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ABSTRACT
POLITICAL PARTIES IN POST-COMMUNIST SYSTEMS:
FORMATION, PERSISTENCE, AND CHANGE
By

Maria Stefanova Spirova

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2004
Under the Supervision of Prof. Eric Browne

The evolution of democracy in the post-communist world has been a fascinating
and challenging process. Fifteen years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, some post-
communist countries have established strong and functioning democracies, while others
are still struggling with basic principles of representative government. One of the most
challenging tasks that all post-communist systems have faced has been the transformation
of one-party systems into functioning multi-party polities.

The present work contributes to the study of post-communist party development.
It assumes a rational approach to the understanding of political parties and addresses two
key questions: why parties form in the post-communist context, and how and why they
choose their electoral strategies once they have formed. Chapter 2 presents the analytical
framework, while Chapter 3 develops the hypotheses of this study. The following two
chapters use the experience of political parties in Bulgaria and Hungary to test the party
level implications of the theoretical model. Chapter 6 shifts the level of analysis to the

system level in order to test further the empirical implications of the model.
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The major conclusion of this study, presented in Chapter 7, is that to understand
the general processes that shape a certain party system might not help us to understand
the behavior of any given individual party within the system. The general pattern of
party behavior in the post-communist world seems to be well explained by the theoretical
model developed here. However, some individual parties appear to contradict its
expectations. The party level analysis points to the importance of several factors that are
not incorporated by a rational and electorally centered view of political party behavior.
This study also suggests the importance of system-level factors for a party’s choice of
electoral strategies, particularly regarding the relatively uninvestigated role that party
financing regulations play in the evolution of parties and party systems in the post-
communist world. Finally, this work sheds some light on the trends in organizational
development of Bulgarian parties and the role external actors have played in the

evolution of party interactions in the post-communist region.

_; \‘!
5}«\4\ ( R\"\-—vk_§ A‘& x‘*-"vt”‘ i . 7. {?Cﬁ‘“\‘

Major Professor i J Date

v

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



© Copyright by Maria Stefanova Spirova. 2004
All Rights Reserved

er. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com




To my parents who taught me to respect and treasure knowledge

vi

er. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com




Table of Contents

List of Tables xi
List of Figures Xiii
List of Abbreviations Xiv
Acknowledgements XVl

Chapter 1: Parties in Old and New Democracies

1.1 Introduction 1
1.2 Political Parties and Democratic Government 2
1.3 Political Parties in Newly Established Democracies 3
1.4 Political Parties in Post-communist Societies 4
1.5 The Rationale for This Work 7
1.6 Chapter by Chapter Overview 9
Chapter 2: Party Formation, Persistence, and Change: Theoretical Framework
2.1 Introduction 15
2.2 Party Formation, Persistence, and Change: an Overview
2.2.1 Political Parties as Endogenous Institutions 16
2.2.2. Overview of the Model 19
2.3 Setting an Electoral Target 21
2.4 Party Evolution: Formation (Phase I) 24

2.5 Party Evolution: Electoral Strategies
2.5.1 Choosing an Electoral Strategy at the First Election (Phase II) 26
2.5.2 Choosing an Electoral Strategy at Each Succeeding Election (Phase

I11) 31
2.5.3 Splits in Existing Parties 34

2.6 Evaluating the Likelihood of Success 37
2.6.1 Estimating Current Electoral Support 39
2.6.2 Assessing the Adequacy of Support: Electoral Thresholds 40
2.6.3 Evaluating the Stability of Support: Ideological Crowdedness, Ethnic
Support, Resource Availability, and Organizational Strength 43
2.6.4 Evaluating the Likelihood of Success: Summary 51

vii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



2.7 Party Evolution: Random Events and External Shocks 52
2.8 Conclusion 54

Chapter 3: Hypotheses, Empirical Implications, Data, and Methodology

3.1 Introduction 56
3.2 Hypotheses and Empirical Implications 56
3.3 Testing the Model at Party Level: Methodology and Data
3.3.1 Methodology: Research Design 61
3.3.2 Data: Personal Interviews 65
3.3.3 Data: Primary and Secondary Sources 67
3.4 Testing the Model at Party Level: Methodology and Data
3.4.1 Methodology: Research Design 68
3.4.2 Data: Twelve Post-communist Systems 69
3.5 Conclusion 69

Chapter 4: Formation, Persistence and Change: Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary
4.1. Introduction 71

4.2 Bulgarian and Hungarian Party Politics: General Trends

4.2.2 Bulgarian Party Politics, 1990-2003 72

4.2.3 Hungarian Party Politics 1990-2003 77
4.3 Parties Out of Parliament: BEL and Munkaspart

4.3.1 GOR/BEL: Struggling for Survival 80

4.3.2 Munkaspart: Staying the Course 91

4.4 Parties in Government: the DPS and the SZDSZ
4.4.1 The Movement of Rights and Freedoms (DPS):

the Limits of the Ethnic Vote 96

4.4.2 The Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ):

the Threat of Extinction 104
4.5 Parties in Control of the Government: the BSP and FIDESZ-MPP

4.5.1 The Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP): Allying for Glory 110

4.5.2 FIDESZ-MPP: from an Alternative Youth Organization to a

Conservative Party in Power 120
4.6 Conclusion 126

viii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



Chapter 5: Explaining Formation, Persistence, and Change: Bulgarian and Hungarian

Parties
5.1 Introduction 128
5.2 Electoral Support and Party Electoral Strategies
5.2.1 Expectations 128
5.2.2 Observed Behavior: Expected Electoral Support and
Party Formation 129
5.2.3 Observed Behavior: Electoral Performance and the Choice of
Strategies 134
5.3 Ideology and Party Electoral Strategies
5.3.1 Expectations 150
5.3.2 Observed Behavior 150
5.4 Organizational Strength and Party Electoral Strategies
5.4.1 Expectations 157
5.4.2 Observed Behavior 157
5.5 External Shocks, Random Events, and Party Electoral Strategies 177
5.6 Conclusion 179

Chapter 6: Explaining Formation, Persistence, and Change: System Level Analysis

6.1 Introduction 181
6.2 Party Financing
6.2.1 Regulation of Party Public Financing in Hungary and Bulgaria 181
6.2.2 Party Financing Regulations and Party Electoral Strategies 183
6. 3. Electoral Institutions
6.3.1 Electoral Systems in Bulgaria and Hungary 185
6.3.2 Electoral Arrangements and Party Electoral Strategies 187
6.4 Testing the Model at System Level: Twelve Post-communist Systems
6.4.1. Model Overview and Operationalization of Variables 192
6.4.2 Model Estimation 199
6.4.3 Results and Discussion 200
6.5 Conclusion 206
Chapter 7: Conclusion 208
References 215
ix

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C
Appendix D

Appendix E

233
234
242
245
246

er. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



List of Tables

Table 1: Party Electoral Targets 24
Table 2: Bulgarian Election Results, 1990, (Grand National Assembly) 73
Table 3: Bulgarian Election Results, 1991 Elections (36™ National Assembly) 75
Table 4: Bulgarian Election Results, 1994 Elections (37™ National Assembly) 75
Table 5: Bulgarian Election Results, 1997 Elections (3 8" National Assembly) 75
Table 6: Bulgarian Election Results, 2001 Elections (39" National Assembly) 77
Table 7: Hungarian Election Results, 1990 Elections 78
Table 8: Hungarian Election Results, 1994 Elections 78
Table 9: Hungarian Election Results, 1998 Elections 79
Table 10: Hungarian Election Results, 2002 Elections 80
Table 11: “New” Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary, 1990-2002 130
Table 12: Support for the parties in Bulgaria, February -March 2001. Answers to the

question: “which party would you vote for if elections were held today?” 132

Table 13: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1991-1994) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1991 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1994 electoral strategy 138

Table 14: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1997) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1994 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1997 electoral strategy 139

Table 15: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1997) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1997 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 2001 electoral strategy 140

Table 16: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1990-1994) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1990 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1994 electoral strategy 140

Table 17: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1998) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1994 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1998 electoral strategy 141

Table 18: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1998-2002) with more than 1 percent of
the vote: 1998 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 2001 electoral strategy 142

Table 19: Parties in Parliament in Bulgaria, 1990-2001: electoral strategy, performance,

and electoral strategy at following election 143
Table 20: Parties in Parliament in Hungary, 1990-2002, seats in Parliament, and electoral
strategy at following election 148
Table 21: Ideological distribution of Hungarian parties with more than 1 percent of the
vote, 1990-2002 153
Table 22: Ideological distribution of Bulgarian parties with more than 1 percent of the
vote, 1990-2001 155
Table 23: Bulgarian Parties: Number of Members 163
Xi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



Table 24: Hungarian Parties, Number of Members 164

Table 25: Members to Electorate Ratios in Bulgaria and Hungary 165
Table 26: Members to voters ratios for major Bulgarian parties, 2001 elections 166
Table 27: Members to voters ratios for major Hungarian parties, 2002 elections 166
Table 28: Party systems in Bulgaria and Hungary, 1990-2002 174
Table 29: Some Indicators of Party System Fragmentation: Bulgaria and Hungary, 1990-
2002 189
Table 30: Wasted Vote in Bulgaria, 1990-2001 192
Table 31: Party Financing, Variable Categories 198
Table 32: Linear (Prais-Winsten) regression with panel-corrected standard errors
estimates 201
xii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



List of Figures:

Figure 1: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition: Overview 20
Figure 2 Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I: Formation 26

Figure 3: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase II: Possible
Electoral Strategies at First Election 28

Figure 4: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase III: Possible
Electoral Strategies at Time T+1 for Parties that Run Alone at Time T 32

Figure 5: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase III: Possible
Electoral Strategies at Time T+1 for Parties that Run in an Alliance at Time T 34

Figure 6: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I: Splinters 36

Figure 7: Evaluation of the Likelihood of Achieving Electoral Target 38
Figure 8: The Evolution of GOR/DAR/BEL/BSD, 1993-2003 83
Figure 9: GOR, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I,

IT and III 85
Figure 10: BEL, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I,

II and III 88
Figure 11: MSZMP split, 1989 93
Figure 12: Munkaspart, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition,

Phase I, I and III 95
Figure 13: DPS, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I,

IT and III 101
Figure 14: SZDSZ, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I,

IT and III Formation 107
Figure 15: BSP, Evolution 1990-2003 112
Figure 16: BSP, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I,

IT and III 114
Figure 17: FIDESZ-MPP, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition,

Phase I, IT and III 121
Figure 18: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition: Review 208

xiii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



List of Abbreviations:
Bulgarian Parties

ASO — Alternative Socialist Union

ASP - Alternative Socialist Party

ATs — Alliance for the King

BDS — BDS-Radicals

BEL — Bulgarian EuroLeft

BESDP — Bulgarian Social Democratic Party (United)

BKP — Bulgarian Communist Party

BLP - Bulgarian Liberal Party

BSDP - Bulgarian Social Democratic Party

BSDP-2 — Bulgarian Social Democratic Party -2

BSP - Bulgarian Socialist Party

BZNS — Bulgarian Agrarian National Union

BZNS -AS — Bulgarian Agrarian National Union -Alexadner Stamboliiski
BZNS-M(ozer) — Bulgarian Agrarian National Union — Mozer
BZNS-NP - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union - Nikola Petkov
CPoB — Communist Party of Bulgaria

CSII - Coalition for Simeon the Second

DAR - Democratic Alternative for the Republic

GOR - Citizens Union for the Republic

K(F)TsB — Confederation/Federation “Tsardom Bulgaria”
KhRP — Christian Republican Party

NDSV — National Movement Simeon the Second

NI, SNI -- New Choice Alliance

NLP 'St. Stambolov' — Peoples Liberal Party Stefan Stambolov
NOSII — National Union for Simeon the Second

ODS — United Democratic Forces

OPT — United Party of Labor

OTP - Fatherland Party of Labor

PDC - Party of the Democratic Center

PS — Patriotic Union

SDS — Union of Democratic Forces

SDS- L — Union of Democratic Forces -- Liberals

SDS-C — Union of Democratic Forces -- Center

ZP — Green Party

Hungarian Parties

CP — Centrum Part

FIDESZ — Federation of Young Democrats
Fidesz- MPP - Fidesz Hungarian Civic Party
FKGP — United Small Holders Party

MIEP — Hungarian Truth and Life Party

MP — Munkaspart, Hungarian Workers Party

Xiv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



MSZMP — Hungarian Socialist Workers Party
MSZP — Hungarian Socialist Party
SZDSZ — Alliance of Free Democrats

European Parties:
EPP — Europe’s People Party
PES — Party of the European Socialists

XV

er. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com




Acknowledgements

I am deeply grateful to my major professor, Eric Browne, and the members of my
dissertation committee, Georg Vanberg, Shale Horowitz, Howard Handelman, and
Donald Pienkos, who all provided advice, support, and encouragement whenever needed.
Financial support from the UWM Graduate School allowed me to carry out the field work
for this dissertation; the New Bulgarian University and the Central European University
hosted me and provided invaluable resources during the winter and spring of 2002-2003.

Professors James Derleth, Antony Todorov, Ronald Weber, Andras Bozoki, and
Laszlo Vass helped with contacts in Bulgaria and Hungary; without them my work would
have been impossible. To Robert Sata, who interpreted at many of the interviews in
Hungary: kdsz6n6m szépen.

I owe a lot to the party leaders and strategists in Bulgaria and Hungary who
agreed to talk to me and share their experience and knowledge. They are too many to
name, but here are the ones I am most obliged to: Dr. Penka Krusteva, Mr. Roumen
Zankov, Mr. Kiril Avramov, Mr. Georgi Pinchev, Mr. Azer Melekov, Mr. Vladimir
Murdzov, Mr. Kasim Dal, Mr. Nikolay Mladenov, Ms. Julia Stoianova, Mr. Petar
Dzudzev, Mr. Georgi Vanev, and Dr. Milan Milanov in Bulgaria; Mr. Peter Hack, Mr.
Janos Vajda, Mr. Tibor Navracsics, Mr. Gabor Fodor, Mr. Laszlo Szoke and Dr. Mihaly
Kopa in Hungary.

Finally, to my loved ones, Jim, my family, and my friends: thank you for the love

and support over the years.

xvi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



Chapter 1

Parties in New and Old Democracies

1.1 Introduction

The evolution of democracy in the post-communist world has been a fascinating
and challenging process. Fifteen years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, some formerly
communist countries have established strong and functioning democracies, while others
are still struggling with basic principles of representative government. But one of the
most challenging tasks that all post-communist systems have faced has been the
transformation of one-party systems into functioning multi-party polities. This process is
a demanding one for any new democracy, but the pervasive nature of the monopoly over
political life exercised by communist parties during the years of one-party government

has left a legacy that makes the process even more difficult.

In most Eastern European States, political life after the changes of the early 1990s
continued to be dominated or strongly influenced by the successor parties to the defunct
communist parties.! For the most part, these parties inherited strong organizations, and
human and material resources that put them in a class of their own. They also had
seasoned political elites and an ideology that made them popular in the context of
increasing social and economic dislocation. The presence of the successor parties in
multi-party systems created specific dynamics among the contenders for power in the
post-communist world, in some cases making it difficult for new left-leaning parties to

enter the competition.

' The term “successor” party/ies will be used throughout this study to mean the party or parties that
succeeded the communist party in each system. The term was introduced by John Ishiyama in his
extensive studies of the revamped Communist parties in the post-communist region (Ishiyama, various
works; Bozoki and Ishiyama, 2002).
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In addition, the years of forced political mobilization by communist parties left
many people unwilling to join political formations and, in some cases, even uncertain
about the benefits of political parties operating in the new multi-party systems. These
attitudes contributed to the difficulty of new parties to attract members, establish strong
organizations, and find a persistent core of supporters, although the extent to which this
has been the case has varied from system to system. However, political parties remain
essential components of modern democratic government, making it necessary for the
young post-communist democracies to establish stable parties and functioning party

systems if they are to be accepted in the family of democratic states.’

1.2 Political Parties’ and Democratic Government

Despite their relatively late arrival in political life, multiple and free political
parties have come to be seen as a major prerequisite for a functioning democratic
system.* Parties are indispensable to any democratic system of government because they
serve as channels for the expression of people’s demands, as instruments of popular
representation, and as routes of communications between state and society (Sartori 1978,
27 and 56). Parties are essential to a democracy both because they provide its

institutional channels and because they maintain the stability of the system.

? In fact, the European Union required that any candidate state achieve “stability of institutions
guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of minorities,” thus
making the establishment of stable parties even more important in the post-communist context (EC, 2004)
* A political party is defined as “any group, however loosely organized, seeking to elect governmental
office-holders under a given label” (Epstein 1967, 9).

4 Historically, political parties only came to be accepted with the realization that “diversity and dissent are
not necessarily incompatible with, or disruptive of, political order (Sartori 1976, 13). Political parties
evolved from the clubs, committees, philosophical societies and parliamentary groups of the pre-modern
period (Duverger 1951, xxiii). All of these strived to acquire and exercise power, but the differentiating
element of political parties was their connection with the people. Parties emerged when a permanent
connection between parliamentary groups and electoral committees took hold. Alternatively, externally
generated parties emerged when groups outside the parliamentary setting organized themselves and started
competing in elections (Duverger 1951, xxiv).
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Political parties shape citizen participation and determine the stability of political
leadership, and can inhibit or exacerbate turmoil and violence. So “a strong system of
political parties is essential for a strong democracy” (Bingham Powell, 1982). As parties
manage both elections and the legislatures — which are the two main possible sources of
instability — they remain crucial for the maintenance of both the stability and the

legitimacy of the system (Yanai 1999).

Despite the recent “decline” in the centrality of political parties in the democratic
process, they have not been replaced by any new institutions of similar importance
(Bartolini and Mair 2001).” Parties have encountered numerous challenges and have
adapted their structures to deal with them: a recent taxonomy of political parties
identified fifteen different “species” of political party, each of them belonging to a
“broader genus of party types” (Gunther and Diamond 2001, 9). However, irrespective
of these challenges, parties continue to be “one of the most prominent institutions of

liberal democracies” (Lewis 2001b, 1).

1.3 Political Parties and Newly Established Democracies

Although they might not play such a large role in the actual transition to
democracy, parties play a crucial role in the consolidation of democracy in newly

democratized states.® The most difficult challenge that a new system faces is its freshly

5 This decline, arguably, has been brought around by declining party membership, widespread party
identification, and the advent of new technology as a means of political communication (Katz and Mair
1995; Gunther and Diamond 2001).

§ While transition implies the actual replacement of an authoritarian regime with a democratic one, the
consolidation of democracy involves the process which leads to the establishment of democracy as the
“only game in town.’(Linz and Stepan 1997, 5-6) According to Mainwaring, the consolidation of
democratic regimes necessarily involves the institutionalization, or wide acceptance, of its rules and
procedures (Mainwaring 1992, 296). Parties might not play the most important role in the break-up of the
previous regime because during this stage other actors, like the military or the country’s elite might be of
more significance (Pridham 1995, Heywood 1996, 158). The more established a democracy becomes, the
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mobilized electorate. As parties are the key institutions for organizing mass involvement,
the ability of parties and party systems to expand participation through the system and
pre-empt or divert any revolutionary activity and to moderate and channel the
participation of newly mobilized groups without disrupting the system is a strong
determinant of the stability of the democratic polity (Huntington 1968, 412). Recent
studies of democratic consolidation have expanded the analysis regarding the roles
parties play in this process (Pridham 1995; Heywood 1996; Diamond and Linz 1988;

Pridham and Lewis 1996, Schmitter 2001, Lewis 2001b).

1.4 Political Parties and Post-communist Systems

There seems to be general agreement that “analyzing the role of parties and the
emerging shape and quality of a party system...provides important and potentially long
standing evidence about how new democracies are functioning and beginning to root
themselves”(Pridham and Lewis 1996, 8). The study of party development in the post-
communist states has been extensive and diverse. However, in many ways it has
reflected the difficulties faced by the party formation process itself. Authors have argued
that political parties in the post-communist systems are, and should be, different than
parties in the West, not only because of the novelty of the democratic process, but also
because they are developing in a period during which the nature of parties is changing

(Peter Mair 1995, Pridham and Lewis 1996, Bielasiak 1997). Some authors have even

more central the role played by the parties tends to be. The consolidation of democracy thus requires the
presence of stable parties and party systems. It is important to note, however, that stable political parties
might be a necessary condition for the consolidation of democracy, but they are by no means a sufficient
condition. Most of the democratization literature studies the role of parties as only one of the factors
contributing to the stabilization of democracy. Other important determinants of the stabilization of
democracy include historical conditions, political culture, political leadership, state structures, the military,
civil society, socioeconomic development, economic performance and international factors. (Diamond and
Linz 1988, 2-47; Pridham and Lewis 1996, 1-2)
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argued that the disarray brought about by the transition prevents the formation and
consolidation of a structured party system. Known as the fabula rasa hypothesis, this
view stresses the major differences between the process of party development in Eastern
and Western Europe and argues against the use of any classic theories to explain party

development in the post-communist world (Bielasiak 1997).

These theories include the legacy of the one-party communist state, the continued
presence of the “successor” parties, the challenges presented by the simultaneity of
political, economic, and, in some cases, national reforms; an absence of strong social
cleavages; and a weak party identification among the electorate. These issues have been
reflected in the literature devoted to the study of party development in these countries.
Studies carried out at party level have focused on the evolution of the “successor” parties
in the democratic polities (Agh 1996, 1997, 2000; Ishiyama 1995, 1997, 1999a and
1999b; Racz 2000, Ishiyama and Bozoki 2001, and Bozoki and Ishiyama 2002) and the
legacy of the communist regimes for the development of party identification (Wyman et
al, 1995, Rose 1995, Bacon 1998, Bielasiak 1997). Studies on the system level have
followed Lipset and Rokkan (1967) in their analysis of the impact of social cleavages on
party system development (Kitschelt 1995a, 1995b, 1999; Markovski 1995; Toka 1995a;
Karasimeonov 1996; Lawson et al 1999; Whitefield 2002),7 or used Sartori’s framework
to compare and analyze the level of fragmentation and polarization of party systems

(Clark 1995, Bielasiak 1997, Bielastak 2004).

" These studies, however, disagree on how applicable the theory is to the post-communist world. The
Lawson, et al. volume (1999) is quite skeptical about the strength of social cleavages, especially regarding
their reflection in the platforms of political parties. In contrast, Kitschelt’s work assumes a stronger impact
of social divisions and uses extensive survey data to investigate the linkages between public and political
parties in terms of various social cleavages.
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The nature of the evolving party organizations in the post-communist world has
been a favorite topic of party research as well. These studies have concentrated on
parties in several party systems (Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic, and, more rarely,
the Baltic States) and have either used the institutionalization theories of Panebianco
(1988), Huntington (1968), or Mainwaring (1999), or kept the discussion at a descriptive
and procedural level. Their main argument is that parties in the region are parliament-
centered, have few or no local branches, and are not supported by any voluntary
organizations; instead, they are elite-dominated and highly professional (Lewis 1996,
Olson 1998, Klima 1998, Krapavicius 1998, Golosov 1998, Toole 2000b and 2003,

Szczerbiak 1999b and 2001, van Biezen 2003, Markowski 2001).

Yet another major group of studies have concentrated on analyzing the impact of
the turbulent nature of the political process on the development of political parties. This
work has focused on the interplay of electoral and parliamentary cycles and the effects
that the “game” of politics has on political parties. They investigate the various
“strategies” adopted by the parties in terms of their alliance partners, their ideological
positions, and their policies while in government. Of particular note is the volume edited
by Gordon Wightman (1995), Party Formation in East-Central Europe, which includes
studies of the party formation process from the party strategy perspective in
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Bulgaria. Individual studies (Agh 1996, 1997 and
2000, Lewis 1994a and 1994b, Bacon 1998, and Olson 1998, Kreuzer and Pettai 2001)
have looked at the development of parties in Eastern Europe from this perceptive as well.
Starting from either the assumptions of rationality or these of learning theory, these

studies maintain the centrality of party elites in party formation and political competition.
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1.5 The Rationale for This Work

The present work follows partly in the tradition of this latter body of research by
assuming a rational approach to the understanding of political parties. It believes that
electoral strategies and fortunes are key to a party’s evolution and views party evolution
in some ways as a by-product of electoral competition. However, rather than simply
describe this evolution (as many of the existing studies have done), this study borrows
from the existing literature on political parties in the West to develop a general
understanding of why parties form and how they choose their electoral strategies. To
understand this process better, the present work addresses two key questions: why parties
form in the post-communist context, and how and why they choose their electoral
strategies once they have formed. This study thus rejects the idea that post-communist
party development is unique; instead, it maintains that party evolution can be explained
with some of the existing theories about political parties as long as the specifics of the
post-communist context are incorporated. So it contributes to the development of party
theory by testing a model of parties as endogenous institutions in the context of post-

communist political development.

Unlike most of the existing works on post-communist party development, the
underlying assumption of this work is that because developments at the party-system
level are a result of the dynamics between individual parties in the system, we need to
understand how individual parties behave in order to understand developments at the
system level. To achieve this, the study examines how features of individual parties
impact their own electoral strategies and those of their competitors. In doing so, it

incorporates arguments from the literature devoted to the ideological and organization
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development of post-communist parties. By doing so, the dissertation avoids a major
pitfall in the existing literature, namely, its failure to link individual party behavior to the

behavior of other parties and to the development of the party system.

This study ventures into uncharted territory by investigating the impact of public
financing on party evolution and the role played by transnational parties in the party
politics of the post-communist countries. While the study of public financing has
recently become a popular topic, political scientists and policy analysts rarely examine its
role in the evolution of the political parties. Instead they tend to concentrate on issues of
transparency and political corruption (Roper 2002, Protsyk 2002, Nassmacher 2004,
Pinto-Duschinsky 2002). Similarly, due to the sporadic and selective nature of
transnational party involvement in national party politics, no detailed examination of its
nature and consequences exists. This study attempts to address both of these gaps by
incorporating public financing and external influence as two of the constraints of party

behavior.

Finally, this work uses the experience of Bulgarian political parties as a major
object of study, something that has not been done on a large scale in the English-language
literature. While Hungarian, Polish, and Czech parties have received a considerable
amount of scholarly attention (the Hungarian Socialist Party being probably the most
studied party in the region), and the parties in the Baltic states and Romania have been
studied to some degree, works on Bulgarian parties are rare and they do not as a rule
study Bulgarian parties from a comparative perspective.8 Much of the information on

Bulgarian parties presented here is thus original and not available elsewhere, including

¥ The major exception being the works by Georgi Karasimeonov (1996), Waller and Karasimenov (1996)
and a study of the Bulgarian Socialist Party by Murer (2002) published in several edited volumes.
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complete election results for all post 1989 elections, and data on the organization of the

Bulgarian political parties.

1.6 Chapter by Chapter Overview

Chapter 2 outlines the study’s theoretical framework. It begins by discussing the
conception of parties as endogenous institutions and proceeds to develop a model of party
formation and electoral competition. Its main argument is that political parties exist to
help politicians realize their political ambition, defining political ambition in the tradition
of work by John Aldrich (1995) and Joseph Schlesinger (1994), as access to political
office. The chapter maintains that politicians, including those in this study, define their
political goals in electoral terms and form parties only because doing so promises to help
them achieve their electoral targets. Once formed, parties will select the electoral
strategy that promises to deliver their electoral targets from among a range of choice,
from running alone to seeking alliances, merging, disbanding, or hibernating. During
every inter-electoral period, politicians and parties will re-evaluate goals, re-define
electoral targets, and, based on these, chose the most promising electoral strategies at the

next election.

The choice of strategy will depend on how much electoral support a party
believes that it enjoys, whether this support is enough to allow politicians to achieve their
respective electoral targets, and how stable that support is expected to be until the time of
elections. Previous electoral support, an expectation of electoral volatility, the level of
electoral threshold, the presence of ideological competitors, the availability of resources,
and the party’s organizational strength are suggested as factors that influence that choice.

As a result of this process, parties will form and then persist or change as political
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entities. 1f the propositions developed in Chapter 2 are correct, then parties that do not
achieve their electoral targets should become discouraged from running alone and seek

allies, thereby contributing to the eventual stabilization of the party system.

Based on these theoretical assumptions, Chapter 3 develops nine hypotheses and
defines their observable implications at the party and party-system levels. The chapter
then discusses the methodology used to study these hypotheses. To test the model at the
party level, this study employs a comparative analysis of the electoral strategies of parties
in Bulgaria and Hungary. Data from interviews and primary and secondary sources are
used in the analysis. To test the model at the system level, the study employs a larger,
statistical analysis, using the number of parties in twelve post-communist systems over
several consecutive rounds of elections as its dependent variable. The methodological

issues involved in the use of these approaches are also discussed in this chapter.

Chapter 4, the beginning of the empirical part of the study, opens with a brief
overview of the development of party politics in Bulgaria and Hungary. In order to test
the understanding of party formation and electoral competition presented earlier, this
chapter then proceeds to describe the process of the formation and of the electoral
competition by six parties. The chapter examines the evolution of three Bulgarian and
three Hungarian parties over the 1990-2002 period — respectively, the Bulgarian Socialist
Party (BSP), the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS), the Bulgarian EuroLeft
(BEL), the FIDESZ-Hungarian Civic Party (FIDESZ-MPP), the Alliance of Free
Democrats (SZDSZ), and the Hungarian Workers’ Party (Munkaspart). The discussion
defines the parties’ electoral targets, describes the processes that have led to their

formation, and follows their choice of electoral strategies over several rounds of
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elections. It also touches briefly upon the different factors that have impacted the

decision of these parties to form, run alone, form alliances, or merge.

More detailed analysis of the factors that have impacted the decisions of these six
parties in regard to their formation and electoral competition is presented in Chapter 5.
This chapter preserves the party level of analysis and tests several of the hypotheses
suggested in Chapter 3. It focuses on the influence that electoral performance and
expected electoral volatility (H1, 2 and 3), ideological crowdedness (HS), and party
organizational strength (H9) have had on the decisions of political parties in Bulgaria and
Hungary. In addition to examining in detail the experience of the six parties described in
Chapter 4, the analysis also incorporates examples from other parties in the Hungarian
and Bulgarian party systems. Drawing on data from interviews and other sources, and
placing these in the context of the evolution of the parties over the years under study, the
analysis finds evidence in support of hypothesis 1 and 3, and mixed evidence in support
of hypotheses 5 and 9. Both individual party data and the development of these two party
systems indicate that, overall, these parties reacted to anticipated and actual success and
failure at elections as proposed. Although there are exceptions that complicate the
overall pattern, in general, both party systems have seen increasing stability with the
passing of time, both in terms of the number of new entries and the exit of unsuccessful

contestants.

The evidence is not as conclusive with regard to the roles that ideological
crowdedness and organizational strength play in the decision of parties to form and their
choice of electoral strategies. Political party leaders point to the importance of

ideological considerations in choosing electoral strategies, and they emphasize a
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commonly held belief that “ideological space” needs to be consolidated if parties are to
be successful electorally. However, at least in Bulgaria, the actual behavior of political
parties partially contradicts this claim. The number of competitors within ideological
trends continues to be relatively high, and new entries within already crowded ideological

space continue to appear. More limited examples of this trend exist in Hungary as well.

The data is equally mixed on the relationship between organization strength and
electoral strategies. Parties in both systems indicated that organizational considerations
play a role in their choice of electoral strategies, and that the presence of already
established parties is often a deterrent for new entrants and an incentive for allying or
merging. However, while parties seem to be more interested in strengthening their
organizations in Bulgaria than in Hungary, examining the evolution of the party systems
in these two countries reveals a tendency for the number of parties in Hungary to
decrease, but does not find a consistent trend in Bulgaria. After a short examination of
some external factors that seem to have influenced parties in their decisions, but which
are not fully accounted for by the theoretical understanding of party behavior, the chapter
concludes with the observation that a consideration of system-level factors is clearly

needed for a better explanation of party behavior.

Chapter 6 shifts the level of analysis to the system level in order to test the
empirical implications of the theoretical model. It begins with a brief examination of the
electoral systems and of party financing regulations in Bulgaria and Hungary, and
examines their apparent influence on the outcomes described in Chapter 4 and 5. It then
proceeds to formulate a model that can be used to test the system level implications of the

theoretical model. Using the number of electoral contestants at every election in twelve
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post-communist party systems, the model estimates the impact of expected electoral
volatility (H3), stability of support (H6), electoral threshold (H4), the regulations of party
financing (H7 and 8), and electoral experience (H1) on party behavior. The analysis
finds support for all but one hypothesis and discusses the implications that the results
have on the conclusions reached in Chapter 5. These results indicate that, overall,
politicians and parties in the post-communist world appear to behave rationally and in
accordance with the understanding of party behavior suggested in Chapter 2. They
appear to define their ambitions in electoral terms and to contest elections with a strategy
that best promises to deliver their target. While the party-level analysis presented plenty
of exceptions to this pattern from the two systems in this study, the general relationships

between the components of the model seem to be well established.

The major conclusion of this study, presented in Chapter 7, is that to understand
the general processes that shape a certain party system might not help us to understand
the behavior of any given individual party within the system. The party level analysis
points to the importance of several factors that are not incorporated by a rational and
electorally centered view of political party behavior. Some politicians, at least in
Hungary and Bulgaria, seem to value the autonomy of their parties more than the
theoretical assumptions regarding party behavior suggest. Personality factors and prior

party histories also can stymie otherwise beneficial cooperation among parties.

This study also suggests the importance of system-level factors for a party’s
choice of electoral strategies, particularly regarding the relatively uninvestigated role that
party financing regulations play in the evolution of parties and party systems in the post-

communist world. The study also sheds some light on the trends in organizational
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development of Bulgarian parties and the role external actors have played in the
evolution of party interactions in the post-communist region. The dissertation concludes
with several observations about the impact that party developments have had on

democratic politics in the region.
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Chapter 2

Party Formation, Persistence, and Change: Theoretical Framework

2.1 Introduction

During the last decade, political parties in post-communist political systems have
formed, disbanded, merged, and split. In the process, their party systems have evolved
from one-party systems into multiparty systems. However, the experiences of individual
East European states have been quite diverse in this respect. Some of them have
witnessed the appearance and maintenance of relatively stable parties while others have
seen a substantial degree of fluctuation in the number of political parties. The diversity
of experience in these countries raises three basic questions. First, why, given the post-
communist political and institutional context, do parties form? Second, why, once
formed, do they persist more or less intact or undergo significant change? And third, how
do the institutional, legal, and political characteristics of the post-communist political

systems influence this evolutionary process?

