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In Defence of Local Identity
Cultural Factors and Actors’ Strategy
During Regionalization in Romania

DRAGOS DRAGOMAN, SABINA-ADINA LUCA,
BOGDAN GHEORGHI TA

As one can frequently notice, regionalization israrefree of political
strategies. When asked to complete such a compleeegs, politicians and
parties generally take into account electoral issaed look for political
advantages. Changing the regional structure mdaa$enging changes in the
political distribution and in the electoral compieth at local and regional level.
But parties and governments also face anotherdfpballenges when it comes
to put in place complex regionalization proces3éss is the resistance of local
structures. The resistance can be driven by paliaod economic reasons, of
course, but also by another factor, namely the befeof local identity. As
regionalization involves defining a new adminigtrat layer and sharing
competences, it requires a territorial dimensiorictvhis always subject to
contestation.

The aim of the article is to focus on the terraébridimension of
regionalization and to emphasize the importance competing political
geographies. How to draw the regional units and Howegroup existing
smaller units into bigger units is never free ofitestation from local structures
and actors. This contestation is an essential factthe bottom-up processes of
decentralization, but it very often works as anhbitbry factor when contesting
top-down decisions. This is visible in Romania, ethinherited a long lasting
tradition of administrative centralization, anddely imitated the centralization
efforts of the French republic and thus has beeriranted with the cultural
homogenization of the national territory, followiitg independence in 18%7
In the same time, Romania is a EU member stat¢ecuio political influence
of the EU regional policies and other Europeanargiization models. Even
one cannot clearly identify a EU conditionality pirgy towards regionalization,
recent Romanian tendencies for stronger regioriaizare in connexion with
governmental interests for boosting spending thecBhésion funds. Therefore,

1 K. Hitchins,Romania, 1866-1940xford University Press, Oxford, 1994.
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the more general East European context of regiatédh and its complex
pattern of diffusion is taken into account.

The article intends to weight the comparative ingroce of the competing
geographies for the advance of the current regmatadn process in Romania,
which is somehow different from the French case¢esithe regionalization
seems to be seriously hampered by the indecisi®suctessive governments,
who did not take the electoral risk to favour aegivmap against other
competing maps and postponed regionalization fmost two decadésFrom
this perspective, regionalization is mainly undswst here as a political
geographical process of reshaping inner bordersaraseffort to redesign
regional units. A separate discussion has to redoted on the substance of
regionalization, with a special emphasis on champgismpetences for the newly
created regional units. In Romania, the incipiesibate focused rather on the
geographical aspect, turning the more complicated abstract aspect of
decentralization as a second step and a secorstany. iThe political deadlock
regarding reshaping the regional units led to pwstg regionalization and
gave no real chance to a serious debate regardingefcompetences for sub-
national units. The reasons for postponing effectagionalization in Romania
are multi-fold. Governments found themselves in an uncomfortatbietion
every time they tried to push forward the regiaration process, facing
administrative, European, electoral and ethnic dype conditionality. In the
most recent phase of regionalization, after the22@é&neral elections which
provided the government with a strong parliamentagjority, the government
faced a problem never seriously taken into accduning the early stages of
regionalization, which is the defence of local itgnby local actors who
disputed the drawing of the new regional maps. @leetoral costs deriving
from the contestation, alongside other coalitioobpgms occurring in 2013,
made the government to postpone regionalizatioe again.

The present analysis of the Romanian case shed$igigvon the complex
process of redesigning and rescaling regional gwment in countries with a
certain centralization tradition. It shows that mvibe highly centralized states
have to take somehow into account local identiéied contestations that arise,
at least by altering the political-administrativecgsion, if not by postponing it
in favour of a long lastingtatus-quoIn this inquiry, Romania exemplifies the
decisive influence of the French administrative slodnd highlights its
strengths and weaknesses when facing sensitiveitterdity issues. Moreover,
the article opens a new perspective on the regiatan process analysis in

2 D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghii “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic

Struggle: Romania's Syncopated Regionalizati@tope-Asia Studies/ol. 68, no. 2,
2016, pp. 270-290.

Idem “European Conditionality, Ethnic Control or Ele@l Disarray? The 2011 Controversial
Territorial Reform Attempt in RomaniaPolis, vol. 2, no. 1, 2013, pp. 72-93.
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Romania by proposing a model of actors’ interacbetween local ground and
central government level. This model might help anstand the forthcoming
regionalization renewed effort in 2017, followinigetfall 2016 parliamentary
elections.

Decentralization in a Highly Centralized State

The development and consolidation of local govemses today a
common feature not only in Western democrdgiest in developing countries
as well. Especially nowadays, in the context ofbglzation that affects
developing countriés local identities are at the heart of political
transformation’ Those countries have to take into account deskrtion and
even regionalization when it comes to tackle imgttissues as the
performance of local government, strategic plannegpnomic development
and the relations with the European Union (top-ddactors), as well as
regional mobilization, democratization and the imement of regional elites
(bottom-up factors) that finally transform govermhein governance
Additionally, there are a series of conditions ueficing local and regional
governments, which pertain to the unification of tiational territory and the
consolidation of a central government, making theapable of insuring the
territorial national unity. In this respect, Romarlargely used the French
centralized model of territorial control and govemné. For decades, this was
the model used by Romanian national elites in octal@ntegrate provinces once
belonging to regional empires (Turkish, Austriard &Russian) into a unitary
staté. It will take almost a century and the favourapiditical context of the
European integration for Romania to adopt a mandbile regional design.

Although France moved away from the tough centrakgime in the
1980s, Romania did not follow. In France, deceiziaéibn was made in brutal
and comprehensive manffefor several reasons, but mainly for breaking the
cycle of the welfare state mentality, to boost timelustrial and urban
development and revitalize the periphery in pditicadministrative and

P. Johnlocal Governance in Western Eurqi@age, London, 2001.

J. Harris, K. Stokke, O. Tornquist, (ed®dliticising Democracy: The New Local Politics
of DemocratisationPalgrave, Basingstoke, 2005.

L. Pratchett, “Local Autonomy, Local Democracydathe ‘New Localism™,Political
Studiesvol. 52, no. 2, 2004, pp. 358-375.

P. JohnlLocal Governance.cit., p. 123.

L. Boia,Romania: Borderland of Europ&eaktion Books, London, 2001.

I. Livezeanu,Cultural Politics in Greater Romania: Regionalism, tida Building, and
Ethnic Struggle, 1918-193Cornell University Press, New York, 1995.

