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1. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES
One of the main goals driving this analysis was to identify and describe how various measurements were 
used in passed opinion surveys to address intolerant, discriminatory and anti-democratic attitudes. This in 
turn could help guide and develop better or more refined ways of assessing aforementioned attitudes and 
behaviours and perhaps pinpoint specific circumstances in which they are activated and subsequently dis-
couraged. Additionally, this is a descriptive study aimed to trace a rough sketch of how widespread intolerant 
beliefs and opinions are in Romania, what are the recipient target-groups and perhaps identify over time 
changes in the manifestation patterns of such anti-democratic attitudes.

According to our definition, ADID is characterized by the simultaneous presence of three elements: a more 
or less clear identification of the target group, the expression of a negative attitude towards the group, and 
a more or less explicit assertion of the idea that the group, because of a supposed characteristics, should be 
treated less favorably than other groups of humans are, by default, expected to be.
ADID can comfortably include concepts such as stereotypes, prejudice, discrimination/discriminatory acts, 
intolerance, and so on. Our definition of ADID is consistent with all these concepts both when we take into 
account common language/dictionary and basic social science definitions. 

Because individual characteristics and traits could have important consequences on how people perceive 
issues of tolerance and prejudice in general or related to specific groups, the present analysis looks at the 
variation of different measures of ADID across socio-demographic attributes. Literature has identified that the 
most important of these are the level of education, urbanization, age, religiosity, gender, authoritarianism and 
democratic values. However, because in many cases measures of religiosity, authoritarianism and democratic 
values could not be standardized across different surveys, only the following demographic traits were inclu-
ded: education, urbanization, age and gender. Ethnicity was also added as a control variable where needed.

Education
Lipset (1963, 100-104) found a positive correlation between education and tolerance. This finding was sub-
sequently confirmed in established democracies (Erikson and Tedin 1995:156), emerging democracies (Col-
ton 2000:76), and large-N, cross-national studies (Inglehart 1997:251-53). There are also many studies sho-
wing that a higher level of education is associated with greater acceptance of homosexuality. (Anderson and 
Fetner, 2008b; Adamczyk and Pitt 2009; Van den Akker et al. 2012; Anderson and Fetner 2008a; Gerhards 
2010; Hadler 2012; Loftus 2001; McVeigh and Diaz 2009; Ohlander et al. 2005; Takács and Szalma 2011). 
In Romania, Viman-Miller and Fesnic (2009) found that tolerance towards homosexuality was positively cor-
related with education, as well as urbanization and negatively correlated with religiosity and age.

Urbanization
Research points towards there being a positive correlation between urbanization and political tolerance. Se-
veral studies have shown that people living in urban areas report more tolerant attitudes towards homo-
sexuality compared to people living in rural areas (Anderson and Fetner, 2008b; Van den Akker et al. 2012; 
Anderson and Fetner 2008a; Van den Akker et al 2012; Stulhofer and Rimic 2009; Ohlander et al. 2005). 

A large-N study on political tolerance in Europe (29 cases) conducted by Todosijevic and Envedi concludes that 
there are significant differences in attitudes between urban and rural areas in the West, but in Eastern Europe 
these differences are negligible (Todosijevic and Envedi 2008, 10). The lack of familiarity with outsider groups 
could potentially explain the finding that rural residents seem to be less tolerant towards LGBT people - or the 
effect of the urban-rural variable might be a by-product of other factors (socio-economic status, for instance). 
Nevertheless, Takács and Szalma (2011) found a different result when examining data gathered in 2008 in 26 
European countries: they reported the highest level of acceptance in suburbs of large cities, and the lowest 
levels among residents of large cities. At any rate, in Romania, urbanization appears to be a good predictor of 
political tolerance (Fesnic 2008, 39-40). 
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Rusu and Tudor (2013) found that in Romania, both urbanization and socio-economic status were significant 
predictors of tolerance, as well as education. The variables that were negatively correlated with tolerance 
included: age, rural environment and country region (respondents from the region of Muntenia were less 
tolerant). The effect of these variables remained stable with regard to tolerance towards immigrants, homo-
sexuality or towards people belonging to a different ethnic group.

Age
In most cases, younger generations tend to be more tolerant than older ones (Inglehart and Welzel 2005, 97-
114). Studies have shown that older people hold more negative attitudes towards homosexuality (Adamczyk 
and Pitt 2009; Anderson and Fetner 2008a; Van den Akker et al. 2012; Gerhards 2010; Hadler 2012; McVeigh 
and Diaz 2009; Takács and Szalma 2011). Increasingly tolerant attitudes can be attributed to the replacement 
of older, conservative generations with younger and more tolerant ones. Other scholars however believe that 
attitudes become more tolerant over time within all cohorts, arguing that changes in attitudes towards homo-
sexuality have been too large and too rapid to be explained solely by the natural replacement of conservative 
cohorts (Anderson and Fetner 2008b).  

Gender
Some studies find men to be more tolerant than women, suggesting that the latter calculate the rights-securi-
ty trade-off differently than men and are thus more willing to convict or to impose harsher sentences (Shapiro 
and Mahajan, 1986; Lock, 1999). Men are more supportive than females of civil liberties issues (Shiraev and 
Sobel 2006,146-47; Todosijevic and Enyedi 2008, 10‐17; Stouffer, 1955), while women are less tolerant than 
men on political issues (less willing to extend civil liberties to political outgroups), but more tolerant on social 
issues (more permissive towards unconventional social behaviour) (Miller-Viman and Fesnic, 2009).

An in-depth look at the IPP’s 2003 study “Intolerance, Discrimination, Extremism in Romania” suggests that 
while younger Romanians and those with more formal education are, indeed, more tolerant towards LGBT 
groups, the same may not hold true for attitudes towards the Roma and Hungarians. Age does appear to play 
a part in views towards Jewish people, while urban/rural differences are only glaring with regard to gay rights. 
The same dataset showed positive correlation between authoritarian values and anti-gay views, as well as a 
positive relationship between nationalist attitudes and prejudice towards Hungarians.

Target-groups
While according to the last census, approximately 88,9% of the Romanian population is Romanian, the coun-
try is home to important ethnic minorities. Hungarians account for 6.5% of the population, while Roma people 
for 3.3% - these groups stand for the two largest minority groups. Other groups are the Ukrainians (0.3%), 
Germans (0.2%), Turks, Russians, Serbs, Slovaks, and Tatars (each at 0.1%). 

The 2004 census reported a proportion of 6.6% for Hungarians, only 2.5% for Roma, and 0.3% for Ukrainians 
and Germans1  – making the Roma the only group to have increased in size by 2011. Furthermore, although the 
2011 official census data reports that 621,000 people had declared themselves Roma, estimates of the Roma 
population are much higher – the European Commission places the figure somewhere between 1.8 and 2.5 
million people. The Roma associations also estimate to have over 2 million members in Romania. 

Apart from the Roma minority who are found throughout the territory of Romania, all the other ethnic mino-
rities mentioned above are predominantly settled in distinctive regions. While other ethnic groups reside in 
border regions connected to their respective kin-states, Hungarians and Germans reside in the Transylvania 
region. 