Although abundant, the existing literature on parties and party system change
rarely addresses these questions, mainly because it has focused on Western European
parties. It therefore tends to assume a set of existent parties and concerns itself with
answering the question of whether change has occurred and measuring change when it
does occur (Pennings and Lane, 1998, Daalder and Mair 1983, Mair 1997). Further,
studies of change have usually been conducted on a country-by country basis with little

consideration of general evolutionary patterns (Wellhoffer 2001, Niedermeyer 1998,
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Hazan 1998). Studies of new party emergence — one of the elements of system change —

have been relatively rare (Hug 2002, Golder 2003).

The literature devoted to Eastern European developments has also failed to
address these questions. It tends to contain descriptive accounts of either party system
developments or individual parties. There have been few attempts to analyze how an
individual party’s development is influenced by the development of other parties, or by

the legal and institutional arrangements of the political system.'

However, the decisions of parties to form, merge, ally, or dissolve is a crucial
question for the analysis of parties and party systems. This chapter will develop a model
to describe and explain the decision-making process that results in these outcomes, which
we shall consider to be a choice made by politicians. The chapter borrows from insights
into this process developed in several fields of the literature: studies on party system
change in Western Europe, including the literature on new party emergence in established
systems; the literature on party development in new democracies, specifically those in
Eastern Europe; and more general discussions of the role of political parties in

democratic systems.

2.2 Party Formation, Persistence, and Change: an Overview

2.2.1 Political Parties as Endogenous Institutions

The current understanding of party formation and change is consistent with
understanding party behavior as the result of the actions of rational, goal-oriented

individuals, constrained by structural and institutional factors. This approach to party

! While institutional and legal arrangements can and do change over time and this analysis takes account of
these changes, it is beyond the focus of this work to investigate how the political parties might try to
change the legal and institutional frameworks of the political systems to their own benefit.
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development has been taken by Aldrich (1995), Perkins (1996), Hug (2001), Kitschelt (?)
and Hauss and Rayside (1978). If we consider institutions to be “equilibria” internal to
the “game,” then institutions are able to be defined as humanly devised constraints on
human behavior (Calvert 1995). Although they are outcomes of people’s behavior, they
also represent “stability that can arise from mutually understood actor preferences and

optimizing behavior” (Crawford and Ostrom 1995:582).

While parties are seldom studied by “institutions as equilibria” scholars, who
usually focus on electoral arrangements and constitutional frameworks, Aldrich views
parties as “the most endogenous of all institutions.” That is, they are seldom part of the
legal framework defining the institutional arrangement of a polity (Aldrich 1995, 19). He
argues that parties can, and should, be treated as political outcomes — they “result from
actors seeking to realize their goals by choosing within and possibly shaping a given set
of institutional arrangements and so choosing within a given historical context” (Aldrich
1995, 6). Parties are thus seen as “tools” that allow people with political ambition to
realize their goals. Instead of viewing political parties, and, by extension, party systems,
as the results of sweeping societal and historical forces, Aldrich sees them as a
consequence of the actions of goal-oriented individuals, who are subject to institutional,

political, and legal constraints.

Some people have political ambitions — for example, they might want to
influence the political outcomes or to express political ideas, or simply enjoy the spoils of
political office. Conceived this way, “ambition” becomes associated with conventional
understanding of the concept of “political participation,” where political action (behavior)

includes activities intended to “influence” the process or outcomes of political decision-
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making (Nie and Verba 1978). For our purposes, however, we consider the concept of
“ambition” to denote activity beyond an attempt to exert a single influence on the
political decision-making. Rather, we conceive of ambition as a motivation to acquire
leadership positions or status relating to the achievement of personal and/or public goals
associated with or resulting from political action. Thus, all people who are characterized
as having political ambition are participants in the political process, but not all political
participants have political ambition. Our concern in this research is with those who
pursue political ambition. In particular we are interested in the activities of such
individuals as they relate to the formation of political groups and parties as instruments

for the furtherance or achievement of their goals.

For some of them political ambition is associated with winning political office.
They might want to win office because of benefits associated with the “politically
discretionary governmental or sub-governmental appointments” or because they are
interested in policy and desire to dominate the executive in order to influence policy
(Muller and Strom 1999, 5). Regardless of whether office is valued instrumentally or
intrinsically, it is only achievable by running candidates in elections. The two processes,
party development and electoral competition, are thus very closely intertwined. Winning
office, however, is not a goal in itself, but only the instrument for achieving the

underlying goals of politicians.

Other people with political ambition might not need to win office to realize it. For
them expressing their ideas may be enough. Even so, some of these people might form
parties and even run in elections because elections provide them with an opportunity to

present and express their ideas. Political science commonly considers behavior
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motivated in this way to be inconsequential. Schlesinger, for example, argues that “for
parties which use elections for some purpose other than gaining office, the goals and
means are unspecified by the democratic institutions,” and excludes these from his
discussion (Schlesinger 1994, 7). In contrast, others have argued that motivations can
include goals that are not dependent on winning office (Browne and Patterson, 1999).
Making a political statement, establishing a political presence, and enjoying the financial
benefits of being a party and participating in elections are also possible motivations
which can encourage parties to form and run in elections even when chances of winning
office are slim if not non-existent. More recently, in his study of right-wing parties in
Western Europe, Golder similarly distinguishes between political parties that are
motivated by instrumental and expressive ends (Golder 2003, 442). The members of the
latter group are satisfied with simply expressing their political (in this case right-wing)
ideas. The belief that parties and voters can be driven by expressive motivations has been
developed probably best by Schuessler (2000). For the present purposes, however, parties
that form and run in elections but are not interested in office per se are not considered.
Thus, the conception of ambition is narrowed to its convention definition of a desire to

win office (Schlesinger 1994, 33-46)

2.2.2 Overview of the Model

The proposed understanding of how parties form, choose their electoral strategies,
and evolve over time is based on the belief that politicians will define the realization of
their goals in electoral terms, and will form a party only when doing so promises to
achieve the electoral target that they have set for themselves. Once parties are formed,

they will similarly define the realization of their members’ ambitions in electoral terms,
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and will chose electoral strategies that promise to deliver that electoral target best. After
an election, and as a result of their electoral performance, politicians will re-evaluate and
adjust their ambitions, set new electoral targets that reflect these re-evaluated goals, and
so on. The process will thus repeat itself at every election and during every inter-election
period. As a result of it, political parties will form, continue to exist, merge, or disband.

This process is represented in Figure 1

Politicians’ Electoral Electoral
goals Target > strategies
Elections
Electoral Party forms,
Performance continues to exist,

mergets or disbands

Figure 1: Process of Party Formation and
Electoral Competition: Overview

The following sections will discuss these processes in turn. First, section 2.3
examines the possible electoral targets that polit;cians can set for themselves. Second,
section 2.4 elaborates on the choices that politicians have in terms of forming or joining a
political party. Next, section 2.5 discusses the electoral strategies available to parties at
their first, and at each succeeding, election. Finally, section 2.6 discusses how various

institutional constraints impact the choice of electoral strategies.
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2.3 Setting an Electoral Target

Forming a party only serves the goals of politicians when it can achieve enough
electoral support to allow the winning of office. Similarly, a party only needs to continue
to exist as an entity if it provides its leaders with the chance of getting into office
(Schlesinger 1994, 33). However, what exactly “winning office” means will differ
substantially from one case to the next. As Schlesinger has argued, “ambition for office”
can be either “static” or “progressive” — politicians might be interested in winning the
same office over and over again, or might move from one office to another (Schlesinger

1994, 39-41).

Proto parties and fully parties then will respond to the varying office ambitions of
their leaders. These ambitions can range from participating in the legislative process to
holding a ministerial position or being prime minister.”> However, at the party level, these
ambitions will be reflected in the target that each party sets for itself at each election —
getting representation in the national legislature, being in a position to participate in the
government, or dominating the formation and functions of the national government.’
Which one of these targets a party sets for itself will depend on the ambitions of its
leaders and the capability of the party defined as the level of electoral support that the

party can gather at each election. As access to the executive is only possible through

? In addition, politicians might be interested in running and winning office for reasons that do not involve
participation in any policy-making structures: parties might be interested in winning a minimum amount of
votes in order to get party financing, or to maintain their status according to party law requirements.
However, these parties are of no interest for this study; presently we are concerned with parties that seek
office for the benefits associated with it.

3 Getting into local and regional government offices is also a legitimate realization of political ambition.
However, here we are concerned exclusively with politicians who want to realize their political ambition at
the national level.
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legislative seats, each of these targets will lead to a respective electoral target defined in

terms of a sufficient number of legislative seats.

All parties that try to get representation in the legislature are expected to set their
immediate objectives as at least surpassing the electoral threshold. Parties that have
already won seats in previous elections might try not only to get seats, but also to
increase their share of seats. As a result, parties will differ in their definition of what
constitutes a satisfactory number of seats, depending on how popular the party is and

what its experience of legislative representation has been.”

These parties are what we usually call short-term seat-maximisers (Gunther
1989). They want representation in the legislature and consider anything else to be a
failure. However, in most cases parties try to win seats and secure their participation in
the government.” Gaining executive office might dictate different electoral targets than
gaining parliamentary seats. A place in the governing coalition might be achieved

through presence in Parliament and appropriate ideological positioning rather than simply

4 We assume that the electoral support for any given party is a set figure at any point in time, and that the
party has a relatively precise idea of what it is. In other words, why a party wins/loses popular support is
beyond the scope of this study.

3 Others might prefer to just enjoy the benefits of legislative office. Parties have avoided participation in
the executive on various occasions and for various reasons. Strom, for example has discussed various
reasons why parties might avoid participating in certain governmental coalitions (Strom 1990, Strom
1993). In the post-communist world, we have even had a principled commitment to non-participation in the
governing process. Some have been unwilling to participate in the government because of the unpopularity
of reforms that had to be implemented and the electoral risks associated with being in government.
Although this certainly changed with time, there is enough evidence to argue that some parties were only
interested in holding legislative office. An example of such a party was the Radical Democratic Party of
Bulgaria. It was not until 1993, for example, that its leader, addressing a convention of the party, advocated
a change of party goals from mere parliamentary presence to participation in government and urged the
RDP members to embrace such a goal. Michail Nedelchev, then Chairman of RDP, argued in 1993: “We
need new criteria [for party building]. Criteria of political professionalism. Which also calls for a re-
orientation of our goals. We re proud of our tradition of parliamentary presence, but we can no longer stress
only the parliamentary presence. The new professionalism which we are striving for is participation in all
branches of government” (Nedelchev 2000, 44). In addition, and this is not limited to post-communist
systems only, some parties are too radical, or too marginal, to participate in the government. Parliamentary
representation thus is the only political goal they can achieve,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



23

by a large number of seats. This might allow smaller parties to define their electoral
target as surpassing the threshold but not necessarily as getting as many seats as

possible.°

Parties that want to participate in the government and are popular enough might
want to dominate the governmental process. Thus they will try to achieve more than just
representation in parliament — in most cases they will need to gain at least a near plurality
of seats. Parties that have a chance of dominating the governing process usually consider
gaining a plurality or near plurality of seats in Parliament to be the decisive element in
being able to achieve the dominant position. Although policy positioning can play a role
in their ability to form a government, achieving a near plurality of the seats is expected to
be the dominant strategy. Politicians that want to come into control of the government
formation process will define the electoral target of their party to be that of achieving

enough seats to be one of the top parties in Parliament.

The exact electoral targets of each party will thus depend on the ambition of its
leaders, its capability, and its electoral and legislative experience. Thus, it becomes
impossible to define exactly how many seats each party will be trying to get at each
election. What we can do is define the minimum targets for each type of party. There are

thus two distinct electoral targets that politicians can set for parties — surpassing the

8 In addition, some parties seek to win office (legislative or executive) in the short and long run (Gunther
1989, 854). For the latter group, surviving as an independent entity is part of the strategy to win office in
the long run. Thus, in situations when achieving the support needed for surpassing the threshold is
uncertain, parties with long term office goals will be more likely to risk staying out of Parliament if getting
in would mean losing their independent identity. While making it into Parliament increases the chances of
winning office next time, parties can find other means to compensate for not being in Parliament (winning
office at the local level, getting resources through other means, etc). Thus, although all parties try to surpass
the electoral threshold, in some cases not doing so is not necessarily seen as a failure.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



24

threshold and achieving enough seats to be one of the top parties in the legislature. These

options are represented in Table 1.

Table 1: Party Electoral Targets

} Party Target (Minimum)
‘ Electoral Target
at Each Election

Participate in Surpass Threshold
legislative politics
(legislative parties)

| Participate in ﬁ Surpass Threshold
Government ;

i (executive parties) !

| Dominate | Achieve Near
Government (PM Plurality of Seats
parties)

2.4 Party Evolution: Formation (Phase I)

When a collection of people decides that they want to cooperate for the purpose
of winning office (defined in any of the ways presented in section 2.2.3), they are
transformed into what may be called a “proto party”. Belonging to a party provides a
benefit to people who seek office by coordinating local and national vote-getting,
regularizing candidate recruitment and protecting against new entrants, providing
patronage appointments, regularizing legislative and ministerial advancements, and
minimizing campaign costs by providing economies of scale in campaigning using their
organizational structures (Aldrich 1995, 45-55, Kruezer and Pettai 2002). Party formation
is thus only part of an electoral strategy to maximize their goals through running for

office.
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Once members of the group have decided that they can best realize their goals by
participating in the electoral process, they evaluate their options. If the members of a
proto party believe that they can best realize their ambitions and the electoral target that
they dictate by forming a political party, we should expect that the group will not seek
electoral support of other groups but would constitute itself, officially, as a new political
party. " Alternatively, if members of a proto party decide they cannot realize their goals
alone, they will seek the support of other such groups or from existing political parties. If
their attempt to find partners is successful, they might either join an existing party,® in
which case we would not see the emergence of a new party, or they may form a new
party together with other groups in a similar situation. If these attempts at cooperation

fail, no party should form.” This process is represented in F igure 2.

Once the decision to form a party is made, the members adopt a label, register
appropriately, and begin to develop an electoral strategy.'® For the current purposes, this

is the decision of primary interest.

” The evaluation of electoral realities that leads to that belief is probably the most important stage of this
process. However, it is currently sidestepped, but will be discussed at length in section 2.3.

® Whether they join as a “faction” (a group that is recognized as having common positions that are distinct
from those of the party) or as individuals is of consequence, but for purposes of parsimony cannot be
accounted for in this study.

? A party could form in this case, even without expecting to win any seats, if they want instead to prepare
for a future attempt to win seats.

' To be a political party, in the most general terms, an organization or a team of people does not need to
run in elections. However, political parties only become of consequence if they compete in elections, which
is why most political science definitions of political parties use running in an election as the one key
element of being a political party. Epstein, for example, considers any “group, however loosely organized,
seeking to elect governmental office-holders under a given label” to be a political party (Epstein 1967, 9).
Richard Rose similarly defines a party as “an organization concerned with the expression of popular
preferences and contesting control of the chief policy-making offices of government” (Rose 1974, 3).
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Believe they can Form a New
A group of achieve electoral > Party
indiViduaIS __» target alone
who seek to
win office (a
t
proto party) Ally with other
t rti
proto partes Form a New
| Party
Believe they
cannot achieve
electoral target
alone
Ally with Join an
existing parties N existing party

Fail to ally with Fail to form
proto parties or or join a party
existing parties | p|

Figure 2. Process of Party Formation and Electoral
Competition, Phase I: Formation

2.5 Party Evolution: Electoral Strategies

2.5.1 Choosing an Electoral Strategy at the First Election (Phase II)

In Figure 3 we present the elements of electoral strategy for a newly formed
political party. Starting at any point after formation, but before an election is held, a

newly formed party will re-evaluate how much electoral support'’ it needs in order to

' Defined as the percentage of the popular vote that a party receives or expects to receive at election.
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achieve its electoral target. Next, it will evaluate the likelihood that this electoral target
can be achieved. Based on this evaluation, the party then may be expected to choose
among three possible strategies: to run candidates in the elections as a party on its own
label; to seek to join or form an electoral alliance with another party or parties, or not to
contest a current election. In this latter case, the party may decide to dissolve itself, to

merge with another party or parties, or to “hibernate” electorally.
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If the party believes that it can achieve its electoral target, it is expected to contest

elections alone and thus “persist” as a party through the election period. However, if the
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party is uncertain about the likelihood of achieving its electoral target, the party is

expected to negotiate with others in an attempt to join or form an electoral alliance.'

An electoral alliance is an explicit agreement of two or more parties to coordinate
their electoral strategies for their mutual benefit. Such alliances are typically concluded
for the purposes of fighting elections and do not imply further cooperation. This
definition thus includes both alliances that use a label different from the labels of each of
its constituent parts and alliances that use a combination of the parties’ labels. Similarly,
the definition also incorporates both alliances that that run joint lists and alliances in
which the parties run separate lists but their votes are counted as if cast for one party

(apparentements).”

Forming an alliance increases the likelihood of achieving the electoral target by
pooling the support of two or more political parties (Pettai and Kreuzer 2001, 113).
Alliances do not typically compromise the autonomy of their members beyond the
specific terms of the electoral agreement. However, joining an alliance, and especially a
non -apparentement one, also restricts the independence of the party in terms of its ability
to place candidates on lists or control its policy positions, thus limiting the benefits it
brings in terms of helping politicians win office. In fact, the fear that allying will result in

a loss of the integrity of the party as an institution has been shown to serve as a deterrent

2 The outcome of an electoral strategy that involves the cooperation of another party or parties (forming or
joining alliances and merging) will depend on the success of that attempted cooperation. Thus, seeking an
alliance by one party will not necessarily lead to the party contesting elections in an alliance. However, for
the purposes of this research, the important elements are the decision of the party to seek alliances and how
the outcome of this electoral strategy influences the choice of electoral strategy at the next elections.

' This definition of an “alliance” is narrower than some others. Duverger (1954) for example, sees
“electoral alliances” as one of several things — “putting up joint candidates or joint lists at the first or at the
only ballot, reciprocal standing down on the second ballot, agreements for the distribution of remainders or
friendly arrangement in certain proportional systems, and so on” (Duverger 1954, 331). In addition,
Duverger argues, alliances might be either tacit or explicit.
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to electoral alliances in some cases (Gunther 1989, 845)."* Thus, for a party to seek an
alliance, it needs to be highly uncertain that it will win office on its own, and certain in
the ability of the party that it is allying with to contribute enough electoral support so as

to make it likely for both to win office.

Alternatively, after evaluating the likelihood of achieving the electoral target, the
party might realize that it cannot achieve it. In this case, it may either try to negotiate to
join an alliance or decide not to contest elections and merge with another party, sit out the
current elections (hibernate), or dissolve. A merger refers to the decision of two or more
existing political parties to end their independence as a party, to combine their structures
and leaderships, and register as a new political party. Thus, an alliance allows for the
party to remain in existence, but merger implies the end of the party (graphically

represented in Figure 2 by the triple black line).

Mergers are relatively rare, especially in the case where a new party has just
formed and has not fought an election. They bring electoral benefits because they
promise to combine the electoral support of all of its members into one, but they also
carry the danger of alienating the supporters of all or some of the merger’s constituent
parts. A merger can give members and supporters the idea that their leaders have
betrayed them ideologically; as Mair has argued, voters might decide that the merger is
“strategically irrelevant or ideologically distasteful” (Mair 1990, 131). Mergers are thus

usually the last resort of parties faced with prospective electoral defeat.

' Because of the complicated nature of alliances — they are not “new” parties but they are different than
two independent parties — electoral alliances are very rarely studied (Hug 2003, 13-14).
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Because of this, parties that have just formed and believe that they cannot achieve
the electoral support needed for the realization of their immediate goals are more likely to
try to join or form an alliance than to try to merge. As the party has just formed, it should
be unwilling to forego its independence, but it might be willing to risk not winning office
in an attempt to build up support and do better next time. Similarly, the party is also
relatively unlikely to disband and thus end its existence before running in elections. If it
decides not to run in elections and hibernate, the party becomes of no consequence for the

present discussion until it appears at elections again.

2.5.2 Choosing an Electoral Strategy at Each Succeeding Election (Phase IIT)

Parties Contesting Elections Alone at the Previous Election

Since parties exist to make it easier for politicians to win elections, their
continuing existence is closely linked to their electoral performance. Once a party has
fought an election under it own label, regardless of whether it has won office or not, it
will again confront three options when deciding on an electoral strategy for the next
election: running alone, trying to ally, or not contesting elections (because of an attempt
for a merger, a dissolution, or hibernation). In order to choose an electoral strategy, the
party undergoes a process that is similar to the one followed by a newly formed party. It
determines the electoral target it needs to achieve; if it believes that the likelihood of
achieving it is high, the party continues to run alone. If achieving the electoral target is
uncertain, the party is expected to try to ally with others in an attempt to increase its
electoral support without losing its identity. If it believes that the likelihood of achieving
it is low, the party can then decide to seek to form or join an alliance, to seek a merger

with another party, to disband or to “hibernate”. The process is represented in Figure 4.
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It can be seen from the figure that parties emerging intact from their first elections

continue to confront the full range of election strategy options. Of these, running alone in
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the next election under its own label (if the party believes it can achieve its electoral
target) and seeking alliances (if it is uncertain about achieving its target and if it believes
it will not achieve it) are the two most probable. In other words, it is unlikely that a party
will go from running alone at its first election to merging at the next (thus ending its
independent existence), without going through the alliance stage. For the political leaders
it serves, a merger means that they have to re-negotiate their control over candidate lists,
office allocation, and any other party feature. As they are driven by a desire to win office,
and allying can make achieving office more likely without eliminating all control, a party

in this situation is not likely to merge.

Parties Contesting Previous Elections in an Alliance

Some parties that seek alliances will succeed in forming or joining them and then
will contest elections as part of an alliance. However, they will also have to choose a new
electoral strategy before the next election as well. All possible electoral strategies are
presented in Figure 5. An attempt to merge is now a more likely choice in cases when the
party does not believe that it can achieve its electoral target. This is because the party has
already tried an alliance strategy. At this point, if office is unlikely to be won by running
alone and more likely to be won through a merger, the party may be willing to transform
itself into a new political entity. Once a merger is accomplished, it behaves as a new

party and goes through Phase II and III again.
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2.5.3 Splits in Existing Parties

The uncertainty of electoral politics also makes it possible for parties to

experience divisions during an inter-election period, some of which might lead to formal
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splits. '* If none of the resulting constituent parts (“splinters”) preserves the original label,
the original party ends its existence and the splinters follow a separate developmental
process. Alternatively, the party can survive despite splinters breaking off. In that case,
the remaining members, now diminished in size, retain the original label and the party
behaves in the way described in section 2.4.2. In both cases, the splinters follow a

different developmental path.

The process that leads to the possible formation of a new party as a result of a
split from an established one is similar to the process of new party formation. In fact,
both are usually conceptualized and studied as part of the same process (Hug 2002, 13).
Individuals depart from established parties regularly. The cases that are of interest here,
however, are the ones that involve a group or groups of party members, and not just
individuals. The existence of such groups in parties is commonly conceived as
“factionalism”. When a party is “factionalized,” the party itself becomes an arena for
coalitional politics and leadership struggles, sometimes leading to the desertion of the
losers of factional disputes to pursue alternative strategies. Such disputes are most
commonly defined as ideological disagreements, conflicts over party strategy, or personal

alliances.

If a faction decides that abandoning the current party is the best road to achieving
office it returns to the status of being a proto party and follows the developmental path of
any proto party. There is one difference, however. The members of a proto party that is

the result of a split have to decide that they can best realize goals not only by cooperating

'* Party splits have been common in Western European party development and even more so in the post-
communist world (Mair 1990, Mair 1997).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyww.manaraa.com



36

with each other (since they already are within the larger group), but by abandoning their
current party and limiting their cooperation to the members of the faction only. This

process is presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Process of Party Formation and Electoral
Competition, Phase I: Splinters

Once a new party is formed from a splinter, it follows the process of development
a new party goes through and repeats Stages II and III as presented and discussed in

Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3.
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2.6 Evaluating the Likelihood of Success

The preceding sections presented the possible developmental paths of any group
of people with ambitions to office, starting with the group considering party formation
(Phase I), proceeding to contest elections for the first time (Phase II), and contesting
elections at any other time afterwards (Phase III). While the electoral strategy options
have been presented and some propositions about parties’ choice of strategies have been
made, there has been no discussion of the process that leads to that choice, a topic the

discussion will turn to presently.

It has been suggested that the decision that leads to the choice of an electoral
strategy is based on an evaluation of how likely it is for the party to achieve its electoral
target. At the point when a specific electoral strategy needs to be chosen, the party (or
proto party) is expected to estimate its current support, and to assess whether it is
sufficient to achieve its electoral target.'® The party or proto party will also be concerned
with the likelthood of its current level of electoral support remaining stable (or

increasing) until election day. This process is represented in Figure 7.

' In most cases, the factors influencing proto parties and parties in their evaluation of support and choice of
electoral strategy are the same and impact both in a similar way. Because of this, and for purposes of
conciseness, from this point on, the term “party(s)” will be used to denote both a proto party and an
established party. Distinctions will be made only in the cases where the processes differ.
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The choice of electoral strategies is expected to reflect not only the ambitions and
target of the politicians and parties, but also the structure of electoral competition. As
Schlesinger has argued, this structure, defined by its competitiveness and rules, “helps
inspire and temper political ambitions” (Schlesinger 1994, 99). Here, several factors are

proposed to define the electoral competition structure and thus influence the likelihood
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that a party will achieve its electoral target successfully. These are the nature of the
electoral system, the presence of an ethnically based support, the availability of public
financing for parties, ideological crowdedness, and the extent of the organizational

development of the parties in the party system. These will be discussed in turn.

2.6.1 Estimating Current Electoral Support

The choice of an electoral strategy is made well before an election. As parties
cannot know how much support they will receive at election time they need to update any
information they acquire. As noted earlier, we assume that established parties have a
relatively precise idea of how much electoral support they have at any current time based
on past performance. Past electoral experience therefore is of great importance. Success
at achieving the electoral target at previous elections may be expected to encourage the
choice of the same strategy, while failure would most certainly lead to a change in
strategies. Of course, to assume that developments between elections do not influence the
choice of electoral strategies is illogical. Party popularity can suffer because of a
multitude of reasons, and the party itself might undergo changes during the inter-election
period. If there are clear indications that the previous strategy would not be conducive to
success at the current election, and a strategy promising to deliver the electoral target
successfully exists, it will be sought. Opinion polls will provide key information in this
case, and parties will have to judge the desirability of strategies based on their potential

electoral support at the time the decision needs to be taken.

However, proto parties will be disadvantaged in this respect, owing to their
having no prior history. Their leaders must use other means to infer the prospective level

of support. The decision to move from a proto party to a fully formed party will likely
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involve the use of indications of electoral volatility as a proxy for potential electoral
support. This will be particularly important when their expected voters must transfer
their votes from an established party to a new one. An expectation of high electoral
volatility will thus lead to an expectation of higher electoral support. The presence of
“new issues” in society or the persistence of old issues that are not being resolved by the
established parties are often seen as conducive to high electoral volatility. In particular,
disruptions of political and economic life such as high unemployment, inflation,
corruption, environmental problems, and foreign policy crises, are also among the factors
likely to make the electorate more volatile and thus more likely to support new parties
(Muller -Rommel 1989, Hug 2001, Sjoblom 1983, Wellhoffer 1998, Jackman and

Volpert 1996).

2.6.2 Assessing the Adequacy of Support: Electoral Thresholds

Once a party has an idea of how much electoral support it has, it needs to assess
whether that support will allow it to achieve its electoral target. The party thus needs to
take into consideration the actual electoral threshold it needs to surpass.'” The higher the
threshold, the higher the level of electoral support a party needs in order to get into
Parliament. As thresholds are highest in single member plurality electoral systems
(SMD), and lowest in proportional representation systems, the rules of the electoral
system impose an important constraint on a party’s behavior. That this is so is probably
the best established proposition in the study of democratic institutions and one of the

most developed theoretical arguments in political science.

17 This is true for parties of the “legislative” and “executive” kind only. The constraint of electoral laws on
the dominant parties will be discussed later
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SMD plurality systems have a high threshold, which make it difficult for each
party to achieve their electoral targets on their own. This creates such a strong
disincentive to form and run alone that the SMD electoral system was seen as “favoring”
a two party system (Duverger 1958, 217). Reduction in the party system is expected
from both a mechanical and a psychological effect. As only one candidate (party) can win
in each district, parties are encouraged to reach agreements whereby one party’s
candidate is withdrawn in order that the other can present a stronger challenge to the third
front-running candidate (Duverger 1958, 225). Over time, this cooperation should lead to
the fusion of the two parties. When fusion does not occur, elimination through the
electoral process will work to limit the number of parties in the system. Third parties
thus suffer from under-representation, which in turn affects government participation,

funding, and other benefits associated with winning.

In addition, when confronted with three (or more) parties in a SMD plurality
system, voters may realize that their votes will be “wasted” on a third party and,
accordingly, may abandon it and transfer their votes to the “lesser of two evils”
(Duverger 1953, 226). It is thus only in the longer run that such parties may become
discouraged from running their own candidates and encouraged either to join one of the

two dominant parties, or disband.

In contrast, proportional representation (PR) systems have much lower thresholds
and allow for more parties to make it on their own. PR systems were thus seen as
providing little or no reward for fusing (merging) and no punishment for splitting
(Duverger 1953, 248-254). Neither the psychological not the mechanical effects are

expected to play any significant role here, as proportionality between seats and votes at
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national level is generally preserved. Although the specifics of the PR system result in
certain differences, and “full proportional representation exists nowhere,” PR systems

tend to have a ‘multiplicative effect” on the number of parties (Duverger 1958, 253).

An enormous amount of work has been done to test, qualify, and revise
Duverger’s formulae (Rae 1971, Riker 1986, Sartori 1986, Cox 1997, Lijphart 1990,
1994). However, the basic underlying logic of main interest remains more or less intact.
Parties do seem to react to the constraints of the electoral system in their decision-making
process -- “elites rationally calculate the effects of the institutional context in making
decisions” (Willey 1998, 651-678, also Jackman and Volpert 1996, Rohrschneider 1993).
The picture, however, is not as clear cut as Duverger described it: strategic voting does
happen in PR systems and third parties do persist in SMD systems (Cox 1997). Even in
PR systems parties are thus not completely free to split and have to take into account the
level of the electoral threshold. In addition, variations of the PR type of electoral systems
can impact the behavior of parties (Lijphart and Gibberd 1977, Bingham-Powell and
Vanberg 2000, 380). Different levels of thresholds, applying higher thresholds for
electoral alliances, or requiring parties to field a specific number of candidates in order to
qualify for seat distributions, are just a few of the examples of the way in which details of

the electoral systems might be of substantial consequence to the behavior of parties.

In the current understanding of party decision-making, when the electoral
threshold is lower, proto parties and established parties will be more likely to be able to
gather enough voter support to cross it. Thus, they will be more likely to decide to form

parties and run alone at election time.
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The electoral threshold does not provide a strong constraint for parties that set
their electoral targets as achieving a near plurality of seats. By definition, these parties are
capable of achieving levels of electoral support that exceed the one required for entry into
Parliament. For them, the yardstick for comparison will be obtaining a near plurality of

seats.

2.6.3 Evaluating the Stability of Support: Ideological Crowdedness, Ethnic Support,.

Resource Availability and Organizational Strength

After support is determined and its adequacy is assessed, parties need to evaluate
the probable trend of support level (increase, decrease, or remain the same) until election
time. As already mentioned, parties determine that trend in light of the competition they
are facing within the party system, the availability of resources, and their ability of carry

out electoral campaigns.

Ideological Crowdedness

To evaluate the probable trend in support, parties need to account for the presence
of competitors in the system. To be able to attract voters a proto party needs to be seen as
being distinct from the currently available alternatives, but yet not so different as to fail to
attract potential voters. Focusing more on individual parties, Rochon (1985) and others
have stressed the importance of a prospective party’s ideology in relation to the existing
ideological “space” for its decision to enter the political competition (Lacardie 2000;
Muller-Rommel 1989; and Andrews and Money 2002). According to their studies, parties
that are “too extreme” tend to be unable to attract enough votes to “make it,” but this is
also true of parties that present an ideological position that is too close to the ones of

already established parties. As the number of votes is limited, the more competitors there
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are within one ideological family, the more difficult it becomes for a new party to enter it
successfully. Spatial models of elections with entry have also considered the implications
of ideological positioning of existing parties on the chances of entry by new ones (Palfrey

1984, Shepsle and Cohen 1990).

Parties in the post-communist world are no exception to this trend. Although there
is a large body of literature that suggests that ideology does not play an important role in
the behavior of individual politicians, this claim cannot be sustained in the case of parties
(Shabad 2001, Zielinski 2003, Mair 1997, Grofman 2000, Kreuzer 2002)."® Parties must
position themselves electorally in an ideological space, and they commonly base their
appeal to voters on ideological positions. Thus, the presence of ideologically close
competitors is expected to make it more probable that the support of any party will be

contested and possibly eroded."”
Ethnic Parties and Ideological Crowdedness

Electoral support for ethnic parties is often considered to be more stable than that
of non-ethnic parties. Ethnic parties are parties which draw their electoral support from
an exclusive electorate (the ethnic group) (Horowitz 2000, 291). According to Birnir’s
study of ethnicity and parties in new democracies, the support of ethnic parties in new
democracies is particularly stable (Birnir 2001, 219-221).This is so because ethnic
identity is among the very few group identities that could not be eliminated by

authoritarian regimes, and in some cases, was even mobilized by them. As a result, when

'® The assumption that politicians in the post-communist world are policy-neutral has been relatively
common among students of Eastern European party development. It has its origins in the observation that
politicians tend to switch parties and parliamentary factions quite frequently (Shabad 2001, Zielinski 2003,
Mair 1997, Grofman 2000). However, although this might be a warranted assumption in the case of some
individual politicians, it is untenable in the case of parties as such.

' The presence of many parties that are close ideologically also obviously decreases the level of support
that each of them enjoys.
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multipartism becomes an option, voters more readily associate themselves with ethnic
divisions than any ideological divisions. Ethnicity remains a very powerful and in many
ways a more salient category even after other identities are developed. Ambitious
politicians are tempted to explit this stable allegiance and form parties based on ethnicity
(28-61).%° An ethnic party thus often enjoys a stable level of support no matter what the

other social and political circumstances are.