J.C. Thoenig, “Territorial Administration and Raal Control. Decentralization in
France”,Public Administrationvol. 83, no. 3, 2005, pp. 685-708.
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economic terms. Despite the French example, Romania favouregiéeous
French centralist model because this model wasibstiited to Romania’s
nation and state-building efforts. Modern Romaniaswereated in 1918 by
binding together provinces inhabited in large nurehbey ethnic Romanians.
Those provinces were previously part of multi-nagilo empires which
dominated the region for centuries. When Transylvaand Banat finally
separated from Austria-Hungary in December 191&henbasis of the self-
determination legitimate principfe a long process of state-building was in fact
coming to an end. Before that, Wallachia and Mokdodeclared their
independence from the Ottoman empire in 1877 antidd the Kingdom of
Romania, alongside Dobruja, ceded by Russia in 18W8wing the peace
Treaty of San Stefano in exchange of territorieSauthern Bessarabia. Early
on in 1918, Bessarabia and Bucovina separated finenRussian empire and
from Austria-Hungary, respectivéfy When state-building was over, nation-
building become the pivotal process that accomphsiecial and economic
modernization. The new provinces brought in noyyonlny ethnic Romanians
once separated by the borders of the previous matitinal empires, but large
ethnic and religious minorities, with more urbakizeeducated and active
cultural elite$®. The aim of Romanian national elites would bedecades the
consolidation of the inchoate national state by dgemizing the political space,
unifying the national culture and defining citizbiE". This task even
combined with building state socialiS§mwhich turned late communism in
Romania into a ethno-nationalist, patrimonial antlasistic regim&, despite
the initial promise for the perfect equality betwegorkers and peasants, with
no reference to their ethnic backgrotid

The question of regional autonomy for ethnic Hurages is since then at
the heart of the regionalization process in Romaiiiaroughout the 20

1 N. Vlahos, “The Politics of Subnational Decerimaiion in France, Brazil, and Italy”,

Journal of Public Deliberationvol. 9, no. 2, 2013, pp. 1-27.

K. Hitchins, The Rumanian National Movement in Transylvania,01¥849 Harvard
University Press, Cambridge MA, 1969.

13 K. Hitchins,Romania, 1866-194%jt.

14 1. LivezeanuCultural Politics in Greater Romaniacit.

15 D. Dragoman, “National Identity and Europeanizatin Post-Communist Romania. The
Meaning of Citizenship in Sibiu: European Capital Gaflture 2007”,Communist and
Post-Communist Studiegol. 41, no. 1, 2008, pp. 63-78.

K. Jowitt, Revolutionary Breakthroughs and National DevelopméeFhe Case of
Romania, 1944-1963Jniversity of California Press, Berkeley CA, 1971.

J.J. Linz, A. SteparProblems of Democratic Transition and Consolidati@outhern
Europe, South America and Post-Communist Eurdpéns Hopkins University Press,
Baltimore MD, 1996.

C. Chen, “The Roots of llliberal Nationalism in Ron@anA Historical Institutionalist
Analysis of the Leninist LegacyEast European Politics and Societie®l. 17, no. 2,
2003, pp. 166-201.
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century, tensions between ethnic Hungarians andicetfiRomanians in
Transylvania have been based on perpetual andgddesrs for secession, on
the one side, for slow and painful assimilationtioa other sid€. Despite the
trauma of World War Il and the temporary annexatmfna large part of
Transylvania by the fascist Hungarian governme®#(t19455° and despite
the legacy of the Romanian overtly nationalist camist regime under the rule
of Nicolae Ceagescu (1974-1988) ethnic Hungarians and ethnic Romanians
in Transylvania managed after 1989 to set up a gfelhccohabitation
accompanied by a gradual improvement of minoritght$®>. Regarding
administrative issues, the post-commuststus-quas based on the acceptance
of minority linguistic right$®, on the one hand, and the conservation of the
framework of the centralist system and limited logatonomy, on the other
hand. Thestatus-quoand the weak incentives for overpassing the dek&dlo
played an essential role during regionalizatioanithe first steps in the 1990s
to the more serious negotiations in 2011, whiclalnended with the same
status-quo in plaéé

Turning back to regional units, the current desigriginates in the
communist project of unifying national territory,high was expressed by
reshaping the territorial administration in 196& @e one hand, the communist
project was aimed at limiting the regional econordievelopment gap it
inherited from pre-communist tinf8s It is worth underlining that, back in
1918, the new provinces brought in not only impatrtaational minorities, but

19 E. lllyés, National Minorities in Romania: Change in Transyh@nEast European
Monographs, Boulder CO, 1982; L. Boi€um s-a roméanizat Roméaniddumanitas,
Bucurati, 2015.

The partition of Transylvania was made in 1940N&azi Germany as a compromise for
the territorial quarrel between fascist Romania fastist Hungary, which were Hitler's
allies at the time. See also D. Deletdsitler's Forgotten Ally: lon Antonescu and his
Regime, 1940-1944algrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2006.

K. Verdery, National Ideology under Socialism. Identity and CrdtuPolitics in
Ceayescu’s RomaniaCalifornia University Press, Berkeley CA, 1995.

M. Robotin, L. Salat, (eds.)A New Balance: Democracy and Minorities in Post-
Communist EuropeLGI Books, Budapest, 2003; D. Dragoman, “Ethnic Rete in
Mixed Communities: Why the Context is Important foe Way Romanians Interact with
Minorities after 1989” Stidosteuropa — Journal of Politics and Sogietyl. 63, no. 1,
2015, pp. 136-156.

M. Ciluser, Carta europeati a limbilor regionale sau minoritare in Romania.tie
norme si practici, Ethnocultural Diversity Resource Center Pressyj-Glapoca,
2009; D. Dragoman, “Linguistic Pluralism and Citisbip in Romania”, in D. Richter, I.
Richter, I. Ulasiuk, R. Toivanen, (eds.l.anguage Rights RevisitedBerliner
Wissenschafts-Verlag, Berlin, 2012, pp. 267-280.

D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghj “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic
Struggle...cit.”.

D. Chirot, (ed.),The Origins of Backwardness in Eastern Europalifornia University
Press, Berkeley CA, 1989.
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regions with different development levels. Not oflyansylvania was more
ethnically heterogeneous, but it was more inddsted and urbanized,
contrasting with more rural and agrarian Romaniher&fore, economic
homogenization through rough industrialization afmtced urbanization
accompanied territorial design during communisesmOn the other hand, the
1968 design was putting an end to a previous lonitegional autonomy
enjoyed by ethnic Hungarians under the umbrellarohutonomous region in
Transylvania. This region was created after 1948tH®/ communist regime
itself, in order to emphasize the unity of Romaraaw Hungarian workers and
peasants, equally engaged in building state semiali

Despite numerous and profound changes brought Bfgoonmunism in
political, social and economic areas, the regiatedign remained untouched
after 1989. The current settings still display abeiconomic disparities, despite
the state efforts made during the communist rulbe TUnited Nations
Development Programme in Romania (UNDP) issuedraéueports on human
development, noticing the existing regional gapsspite of recent important
rates of economic growth and performance, the enandevelopment has not
activated faster and more equitable human developp@gress. Moreover,
economic growth has not been even across and wiglgiong’, with different
potential and forecast performance for the futdith regard to future
development of the regions, UNDP divides countiesour categories. First,
those which are located in Transylvania (develogmegions Center and West)
and Bucharest, the capital city, and which seeimai@ better opportunities for
expanding economic and human development, definedatge and urban
localities, dynamic economic conditions and divgrseduction structures, low
unemployment rates and better chances to genérmtetvn resources. Second,
counties from regions with great potential, buthwiimited growth, as it is the
case with development region North West in Trareyl@ and region South-
East in Wallachia and Dobruja. These are largerudoainties where economic
growth has occurred, but at slower rates and omaller scale, yet they are
average in terms of unemployment rates and devedopnmdicators. Third,
counties from region South in Wallachia, defineddrgater disparities, with
growing or unstable unemployment rates, low praslitg decreasing levels of
life expectancy and lower educational achieventéntlly, the fourth category,
counties from region South-West in Wallachia angkeslly region North-East
in Moldova, counties with contracting opportunitiasd little growth, higher
levels of unemployment, low human development iaitics and widening

26 UNDP RomaniaNational Human Development Report 2003-2005 for RoaaNDP,
Bucurati, 2005; UNDP RomaniaNational Human Development Report — Romania,
2007, UNDP, Bucurgti, 2007.

