lliacu ¡hc Ntliorr¡ Sdvr¡iü F¡m¡ cr¡did¡tc.
t 12232.49t vorc. (E5.07 pcrctûlt

r. R¿du Campcanu thc N¡¡ioü¡ Libcnt Püty c¡¡di'
rc. got 1,529.188 vo¡¿¡ (10.16 pc¡tcttr.

r. ton R¡tiu. the Chdt¡h¡.De¡noctrúc Nrtioü¡ Pcú.
o Parry caodidaæ. gor ó17.007 vocr (4.29 Pcltri¡t).

¡c orhcr polirica¡ palrê ând Sfoups Saincd le¡¡ ¡ha¡
rc pc¡ccnt. amonB which: Soclal Dcrnocl¡¡tg Pany-
53. Ccntnrt Dcmocr¿t¡c Group-0.48. Gcrm¡n¡'
em(rrÍ¡¡¡c Forum-0.28. Bratianu Libcr¡l Union-
27. Roman¡s Dcmocra¡¡c Union-t).21.. Lippovlnr'
¡mmunrtv--O. I 3. Ukratn¡ans' Union--O.12. Sc¡b¡an¡'
emocñ¡¡¡c Union-O.O7.

Thc orhcr poliric¡l pûnic¡ ¡nd g¡ot¡pa ¡dacd tcsr rhrn
o¡c-pã!cîr. amon! ?àacb: Socirl Dæ¡uc prfilÉ
0.50. Cc¡¡n¡r Dcnocrrüc Group{.47. Nr¡ion¡t
Rcoßrn¡crion Psrtï{.38. Bmiróu Libcrrl Unio¡r-
0.26. Romuis' Dcær¡ric Unio¡r-O.|4 Gc¡rnr¡¡'
Dc¡nocr¡ric Fon¡m-o. I 4.

Cl¡rißsOæEN¡lnl
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Fin¡l Count of Serts in Parliament
.1U2505212990 Bucharest ROMPRES in English
1938 GMT 25 Mav 90

["Distnburron of the Seats in rhe Asscmbly of Deputics
¡nd the Senatc"-ROMPRES headlinel

[Textf Bucharcst ROMPRES.lslsllggÈHcre is the dis.
tnbut¡on of thc 387 scas in ¡hc Asscmbly of Dcpurrcs:

N¡tionü Salv¡r¡on Fton¡

Hun¡rnen Dcmocr¡trc Union of Rom¡n¡

)l.rion¡l LibcrJ Pany

Ro¡n¡n¡¡n Ecologcal Movemcnt

Chn¡¡¡¡n-Dcmoc'n¡¡c Nrtion¡l Pca:¡nts P¡nv

Romrnrrn Unirv Alli¡ncr-R UA

{-in¡nan Dcnocrat¡c Panv

Rom¡nran Ecolotr¡¡ Pany

Soc¡eli¡¡ Democ¡r¡¡c Pany

Soc¡a¡ Democrr¡rc Pânv

'icnrnst Democ'¡ztrc Group

L¡bour Dcmocrat¡c Panv

Fretihanrc Panv

\anonâr Recon¡¡ruc¡¡on Pañv

=ree Democraüc Ioulh Panv

.icrmans Democn¡¡c Forum

3ratranu u¡ocrat unton

Roman¡cs Dcmocra¡rc Unton

.¡t¡onat S¿¡vat¡on r-ron¡

:luncanan ùemocrar¡c Unron oi Roman¡¿

'j¡tronat L¡beral P¡nv

îcmanran Ln¡tv {lhance-RUA

iìoman¡an Ècolorrc¿t Movcmcnt

r'hr¡srr¿n.Dcmocrat¡c Natron¡l Pe¡s¡nrc Panv

Romanr¡n Ecologtrt Panv

3 erc rs rne otstnbuuon oí the I I 9 s:at¡ ¡n ¡he Scna¡e:

I ndeocnoentg
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¡. PENTRU PRESEDINTE
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