Ethnic parties tend to have platforms and programs that reflect the demands of the
ethnic minority. These are usually seen as opposed to the will of the dominant majority in
the political system. As successful opposition to the majority requires unity of the
relatively smaller group, ethnic parties tend to stress the need for unity.?! This unity is
usually achieved through socialization of the minority members and tends to translate
into an absence of political opponents within the group (Birnir 2001, Alionescu 2003).
Original mobilization of support tends to be easier and more lasting, and voters’

allegiances tend to be stronger.?

Thus, the support of an established ethnic party is less susceptible to challenges
from both non-ethnic and new ethnic parties. As a consequence, the presence of high
levels of ethnic heterogeneity in a given political system is often credited with
maintaining a higher number of parties in systems with otherwise similar characteristics.

The link between ethnic heterogeneity and the number of parties has been established in

20 Birnir’s study builds on a large body of literature that deals with social cleavages, group identities,
electoral shortcuts, and other related subjects. The most prominent examples of studies dealing with
ethnicity as a determinant of electoral preferences are Lipset and Rokkan 1967, Crawford 1996, Powell
1982, Rhabushka and Shepsle 1972, and Horowitz 2000.
2! This is particularly so in cases when the ethnic group’s size approaches the electoral threshold needed to
gain representation.

? Of course, exceptions do exist. For a more detailed examination of these issues in practice, see Barany
2001, Friedman 2002, Alionescu 2003, Reilly 2003, Shafir 2001, and Stroschein 2001.
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various systems and in various electoral settings (Cox 1997, 220-221, Ordeshook and

Shvetsova 1994, Norris 2004, 209-230).

Our current understand suggests that established ethnic parties should be more
likely to maintain their support through elections, but ethnic proto parties should be less
likely to maintain their support in cases when there already is an established party
because the “ethnic space” is already crowded.

Resource Availability

For prospective electoral support to be transformed into actual votes, the party
needs to carry out electoral campaigns and maintain an active presence in society. Both
of these require financial resources. Thus, the availability of resources becomes of
consequence for the ability of a party to maintain and/or increase its support by election

time.

In most of the post-communist world, parties have relied heavily on direct state
funding in running their campaigns and operations. >* Public funding can provide
financial resources for one or more of the following: day-to-day operations of parties,

election campaigns, and salaries and other support for parliamentary groups and their

2 Party funding here is assumed to be the means to achieve the party goals of legislative or executive
office, and not an end in itself.

24 The regulation of party and campaign financing is a particularly important constraint on party behavior in
the post-communist world, because parties in these systems rely more heavily on public funding than
parties in the Western European systems. This is partly because other sources of financing are more
limited, but also because public financing has always been available in the post-communist world. Unlike
other party systems, the establishment and initial development of the post-communist party systems
happened at a time when public funding of parties had become the norm worldwide (Roper 2002, van
Biezen 2003, 178-179). Research on party financing has centered mostly on the effects party financing has
had on issues of corruption, accountability, and transparency, and for the most part has focused on the
regulation of private financing (Roper 2003, Roper 2002, Protsyk 2002, Nassmacher 2004, Pinto-
Duschinsky 2002). Similarly, studies have investigated the effects high dependence on public financing has
had on the development of organizational structures and the internal shifts of power within individual
parties (van Biezen 2003, 177-200). Relatively little research has been done on the ways in which the
regulation of public financing can influence the party system through the dynamics of interparty behavior,
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membership (Lewis 1998,141). Most commonly, however, party financing refers to
subsidies disbursed directly to parties on a regular, usually annual, basis and those

disbursed to fund electoral campaigns.

There are both theoretical arguments and empirical evidence to suggest that the
type and very existence of public funding influence the development and behavior of
political parties in the post-communist world (Lewis 1998, 141; Roper 2003). Public
funding has been a major source of income for a large number of parties in these systems
and thus a factor that has allowed parties to compete in elections and maintain operations

between elections.

Within the present framework, availability of funding directly influences the
probability that a party’s electoral support will remain stable during the campaign. Direct
public funding varies in terms of the basis on which it is disbursed and the amount of
money given to parties. A large variation in both the basis and amount of funding is
observed in Western as well as Eastern Europe (Duschinksy 2002, 80; Ikstens et al 2002,

33-4).

The most “restrictive” type of public financing limits state subsidies to parties that
have parliamentary groups, or those that have some parliamentary presence.” This type
of financing decreases the likelihood that electoral support of proto parties and parties
that are outside parliament will remain stable until election time, as it will not provide

them with resources to organize campaigns and compete in elections. To compensate,

%5 Based on data from the IDEA Handbook on Political Finance, 10 of the 65 (about 16%) countries in the
world that have public financing require that public money go only to parties currently represented in
parliament (IDEA 2004).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



48

they would have to rely on other funding sources which tend to be scarce in the post-

communist world.?®

Less restrictive are public financing regulations that are based on the party’s
performance at the previous election but are not limited to the parties currently holding
seats in the legislature.”” Thus, in a system with a 4% threshold, a party with 3.8 percent
of the vote may expect to get only marginally less than a parliamentary party that won

seats with 4.2 percent of the vote.

While this less restrictive system of public funding still makes it more difficult for
new parties to maintain their electoral support, it is more supportive of parties that are
established but have not yet made it into parliament. Because they have resources to
carry out campaigns they should be more likely to be able to maintain or increase their
support. A similar argument has been put forth by Koole regarding the development of

parties in Germany and Italy (Koole 1996).

Finally, the least restrictive form of public funding uses the number of candidates
put forward in the current election as a basis of funding the electoral campaigns of
parties.”® These two types of funding legislation are most inclusive in that access to
public funds benefits all electoral contenders rather than being limited only to established

parties.

%% Some scholars have concluded that the legislation specifying this kind of financing results from a
conscious effort of existing parliamentary parties to discourage the formation of new parties and challenges
from parties outside (Katz and Mair 1995). Although a discussion of the endogeneity of party financing
legislation is important, it is beyond the scope of this work. Just as with other institutions, i.e. the electoral
system, party financing legislation is assumed to be exogenous in this case.

27 About 22% of all systems where public funding of parties occurs use performance at the previous
elections as the guiding principle of monetary allocation (IDEA 2004).

28 About 19 percent of all party financing arrangements in the world use this as the basis for funding, while
about 10 percent use an “equal funding” criterion as a basis for public funding (IDEA 2004).
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In this case, the availability of funding relates directly to the likelihood of any
proto party or party maintaining its electoral support. If finances for campaigns are
available, parties will see their chances of winning as higher. Proto parties will thus be
more likely to transform into parties and established parties will be more likely to run

alone. *°

Party Organization

In addition to money, running an electoral campaign necessitates an organization.
Parties can use their branches and members to advertise, create supporters, and get them
to turn out and vote.* Having members, for example, ensures that the party has a certain
number of loyal voters, who not only are going to turn out and vote, but will also provide
free advertisement (Scarrow 1994, 47). Members and local offices serve as means of
communication and even if not the only such means, still play a substantial role in

election campaigns (Scarrow 1996, 86-112; Kreuzer and Pattai 2002).

Within the current framework, the stronger and more complex’! the
organizational structure of a party, the greater the likelihood that it will maintain or
increase its electoral support through election time. At the same time, however, the party

needs to compete with the other parties in the system and prevent them from eroding its

% The type of funding available also influences the likelihood that that parties will be able to seek office in
the long term (Section 2.2.2). In the context of the most restrictive system of funding, a party will need to
make it into Parliament so that it can receive resources to maintain operations. In this way, the resources
available limits the possibility for parties to seek office in the long-term while staying outside Parliament.
In contrast, parties in the less restrictive regulatory circumstances can stay out of Parliament and stil}
receive financial support. This would allow them to pursue office in the long term. The regulation of public
financing thus works on two levels but in the same direction: its more restrictive type discourages parties
from forming and running alone as they have little chance to make it into Parliament on their own.
**Having members also obviously influences how much electoral support a party has to begin with (here
assumed to be given), but as already stated, this relationship is beyond the scope of this study.

3! A “strong” organization is one defines by a large membership, extensive network of local branches, and
low levels of professionalization (van Biezen 2003).
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own support. Thus, if competitors have strong organizations, parties need to be able to

match these with their own organizational development.

As proto parties tend not to have strong organizations, the stronger the
organizational level of the rest of the parties in the system, the more likely it is for the
support for proto parties to erode by election time even if the proto party is popular
initially. A similar argument has been made by critics of the popular studies of party and

party system institutionalization (Randall and Svasand 2002).**

Whether organizational factors play any role in the process of party development
in the post-communist world has been subject to much debate. Numerous studies have
examined the level of organizational development of individual parties in the post
communist world (Krupavicius 1998; Golosov 1998; Bacon 1998; Bielasiak1997 and
2001; Lewis 1996; Clark 1995; Kopecky 1995; Miller et al, 2000; McFaul 2001,
Szczerbiak 2001; Toole 2003; and van Biezen 2003). This research indicates that, overall,
post-communist parties lack strong organizational structures, have weak electoral and
partisan linkages with society, but are for the most part professional, personalized, and
closely linked with the state (Lewis 1996, 1-13; van Biezen 2003; Szczerbiak 2001;

Toole 2003).

This general pattern is relatively uniform across parties in post-communist

systems: parties in post-communist systems have lower memberships, less extensive

32 Studies of party and party system institutionalization tend to equate “strong” parties with party systems
of “strong” parties (Mainwaring 1999, Bielasiak 2001, Stickton 2001). However, as Randall and Svasand
have argued, these two developmental processes can work against one another. If there is one highly
institutionalized, but not dominant, party in any multi-party system, it can prevent the “institutionalization”
of other parties in the system. This would lead to the inability of other parties to establish themselves,
leading to a system of unstable parties (Randall and Svasand 2002, 8). While the concept of
institutionalization involves more than simple organizational complexity, the latter is one of its more
tangible components.
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organizations, and value building organization less than do parties in the Western and
Southern European systems. However, variations within and across party systems do
exist and seem to matter. First, at least one party in each system — the respective party
that succeeded the old communist party — has memberships and an organization that is
superior to most Western European parties. Second, most of the research on party
organization has been carried out in Central Europe, but its conclusions have been
generalized to the whole region. Because of this, we cannot exclude the importance of
organization as a factor that influences the behavior of parties in any post-communist
system until we have a better understanding what the level of organization development

of parties there is.

2.6.4 Evaluating the Likelihood of Success: Summary

This section has presented an understating of how parties and proto parties will
estimate the likelihood that they can achieve their electoral target by contesting elections
alone. After estimating their current electoral support and evaluating it in light of the
electoral threshold and the stability of support, each party will conclude that it can either
achieve its electoral target alone, or that it cannot, or the party will be uncertain about it. |
Low electoral support, high electoral thresholds, crowded ideological space, inadequate
resources, and the absence of a strong organization are expected to make it unlikely for a
party to achieve its electoral target on its own. In contrast, high and stable support, unique
ideological appeal, abundant resources, and a strong organization will make it much more
likely that a party will be able to achieve its electoral target on its own. These factors will

combine in a different way in the case of every party.
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2.7 Party Evolution: Random Events and External Shocks

To gain a theoretical understanding of the process of formation and evolution of
political parties in the post-communist democracies in Central and Eastern Europe, we
have posited as determinants the goals of politicians, the electoral targets that they set for
themselves, and the constraints of the structure of electoral competition. As a result of the
processes presented in Figures 1-7 and discussed in sections 2.1-2.6 parties choose
electoral strategies that best promise to deliver the benefits that politicians are after.
However, sometimes events of political significance occur unexpectedly in the decision
environment of politicians upsetting expectations relative to the development of parties
through time. As a consequence, parties might choose electoral strategies that do not

follow the logic presented in this model because they are driven by different forces.

The effect of stochastic events on political outcomes has been studied in the
context of cabinet coalition dissolution. The basic argument in this tradition maintains
that governmental coalitions are often destabilized by the appearance of certain random
exogenous shocks like political scandals, international crises, or economic downturns.
This aspect of cabinet durability has been explored in detail in works by Browne,
Freindreis and Gelebier (1984, 1986), Warwick (1992 and 1996), Strom (1985), King et

al (1990), and Diermeier and Stevenson (2000).

Analogously, disruptive events may on occasion also impact party development in
the post-communist systems. For example, it has been common in these party systems for
the leadership of a certain alliance or party to expel one or more of its members. As a
result, individuals or factions may find themselves searching for new homes in other

existing parties or encouraged to form a new one. Examples of this abound in the recent

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



53

history of Eastern European party development. Although it might be the case that the
expulsion is correlated with other factors accounted for by my model, it is an important

part of the decision-making process and needs to be considered.

In addition, events outside the national political system often have an impact on
domestic politics as, for example, the impact of international events on the opening of the
authoritarian systems during the late 1980s, or, later, the influence of the EU integration
process on the development of various policies and institutions in the post-communist
systems. In some cases, however, the influence is less visible, and can only be discerned

by a careful examination of particular cases.

An example of this has been the way in which the European Union integration
process has weighed on the behavior of individual parties in the post-communist
candidate states. A focus on party-specific consequences for particular cases is seldom
associated with the burgeoning, if relatively recent literature examining EU impact on
candidate states (see among others, Goetz 2000 and 2001, Grabbe 2000 and 2001,
Schimmelfennig 2001; Kopecky and Mudde 200 and 2002; Vermeersch 2002 and 2003).
For examples, pan-European political parties and other international organizations of
various ideologies (the Socialist International, PASE, the European People’s Party, the
Liberal International, just to name a few) have sponsored various initiatives that influence
the status of Eastern European political parties in their domestic party systems. These
have included granting certain parties membership in pan-European organizations while
refusing it to others and providing direct assistance to certain parties. For example, the

Socialist International, PASE, and the European People’s Party have been engaged in
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efforts to encourage the consolidation of the social democratic and the right-of-center

parties in Bulgaria (Terziev 2001; Krusteva 2003; Zankov 2003)

The underlying logic of this process works in both directions. Parties within the
post-communist systems may seek external legitimacy by seeking membership in the
pan-European structures because of the high importance attributed to European accession
by voters. On the other hand, the imminent incorporation of a large number of voters into
the European Union encourages the European parties to try to secure allies within these
party systems and, in some cases, to strengthen their domestic position. While these
examples do not exhaust the list of possible events, they are the ones that emerge as most
important from the empirical analysis of party development that we will pursue n this

work.

2.8 Conclusion

The present framework presented an understanding of party formation and
evolution closely intertwined with its electoral performance. It is argued that office
seeking parties will pre-empt an anticipated failure to achieve their electoral targets by
allying, merging, and disbanding, and will react to electoral success by persisting in a

relatively unchanged form.

Based on their goals, politicians will define certain immediate targets for
themselves which will have an electoral dimension. Once targets are determined, they
will estimate the likelihood of achieving that target by forming a party. If formation
follows, the party will approach elections with similar considerations in mind: it will re-
evaluate its target and the likelihood of achieving it and, when elections approach, it will

decide to either run alone, seek alliances, or not contest elections. The process will repeat
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itself at each succeeding election with the politicians’ goals and the party’s electoral
targets updated to reflect the electoral performance of the party at the previous election

and its current standing in the political system.

As a result of this process, the party system is expected to achieve a certain level
of stability and continuity with successful parties persisting in the system and
unsuccessful parties discouraged from further participation. This process, however, is
based on the assumption that politicians are rational, that they want to win office(s), and
that they understand the institutional constraints imposed on them. These assumptions
are fundamental and usually unchallenged in political science literature. The rest of this
work will therefore attempt to analyze the process of party development in the post-
communist world within this framework and test its usefulness to understanding party

politics in this part of the world.
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Chapter 3
Hypotheses, Empirical Implications, Data, and Methodology

3.1. Introduction

This chapter provides the link between the theoretical framework presented in
Chapter 2 and the empirical discussion in the later chapters. It summarizes the
hypotheses derived from the earlier discussion and their empirical implications, and
discusses the way the dissertation will proceed to study these in terms of the data and

methodology used.

3.2 Hypotheses and Empirical Implications

Based on the discussion in Chapter 2, the following hypotheses regarding the
behavior of parties in post-communist systems are stated and tested. The empirical

implications of the hypotheses are discussed after each proposed hypothesis.

Political Parties as Means to Winning Office

As parties exist to make it possible for politicians to win office, their existence
will be closely intertwined with their electoral performance. Parties are expected to
form when they believe doing so will allow them to achieve their electoral target and
to continue their existence as long as they promise to deliver the electoral target.
However, when this proves to be unachievable parties are expected to have no reason

to maintain their existence and should merge or disband.

H1: Over time, parties that repeatedly fail to win office should disappear as

political entities because of dissolution or a merger.
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At the party level, we should observe that parties react to expected and real
electoral success and failure: success should lead to a preservation of the party’s
electoral strategy and thus to the preservation of the party as a political entity; failure
should encourage parties to change their electoral strategies in a direction that should
bring electoral benefits (from running alone to allying, merging or dissolving). At
party level, over time, we should observe a decrease in the number of parties in the

system as unsuccessful parties disappear.

However, parties will not be willing to forfeit their autonomy by merging
without trying an alternative electoral strategy first. This is so because a party that has
formed (through a splinter or anew) has decided at a relatively recent point that
forming a party does promise to bring office rewards. It is thus unlikely that the party

will right away decide to give up its autonomy and merge.

H2: Newly formed parties and parties that have run alone in previous elections
will not consider merging to be a possible electoral strategy at the current

election.

At party level we should observe that parties only consider merging when they
have no other options to expand their electoral support. If allying allows for the

achievement of electoral targets, mergers will not be necessary.

Expected Electoral Volatility

As proto parties rarely have reliable information about their electoral support,
they will use an expectation of electoral volatility as a proxy for an estimation of their

support. Thus, we can expect phenomena leading to an expectation of high electoral
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volatility to be conducive to the formation of new parties and their entry into the

electoral competition alone.

H3: Disruption of the polity’s political, economic and social life will lead to
an expectation of high electoral volatility which will encourage the formation

of new parties and their entry into electoral competition under their own label.

At the system level, we should observe that elections following major
disruption of political life are contested by a larger number of parties than elections

that appear in “normal” circumstances.

Electoral Thresholds

Before any (proto) party can take a decision to form, run alone, ally, or merge,
it needs to evaluate the adequacy of its electoral support by comparing it to its
minimum electoral target. The minimum electoral target for most parties is assumed
to be the percentage of votes at the national level that a party needs to obtain to gain

representation in Parliament.

H4: Higher thresholds will increase the level of electoral support needed by a

party to achieve its electoral target.

At the system level, we should observe that electoral systems with higher
thresholds discourage the formation of new parties and encourage a faster reduction
in the number of parties over time by providing higher incentives for allying and

merging.
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1deological Crowdedness and Ethnic Support

Whether a party’s popularity will be transformed into votes at the election is
partly determined by the number of competitors in the system. However, as parties
attract votes based on their ideology, the relevant competitors are those within each
party’s ideological family. We can thus expect that the more competitors for the same

vote there are, the less likely it is for a party to achieve its electoral target on its own.

HS: Ideological crowdedness will decrease the stability of electoral support

for any party.

The presence of ideologically close competitors will discourage proto parties
from transforming into parties and encourage established parties to seek alliances or
mergers. Within ideological families, we should observe the gradual decrease in the

number of new entries, and thus of competitors over all.

However, ethnic support is arguably less susceptible to challenges than non-
ethnic political support, making it easier for ethnic parties to maintain themselves in

the party system.

H6: Established ethnic parties will enjoy more stable support and experience

fewer challenges from new competitors than non-ethnic parties.

Within systems, we should observe that ethnic parties enjoy consistent levels
of support over time. At system level, we should observe that higher levels of ethnic

heterogeneity lead to a higher number of parties in the system.
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Public Financing

Parties also need finances to carry out their electoral campaigns and everyday
activities. The availability of resources works at two levels to influence the

development of political parties.

H7: Availability of regular public financing for extra-parliamentary parties
will encourage parties and proto parties to seek winning office in the long

term; and

H8: The availability of resources for electoral campaigns will make it more
likely for the electoral support of parties to remain stable or increase until

election time.

Thus, at the party system level, less restrictive regulations of party financing
are expected to lead to a larger number of parties in the system compared to systems
which provide more restrictive funding. This will be the case because proto parties
will be encouraged to transform into parties (H7), while established parties will be

encouraged to run alone in elections (H8).

Party Organization

Besides funding, parties also need members and facilities to establish their

social presence, carry out campaigns, and solidify their support.

H 9: The organizational strength of a party will contribute to the stability of its

electoral support.

The stronger the organizations of existing parties, the less likely it should be

for proto parties to see themselves as able to achieve their electoral target on their
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own, thus discouraging them from transforming into legal parties and/or running
alone at their first elections. Thus, over time, assuming that parties do strengthen their

organizations, we should observe fewer new parties entering the party system.

3.3 Testing the Model at Party Level: Data and Methodology

3.3.1 Methodology: Research Desion

To study these hypotheses at party level the dissertation employs a qualitative
examination of the behavior of a small number of political parties in two party
systems — those of Bulgaria and Hungary. It describes the process that has led to the
formation of these parties and their choice of electoral strategies at several elections
cycles (Chapter 4) and examines the role various factors have played in this process

(Chapter 5).

The advantage of a small N qualitative study is that it provides the possibility
to discuss the different cases and to investigate the proposed relationships in detail,
and to incorporate contextual variables. The difficulties in using a qualitative, small N
analysis arise from the limited number of cases and the large number of independent
variables that could possibly affect the dependent variable. This effectively prevents
observation of the relationship in enough settings so as to allow the establishment of a
general causal relationship (Smelser 1975, 77). Thus, the analysis presented in
Chapters 4 and 5 is limited mainly to the validation of the theoretical propositions and

to conducting a very preliminary test of the proposed theory.

There are several strategies for dealing with this problem. Lijphart, for

example, has suggested to increase the number of cases and to limit the number of
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variables examined (Lijphart 1975, 163). However, Lijphart’s concrete suggestions
are likely to be incompatible; as we increase the number of cases it becomes more
difficult to keep cases strictly comparable. Alternatively, Lijphart focuses on the
selection of comparable cases (“the most similar system design”) as a solution to the
“small N many variables” problem. To avoid the problem of insufficient variation in
the independent variables, Lijphart advocates the selection of cases that exhibit most
variation on the independent variables but differ least on the control variables
(Lijphart 1975, 163). A problem remains, however, in finding comparable cases that
are similar enough in the dependent variable and yet have enough variation on the

operative variables.

This study employs a similar research strategy to support its conclusions. Six
parties from the Bulgarian and Hungarian party systems were selected for analysis.
They will be presented and analyzed in pairs that reflect the typology of parties
presented in Chapter 2 (section 2.2.2). Two of them have dominated and tried to
dominate governments, two have participated in the executive, and two have not been
in a position to participate in the executive on national level. Each pair of parties have
a similar experience in the party and political system, but provide enough variance on
both the dependent and the independent variables. The six parties represent different
ideologies, have different organizational trends, and exist in different electoral
systems and party financing regulatory frameworks. This variation should allow us to

isolate specifics of the theoretical relationships proposed.

The three Bulgarian parties are the Bulgarian Euro Left (BEL), the Bulgarian

Socialist Party (BSP), and the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS). The
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Hungarian Workers’ Party (Munkaspart), the Federation of Young Democrats
(FIDEZS), and the Union of Free Democrats (SZDSZ) are the three Hungarian parties

chosen for analysis.

The six parties have had differing success in elections. The BSP, the DPS,
FIDESZ, and the SZDSZ have gained representation in parliament on a regular basis
since 1990. BEL has been represented in Parliament for only one term since 1990,
and has failed to pass the electoral threshold on two occasions. Munkaspart has not
been able to pass the electoral thresholds although it has competed in elections

repeatedly.

The six parties also have quite diverse experiences with participating in
government in Bulgaria and Hungary. BEL and Munkaspart have never held
executive office, the BSP and FIDESZ have led coalition governments, and the DPS
and SZDSZ have played importation roles as coalitional partners in several

governments during the 1990s and early 2000s.

The six parties represent all major ideological trends in the post-communist
party systems: reformed Marxism (Munkaspart), socialism (BSP), social democracy
(BEL), conservatism (FIDEZS), and liberalism (SZDSZ). The DPS is included as an
example of an ethnic political party, although it can also be considered a liberal party

in some ways.

The six parties examined in detail vary substantially on the dependent variable
as well. The BSP is the only one that continued its existence from the pre-1989, BEL
is the youngest party — formed in 1997 — and the other four have formed during the

initial democratization process. In terms of electoral strategies, the parties also vary
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significantly — Munkaspart always runs alone in elections: the SZDSZ, the BSP, and
the DPS have both run alone and sought electoral alliances; and BEL and FIDESZ
have each run alone and sought both alliances and mergers over the last five elections
cycles. This variance on both the dependent and independent variables should allow
me to examine in detail how parties have behaved in the post-communist systems,
taking into account their own nature and their position in the system and the impact of

other parties and the institutional context on their evolution.

A second way that scholars have proposed to deal with the degrees-of-
freedom problem is to conduct replications at different analytical levels. For example,
in the case of cross sectional, national-level studies, shifting the analysis from the unit
(state) to intra-unit (regions within the state) increases the sample size and preserves
the comparability of cases (Smelser 1975, 79). Doing to should also alleviate the
problem of over-determination. This problem, particularly dangerous in the view of
Przeworski and Teune, arises from the fact that even though the number of variables
on which the cases differ is limited, there are still too many differences that could
explain the variation in the dependent variable. This leads to over determination of
the problem and inability to establish the true causal links (Przeworski and Teune,
34). Selecting additional cases from the same system would increase sample size

without increasing the number of differences (Lijphart 1975, 172).

This solution, of course, presents a problem as it increases the number of
cases studied but decreases their independence from each other. The process of
establishing a certain relationship relies on the assumption that the cases under

investigation (and thus the processes that go on within them) are independent from
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each other. However, when we increase the sample size by choosing additional cases
from the same system, we increase the likelihood that development in one case will
influence the processes in another. Thus, finding two cases in which a certain

relationship holds true might actually be a result of a link between the two.

Although problematic, this solution will be used here. The analysis of the
impact of the independent variables on the decision of parties to form and chose
certain electoral strategies (Chapter 5) examines the pattern of behavior of individual
parties in the two systems, drawing on the experience of the six that were selected
while also incorporating insights about the behavior of other parties in the same two

systems.

3.3.2 Data: Personal Interviews

The data used in Chapter 4 and 6 come from three main sources: interviews
with party leaders, archival sources of a primary nature, and other published work
that deals with the questions under study. Interviews were conducted during field
work done in the winter and spring of 2002-2003. Representatives of a total of 16
parties were interviewed, ten in Bulgaria and six in Hungary. Respondents included
party chairmen, deputy party chairmen, party strategy analysts, members of party
executive councils, and party international secretaries. Interviews were conducted in
Bulgarian, Hungarian, and English. The interviews conducted in Hungarian were
assisted by an interpreter. Eight follow-up interviews were conducted with the six
parties studied in most detail in an effort to verify the information received and to

clarify details.
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Most interviews were not recorded (unless the interviewees requested
otherwise). Using the method advocated by Feno (1978), notes were taken during the
interview, and, upon its completion, detailed notes were recorded. When interpreters
were used, the detailed notes were validated by them as well. This method was
chosen because it allows for more spontaneity and sincerity during the conversation
(Feno 1978). In addition, it also prevents any confusion about the purpose of the

interview and helps preserve the guarantee of confidentially (Peabody et al, 1990).

Elite interviews can provide an invaluable wealth of details and insider
information about actual events and occurrences. However, their use as a source of
data brings several potential problems. Primary among these is the objectivity of the
respondent in reporting data (Dexter 1970, 125; Putnam, 1973, 18; Peabody et al
1990, 454; Lieber, 323-25). There is no doubt that respondents inject their own
experience, ideas, and value judgments into their responses. In addition, some of them
may have limited knowledge or selective memory of what has happened in the past,

making their opinions about distanced events problematic (Dexter 1970. 119-138).

There are several ways in which a researcher can attempt to verify and
validate the information received. Information received can be compared for
consistency with data reported by other respondents, or with information available
through primary and secondary sources. In addition, a good understanding of the
position of the respondent in the party hierarchy and their political experience allows
the researcher to estimate better the level of unreliability and implausibility of the
information received (Dexter 15-127). In the present case, information obtained

through interviews was validated by other sources (primary and secondary). In
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addition, every effort was made to ensure the interviewer’s familiarity with the
interviewees by collecting background information and conducting discussions with

political experts.

Problems can also arise from of the way an interview is conducted. Close-
ended questions and questions that suggest an answer often lead to biased answers
(Peabody et al 453). To prevent this, questions were kept as open-ended as possible;
interviews started with easy, objective questions and moved on to more judgmental
ones once familiarity with the interviewee was established. Questions for all
interviews followed a general protocol, although specifics changed to accommodate
each party’s experience. In general terms, the questions enquired about the goals and
electoral targets of the party, the reasons for its formation at a certain time, the factors
that have made it choose a certain electoral strategy at each election (including
information on the role electoral rules, organization, and ideology play in this
decision), the general trends in party cooperation with other parties, and the personal
political goals of the interviewees. A sample list of questions asked is provided in
Appendix A. When clarification was needed, more specific questions were asked in

the course of each interview.

3.3.3 Data: Primary and Secondary Sources

The second type of data used was derived from primary and secondary
sources discussing the actions, events, and other developments of interest related to
the parties under consideration in this research. Primary sources include documents
produced by political parties (programs, statutes, and conference and congress

materials); newspaper and other archival articles; and published interviews with party
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leaders. Secondary sources include other research on party development published in
books and political science journals by both native (Bulgarian and Hungarian) and

non-native authors.

3.4 Testing the Model at System Level: Methodology and Data

3.4.1 Methodology: Research Design

As discussed in section 3.2 several of the hypotheses can and should be tested
at the party-system level, especially as some of them (HS, H7, and HS particularly)
are only observable at that level. To test these hypotheses directly, I use a statistical
model that incorporates a larger number of party systems. To capture the theoretical
propositions and their empirical implications, I conceptualize the number of parties
contesting each election as a function of several factors: the level of electoral
volatility, the level of ethnic heterogeneity in the country, the presence of public
financing for extra-parliamentary parties, and the level of electoral threshold needed
for entry into parliament as specified by the electoral system. In addition, I add a
factor that attempts to capture the temporal dimension of the model as well as
indirectly reflect the implications of Hypothesis 9: the number of each election
counted since the initial democratization point. In equation form, this

conceptualization can be represented in the following way:

Number of parties = a+ B; electoral volatility +f, heterogeneity +f; funding + B4
threshold + Bsnumber of election + e

The model is estimated using a pooled cross sectional times series design and
OLS regression with panel corrected standard errors. The use of statistical cross-

sectional studies to confirm a causal mechanism is often criticized on the premises
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that it only establishes a correlation between outcomes and does not provide a
detailed examination of the process that leads to that correlation.' However, in this
case, the statistical analysis is only meant as a final test of the proposed relationships;
discussion of the processes that go within parties to lead to the aggregate observation

is provided in the party-level, qualitative analysis of the model.

3.4.2 Data: Twelve Post-communist Systems

Data from democratic elections in the following countries is used for the
estimation of the pooled model: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, and the
Ukraine. Countries were selected based on being relatively similar in their
experience with democracy, although still providing enough variation on the
independent and dependent variables to allow for the testing of the hypotheses
proposed by the model.

Main sources of data include the Political Transformation and the Electoral
Process in Post-Communist Europe Project at the University of Essex, the IFES
Central and Eastern European Electoral Law Compendium, the IDEA Handbook on
Political Parties Financing, Lijphart Electoral Archive, and Munro and Rose (2003).
Precise specification of the model and operationalization of variables will be
presented in Chapter 6.

3.5 Conclusion

This chapter has suggested nine hypotheses that translate the theoretical

propositions developed in Chapter 2 into empirically observable implications. The

! For a strong critique of the statistical studies dealing with economic development and democracy, see
Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens (19 ) and O’Donnell
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following chapters will study these empirical implications using two techniques — a
qualitative, comparative, examination of the process of formation and electoral
competition of a small number of parties in Bulgaria and Hungary, and a quantitative

system-level analysis of party development in 12 post-communist countries.
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Chapter 4

Formation, Persistence, and Change: Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary

4.1. Introduction

This chapter examines the evolution of several parties in Bulgaria and Hungary in
an attempt to validate the propositions about party behavior made in Chapters 2 and 3. It
provides some initial insights into the hypotheses dealing with the impact of electoral
support, ideology, organization, and external events on the decision of individual parties
to form and chose certain electoral strategies. It discusses the experience of six political
parties in the Bulgarian and Hungarian party systems. The Bulgarian Euro Left (BEL),
the Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS), the
Hungarian Workers’ Party (Munkaspart), the Federation of Young Democrats (FIDEZS)
and the Union of Free Democrats (SZDSZ) are the six parties chosen for detailed
analysis. The cases were selected with two considerations in mind: each party’s
experience of being inside or outside parliament, its participation in the government, and

the individual parties’ ideologies.

However, in an attempt to situate this discussion in the larger picture of party
development in the two political systems, the chapter begins with a very brief and general
introduction to the development of party politics in Bulgaria and Hungary during 1990-

2003.
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4.2 Bulgarian and Hungarian Party Politics: General Trends

4.2.2 Bulgarian Party Politics, 1990-2003

The democratic transition in Bulgaria started in November 1989 through what
Linz and Stepan would call an internal coup within the Bulgarian Communist Party
(BCP) (Linz and Stepan 1996, 338-339). The political vacuum created by the collapse of
the communist regime presented an opportunity for the development of new political
parties. However, unlike the situation in other Eastern European countries, no strong
opposition movements had been created during the late 1980s. Thus, the majority of the
42 new political parties that formed before the June 1990 elections had no pre-existing
structures or organizations, and compared to the major opposition challengers in other

Eastern European countries, lagged behind in popular support (Karasimeonov 2002, 25).