1	 Source: World Directory of Minorities and Indigenous Peoples. http://www.minorityrights.org/3521/romania/
romania-overview.html; last accessed 23.01.2015
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Estimates make the Roma minority the largest ethnic minority group in Romania. The Roma were the only 
ethnic minority in Romania with a rising population, while the number of Hungarians, Germans, Ukrainians and 
other minorities has decreased since 2002. While the surge could be due to demographic changes, most scho-
lars argue that part of this increase is explained by the fact that more and more people are willing to declare 
their Roma origins, something that was often hidden before, as noted by the National Institute of Statistics.2 In 
addition, the conditions in which the 2002 census was carried out were also criticized by the Committee on the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD) that argued that they made it impossible to collect comprehensive, 
precise and reliable data on the actual ethnic make-up of the population of Romania, especially in the case of 
the Roma minority.3

While the Roma are the largest minority group of Romania they are at the same time the most disadvanta-
ged group, both socially and economically. The Roma population has the highest illiteracy levels in Romania.4 
Discrimination against Roma is wide spread in society, although Romania’s adherence to the European Union 
made it possible for the Romanian government (in cooperation with the EU, UN and World Bank) to work with 
Roma organizations in order to combat the social marginalization of the Roma. Notwithstanding these efforts 
to combat discrimination of the Roma regarding access to education and health care, the UN Committee on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights highlights in the Concluding Observations outstanding concerns over 
Romania’s failure to ensure effective implementation and protection of the human rights - among others - of 
Roma people. According to the World Directory of Minorities and Indigenous People, “Roma remain under-
represented at national and local levels, but EU integration and the engagement of domestic and international 
civil society organizations have kept their problems on the Romanian agenda.” Amnesty International and 
the European Roma Rights Centre also reported concerns following the recent review of Romania’s periodic 
reports (European Roma Rights Centre – ERRC, 2014).

Ethnic Hungarians
Officially the largest minority group in Romania (possibly outnumbered by the Roma), a large proportion of 
Hungarians live in the region of Transylvania, making up approximately 18.9% of the population in the region. 
While Transylvania is clearly dominated by Romanians, most of the Hungarians live in concentrated regions in 
the counties of Harghita, Covasna, and Mures, often forming a clear majority in the localities here.

There has been an uneasy history of Hungarians and Romanians, Transylvania having being part of the Aus-
tro-Hungarian Empire, where Romanians were a minority. Hungarians have had a dominant role in Transylva-
nia up until the twentieth century but were oppressed under communism. While history is disputed between 
the two groups, Hungarians and Romanians co-existed for much of their history, and as such Hungarians (and 
Germans) constitute traditional historical minorities. Hungarians are Roman Catholics, Calvinists or Unitarians 
and are thus different in confessional terms from ethnic Romanians, most of whom are Eastern Orthodox or 
Greek Catholic.5

2	  Source: “Economia socială şi comunităţile de romi – provocări şi oportunităţi –” ; available at: http://www.undp.
ro/libraries/projects/Economia_Sociala_si_Comunitatile_de_Romi_Provocari_si_Oportunitati.pdf ; last accessed 
23.01.2015

3	  UN International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. 13 September 2010. Con-
cluding observations (2010) CERD; available at: http://www.ohchr.org/EN/countries/ENACARegion/Pages/ROIn-
dex.aspx ; last accessed 23.01.2015

4	  “Economia socială şi comunităţile de romi – provocări şi oportunităţi –” Page 21-22 ; available at: http://www.
undp.ro/libraries/projects/Economia_Sociala_si_Comunitatile_de_Romi_Provocari_si_Oportunitati.pdf last ac-
cessed 23.01.2015

5	 http://www.minorityrights.org/3521/romania/romania-overview.html; last accessed 23.01.2015
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After the regime change in 1989, Hungarians have demanded more self-government rights, a call that was 
met with animosity by Romanians. Clashes broke out in the Transylvanian town of Tirgu-Mures in March 1990, 
when supporters of the nationalist party Vatra Romaneasca (Romanian Cradle) attacked Hungarians. Hunga-
rian retaliations followed and the army finally intervened, but eight people were killed and more than three 
hundred injured – mostly Hungarians – before order was restored (Socor 1990; Jenne 2007, 111).

Protection of its Hungarian kin was always high on Hungary’s foreign policy agenda, often causing friction 
with Romania. The bilateral treaty between the two countries dragged on until 1996 (Warner 2004, 387-8), 
and ethnic tensions ran high during this period, partly due to the ongoing pressure for territorial autonomy 
exerted by the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania. However, relations between Romanians and 
Hungarians in Transylvania have been peaceful since 1990, although extremist statements and kindling from 
right-wing Romanian parties are rather common. Tensions persist mainly because of the continued denial of 
Hungarian demands for territorial autonomy. 

Ethnic Germans
The majority of ethnic Germans also live in Transylvania. The German minority group can be broken down into 
three groups, the Saxons who arrived in the 12-13th century, the Swabs who came mainly in the 18th century 
to the southwest of Transylvania, and the small Landler group, also 18th century immigrants who were Pro-
testants and took refuge in northern Transylvania. 

While the German minority used to be one of the significant minorities in Romania, its numbers decreased 
continuously and rapidly. In the last two decades or so, from 1992 to 2002 and from 2002 to 2011, the German 
population was halved twice as the German community saw its number fall from approx. 120 thousand in 1992 
to approx. 60 thousand by 2002, and then to 36 thousand people in 2011. This large drop in numbers is even 
more significant since in the 1930 the German community was 760 thousand strong.6

The demise of the Germans in Romania started with the end of World War II, when the new Romanian authori-
ties seized much of the properties of the Germans and transported approximately 75,000 Germans to the So-
viet Union as forced labor. Decline of the German population continued under communism as many Germans 
were permitted to emigrate to the Federal Republic of Germany in exchange for hard currency remittances. 
After the regime change, the continued decrease of German population was due to emigration to Germany. 
Emigration has also meant that many traditional German settlements have been completely or partially aban-
doned, reducing the minority even further (Wolff & Cordell 2010).

Jews
There are barely more than 3,000 Jews in Romania according to the latest census, while in 2002 there were 
more than 5,500. The number of Jews has fallen considerably not just in recent years, but also over the past 
70 years as a result of the Nazi genocide and of state-sponsored emigration to Israel during the communist 
period.7 Although their number is quite small, acts of anti-Semitism, including vandalism against Jewish sites, 
continue to take place in Romania. 

In the early years of democracy anti-Semitism was rather common – in 1991 and again in 1999, Romanian le-
gislators caused an international uproar when they commemorated the day of death of Romania's Nazi-allied 
leader, Marshal Ion Antonescu. This was particularly distressing to Romania's small remaining Jewish popu-
lation.8 With the development of democracy, Romania instituted Governmental decrees that would prohibit 
racist, xenophobic and fascist organizations, and banned denial of the Holocaust in 2002. This included the 
prohibition of denial of the participation of Romanian officials in the Holocaust, which was also acknowledged 
by the Romanian Presidency in 2004. 