European Commissiogrowing Regions, Growing Europe: Fourth Report on rimaic
and Social CohesignOffice for Official Publications of the Europead@ommunities,
Luxembourg, 2007.
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disparities regarding educational attainiénThe development perspective
may explain, therefore, the conflict of actors whéncomes to set up the
composition of future regions, as well as theintedygities. The picture of regional
development disparities combine with ethnic-bassdes in the argumentation
of those actors, making regionalization in Romamndifficult process.

Regionalization in Central and Eastern Europe
and EU Conditionality

In Central and Eastern Europe, regionalization @¢dwsdve been perceived
as one of the areas where the European Union camality be highly salient.
As noticed by researchers, the scope of EU comgility is far larger for the
East European countries than for their Mediterrangeedecessors During
negotiations, candidate countries had to harmonégslation with EU
standards, namely with a vast range of rules, atguls and agreements
concerning numerous policy domains. The necessiiynplement the bulk of
standards, known as tteequis communautairecould have suggested at the
very beginning that public administration wouldl falithin the scope of EU
conditionality. Noticing the unprecedented powemasetries between the EU
and East Central European countries throughratiggliis communautairet was
expected that regional governance reform wouldnfid a broader process of
Europeanizatioll. The different trajectories and outcomes of thirre in
different countries from the region may suggest Eid conditionality is more
elastic as previously thoudht especially when external incentives compete
with internal constraints. From this perspectivenfania is a good example for
the limits of EU conditionality. Without denying weditionality, the visible
limits of external constraints demonstrate thedflnature of conditionality and
the weakness of a clear-cut causal relationshipvd®t conditionality and
outcome it this particular ar&a

28 UNDP RomanialNational Human Development Report 2003-2005 foraddencit., p. 71.

2 A. Grzymala-Busse, A. Innes, “Great Expectatiofibe EU and Domestic Political

Competition in East Central Europ&ast European Politics and Societigsl. 17, no. 1,

2003, pp. 64-73.

C. O'Dwyer, “Reforming Regional Governance in E@entral Europe: Europeanization

or Domestic Politics as Usual?East European Politics and Societiesl. 20, no. 2,

20086, pp. 219-253.

M. Czernialewska, C.J. Paraskevopoulos, J. Sa2atfhe Regionalization Process in Poland:

An Example of ‘Shallow’ Europeanization®Regional and Federal Studjegol. 14, no. 3,

2004, pp. 461-495.

82 J. Hughes, G. Sasse, C. Gordon, “Conditionality @ochpliance in the EUs Eastward
Enlargement: Regional Policy and the Reform of Suienal Government”Journal of
Common Market Studiggol. 42, no. 3, 2004, pp. 523-551.
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With the EU accession in mind, and focusing on Ehe regional policy
benefits, or simply trying to adapt regional ingiibns to increasing competition
on the consolidating market, several countries ft@entral and Eastern Europe
decided to redesign regional administration. Pqglahd Czech Republic and
Slovakia managed to achieve regional refdfmm accordance to the EU
conditionality perspectivé they also largely benefited from the EU strudtura
funds, distributed through regional policies by tiegions themselves. Those
countries have responded to the EU demands for gelsarin order to
implementing the EU regional policy, namely meckars for inter-ministerial
communication, capacity for monitoring and implennea policy, adoption of a
national development plan, the adoption of the geam territorial statistical
system (NUTS), but also for the clear involvemehtagional-level actors in
making regional policy.

Despite the clear-cut causal relationship betwassctdEU conditionality
and outcome in the process of regionalization, fleceof the administrative
and economic performance of Central European cesntdue to regional
reshape, on Romanian regional compliance is t@kentinto account. In these
terms, one can even speak about a regionalizatiffusidon process, with
Romania witnessing the effect of more successfyibral policies. In fact, one
can point out the use of the EU severe conditipnargument in Romania
during the regionalization debate in 2011. ThenDeenocrat-Liberal party on
government tried to persuade both its governinglittwa partner (the
Democratic Alliance of Hungarians) and parties fradhe opposition that
regionalization is inevitable under EU constraintl &hould be done quickly, in
order to maximize EU membership and direct stratttunding®. However,
coalition bargaining ended in failure, as undedir®low, leaving in place a
long lastingstatus-quaon the matter of regionalization.

Romanian Regionalization in Slow-Motion

Regionalization in Romania is a very slow procéésreover, its trajectory
is far from being linear. Depending of pressingtdes, regionalization can

M. Ferry, “From Government to Governance: Pokggional Development Agencies in
a Changing Regional ContexZast European Politics and Societiesl. 21, no. 3, 2007,
pp. 447-474.

M. Brusis, “The Instrumental Use of European Unfeonditionality: Regionalization in
the Czech Republic and Slovaki&ast European Politics and Societie®l. 19, no. 2,
2005, pp. 291-316.

C. O’'Dwyer, “Reforming Regional Governance in Eastt@d Europe...cit.”, p. 227.

D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghj “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic
Struggle...cit.”.
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boost for a short period of time only to rest foamy long years before
favourable factors work again. Those factors rdngm political indecision due
to outcome uncertainty and electoral is3(j@s ethnic factors pertaining to the
autonomy status of regions inhabited by large ethminorities as the
Hungarians living in Transylvaria

The regionalization process began in 1997, with miesv regions
designed mainly for complying to the European Urbasic requirements in the
perspective of future EU accession negotiationswhiiln no real willingness to
empower the new regional urfitsUnlike other former communist states in the
region, as Poland, the Czech Republic or Slovakch endowed new regions
with varying competenc&s Romania limited regionalization to territorial
statistical reporting and monitoring. Since 1993gions in Romania are not
legal persons, but merely statistical regroupingxsting counties. One of the
main reasons for this is that the Constitution lacg acknowledges the county
as the largest regional unit. The incipient regiization was not conceived as a
process of decentralization, with the perspectivéulb autonomy of the new
regions. It was rather a development tool, usedtly government as
preparation for the future EU financial structuaéd and as a compliance with
the European territorial statistical system (NUTS$his represents a clear
government strategy of creating functional regimtalctures for administrative
and statistical purposes, without devolving reampetences to the newly
created regional entiti€s The new development regions are since then run by
Regional Development Councils and Agencies, undergeneral coordination
of a National Council for Regional Development arfich specialized Ministry
for Regional Development and European integratidgencies and the
subsequent regional policies they coordinate dbneg level are financed by a

87 A.M. Dobre, “The Dynamics of Partisan AdaptationEuropeanization: The Romanian
Case of Regionalization”, paper presented at the g&am Consortium for Political
Research Joint Session of Workshops, Granada, Sh&ih9 April 2005; D. Dragoman,
“Regional Inequalities, Decentralization and theféremance of Local Governments in
Post-Communist Romanial’ocal Government Studiegol. 37, no. 6, 2011, pp. 647-669;
A. Zamfira, “Methodological Limitations in Studyintfpe Effect of (Inter)ethnicity on
Voting Behaviour, with Examples from Bulgaria, Ramea and Slovakia”Erdkunde
vol. 69, no. 2, 2015, pp. 161-173; D. Alexandru,eténtralization and Territorial
Development in Romania. Trends and Challenges¥, Localis — Journal of Local Self-
Governmentvol. 14, no. 3, 2016, pp. 475-494.