With the largest opposition party, the Union of Democratic Forces (SDS) gaining
about 36 percent of the popular vote, the first democratic elections in Bulgaria clearly
indicated that the BCP (renamed the Bulgarian Socialist Party) remained the most
influential party in the country (Table 2). Bulgaria thus became one of the few Eastern
European countries which kept the revamped Communist party in power through
democratic elections. This “successor” party was thus probably more influential in the
initial stages of democratization in Bulgaria than were similar parties in most Central

European countries.
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Table 2: Bulgarian Election Results, 1990 (Grand National Assembly)1

| Party/Alliance PR Vote PR SMD Total
% Seats Seats Seats

| BSP - Bulgarian Socialist Party | 4715 | 97 | 114 | 211

- SDS - Union of Democratic Forces | 3621 | 75 | 69 | 144

; DPS - Movement for Rightsand | 803 | 12 11 23

' Freedoms

' BZNS - Bulgarian Agrarian National 6.02 16 0 16

‘ Union

f Fatherland Front | 0 ! 0 i 2 § 2

' Fatherland Party of Labor (OPT) 0.6 0 1 1

' Social Democratic Party (SDP) 0.72 0 1 1

During the 1990s the political process in Bulgaria was dominated by the BSP on
the left, and the SDS on the right side of the political spectrum. Although relatively
unreformed until 1995 in terms of its lack of support for market reform and European
integration, by the late 1990s the BSP had come to advocate a social-democratic platform

and to support a pro-EU and pro-NATO foreign policy (Derleth 2000, 162; Murer 1995,

213; Murer 2002, 392; Kumanov 1999, 123).

In late 1989, eleven newly founded opposition parties formed the SDS as single
political entity but kept their separate organizations. The SDS thus cannot be classified as
either purely a merger or an electoral alliance in the terminology used presently.
However, as the eleven parties ran under a common label, behaved as a single political
entity, and finally did merge their structures and leadership, the SDS will be treated as a

single political entity. The SDS claimed to be a “center-right” political formation but in

" The tables included in the chapter list results for parties that either had more than 1 percent of the vote or
had representation in Parliament. For complete elections results for Bulgaria and Hungary, see Appendices
B and C. For a list of the Bulgarian and Hungarian Cabinets, refer to Appendix D.
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reality included parties as diverse as the Bulgarian Social Democratic Party and the
Bulgarian Christian-Democratic Party. The SDS suffered numerous defections and
organizational challenges and finally transformed itself into a centrist-right political party
in 1997 (Kumanov 1999, 156, Karasimeonov and Waller 1996, Karasimenov 2002). For
its entire history, however, the SDS had firmly supported the European and North
Atlantic integration of the country, which by the mid 1990s was complemented by a

clearly center-right domestic political platform.

In addition, a myriad of smaller political parties struggled for “survival between
the poles” (Karasimenov and Waller 1996, 140). The most important of these are the
Bulgarian Agrarian National Union (BZNS), a historic peasant party which split into
numerous factions during the 1990s; the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (DPS)
representing the Turkish Minority; the Bulgarian Business Block (BBB), which was a
populist party of “businessmen” that attracted substantial popular support in the mid
1990s but has since disappeared; and the social democratic Bulgarian Euro Left (BEL).
The 1991 elections (See Table 3) prompted a surge of political party activity. Of the 38
parties that contested elections, however, only 3 passed the 4 percent threshold mandated
by the Bulgarian Electoral Law for seat distribution in Parliament, and a quarter of the
popular vote was thus “wasted” on unsuccessful parties. By the 1997 elections, however,
Bulgarian parties seem to have achieved a stable pattern of interactions (Table 4). The
BSP and the SDS retained their dominant positions electorally, but both parties had to

form electoral alliances with smaller parties to do so.
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Table 3: Bulgarian Election Results, 1991 Elections (36™ National Assembly)

;r'Party/Alliance % Number of %

| Vote Seats Seats

i SDS - Union of Democratic Forces 34.36 110 45.8

- BSP - Pre-electoral Union of the BSP, BLP, OPT, 33.14 106 44.2
PKhZhD, KhRP, NLP 'St. Stambolov', SMS, FBSM, |

: SDPD, and 'ERA-3' i

' DPS - Movement for Rights and Freedoms 755 | 24 10
BZNS(e) - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union 3.86 0 0
(United)
BZNS-NP - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union - 3.44 0 0

' 'Nikola Petkov'

- SDS-ts - Union of Democratic Forces - Centre } 3.2 i 0 [ 0

:SDS-I - Union of Democratic Forces - Liberal 2.81 0 0

[ KTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation 1.82 0 0

l BBB - Bulgarian Business Block 1.32 0 0

{ BNRP - »]/3u1garian National Radical Party 1.13 0 0

Table 4: Bulgarlan Election Results, 1994 Elections (37th National Assembly)

r Party/Alllance % | Numberof | %
: Vote Seats Seats
| Coalition of the Bulgarian Socialist Party, the Bulgarian | 43.5 125 52.08

l National Agrarian Union 'Alexander Stamboliiski' and
\ Ecoglasnost Political Club

. SDS - Union of Democratic Forces | 2423 | 69 | 28.75
. BZNS, DP - Popular Union (NS) of the Bulgarian | 6.51 18 [ 75
; Agrarian National Union and the Democratic Party
' DPS - Movement for Rights and Freedoms § 5.44 ? 15 | 6.25
| 'BBB- Bulgarian Business Block ‘ 4.73 I 13 | 542
| DAR - Democratic Alternative for the Republic' I 3.79 } 0 I 0
| Political Union
' BKP - Bulgarian Communist Party | 151 | 0 0

- SNI - New Choice’ Umon ’ [ 1.49 ' 0 ; 0

. PS - Patriotic Union - A l 1.43 | 0 { 0
: ' FTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation f 1.41 E 0 [ 0
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Table 5: Bulgarian Election Results, 1997 Elections (38" National Assembly)

| Party/Alliance % Number %
‘, Vote of Seats Seats
- ODS - Alliance of Democratic Forces - SDS, DP, 49.15 137 - 57.55
. BZNS, BSDP
| Democratic Left — Bulgarian Socialist Party, 22.44 S8 25.03
| Ecoglasnost Political Club, BZNS —AS
| ONS - Alliance of National Salvation — BZNS -Nikola 9.44 19 9
j Petkov, DPS, Green Party, Party of the Democratic
| Centre, New Choice, Federation of the Bulgarian

Kingdom
. EvroLev - Euroleft [ 5.57 l 14 ! 44
. BBB - Bulgarian Business Block ; 527 | 12 ’ 4.02
' BKP- Bulgarian Communist Party { 1.3 I 0 0
' OT- Alliance for the King 112 | 0 0

A major blow to the stability of the party system was delivered in 2001 with the
entry of a major new contender, the National Movement Simeon the Second (NDSV).
This move ended the bipolarity” of the party system (Karasimeonov 2002, 54). NDSV
was built around the personality of the Bulgarian ex-monarch Simeon Sax-Coburg-
Gotha, and created a platform focused on economic and financial issues, while its leader
repeatedly advocated the abandonment of partisanship and unification around “historical
ideas and values” (Harper 2003, 336). The transformation of the Bulgarian party system
is illustrated in Table 4.5. The NDSV itself has emerged, virtually overnight, as one of
the three major contenders for power, challenging the SDS and BSP for governmental
leadership. It also increased the electoral alliance possibilities in the party system and

encouraged smaller parties to explore more options.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyww.manaraa.com



77

Table 6: Bulgarian Election Results, 2001 Elections (39" National Assembly)

| Party/Alliance % Number %
| Vote | of Seats | Seats
- NDSV -- National Movement Simeon the Second | 4274 | 120 | 50
- ODS -- United Democratic Forces — SDS, People's | 18.18 = 51 | 21.25
- Union: BAPU - PU and DP, BSDP, National MRF

Coalition for Bulgaria ) . 17.15 48 | 20
- MRF (MRF - Liberal Union - EuroRoma) 745 0 21 | 875
| George Da);M~ IMRO | 3.63 | 0 0
' Coalition "Simeon II" l 3.44 [ 0 | 0
| National Union for Tzar Simeon II |17 | 0 0

4.2.3 Hungarian Party Politics 1990-2003

The development of democratic politics in Hungary began significantly earlier
than in Bulgaria. By the late 1980s several groups of dissidents began to emerge as
challenges to the authority of the Hungarian Socialist Worker’s Party (MSZMP). The
MSZMP itself was already a relatively reform oriented communist party “which allowed
more technocrats into its ranks than any other party in the Soviet bloc” (Bozoki 2002,
95). In early 1989 the Hungarian Parliament had passed a law on free association which

allowed the “free establishment of parties” (Agh 1994, 224).

The first free elections in 1990 saw a mushrooming of political parties and the
emergence of numerous serious challenges to the presumptive authority of the
“successor” communist party, the Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP).> About 100 parties
formed before the 1990 elections, of which about 40 registered but only 12 managed to

run national lists in the first free elections in 1990 (Table 4.6) (Agh 1994, 226). The

? Unlike other communist parties in the region, the MSZMP, did not simply rename itself, but de facto
dissolved and asked its members to re-register with a newly founded party, the MSZP. In this way, the
party established a clear break with the past but also experienced the most dramatic decline in membership,
compared to other parties in a similar situation in the region (Toka 1994).
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conservative Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF), the liberal Union of Free Democrats
(SZDSZ) and the historic Peasants’ Independent Smallholders Party (FKGP) all ran
ahead of the MZSP, making it the fourth largest parliamentary party with less than 9

percent of the seats in Parliament (Toka 1995b, 32-35).

Table 7: Hungarian Elections Results, 1990 Elections

 Party/Alliance %PR | SMD Total | %
; Vote | Seats Seats i Seats
MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum ! 2473 | 114 { 164 [ 42.49
| SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats | 2139 | 35 | 92 | 2383
| FKGP - Independent Small Holders | 11.73 11 44 11.4
. Party
- MSZP - Hungarlan Socialist Party x 10.89 ; 1 1 33 ] 1855
FIDESZ - Federation of Young | 8.95 1 | 21 5.44
Democrats
KDNP - Christian Democratic 6.46 3 21 5.44
People’s Party
| MSZMP (Munkaspart) | 368 | 0 0 L0
MSZDP - Social Democratic Party of |  3.55 0 0 0
Hungary
| ASZ Agrarian Alliance | 3.13 | 1 | | 0.26
! VP - Entrepreneurs' Party 7189 | 0 0 0
| HVK - Patriotic Elections Coalition | 1.87 | 0 0 0
Table 8: Hungarian Election Results, 1994 Elections
( Party/Coalition ’’’’’ l % PR f SMD t Total | %
| Vote | Seats Seats t Seats
- MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party | 3299 | 149 [ 209 [ 54.15
| SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats | 1974 | 16 | 69 | 17. 88
- MDF - Hungarlan ‘Democratic Forum' o174 s 38 | 984
| FKgP Independent Small Holders |  8.82 1 26 6.74
| Party
’ KDNP - Christian Democratic 7.03 3 22 5.7
' People s Party
FIDESZ - Fedemation ofYous | 503 T 0T 3 T SaE
. Democrats
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[Munkaspart [ex MSZMP] ; 3.19 f 0 * 0 I 0
KP Repubhcan Party | 2.55 ‘ 0 I 0 ‘ 0

| ASZ - Agrarlan Alliance I 21 | 1 o “iwdig )

MTEE Party ofHungarlan fisios s ; o ; — ; e

~and Life | | |

However, by the 1994 elections, the MSZP regained the top spot and established
itself as one of the major political parties in the country. Party politics in Hungary since
have continued to be dominated by these original main contenders with very few new
challengers (Toole 2000, 280). By the mid 1990s, the center-left MSZP and the
conservative FIDESZ had emerged as the two main poles in the Hungarian party systems,
with the liberal SZDSZ and the conservative MDF respectively as their loyal government

coalitional partners (Tables 8 and 9).

Table 9: Hungarian Election Results, 1998 Elections

Party/Alliance ~ %PR | SMD Total | %
Vote Seats Seats Seats
| MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party | 3292 | 54 | 134 | 3472
Fidesz-MPP Fidesz—Hungarian Civic 29.48 55 113 29.27
Party
| FIDESZ-MPP - MDF joint candidates | - | 35 | 50 | 1295
FKgP - Independent Small Holders 13.15 12 48 12.44
Party
' SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats | 7.57 | 2 | 24 | 622
| MIEP - Hungarian Justice and Life 5.47 0 14 3.63
| Party
1 Munkaspart -~ Workers' Party | 3.95 ! 0 [ 0 0
| MDF - Fidesz-MPP joint candidates | - | 15 | 15 | 3.89
' MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum | 2.8 ! 2 ) 2 | 0.52
| KDNP - Christian Democratic ; } 231 % 0 i 0 0
People s Party | |
’ MDNP - Hungarlan Democratic i 1.34 § 0 | 0 0
' People’s Party i 1 '
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Several of the original smaller parties, for example, the conservative KDNP, and
the FKGP, continued their presence in political life. A few new parties appeared by the
mid 1990s, the most notable being the Hungarian Justice and Life Party (MIEP), which
was an extreme right splinter of the MDF. However, at the 2002 parliamentary elections
in Hungary, none of these smaller parties could surmount the election law barrier and

make it into Parliament (Table 4.9) (Fowler 2003).

Table 10: Hungarian Election Results, 2002 Elections

' Party/Alliance {  %PR | SMD | Total | %
! . Vote [ Seats | Seats Seats
' MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party | 42.05 | 4373842 | 178 |
 FIDESZ-MDF -jointlist | 41.07 | 4503303 @ 188 |
| SZDSZ - Alliance of Free =~ | 5.57 440050 19
Democrats
| MSZP-SZDSZ - joint candidates | 0 | 13101 | 1 |
MIEP - Hungarian Truth and Life 4.37 245651 0
Party
 OMC-CentrumPart | 39 | 224309 | o |
| Munkaspart - Workers' Party | 2.16 | 121503 | 0 |

4.3 Parties Out of Parliament: GOR/BEL and Munkaspart

4.3.1.GOR/BEL: Struggling for Survival

The experience of the Citizens’ Union for the Republic (GOR) and Bulgarian
EuroLeft (BEL) is a very good example of how a group of people with office ambitions,
can try to establish and maintain the identity of their group and assure its existence in the
party system, trying different formats, and learning from its experience. Figure 8
describes the complex evolution of the political entity from being a faction within the

Bulgarian Socialist Party (DEMOS), to being an independent party (GOR), to forming an
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alliance with three other left-of-center parties (DAR), to merging with one of them to
form a new party (BEL), to suffering an internal divisions and losing faction, to forming
another alliance (BEL-BZNS-BESDP), and finally merging again into a new party
(BSD). Although this evolution in fact involves the creation of three separate parties, they
will be discussed together as they represent the experience of a small group of politicians

who have remained central in all three parties.?

Electoral Targets

According to statements of its leaders over the years, GOR/BEL/BSD has been
trying to get access to the executive branch of the Bulgarian government since its

inception (Tomov 1993, Capital 1997a, Capital 1997c, Zankov 2003).

According to Roumen Zankov, deputy chairman of BEL as of 2002-2003, “for

BEL, social democracy is a practice, not just an idea.” For his party, he claimed,

“winning parliamentary presence is a way to ensure participation in the
government, and that is only meaningful if it provides a possibility to influence
policy-making....a political party that does not seek office is not a true political
party but an educational society” (Zankov 2003a).

BEL is thus clearly a party seeking participation in the executive. It also seems to
value office instrumentally, to use Strom’s terms, as a way of influencing policies rather
than as a source of office-related benefits (Strom 1999, 6). However, as Strom has
argued, this does not impact the behavior and strategies of the party in its struggle for
office, because what they are trying to achieve is still representation in the legislature (as

a way to executive office).

3 In many ways, the evolution of GOR/BEL/BSD reflects the realization of the political ambition of one
politician -- Alexander Tomov -- who has been the leader of all formations. At the time of the creation of
BEL as a political party in 1997, his personal political ambition was seen as the major driving force for the
creation of the party as well as its predecessors (Capital 1997a).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



82

Given its goal of participation in the executive, based on the discussion in section
3.3, we can assume that GOR/BEL set their electoral target at each election that they
have contested as surpassing the electoral threshold. As the further discussion will note,
the party has also been concerned with ideological positioning, but the target of entering

Parliament seems to have been the dominant one.
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Figure 8: The Evolution of
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GOR: Formation

The Citizens’ Union for the Republic (GOR) GOR evolved from a faction within
the BSP in the early 1990s. An interesting feature of the BSP is that it provides for
“ideological platforms” or factions to develop within its membership (Krusteva 2003).
One of these factions was the circle DEMOS led by Alexander Tomov, which left the
BSP and found GOR as a citizens’ organization in 1993 because of “ideological
incompatibility” with the BSP leadership. GOR proceeded to register as a political party

in early 1994, thus claiming a place in the Bulgarian party system.

At this time, GOR was not leaving a sinking ship. It is important to note that the
split did not happen immediately following the quite narrow defeat of the BSP in the
1991 elections (see Table 4.2). Instead, it came at the time when the BSP’s popularity
was rising (Murer 2002, 387). In fact, the BSP swept the 1994 elections and formed a
majority government.* Although there was no way for the “GOR-eans” as they were
called, to know this back in 1993, opinion polis at the time put the BSP in a favorable
position. The formation of GOR as an independent party was clearly an electoral risk
(GOR 1993, Tomov 1993). The process of party formation and electoral strategies of

GOR is presented in Figure 9.

* All post -1989 Bulgarian cabinets are listed in Tablel of Appendix D.
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Figure 9: GOR, Process of Party Formation
and Electoral Competition, Phase I, II and III

GOR: Electoral Strategy in 1994

Realizing the challenges of running alone at elections, GOR immediately sought
alliance partners (GOR 1993). Together with three other social democratic parties: the
Alternative Socialist Party (ASP), the Bulgarian Social Democratic Party (BSDP) and the
Green Party (GP), GOR formed an electoral alliance, called Democratic Alternative for

the Republic (DAR) in March 1994, six months before the scheduling of early elections.

GOR chose to seek easier representation in Parliament using an alliance
arrangement rather than to maintain its independence as a political formation. On their
side, the other three parties were also searching for additional support. ASP was another,
earlier splinter from the BSP. It was part of the SDS from 1991 to early 1993 when it was
“expelled” from the SDS. BSDP and GP split from the SDS in 1991, and both
participated in separate alliances in 1994 but both failed to get seats in Parliament. Thus,
the four parties saw forging an agreement aimed at the cooperation and consolidation of

Bulgarian “social democracy” as the only way of achieving parliamentary representation.
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However, no merger was even considered, demonstrating that the political parties were

not ready to sacrifice institutional independence for electoral gains.

The alliance gathered 3.79 percent of the vote in the 1994 elections and failed to
make it into Parliament (see Table 4.3). The BSDP left the alliance “temporarily” in early
1995, but never rejoined, probably contributing to the relatively poor performance of
DAR’s candidates in the local elections in late 1995 (Standart 1995). Despite the obvious
electoral failure, the alliance “expelled” one of its members, the Green Party, in early
1996, thus turning itself into a two- party alliance.

Electoral Strategy in 1997: Merger

By the beginning of 1997, the BSP government that had taken office in late 1994
had failed dramatically. It had allowed the country to go into the worst economic crisis
since 1989, bankrupted a large segment of the population and generally failed the “left-
oriented” Bulgarians. The politicians in GOR decided to use the opportunity and to

benefit from the failure of the BSP and disagreements among its leaders (Avramov 2002).

The failure of the one-party BSP government had demonstrated, in the view of
GOR leaders, the inability of the BSP to represent social democratic interests.” At this
point, a large number of Bulgarians who were “leftist” by orientation and status could not
possibly “associate the further development of the country with the Bulgarian Socialist
Party” (Zankov 2003a). Neither did they see the BSDP — a natural candidate to represent
social democratic interests — as being able to do so properly. After leaving DAR, the

BSDP had gone back to being associated with the SDS —which was, by then, an openly

5 In addition, the BSP was suffering from internal dissent, which in early 1997 resulted in the resignation
and departure of several reform minded politicians— Elena Poptodorova, Nikolaj Kamov and Filip Bokov,
among others. They indicated their willingness to associate themselves with GOR (BSD 2002, 40).
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Christian-Democratic Party. The BSDP thus “couldn’t offer a social democratic
alternative to the people” (Zankov 2003a). There was, as a result, in GOR’s view, a social
democratic political vacuum. However, as the 1995 local elections had demonstrated

DAR (now a two-party alliance) could not achieve enough electoral support by itself.

Thus, in early 1997, GOR left DAR and together with ASO (another earlier
splinter of the BSP), and a splinter group from the BSDP joined to form a new party

called Political Movement “Bulgarian EuroLeft.”®

GOR thus disappeared as a political
entity after four years of independent existence and one electoral failure at the national

level.

BEL: Formation

The new entity BEL claimed to unite the “true” social democrats in Bulgaria and
clearly distinguished itself from the BSP (BSD 2003, 40; Capital 1997a).BEL attempted
to represent the “the third way” —in both the ideological space and the party system of
Bulgaria. Its position was clearly to the left and center-left in terms of social issues, but
its foreign policy position supported European integration and NATO membership. In
terms of party dynamics, it also tried to “challenge the bi-polar nature of the party
system,” although they were neither the first nor the only party to do so in 1997

(Avramov 2002). Its electoral strategies are represented in Figure 10.

The behavior of BEL during 1997 clearly demonstrated that the GOR leadership,
now in control of most of the leadership positions in the new party, had learned from

their previous experience in DAR. First of all, they realized that getting into office meant

¢ Although BEL did not get a chance to register officially as a party before the elections (due their early
scheduling) , they did so immediately afterwards, and will thus be treated as a new “party*.
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adapting their strategy and behavior to the institutional and political realities of the

Bulgarian constitutional structures. Most immediate was the problem of surmounting the

4% electoral barrier for gaining parliamentary seats (Kamov 1998). Moreover, their vote

had to come from voters who were “leftist” by orientation but also in favor of European

and NATO integration. The recent failure of the BSP clearly presented a unique

opportunity. However, to achieve broad support BEL had to minimize the internal

conflicts among its founding groups: GOR, the most recent defectors from BSP, ASO,

and one faction from BSDP. All of them had different political expectations and claimed

to have contributed the most to the success of BEL (Capital 1997b).
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Learning from their previous experience, the members of BEL chose to merge
these various political groups rather than just form an alliance, as DAR members had
done in 1994. According to Kamov, then political secretary of BEL, this idea might not
have had the support of some of the founders of BEL, but the electoral success was a
clear demonstration that a unified party was a better alternative to a loose alliance of

several organizations (Kamov 1998).

Electoral Strategy in 1997: Running Alone

BEL rejected the idea of forming an alliance with the BSP or any other party,
wary of cooperating with parties that could mar its image. According to BEL Chairman
Tomov, BEL “would not tolerate being attached to the BSP or some other party” (Capital
1997b). However, this stance was possible largely because opinion polls clearly indicated
that BEL was the most likely of the small parties to surpass the 4 percent electoral
threshold (Capital 1997c). In fact, it won 5.57 percent of the vote in 1997 and 18 seats in
the Bulgarian Parliament. This marked the “first big success” of BEL and the resurrection

of Bulgarian social-democracy as an independent political force (BSD 2003, 30).

Electoral Strategy in 2001: Alliance

Despite the success of BEL in the 1997 national, and the 1999 local, elections,
and parallel efforts of the party to strengthen its organization, internal problems appeared
by early 2000.” BEL chairman Tomov was accused of corruption and party finance fraud
by a dissenting faction, leading to strong internal dissent and the eventual emergence of

the first BEL splinter. However, as the national congress of the party re-elected Tomov as

7 At this point, BEL (following the example of the BSP) allowed the creation of internal “platforms”
(factions) in an effort to maintain democracy and unity in the face of absence of complete agreement. After
the 2000 split, this article of the party code was eliminated.
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leader, in June of 2000 his main opponents left the party and formed a separate political
party called the Political Movement Social Democracy (PDS). As it was led by popular
politicians and enjoyed substantial support from the local branches, this split was a major

blow to the ability of BEL to gather electoral support (Mandzhukov 2000a).

By early 2001, it was clear that BEL was in no position to claim anything close to
its previous share of the vote. Even before the entrance of Simeon Sax-Coburg-Gotha
into politics in April 2001, the party was only polling between 0.9 and 1.3 percent of the
vote (NCIOM 2001). Afraid that it will not be able to gather even 1 percent of the vote,
BEL formed a “hasty” electoral coalition with BZNS and BESDP and managed to get

just about 1 percent of the national vote (See Table 6).

Inter-election Merger: BSD

After the failure of the BEL-BZNS-BESDP alliance, BEL and BESDP continued
to work together; no future cooperation with the BSNZ was considered. In an effort to
“unify social democracy in Bulgaria” BEL and BESDP attempted to bring together
various social democratic entities — parties, social movements, labor unions and other
organizations -- into a social alliance, rather than a structurally unified party organization
(Zankov 2003a). In April 2002 they created the Confederation of Bulgarian Social

Democracy.

Realizing that this was not enough in terms of an electoral strategy, in early 2003
BEL and BESDP proceeded to merge into a new party, “Party Bulgarian Social
Democracy” (BSD) (BSD 2003). Both BEL and BESDP thus ceased to exist. The new

party proclaimed itself to be “fhe unified social democratic party” in Bulgaria. However,
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as we shall see, the BSD united only two of the numerous social democratic parties

currently active in the Bulgarian party system.

By late 2003, the BSD had no realistic potential to surpass the electoral threshold
at national level, especially after the consolidation of other left parties around the BSP
and the New Left (discussed in Section 4.5.1) (Karasimeonov 2002, 189). GOR and BEL
were two political parties formed in an effort to realize the political ambition of its
leaders. However, their electoral strategies seem to have misfired, leading both parties to
end their independent existence, and the ultimate marginalization of the newest merger,
the BSD. Given its current outsider position in Bulgarian politics, GOR/BEL/BSD would
probably not have been included in most studies of party politics in Bulgaria. However,
in many ways, experiences like this provide the most fascinating cases for the purposes of
the question under study here. Chapter 6 will thus provide further examination of the
factors that influenced the decision of GOR/BEL to form, and to chose certain electoral

strategies over the years.

4.3.2. Munkaspart: Staving the Course

Munkaspart is a hard-line Marxist party that was established in late 1989 and has
maintained its existence in the Hungarian party system since then. While it regularly
participated in local and regional governmental structures during the 1990s, it has never
gained representation in the Hungarian Parliament. But in contrast to BEL it has also
never changed its electoral strategy: Munkaspart has always contested elections under its
own label. The name Munkaspart will be used to refer to the party under discussion to
keep it separate from the communist MSZMP, although Munkaspart contested election in

1990 under the name MSZMP.
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Electoral Targets

The goal of Munkaspart, as defined by its deputy chairman Janos Vajda, has
always been the representation of the interests of the workers and poor people through the
system of democratic government. Although in the early 1990s the party still maintained
some elements of an anti-democratic communist platform, by the mid-1990s it had
accepted the reality of a multi-party democracy and free-market economy (Vajda 2003,
Swain 1991). Gaining representation in parliament thus became a natural goal for
Munkaspart. Thus, its electoral target has always been defined as surmounting the
electoral threshold needed to gain representation in the Hungarian Parliament (4 percent

in 1990 and 5 percent afterwards). ®

Munkaspart: Formation

Munkaspart was formed in late 1989 after the transformation of the MSZMP into
the MSZP. The MSZMP was already too reform-oriented for some of its hard-line
members, a trend that intensified with the formation of its “successor” -- the MSZP. The
reform platform of the MSZP adopted at its first Congress in May 1990, put the party
closer to a social democratic, rather than to a communist, position (Bozoki 2002, 99). The
hardliners in the party chose to form a new party under the old label, and attracted a
substantial amount of the hard-line MSZMP members who disapproved of the “right”
leaning MSZP platform (Toka, 1994, 39; Vajda 2003). This process is represented in

Figure 11.

¥ Representation in Parliament is paralleled by an attempt to represent workers interests through any form
of participation in local governments. Thus, participating in several local government coalitions particularly
in the North and East regions of Hungary, has been enough to keep the party viable even in the face of its
inability to surpass the national electoral threshold (Vajda 2003).
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Figure 11: MSZMP split, 1989

Both the official “successor” party — the MSZP — and Munkaspart asked people to
re-register with them rather than just to continue their membership (as was done in other
cases), thus losing a significant number of members. The MSZMP had 700,000 members
in October 1988, but the MSZP claimed only 30,000 by the Fall of 1989 (Bozoki 2002,
98). However, it inherited the property of the MSZMP, thus benefiting from its lineage,
or as Munkaspart often complains, “the MSZP took the assets and left us Marx” (Swain
1991, Vajda 2003). Munkaspart claimed a membership of 100,000 by 1990, but the

figure is considered to have been exaggerated (Toka 1995, 38)

Similar to the claim of GOR/BEL in Bulgaria, Munkaspart saw its role as
representing the interests of the electorate that is “left” oriented and whose demands were
not well represented by the official successor party (the BSP and the MSZP,

respectively). According to Munkaspart, the MSZP was “moving more and more to the
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right” and did not adequately represent the interests of a large number of people who had

been adversely affected by the economic reform in Hungary (Vajda 2003).

Electoral Strategies

Munkaspart competed in the 1990 elections but failed to surpass the 4 percent
threshold needed to gain representation in Parliament by a few thousand votes. It fielded
92 candidates and got about 3.86 percent of the vote (see Table 7). The failure to gain
representation in Parliament in 1990 was, according to the party’s leadership, the blow of
death for the party at the national level, because as Vajda notes, “only parties that made it
into parliament in 1990 have been able to stay in politics since” (Vajda 2003). The
Parliament raised the electoral threshold to 5 percent for the 1994 elections, thus making
it even more difficult for Munkaspart to surpass it. The party gained 3.19 percent of the
vote in the 1994 elections, 3.95 of the vote in the 1998 elections and 2.19 percent of the
vote in 2002 (Tables 8, 9 and 10). For most of the period, however, Munkaspart has been
the most prominent extra-parliamentary party in Hungary. As Figure 12 shows, the party

chose to run alone in all elections despite its failure to make it into Parliament.
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In the early 1990s Munkaspart leaders were envisioning cooperation with the
MSZP or the Agrarian Alliance (a small left-wing agrarian alliance that ran in the 1990
elections) but none of this has materialized. In fact, when asked this question in 2003,

Mr. Vajda expressed a clear unwillingness to form electoral alliances, arguing that,

“appearing in common electoral lists means giving up your face as
a party .. all small parties that have entered [electoral] coalitions
have disappeared ... for us preserving the party is more important
than being in Parliament...*

The experience of Munkaspart thus contrasts sharply with the experience of BEL
in Bulgaria, and in many ways appears to contradict the expectations of the theoretical
understanding of party behavior presented here. While electoral failure seems to have

promoted a search for different electoral strategies in the case of GOR/BEL, and finally
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led to its demise, it has not done so in the case of Munkaspart. The party has remained an
impressively consistent presence in the party system without any major change in its
organizational and electoral form. Despite the fact that both parties are involved in local
and regional governments, BEL seems to be significantly more concerned with
representation in Parliament. A more detailed examination of the factors that have
contributed to this divergence in the electoral strategies of the two parties will be

provided in Chapter 5.

4.4 Parties in Government: the DPS and the SZDSZ

4.4.1 The Movement of Rights and Freedoms (DPS): the Limits of the Ethnic Vote

The DPS has been the most stable of the “smaller” political parties in Bulgarian
politics throughout the 1990s. It has been present in all Parliaments since 1990 and has
played a balancing role in several Bulgarian governments. Although currently trying to
transform itself into a national, non-ethnic party, for most of the post 1989 period the

DPS has been a de facto ethnic party representing a relatively well mobilized minority.

Although it never had an openly stated ethnic platform and included ethnic
Bulgarians in both its membership and its leadership, the DPS has always represented the
interests of the Turkish minority in Bulgaria. Its support has been concentrated heavily in
the regions populated by this minority (Kumanov 1999, 134). As ethnic parties are
banned by the Bulgarian Constitution, the ability of the DPS to function freely in
Bulgarian politics was challenged at numerous times in the early 1990s. By the late1990s,
however, It was clear that the constitutional provision could not prevent either the DPS or
the other fledgling ethnic political parties from participating in the political process

(Vassilev 2001).
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By the end of 1990s, however, the DPS had realized that it could not expand its
vote any more than it already had unless it reached beoynd the Turkish minority (Dal
2003). Consequently, it formed electoral alliances with non-ethnic parties in both 1997
and 2001. In addition, the DPS has been making a conscious effort to transform itself into
a liberal party: it has tried to include more ethnic Bulgarian is its leadership, and has
joined the Liberal International (Gospodinova 2003; Tzachevski 2003, Karasimeonov

2002, 167-8).

Electoral Targets

The major goal of the DPS has always been participation in the executive in all
possible ways and at all possible levels of state administration. As Mr. Kasim Dal,
Deputy Chairman of the party put it, “participation in the government of the country is

the only goal a real party can have* (Dal 2003).

The aspirations of the DPS to participate in the government of the country were
made clear from the very beginning of its participation in Bulgarian politics. However,
back in 1991, when the DPS first became part of the governing majority in Parliament,
direct participation in the government was not possible because of strong nationalist
feelings in the country. The Bulgarian public was “not yet ready” to see members of the
Turkish minority in leading positions in the country (Dal 2003, Vassilev 2001). However,
the parliamentary support of the DPS parliamentary group was crucial for the survival of
the 1991 SDS government. When the economic policies of the government began to hurt
the interests of the Turkish minority, the DPS re-considered its position and withdrew its
support, thus contributing to the collapse of the government in late 1992 (Vassilev 2001,

51, Kalinova and Baeva 2000, 175). However, its experience clearly indicated that it
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could exert influence on the government by controlling a small, but key number of seats

in Parliament.

The Berov government (1992-1994) that followed was formed using the mandate
of the DPS, and it even included a DPS representative, a Bulgarian by ethnicity, as a
minister in the Cabinet. However, DPS influence over the government was minimal
because it was officially an expert government and depended heavily on the BSP for
support (Kalinova and Baeva 2000, 177-180). The following two governments were
majority coalitions not requiring the support or participation of the DPS. In 2001, the
DPS was given two ministerial positions in the NDSV government, which the DPS
considered a clear indication that it had been accepted as an equal partner in the political
life of the country. By all account, the DPS is currently seen as one of the potential

participants in any new government of the country (Gospodinova 2003).

Just like BEL and Munkaspart, DPS values office instrumentally; not for the
benefits of office per se, but because it provides a way to influence the policy of the
country in ways that favor DPS members and supporters (Dal 2003). A similar approach
is sometimes seen as cynical in the case of BEL because of the personal ambition of its
leader Tomov (for which he had become notorious in Bulgarian politics). In contrast,
non-DPS sources also claim that DPS leaders appear to be committed to advancing of
certain policies rather than simply gaining access to ministerial positions (Gospodinova

2003).