6	 http://www.minorityrights.org/3521/romania/romania-overview.html ; last accessed 23.01.2015
7	  http://www.minorityrights.org/3521/romania/romania-overview.html
8	 http://www.minorityrights.org/3521/romania/romania-overview.html
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While traditional studies of tolerance examine people’s attitudes using measures based on whether they 
would extend civil liberties to political outgroups, Inglehart argues that homosexuality is a better, more re-
fined indicator of political tolerance towards outgroups in general (Inglehart and Welzel, 2000:29; Inglehart, 
1997:276-280). The argument is that respondents will be more honest about their lack of tolerance when it 
comes to sexual minorities compared to other groups. This is especially true when homosexuality is not soci-
ally acceptable within the wider society (Fish, 2005:88).

According to the LGBT Tolerance Index, Romania is the second lowest LGBT tolerant country in the world and 
the least LGBT tolerant country in Europe. Romania shares this position with China, while the only country 
that scores lower is Indonesia. The LGBT minority in Romania faces discrimination, intolerance and aggressive 
behaviour, yet victims rarely report this type of conduct due to the general attitudes of disdain present within 
the society and also among authorities when it comes to the issue.9 Furthermore, homosexuality used to be 
a criminal offence for as late as the year 2000.

The poor
Romania is one of the poorest countries of the European Union and this has important consequences for the 
society at large. According to Eurostat, in 2011, the level of absolute poverty was 5% overall; 8.4% for youths 
aged 15-19; 7.6% for 20-24 years old; 6% for 25-29 years old and 4.6% for the segment of the population 
aged between 30 and 34. Young people aged 18 to 24 are the most affected, as 28.1% of them are in a relative 
poverty state. The economic crisis also deeply affected Romania, while in 2008 the number of unemployed 
people fluctuated between 300,000 and 400,000, by 2010 the figure went as high as 760,000 people. In 2014, 
the problem was still significant as more than 450,000 people remained unemployed.10 

 

9	  ILGA-Europe Annual Review of the Human Rights Situation of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex People 
in Europe. 2014. Page 134- 136 available at: https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/15245131/Annual%20Re-
view%202014%20web%20version.pdf last accessed 23.01.2015

10	 http://www.anofm.ro/statistica last accessed 22.01.2015
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2.1. ANTI-ROMA SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS 

One particularity that differentiates anti-Roma sentiment from negative attitudes towards other minority 
groups, such as people of a different race, or people of a different religion would be its resilience over time. 
While a general tendency towards tolerance can be observed in the data, this trend does not appear to follow 
a linear pattern. For example, in 2002 47% of respondents declared they would not want a Roma neighbor. 
The percentage rose to 51% in 2006, only to fall back to 47% in 2013. 

Would not want as neighbors

Group/ Year	 1990	 1998	 1999	 2000	 2002	 2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2012	 2013	 2014
Heavy drinkers	 79%	 58%	 77%	 81%		  69%	 69%	 70%	 63%		  62%	 65%
Drug addicts	 76%	 61%	 74%			   76%	 77%	 75%	 61%		  75%	 81%
Gay people	 75%	 56%	 65%	 67%		  61%	 65%	 64%	 55%	 38%	 49%	 62%
Ex convicts	 67%	 66%	 69%	 80%				    55%	 60%			 
People with HIV/AIDS	 66%	 43%	 47%	 52%		  37%	 40%	 44%	 39%		  29%	 42%
Emotionally unstable  
people	 64%	 43%	 53%						      45%			 
Right wing extremists	 45%		  35%						      22%			 
Left wing extremists	 42%		  34%						      22%			 
Muslims	 34%		  31%		  18%				    20%	 20%		
Immigrants	 30%	 33%	 21%			   17%	 15%		  18%		  8%	 15%
Jews	 28%		  23%		  8%				    16%	 17%		
People of a different  
race	 28%	 30%	 24%			   18%	 17%	 18%	 15%	 15%	 9%	 17%
Large families	 22%		  14%						      16%			 
People of a different  
ethnicity						      12%	 12%	 13%		  16%	 5%	 12%
People of a different  
religion		  30%				    15%	 15%	 12%		  11%	 4%	 9%
Roma			   52%	 62%	 48%	 49%	 54%	 53%	 46%	 37%	 47%	 46%
Unmarried couples  
living together						      16%	 14%	 13%	 15%		  3%	 8%

1990, 1999, 2008 – Data from EVS (European Values Survey)
1998 – Data from WVS (World Values Survey)
2000 to 2007 – Data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica); 2005 –combined with data 
from WVS
2012 – Data from RES Panel 2, Wave 1 (Romanian Election Studies)
2013 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)
2014 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)

2. ANTI-ROMA SENTIMENT
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king at the entire sample consisting of all participant countries, the percentage of respondents who declared 
they would not like to have Roma neighbors was slightly larger in 2008 (by less than 1%). For comparability, 
only countries that participated in both waves were selected. Romania had a smaller proportion of respon-
dents stating they would not like to have Roma neighbors in 2008 compared to 1999. In 2008 the lowest 
percentage belonged to Iceland (11%) while the highest was observed in Lithuania (69%).

The question regarding level of trust in various ethnicities was included in four waves of the Public Opinion 
Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica): two in 1998 and other two in 1999. While no pattern, or a very 
weak pattern at best could be identified in data collected within such a short time interval, it is interesting 
to examine the clear differences in trust between the various minority ethnic groups in Romania. While the 
German ethnic group was the recipient of the highest level of trust, only 7% of respondents said they trusted 
Roma a lot and very much in 1999.

Trust (a lot and very much)				  

Group/ Wave	 1998 ( jun)	 1998 (nov)	 1999 (may)	 1999 (oct)
Romanians	 80%	 80%	 68%	 66%
Hungarians	 24%	 22%	 31%	 21%
Germans	 42%	 36%	 38%	 33%
Roma	 5%	 7%	 11%	 7%
Jews	 22%	 20%	 27%	 18%

     
 1998, 1999 – data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica)
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The 2001 Ethnobarometer explored the concept of social distance by asking respondents questions that invo-
ked various degrees of interaction with the Roma population. Survey participants were asked whether they 
would accept Roma people in Romania, in their counties, in their localities, or whether Roma people should 
live anywhere they wish to. The figure below summarizes the results, splitting the population into three major 
demographic categories: age group, level of education and gender. Respondent’s ethnicity was also included, 
however for the other three categories only results for the Romanian population are displayed, as the survey 
had intentionally overrepresented the Roma population which in turn skewed the results. 

Somewhat contrary to expectations, data show that the younger population (ages 18 to 25) was not necessa-
rily more accepting of Roma compared to respondents of ages between 26-45. It would however appear that 
respondents aged 46 and above were slightly more likely to say they would not accept Roma people in their 
localities or even in the country. 23% of respondents of ages between 18 and 24 said they would not accept 
Roma to live in Romania, compared to 18% of respondents ages between 36 and 45 and 29% of respondents 
ages 65 and above. 18% of respondents who had graduated some form of tertiary education said they would 
not accept Roma people in Romania, compared to 34% of the sample population with only primary education. 
Ideally however, the battery of items should have been followed up by questions that would specifically 
address policy preferences, such as whether or not law should allow local administration to decide upon evic-
ting Roma population from the locality.
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be good if Romanians and Roma lived in the same localities, worked in the same offices/ workshops, studied 
in the same classrooms, played together and married each other.