% D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghj “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic

Struggle...cit.”.

D. Dragoman, "Regional Inequalities, Decentral@at..cit.”.

C. O'Dwyer, “Reforming Regional Governance in tE@entral Europe...cit.”; J.A. Yoder,

“Leading the Way to Regionalization in Post-Commuftgtope: An Examination of the

Process and Outcomes of Regional Reform in PolaBd&t European Politics and

Societiesvol. 21, no. 3, 2007, pp. 424-446.

A.M. Dobre, “The Dynamics of Partisan AdaptattorEuropeanization...cit.”.

39
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Regional Development Fund, fuelled mainly by théamal budget and the EU
financial contribution. Agencies are not legal paiss but non-profit and non-
governmental organizations which project, implemeahd overview

development policies at regional level. In thigoext, Romanian regionalization
is closer to the Turkish mechanism of developmeased on regional
development agenci&ghan to the Polish shift towards regional goveoetin

Table 1
The County Composition of Development Regions

Regions Counties

Region 1, North-East Baa (BC), Botgani (BT), Neam(NT), lasi (IS), Suceava
(SV), Vaslui (VS)

Region 2, South-East Hia (BR), Buziu (BZ), Constata (CT), Galé (GL), Tulcea
(TL), Vrancea (VN)

Region 3, South Argg(AG), Gilarasi (CL), Dambovia (DB), Giurgiu (GR),

lalomita (IL), Prahova (PH), Teleorman (TR)

Region 4, South-West Dolj (DJ), Gorj (GJ), Mehed{mH), Olt (OT), Vélcea (VL)

Region 5, West Arad (AR), Car&everin (CS), Hunedoara (HD), Tigni
(T™m)

Region 6, North-West Bihor (BH), Bista-Nasiud (BN), Cluj (CJ), Maramuge
(MM), Satu-Mare (SM), 8aj (SJ)

Region 7, Center Alba (AB), Bgav (BV), Covasna (CV), Harghita (HR),
Mures (MS), Sibiu (SB)

Region 8, Bucharest-lifoy Bucharest (B), llfov (IF)

The regrouping of the counties made back in 1993 mvade by using
several criteria, mainly the potential for coopenmatbetween counties and the
variation in development indices at that momente Plurpose for regrouping
the counties into larger development regions wasramte a potential for
development by including central and peripheral -mgions. Thus each
peripheral sub-region, which display human develapimndices below the
national average, could benefit of the positivéuiefice of central regions. They

42 A Lagendijk, S. Kayasu, S. Yasar, “The Role ofgReal Development Agencies in
Turkey. From Implementing EU Directives to Suppugti Regional Business
Communities?”European Urban and Regional Studigsl. 16, no. 4, 2009, pp. 383-396.

43 M. Ferry, “From Government to Governance...cit.”.
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might therefore be considered as a priority aredfifture intervention and a
target for future development actibhs The regrouping used additional
geographical and historical criteria. An importimtitation in drawing the new
development regions was that they do not overpgassborders of historical
regions, wherever it was possible. The limitatioaswoverruled only in the
creation of Region 2 (South-East), where regroupmgnties put together parts
of former historical regions Moldova (VN, TL), Watthia (BR, BZ) and
Dobruja (CT, TL) and in the shaping of Region 5 8fyewhere southern parts
of the former Principality of Transylvania (HD) lenbeen mixed with the
whole former historical region of Banat (TM, AR, XS he limitation to not
trespass historical regional borders has to be agem effort to respect historical
differences and specificities, after decades ofsthaterritorial and cultural
homogenization put in place by the late commurégime, which spared no
effort in building a single and unified socialigttion of workers and peasants.

Nord-Vest

Figure 1 Development Regions in Romaffia

4 T. Hansen, I. lang G. Pascariu, V. Platon, D. SandBrofiles of the Romanian
Development RegionRamboll Consultancy Group, Bucktie1997.
4 Map available at http://www.oirposdru-vest.rogessed 12 July 2016.
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Combined with the cooperation potential criteritim regionalization
gave birth to geographical units that worked forenithan a decade as statistical
units. The lack of institutional performance of téristing counties and the
incapacity of Romania to attract and spend the Edvelbpment funds,
combined with other political internal issues, méuke central government once
again in 2012-2013 to restart the process of regjmation by proposing a
division of the eight current development regiants ismaller units.

How to Redraw Regional Units?
Local Actors, Local Identities and Interests

Despite the fact that development regions neveke&ias regional units
and the EU funding was mainly spent by various stigi mechanisms of
redistribution from the central government diredtlylocal authorities, bureaus
of Regional Development Agencies have been eskedalisn cities from the
seven regions as headquarters for future regionthodties. Because those
cities are the capital-cities of various countiég{ra Neam— NT for Region 1,
Braila — BR for Region 2, &arasi — CL for Region 3, Craiova — DJ for Region
4, Timigoara — TM for Region 5, Cluj-Napoca, Alba-lulia -BAor Region 7,
and Bucharest for Region 8), they become the dapmifadevelopment regions.
Since the regionalization was made in 1997 on tasisbof a pure central
government decision, redrawing regional units in2@013 meant regrouping
counties, or negotiating new capital-cities forghaegional units. With future
consistent competences for development regiontingeaip the location for
regional capitals could be an economic incentivefédure investment. The
actors most active in disputing capitals for regiavere the authorities from
most similar counties, in terms of economic anduwal profiles, which put
forward a large array of arguments why their cowayital-city should host the
central office of the Regional Development Agency the region. Their
publically expressed arguments are analysed belth, an emphasis on the
conflicting logic of alternative geographies putviard.