The electoral target of the DPS from 1990 to 2001 has always been to surpass the
electoral threshold that would allow them to gain representation in Parliament. However,

as the 1991-1992 experience demonstrated, parliamentary representation was not enough
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for direct representation in parliament. Since then, and in an attempt to ensure its
“coalitionability,” the DPS had made sure to moderate its position on Turkish minority
rights and to demonstrate its support for democratic politics and national integrity in any
way possible. Still, surpassing the threshold remained the major target for the party until

2001.

DPS: Formation

As a political party, the DPS was founded in early 1990. It inherited the
clandestine organizations of the “Turkish National Liberation Movement in Bulgaria,”
which were established in 1986 (Tatarli 2003, 9). The Turkish minority represents about
9.24 percent of the population in Bulgaria. During the 1980s the Bulgarian Communist
Party government had carried out repeated discriminatory campaigns against this
minority, culminating in its 1989 efforts to encourage the Turkish minority to leave the
country and move to Turkey. But, after the democratic changes in Bulgaria in late 1989,
the Turkish minority mobilized politically and demanded full civil and political rights.
The formation of the DPS as a vehicle to realize these demands in Bulgarian politics was
thus the logical conclusion of the activities of the organization before 1989. The DPS
never doubted the presence of an electoral demand for it and once the one -party system

was done away with, moved quickly to register as a political party.

Electoral Strategy in 1990: Running Alone

Although the DPS was refused participation in the Round Table Talks that
negotiated the first multi-party elections, it was able to contest elections in June 1990,
when it ran alone and won 6.02 percent of the PR vote and 9 of the 200 SMD seats

(Table 2) (Vassilev 2001, 47). With 21 seats in 1990 Parliament the DPS became the
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fourth biggest parliamentary group in the Bulgarian Grand National Assembly. DPS

electoral strategies in the 1990 and later elections are represented in Figure 13.

Electoral Strategy in 1991: Running Alone

In 1991, the DPS continued to rely on the high level of political mobilization of
the Turkish minority to provide its electoral support. But the entry of the DPS into
politics and the re-establishment of the civil rights of the Turkish minority in 1990
created a strong nationalist backlash among the Bulgarian public. Even the Bulgarian
Socialist Party used this issue in an attempt to broaden its appeal, making ethnicity a
strong issue in the 1991 elections (Vassilev 2001, 38, Pirgova 94). In response to this
backlash DPS attempted to broaden its electoral appeal by endorsing civil liberties rather
than just minority rights. Electoral results from the 1991 elections suggest that the
nationalist campaign encouraged an even higher mobilization of the minority. In the
second free elections the DPS increased its share to about 7.55 percent of the vote (Table
3). But because only three parties made it into parliament, it ended up with 10 percent of

the total number of seats, making it the balancing power in Parliament.
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Electoral Strategy in 1994: Running Alone

The 1991-1994 inter-election period witnessed the first challenges to the unity of
the DPS. In 1993 a faction led by Mehmed Hodza left the DPS, citing disagreements with
the DPS leader Ahmed Dogan and formed a new political party. In addition, another
political party claiming to represent the Turkish minority -- the Democratic Party of
Justice -- had joined the political party competition. However, despite these challenges to
its dominance of the political support of the Turkish minority, the DPS still contested
elections on its own in 1994. The DPS claimed that neither of the two new parties had
“any social basis,” yet the two new parties managed to take about 30, 000 votes away
from the DPS, decreasing its share from 7.55 to about 5.44 percent of the vote in the
1994 elections (Tatarli 2003). The DPS thus came close to not surpassing the 4 percent
threshold needed to gain entry into Parliament for the first time in its existence

(Karasimeonov 2002) .

Electoral Strategy in 1997: the ONS Electoral Alliance

Following the 1994 elections, the DPS realized that the finite nature of its
electoral support might make it difficult for it to gain parliamentary representation,
especially in the presence of other competitors for the ethnic vote. As a result, the DPS
began to look for alternative electoral strategies. In mid 1996 it participated in an early
form of the United Democratic Forces (ODS), an alliance formed to back a non-BSP
presidential candidate. Despite the success of the presidential campaign and the election
of an SDS presidential candidate, the alliance members disagreed over issue of candidate

placement when early parliamentary elections were scheduled in 1997. As a result, the
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DPS withdrew from the ODS and formed it own alliance, the Union for National

Salvation (ONS) (Dal 2003).

The ONS was an alliance of the DPS, the Green Party (GP), New Choice (NI),
two small centrist parties and one royalist party. The alliance was supported by the
Bulgarian monarch in exile Simeon Sax-Coburg-Gotha and won about 9. 44 percent of
the vote in the April 1997 elections. However, 4 of the 19 seats went to the Green Party
and New Choice, leaving the DPS with the same number of representatives as before. At
the same time, the DPS alliance partners brought a minimal number of votes to the
alliance, according to their own estimates, but received a disproportionately high number
of seats (Dzudzev 2003). The DPS became increasingly unhappy with this alliance
because it believed it had contributed the most to the campaign, but then had to give up

too many seats to its electoral partners (Dal 2003).

Electoral Strategy in 2001: DPS-Liberal Union-Evroroma

The members of the ONS went their separate ways in the 2001 elections, citing
various reasons, all of which clearly indicated dissatisfaction with the behavior of their
partners. The deputy chairman of the Green Party, for example, claimed that the DPS
treated them as respectful and equal alliance partners in the pre-election and the
immediate post-election period. However, during their term in parliament, the DPS
showed clearly that they continued to “care most about the rights and freedoms of one

minority, ignoring the national interest of the country” (Dzudzev 2003).

So, when it came to contesting elections again neither the DPS nor any of the
other ONS members wanted to work together. The DPS, however, seemed to still be

searching for ways to increase its electoral support and sought the cooperation of two
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smaller and quite different parties — the Liberal Union and a party of the Roma minority
(Evroroma). This time, the DPS seems to have played its cards right — it gave up no seats

to its alliance partners and placed 21 representatives in the National Assembly.

Overall, the DPS seems to have done very well over the years — it responded to
decreasing electoral support by broadening its appeal and forming electoral alliances.
But, in contrast to GOR/BEL, it has managed both to secure a stable share of the vote

through these alliances and to preserve its leading position in them.

4.4.2 The Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ): the Threat of Extinction

The Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ) was formed as a party in late 1988 and
has been represented in all legislatures in post-1990 Hungary. However, its share of seats
has decreased substantially over the years (see Tables 7-10). It is considered part of the

center-left coalition in Hungary and has participated in two MSZP-led governments.

The evolution of the SZDSZ is another example of a relatively consistent
behavior with no major variations of electoral strategies (Figure 14). However, unlike the
Hungarian Munkaspart, the SZDSZ seems to have been able to achieve its targets and
establish itself as an integral part of the Hungarian political system. In this regard, its
experience is more reminiscent of that of the DPS in Bulgaria. However, unlike the DPS,
the SZDSZ has not sought alliance partners despite decreasing electoral support. But still,
after the closeness of the last elections when with 5.57 percent of the PR vote the SZDSZ

barely made it into Parliament, it might have to reconsider its electoral strategies.
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Electoral Targets

The SZDSZ is, by all accounts, a party that seeks to participate in the executive
branch of the government. According to Gabor Fodor, a prominent leader and member of

the executive committee of the Party:

“the main goal of the SZDSZ has always been the establishment of the rule of
law, democracy, human rights, and tolerance in Hungary; the straightening of
liberal (in the social sphere) and centrist- liberal (in the economic sphere) values
in society.... However, the real goal has been representation in Parliament and
participation in the government of the country ...”(Fodor 2003).

Peter Hack, one of the founding leaders of SZDSZ expressed similar views about
the aspirations of the party over the years. In addition, the party’s participation in two
governments with the MSZP is a clear indication that participation in the executive is
what the SZDSZ has been after. The electoral target of the SZDSZ thus has always been

to surpass the electoral threshold needed to gain seats in the Parliament.
Formation

The SZDSZ was formed as a party in late 1988 as a successor of the dissident
Network of Free Initiatives whose roots go back to the 1970s and 1980s (Keri and
Levendel 1995, 135; Toka 1995b, 36; Hollis 1999, 247). One of the first anti-communist
proto parties created in Hungary, the SZDSZ was a party made up largely of intellectuals
who espoused democratic ideas. At this point, proponents of democracy in Hungary had
two strategies — the revitalization of historic parties (¢.g. FGKP, KDNP) and the
establishment of new ones. The SZDSZ members chose the second option, as they saw a
demand for new political contenders in the system (Hack 2003). The SZDSZ became one

of the more active proponents of change in the system during the Round Table Talks of

1989.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



106

Electoral Strategies in 1990, 1994, 1998 and 2002: Running Alone

As elections approached in 1990, the SZDSZ enjoyed high popularity and so
decided to run under it own label. Having won 96 (of 386) seats in Parliament, it became
the second biggest parliamentary party in Hungary. However, it did not participate in the
1990 MDF-led government and assumed the role of the biggest opposition party instead
(Keri and Levendel 1995, 135). Despite some bitter internal disputes over the leadership
and the philosophy of the party during 1991-1992, and a 12 percent defection rate of its
deputies during the first parliamentary term, the party did not experience any formal
splits and maintained its integrity (Toole 2000, 293; Pataki 1991 and 1992; Lomax 1995).
However, it failed to build a strong organization, relying instead on relatively loose
networks of regional structures that were difficult to control (Pataki 1991, 15; Tamas
1994, 32-33). In 1993, the SZDSZ was strengthened by its incorporation of the Fodor-
led liberal faction from FIDESZ (Racs and Kukorelli 1995, 259). The electoral strategies

of the party at all elections are represented in Figure 14.
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The party received a clear indication that its popularity was subsiding at the 1994
elections. The SZDSZ share of the vote decreased by about 5 percent and the party lost
23 deputies. Ironically, it remained the second largest party in Parliament, and so
obtained its first possibility to participate in government when the MSZP asked the
SZDSZ to join in an attempt to broaden its legitimacy and share responsibility for reform
(Hollis 1999, 262). The SZDSZ thus became a coalitional partner to its former arch rival,

a decision that brought further internal disputes and leadership changes.

Although these problems were underscored by the 6 percent defection rate during
the second term of Parliament, the SZDSZ did not change its electoral strategy. It
suffered a substantial setback in 1998, when it got only 24 seats in Parliament, but the
party refused to change its approach to elections and party building (Hack 2003). It
continued to have a relatively elitist approach to politics and to ignore the need to

strengthen its presence in society.

In the 2002 elections the SZDSZ again contested the first round of elections on its
own. But it managed to secure only 19 seats in Parliament, barely getting the 5 percent of
the PR vote needed to place its candidates in the legislature. However, due to the
distribution of seats in parliament, the SZDSZ became a coalitional partner in the
government, as its 19 seats became crucial for the formation of a parliamentary majority

and cabinet.

Thus, despite a consistent downward trend in its popular support the SZDSZ has

continued to run alone in elections.” Both Hack and Fodor stressed that party

° In the case of Hungary, the specifics of their mixed electoral system allow for two types of electoral
alliances — appearing on joint lists in its PR part and running common candidates in the SMD part, or
reaching agreements to support each other’s candidates in the second round of the SMD part while running

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



109

independence has been extremely important to the SZDSZ, a claim that is definitely
substantiated by the evolution of the party over the years. The main reason for this
unwillingness to seek electoral alliances is the belief that small parties are always in a
secondary position in such situations (Fodor 2003). However, the most recent election
performance clearly demonstrated that although the party has stayed intact (unlike other
small parties in Hungary, such as the FKGP and KDNP) it has lost a substantial part of its

constituency, suggesting that changes in its electoral strategy are needed (Hack 2003).

The behavior of the SZDSZ contrasts sharply with the behavior of the MDF,
another big party turned small, which is not discussed in detail here. The MDF followed a
similar path of electoral success and failure -- it went from dominating the first
parliament to barely making the cut off in 1998 (See Tables 7-10). In response to this
downturn and continuing unfavorable opinion-poll rankings the MDF chose a different
strategy in both 1998 and 2002. In 1998, it sought an alliance and ran joint lists with
FIDESZ-MPP. In 2002, it started an official merger negotiation with FIDESZ-MPP, with

which it ran common candidates (see 4.5.2 for a more detailed discussion of this issue).

In 2002, the MDF placed 24 of its candidates in Parliament but the alliance was
heavily dominated by FIDESZ-MPP (Szoke 2003, Fowler 2003). The FIDESZ-
MPP/MDF alliance did not manage to secure a majority in Parliament, making it possible
for the MSZP-SZDSZ government to form. The MDF thus placed more people in
Parliament than the SZDSZ, but the alliance between it and FIDESZ-MPP not only

challenged the independence of the MDF, but also jeopardized the chances of both of

independent lists for the PR part of the competition and separate candidates in the first round. For the
purposes of the current study, the concept of electoral alliance is limited only to the first type of alliance as
it is the one that involves a change in labels. The SZDSZ has signed agreements for second round alliances;
it has never (unlike other Hungarian parties) run common lists.
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them to be in government. The SZDSZ, on the other hand, secured its participation in
government, but according to both Fodor and Hack, the 2002 election results posed a
clear threat of party extinction, and required a re-formulation of the party’s approach to

contesting elections and party building.

4.5 Parties in Control of the Government: the BSP and FIDESZ-MPP

4.5.1 The Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP): Allying for Glory

The Bulgarian Socialist Party is the official “successor” party to the Communist
Party in Bulgaria. Unlike its counterparts in Hungary and other ECE countries, the BSP
did not formerly disband, but only changed its name and its members’ documents. This
provided for organizational continuity and gave the BSP an organizational edge over the
new parties in the political system in the early 1990s. With an organizational advantage
and most of the opposition parties still in a very rudimentary stage at the time of the first
democratic elections in 1990, the BSP thus did not find it too difficult to preserve its

dominance of the party system.

Over the years, the BPS has governed the country directly only during 1990-1991
and 1994-1997, but it was a tacit and influential supporter of the Berov government
during 1993-1994 (see Appendix D for details). While clearly in opposition to the SDS
government during 1997-2001, it briefly participated in the 2001 NDSV government, but
by late 2002 was in strong opposition to the Sax-Coburg—Gotha government. As of late
2003, the BSP was also clearly the most popular single party in Bulgaria with about 20

percent approval rating among the electorate (NCIOM 2003).
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The BSP has become notorious in Bulgarian politics for its tendency to form
various electoral alliances, although there has been very little that the BSP has gained
from forming them in terms of electoral support. The evolution of the BSP in more

general terms is presented in Figure 15.

Electoral Targets

There is no question that through the post 1990 period, the BSP has attempted to
win control over the executive in Bulgaria, although in the early years they sought to
share the responsibility of government with coalitional partners. Despite their victory in
the 1990 elections, the BSP seemed willing to “spread the blame for the impending
economic crisis” (Birch et al, 2002). Their attempts were unsuccessful, and the first BSP
government (Lukanov government) had to resign after social unrest erupted in the

country (Kalinova and Baeva 2000, 198).

However, since then, the Socialists have not shied away from governing alone.
For our purposes, their electoral targets are then assumed to be winning a near plurality of
seats in Parliament. In fact, statements of BSP leaders and campaign platforms provide
evidence that this was indeed the case. BSP campaigns were aimed at winning a majority
of seats in Parliament and their platforms centered on the policies to be implemented if

they came to govern (Krusteva 2003). In 1994, BSP Party Chairman Videnov argued:

“We need a majority of seats in Parliament, we need as many partners and
supporters in Parliament as we can have. .. the [early] elections will be meaningless if we

have a ‘balancing’ party again (Videnov 1994).”
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Unlike the MSZP, when the BSP won the majority in 1994, it proceeded to form a
de facto one party government (although it included members of its electoral alliance)

(Pirgova 2002, 198).

The BPS has claimed that it needs power so that it can protect the interests of the
“losers” of reform in Bulgaria by implementing a center-left platform (Krusteva 2003;
BSP 1995, 1997, 2000, 2002). However, the BSP has a long tradition of using executive
office to distribute various spoils and patronage appointments that has certainly left an
imprint on the party. This makes it difficult to see the BSP as a party seeking office
purely for policy influence. Nevertheless, regardless of whether instrumentally or
intrinsically, the BSP has been motivated by a desire to control the executive and has

behaved so as to maximize that possibility.

BSP “Formation” and Electoral Strategy in 1990

The BSP is the only one of the six political parties examined in detail here that did
not form anew in the late 1980s. Instead, the party changed its name from the Bulgarian
Communist Party (BKP) to the Bulgarian Socialist Party in early 1990, inherited the
organization of the BKP, and maintained its ideology relatively unchanged. Given the
great popularity of the BSP at the time and the influence it still exercised over the
electoral process, this decision was hardly surprising. The BSP ran alone in the first
democratic elections in Bulgaria (June 1990), won 114 of the 200 SMD seats and 97 of
the 200 PR seats, and emerged as the majority party in Parliament. The electoral

strategies of the BSP are represented in Figure 16.
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Electoral Strategy in 1991: Electoral Alliance

Following the refusal of the SDS to join in a coalitional government in 1990 and
share the responsibility for reform, the BSP formed a majority government. However, it
was unwilling to implement any meaningful reforms, leading to an economic disaster in
the winter of 1990, wide spread social protests and a resignation of the BSP Cabinet
(Kalinova and Baeva 2000, 164). An expert government which included representatives
of the three major parliamentary parties was formed in 1991 to carry out the first and

most painful economic reforms in the country.

Sharing power and blame seems to have been a good step for the BSP; by late
1991, its popularity by late 1991 had declined but still remained at respectable levels.
However, winning a majority of the seats seemed uncertain at best, so the BSP sought an
alliance with other parties. At the 1991 elections, it formed the “Pre-election Alliance of
BSP, BLP, OPT, PKhZhD, KhRP, NLP 'St. Stambolov', SMS, FBSM, SDPD, and 'ERA-
3'” None of these parties were serious competitors — the most popular of the alliance
partners -- the OPT -- had gotten 0.6 percent percent of the vote at the previous elections.
Neither did any of them seem to present a potential for the future, while inclusion of the
OPT was particularly surprising as the party had an openly nationalist ideology
(Engelbrekt 1991). The alliance got 33.14 percent of the vote and 44.3 percent of the
seats in Parliament, leaving the BSP a few seats away from being the plurality legislative

party.

In hindsight, it would seem that the choice of an alliance strategy in this case was
“hastily done” (Krusteva 2003). The official motivation, according to then BSP Chairman

Lilov, was the “unity of goals” of the alliance partners, namely “to protect democracy and
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civil peace” (as cited in Engelbrekt 1991). The alliance certainly did not bring any
electoral advantages to the BSP in terms of direct electoral support contribution.
However, the alliance did provide a form of legitimacy for the BSP, at a time when the
SDS and the DPS were advocating the outlawing of the BSP because it was a successor
to the BKP. Having other, “democratic,” parties cooperate with the BSP lent it legitimacy
as an equal participant in the democratic process. However, during the next elections,

none of the 1991 alliance partners was included in the new BSP-led alliance.

Electoral Strategy in 1994: BSP-BZNS-Ekoglasnost Alliance

By 1994, the BSP was again the most popular party in the country. It certainly did
not need additional support to win the majority of seats in parliament. Despite this, it
formed an alliance with two other parties: one of the agrarian party factions, BZNS-
Alexander Stambolijksi, and a splinter from the SDS, an environment- oriented party
called Political Club “Ekoglasnost”. The behavior of the BSP at these elections showed
some ideological consistency; both Ekoglasnost and BZNS-AS were left-leaning
organizations that had similar policy objectives as the BSP. In addition, both of them had
a larger societal presence and stronger organizations than the BSP’s 1991 alliance
partners. The choice of an alliance strategy, even if not necessarily needed, was certainly

more reasonable in terms of electoral benefits.

The nature of the electoral alliance was supposed to determine the distribution of
governmental position from 1994 to 1997. But, in reality the government functioned as a
one party government in which the representatives of the smaller partners were

dominated by the BSP. The participation of BZNS-AS in the BSP-led government is
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often cited as one of the reasons for the factional struggles and the final dissolution of the

party in 1999 (Pirgova 2002, 203).

Electoral Stratecy in 1997: Alliance

Following the dramatic failure of the BSP government in 1997, the BSP had lost a
substantial part of its electoral support. Seeking a broader electoral alliance seemed a
logical choice. However, the BSP was unable to attract more alliance partners, as it was
the failed incumbent, making association with it an electoral liability. The three 1994
alliance partners signed another electoral agreement, formed the 1997 “Democratic Left”
alliance and contested the “predetermined elections” (Capital 1997b). Plagued by the
“guilt” attributed to it for the economic crisis of 1996-1997 and various internal struggles
between the BSP leadership and the alliance partners, the Democratic Left got about 22

percent of the vote and 24 percent of the seats in the 1997 Parliament (Capital 1997a).

Electoral Strategy in 2001: “Coalition For Bulgaria”

By late 2000, the BSP saw a possibility to make a come back. The party had
finally accepted a reform platform and elected reform-minded leadership. The SDS
government had become quite unpopular, and BEL — a major competitor for the left vote
in 1997 — was suffering from internal dissent and was in no position to challenge the BSP
successfully. However, the BSP seemed unable to benefit from this electoral situation.
By late 2000, its popularity was barely over 13 percent (NCIOM, 2001). In an attempt to
enlarge its electoral support, the BSP sought and formed its largest electoral alliance. In

early 2001, 19 parties and organizations with socialist or social-democratic ideology
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formed an alliance called “Coalition for Bulgaria.”'’ Tt should be noted that the electoral
alliance built upon the already existing political union called New Left (NL). Both
entities were representative of the attempt to unify the Bulgarian “left” political space — a

process that was paralleled by BEL as well.'!

The members of “Coalition for Bulgaria“ alliance included those of the New Left
and had either previously contested elections alone or had just formed. The alliance
defined itself as a broad, left-centrist electoral formation that had a single platform and
would run common lists (Coalition for Bulgaria, 2001). The alliance won 45 seats in the

legislature of which 22 were distributed among BSP leaders.

There is no doubt that the majority of the expense and work in the electoral
campaign of the alliance was carried out by the members and structures of the BSP.
There is also little doubt that the electoral benefit of forming it was minimal. In fact, the
party experienced a lot of internal discontent over having joined the alliance, because
local branches and members were dissatisfied working for the political benefit of other
parties (Krusteva 2003). But the official reason the BSP gave for having formed the

alliance was to ideologically unify the left, and to realize the “idea” of social democracy

10 The alliance, as current commentaries argued, was a sign of desperation among BSP leaders (Mandzukov
2000c). It had to agree to give up more than half of the leading positions on the alliance district lists of
candidates, while the total electoral support brought by the 18 organizations was estimated to about 2-3
percent of the vote. For example, NCIOM reports about 13 percent electoral support for the BSP and about
2 percent support for the rest of the alliance partners in March 2001 (NCIOM 2001).

' The New Left was formed in early 2000 by four parties —the BSP, one of the parties that had inherited
the original BSDP, the United Labor Party (OBT), and the Social Humanism movement that had left BEL.
The basis for the formation of the New Left was the natural process of unification of the fragmented “left”
(social-democratic) political formations: “The New Left was a political formation .... that tried to develop
and advocate a unified “leftist” policy in Bulgaria ... to build on what existed and gradually evolve into a
common ideology (Krusteva 2003a).” Originally, there had been discussion of merging the four founding
members of the New Left in a way that the Bulgarian Social Democrats did later (see section 5.3.1), but the
idea was only favored by the smaller partners and has yet to materialize (Krusteva 2003).
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in Bulgaria (Krusteva 2003, Coalition for Bulgaria 2001). However, it seems much more
realistic to suppose that the BSP decided to seek an alliance as a final attempt to build up
electoral support. In addition, just as in 1991, the alliance allowed the party to further

legitimize itself. This time, however, legitimacy came from abroad.

As already referred to in Chapter 2, the Party of the European Socialists (PES)
and the Socialist International had been making conscious efforts to unite the various
social democratic parties in Bulgaria since the mid-1990s. The BSP, then still relatively
unreformed, was excluded from the early stages of this process. In fact, the creation of
BEL in 1997 was supported substantially by PES because they saw BEL as the potential
“democratic” center that could unite the social democrats in Bulgaria (Krusteva 2003,

Avramov 2003, Zankov 2003).

However, by 1999, the BSP had shed the last remaining features of its
undemocratic past and had clearly made the choice to support a pro-European position. It
became part of the PES-organized unification processes and started to contest the focal
place of Bulgarian social democracy with BEL. This process was paralleled by the
decrease in electoral support for BEL, thus making the BSP the only possible “unifier.”
As already discussed, BEL refused to be part of a BSP dominated consolidation process,
arguing that it had the original status by virtue of its initial cooperation with PES (Zankov

2003).

The two processes of unification continued in parallel to each other with BEL
refusing to accept the BSP as a social-democratic party, and the BSP refusing to accept
anything but an alliance on its own terms. The 2001 strategy was thus an attempt of the

BSP not only to secure greater electoral support, but also to gain the approval of PES and
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the Socialist International. By 2003, it seemed that the BSP’s electoral strategy had
worked — its acceptance process in the Socialist International was moving along and the
membership of BEL had been “frozen.” In addition, the BSP was doing well internally.
Despite the limited number of BSP members of Parliament, the party was seen as the one
important factor in the alliance and was clearly the most popular political force in the

country as of late 2003."

4.5.2 FIDESZ-MPP: from an Alternative Youth Organization to a Conservative

Party in Power

FIDESZ was one of the “new” democratic parties that were established in
Hungary in the late 1980s. In 1990 FIDESZ was ‘little more than an anti-communist
political club” with a liberal ideology and loose membership (Toka 1995, 38, FIDESZ
1989). However, by 1993, advocating the “freedom of the individual to as great extent as
possible” did not seem to be politically plausible and FIDESZ moved to a more
conservative position. By 1998 it had become the strongest conservative party in
Hungary. FIDESZ (then FIDESZ-MPP) formed a conservative government with the

MDF and FGKP in 1998 and remained in government until 2002.

Over the years, FIDESZ suffered from various internal conflicts, but never split
formally. Instead, it attracted a number of smaller political formations to its structures.

The evolution of FIDESZ is presented in Figure 17.

'2 Whether the other 18 alliance partners will benefit from the alliance beyond getting one seat in the 2001
legislature each remains to be seen. The previous BSP alliance partners — the BZNS-AS and Ekoglanost
disappeared from political competition largely because of their cooperation with the BSP, a fact that BEL
was quick to point out while discussing its refusal to join in the alliance. One of the current alliance
partners, the Communist Party of Bulgaria, seemed to be well aware of the BSP tendency to over power its
partners. Conseqeuntly, the CPoB only joined the alliance after it had signed a very strict agreement for the
distribution of places on the candidate lists and of seats in Parliament (Vanev 2003).
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Electoral Targets

The goals of FIDESZ have evolved from a primary interest in parliamentary
representation (1988-1994) into a clear desire to control the executive (1995-present). In
its early years, FIDESZ continued in the tradition set by its original platform which called
for a change of the system through parliamentary means but did not envision any bigger

role for the youth organization (FIDESZ, 1989).

In many ways, the change in the party’s aspirations was influenced by the reality
that allowed FIDESZ to emerge as a potential contestant for control of the executive. The
fragmentation of the MDF during 1990-1994 created a political vacuum on the center-
right that FIDESZ could fill (Kiss 2002, 757). After further fragmentation of the KDNP
in 1997, FIDESZ was left with few competitors for the position of a leading political
force on the center right. On its behalf, the youth organization had by then matured: it had
removed the age requirement for membership in 1993, changed its name to FIDESZ-
Hungarian Civic Party, and its leaders had turned from hip young dissidents into savvy

politicians who knew how to capitalize on popular political attitudes (Schopflin 2002)

Thus, the party’s electoral target has been to acquire enough Parliamentary seats
so as to control the governing process in Hungary. According to Tibor Navracsics, party
president, to this end, FIDESZ-MPP has tried to unite the conservative political parties in
Hungary so that it can come to claim the majority of seats in the legislature and thereby
control the executive (Navracsicz 2003). FIDESZ governed the country in a coalition
with the MDF and FGKP during 1998-2002 and did not hide its aspirations to continue to

do so after the 2002 elections.
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FIDESZ:; Formation and Electoral Strategy in 1990

FIDESZ was created in 1988 as an alternative to the Communist Youth
organization. It united young people who shared “basic principles of democracy” and,
when multi-party elections became a possibility, evolved into a political party (FIDESZ
1989, Hollis 1999, 249). The membership of the party was limited to people under 35
years of age, a restriction that was removed in 1993. It contested the first democratic
elections independently and won 5.44 percent of the seats in Parliament. Then still a
liberal party, FIDESZ did not participate in the conservative MDF-FGKP-KDNP

government of 1990-1994.

Electoral Strategy in 1994

During 1993 FIDESZ began to experience its first and probably most serious
internal conflict. Part of the party’s leadership was advocating a turn to a more
conservative ideological position, a step that was bitterly opposed by some of the
founding members (Racz and Kukorelli, 1995, 259; Fodor 2003). The struggle was won
by the conservative faction, led by FIDESZ chairman Orban, and the liberal faction left

FIDESZ and joined the SZDSZ.

In 1994, FIDESZ contested elections on its own again. There had been earlier
discussions and even a signed pact of electoral cooperation between the SZDSZ and
FIDESZ; however, after the defection of the liberal faction this position became
untenable. The departure of FIDESZ liberals led to a sharp drop in the party’s popularity
as well, and by the 1994 elections FIDESZ was a conservative but “minor opposition
force” (Racz and Kukorelli, 1995, 259). The party won about 5 percent of the vote and

formed the 5" largest parliamentary faction the in 1994 Parliament (see Table 3).
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Electoral Strategy in 1998: Allying with MDF

In May 1995 the party changed its name from FIDESZ to FIDESZ-Hungarian
Civic Party (FIDESZ- MPP) to symbolize its transformation into a serious conservative
political party. During the 1994-1998 inter-election period, the development of FIDESZ
was helped by the fragmentation of the other conservative parties. For example, the
Christian Democrats (KDNP) suffered internal conflicts and in 1997 disbanded their
parliamentary faction, with most of their deputies joining FIDESZ (Toole 2000, 295).
Overall, the FIDESZ parliamentary group grew by 60 percent during the 1994-1998

parliamentary term (Toole 2000, 294).

By early 1998, opinion polls could not predict a clear winner of the coming
elections in Hungary. That there would be a coalition government after the elections was
obvious. Opinion poll results in early1998 placed FIDESZ as having gained substantially
from the previous round of elections, but it was still the second most popular party in
Hungary (the MSZP still maintained its dominance) (Reti 1998). FIDESZ then took an

important decision that might have proven crucial for its future.

As it became clear that the MDF’s popularity was not more than 2 percent and it
would not be able to surpass the electoral threshold that would allow it to enter
Parliament on its own, FIDESZ decided to support MDF candidates. The MDF and
FIDESZ-MPP ran joint lists in certain localities, thus effectively forming an electoral
alliance. This allowed the MDF to place enough representatives in Parliament and saved
it from political marginalization (Navracsics 2003, Szoke 2003). At the same time, it
provided FIDESZ —MPP with some parliamentary support that would have been lost

otherwise. With the FGKP’s 44 seats, the center-right managed to emerge as a narrow
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victor in the final distribution of seats in the 1998 Parliament and proceeded to form a

coalition government (Racz 2000, 336).

Electoral Strategy in 2002: FIDESZ-MPP/MDF Merger?

During the year leading to the 2002 election, FIDESZ-MPP decided to attempt to
create a catch-all conservative party that would unite all center-right formations of
political significance in the country (Navracsics 2003). Parallel to this, the fragmentation
of the second largest conservative party in the coalition, the FKGP, intensified.
According to some, this process was carefully orchestrated by the FIDESZ -MPP
leadership which wanted “to create an exclusive position for itself on the right” (Ilonszki
and Kurtan 2002). A scandal involving one of the FGKP governmental ministers ended
with the expulsion of the party chairman from the party, the defection of about a 1/3 of
the deputies to the FIDESZ parliamentary group, and the creation of various factions

within the FGKP.

FIDESZ-MPP thus had most of the conservative parties under its influence. With
the FGKP in disarray, FIDESZ-MPP signed an electoral agreement with the revived
KDNP (now within FIDESZ) and the MDF to run common lists at local, regional, and
national level (Szoke 2003, Navracsics 2003). Some have even referred to this as a
merger between the two parties because the lists were under the name FIDESZ-
MPP/MDF and a future organizational merger was being planned at election time

(Economist Intelligence Unit 2003).

The electoral alliance won 48 percent of the seats, becoming the largest faction in
Parliament (see Table 10). However, no other conservative parties made it into

Parliament, thus preventing the formation of a center-right government. This
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development was seen by many as FIDEZS-MPP’s undoing (Szoke 2003, Navracsics
2003). After the formation of the MSZP-SZDSZ government, the MDF deputies formed
a separate parliamentary group and despite FIDESZ’s efforts, the party has refused to
carry out the planned consolidation any further. In fact, according to MDF’s vice-
president Lazlo Szoke, the joint lists in 2002 were a mistake, and the MDF will do
everything possible to preserve its independence in the future (Szoke 2003). The 2002
alliance thus seems to have been a failure for both FIDESZ-MPP and the MFD. The
former realized the limits of being a broad, catch-all party and the latter the dangers of
giving up its independence. In addition, both parties failed to realize their goals of

controlling and participating in the executive.

4.6 Conclusion

This chapter has provided a description of the behavior of six selected parties over
several different rounds of elections in two party systems. It has presented some initial
evidence that parties change their electoral strategies in ways that they believe will help

them to realize their goals of legislative or executive office.

The BSP and FIDESZ (after 1995) have behaved in ways predicted by the model
— as parties trying to gain control of the executive they have tried to increase their
presence in Parliament through the formation of broad alliances. The DPS and the
SZDSZ, realizing their ability to secure a place in the executive by being “balancing”
parties in Parliament, have chosen to stay independent as long as their electoral support
was not under question. BEL and Munkaspart were formed when their leaders believed
that their ‘mother’ parties were not responding to the “demand” of the electorate that they

could capitalize on.
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However, the discussion has also pointed to some differences in the behavior of
the parties: BEL and Munkaspart have been in a similar situation over the years — mostly
outside Parliament -- but BEL has gone through numerous and various electoral
strategies, while Munkaspart has chosen to stay independent and contest elections on its
own; the Tomov-led faction within the BSP and the Fodor — led liberal faction within
FIDESZ have chosen divergent paths in similar circumstances; and the DPS seems to
have reacted to a decreasing electoral support much faster than the SZDSZ. Thus, a more
detailed analysis of the factors that have contributed to these decisions is clearly needed

and will be presented in Chapter 5.
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Chapter S

Explaining Formation, Persistence, and Change: Bulgarian and
Hungarian Parties

5.1 Introduction _

This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the party behavior described in
Chapter 4. It presents some qualitative tests of hypotheses H1 and 2 by examining the
impact of electoral success and failure on the formation and evolution of political parties;
of hypotheses H5 and 6 by investigating further the relationship between party ideology
and party electoral strategies; hypothesis H9 by examining the links between
organizational trends and party behavior and, finally, provides some insights into the
external events that have impacted the choice of electoral strategies of the political
parties. As a larger systemic consideration is clearly needed for the test of these proposed
relationships, the present discussion incorporates the experience of other parties within
the two systems as well.' However, the primary focus on the behavior of the six original

parties is preserved.