Again, all respondents were included when calculating scores for the entire population and separately by 
ethnicity, however for the remaining demographic categories: age, level of education, gender and type of re-
sidence, only results for the Romanian sub-sample are shown. Type of residence appears to have the biggest 
impact on openness towards social contact with Roma people. Data also suggest that level of education does 
have a positive, but much weaker effect on Roma acceptance. Intuitively, the interviewed Roma respondents 
were more in favor of Romanians and Roma living and working together, as well as marrying each other, 
compared to the Romanian and Hungarian population. 

The 2015 special Eurobarometer 83.4 was designed to specifically address the issue of discrimination. Respon-
dents from the 28 countries that are members of the European Union were asked whether they would feel 
comfortable having a Roma co-worker and, in a separate question, whether they would feel comfortable if 
their child was in a love relationship with a person of Roma ethnicity. Answers were given on a scale from 1 
to 10, were 1 meant “not at all comfortable” and 10 “totally comfortable”.

After removing non-responses, averages of the two items we computed for all countries and the results are 
displayed in the map below. The highest score belongs to Sweden (mean=8.5) while the lowest was observed 
in the Czech Republic (mean=3.2). Romania had an average score of 5.6 (sd=3.1). 
Looking at the two questions separately, Romanians placed themselves somewhat on the middle of the scale 
when asked whether they would feel comfortable having a Roma work colleague: mean 6.6, sd 3.5. For the 
same question the EU average is 6.9, sd 3.3, with Czech Republic scoring lowest: mean 4, sd 2.9, followed 
by Italy (mean 4.8, sd 3.4) and Sweden scoring highest: mean 9, sd 2.2. Mean drops when respondents are 
asked whether they would feel comfortable if one of their children was in a love relationship with a Roma 
person. For the Romanian population the mean score is 4.6 (sd=3.6), while Czech Republic scored the lowest 
on the scale (mean 2.4, sd 3.3) and Great Britain and Northern Ireland scored highest: mean 7.4, sd 3.2 and 
3.6, respectively. 
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The figure below illustrates the relationship between the average score of the two items measuring Roma 
social acceptance and respondents’ level of education while controlling for previous contact with the Roma 
ethnicity. Previous contact was measured by asking respondents whether or not they had Roma friends or 
acquaintances. Level of education was measured by age respondent finished education. In cases where res-
pondents were still studying their age at the time was taken as an indicator. All values over 25 were recoded 
as 25 and all values below 9 were recoded as 9. 
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SFor EU countries other than Romania, the level of education does have an impact on respondents declaring 

they would feel comfortable with Roma co-workers and Roma partners for their children, even when respon-
dents had no previous social contact with Roma. When respondents stated they did have Roma acquaintan-
ces, they scored higher regardless of the level of education. However, in the case of Romania the situation 
looks a bit different. Level of education alone does not appear to make much of a difference when it comes to 
Roma acceptance. Respondents who had Roma friends or acquaintances while also having a greater level of 
education were the ones scoring higher, but still not catching up the other EU countries’ level.

2.2 ANTI-ROMA SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

n  �The main issue when attempting to study any type of social phenomenon from a longitudinal perspective, 
using secondary data as a source, is that very few surveys used identical items to measure concepts. This 
is of course understandable, but the downside of it is that it makes comparability across the years a rather 
arduous task. Moreover, there is a lack of refinement when it comes to breaking down concepts that re-
fer to social attitudes into their separate dimensions (cognitive, affective, behavioral) and exploring their 
complexity.

n  �Also lacking in past surveys are batteries of questions that would allow comparability of the different types 
of prejudice across separate target-groups. It is, for example, rather difficult to examine whether respon-
dents with a high level of antipathy towards the Roma also exhibit negative sentiments towards other 
minorities, or whether readiness to restrict political rights varies across out-groups.  

n  �While one would expect to see an increase in tolerance and acceptance of the Roma population throughout 
the years, the anti-Roma sentiment appears to be rather resilient or at best dissipating at a very slow pace. 
Moreover, while most studies show that more educated people, as well as the youth tend to be more tole-
rant and acceptant in general, this may not be so true in the case of Romania when referring to the Roma 
population. This type of inelasticity is a very interesting phenomenon that certainly requires its own path 
of exploration through developing and employing more complex survey designs and items.
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3.1. HOMOPHOBIA SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS 

According to data, it would appear that gay people in Romania are the recipients of the highest level of into-
lerance, excluding drug addicts and alcoholics, categories generally added as control variables in the battery 
of questions displayed below.

Would not want as neighbors
Group/ Year	 1990	 1998	 1999	 2000	 2002	 2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2012	 2013	 2014
Alcoholics	 79%	 58%	 77%	 81%		  69%	 69%	 70%	 63%		  62%	 65%
Drug addicts	 76%	 61%	 74%			   76%	 77%	 75%	 61%		  75%	 81%
Gay people	 75%	 56%	 65%	 67%		  61%	 65%	 64%	 55%	 38%	 49%	 62%
Ex convicts	 67%	 66%	 69%	 80%				    55%	 60%			 
People with HIV/AIDS	 66%	 43%	 47%	 52%		  37%	 40%	 44%	 39%		  29%	 42%
Emotionally unstable  
people	 64%	 43%	 53%						      45%			 
Right wing extremists	 45%		  35%						      22%			 
Left wing extremists	 42%		  34%						      22%			 
Muslims	 34%		  31%		  18%				    20%	 20%		
Immigrants	 30%	 33%	 21%			   17%	 15%		  18%		  8%	 15%
Jews		  28%		  23%		  8%				    16%	 17%		
People of a different  
race	 28%	 30%	 24%			   18%	 17%	 18%	 15%	 15%	 9%	 17%
Large families		  22%		  14%						      16%			 
People of a different  
ethnicity						      12%	 12%	 13%		  16%	 5%	 12%
People of a different  
religion		  30%				    15%	 15%	 12%		  11%	 4%	 9%
Roma			   52%	 62%	 48%	 49%	 54%	 53%	 46%	 37%	 47%	 46%
Unmarried couples  
living together						      16%	 14%	 13%	 15%		  3%	 8%

1990, 1999, 2008 – Data from EVS (European Values Survey)
1998 – Data from WVS (World Values Survey)
2000 to 2007 – Data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica); 2005 –combined with data 
from WVS
2012 – Data from RES Panel 2, Wave 1 (Romanian Election Studies)
2013 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)
2014 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)

3. HOMOPHOBIA
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SHowever, unlike attitudes towards the Roma, a clear pattern of intolerance can be identified when it comes to 

sexual minorities. Younger, more educated respondents were more likely to agree that gay people should be 
accepted just like any other person, compared to respondents belonging to the older and less educated sam-
ple population. The question was asked in three separate surveys: two waves of the Public Opinion Barome-
ter: 2002 and 2007, and the 2012 wave belonging to panel 2 of the Romanian Election Studies set of surveys. 
For the 2012 survey answers were recoded from 4 categories (agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree 
and disagree) into two categories (agree and disagree) to ensure comparability with the other two surveys.