When the development regions were created back9Bv,1they were
designed to engulf cultural areas, defined as apeefjional units, regrouping
of counties with similar socio-cultural profile, diuding social capitaf. A
cultural area is defined by composing counties atteristics, namely rural
development, urban development, share of orthodlgion believers, share of
arable land, and belonging to a given historicgiae. By aggregating those
variables, Sandu notices that counties tend toilmdas by economic and

46 D. Sandu. “Ariile culturale ale RomanieBpciologie Romaneagcvol. 1, nos. 3-4, 1990,
pp. 295-306.
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cultural profile§’. The cluster analysis run by Sandu by groupingnties
underlined a number of core areas, with large gritibaof prediction, as well
as less structured cultural areas. For the firsegathe structural ties are so
strong, that they cannot be easily unnoticed. Thuase areas are TR-GR-IL-
CL, BT-VS, CV-HR, BV-SB, SJ-BN. Therefore, thoseeaultural areas have
been used as nucleus for regrouping counties eteldpment regions, whereas
less structured cultural areas have been sometiieed and regrouped into
different development regions. The less structungtural areas identified by
Sandu are GL-IS, DJ-OT-MH, AB-HD, CJ-MS, MM-SM, ABH, TM-CS.
The regrouping of counties proposed in 1997 by Eanmmaintained the core
areas and distributed counties from less structundtural areas as to get
balanced development regions in terms of populateamd economic
developmerif. The subsequent laws on regional development (L5#/1998
and Law 315/2004) maintained the regrouping propdsethe initial study on
the profiles of the Romanian regidhs

Table 2
Cross-cutting Between Cultural Areas and DevelopmerRegions in 1997
Regions Cultural areas regrouped into developmentagions
A Cultural areas totally engulfed by development rgions

Region 1, North-East Bogani (BT) - Vaslui (VS)

Region 2, South-East Hla (BR) - Buziu (BZ), Constata (CT) - Tulcea (TL)

Region 3, South Argg(AG) - Dambowvia (DB) - Prahova (PH), Teleorman (TR)
Giurgiu (GR) - Gilarasi (CL) - lalomita (IL)

Region 4, South-West Dolj (DJ) - Mehegdi(MH) - Olt (OT), Valcea (VL) - Gorj (GJ)

Region 5, West CageSeverin (CS) - Timgi (TM)

Region 6, North-West Bista-Nisaud (BN) - Silaj (SJ), Maramurg(MM) - Satu-Mare
(SM)

Region 7, Center Bgav (BV) - Sibiu (SB), Covasna (CV) - Harghita (HR)

47
48

Idem Spaiul social al tranziiei, Polirom, Igi, 1999, p. 146.

Idem “Social Disparities in the Regional Developmentd aRolicies of Romania”,
International Review of Social Researebl. 1, no. 1, 2011, pp. 1-30.

Romanian Government, European CommissiGarta verde. Politica de dezvoltare
regionaki in RoméaniaPhare Programme, Bucwtie 1997.
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Region 8, Bucharest- | Bucharest (B) - lifov (IF)
lifov

B Cultural areas split between development regions

Region 1 and Region 2 Vrancea (VN) - Ba¢BC) - Neam(NT) - Suceava (SV)

Region 1 and Region 2| iglS) - Galai (GL)

Region 5 and Region 7| Hunedoara (HD) - Alba (AB)

Region 5 and Region 6  Arad (AR) - Bihor (BH)

Region 6 and Region 7|  Cluj (CJ) - MgiMS)

The new debate on regionalization had a fresh nawia November 2012,
following the general elections, and was the fopen public debate on the
matter. The previous step in regionalization wasdenavith no public
discussion, as a pure governmental issue. The elefftgred the chance for
many actors to put forward their claims and to lgmge the central
government, who was still in favour of keeping #ight development regions,
but endowing them with serious competences, folgwa dully constitutional
amendment, scheduled for 2013. This was the ingtatement of Prime-
minister Victor Ponta (president of the Social Denab Party- PSD), and head
of the winning opposition coalition formed by thectal Democrats and the
National Liberal Party (PNL). Despite the fact tha ruling coalition between
PSD and PNL dismantled in 2013 and thus disableghatitutional revision in
2013 and a consistent regionalization in 2014 jribipient debate is instructive
for the arguments put forward by actors.

The Governance and Regulation Model:
A Framework for Analysis

The analysis of the arguments used by the actomade through a
framework that encompasses two distinctive andaoteve processes, namely
governance and regulation. The model is taken fi\asker® and from

%0 p. vaesken, “Régulation/Gouvernance en éconontilecet solidaire: un modéle pour
comprendre l'innovation sociale territoriale”, paperesented at the Conference
“Politiques publiques, administration de proximigé cohésion sociale”, University
Mohammed V, Rabat, Morocco, 7-8 May 2010.
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Zafiropoulou and Vaeskéhand was build in order to understand complex
processes occurring from the interaction betweenctires and agents on a
given territory. The model takes into account theaasion of a territory as the
result of the situation of actors on both dimensjomamely governance and
regulation. Relevant actors on the field may beewsibod as entrenched in a
context ranging from a local or an emerging regoifato a highly centralized
regulation, on one hand, and from an emerging g@arere to a highly situated
governance, on the other hand. The model lookwat dctors favour a top-
down or a bottom-up approach when they territoriadteract when engaged in
collective action, and at how social norms are ggred, negotiated and finally
accepted by those actors.

Top down
approach

Normative
Institutionalization :
The framework of
territorial policies carried
by the decentralizeg
structures such as
Regional council's

legislative
institutionalization:
The framework of

territorial policies carried

by the state

Situated
governance

local or Situated or
emerging centralized
regulation regulation
Cultural X
Normative

Institutionalization :
The framework of
territorial development
policies based on local
initiatives

Institutionalization:

The framework of

regionalised policy of the

state (decentralized
State)

Bottom up
approach

emerging
governance

Figure 2 General Governance-Regulation/MLP/SPT Mdtel

The model has been successfully tested for sossales and since then
improved by Vaesken with the help of a new apprdadhken from other two

1 M. zafiropoulou, P. Vaesken, “Gestionarea pdlicsociale. Un model de guvernagie

reglementare”, in D. Dragoman, D.A. Popescu, (edSédstiunea politicilor publice
teritoriale si integrare europead LBUS Press, Sibiu, 2010, pp. 30-50.

The figure was drawn by P. Vaesken. See alsodeskén, “Régulation et gouvernance
dans le champ de I'évaluation des politiques puiglsy contribution du programme
européen VALUES”, paper presented at the Conferéfinaluation des Politiques
Publiques. Modalités de Construction, d’Accompagreneé de Suivi”, Rabat, Morocco,
24-25 November 2014.

P. Vaesken, “Régulation et gouvernance...cit.”.
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models, the Multi-Level Perspective (M Pand Social Practice Theory (SPT)
MLP was favoured because it takes into accounsitians, defined as regime
shifts, which come about through interactive preessithin and between different
levels. Those levels are niches (locus for radioebvations), socio-technical
regimes and an exogenous socio-technical landsddpey. are all involved in
transitions, which are not easy processes, maiebalse existing regimes are
largely defined by lock-in and path dependéhcEherefore, according to Geels,
innovation could influence over regimes only whertemal landscape
developments create pressure on the regimes avidi@reindows of opportunity.
This is extremely important for the analysis of teeent regionalization attempts,
which ended in failure when such a window of opmaity was suddenly closed.

With SPT, the model focuses on a theory of actionropractice theories, in
fact cultural theories that favour agents embeddethe social field, theories
oriented towards human action and social ordepuAdy Reckwitz, those theories
explain and understand actions by reconstructiregy shmbolic structures of
knowledge which enable and constrain agents topitiethe world according to
certain forms, and to behave in corresponding Wayerefore, social order is
embedded in collective cognitive and symbolic $tnes, a “shared knowledge”
that generates a common way of understanding ttial $ield, its structures and
agents’. By combining the two perspectives, the generalehallows us to make
essential distinctions between strategies of gctath a top-down approach that
would rather favour a normative or legislative ilngibnalization, in conflict with a
bottom-up approach that would rather favour a aalltinstitutionalization, based
on local initiatives which are negotiated by actiorshe framework of emerging
regulation and governarce

The Conflict of Interpretations:
Local Actors and Regional Design

The analysis of actors’ strategies of negotiatishile pursing the defence
of local identities and interests, is made by aegansurvey of political
positions expressed by parties or their electedcial$, by officials from

54 F.W. Geels, “Ontologies, Socio-Technical Trawsis (to Sustainability), and Multi-Level
Perspective’Research Policywol. 39, no. 4, 2010, pp. 495-510.