5.2 Electoral Support and Party Electoral Strategies

5.2.1 Expectations

Hypothesis 1 proposed that office seeking parties form only when they have

reasons to believe that they will enjoy enough electoral support to obtain office. In the

' For the present purposes, the discussion is limited to parties with 1% of the vote. I assume that these are
the parties with true office ambitions, and as such are of interest here. This assumption is clearly
questionable, as a lot of the parties that have less than 1% of the vote do have office motivations. However,
these parties will have, most likely, at least at one electoral point been above the one percent threshold, thus
allowing me to examine their behavior. The one percent threshold is arbitrary but does seem to divide the
parties in both Hungary and Bulgaria in a way that reflects their position and ambitions in the system. Most
studies usually do not consider parties that are outside Parliament; however, Rose and Munro have also
used the one percent threshold to define parties of importance in the post-communist world (Rose and
Munro, 2003
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absence of direct evidence for this support (opinion polls) parties will use the expectation

of electoral volatility as proxies for it.

Further, the hypotheses suggested that, once formed, parties will chose electoral
strategies that promise to provide them with the chance of winning office. The choice of
electoral strategies will be made before each election, with a consideration of previous
performance and current electoral popularity. Thus, although developments in inter-
election periods will complicate matters, we can expect that electoral failure at previous
elections will encourage parties to seek alternative strategies, and success will encourage

parties to preserve the same strategy.

5.2.2.0bserved Behavior: Expected Electoral Support and Party Formation

Of the six parties discussed in detail, five were formed before the first democratic
election in each system, using the original expansion of electoral demand to establish
their electoral presence. BEL was formed in 1993 at a time when its “mother” party was
enjoying high popularity, making its decision riskier. However, GOR’s choice of an
alliance electoral strategy at their first election is an indication that they realized the
limitations of their electoral support and tried to pre-empt the electoral risk by forming

the DAR alliance for the 1994 elections.

An examination of the pattern of new entries into the party systems in Bulgaria
and Hungary reveals that the largest number of new entrants into the party system
happened during the first two rounds of democratic elections. This supports the
propositions in Hypothesis 3 that periods of high expected electoral volatility should see
a higher number of entrants. For the present purposes, using Simon Hug’s distinctions,

new entrants are defined as parties that had not contested elections on their own before —
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they could be either brand new parties or splinters from others. Mergers and alliances are

not considered new entrants in this case (Hug 2002, 13-14).

In both Bulgaria and Hungary, the number of new parties entering the party
system since the early 1990s has been relatively small — one or two new parties enter at
each election round (Table 5.1). The major difference has been in the level of support
they receive. The new entrants in Bulgaria have gained at least twice as much of the vote
as new entrants in Hungary. Several events in the two systems deserve further
explication: the high number of new party entries in the 1991 elections, the 2001 entry of
the NDSV in Bulgaria, and the entry of the Centrum Part for the 2002 elections in

Hungary.

Table 11: “New” Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary, 1990-2002

Numberofnewpartlesentermg Flrst ............. vy Th1rd .......... FourthF1ﬂh ...............
the electoral contest | Election = Election ; Election @ Election Election

TR e e O A T AR X T AR RUCT A% EXCr
5  the parties with more “ 5 i
~ than 1% of the vote |

Percentage of the : 44% 0 1259% :528%  5.57%

Vote f
 Hungary  numberandas%of : 8 (80%) 2(18%) : 1(11%) 1(16%) @
? - the parties with more
than 1% of the vote " E 5 :

Vote

competition in Bulgaria were splinters from the SDS: SDS-Center, SDS- Liberals, and

BZNS — Nikola Petkov. These new entries were a direct result of the fractionalization of

the SDS during 1991. This process started in early 1991 when the policy positions of the
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“big” members of the SDS (parties that enjoyed high memberships, i.e. the BSDP,
BZNS-NP, and the ZP) and the “powerful” (small formations with popular leaders)
started to diverge significantly (Karasimeonov 2002, 125). As a result, the three “big”
originally decided to form a ‘centrist’ SDS, but finally contested elections as three
separate entities. Although they formally established alliances with other smaller
splinters, de facto, the SDS-Center was the BDSP, and the SDS-Liberals was heavily

dominated by the ZP.

One of the major reasons for the determined independence of the BSDP, BZNS-
NP, and the ZP was the expected high approval from the SDS supporters. According to
an opinion poll in April 1991, BSDP contributed 27 percent of the support for the SDS,
the BZNS-NP 24 percent, and the ZP enjoyed around 8 percent (Ribareva and Nikova
2000, 52-53). In other words, these were the strongest constituent parts of the most
popular political formation in Bulgaria. While other factors certainly contributed to the
splinters, the mistaken belief that they enjoyed high enough support to make it into
Parliament was crucial in the decision of BSDP, BZNS-NP and the ZP to leave the SDS
and form their own alliances. Opinion polls right up to election night continued to list
their support as being over the 4 percent threshold, making the final election results

shocking for most (See Table 3 for results).

Probably the most surprising and consequential entry in the Bulgarian party
system has been that of NDSV in 2001. The appearance of this political competitor in
April 2001 and its electoral triumph three months later is certainly unique in the political
development of the post-communist systems. It is the only case of a party, aspiring to

control the executive, that entered the political competition at a relatively late point in
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time and achieved its goal at the first try. The great popular support that the personality of
the Bulgarian ex-monarch Simeon Sax-Coburg-Gotha used to enjoy in the country was
the major cause for this success, but the reason he chose to enter politics at this time was

the high level of volatility that could be expected in the country as of early 2001.

As already mentioned in Chapter 4, by early 2001, the SDS and its government
were suffering a substantial drop in popularity (compared to the 1997 election). However,
the BSP, which would be the logical party to benefit from this high disapproval of the
incumbent, was doing even worse according to opinion polls (NCIOM 2001). Three
months before the elections, the largest percentage of the electorate (27 percent) in
Bulgaria had not made up their minds about their electoral preferences , and the second

largest group expressed no intention of voting (Table 12) (NCIOM 2001).

Table 12: Support for the parties in Bulgaria, February —-March 2001. Answers to
the question: “Which party would you vote for if elections were held today?”
Source: NCIOM 2001.

Although the support for royalist political formations (KTsB) was not high either,

the situation was very suitable for a major entry into the system, a move that Simeon Sax-
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Coburg-Gotha seemed to have been waiting to make for some time (in 1997 he had
supported the ONS, and in earlier elections had not hidden his political preferences).
After the declaration of his intentions to contest elections in a political party and
participate in the republican government of the country, his electoral support jumped to
34 percent and the projected voter turnout increased by 8 percent (NCIOM, 2001). The
ex-monarch’s political entity swept the elections in June 2001 by gaining 42.74 percent

of the vote.?

The creation of the NDSV and its entry in the system provides a clear empirical
example of the propositions of the model. As a party that wanted to control the executive,
the NDSV needed to control at least a plurality of the seats in Parliament. To achieve this,
it in turn needed the willingness of the electorate to abandon the established dominant
parties (SDS and BSP). In 1997, the SDS was the party that led the country out of the
BSP-government crisis leaving no room for a monarch-led formation. By 2001 however,
none of the two major parties in Bulgaria was enjoying great popularity, allowing for a

much more certain electoral support for the NDSV.

Turning to the Hungarian parties, the emergence of FIDESZ as a major contestant
for control of the executive in 1998 (see section 5.5.2) was in many ways a result of a
similar process — except it was an existing party that could capitalize on the absence of a
strong party on the center-right in the system. In Hungary, no new entrant into the
electoral competition since the MDF in 1990 has managed to gain control of the
executive at its first election. However, considerations of electoral support seem to have

motivated the founders of Centrum Part (Center Party) and its entry at the 2001 elections

2 NDSV did not register as a party until late 2002, but as it behaved as one in the election and afterwards.
Thus, here it is considered to have been a party from April 2001.
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in Hungary. One of the main reasons for the creation of the CP in 2001 was the fact that,
according to opinion surveys, only about 50 percent of the Hungarian electorate
supported the two major parties (MSZP and FIDESZ) and about 15 percent of the
Hungarian electorate was in the middle of the ideological spectrum -- i.e. embraced an
ideology that is neither left nor right (Kupa 2003). Hoping to capitalize on this, Centrum

Part contested elections in 2001 and managed to get 3.86 percent of the vote.

5.2.3 Observed Behavior: Electoral Performance and the Choice of Strategies

Next, we turn to an examination of the pattern of behavior of already established
parties to examine their choice of strategies following success/failure to achieve electoral
targets. Of the six parties discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Munkaspart, BEL and the BSP
are the ones that have failed most often in achieving their targets. Munkaspart has never
made it into parliament which could have allowed it access to the executive at national
level. BEL failed to do the same two out of the three times it has contested elections; and
the BSP failed to gain control of the executive in three out of the five times it has tried to
do so. FIDESZ has only failed once as a party seeking control of the executive, and the
DPS and the SZDSZ have never failed to make it into parliament and have only once not

been offered to participate in the executive.

Overall, parties have clearly responded to electoral success and failure, thus
providing some confirmation for the relevant hypotheses. Faced with a shrinking
electoral demand by 2001, BEL sought an alliance in 2001 and a further merger in 2003,
contributing to the consolidation of the party system. The party expressed strong
concerns with electoral performance and a realization that if they were to continue their

political activities they needed to unify with others so as to capture the social-democratic
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vote (Zankov 2003, Avramov 2003). Similarly, following failures in the 1997 and 2001
elections, the BSP has attempted to increase its electoral presence by allying with other
similar parties in the New Left and in “Coalition for Bulgaria”. After its failure in 2002,
FIDESZ-MPP has chosen to continue the consolidation of the center —right in Hungary
and to look for alternative ways to increase its electoral support. The party expressed a
clear understanding of the fact that it needs to able to attract more votes if it is to achieve
its goal of control of the executive at the next elections (Navracsics 2003). The DPS and
SZDSZ seem to realize the threat of decreasing electoral support — the DPS has chosen to
pre-empt it by allying with others, while the SZDSZ has not. However, SZDSZ leaders
showed an understanding that a change is certainly needed by the next elections if the

party is keep its parliamentary representation (Fodor 2003).

At first glance, Munkaspart is the one party that contradicts the propositions of
hypothesis 3. Despite repeated electoral failure, the party has chosen to stay independent
and not ally or form coalitions with any other party. Its behavior contrasts sharply with
that of BEL and even more so with the behavior of the Communist Party of Bulgaria, a
party that has been in a situation similar to that of Munkaspart. The CPoB is a legislative-
office seeking party that formed in 1995 and united hard-line Marxists. They contested
elections in 1997 as part of a small leftist electoral alliance, and failed to gain any
representation into Parliament. As a result, when the BSP formed the Coalition for
Bulgaria (See Section 4.5.1) the CPoB joined and has become one of its most active
members (Krusteva 2003, Vanev 2003). Although they were fearful of a BSP dominance
of the alliance, they saw cooperation with the BSP to be their best option. The CPoB has

one representative in Parliament through the Coalition lists.
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The difference in the patterns of behavior of the CPoB and Munkaspart parties
might not be so striking if we take into account their different evaluation of parliamentary
representation. Munkaspart has tried and has been able to secure an active place in local
and regional politics, while the CPoB has carried much more limited and unsuccessful
local political campaigns (CPoB, 2003). For them, representation in Parliament has been
the key to further existence and activities (Vanev 2003). Thus, the difference in the
electoral strategies of the two lends some support to the proposition in chapter 2 that
certain parties will compensate for parliamentary representation with other forms of

political participation.

Examining the pattern of behavior of a larger number of parties in Bulgaria and
Hungary allows us to look for further evidence of the empirical applicability of the
theoretical propositions. For the present purposes, of particular interest are parties that
have tried and failed to gain representation in Parliament and their choice of electoral
strategies at the next elections. All parties that gather more than 1 percent but less than 4
percent or 5 percent of the vote in Bulgaria and Hungary are examined. Tables 5.3 to 5.8
list all parties of interest, their electoral strategy and electoral support at each election,

and their electoral strategy at the next one.

In Bulgaria, at the 1990 elections there are no parties that match these criteria.
Parties seem to have either made it into Parliament or gotten a minuscule percentage of
the vote. This can be explained partly by the early scheduling of elections: despite the
high number of parties competing (42 total), only 22 of these managed to get any votes

(see Appendix 2) and only 4 got more than 1 percent of the votes.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



137

In the 1991 elections, there are seven parties that failed to make the 4 percent
threshold but got more than 1 percent of the vote (Table 5.3). Of these, one is a party that
had been in the previous Parliament (BZNS), three are splinters from a party (SDS) that
had been in Parliament (SDS-Center, SDS-Liberals, BZNS-NP), one is a party that had
gotten less than 1 percent of the vote in the 1991 elections, and two are new political

parties.

By the 1994 elections, three of these seven were still using the same strategy as in
1991(BBB, BNRP, KTsB). Two of these are parties that had just been formed, and all
three are those that do not even come close to surpassing the threshold in 1991. This
might suggest that defeat in the 1991 elections was not seen as a failure, perhaps because

the parties were newcomers to politics and needed to establish themselves.

The situation for the other four is quite different. All four competitors had had
parliamentary representation before, and three of them had chosen a different strategy,
hoping to achieve representation again and on better terms (Section 5.2.1.discussed this
in more detail). For them, the 1991 failure seems to be an important indication of the

potential of these electoral formats, and all four changed by the 1994 elections.
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Table 13: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1991-1994) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1991 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1994 electoral

strategy.
Party - 1991 Electoral = 1991 Performance, 1994 Electoral
Strategy . percent of the vote :  Strategy
. BZNS . Runs Alone 3.86 - Seeks and joins an
3 : 5' . electoral alliance
 BZNS-Nikola Petkov ;|  Runs alone | 3.44 . Seeks and joins an
j . electoral alliance
. BSDP, as'p‘ért of . Seeks and 3.2 . Seeks and joins a
- SDS-Center . Formsan . broader alliance
5 : Alliance :
Green Party, as part Seeks and Joins 2.81 Seeks and Joins a
. of SDS-Liberals . an Alliance . broader alliance
KTsB - Kingdomof . Runs Alone 1.82 ~ Runs Alone
- Bulgaria Federation 55 :
_BBB-Bulgarian . Runs Alone 132 ~ Runs Alone
- Business Block : " :
. BNRP - Bulgarian | Runs Alone 1.13 © Runs Alone
. National Radical ‘ ?f :
¢ Party

In the 1994-1997 period there are several parties that are of i interest (Table 14). Of
the five alliances/parties that fail to gain representation in Parliament, three had
previously participated in it: DAR (discussed in detail in section 5.3.1); Union New
Choice - SNI (an alliance of splinters from the SDS); and the Patriotic Union (an alliance
of six parties, some previously part of the 1991 BSP coalition). The other two, the BKP
and KTsB had never had legislative representation before 1994. Of the five
alliance/parties, only one — the BKP — continued its 1994 electoral strategy in 1997. The
members of the other four join in new alliances, hibernate, or merge. Of the 12 parties
that contest elections as members of alliances, only one chose to run alone in the next

elections. The others changed their strategies in the predicated manner.
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Table 14: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1997) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1994 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1997 electoral

strategy

By I e TryR— e

5 Electoral Performance, % Strategy
Strategy of the vote "

BSDP (within DAR) . Splits, one faction

? ~ merges, another

~ Fom . seeksanalliance

7P (within DAR) | clectoral 379 ""Seeks an Alliance

RN e e L ; alliance G RIS R

. GOR (within DAR) : : “

~ASP (within DAR)) | | o i

- BKP - Bulgarian ~ Runs Alone 1.51 Runs Alone

. Communist Party :

. Center for New Politics ~ Seeks a broader

. (within— New Choice' Form alliance

Umon--SNI) ----------------------------------  electoral 1.49 ......................................

- Rally for Democracy alliance ; Hibernates .

- (SD)(within— New : "

. Choice' Union -- SNI)

- Six parties within PS - Form 1.43 ~ One runs alone, two

- Patriotic Union - electoral ~ seek alliances, three

: ~ alliance : hibernate

- FTsB - Kingdom of
. Bulgaria Federation

In 1997, parties in Bulgaria seem to have learned from previous experience.
Alliance formation seems to have be quite popular and the amount of wasted vote is at its
lowest (Table 15). There are only two parties of current interest —the BKP and the
Alliance for the King. Both of them ran alone in 1997, failed and by 2001 did not contest
elections in the same format again: the BKP did not run in elections and the OT joined

another royalist formation in 2001.
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Table 15: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1997) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1997 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 2001 electoral

strategy
ey T 1997 ................ - 2001ElectoralStrategy ...............
5 Electoral : Performance,
- Strategy = % of the vote
 BKP -Bulgarian ~ Runs | 13
. Communist Party . Alone

- OT -- Alliance for the "Disbands

. King

Examining the pattern of party behavior in Hungary reveals a somewhat different
process. In the 1990 elections, there are four parties of interest (Table 16). Of the four, all
are new (although the status of Munkaspart can be debated) and three of them preserve
their electoral strategies at the next election. One (HVK) changes as expected given its
failure to achieve representation. The other three, however, chose to run alone again,

despite clear indications that they were unable to surmount the electoral threshold.

Table 16: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1990-1994) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1990 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1994 electoral

strategy
Sy 50 Eiestoral” ___________________ e 1994Electoral ,,,,,,,
’ . Strategy | Performance ? Strategy
: , e s s B

. MSZMP- Hungarian Socialist | RunsAlone @ 368 0  Runs Alone
. Workers' Party (Munkaspart) : : :

MSZDB - Social Demaeratic Rams Alone 335

- Party of Hungary

HVK - Patriotic Elections
. Coalition
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In 1994 there are five parties that meet the criteria of interest. None of them had
had Parliamentary representation before (Table 17). All five parties run alone, and three
of them chose to do so again in 1998, while two disband and exit the electoral
competition. Of the three that persist, one is a brand new party, but two have already
faced failure twice, which makes their behavior more surprising. There is no cooperation
and electoral coordination between Munkaspart and the MSZDP despite their common

absence of electoral success and their relative ideological closeness.

Table 17: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1998) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1994 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1998 electoral

strategy

Paty 1994 Electoral 1990 1998 Electoral |

; Strategy . Performance Strategy
%PR = %

MIEP - Party of Hungarian Runs Alone 1.59 0 Runs Alone

- Justice and Life | ; ; ;

- MSZDP - Social ~ RunsAlone | 095 . 0 @ RunsAlone
- Democratic Party of : : ; ;

. Hungary

In 1998, there are only three parties that gain more than one but less than five
percent of the vote (Table 18). Of these, two are parties that have previously had
representation in Parliament. Both of them choose strategies as expected by the model by

merging with FIDESZ (discussed in more details in section 5.5.2). Munkaspart, just as in

3 Seat won in by-election.
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all the previous elections, chooses to run alone, refusing cooperation with any of the other

parties, and fails to achieve its electoral goals.

Table 18: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1998-2002) with more than 1
percent of the vote: 1998 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 2001 electoral
strategy

%Party 1994 Electoral 1990 1998 Electoral
: ' Strategy ' Strategy

- KDNP - Christian
- Democratic People’s Party

- MDNP - Hungarian
¢ Democratic People’s Party

The theoretical proposmons also suggest that pames that do well in each election
will choose to maintain their current format for the next election. This argument calls for
an examination of the choice of electoral strategies of parties that achieve their goals in

the previous election. Table 19 presents the Bulgarian parties of interest here.

For the most part, parties behave as expected given their electoral targets and
electoral performance. During 1990-1991, the BSP is one of the parties of interest.
Although 1t had achieved control of executive office in 1990 by running alone, in 1991 its
popularity was being challenged by the SDS and it decided to form an alliance. As
already discussed, this alliance was aimed more at achieving democratic legitimacy than
at increasing electoral support. In contrast, the SDS, which had lost the 1990 elections,
but enjoyed increasing electoral support in 1991, not only did not look for alliance

partners but did little to prevent its split (discussed in detail in section 5.2). The other two
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parties behaved as expected — having achieved their electoral targets in 1990, and

enjoying consistent support, they again run alone in 1991.

Table 19: Parties in Parliament in Bulgaria, 1990-2001: electoral strategy
performance and electoral strategy at followmg election

gElectlon Polltlcal Party Electoral . Percent  FElectoral Strategy at
. Year . Strategy | ofthe following election

. BSP . Runsin 33.14 “Runs in Alliance
: . alliance :
T e TR R
Alone
1994 . BSP, BZNS, AS  Runin 435  Runin Alliance
: . Ecoglasnost . alliance | '5
e s Sy R
Alone
N BZNS S s i LU T
Alliance
DPS . Runs 5.44 Runs in Alliance
Alone
S o g
Alone
1997 . SDS,DP,BZNS, = Runin 4915 = SDS,DP,BZNS,
5 . BSDP and VMRO . Alliance BSDP run in same
. (ODS) ~ alliance, VMRO forms
5 ? ? a new alliance

. BSP, BZNS-AS,and  Runin | 2244  BSP forms a broader
. Ecoglasnost (DemLev) | Alliance ~ alliance, BZNS-AS

- disbands, Ecoglasnost
- joins another alliance
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. DPS,BZNS-NP,ZP, . Runin : 944  DPS, ZP, and FtsB
. Party of the . Alliance - seek new alliances, NI
¢ Democratic Centre, and PDC disband, and
- New Choice, FTsB9 | ~ BZNS- NP merges
: (ONS) : : :
FuroLeft (BEL) Runs 5.57 Joins an alliance
. Alone .....
' BBB - Bulgarian ¢ Runs | 527  Splitsintwo, both
. Business Block . Alone . splinters run alone

In 1991-1994 the behavior of the parties supports the propositions that previous

performance is a major factor in the choice of electoral strategies. The SDS and the DPS
had contested elections on their own in 1991. By 1994, both had experienced splinters,
and despite clear indications that their popularity was declining, the two chose to run
alone again. In contrast, the BSP, having failed to achieve its target in 1991, formed a

smaller but more beneficial electoral alliance.

In the 1994-1997 period parties’ behavior exhibited a less solid but still relatively
consistent pattern. Of the two parties seeking to achieve a plurality of seats, both behaved
as expected. The 1994 winner (BSP) preserved its 1994 alliance strategy, and the SDS
decided to form a broad alliance that incorporated five parties of similar ideology in its
attempt to win a majority of seats. That the BZNS-Mozer and the Democratic Party —
which had previously contested elections in an alliance by themselves (NS), decided to
join the SDS led alliance is more surprising. The NS had won legislative representation
with a comfortable margin in 1994 and there was little reason to suspect that it would not
do the same in 1997 (Kutov 2003). However, this decision was part of a larger process of
unification of the right that happened in the inter-election period partly under external

influence and which will be discussed later. The decision of the DPS to ally can be
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attributed to the drop in its support at the 1994 elections (discussed in section 5.4.1). The
persistence of the BBB is expected as they had achieved their goal of legislative

representation and were still enjoying relatively high levels of support.

More surprising is the behavior of some of the smaller Bulgarian political parties
during the 1997- 2001 period. The major parties behave as could be expected: the SDS
and the BSP form or preserve their alliances in light of the threat by a major new entry in
2001; the DPS abandons its 1997 alliance and seeks a new one, a decision that is partly
motivated by its desire to increase its own seats in the parliamentary faction (discussed in
section 5.4.1); the decision of BEL to seek an alliance is explained by the drop of its
popularity during the inter-election period. However, the exits of the Internal Macedonian
Revolutionarily Organization (VMRO) and the Green Party (ZP) from ODS and the ONS
alliances, respectively, and the formation of two BBB splinters are quite surprising in

light of the theoretical model of party behavior suggested here.

VMRO was one of the members of the ODS alliance in 1997 and the Green Party
was part of the ONS alliance. For VMRO, the 1997 electoral alliance was the first
opportunity to gain parliamentary representation, and for the Green Party the ONS
alliance was the first successful alliance since 1990 (all previous alliances with its
participation had failed to make it into Parliament). In 2001, both parties understood that
they would most likely not make it into Parliament if they left their respective alliances.
Still they both did so and contested the elections in smaller alliances that did not promise

to deliver immediate electoral benefits (Dzudzev 2003, Murdzov 2003).

When asked about the choice of electoral strategy in 2001, the leaders of the two

parties cited their dissatisfactions with the way they had been treated by the dominant
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parties in the alliances as the main reason for their choice of electoral strategies in 2001.
Both Dzudzev (ZP) and Murdzov (VMRO) argued that preserving their independence
and honor as “parties” was more important than the immediate reward of legislative seats.
Neither expressed any regrets about leaving the ODS and ONS alliances, respectively,
despite their electoral failures in 2001. These two cases present a clear indication that
electoral benefits are not the only determinants of party behavior. Similarly, the
appearance of a splinter from the Bulgarian Business Block in 2001, at a time when the
party was not enjoying great support also contradicts the expectation that a concern with

immediate electoral rewards will dominate the decision making of political parties.

The electoral strategies of the parties of interest in Hungary are presented in Table
20. For the most part, parties in Hungary seem to behave as expected: parties that achieve
their electoral targets tend to chose the same electoral strategy again, and when they
change, it is mostly in the direction of alliance/merger. However, a few cases are striking.
During the 1990 -1994 period, the MDF experienced a major split, leading to the creation
of a new party, the Hungarian Justice and Life Party. MDF’s fragmentation during its
first parliamentary term certainly does not fit with the expectation of rational electoral
behavior and has been called a clear example of “lack of political learning” (Benoit 1994,
136). The split and the formation of the neo-fascist Hungarian Justice and Life Party
(MIEP) in 1992 was carried out despite clear indications of lack of electoral support for
the party (Minkenberg 2002). However, a major factor in this decision was the expulsion
of the MIEP leader Ivan Csurka from the MDF structures after strong ideological

divergence between the MDF majority and the extremist faction (Hollis 1999, 287).
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Similar concerns are raised by the continuous fragmentation of the FGKP into
various splinters during the whole 1990-2002 period, as well as the appearance of several
KDNP splinters in the 1994-1998 period. Both parties had achieved a parliamentary
presence on their own in the past and had participated in the executive, but groups within
them split during the respective periods and chose to run alone. If the original splits
might be attributed exactly to a desire to benefit from the electoral success of the party,
that the trend continued after the downturn in their electoral performance and their 1998
failure to enter Parliament cannot be explained by electoral considerations. The final
result of this process, though — the incorporation of most of the politicians belonging to
some KDNP and FGKP factions into FIDESZ-MPP does provide some support for the
expectations that parties will only remain in existence as along as they promise to help

politicians get elected.
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Table 20: Parties in Parliament in Hungary , 1990-2002, seats in Parliament and
electoral format at following election

- Election Political ~ Electoral Percent of  Electoral Strategy at
. Year , ‘Party  Strategy the Seats following election

: 1990 - MDF ~ Runs Alone 42.49 . Runs alone; one faction
5 ' | . splits and runs alone

- SZDS.: . Runs Alone | : Runs Alone
- FKGP ~ Runs Alone 11.4 - Runs Alone, factions
5 5 . split and run alone

Runs Alone
Runs Alone

Runs Alone

FIDESZ- Runs in 2927
MPP and alliance w )
................................................................................................................................ Merge
MDF Runs in 12.95
alliance
- FKGP ~ Runs Alone 12.44 i Factions split and run
f : alone
Runs Alone
Runs Alone

Overall, the propositions of the model about party choice of electoral strategies
find some support in the behavior of Bulgarian and Hungarian parties. An examination of

the evolution of parties in Bulgaria and Hungary point to several conclusions regarding

Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3.

Previous and anticipated electoral support play a role in the decisions of office

seeking parties to form; periods of high expected volatility seem to conducive to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



149

formation of new parties; parties that seek to control the executive form when the

expectations of volatility is at extreme levels, thus providing support for Hypothesis 3.

Electoral support also appears to play a role in decision by parties, once formed,
to choose certain electoral strategies. The overall number of office-seeking parties that
fail in the system seems to decrease over time. When their running alone does not provide
them with the benefits they are after, rather than continuing to do so parties seek alliances
and/or mergers. Parties seem to learn from experience and adapt their electoral strategies

so that they either do better or disappear.

Unfortunately, there is very limited data to test hypothesis 2 — in both Hungary
and Bulgaria there have only been a handful proper mergers, or mergers in which both
parties end their previous existence to form a new one (BEL and BSD in Bulgaria), one
merger of a party within another party (KDNP within FIDEZS) and one atterﬁpted
“proper” merger (MDF-FIDESZ-MPP). Of the four instances, only the KDNP had not
tried allying with FIDESZ before merging. Although no meaningful conclusions can be
reached, there is a visible resistance to mergers evident in the two systems. The trend is
particularly obvious in Bulgaria, where parties seem more than willing to form alliances,

but mergers remain a rare occurrence despite a fragmented system.

However, the inability of expected and previous levels of electoral support to
explain behavior in a substantial number, although not the majority, of party choices
indicates the need for an examination of the role of other factors, a subject to which this
chapter turns next. Finally, and quite obviously, there also seems to be a systemic effect —
parties in Hungary run alone at a much higher rate than do parties in Bulgaria. Factors

that work on a systemic level — electoral laws and regulations of party financing, for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



150

example — clearly need to be incorporated into the understanding of the process of party
formation and electoral competition.

5.3 Ideology and Party Electoral Strategies

5.3.1 Expectations
The empirical implications of Hypothesis 5 suggest that, when parties are

uncertain about the adequacy of their electoral support and their ideological space is
“crowded,” parties will be discouraged from entering it on their own. Hypothesis 5 also
suggests that an increased number of competitors within a party’s ideological family
should encourage alliances or even mergers among them. Further, if ideological concerns
do govern party behavior, parties should be picking partners that stand close to them in

ideological terms when forming alliances.

5.3.2 Observed Behavior

According to all five of the newly formed parties examined in detail (BEL,
Munkapsart, DPS, SZDSZ, and FIDESZ), ideological opposition to the established
parties was a major factor in their decision to form. Again, due to the late arrival of

GOR/BEL, its case is particularly important.

According to GOR leaders, at the time of their original decision to leave the BSP,
the latter’s positions on various issues of the economic and political development of the
country were “nostalgic for the old type of government, [favoring] price control, control
over the banking sector, etc) (BSD 2003). At this point, the BSP’s economic platform and
policy positions still supported state economic planning and price controls as well as an
opposition to North Atlantic and European integration and cooperation (Murer 2002, 388;

Dainov 1999, 160-161). In contrast, politicians in GOR were reform minded and Europe-
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oriented, and for them the policy positions of the BSP as a still unreformed socialist party

were untenable (GOR 1993, BSD 2003).

“Social democracy presents a plan for social development that differs
substantially from the platform of the BSP. The BSP is not a social democratic
party, but a party of democratic socialism” (Zankov 2003 b).

There were already several social democratic formations in Bulgaria at this time,
which made an independent existence for GOR as a political party implausible. Simply
joining the BSDP was not an option for the members of GOR either. But, according to
them, the Bulgarian Social Democratic Party, was in no position to represent social
democratic interests on its own. They had repeatedly associated themselves with a right-
wing political formation — the SDS — and campaigned on the issue of anti-communism
only, which made them “not a true social —democratic alternative”. The behavior of BSP
and the BSDP created a real “niche” for a social democratic party (Zankov 2003a).

Following that reasoning, GOR formed the political coalition DAR (discussed in 5.3.1)

Ideological considerations also seem to have played a factor in the 1997 decision
of GOR to initiate a merger with part of the BSDP, ASO, and a new BSP splinter into a
new political party (BEL); and in BEL’s 2003 decision to merge with BESDP into the
BSD. The decision of the BSP to form the New Left and Coalition for Bulgaria in 2000
and 2001 was also driven by a concern with “unifying the ideological space” in the face
of ideological fragmentation (Krusteva 2003). Similar motivations were expressed by
FIDESZ in Hungary when explaining their decision to cooperate with the MDF and to
incorporate the KDNP and some FKGP splinters into their structures in 1998 and 2002

(Navracsics 2003).
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“We[FIDESZ and MDF] have shared value systems and are very close to each
other and it is only natural to try and unite in a catch-all center right formation”
(Navracsics, 2003)

Ideological uniqueness is one of the reasons that the SZDSZ to consistently
competed in elections alone and did not to consider any other electoral strategies.
However, the appearance of Centrum Part in the 2002 elections made the first inroad into
SZDSZ support and caused some disturbance among the SZDSZ leadership (Kupa 2003,

Fodor 2003).

Hypothesis 6 proposed a distinction between ethnic parties and non-ethnic parties
in their ability to maintain control of their “ideological” space. Unfortunately, with only
one ethnic party present in the two party systems, it becomes close to impossible to
establish any meaningful conclusions in this regard. The example of the DPS, however,
does lend some support to this hypothesis. The DPS was quick to establish itself as the
party of the Turkish minority and has managed to preserve a relative monopoly over its
electorate through the years. Although as Section 5.4.1 describes, it has had two
challengers over the last 14 years, none of them managed to become a major threat,
especially when compared to the situation in other ideological families of the Bulgarian
party system. However, when competitors appeared (PDP in 1993 and NDPS in 1997)
the DPS realized the potential danger of their presence and attempted to integrate them

back into its structures right away.

While these trends seem to indicate clear support for ideology as a factor in the
decision making of parties, it does not seem to be enough to consolidate ideological
trends completely. The pattern of behavior of all parties in the two systems, and

especially in Bulgaria, provide further mixed support for hypotheses 5 and 6. Hungarian
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parties, or at least the ones that “matter,” have shown consistent ideological positions and
relative stability, especially towards the end of the period under examination. Table 21

presents the ideological distribution of Hungarian parties with more than 1 percent of the
vote at the four rounds of elections. Parties that are of the same ideological trend and run

in a common alliance are in parentheses.