Romanian respondents were asked whether they considered homosexuality was justifiable in five separate 
surveys: the 1999 and 2008 waves of the European Values Survey, the 2005 and 2012 waves of the World 
Values Survey and the 2007 wave of the Public Opinion Barometer. Average scores per demographic groups 
are displayed in the graph below.
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Consistently, younger and more educated respondents agreed to a greater extent that homosexuality was 
justifiable. What is disconcerting however is the very low score and very small increase in the score average 
throughout the years: mean 1.91 (sd=2.14) in 1999 and mean 2.27 (sd=2.41) in 2012.

The same conclusion can be drawn when looking at answers for the question on whether homosexuality 
should be banned by law. The question was asked in three separate surveys: the 2006 and 2007 waves of the 
Public Opinion Barometer, and the 2014 wave of the Immigrants’ Integration Barometer. 
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The score is rather high, even for the better-educated population. In 2014 the average score was .65, meaning 
65% of respondents who answered the question agreed that law should ban homosexuality. The proportion 
dropped to only 51% for the respondents with tertiary education and 55% for respondents of ages 18 to 25.

The graph below illustrates mean scores of the “Homosexuality justifiable” item for the two time points cor-
responding to the two waves (1999 and 2008) of the European Values Survey for all participant countries. 
While clear score differences can be observed in some countries (for example Hungary with a score increase 
of almost 2 points), Romania had an increase of only 0.2 points, from an average of 1.9 in 1999 to 2.1 in 2008, 
slightly below the mean difference calculated for all participant countries. The highest score in 2008 belonged 
to Iceland (mean=8.3) while the lowest score was recorded in Ukraine (1.64).
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Data from the 2015 special Eurobarometer 83.4 was used to produce the graph presented below. Mirroring 
questions about the Roma, respondents were asked whether they would feel comfortable having a gay work 
colleague and whether they would feel comfortable if their child was in a love relationship with a person of 
the same sex. Answers were given on a scale from 1 to 10, were 1 meant “not at all comfortable” and 10 “to-
tally comfortable”. An average of the two was computed.
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Data suggest that having gay friends and acquaintances does indeed increase the score on items measuring 
acceptance of people belonging to the LGBT community.. Romania seems to be aligned to the rest of the EU 
when looking at the effect of education, meaning age respondent finished education had little impact on the 
average score. However, Romania has an overall lower score for both groups: respondents with gay, lesbian 
or bisexual acquaintances and respondents without. 

Looking at the two questions separately, the average score for feeling comfortable with a gay work colle-
ague was 4.6 (sd=3.8) for the Romanian sample, while the EU average was 7.3 (sd=4). On the same scale, 
Romanians scored on average 3.1 when asked whether they would feel comfortable if their child was in a love 
relationship with someone of the same sex, while the EU average was 5.2 (sd=3.8).
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The figure above shows the mean score of social acceptance of gay/ lesbian/ bisexual people relative to social 
acceptance of Roma. Romania has the highest mean difference of the two indicators out of all EU28 countries 
(1.8).

3.2 HOMOPHOBIA SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

n  �Similarly to conclusions drawn from studying anti-Roma sentiment using secondary data as a source, the 
main issue when working with secondary data was pinpointing identical items used across the years in 
various surveys. 

n  �Moreover, we identified only one survey that attempted to differentiate between an intolerant opinion and 
an intolerant policy preference, however the measurement could have benefited from a more nuanced 
approach: the May 2007 wave of the Public Opinion Barometer. Respondents were asked whether gay 
people should be accepted just like any other person and in a separate question, whether law should ban 
homosexuality. In both cases respondents could only give “yes” or “no” answers.

n  �Compared to other European countries, Romania scores rather low when it comes to displaying accep-
ting attitudes towards gay/ lesbian/ bisexual people. However, compared to tolerance towards the Roma, 
acceptance of sexual minorities does appear to be more sensitive to education and age. 

n  �Younger and more educated people, as well as people who have gay or lesbian friends and acquaintances 
are more likely to express tolerance of sexual minorities. 

n  �In 2014 62% of respondents stated they would not want a gay neighbour compared to 75% in 1990. It is 
interesting to observe that in 2014 more people stated they would not like to have a gay neighbour (62%) 
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Sthan not liking a Roma neighbour (46%). The 2015 Eurobarometer tells the same story in a different way. 

The mean score for feeling comfortable with having a Roma work colleague was 6.6 while the average for 
having a gay/ lesbian or bisexual co-worker was 4.6. Romania had the largest mean difference of scores 
between the two out-groups out of all EU28 countries.

 

4. ANTI-POOR SENTIMENT
4.1. ANTI-POOR SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS 

Attitudes towards the poor have not been greatly explored in public opinion surveys. It is also true that in 
many cases in Romania poverty is associated with belonging to an ethnic minority whether it be Roma or 
Hungarian. 

In the 2002 wave of the Public Opinion Barometer respondents were asked whether they believed there were 
certain categories of people who should be denied the rights to own a passport and to leave the country. 1.5% 
of respondents agreed that beggars should be denied the right to have a passport, even though they met the 
legal requirements, while 2.2% agreed that beggars should be denied the right to leave the country. A large 
percentage of respondents (34.4%) agreed that Roma should be denied the right the hold a passport even 
when meeting all legal requirements.

The three waves of the European Quality of Life Survey (2003, 2007 and 2012) inquired whether respondents 
believed tension existed between various social groups: the rich and the poor, different ethnic groups, and 
management and workers. Many respondents agreed that there was a lot of tension in the Romanian society 
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between the rich and the poor: 51% in 2003, 33.2% in 2007 and 46% in 2012. Also, a large proportion of res-
pondents stated that there was a lot of tension between management and workers: 45.3% in 2007 and 45.5% 
in 2012. Respondents perceived a lot of tension between various ethnic groups in the Romanian society: 29% 
stated there was a lot of tension between different ethnic groups in 2007, while in 2012 the percentage only 
dropped to 27.3.

Compared to the other European Values Survey participant countries taken together, Romanians were more 
likely to agree that people lived in poverty because of laziness and lack of willpower (figure below), more so 
in 2008 than in 1999. While in 1999 the largest proportion of respondents believed that poverty was due to in-
justice in society (41.6%), in 2008 most respondents stated it was due to laziness/ lack of willpower (38.4%).
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Survey series and the 2006 Roma Integration Barometer.