A. Reckwitz, “Toward a Theory of Social Practices. Development in Culturalist

Theorizing”,European Journal of Social Thegmwol. 5, no. 2, 2002, pp. 243-263.

F.W. Geels, “Ontologies, Socio-Technical Trawsi§...cit.”, p. 495.

A. Reckwitz, “Toward a Theory of Social Practicest.”, p. 245.

%8 |bidem p. 246.

P. Vaesken, “Régulation et gouvernance dans lenghde I'évaluation des politiques
publiques...cit.”.
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regional level (especially county-councillors) amgdofficials from the national
level (ministers in government and top politiciamgembers of Parliament, from
both ruling coalition and the opposition). The argunts are grouped according
to the spatial distribution on a local — centrahlec making the difference
between the types of institutionalization invohaaatl their top-down or bottom-
up approach. We therefore make a distinction betwamntral actors, as the
central government and the central structures digsafrom both governing
coalition and the opposition, and more local agtasslocal structures of parties
and elected officials from regional and local adstmation.

With the initial proposal of prime-minister Ponté leeping in place the
existing development regions yet empowering theith \werious competences
and the apparent willingness of the governmenetisasly decentraliz& one
can witness in late 2012 and early 2013 a largeesbflocal actors getting
involved in a completely new process of normatiegatiating the territorial
design and the nature of territorial developmenlici@s. The government
adopted in February 2013 a Memorandum for furtbgronalization and put in
place expert working teams and even organized akwimbates with local
elected officials from the current development oeg". The expert working
team, the Consultative Council for Regionalizatf@®ONREG), issued a report
on the development disparities to be taken intmact when setting up the
principles of regionalizatidA The coordinator of the report, Dumitru Sandu,
emphasized the constraints related to tacklingdéneslopment gaps not only
between counties and historical provinces, but betwurban and rural
Romania. Taking into account several models (latgstorical provinces
engulfing several development regions; current lbgwveent regions; 16 micro-
regions or more, made by regrouping two or thrastiey counties), the report
concluded with the relative advantages of the ciirgeouping of counties in the
existing development regions. Thus the eight dearent regions set up back
in 1998 still maintain their net advantage of crdtuhomogeneity, functional
configuration when it comes to assess the intemaration, economic
competitiveness and demographic size. The proposetution for
regionalization is keeping the current developmiegtons with their shape and
county composition, with the possible merger of tbgion South with region

5 F. Mincu, “Ponta: Regionalizarea Romaniei se va fac 2013 sau deloc'Gazeta de
Botgsani, 23 December 2012, available at http://www.gazemdpolitica-ponta-
regionalizarea-romaniei-se-va-face-in-2013-saualbtml, accessed 12 July 2016.

Ziua de Cluj “Guvernul a dat liber la regionalizare”, 19 Fedmy 2013, available at
http://ziuadecj.realitatea.net/politica/guvernuia-liber-la-regionalizare--106764.html,
accessed 12 July 2016.

D. Sandu, “Dispariti si fluxuri in fundamentarea social-econothia regionaliZrii
administrative a Romaniei”, available at http://mwgilizare.mdrap.ro/2013/04/ 21/
disparitati-si-fluxuri-in-fundamentarea-social-ecomica-a-regionalizarii-administrative-
a-romaniei/, accessed 09 October 2016.
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Bucharest-lifov. This last move would be recommehder a balanced
development of both regions, since Bucharest, amdR@'s capital-city,
attracted human resources from all the neighbowmmties, without a proper
budget equilibration through regional redistribatioThe conclusions of the
report were the starting base of the debate iadiaty the government.

This governmental openness was totally differeoimfrthe earlier steps
made by the central government a decade ago. Tdwhiiy of large regional
autonomy for large territorial units, as the forntgstorical regions, made a
former prime-minister to label it as an idea lawtthy minds gone off the
rails, making Romanians lock themselves up in tlsin province¥. The
benevolent attitude of the central government ii2@ncouraged actors to
generate spaces of dialogue, where norms and atgbtresults could be
validated.

The position expressed by the PSD-PNL governinditewa under the
banner of the victorious Social-Liberal Union (USL) the 2012 general
elections, was not significantly different from thafficially expressed by the
former governing coalition formed by the LiberalfDecrat Party (PDL) and
the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romani®WR) between 2009 and
2011. The former attempt of redesigning regionahiadtration failed in 2011
due to a serious divergence of opinions between &l UDMR regarding the
autonomy of counties inhabited in large shares thnie Hungarians in
Transylvani&'. The existence of counties inhabited by ethnic déwians in
Transylvania is most often a relevant electoral poldical factor in Romanian
politics®™. Due to the difficult negotiation within the gowémg coalition,
UDMR put forward its own proposal for regional dgsi The project multiplies
the current eight development regions by two, psomp 16 regions by
changing the composition of them, but without crogghe historical borders
between former historical regions. Most noticealilyregroups the counties
inhabited by ethnic Hungarians (CV-HR-MS) into amgion, in the heart of
Transylvania, and the counties less inhabited bgietHungarians (the internal
ethnic Hungarian diaspora) into distinct region$i{8J-SM and CJ-BN-MM).
Moreover, UDMR proposed that five macro-regions ldoengulf the 16
regions, with less care about the former historimaders. New regions 4, 5, 6
and 7 would form the macro-region I, regions larzd 3 the macro-region II,
regions 8, 9 and 10 the macro-region lll, regiods 12 and 13 the macro-

% A.M. Dabre, “The Dynamics of Partisan AdaptatiorEuropeanization...cit.”.

5 D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghj “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic
Struggle...cit.”.

% A. Zamfira, D. Dragoman, “Le vote (non)ethniqureRoumanie, 2000-2008. Les performances
électorales des partis des minorités allemandeopgrbise en perspective compareé”,
Revue d’'études comparatives Est-Ougst. 40, no. 2, 2009, pp. 127-156; A. Zamfira,
“Methodological Limitations...cit.”.
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region IV. Finally, all the counties from regiond@re ethnic Hungarians leave
in significant shares would be part of macro-regiGrwhich would regroup the
Hungarian core and diaspora counties from newligded regions 14, 15 and 16.

REPUBLICA MOLDOVA

BULGARIA

Figure 3.The Regional Design Proposed by UDRIR

Focusing most prominently on that special regioDMR is less a central
actor and more a local actor, emphasizing the lofmottom-up pressure on the
existing regime and trying to maximize the windoWopportunity. With its
project rejected by the partner coalition in 201UDMR refused to make the
necessary steps towards an agreement and the wdgitmnalization process
was postponeétl When the debate was reopened in late 2012, thisgroposal
made by UDMR was an incentive for many local actorgput forward their
own proposals. We make a special emphasis herdisrpitoposal as a clear
example of initiative aimed at combining top-dowmnategies (as part of the

% Map available at https:/transildania.wordpress/2011/05/26/regionalizarea-3-delimitarea-

regiunilor/, accessed 12 July 2016.