Table 21: Ideological distribution of Hungarian parties with more than 1 percent of
the vote, 1990-2002",

Year | Marxist Socialist | Agrarian = Conservative | Liberal @ Extreme
: : ' . Right/ |
. Nationalist
1ggp | Munkaspart = MSZP  FKGP
. MSZDP | ASZ
1994 gMunkaspart MSZP FKGP

KDNP, g
1998 : Munkaspart MSZP FGKP FIDESZ] SZDSZ | MIEP
|  MDNP .
T S N o SZDSZ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
2002 : Munkaspa MSZPpP MDF] i cp MIEP

Since the mid-1990, the FIDESZ/MDF/FGKP and the MSZP/SZDSZ political
blocs have been stable and dominant in Hungarian political life. In fact, as already
discussed, the center-right bloc has come close to merging into a single party after
realizing that, as the FIDESZ-MPP party director put it, “there are only so many
conservative votes in Hungary” (Navracsics 2003). However, the presence of three

“FGKP” parties outside FIDESZ at the 2002 elections (see Appendix 3), and the

* The ideological classification was done following Hollis 1999 and Kitschelt et al. 1999.
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fractionalization of the KDNP over the years (1998 particularly) are indications that

ideological unification is not the only electoral strategy in Hungary either.

In Bulgaria, the ideological fragmentation is more pronounced. Table 22 provides
the ideological distribution of Bulgarian parties with more than 1 percent of the vote (or
participating as independent entities in alliances with more than 1 percent of the vote)
over the five rounds of elections. Parties that are of the same ideological trend and run in
a common alliance are in parentheses. Despite an expressed commitment to ideological
principles and a stated desire to unify their respective ideological spaces, fragmentation is
clearly a pattern that persists within all ideological families, and does not appear to

subside with the passing of time.

Since 2001, there seems to be a tendency for unification of the left, but further
fragmentation of the right in Bulgaria. The SDS has had three major formal splits since
then: the Union of Free Democrats (SSD), the BDS-Radicals, and the Democrats for
Strong Bulgaria (DSB)’ are the new parties that emerged from these splits. The NDSV
has had one splinter, New Time (NV). The formation of new parties as SDS splinters is
particularly counterintuitive as the SDS has been experiencing declining electoral support
since 2001 and has faced increased competition from the NDSV for the center-right

ideological space.®

However, both the SDS and the SSD argued that ideological considerations are
the most important factors that influence them in their coalitional decision-making. The

SDS maintained that their ideological principles limit their possible alliance partners to

> Two additional factions split and formed political parties, but did not come to play any importance in
Bulgarian politics.

% According to early 2004 opinion polls, none of the center-right political parties could get more than 10%
of the popular vote if elections were held then. (NCIOM 2004)
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only these parties that are on the right of the political spectrum (Mladenov 2003).
However, when asked about allying with the BDS, SDS deputy chairman Mladenov
openly said that because of a personal confrontation between BDS leader Bakurdziev and
the SDS leadership, no cooperation was possible (Mladenov 2003). No meaningful
cooperation of the center-right was achieved in the 2003 local elections in Bulgaria and
the appearance of more SDS splinters has in many ways pre-determined the emergence of

the BSP as the one strong political force in Bulgaria.

Table 22: Ideological distribution of Bulgarian parties with more than 1 percent of
the vote, 1990-2001’.

E Center Center
. Socialist/Marxist | Agrarian = Left/Social- e
: Right

. democratic

BZNS-
1991 BSP Np o rarty, o SDS o DPS g p
BZNS -E Ecoglasnost] ! BBB . NRP
_ BSDP
[GOR,
: : - BSDP, :
BSP BZNS-M (o enParty] . P25 ppS  FTsB
: . AS ]: : BBB
| PS :
Ecoglasnost
1997 BSP S BSDP [SDS,DP] .o
BKP ~ PDC . BBB
. BZNS- SNI
NP :

BESDP] : [SDS,DP] = DPS
BSDP  : [Gergiovden, | NDPS |
BSDP-2 VMRO]

7 The ideological classification was done following Kitschelt et al 1999 and Karasimeonov 2002.
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On the left, the political “space” is more consolidated, although previous trends
continue. The parallel “unification” processes around the BSP and the BSD, and the
absence of any cooperation between the two have already been discussed. However, with
the decline of the BSD support and the increased activity of the New Left, the

consolidation of the Left seems a reality (Karasimeonov 2002, 188).

In the “center,” agrarian parties have traditionally been the most prolific in terms
of factions and splinters. Of the 303 parties in Bulgaria, 21 are different agrarian (BZNS)
parties. Of these, six contested the 2001 elections undependably of each other (see
appendix 2), and most of them were in alliances with other, non-agrarian parties. Despite
this obvious fragmentation, one of the BZNS leaders, Georgi Pinchev argued that “we
have always and will always choose our partners depending on how close our ideologies
are” (Pinchev 2003). However, his party did not hesitate to split from BZNS-M in 2000

and contest elections in an alliance with BEL in 2001.

The behavior of political parties in Bulgaria and Hungary presents mixed support
for the propositions that ideological considerations play an important role in the decision
of parties to form, and chose certain electoral strategies. Evidence suggests that parties do
consider ideological factors when deciding to form, run alone, ally, merge, or disband.
However, based on both party leaders’ statements and the pattern of behavior, parties
seem to allow other considerations to override objective facts that there can only be a
limited number of successful parties within one ideological group. This seems to be more

pronounced in Bulgaria than in Hungary.
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5.4 Organizational Strength and Party Electoral Strategies®

S.4.1 Expectations

Hypothesis 9 and its empirical implications suggested that at party level, I should
observe that parties do make an effort to develop organizationally, and that, when taking
the decision to form, run alone, ally, or merge, they take into account the organizational
strength of other parties in the system. Within the party system, I should observe the
gradual consolidation of the number of parties competing in elections as, presumably,
with the passing of time, the party organizations grow stronger and new entrants are

discouraged.

5.4.2 Observed Behavior

Attitudes towards Organizing

To evaluate the empirical evidence in support of the role thatorganization
development plays in party evolution, I start by examining the claim that organization
does matter to parties in Bulgaria and Hungary, by investigating the attitudes of party
leaders to attract new members and build organization. The general view in the
discipline has been that post-communist parties have no organizations to speak of, do not
even attempt to attract members, and hire professionals to carry out party work instead.
Citing a SZDSZ party leader, van Biezen argues that in East Central Europe expanding
membership is seen as an old fashioned phenomenon belonging to a different era (van
Biezen 2003, 115). In general, parties tend to stress attracting votes rather than members.
However, a closer scrutiny of the attitudes of party leaders reveals a more complex

picture.

¥ Because of the relative dearth of data and research on party organization in Hungary, and especially
Bulgaria, the section devoted to the study of party organization is considerably more extensive than some
of the other sections.
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The leaders of both the Bulgarian parties examined in detail and of most other
Bulgarian parties interviewed expressed views which strongly valued building party
organization and attracting membership. Many of the party leaders talked about the
dichotomy between parties based on “electoral presence” and parties based on
organizational structures. However, with one exception, they all agreed that the time of
the parties of the “electoral presence” kind is over. For example, Georgi Pinchev, BZNS

Chairman, argued that

‘...after 1989, some parties influenced the electoral process
not so much because of their regional structures, but
because of their messages (the so-called “electoral
influence”). The victories of the SDS in both 1991 and
1997, and of NDSV in 2001 are examples of this trend. But
this period is over. From now on, especially given the
lower voter turnout in recent elections, the role of the
organizational structures and the membership will be more
and more important (Pinchev 2002).’

Similarly, Milan Milanov, organizational Secretary of SSD, claimed that,
“Bulgaria has witnessed the creation of some so-called electoral parties but further
development in this direction is not possible. “ Milanov argued that it would be extremely
dangerous to allow personalities (like the ex-monarch and current PM Simeon Sax-
Coburg-Gotha) to become more important than party structures. Organizational

development becomes the “only solution” if such trends are to be countered (Milanov

2002).

The Bulgarian Socialist Party seems to share similar attitudes toward the issue of
organization and membership. Although it still has the strongest and most extensive
organizational structures of all Bulgarian political parties, it has to be remembered that in

1990 the BSP had close to a million members and has since experienced a drastic drop in
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membership. However, it has recently begun to realize that it can no longer rely on its
traditional supporters only and has made efforts to attract new, younger, members. This is
evident in the presence of these issues in the political report of the party commitment at
the last two congresses while such points were absent in 1995 and 1997 (BSP 2002,
2000, 1997, 1995). The party has also tried to “democratize” its view of membership.
According to Krusteva, the attitude of the BSP towards membership has evolved to stress
not so much what she called “solid membership,” but rather to maintain a membership

base and build around it a periphery of supporters and sympathizers (Krusteva 2003).

In an even stronger argument, Miroslav Murdzhov, deputy chairman of VMRO,
attributed his party’s better performance in certain regions of the country in the 2001
elections to the better organizational work done there. However, unlike the SSD and the
BZNS, VMRO argued that organizational development is not the only path to success.
For VMRO, whose structures and hardcore membership are solid, media presence has
begun to emerge as another way to evolve politically. However, Murdzhov stressed that
this can be done only because of the extensive organizational networks that have already

been created (Murdzhov 2003).

The attitude of the SDS towards extensive organization has evolved since its
formation. Because of the anti-communist nature of its members and supporters, building
a strong organization was initially impossible as people associated it with the BSP.
Besides, the coalition character of the SDS made building a unified structure and
membership impossible (Waller and Karasimeonov 1996, 134-162). However, after the
transformation of the SDS into a party in 1997, the need for organization building has

been well understood (Mladenov 2003).
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The DPS expressed probably the strongest concern with local structures and
members. For them, one of the priorities over the last few years has been the
development of organizational structures in all regions of the country. In addition, Kasim
Dal, vice-chairman of DPS, maintained that DPS has a very close connection with all

their members and supporters, and values their opinions and attitudes (Dal 2003).

The only party whose leaders expressed ambivalence towards building its image
through organizing was BEL. Its deputy chairman, Roumen Zankov, argued that BEL,
like most young parties, tended to follow the example of the Bulgarian Socialist Party
and tried to cover the whole territory of the country with its structures. However, it had
realized that there are other means of winning elections and from now on, they are
putting their energy into formulating the policies they advocate and presenting them to

the electorate in an attractive way (Zankov 2003).

In contrast to most of the Bulgarian party leaders, politicians in Hungary argued
that building organization has not been a dominant strategy of their parties during the
1990s. More attention was paid to media presence and electoral campaigns. However,

there seem to be indications that things are changing in Hungary as well.

According to Navracsics, FIDESZ-MPP did not consider building an organization
to be a useful strategy for winning elections until 2002. Instead, they had decided to
become a “catch-all media party,” a tendency that found expression in the incorporation
of various other center-right groups within FIDESZ as well.” However, the 2002 elections

demonstrated that things have to change. With electoral turnout (74 percent) and political

° In the 2002 elections , FIDESZ-MPP became familiarly known as the “voice-mail” party after its
dominant electoral campaign technique (Hack 2003).
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mobilization at its highest, and with all center-right organizations incorporated under
FIDESZ’s leadership, the party still did not manage to win the elections. The realization
that they “cannot expand the vote” any further called for a change of electoral strategies,
one of which is the stress on building organizational structures and attracting membership
(Navracsics 2003). In addition, since 2002, FIDESZ-MPP has started building “civic
circles” in an effort to mobilize people not only as voters but as members and activists as

well.

With the obvious exception of the MSZP, which retains its organizational
priorities from earlier times, the leaders of all other parties expressed similar views. Both
Hack and Fodor, for example, argued that the electoral campaigns of the SZDSZ (and
others) have become mostly “media and money oriented. However, they both saw this a
problem for the SZDSZ and argued that unless the SZDSZ starts to recruit members and

sympathizers more actively, there was little future for the party (Fodor 2003, Hack 2003).

The tendencies in the other smaller parties in Hungary have been similar. Vajda of
Munkaspart, for example, expressed regrets that his party does not have a bigger and
stronger organization. But he saw organizing as only one of the two key policies of his
party — having a media presence was equally important for electoral success in his view
(Vajda 2003). Similarly, Kupa of the new Centrum Part argued that his party, which was
originally founded by 25 people as an “elite party” had been debating whether or not to
even open up its structures to other people and ordinary members (Kupa 2003). Centrum
Part has decided to go the “third way” and build its electoral presence through work in

the society as a whole rather than just within a membership organization.
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The MDF expressed probably the strongest support for organization building as a
means to electoral success. Party vice president Szoke saw the absence of organization
building as one of the biggest problems of his party. That “party organization translates
into electoral success” has been demonstrated by the MSZP and FIDESZ (since 2002)

(Szoke 2003).

Bulgarian and Hungarian Parties; Organizational Trends

An examination of several indicators of organizational development provide
further mixed support for the belief that parties build organizations as a way to achieve
their respective goals. For the purposes of comparison, this discussion employs measures
of organizational development as used by van Biezen and Toole (van Biezen 2003, Toole
2003). It discusses data on membership, extensiveness of organizational structures, and

levels of professionalization.

The Bulgarian political parties demonstrate levels of organizational development
that support the relatively high concern with organization-building expressed by their
leaders. Membership figures for the Bulgarian parties are reported in Table 23. The data

presents membership figures reported at the parties’ respective congresses or conferences

during 2002 and 2003.

Similar to trends in organization in other post-communist systems, the
“successor” party in Bulgaria, the BSP, has the highest membership among Bulgarian
parties. But its membership of over 200,000 people is also the highest among its
counterparts in the other countries and certainly above the MSZP membership. Of the
post-1990 parties, the DPS has the highest membership, around 59,000 people as of late

2002. While figures for some of the other parties might be exaggerated, the level of
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organization-building among the newest parties, the SSD and the NDSV, clearly
demonstrates a concern with organizational structure. Both parties have memberships of

around 19,000 after only about a year of existence for each of them.

Table 23: Bulgarian Parties: Number of Members

. Green Party

. CP of Bulgaria 1 29,000
BEL ........ L L L 18’000 .................
R 00D R
g 00D R—
gy 17,600 .................
VMRO .................................. : 12’000
O V77 Tl
é""155}{}85'{&{i‘éifi'i'éiiﬁéi{t"'6}{1&'"?555{666 """"""

Political parties in Bulgaria report membership figures that are somewhat higher
than membership figures in Hungary (presented in Table 24). Membership figures for
Hungarian parties are even lower as of 2002-2003 because of the fragmentation of the

KDNP and FGKP (Hack 2003, Toole 2003).
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Table 24: Hungarian Parties, Number of Members."’

. Total: 163,600

There are two measures that are used to compare party membership across parties
and across systems: the ratio of members to electorate (M/E) and the ratio of members to
voters (M/V) (Mair 1997, 186; van Biezen 2003, 111-12, Toole 2003, 104, Szczerbiak
2001, 111). Both of these are used to evaluate the extent to which membership in political
parties is common among politically active people. The M/E ratio represents the
percentage of the registered voters in a given country who are also members of a selected
number of parties — usually the ones represented in Parliament. The M/V ratio compares
the number of votes each party receives to the number of members it has. For
comparison purposes the M/E and M/V ratios for Bulgaria are calculated for parties
represented in Parliament only. The M/E ratios for Bulgaria and Hungary are presented in

Table 25.

'% Source: van Biezen 2003, pp. 110-112. Numbers validated by interviews as well (Kupa 2003, Vajda
2003, Fodor 2003, Szoke 2003, Navracsics 2003, van Biezen 2003).
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Table 25: Members to Electorate Ratios in Bulgaria and Hungary.

The MJ/E ratio for Bulgarian parties is 5.1 percent, almost double that of Hungary
and any other of the Central European countries. " Although they are still far below
average Western levels of party organization -- Toole (2003) cites 10.4 percent for the
average M/E ration for Western European countries -- Bulgarian parties demonstrate
distinctly higher levels of membership than any of the Central European countries,
including Hungary. Hungarian parties, in contrast, exhibit much lower levels of
membership that are more in line with the general pattern of post-communist party

development.

The members to voters ratios for each of the Bulgarian parliamentary parties is
presented in Table 26. These figures are not as straightforward as they should be because
all four parties ran with an alliance partner(s) in the 2001 elections. BSP ran within the
Coalition for Bulgaria, the SDS ran with the Democratic Party and BZNS-Mozer; the
DPS ran in its own alliance with four other parties; and the NDSV ran on the same ticket
as two other political parties. The membership figures for the Democratic Party and the
Communist Party of Bulgaria were thus included in the membership figures for the SDS

and BSP respectively. The M/V ration is calculated using the results at the 2001

! Van Biezen reports M/E ratios of 3.21 and 1.5 for the Czech republic and Poland, respectively. (van
Biezen 2003)
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elections. For the Hungarian figures (presented in Table 27) membership for both the

MDF and the FIDESZ was included in the calculations of their M/V ratio.

Table 26: Members to voters ratios for major Bulgarian parties, 2001 elections.

"BSP (incl. CP of B) | 30.60%

DPS . 16.93%

NDSV L 097%

SDS (incl. DP) = 4.21%7

Of the seven parties in the two systems for which the measure was calculated, the
NDSYV shows the least extent of encapsulation of its electorate. Members do not even
constitute 1 percent of the people who voted for the NDSV. However, the
appropriateness of this measure is questionable as the NDSV did not even register as a
party until almost two years later, and membership reflects developments as of mid-2003.
For all practical purposes, it can be said the NDSV won 42 percent of the vote in 2001
with no members. However, this was highly unusual and can almost certainly be

attributed to the extreme nature of the pro-NDSV vote in 2001. This partly nostalgic,
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partly protest vote was a one-time phenomenon, as the dismal showing of NDSV at the
2003 local elections demonstrated. Nevertheless, it is important to note that even the
NDSV, the most “electoral” and personality-driven of the parties in Bulgaria, felt it
necessary to start an active organization- building campaign. By mid 2003, two years
after its conception and less than a year after formally registering as a party, it had a

membership of about 19,000.

FIDESZ-MPP/MDF has the second least encapsulated vote. 1.65 of its votes
came from members, and in this case the measure is highly illustrative of the tendencies
of membership building present within FIDESZ and the MDF. However, while low
membership figures might be typical for parties of this type, the low encapsulation of the
vote of the MSZP is quire surprising. With only 2.3 percent of it vote coming from
members, the MSZP is quite atypical among the successor parties in the region. The BSP
has an M/V ratio of about 30 percent, the successor party in Poland, 9.3 percent, and the
successor parties in the Czech Republic have M/V ratios of 11.55 and 24.30 percent (van

Biezen 2003, 141; Toole 2003).

The SDS in Bulgaria and the SZDSZ in Hungary show relatively similar levels
of encapsulation — around 5 percent of their votes came from members in the respective
elections. Besides the BSP, the DPS in Bulgaria also has a relatively high degree of
organizational encapsulation of voters with about 17 percent of its votes coming from
members. Of the new parties in both Bulgaria and Hungary, it seems to be the one most

concerned with gaining popularity through organizing.

Overall, the measures of members to electorate and members to votes ratios in

Bulgaria and Hungary seem to support the claim that organization-building is more
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popular among the Bulgarian parties than among the Hungarian parties. Although it is
difficult to use these figures as evidence to support hypotheses 7, there is enough
evidence to suggest that parties in Bulgaria at least have made efforts to attract members
that are comparable to trends in some of the Western European countries. The M/E ratio
for Bulgarian parties is of similar levels as that of Ireland, Portugal, and Germany, it is
way above the level of membership in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, andr France
(Mair 1996). An examination of several other indicators of organizational development

might provide more evidence in this regard.

Another measure of the organizational complexity of political parties is the extent
to which they have developed their organizational structures across the country. A high
extensiveness of organization (usually measured as percentage of territory covered) can
be considered evidence that parties do develop organizations, thus supporting Hypothesis

9.

In line with the previous discussion, the Bulgarian parties have structures which
seem to be more extensive than the structures of parties in Hungary. Bulgarian parties
report local branches in the majority of the municipalities of the country. The Democratic
Party, BEL and the Green Party report the least extensive networks — they have local
clubs in 140 (50 percent), 146 (52 percent) and 130 (48 percent) of 280 municipalities,
respectively. BZNS and VMRO report higher levels of reach. Both parties have branches
in around 200 municipalities (71 percent). The youngest and most active in terms of
organization building, SSD, reports active branches in 218 municipalities (78 percent)
(Milanov 2003). Even the regionally bound DPS reports branches in 223 (79 percent)

municipalities (Dal 2003). The BSP, the SDS, and the CPB have active primary
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organizations in all of the 280 municipalities in the territory of the country (Vanev 2003,

Stoianova 2003, Krusteva 2003).

Bulgarian parties seem to have more extensive structures than parties in Hungary.
As of 2003, Centrum Part does not have structures outside the capital, Munkaspart and
the MDF have structures in about 15 percent of the localities of the country: SZDSZ,in
about 25 percent; FIDESZ, in about 45 percent, and the MSZP, in about 80 percent. In
1997, FKGP and KDNP had structures in 55 percent and 25 percent of the localities
(Kupa 2003, Vajda 2003, Fodor 2003, Szoke 2003, Navracsics 2003, van Biezen 2003).

None of the Hungarian parties report branches in all of the Hungarian municipalities.

It appears that in this regard, again, the behavior of the Bulgarian parties indicates
more interest than Hungarian parties in building organizations in an attempt to secure
eleétoral support. While comparisons are difficult, owing to the different administrative
structures of the two countries, Bulgarian parties still seem to report more extensive
structures and seem to be making efforts to increase their reach. This conclusion is
further corroborated by a comparison of the levels of professionalization of the parties in

the two systems.

The level of professionalization measures the number of paid professionals per
members and is viewed as an indicator of a higher importance attributed to party
organization within each party. Bulgarian parties are less professional than parties in
Hungary. In Bulgaria, there are, on average one paid professional for every 1,736 party
members, while the Hungarian parties employ one professional for every 1,395 members

(Toole 2003).
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Overall, organizational tendencies provide mixed support for Hypothesis 9. Most
parties do seem to exhibit an understanding that organization matters and make some
effort to put that belief into practice. Differences in organizational trends seem to be
driven by system-level factors -- Bulgarian parties surveyed seem to represent a higher
level of organizational development than their Hungarian counterparts; and ideology and
the age of parties -- older and left-of center parties also seem to demonstrate a stronger
concern with organization building, while liberal and newer parties value media presence

and newer communications techniques more.

Organization and Electoral Strategies

The most direct implication of Hypothesis 9 though is the proposed relationship
between the organizational strength of any party in relation to that of its competitors and
its choice of an electoral strategy. Do parties take organizational factors into
consideration when they make alliances? Does the organizational development of
established parties discourage potential parties from forming? The discussion devoted to
the first question will be relatively limited to parties in Bulgaria because, as we have
seen, alliances with different partners are more common in Bulgaria than in Hungary.
Further, given the higher level of organizational development in Bulgaria, we should be
able to obtain a clearer pattern of the relationship between organization and party and

party stabilization.

Parties in Bulgaria maintain that they prefer better organized parties when they
form electoral alliances. The BSP, for example, requires that all prospective alliance
partners provide an updated list of local structures and members, and requires their own

branches to verify this information for both local and national elections. The BSP only
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backs a potential partner if the local organizations are deemed dependable (Krusteva

2003).

The DPS is not as clear in their preferences for stronger parties. In 1997, for
example, the DPS chose the Green Party as an alliance partner party because of the
organizational superiority of the Green Party in certain regions at that time. As the DPS
did not have branches in some of the regions of the country, it used the ones created by
the Green Party to gain electoral support (Dal 2003, Dzudzev 2003). However, by 2001,
ideological motivations were more important and the DPS chose parties that strengthened
its “liberal” image. At the same time, the DPS has also developed its own structures

further and thus did not need ZP support any more.

BEL does not value organization that much for itself, nor does it consider the
organizational strengths of its potential partners when forming alliances. For it, ideology
plays the most important role in selecting allies (Zankov 2003). However, most other
parties interviewed did express a preference for better organized parties as their alliance
partners, within the limits imposed on the choice of alliance partners by the ideological

proximity principle.

The SDS maintained that they chose alliance partners for both ideological and
organizational reasons. For example, in 1997, they included their partners — the
Democratic Party and the BZNS-Mozer because they trusted their local branches to
provide for a better-synchronized election campaign (Mladenov 2003). The SSD argued
that they would only chose “serious right wing parties, not parties made up of five
people” as prospective allies (Milanov 2003). The VMRO rejected one of the SDS

splinters in 2001 as an alliance partner because “they had no organizational structures”
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(Mandzukov and Gospodinova 2001). Pinchev of the BZNS argued that organizational
characteristics of a party are very important in his party’s decision with whom to ally at
elections. However, organization . ..is not the decisive element ...ideology is”(Pinchev

2003).

An indication of the importance of organization for the evolution of individual
parties and the party system as a whole is the trend in factionalism in individual parties.
In both systems, the successor parties have been both the best organized and the least
fractionalized. In Hungary the MSZP has not only had no formal splits, but has suffered
the fewest defections over the years (Toole 2003, 293). In Bulgaria, as discussed in
section 5.5.1, the BSP has suffered three splits, but it has still been by far the most stable
of the major parties in Bulgaria. In addition, one of the BSP splinters has since returned

to the BSP alliance (Karasimenov 2002, Krusteva 2003).

Another example of the importance of organization in the decision of a party to
form is provided by the decision of the liberal faction of FIDESZ to join SZDSZ in 1993.
The decision of Gabor Fodor and the liberal faction of FIDESZ to split in 1993 is in
many ways reminiscent of the decision of GOR leader Tomov to leave the BSP in 1993
(discussed in section 5.3.1). Both Tomov and Fodor were popular politicians who had
come to disagree with their parties’ ideological positions. What the two of them chose to
do, however, differed substantially. Tomov (and his allies), who claimed to represent a
social-democratic ideological position, could have joined the existing and then relatively
strong BSDP. This move would have strengthened the BSDP and allowed it to do better

in elections. Instead, Tomov chose to form a new party, then allied with the BSDP for the
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elections in DAR, and later parted ways with it altogether to seek his own political

realization in BEL.

Fodor, on the other hand, chose to join the SZDSZ. This decision was not an easy
one as the SZDSZ had been an opponent of FIDESZ before and was an already well
established party. However, Fodor argued, that starting a new party made little sense as
“there already was a liberal party” (Fodor 2003). To build a new one was a challenging
task that required organization and finances that he could not count on. Fodor thus ran as
a SZDSZ-supported candidate in 1994, and later became one of their most popular and

respected leaders.

In this case, Tomov seems to have disregarded the existence of an already existing
organizational structure and not to have been deterred by it in his decision to build a new
one. This decision, which seems to be indicative of a more general tendency in the
Bulgarian party system, might help shed some light on the second question raised by
Hypothesis 9. Do better organized parties deter new parties from forming and running
alone at elections, and do better organized parties promote a stabilization of the party
system? A more detailed examination of the systemic indicators of fragmentation might

provide more evidence and some answers to these questions.

Several indicators of the size and competitiveness of the Bulgarian and Hungarian
party systems are reported in Table 28: the number of parties running in elections, the
number of parties with more than one percent of the vote (office seeking parties), the

number of effective electoral parties (ENEP), the number of parties represented in

'2 The current situation of the two politicians and political parties further speaks to the wisdom of this
decision. By 2003, both Fodor and the SZDSZ were doing significantly better than Tomov and the BSD,
although Fodor will probably never become the chairman of the SZDSZ, while Tomov has enjoyed the
leadership position of all parties in which he has participated.
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Parliament, and the effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP). For comparison

- 13
purposes some averages for the Eastern European region are presented as well.

Table 28: Party systems in Bulgana and Hungary, 1990-2002

. Bulgaria

i Hungary

. EE Average 4 00

There are several observations to be made. First, there are more parties contesting
elections in Bulgaria than in Hungary, but at the same time the Bulgarian parties seem to
be less successful than in Hungary. The absolute number of parties running in elections is
consistently high in Bulgaria, and, more importantly, it does not seem to decline over

time. The number of parties contesting elections has varied between 38 and 56 over the

13 Measures are calculated following Taagapera and Shugart (1989, 79). ENEP=1/Zp;* , where p is the
proportion of the vote for each party /; ENPP= 1/Zp;> where p is the proportion of the seats won by party i.
Country indicators are calculated with data from the Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in
Post-Communist Europe Project, available at http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/. Averages for Eastern
Europe are from Bielasiak 2003.
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years, with the highest number of participations in the most recent parliamentary
elections of 2001. This contrasts significantly with the situation in Hungary where the
number of parties running in elections has not only been lower overall, but has also been
reduced significantly from the first to the most recent elections (Bielasiak 2003, Lewis
2001a). Further, the number of office-seeking parties in Bulgaria, while not higher in the
beginning, has similarly not declined over the years. In contrast, the same number in

Hungary has gone down by almost half.

Second, the number of parties that “matter” in Bulgarian politics also does not
exhibit stable trends. Until the fourth round of elections, the “effective” number of
electoral parties in Bulgaria was relatively lower than the respective numbers in Hungary,
but the number peaked again during the fifth election, to a level significantly above that
of the same indicator for Hungary, and somewhat above the Eastern European average.
This implies that until 2001, the popular vote in Bulgaria had been concentrated in a few

political parties, but fractionalized again in 2001.

Finally, the number of parliamentary parties and the effective number of
parliamentary parties in Bulgaria is similarly low. With the values of the latter measure
between 2.41 (in 1991) and 2.92 (in 2001), the Bulgarian Parliament remains among the
least fractionalized ones in Eastern Europe. In this regard, the Hungarian party system

seems to perform similarly.

Overall, the specifics of Bulgarian party-system development provide somewhat
mixed support for the link between individual party organization and the fractionalization
of the party system as a whole. Bulgarian parties seem to enter the political process

relatively easily -- whether through forming anew or splitting from existing parties — thus
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contradicting the expectations of Hypothesis 9 that organizational strength deters new
parties. More importantly, this trend does not seem to decline substantially over time.
Given that the Bulgarian parties are better organized by 2003 than they were in the

beginning of the period under study, this observation seems to reject Hypothesis 9.

However, new parties in Bulgaria seem to have little chance of successfully
challenging the established parties. A higher level of organizational development is thus
not necessarily associated with fewer incentives for politicians to break away and start
new parties. However, it seems to prevent successful entries in the party system by

making it more difficult to match the organizational strategies of the established parties."*

The pattern of behavior of parties in Hungary further complicates the picture. At
first glance, the developments over time provide clear support for Hypothesis 9. The
number of parties, the number of office-seeking parties, and the number of effective
parties decrease consistently over time. This would be in line with the expectation that as
parties “age”, they establish themselves better organizationally and provide fewer
incentives for parties to form anew. However, as discussed, parties in Hungary have
traditionally not organized that well, suggesting that the apparent link among
organization and consolidation might be spurious. On the other hand, the second peak of
electoral activity in 1998 might indicate that the absence of organizational strengthening

allowed for new challengers to emerge as well.

'“ However, the latest developments in Bulgarian politics might provide a change in this trend. The share
of the vote that went to “new” parties increased substantially in 2001 — most of it went to the NDSV but
several other new parties did also well (ENEP of 4.54). The subsequent fractionalization of two of the big
players — the SDS and the NDSV (both parties experienced major splits within their parliamentary groups
by late 2003) — might also contribute to drastically changed dynamics of party competition in the next
round of elections that will allow newer competitors to do better.
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The evidence on the role party organization plays in the decisions of parties to
form, run alone, ally, merge, or disband is thus inconclusive. Support for the proposition
does seem to exist at party level — some parties organize better than others and these seem
to suffer less fractionalization, most parties take organizational factors into consideration
when splitting, allying and merging, but there seems to be little effect on the party system
as a whole. These conclusions, however, are based on substantial within-system but small
across-system differences, which probably confounds the analysis. The system-level test

of the model (presented in the next chapter) provides a further test of Hypothesis 9.

5.5 External Shocks, Random Events, and Party Electoral Strategies

Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary have often chosen their electoral strategies under
the influence of external forces. Party leaders have been expelled by their parties and
forced to form new ones; whole parties have been expelled from alliances and forced to
seek alternative electoral strategies; European and American actors have intervened to
help parties break away or merge into new ones. While there is no systematic effect that

we can observe, some more discussion of the evidence that this happens is warranted.

The discussion of party evolution in Chapter 4 has already presented some
evidence of this type. The creation of MIEP in 1992 was a direct result of the expulsion
of its leader from the MDF. Expulsions of partners from alliances and parties has been a
relatively common practice in Bulgarian party politics as well. The SDS has repeatedly
“expelled” various of its members in an attempt to preserve ideological harmony and to
get rid of “trouble-makers” (Karasimeonov 1996, 145-49). The SDS expelled the leaders
of the BSDP, BZNS-NP, and the ZP and thus significantly helped them in their choice of

alliance partners in 1991.
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The emergence of BEL (1997) and of the New Left (2001) in Bulgaria have
occurred under the strong influence of the Party of European Socialists and the Socialist
International. By 2003 PES was not as directly involved in the work of BEL, but,
according to BEL leaders, the decision to transform the BEL/BESDP alliance into a
merger (BSD) was taken partly because imminent European integration (expected in

2007) necessitated the unification of Bulgarian social democracy (Zankov 2003b).

Unfortunately, the very nature of this process make examples of its difficult to
discern. Various methodological issues prevent the systemic examination of the influence
of this factor."”> However, a closer examination of party development in Bulgaria
provides at least another major example of European actors intervening in party politics

in individual countries.

Section 5.1.2 referred to the 1997 decision of the BZNS-Mozer and Democratic
Party political union (NS) to join with the SDS in a new alliance (ODS)."® The discussion
also referred to an apparent contradiction of some of the hypotheses explored here.
However, the decision to seek and form an alliance was a result of substantial outside
influence. In 1996, the Konrad Adenauer Foundation with the support of the European
People’s Party (EPP) gathered all Bulgarian center-right parties on Lake Como, Italy, to

“convince them that together they can do more” (Kutov 2003, Mladenov 2003, Capital

"*Self-selection limits the cases in which we observe European involvement in party life to the countrics
that are in the process of accession, and which in addition, have a pan-European counterpart and belong to
a relatively fragmented ideological family. In cases when we observe no European involvement, we might
have one of several real situations: there is no interest on behalf of the European structures; there is no need
for it because the ideological space is consolidated enough; or European involvement has a different form —
for example, threat of European discontent might be a strong enough deterrent to the initial fragmentation
of the ideological space.