Reasons people live in poverty	 1999	 2002	 2006	 2008
Because they are unlucky.	 11%	 8.2%	 21%	 16%
Because of laziness and lack of willpower.	 29%	 19%	 21%	 38%
Because of injustice in our society.	 42%	 44%	 40%	 32%
It's an inevitable part of modern progress.	 13%	 14%	 7%	 10%

             
 1999, 2008 - data from EVS; 2002 - data from CCEB; 2006 - data from Roma Integration Barometer

When looking at data separately, for different demographic categories, results show that more educated and 
younger respondents were less likely to say that poverty was due to laziness or lack of willpower (figure 
below), in both years the EVS was conducted.
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4.2 ANTI-POOR SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

n  �The lack of data sources when it comes to studying attitudes towards the poor is an indicator of the ne-
cessity of producing richer and more refined survey measures in order to obtain a better understanding of 
the phenomenon. 

n  �Researching sources and manifestations of intolerance towards the poor may be particularly challenging 
in a society such as Romania, where living in poverty often overlaps with belonging to the Roma ethnicity. 

n  �When it comes to exclusion of rights, a very small percentage of respondents agreed that beggars should 
be denied the right to leave the country, or have a passport, however close to 35% believed Roma should 
be stripped of the aforementioned rights.

n  �To summarize the results, time does not appear to be a factor that reduces tensions between the rich and 
the poor. Moreover, resentment towards the poor does not seem to diminish; the proportion of respon-
dents who agreed that people are impoverished due to laziness and lack of willpower increased from 29% 
in 1999 to 38% in 2008. 

n  �More educated people were less likely to invoke laziness as reason for living in poverty, while older, lesser 
educated respondents were more likely to do so. Compared to other European countries taken together, 
Romanian respondents were less inclined to agree that poverty was due to injustice in society.
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5.1. XENOPHOBIA SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS

Romania has not been a destination country for migration, but rather a source of immigrants for other coun-
tries. The relatively limited number of interactions Romanians have had with foreign citizens make it so-
mewhat difficult for respondents to form and express opinions regarding their level of tolerance and accep-
tance of immigrants, as well as degree of support for public policies of immigrants’ integration.  The refugees’ 
crisis of 2015 has brought the subject into attention and the need to thoroughly investigate the mechanisms 
behind what drives xenophobia has been acknowledged.

Would not want as neighbors
Group/ Year	 1990	 1998	 1999	 2000	 2002	 2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2012	 2013	 2014
Alcoholics	 79%	 58%	 77%	 81%		  69%	 69%	 70%	 63%		  62%	 65%
Drug addicts	 76%	 61%	 74%			   76%	 77%	 75%	 61%		  75%	 81%
Gay people	 75%	 56%	 65%	 67%		  61%	 65%	 64%	 55%	 38%	 49%	 62%
Ex convicts	 67%	 66%	 69%	 80%				    55%	 60%			 
People with HIV/AIDS	 66%	 43%	 47%	 52%		  37%	 40%	 44%	 39%		  29%	 42%
Emotionally unstable  
people	 64%	 43%	 53%						      45%			 
Right wing extremists	 45%		  35%						      22%			 
Left wing extremists	 42%		  34%						      22%			 
Muslims	 34%		  31%		  18%				    20%	 20%		
Immigrants	 30%	 33%	 21%			   17%	 15%		  18%		  8%	 15%
Jews	 28%		  23%		  8%				    16%	 17%		
People of a different  
race	 28%	 30%	 24%			   18%	 17%	 18%	 15%	 15%	 9%	 17%
Large families	 22%		  14%						      16%			 
People of a different  
ethnicity						      12%	 12%	 13%		  16%	 5%	 12%
People of a different  
religion		  30%				    15%	 15%	 12%		  11%	 4%	 9%
Roma			   52%	 62%	 48%	 49%	 54%	 53%	 46%	 37%	 47%	 46%
Unmarried couples  
living together						      16%	 14%	 13%	 15%		  3%	 8%

1990, 1999, 2008 – Data from EVS (European Values Survey)
1998 – Data from WVS (World Values Survey)
2000 to 2007 – Data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica); 2005 –combined with data 
from WVS
2012 – Data from RES Panel 2, Wave 1 (Romanian Election Studies)
2013 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)
2014 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)

According to available longitudinal data, Romanians appear to be increasingly more willing to accept having 
immigrants as neighbors: 30% of respondents stated they would not like to have immigrant neighbors in 1990 
and the percent dropped to 15% in 2014. 
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Figure below illustrates data from the 2003 wave of the Candidate Countries Eurobarometer Survey. The vast 
majority of Romanian respondents (almost 90%) agreed that diversity in country was a good thing. A small 
proportion of them agreed that in order to be accepted, minorities should give up their own culture (15%), ho-
wever considerably more people opinionated that minorities should give up certain religious practices for the 
purpose of being integrated in the Romanian society (68%). As expected, respondents of Hungarian ethnicity 
were more likely agree that diversity in country was a good thing (98%) and that minorities should not give 
up their own culture in order to be accepted (11%).

Romanians appeared to be equally tolerant when it came to asylum seekers. According to the same 2003 
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer Survey, 90% of respondents agreed that asylum was a fundamental right 
and that humans should have the right to settle in any country. Almost the same proportion agreed that in 
the absence of immigration and asylum policies, asylum seekers could fall in the hands of criminal networks. 
Moreover, Romanians manifested tolerant attitudes towards immigrants and asylum seekers regardless of 
their age, level of education and gender. It is true however that those respondents of Hungarian ethnicity and 
living in urban areas were more likely to agree that asylum was a fundamental right and that humans should 
have the right to settle in any country.

 



EE
A 

GR
A

N
TS

 • 
N

O
RW

AY
 G

RA
N

TS
 

27

A
DI

D 
IN

 R
O

M
A

N
IA

: A
 L

O
N

GI
TU

DI
N

A
L 

A
PP

RO
A

CH
  

SE
CO

N
DA

RY
 D

AT
A 

A
N

A
LY

SI
S

However, the absence of contact with immigrants seems to be reflected in inconsistency of opinions. While on 
one hand a small proportion of respondents agreed that immigrants should give up their own culture, most of 
them believed that immigrants should completely adapt to Romanian laws and customs and that those who 
have customs that are against Romanian values should be expelled from the country (figure below).

 
Participants in the 2005 wave of the Public Opinion Barometer were asked about the conditions immigrants 
should fulfill in order to obtain Romanian citizenship (results displayed below).
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Respecting Romanian laws was the condition most often mentioned by respondents, while being born in Ro-
mania was the condition least mentioned, particularly by respondents with a higher level of education (tertia-
ry). Interestingly though, while respondents of Hungarian ethnicity were more likely to disagree that granting 
Romanian citizenship should be conditioned by adopting Romanian customs, Roma respondents were more 
inclined to invoke this as a necessary condition for obtaining Romanian citizenship.

The Immigrants’ Integration Barometer aimed to study the way in which the Romanian society facilitates 
social inclusion of immigrants by adopting a longitudinal survey design covering a three years period: 2013, 
2014, and 2015. However, at the time of writing this report, data is only made available for the 2013 and 2014 
surveys. The graph below illustrates responses separately by demographic categories for a few of the ques-
tions included in the two waves of the Immigrants’ Integration Barometer.