D. Bochsler, E. Szdcsik, “The Forbidden Fruit @dEralism: Evidence from Romania
and Slovakia”West European Politicsvol. 36, no. 2, 2013, pp. 426-446.

D. Dragoman, B. Gheorghj “Regional Design, Local Autonomy and Ethnic
Struggle...cit.”.
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governing coalition) and bottom-up initiatives (ksy local player in one
distinctive region), namely an effort for convedia cultural institutionalization
into a binding legislative institutionalization, peedicted by the MLP model.

The bottom-up initiative of UDMR is to be seen etNovember 2013
decision to organize a referendum, set up by theglita county council
dominated by UDMR councillors, in order to have itizen consultation
regarding the future design of a new developmegiore made up by the
current Harghita, Covasna and Mumuntie&’. With its capital city at Targu-
Mures (the capital-city of the current Mureounty), the proposed region would
thus separate from the powerful influence of hgawidustrialized Brgov
neighbouring county. Any other association betw8ssov and less developed
counties as Covasna and Harghita would lead tea&sing underdevelopment
of the latter, with serious competitive advantagéshe formef’. The UDMR
proposal for organizing a referendum has been digpyeno less than 40,000
people from the three counties, according to tlesigent of Harghita county,
Borbely Csaba, yet it was assumed only by Hargbaanty council, while
Mures county council rejected the proposal. The differentcome of the
initiative in Mures and Harghita expresses different regionalizaticetegies of
UDMR and PSD-PNL governing coalition (more powerfuinong county
councillors in Murg than in Harghita), as well as ethnic strategiggesall the
Hungarian parties represented in Harghita countgnciy, not only UDMR,
backed up the initiative.

With the firm proposal made by UDMR, many local aadional actors found
the opportunity to speak out in defence of thein asentity and interests. The most
active local actors were those interested in natjogj favourable regrouping of
counties as to avoid subordinate administrativetipns. As UDMR has tried to
avoid diluting the ethnic composition and the eledtsupport from core counties
by the least possible mixing with counties largelyabited by ethnic Romanians
(BV, SB, AB or CJ, BN, MM), local actors from manyltural areas tried to assure
primacy in two distinct ways. On the one hand, sofrtbose actors (local branches
of national parties, local elected officials) tetide split from their fellow pair
county from the cultural area and to look for adsalrangement which distributes
each county into a different region. This was tlsecof PNL Bihdr, who
reshaped existing development regions (as shoWwigure 1) by carefully isolating

% J. Benedek, H. Bajtalan, “Recent Regionalization @isses and Projects in Romania
with Special Focus on Szekelylandransylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences
no. 44, 2015, pp. 23-41.

I. Tudor, “Consiliul Judgan Harghita a aprobat organizarea referendumduiema
regionalizrii”, romaniatv.net, 27 November 2013, available hatp://www.romaniatv.
net/consiliul-judetean-harghita-a-aprobat-orgaeiaaeferendumului-pe-tema-regionalizarii_
111377.html, accessed 09 October 2016.

Romania Libed, “Politicienii din Bihor sugn in comun o variagitde regionalizare n
care Oradeaasfie centrul”, 31 January 2013, available at hfipsw.romanialibera.ro/
politica/institutii/politicienii-din-bihor-sustinfi-comun-o-varianta-de-regionalizare-in-
care-oradea-sa-fie-centrul-292078, accessed 1200.

70

71

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVI ¢ no. 3¢ 2016



In Defence of Local Identity 351

their own county (BH) from the influence of theirals, Arad county (its pair from
the cultural area BH-AR) and Cluj county. This s iadustrialized and highly
educated and economically competitive neighboucmgnty, which overshadows
Bihor county in the current composition of Develar Region 5 North-West.
The same conflict is to be noticed in other regidifse opposition between the
county elected officials from Sibiu and Boa made the governing party PSD to
propose the reshaping of the current DevelopmegioReV (Center) and the
formation of a new region (SB-AB-HD), leaving Bo& county in the territorial
limits of another region (BV-MS-HR-CVA. This is a clear success of local actors’
strategy to overrule a centralized regulation byearerging regulation, issued on
local grounds and often with the support of a locallition made by elected officials
from various parties, as indicated in the Figuwét@ respect to the SPT model.

IREGIUNEA SUD-EST,

REGIUNEA SUD.VEST e

REGIUNEA BUCURESTI-ILFOV

Figure 4.The Regional Design Proposed by PSD in 2813
On the other hand, when it proved impossible td &m fellow counties

2 L. Parvu, “Harta regionalizii in varianta PSD”, HotNews.ro, 30 August 2018aitable
at http://www.hotnews.ro/stiri-politic-15475279-tdc-ponta-anuntat-regionalizarea-face-
prin-proiect-lege-trebuie-formam-regiunile-inainggmi-statutul-constitutional.htm,
accessed 12 July 2016.

 Map available at http://www.hotnews.ro/stiri-piimi15475279-victor-ponta-anuntat-
regionalizarea-face-prin-proiect-lege-trebuie-fonmeegiunile-inainte-primi-statutul-
constitutional.htm, accessed 13 July 2016.
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from the same cultural areas, the strategy mowad the shaping of the region
to the designation of the future capital-city. he tsame move to appease local
elected officials from the current Development RegB (South), the same
Social-Democrat party favoured Plgie (PH) instead of Pitgi (AG).
Entrenched in an offensive against competing redionaps and against the
interest of neighbouring counties, even they weraded by fellow PSD party
leaders, the president of the Prahova (PH) coumimcil, Mircea Cosma,
issued his own proposal. This proposal favouredreiffons and Bucharest,
Romania’s capital-city, instead of the current eigavelopment regions, with
Ploiesti, the current capital-city of his own county ameoof those future
regiong*. He was expected that the regions be first reshapel then endowed
with real powers and financial autonomy, followithge required constitutional
amendment. In the same time, the Social-Democrely gavoured Fogani
(VN) instead of Biila (BR), for the future capital-city of a newlyabed region
(VN-BZ-GL-BR)”. Noticing the very complicated process of negmtiat
diverging regional geographi@swhich could prove an endless task, the prime-
minister Ponta declared during a party meeting tha would be the last
concession of the central government to party letedted official§'.

Before that, a PSD senator proposed to the pauhan project. Back in
2011, Mugurel Surujgeanu proposed that newly designed regions to £ngul
current counties regardless of the most importansitaint until then, namely
their belonging to distinct historical provincestiwdifferent ethnic background
and different past experiences. The project waselyea response to the
governmental intention to boost regionalization ttgnsforming development
regions into fully functional regions. According urugceanu, the governing
coalition PDL-UDMR was looking at concentrating mawby dissolving the
existing counties and replacing them with a limitegdnber of larger regions,
yet maintaining the current regional developmemnt’§arhe most important

" Committee of the Regignsews, “Mircea Cosma: ar trebui ca Romaridies Tmpirtita Tn

minimum 12 regiuni, plus capitala,” 03 SeptembetR@vailable at http:/mww.cor.europa.eu/
ro/news/regional/Pages/mircea-cosma-trebui-romsaxfe-impartita-minimum-12-regiuni
capitala.aspx?utm_source=Newsletter&utm_medium=&utmn_ campaign=Romania-
September-2013, accessed 09 October 2016.

Realitatea.net, “Harta regionaid in varianta PSD: Cum va fi redesehat
Romania”, 31 August 2013, available at http://wvealitatea.net/harta-regionalizarii-in-
varianta-psd-cum-va-fi-redesenata-romania_1259&®.accessed 12 July 2016.

A. Ghinea, “Ponta nu este de acord cudiniea Romaniei in opt regiuni”, Ziare.com, 16
August 2013, available at http://www.ziare.com/@ieponta/premier/ponta-nu-este-de-
acord-cu-impartirea-romaniei-in-opt-regiuni-12518a86cessed 13 July 2016.

Ziare.com, “Acum todat lumea are pe cineisdea vina, pe mine”, 30 August 2013,
available at http://www.ziare.com/victor-ponta/pienfponta-despre-regionalizare-acum-
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criterion to be taken into account would thus beRGID the region. The
regrouping of counties would aim at splitting aretamposing the existing
development regions as to get the most balancednedgdevelopment model.
Moreover, by splitting the current development oegCenter and regrouping
the counties largely inhabited by ethnic Hungarialmmgside counties largely
inhabited by ethnic Romanians, the proposed designld have diluted

Szeklerland, a secondary aimed assumed by theranittive proposal. Despite
the emphasis on balanced regional developmentpritject's bold design for
regrouping counties regardless of their past hysiamned it into a pure personal
proposal, with no further party backup.

Figure 5 The Regional Design Proposed by Sénganu to USL in 2071

Probably the most relevant strategy for defendiongall identity and
interests is to be noticed in the case of Sibiuenelthe city mayor entered a
political national career that would finally turnimh into the president of
Romania. Head of a cultural organization of eth®@ermans called the
Democrat Forum of Germans in Romania (FDGR), Klaoisannis won four

surupaceanu/surupaceanu-despre-reorganizareaipe-fEdj-incearca-strangerea-chingii-
inainte-de-alegeri-1099736, accessed 08 Octobes.201
Map available at http://Aww.ziare.com/mugurelepaceanu/psd/surupaceanu-despre-

reorganizarea-pe-regiuni-pdl-incearca-strangerewicinainte-de-alegeri-1099736, accessed
08 October 2016.
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times on a row the mayoral elections in SthiThose electoral victories made
Sibiu a distinct political space, a special caseethnic cooperation in
Romani&', and a declaration of Europeanization in a regitih marked by
ethnic tensiorf§. Despite a brief episode when he was proposedriasep
minister candidate in 2009 by a PSD-PNL parliamgntaalition but was not
appointed by the Romanian presid&niohannis was a rather local figure. Praised
for his abilities and competence in turning a medgsize town in southern
Transylvania into a European Capital of Culture2d07 and a hotspot for
tourism and foreign investment during his mayoraindate¥, he was still the
president of an ethnic cultural association whiels olitically competing localfy.

The debate opened in 2012 regarding the new rdgilmsign found him as
the mayor of Sibiu, facing the threat of being cdily subordinated to a
supplementary administrative layer, the newly desity region, whose
composition and capital-city were negotiated bytiedrand local actors within
the governing coalition PSD-PNL, with a high riskdesignating Brgov as the
future regional capital-city. The opportunity hezeel in 2013 was to leave the
direction of the city and of FDGR in good hands émalimb very fast in the
hierarchy of PNL, as vice-president of the partg Aead of the regionalization
commission within the Liberal party. As coalitioarer, he was claiming the
direction of the Interior ministry and the positiof vice-prime-minister. By
this, he would have been in a much better positibren the new regional
design would have been finally decided. The refudahis fellow coalition
party (PSD) to appoint Johannis as interior ministed vice-prime-minister
finally led to a coalition breakdown in 2013 and astonishing victory for
Klaus Johannis, as PNL president, to the presidleatections in November
2014. Although regionalization was postponed duecdalition bargaining
permanent failuré8 and the overruling by the Constitutional CourRafmania
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in January 2014 of a law regarding some decerdt#diz measur§ the
strategy used by a local actor for securing a betisition and use a window of
opportunity, opened by the willingness of the cainjovernment to publically
discuss the regionalization issue, in order to thet best outcomes from a
regulation process is instructive for the model fortvard in this paper. The
decision took in August 2013 by PSD, the coalitgartner of PNL, to move
from a regionalization with eight regions to a wegilization with ten regions,
including an additional separate Sibiu region, dobk partially seen as a
success strategy of this strong local actor touérfte on an overall highly
centralized regulation system in Romé&hia

Conclusions

The current regionalization projects and debate®Ramania, although a
very slow process, could be seen a case-studyefponmalization attempts in a
highly centralized state and for the way a cergmlernment faces competing
regional geographies. Adopting the French typeabional state, Romania tried
for almost a century to culturally homogenize andpblitically unify the
national territory. The European integration, ngtHis institutional pressure,
but by the development opportunities provided bycttiral development funds,
could influence the current situation and provideentive for local actors and
for social innovation, as acknowledged by the Muétivel Perspective Theory.
Actors embedded in local settings may use the nia&t®n and try to impose
innovation fostered in a specific niche to the cantegime level. By doing so,
actors get entrenched in profound processes oftia¢éign of norms and
behaviours, expressing tensions between local anttadized regulation and
governance, as agents working for a common unalisig of the social field,
as acknowledged by the Social Practice Theory.

The general model combining the governance andlatga model with
two other theories (MLP and SPT) was an effortricauel the overall pattern of
interaction between political and social actorstle complex process of
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regionalization. The Romanian case is instructivethe way regionalization
could occur in a centralized state when the cegaernment, as key factor, is
willing to foster a genuine process of decentréilira or when the European
conditionality may force him to do so. The con8icbetween local actors
regarding various regional design options, undexjrdeep relations of power
and influence, made the central government reltictaring the regionalization
process. The governmental initiative from 2012ibé¢ taken however as a step
forward towards a complete redesigning of regioadiinistration and the
empowerment of local actors, in the logic of a amstble and responsible
regional autonomy in Romania.

The regionalization issue will be once again ondfenda, following the
late autumn general elections in 2&1&ince very little has been changed in
the overall political system balance (with PSD ageptial governing party and
Klaus Johannis as Romanian president in officdjolsely research will have to
pay attention to the complex set of factors thatvigusly undermined
regionalization. On the one hand, the increasimgipral disparities will force
the central government to look for the most suéatlechanisms for regional
development balance and equity. On the other hethdjc and identity issues,
especially with respect to a future autonomousore@i Transylvania, inhabited
by large shares of ethnic Hungarians, will represanchallenge to the
Romanian national and centralized state, which egélebrate its centenary in
2018. With the additional pressure from more stmadtfactors as the proper
spending of the EU cohesion funds, successful nedjmation will be a
milestone in Romanian politics.

8 Marilena Pop, “Dragnea: in 2017 rat proiectul regionalirii”, Indiscret 18 May
2016, available at http://www.indiscret.ro/articrthgnea-n-2017-reluam-proiectul-
regionalizarii, accessed 13 July 2016.
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