What is interesting to observe is that compared to the year 2013, in 2014 fewer respondents agreed that immi-
grants were not a burden on the social welfare system, particularly respondents of ages 65 and up. However, 
compared to 2014, respondents were more likely to agree that immigrants take away jobs from Romanians in 
2013, regardless of the demographic category they belonged to. 
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5.2 XENOPHOBIA SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

n  �Intolerance and prejudice towards immigrants are difficult to examine in the Romanian society, as Romania 
has had a relatively small inflow of migrants. 

n  �Looking at the overall picture, Romanians seem to be rather accepting when it comes to immigrants, which 
is a contrasting attitude compared to the level of intolerance manifested towards other out-groups, parti-
cularly the Roma and sexual minorities. 

n  �Not much variation can be observed when comparing scores across various demographic categories, ho-
wever respondents aged 65 and above do seem to express more skepticism when it comes to accepting 
immigrants. 

n  �Understanding the sources and mechanisms of intolerance towards immigrants in Romania certainly requi-
res the development of more refined survey items combined with an experimental design that would aim 
to investigate particular circumstances under which potentially latent intolerant attitudes could manifest 
themselves. 
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6. ANTI-HUNGARIAN SENTIMENT
6.1. ANTI-HUNGARIAN SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS

The question regarding level of trust in various ethnicities was included in four waves of the Public Opinion 
Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica): two in 1998 and other two in 1999. While a very weak pattern 
can be extracted from measurements captured at only two time points, it is interesting to examine the clear 
differences in trust between the various minority ethnic groups in Romania. While the German ethnic group 
was the recipient of the highest level of trust among minority groups, Hungarians could be placed somewhe-
re in the middle, enjoying not quite the level of trust German ethnics do, but significantly above the Roma 
population. A decrease in trust in Romanians could be due to a change in the way various ethnicities were 
represented in the sample. 

Trust (a lot and very much)				  

Group/ Wave	 1998 ( jun)	 1998 (nov)	 1999 (may)	 1999 (oct)
Romanians	 80%	 80%	 68%	 66%
Hungarians	 24%	 22%	 31%	 21%
Germans	 42%	 36%	 38%	 33%
Roma	 5%	 7%	 11%	 7%
Jews	 22%	 20%	 27%	 18%

1998, 1999 – data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica)

The table below shows reluctance to accept ethnic Hungarians as neighbours, as expressed in surveys con-
ducted in 2000, 2002 and 2012, thus covering a period of twelve years. While one can notice people were 
more willing to accept Hungarians as neighbours in 2002 compared to 2000, the proportion had not changed 
by 2012.

Would not want Hungarian neighbours			 

Year	 2000 (nov)	 2002 (may)	 2012
Percentage	 25%	 18%	 18%

2000, 2002 – data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica), 2012 – data from RES Panel 
2, Wave 1 (Romanian Election Studies)

The 2000 Ethnobarometer thoroughly examined attitudes towards various ethnic groups, managing to en-
compass measures identifying a wide range of opinions and behaviours. It should be noted however that the 
survey over represented the Hungarian population in the sample, thus the measurements illustrated below 
should be examined taking this into consideration.

While the vast majority of respondents stated it would not bother them to hear the Hungarian language being 
spoken around them, a large proportion also strongly agreed that it was impolite for ethnic Hungarians to 
speak Hungarian when Romanians are around (approximately 40%).
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Data from the 2000-2001 Ethnobarometer also show that compared to answers about Roma, more people 
agreed that ethnic Hungarians should live anywhere they wanted to in Romania and fewer stated they would 
not accept them in the country: 11% agreed they would not accept Hungarians in the country compared to 
14% who would not accept Roma people in the country. 
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6.2. ANTI-HUNGARIAN SENTIMENT SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS

n  �It would be challenging to try and extract overtime patterns in attitudes towards Hungarians. While the 
Ethnobarometer study conducted in 2000 provided a detailed picture of how negative sentiments towards 
ethnic Hungarians are distributed among the population, there was no follow-up to the study to evaluate 
the same measurements at a later moment.

n  �Compared to ethnic Germans, Hungarians seem to be more disliked, however they are trusted and accep-
ted to a greater extent than members of the Roma minority.

n  �Given the historical background and tumultuous past of the Hungarian-Romanian relationships, it is likely 
that certain themes would activate a feeling of animosity towards ethnic Hungarians, it would thus be 
interesting to try and manipulate/introduce various verbal anchors in surveys to identify patterns of into-
lerance.
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S7. ANTI-SEMITISM

7.1. ANTI-SEMITISM SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS FINDINGS

Reluctance to have Jewish neighbours appears to display a “U” shaped pattern throughout the years, starting 
off at 28% in 1990, reaching its lowest percentage in 2002 and gradually rising again to 17% as documented 
in data collected in 2012 for the Romanian Election Studies. 

Would not want as neighbors
Group/ Year	 1990	 1998	 1999	 2000	 2002	 2005	 2006	 2007	 2008	 2012	 2013	 2014
Alcoholics	 79%	 58%	 77%	 81%		  69%	 69%	 70%	 63%		  62%	 65%
Drug addicts	 76%	 61%	 74%			   76%	 77%	 75%	 61%		  75%	 81%
Gay people	 75%	 56%	 65%	 67%		  61%	 65%	 64%	 55%	 38%	 49%	 62%
Ex convicts	 67%	 66%	 69%	 80%				    55%	 60%			 
People with HIV/AIDS	 66%	 43%	 47%	 52%		  37%	 40%	 44%	 39%		  29%	 42%
Emotionally unstable  
people	 64%	 43%	 53%						      45%			 
Right wing extremists	 45%		  35%						      22%			 
Left wing extremists	 42%		  34%						      22%			 
Muslims	 34%		  31%		  18%				    20%	 20%		
Immigrants	 30%	 33%	 21%			   17%	 15%		  18%		  8%	 15%
Jews	 28%		  23%		  8%				    16%	 17%		
People of a different  
race	 28%	 30%	 24%			   18%	 17%	 18%	 15%	 15%	 9%	 17%
Large families	 22%		  14%						      16%			 
People of a different  
ethnicity						      12%	 12%	 13%		  16%	 5%	 12%
People of a different  
religion		  30%				    15%	 15%	 12%		  11%	 4%	 9%
Roma			   52%	 62%	 48%	 49%	 54%	 53%	 46%	 37%	 47%	 46%
Unmarried couples  
living together						      16%	 14%	 13%	 15%		  3%	 8%

1990, 1999, 2008 – Data from EVS (European Values Survey)
1998 – Data from WVS (World Values Survey)
2000 to 2007 – Data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica); 2005 –combined with data 
from WVS
2012 – Data from RES Panel 2, Wave 1 (Romanian Election Studies)
2013 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)
2014 – Data from Immigrants' Integration Barometer (Barometrul Integrarii Imigrantilor)

“Don’t know” and “No answer” values were coded as missing data, because in some surveys respondents 
were instructed to give a Yes or No answer when asked whether they would like to have “x” category of 
people as neighbours, while in others they were given a list and asked to mention/select the category of pe-
ople they would not accept as neighbours. Of course, this makes comparability across the years less reliable, 
so these percentages should be viewed as a rough sketch rather than an accurate portrayal of the overtime 
evolution of the measurement.
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Going back to the table picturing trust in various ethnic minorities, Jewish people seem to receive similar 
proportions of high trust with ethnic Hungarians, less than ethnic Germans but much more that ethnic Roma.

Trust (a lot and very much)				  

Group/ Wave	 1998 ( jun)	 1998 (nov)	 1999 (may)	 1999 (oct)
Romanians	 80%	 80%	 68%	 66%
Hungarians	 24%	 22%	 31%	 21%
Germans	 42%	 36%	 38%	 33%
Roma	 5%	 7%	 11%	 7%
Jews	 22%	 20%	 27%	 18%

1998, 1999 – data from Public Opinion Barometer (Barometrul de Opinie Publica)

In the year 2000-2001 when data was collected, 9.2% of people stated they would not accept Jewish people 
in Romania, compared to 5.7% who would not accept Germans and 14.3% who would not accept Roma. 

Data from the 2000 Ethnobarometer

7.2. ANTI-SEMITISM SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

n  �Compared to studies targeted at measuring attitudes towards Roma people, there are not many surveys 
aimed to assess how widespread anti-Semitism is in Romania.

n  �Some degree of animosity or negative attitudes transpire when examining existing data, with close to 10% 
of respondents not accepting Jewish people in Romania in the year 2000.

n  �Reluctance to accept Jewish people as neighbours seems to be on the rise – more data would be required 
to address this observation and place it in context. 

n  �Additionally, exploring anti-Semitism in Romania is particularly relevant nowadays, since the Parliamentary 
elections campaign that ended on December 10 2016 saw an attempt to discredit certain political actors by 
linking them to Jewish businessman and philanthropist George Soros. 
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S8. CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITS

CONCLUSIONS

While one would expect to see an increase in tolerance and acceptance of the Roma population throughout 
the years, the anti-Roma sentiment appears to be rather resilient or at best dissipating at a very slow pace. 
Moreover, while most studies have shown that more educated people, as well as the youth tend to be more 
tolerant and acceptant in general, this may not be so true in the case of Romania when referring to the Roma 
population. This type of inelasticity is a very interesting phenomenon that certainly requires its own path of 
exploration through developing and employing more complex survey designs. Specifically, one would be inte-
rested to see why the contact theory does not quite hold in Romania when it comes to the Roma population 
and if and how prejudice, stereotyping and social distance are intertwined to form an impermeable web of 
intolerance. These findings regarding the overtime persistence of anti-Roma sentiment in Romania are in 
tune with what the 2003 IPP study “Intolerance, Discrimination, Extremism in Romania” suggests: that while 
younger Romanians and those with more formal education are, indeed, more tolerant towards LGBT groups, 
the same may not hold true for attitudes towards the Roma and Hungarians.

Compared to other European countries, Romania scores rather low when it comes to displaying accepting 
attitudes towards gay/ lesbian/ bisexual people. On the other hand, compared to tolerance towards the Roma, 
acceptance of sexual minorities does appear to be more sensitive to education and age. 

Younger and more educated people, as well as people who have gay or lesbian friends and acquaintances 
are more likely to express tolerance of sexual minorities. These findings could have a practical impact on how 
various campaigns promoting tolerance towards LGBT groups are designed and implemented. 

In 2014 62% of respondents stated they would not want a gay neighbour compared to 75% in 1990. It is inte-
resting to observe that in 2014 more people stated they would not like to have a gay neighbour (62%) than 
not liking a Roma neighbour (46%). The 2015 Eurobarometer tells the same story in a different way. The mean 
score for feeling comfortable with having a Roma work colleague was 6.6 while the average score for being 
comfortable with a gay/ lesbian or bisexual co-worker was 4.6. Romania had the largest mean acceptance 
score difference between the two out-groups out of all EU28 countries. This again supports the findings that 
Romanians in general find it extremely difficult to express tolerance towards LGBT groups. This is particularly 
worrisome if we take into account Inglehart’s assertion, that accepting LGBT groups is a good indicator of 
tolerating groups of people that are different in general. The question thus remains, what are the contextual 
factors that allow for intolerant attitudes to be so widespread and resilient. Scholars have found that religio-
sity and adopting authoritarian world-views could partially explain aversion towards sexual minorities. The 
goal then would not be to try and change these attitudes and beliefs, but rather to explore various contexts 
in which reconciliation between holding such beliefs and accepting “the other” would occur. 
 

LIMITS

A major issue when attempting to study any type of social phenomenon from a longitudinal perspective 
using secondary data as a source is discontinuity of indicators. Very few studies conducted in Romania used 
identical survey items to address ADID, which in turn makes comparability across the years challenging. Mo-
reover, there is a lack of refinement when it comes to breaking down concepts into their separate dimensions 
and exploring their complexity, with most surveys focusing on just one angle of ADID. This limits the scope of 
secondary data analyses and restricts the examination of any overlaps between these dimensions and also 
where/ why does disengagement from a particular attitude occur. Subsequently, the studies produced using 
existing survey data employed few measurements taken as proxies for intolerance, with the majority focu-
sing on the same evaluation approaches, such as appraising social distance from certain groups or approval of 
treating members of minority groups “like any other person.”
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Also lacking in past surveys are batteries of questions that would allow comparability of the different types 
of prejudice across separate target-groups. It is, for example, rather difficult to examine whether respondents 
with a high level of antipathy towards the Roma also exhibit negative sentiments towards other minorities, or 
whether readiness to restrict political rights varies across out-groups.  

Existing studies fulfill the task of painting the general picture when it comes to describing sources and mani-
festations of ADID, however a more nuanced approach would lead to a much better understanding of intole-
rant/ anti-democratic attitudes and, more importantly,  how to shift them. 
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SAPPENDIX 1: LIST OF SURVEY  

QUESTIONNAIRES AND DATA CONSULTED
Public Opinion Barometer, 1995-1997
Public Opinion Barometer, June 1998
Public Opinion Barometer, November 1998
Public Opinion Barometer, May 1999
Public Opinion Barometer, November 1999
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2000
Public Opinion Barometer, November 2000
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2001
Public Opinion Barometer, November 2001
Public Opinion Barometer, June 2002
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2002
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2003
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2003
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2004
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2004
Barometer of Ethnic Relations, 2001
Gender Barometer, 2001
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2005
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2005
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2006
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2006
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2006
Public Opinion Barometer, October 2006
Public Opinion Barometer, May 2007
Public Opinion Barometer, November 2007
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2001
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2002.1
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2002.2
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2003. Youth
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2003.2
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2003.3
Candidate Countries Eurobarometer, 2003.5
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1990
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1991
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1992
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1993
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1994
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1995
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1996
Central European Eastern Eurobarometer, 1997
National Research On Domestic and Workplace Violence, 2003
Enquêtes européennes sur la qualité de vie (EQLS), 2003
Enquêtes européennes sur la qualité de vie (EQLS), 2007
Enquêtes européennes sur la qualité de vie (EQLS), 2012
EUREQUAL, 2007
Roma Inclusion Barometer, 2006
Immigrants’ integration Barometer, 2011
Immigrants’ integration Barometer, 2013
Immigrants’ integration Barometer, 2014
European Values Survey, 1999
European Values Survey, 2008
World Values Survey, 2008
World Values Survey, 2012
Romanian Election Studies, Panel 1, Wave 1, 2012
Romanian Election Studies, Panel 1, Wave 2, 2012
Romanian Election Studies, Panel 2, Wave 1, 2012
Romanian Election Studies, Panel 2, Wave 2, 2012