'® In fact, this alliance was part of a longer and larger process that had begun in 1996. In 1996, before the
presidential elections in Bulgaria, all center-right political formations in the country united in their support
for one Presidential candidate in an attempt to prevent a BSP candidate from winning.
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2001b). On its behalf the International Republican Institute had earlier convinced the

Bulgarian center right to hold primaries for the Presidential elections and in other ways

encourage the consolation of the center-right (Capital 2001b).

The importance of the approval of the European People’s Party became further
evident in the 2001 elections when the “conservative” parties in Bulgaria were threatened
by the entry of the NDSV. The membership of the NDSV in the EPP became a hotly
debated issue and the support of the EPP was presented s “European” support for the

incumbent SDS (Capital 2001a, Terziev 2001).

The EPP and PES have been active in other political systems as well — for
example, they held meetings in Poland in 1992 and in Slovenia in 1996, just before their
respective elections. Similarly, international recognition has been used as a legitimating
force by FIDESZ and the MDF in Hungary. However, direct intervention was not
observed in other cases than those in Bulgaria (Capital 2001a). Even so, given the
increased interest of European transnational parties and institutions in the domestic
politics of the new accession countries, more interventions of a similar kind have

probably occurred (Delsoldato 2002).

3.6 Conclusion

This chapter has provided further validation and the first test of the proposed
model of party formation and electoral competition in the post-communist world. It
examined the behavior of political parties in Bulgaria and Hungary to find empirical
evidence at party level to support or reject Hypotheses 1, 2,3, 5, and 9. It has done so by

investigating the reasons behind the choice of electoral strategies of the six parties
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discussed in detail in chapter 4, and other parties in the two systems during five rounds of

elections in Bulgaria and four rounds in Hungary.

The discussion has provided mixed support for the hypotheses. There is sufficient
evidence to claim that electoral support, ideology, and organization play a role in the
decision-making of the parties. However, there are indications that we need to look at the
system level to find an explanation of some of the choices parties have made over the
years. First, not all behavior could be explained by party level factors discussed here.
While electoral support seems to be a strong predictor of party electoral strategy,
ideology, and, particularly, organization, we find mixed support as strong determinants of
party decisions. Again, information from individual parties largely confirms the
hypotheses, but the general pattern of party behavior points to different conclusions.
Second, parties in Hungary seem to chose to run alone at a generally higher rate than
parties in Bulgaria, irrespective of their motivations, electoral support, and ideology.
Chapter 6 will thus pick up where this one left off and discuss the impact of system-level

variables on the party choice of electoral strategies.
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Chapter 6
Explaining Formation, Persistence, and Change: System Level Analysis

6.1 Introduction

The discussion in Chapter 5 pointed to some clear indications that factors at the
system level influence the behavior of political parties and their decision to form, run
alone, merge, or ally. This chapter discussed in detail the way that regulations of party
financing and the electoral systems in Bulgaria and Hungary seem to have constrained

the parties in their evolution, and then provides a system level test of the model.

The party financing regulations in Bulgaria and Hungary provide two different
examples of party financing provisions. Hungary provides direct public subsides to all
parties with more than 1 percent of the vote, while Bulgaria only finances parliamentary
parties. Similarly, the electoral arrangements in the two systems are very different— the
Hungarian Parliament is elected using a mixed system with a 5 percent threshold for its
PR part, while Bulgaria uses a purely proportional system with a 4 percent threshold for
all contestants. The two systems provide an appropriate testing ground for the hypotheses

about the relationship between electoral arrangements and party development.

6.2 Party Financing

6.2.1 Regulation of Party Public Financing in Hungary and Bulgaria

Public Financing of Parties in Hungary

The public funding of political parties in Hungary is established by the Law on
the Operation and Financial Functioning of Political Parties, adopted in 1989 and
amended in 1990. According to its stipulations, the budget allocated to funding political

parties is used in two distinct ways: 25 percent of it is allocated to Parliamentary parties
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only; and the other 75 percent is allocated to all political parties that have gathered at
least 1 percent of the vote in the first round of parliamentary elections (Law on the
Operation and Financial Functioning of Political Parties, Section 5). An original
stipulation that these funds can only constitute 50 percent of the party’s total budget was
“quietly” repealed in 1990 because it left many parties in financial uncertainty
(Okolicsanyil991, 13). Money is disbursed through annual subsidies, making the
Hungarian provisions among the less restrictive party financing laws. There have been no

major changes in party funding over the last 14 years.

Public Financing of Parties in Bulgaria

Direct party financing in Bulgaria has similarly been regulated by the Law on
Political Parties. Until 2001, funding was provided for electoral campaigns only (Law on
Political Parties, 1990). However, its amount and way of disbursement was not precisely
defined by the law and, as a result, has varied from election to election. In 1990, all
political parties running in elections were given equal subsidies to run their campaigns.
For the 1991, 1994, and 1997 elections funding was provided in the nature of loans to
parties running candidates for elections. However, the loans had to be returned if the
party did not place any candidates in the legislature. In effect, direct party financing was

limited to parliamentary parties only (Smilov 2001).

In 2001, there were no subsidies for electoral campaigns, since the new law on
political parties provided for direct annual subsidies instead. The Law on Political Parties
mandated funding along lines very similar to the ones in Hungary. Annual subsides are
currently given to all parties in Parliament and bi-annual subsidies are provided to all

parties with more than 1 percent of the vote in parliamentary elections (Law on Political
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Parties, 2001). In addition, the Law also mandates that the state provide premises to all
political parties that had received more than 1 percent of the vote at the last elections. For
most of the period under consideration Bulgarian parties have only received election
campaign subsides; parties outside parliament have had no financial support from the
state except for the 1990 elections; and no parties had any campaign support in 2001.The

Bulgarian system of party financing thus falls within the most restrictive category.

6.2.2 Party Financing Regulations and Party Electoral Strategies

Expectations
The empirical implications of Hypotheses 7 and 8 suggested that that office-

seeking parties within systems which allow for the public funding of extra-parliamentary
parties will be encouraged to seek office in the long run. This will, in turn, allow parties
to choose to remain out of Parliament in situations when getting representation might call
for a sacrifice of their autonomy. In addition, the availability of campaign resources will

increase the likelihood of parties running in elections alone.

Observed Behavior

The direct financing of parties has played an important role in the development of
political parties in Hungary—for both parliamentary parties which receive the lion’s
share of state money and for extra-parliamentary parties (Lewis 1998, 140). Funding
parties that do not make it into Parliament but receive more than one percent of the vote
clearly makes it easier for some parties in Hungary to persist in the system. For a party
like Munkaspart, this has been a very important factor in its ability to persist in the
system and carry out its functions at local level. Despite not getting representation into

Parliament, Munkaspart continues to receive funding from the state. As of 2003,
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Munkaspart was receiving 75 million HUF from the state, which provided for half of its
budget, while the other half came from membership fees. In the opinion of Mr. Vajda,
Munkaspart could not exist without state funding, but it received far from enough. In
contrast “the big parties” that did not need state financing, benefited the most from the
funding provisions (Vajda 2003). Similar views were also expressed by the Centrum Part
leader, who argued that without state money, the newly founded party (that also has no

members to pay dues) could not maintain its office and personnel.

In contrast, Bulgarian parties outside Parliament received no funding from the
state until 2001. In 2001, some parties considered the promise of state money a strong
enough incentive to join in electoral alliances so as to try to surpass the 1 percent
threshold. As already discussed, the 2001 alliance between BEL and BZNS was, in the
opinion of both, circumstantial. By the BZNS account, however, they formed an alliance
because they understood that they could not surpass the 1 percent threshold, which they
thought would lead to the loss of state property they already possessed (Pinchev 2003).
Similarly, in 2004, the RDP -- a small extra-parliamentary party in Bulgaria with
legislative ambitions -- expressed a willingness to ally with smaller parties at future
elections, so that it could receive and keep state funding and property. It appeared that
achieving legislative representation was no longer as important for them so long as they

could finance their operations and continue their work at the local level (Petrov 2004)

This anecdotal evidence in support of party financing as a factor in the choice of
party electoral strategies is supported by the examination of electoral strategies of parties
in Hungarian and Bulgarian that was presented in section 5.2. Hungarian parties seem to

choose to “run alone” at a significantly higher rate than Bulgarian ones do. There is, then,
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some preliminary support for Hypotheses 7 and 8 and a clear need for a systemic

examination of the effects of party financing regulations on party evolution.
6. 3. Electoral Institutions

6.3.1 Electoral Systems in Bulgaria and Hungary

The second system-level factor that has emerged as a substantial influence of
party formation and choice of electoral strategies in Bulgaria and Hungary 1s the type of

electoral system used by the two countries. These will be discussed in turn.

The Electoral System in Hungary

Hungary has introduced and maintained one of the more fascinating mixed
electoral systems in the post-communist world. Voters have two votes; half of the seats in
the legislature are elected using SMD with a run off, and half using proportional
representation. The country is divided into 186 single-member districts and 20 regional
multi-member districts. In the single member districts, if no candidate wins an absolute
majority at the first round, any candidate with more than 15 percent of the vote, “but at
least the three strongest candidates” can proceed to the second round (Toka 1995b, 47).
Candidates in the PR part are elected from regional lists. To further preserve the
proportionality between votes and seats, national lists were created to compensate the
parties whose candidates won votes on the first round (in the SMD districts) but did not
proceed to the second. However, these 20 seats (part of the PR quota) are distributed only

to parties with more than 4 percent (5 percent, since 1994) of the vote in the MMD. '

! Full texts of the electoral and party laws in Hungary are available through Political Transformation and
the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe Project
http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/indexCountry.asp?country=BULGARIA&opt=leg
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In addition, the system makes qualifying for running in elections relatively
difficult by interlocking the qualifications for having regional and national lists. A party
needs to have nominated candidates in at least one quarter of the districts of the county to
be able to run a regional list; it further needs to have seven regional lists to have a

national list. Running a national list thus becomes relatively difficult (Toka 1995b).

The Electoral System in Bulgaria

Bulgaria has used two separate electoral systems since 1990. In 1990 a
combination of majority SMD and PR electoral system was used. In fact, this system was
loosely based on the Hungarian one (Birch 2002, 116). The mixed system allowed for
half of the seats to be elected using majority SMD and the other half to be chosen using
PR lists. However, the Bulgarian mixed system also allowed for independents to win
seats and did not create any further links between the two parts of the system. Candidates

could run both in a single member district and on a party list.

As agreed upon at the Round Table Talks, this system was only to be used for
electing the Grand National Assembly. A new electoral system was adopted by that
Assembly and remained in use until 2001. The system introduced 31 regional districts in
which parties run regional lists but the distribution of seats is based on the national level
results using the D’Hondt formula. Seats were allocated only to parties that surpassed a 4
percent national threshold (Law on the Election of Members of the National Assembly
1991).2 Despite some efforts to lower the threshold to 3 percent, this “relatively unusual”

system remained in effect until 2001, when a new electoral law was introduced (Birch et

? For the full text of the old and new Bulgarian electoral law, see Political Transformation and the
Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe

http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/indexCountry.asp?country=BULGARIA&opt=leg
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al 2002, 121). However, the main features of the electoral procedure in terms of

threshold, counting method, and distribution method have remained the same.

6.3.2 Electoral Systems and Party Electoral Strategies

Expectations

The empirical implications of Hypothesis 4 suggested that, at system level, we
should see a higher number of office-seeking parties in systems with lower thresholds,
and less party proliferation in systems with higher thresholds. Over time, given no major
change in the electoral system, we should observe a more rapid decrease in the number of
office-seeking parties running in elections in the higher threshold systems. Although
discussing the experience of parties in two systems only does not provide us with enough
variation to test hypotheses, party development in Bulgaria and Hungary should provide

some important insights into the nature of the proposed relationship.

Observed Behavior: Hungary

According to one of the creators of the Hungarian electoral system, ex-SZDSZ
leader Peter Hack, the system was created in a conscious effort to provide people with a
“real democratic choice” by limiting the number of political parties in the system and
forcing them to establish grass roots organizations. In his view, the electoral system has
managed to do the former. The system has preserved the number of parties at a relatively
low level and discouraged new entries, but it has failed to encourage strong party

organization (Hack 2003).

In the early 1990s there were fears that the Hungarian ”fabulously

incomprehensible electoral system” would make it difficult for voters and parties to
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understand it and behave strategically so as to allow for the system to have its intended
effects (Toka 1995b, 44). However, by 2003, the Hungarian electoral law seems to have
had its desired effect: voters do act strategically and parties seem to have coordinated

their strategies as well, leading to a decrease in the number of parties (Duch and Paler

2002).

The Hungarian electoral system clearly punishes small parties. Not only is the
translation of votes into seats biased towards national, larger parties, but even
participating in elections is impossible for some of the smaller parties (Benoit 1999, 135).
This seemed to be having an effect as early as the second election in 1994, although some
parties appeared to disregard the incentives of the system (136). In fact, in terms of the
number of parties, the Hungarian party system has become more stable than the
Bulgarian one only during the last round of elections. Re-examining some of the
indicators of party-system fragmentation that were presented in Table 28 and comparing
the Hungarian indicators to these of other Central European states (Table 29) reveals that
until 2002, the respective numbers for the Hungarian party system were usually very
close to the other Central European states, and in some case above the Bulgarian levels
and even above the EE averages. However, by 2002, the anticipated effect of the electoral

system seems to have become reality.

* The splits of MIEP from the MDF and the fragmentation of the FGKP during that period (1991-1994) are
discussed in section 5.2. 1.
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Table 29: Some Indicators of Party System Fragmentation: Bulgaria, Czech
Republlc, Hungary and Poland

Indlcator Electlon First | Second ;| Third Fourth
ElectoralPartles Bulgar1a42 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 38 49 41 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
CzechRepubllc ]5 ................ 20 ..................... 16 .................. 10 .................
e Hungary 28 » 28 o
: Polandllo 3412 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 1 6 .................
: ENEP .................................................. B ulgana ................... 275 4197 .............. 388 ........... 239 ............

Hungary 6.71 | 5.50 4.47 2.837
..................................................................... poland1380980 459450
.................................................................... EEAverag655564641
Par].amentarypames Bulgana .................... 6 .............. 3 ................... 5 ................ 5 .....................
L CZeChRepubhc4 - 6 ______ __6 ............. 5 __________________
O 1-1 ungary ........................ 76 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 4
...................................................................... P oland3o 8 6 7
ENPP .............................................. B“lgana ........................................................................ 273 ....... 253 ...........

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""  CzechRepublic 206 | 335 415 | 371
............................................................ Hungary379239403221
Poland .......................... 1036387 ........... 295 ........ 359

, ,.EE Average : 400 37 . 37 38

Clear examples of “failures to learn” are still present in the Hungarian system.
Several new parties ran alone in 2002 (Centrum Part, several FGKP factions), and the
final merger of the MDF and FIDESZ-MPP does not seem to be materializing, leading to

an expectation of a return to a more fragmented party system.
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The electoral system in Hungary, however, has clearly contributed to a different
nature of party dynamics than are present in most other systems. The presence of the
second round makes it possible for parties to strike agreements between rounds after the
electoral results are partially known. This allows for parties to remain independent
contesters but secure seats through the support of other parties half-way in the electoral
process. It also prevents larger parties from forming alliances with smaller parties that do

not bring electoral support.

On the other hand, the system also encourages two divergent types of behavior.
As small parties are discriminated against by the complicated nature of the system, they
are sometimes (as the MDF in 1998 and 2002) pressed to join electoral alliances; or
merge (as the KDNP) with others. However, the system also clearly rewards parties that
have a distinct electoral position by making them potential partners during the second
round of elections. Parties are thus encouraged to remain independent (SZDSZ). This
dichotomy is clearly visible in the different strategies of the Hungarian parties examined

in detail earlier (the MDF vs. the SZDSZ, for example).

Observed Behavior: Bulgaria

The Bulgarian electoral system is much simpler than the Hungarian and, in
general, much more permissive. It is purely proportional and has a lower threshold (4
percent compared to the 5 percent in the Hungarian PR part). In addition, and unlike
other electoral systems in the region, the system provides no disincentives for parties to
form alliances. The same electoral thresholds apply to all competitors that run under a
single label and no distinctions are drawn between apparantement and non-

apparantement arrangements (Law on the Election of Members of the National Assembly
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1991). In contrast, the electoral systems in the Czech and Slovak Republics, Poland, and
Romania employ higher thresholds for election contestants that are alliances, and the
electoral laws in Latvia and Estonia (since 1998) ban apparantements (Pettai and Kreuzer

2001).

The PR system was introduced in Bulgarian because, with its relatively low
threshold and D’Hondt formula, it promised to preserve significant proportionality in the
system and to allow the representation of smaller parties in Parliament. (Konstantinov
2001, Panev 2000). However, in many ways it has brought counterintuitive results. As
evident in Table 29, there have been between 3 and 5 parties elected to Parliament under
this system. The real multiplicative effect of the PR system has been the creation of a
multitude of small parties that usually do not manage to make to into Parliament. In fact,
researchers have seen this as an absurd situation and have called repeatedly for a change

of the electoral system (Konstantinov 2000, Yanova 2000, Panev 2000).

The small Bulgarian parties, of course, often blame the 4 percent threshold of the
electoral system for their inability to gain representation in Parliament on their own and
for the need to make alliances (Dzudzev 2003, Pinchev 2003, Kutov 2003, Zankov 2003,
Murdzov 2003). Naturally, few of them saw the very existence of their parties as a direct
result of the multiplicative effect of the system. However, the presence of 300 parties in
Bulgarian politics and the fact that a significant number of which do run in elections (See
Table 29) often lead to a substantial amount of wasted vote. Table 30 presents the level of

vote wastage in Bulgaria and compares it to that of Hungary.
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Table 30: Wasted Vote in Bulgaria

. Indicator . Election = First Second Thlrd Fourth Flfth

Percent of Wasted Vote® Bulgarla

. Hungary 158 @ 12.66

. Number of Parties . Bulgaria 22 | 30

Splitting the Wasted Votes ---------------------------- ......................... ..................... . ......................... ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
f Hungary ;5 1313 . 10 9 G

' Source: Political T ransformatzon and the Electoral Process in Post-Commumst Europe
project; Trud 1991 for Bulgarian results in 1990.

The amount of wasted vote in Bulgaria varies more significantly from election to
election than does the Hungarian indicator, and there is a significantly larger number of
parties that attract “wasted votes” than there are in the Hungarian system. Although there
are a number of reasons, that contribute to this difference, the provisions of the electoral

system is certainly among them.

6.4 Testing the Model at System Level: Twelve Post-communist Systems

6.4.1. Model Overview and Operationalization of Variables

Having shown some preliminary evidence about the importance of system factors
in the decision of parties to form and their choice of electoral strategies, the chapter now
turns to the final test of the proposed understating of party behavior. It uses system level
data from 12 post-communist states to test hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8. It does so by
estimating a statistical model that conceptualizes the number of parties in each system as
a function of the expectation of electoral volatility (H3), the extent of ethnic
heterogeneity in the country (H4), the level of the electoral threshold (H6), and the nature

of party financing (H7 and 8). To capture the temporal element of the model (H1), and to

* Hungarian results are calculated using the PR part of the vote only.
> Includes a!l parties that received votes.
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indirectly test the impact of party organization, the model also includes a variable
representing the elapsed time since the first democratic election. The equation of the

proposed model can be presented in the following way:

Number of parties = o+ B1 electoral volatility +f2 ethnic heterogeneity +3

threshold + B4 party funding + 5 number of election + e

Dependent Variable: Number of Parties

Similar examinations of party system dynamics usually operationalize the
dependent variable as the “number of effective parties” in the system (Roper 2003,
Bielasiak 2003, Reich 2001, Cox 1997 among many others). The effective number of
parties is a quantitative measure that produces a value that takes into account both the
number of parties that compete in elections and the relative vote shares of each. This

value is calculated using the following formula (Taagapera and Shugart 1989, 79):
ENEP=1/3p;®, where p is the proportion of the vote for each party i.

However, the focus of this study is not on how well parties do in elections per se,
but on how and why parties decide to compete in elections. For the purposes of the
present research, whether a party does well or not — in terms of seats and votes - is only
of consequence for the party’s choice of electoral strategy at the next election. This is
why using the ENEP measure is not appropriate here. Instead, following Ordeshook and
Shvetsova (1994) and Hug (2001), the model will use the absolute number of parties with
more than one percent of the vote at each election and in each system as a measure of the

dependent variable. In this case, however, and in opposition to the preceding discussion
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in this dissertation, a party is defined as an electoral competitor, i.e., electoral alliances

are treated as parties.®

The number of parties at every election and in each system is the unit of analysis;
all elections, including the founding ones, in each of the following countries are included
in the data set: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Romania, Russia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, and the Ukraine. A total of 44
observations are included in the sample. Values of the dependent variable vary from 4 to
25 with a mean of 11.34 and a standard deviation of 3.9 for all countries and all periods.
The complete data set is provided in Appendix E. Data on this variable is from the
Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe project at
the University of Essex, supplemented with data from Munro and Rose (2003), and,

where possible, verified by national elections statistics.

In general, all democratic elections since 1989 have been included in the sample;
except for the post-Soviet states, the Czech and Slovak Republics, and Slovenia, where
only the post-independence elections are included. While most studies tend to exclude the
founding elections because of their unique nature, they are important to this study and
have been included. Authors (Cox 1997, Taagapera and Shugart 1989) often refer to
these elections as abnormal and periods of extreme politics, however these characteristics
are only extreme values of some of my independent variables (e.g. expected electoral

volatility). In fact, the nature and number of parties in the founding elections is a very

® This is done to both keep within the tradition of similar studies which rarely distinguish between parties
running alone and electoral alliances, and to reflect the research problem in this work. We are interested in
what strategies parties have chosen: an alliance of three parties will here be counted as one “party” or
electoral competitor, indicating that these parties have found it necessary to give up part of their autonomy
and run together. Thus we will observe a decrease in the number of competitors, which is likely to
eventually lead to a decrease in the number of parties (in the general definition) as well.
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important factor for the further development of the party system because in many cases
the parties that succeed at the first elections are the ones that come to dominate politics

later on (Reich 2001, 1244; Reich 2004).”

Independent Variables: Expected Electoral Volatility

Electoral volatility is usually measured as the percentage of difference of votes
given to each party over two elections (Przeworski 1975; Pederson’s 1979).% It is used
widely in studies of party system development and party system institutionalization
(Bielasiak 2003, Mainwaring 1999, 68-69). However, it is a measure of the actual
volatility, while here we need a variable to capture the expectation of volatility. As this
cannot be measured directly, following Hug (2001), I use the percentage change in

inflation as a proxy for dissatisfaction with the political system.

While other indicators of economic problems can be used (unemployment or GDP
per capita), the change in inflation (of consumer prices) gets at the most basic implication
of economic problems, namely how much people can afford to buy (Reich 2001, 1250).
To capture the general spirit of the time surrounding each election, the variable is
measured as the yearly change in consumer prices, as reported by the IMF International
Financial Statistics database. The variable can take both positive and negative numbers

and varies between -93.67 and 770, with an average of 54.69

As hypothesis three suggested, the variable inflation is expected to correlate

positively with the number of parties in the system; in other words, the more drastic the

7 Although, Reich has recently argued, the parties that win the founding elections tend to disappear as an
independent entity over the next few elections (Reich 2004)

® The measure of volatility represents the percent of the vote that has switched parties between two
elections. Volatility (Vi) =1/2Z | Ap;; l Where, Api, = pi: — Pir1, and, p is the percentage of the vote
received by party i at time t.
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rise of prices (a higher positive number), the higher the expected electoral volatility, and
the higher the number of parties that might see that as a political opportunity and decide

to form, and run alone.’

Independent Variables: Ethnic Heterogeneity

The level of ethnic heterogeneity is measured by Rae’s Index of Fractionalization,
using the formula: FI= 1-Xg;> where g is the proportion of population belonging to ethnic
group g. The index can vary from 0 (least fragmented or least heterogeneous) to 1 (most
fragmented or most heterogeneous). For this study, the measure was calculated using data
on all ethnic groups listed in the CIA World Factbook. Values vary from 0.06 (for

Poland) to 0.57 for Latvia; all values are listed in appendix E.

The variable ethnicheter is expected to correlate positively with the dependent
variable. The higher the heterogeneity, the higher the number of parties that can have an
ethnic base, and thus the higher the number of parties in the system that will have stable

electoral support and can be expected to form and run alone in elections.

Independent Variables: Electoral Threshold

There are different ways that electoral thresholds can be measured. Studies have
used the legal threshold (Moraski and Lowenberg 1999) and the “effective” threshold
(Ljphart 1994, 25-29, Perea 2002). The legal threshold is the one legislated by the

electoral law at national or district level, while the “effective” threshold includes both the

° However, the hypothesized direction of the relationship is debatable. As other studies have argued, the
direction will depend on whether voters blame all established parties for their economic troubles or just the
government incumbent (Reich 2001). However, presently, and in the absence of betier measure of expected
electoral volatility, the proposition stands.
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legal threshold and district magnitudes.'® Presently, the legal threshold is used. While the
“effective” threshold might be a more precise measure of how much support a party
would need to win a seat, this information is unlikely to be available to parties while
making their choice of electoral strategies before elections. Following Moraski and
Lowenberg (1999), the variable threshold is measured as the percent of the vote that a
party needs to get at national level in order to gain seats in the Legislature. The variable
takes values from O to 5, with a median value of 5, but enough variation to allow for

analysis."!

The threshold variable is expected to negatively influence the number of parties
competing in elections. The higher the threshold, the more difficult it is for each
individual party to achieve its electoral target on its own, and the more discouraged it will

be to form or run alone in elections.

Independent Variables: Funding of Political Parties

As there is very little research on the effect of party funding on party development
and none that uses a quantitative measure and distinguishes among the different types of
funding, the current operationalization of the variable is my own. Using data from the
most comprehensive database on party financing, the IDEA Handbook on Political
Parties Financing, 1 categorized the regulation of party financing in each country and at

each time period in four distinct categories that reflect the discussion in section 2.6.3.

'% In fact, the effective threshold is the average of the threshold of inclusions — the share of the vote a party
need to gain a seat under the most favorable circumstances — and the threshold of exclusion -- the share of
the vote a party need to gain a seat under the most unfavorable circumstances (Lijphart and Gibberd 1977)
' This is the most straightforward operationalization of the variable, although it ignores several important
additional features of each electoral system that relate directly to how much support a party needs to gain
representation: the presence of a SMD part; the presence of higher thresholds for alliances, and the
presence of second and third tiers. However, the incorporation of these features would require the inclusion
of too many dichotomous variables, making the model difficult to estimate.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



198

Table 31: Party Financing, Variable Categories

State Fundmg Provided For: Value Countries
Assigned

Nopartles .................................................................. 0 .............................. i v
| | - (1992)
Partics in Parliament ony [ ‘ é"Eﬁigéﬁiﬁéﬁﬁ&;“Ii&')”rﬁéﬂrﬁé; ...........................
ParhamentaryandExtra— ......................... 2 .............................. Bulgarla(ZOOl), o Republié; .........
. parliamentary parties (based on - Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania (2000),
- previous performance) - Slovakia, and Slovenia
. All parties competing in current 3 Russia

- elections

oper 2002 and 2003, Smilo

v

1999, Smilov 2001.

Measured in this way, the variable funding is expected to positively influence the
number of parties in the system. As Hypotheses 7 and 8 suggested, the presence of
financing for extra parliamentary parties both encourages parties to seek office in the
long run and provides reasons to believe that electoral support will remain stable until
election day. As a result, parties are encouraged to form/run alone at a higher rate than

when financing is not present, thus increasing the overall number of parties in the system.

Independent Variables: Number of the Election

To capture the temporal dimension of the model suggested by Hypothesis 1 and
indirectly by Hypothesis 9, a simple variable signifying the number of the election is
included in the model. The variable takes the value of 1 for the first democratic election
in each country, 2 for the second, etc. In cases like the Czech Republic, where the first
election after independence does not coincide with the first democratic election, the

number reflects the number of the election overall. The variable election is expected to
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influence the number of parties competing in elections negatively as time goes on;
unsuccessful parties should leave the electoral competitions and new entries should be

discouraged as the established parties become stronger organizationally.
6.4.2 Model Estimation

There are several possible statistical techniques that can be used to estimate the
model. Studies that use the number of parties as dependent variables have often
employed “count” models. Count models estimate the “number of times that something
has happened “(Long 1997, 217). For example, this method was used by Hug in his
analysis of the number of new parties in the system (Hug 2001). However, as Hug
himself argues, the assumptions of the count model are violated by the temporal and
spatial dependency of the number of parties emerging at each election in each country.
As a result, he decided against the use of the count model and estimates an OLS
regression and a MLE regression of a transformed variable finding little difference

between the two (Hug 2001, 182).

With this consideration in mind and aware of its own limitations, this study uses a
pooled cross sectional (panel) linear regression to estimate the model at the party system
level. Pooled cross sectional models include data from several systems over several years.
This allows me to test for temporal as well as spatial effects — which are especially
important here, given that one of the underlying assumptions of the model is that parties
will learn from their experience over time and adapt their strategies to political and

institutional constraints (Stimpson 1985, 914).

The use of a panel data set, however, violates the assumption of OLS regression

of independent error terms. In fact, with data arranged in panel format, there is a danger
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that the error terms will be correlated contemporaneously and within panels.
Contemporaneous correlation arises when the observation are correlated across panels
(Beck and Katz 1995). For example, the number of parties in the Czech and Slovak
Republics might be related to each other because of their common experience. In
addition, the number of parties in each system might be correlated based on the
characteristics of each system. Finally, first-order serial correlation is also usually present
between consequent observations (Beck and Katz 637). However, these are correctable
with the use of appropriate estimation techniques—in this case given the specifics of the
data and model, linear (Prais-Winsten) regression estimation with panel-corrected
standard errors and panel-specific autocorrelations will be used. The method specifies
that there is both heteroscadasticity, and auto-correlation and estimates the coefficients
within these limits. According to Beck and Katz, this method performs better than any

existing methods (Parks method, for example) in estimating efficient coefficients.

6.4.3 Results and Discussion

The results of the model estimation are reported in Table 32. Several observations
had to be dropped because of unavailability of data. Overall, the model performs quite
well, with an R-squared of .86. However, a substantial amount of its explanatory power is
due to the auto-correlation allowed.'> Even so, all variables are significant at the .10
level, most at the .01 level, and except for one, the coefficients are all in the predicted

direction. In addition, there is no significant correlation between ethnic heterogeneity,

12 Estimated rho values are between -.97 to +1. However, this could be expected as the choice of electoral
strategies of political parties, and hence their number at election, is proposed to reflect their strategies at the
immediately preceding election, thus anticipating a high first order serial correlation between observations.
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funding, and threshold (correlation coefficients are between .15 and .30), indicating that

their effects are, in fact, independent of each other.

Table 32: Linear (Prais-Winsten) regression with panel corrected standard errors

estimates
§“Aéi:diiﬁVziﬁéﬁiémﬁéiﬁéi """""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" gmiij‘s'{i}iiﬁiéd'Eb'l{r‘éi}i&iiééé':‘75 """"""""
- Time variable: year . R-squared = 0.8604
. Number of obs: 37 . Wald chi2(5) = 61447.03

: Estimated autocorrelations =12 . Prob > chi2 = 0.0000
- Estimated coefficients= 6

. Variable  Coefficient = Panel-corrected P-value [95% Conf. Interval] |
: : Standard Error |

inflation

: -2 869471 -9127799

funding 6785743 392603 0.084§ 1097302 8779891

"""""" election | _1 128211 5727846 g““““g;@;{g”:“‘;‘1"4“1“‘7“‘7“5;‘3““‘“:‘7‘2"@5@59‘3

15.66485 26.34821

Inflation and the Number of Parties

The results point to a significant relationship between the percent change of
inflation in each country and the number of parties competing in elections. However, they
predict a negative change in the number of parties associated with a higher positive
increase in the inflation rate. This result is against the hypothesized direction, but is not
surprising. As mentioned before, inflation rates might not be the best measure of
expected electoral volatility for the purposes of this study. During periods of great
economic distress voters might be willing to support an existing party that is in strong

opposition to the incumbent rather than support a new entrant in the system. In fact, the
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situation in Bulgaria in 1997 and Russian political developments after 1998 provide good

illustrations of such a development.

Ethnic Heterogeneity and the Number of Parties

The result of this analysis clearly support hypothesis 4. The variable is significant
and the coefficient in the hypothesized direction, pointing to a positive relationship
between the level of ethnic fragmentation/heterogeneity and the number of parties
contesting elections. A difference of .20 in the level of ethnic fractionalization — similar
to the difference in the level of fractionalization of Poland and the Slovak Republic for
example — would be associated with one more party in the system, everything else being

equal.”®

This finding as well as the experience of the ethnic party discussed in detail in
Chapter 4 and 5 — the DPS in Bulgaria -- provide support for the argument that the
support of ethnic parties is more stable over time. Ethnic party leaders are thus more
likely to consider the achievement of their electoral targets to be within reach and choose
to form and run alone in elections, contributing to a higher number of parties in the
system overall. This seems to support the findings of other studies that a higher level of
ethnic heterogeneity, at least in the post-communist world, can be expected to contribute

to a larger number of parties in the system.

" The parties included in the measure of the dependent variable in the most heterogeneous countries in the
sample indeed include ethnic parties: in Latvia, Estonia, and Ukraine, there are parties of the Russian
minority; Lithuania has a Polish minority party; in contrast, there are no ethnic parties included in the
measure of the dependent variable in the most homogenous countries in the sample (Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic) (Rose and Munro 2003). It has to be noted that parties that might have gotten
representation through special minority arrangements have not been included in the count of parties unless
they have gathered more than 1 percent of the vote at national elections.
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Electoral Threshold and the Number of Parties

Hypothesis 5 is also supported by the results of the statistical analysis. The effect
of the electoral threshold is significant at the 0.01 level and the coefficient has a negative
sign. This indicates that, as hypothesis five suggested, a higher threshold will discourage
parties from forming and running alone, contributing to a lower number of parties
overall. The coefficient of -1.91 indicates that for every 1 percent difference in the level
of the threshold, we can expect the number of parties competing in elections to be

lowered by almost 2, everything else being equal.

This result confirms the discussion in section 6.1 of the tendencies in party
behavior in two quite distinct electoral systems that argued that the electoral regulations
seem to provide a powerful constraint on the behavior of political parties. It also concurs
with a large body of literature on the effect of the permissiveness of the electoral system
on the number of parties in the system. But this analysis differs in that it estimates the
absolute number of parties running in elections as its dependent variable rather than using
the “effective” number of parties in the system.'* In other words, it confirms not only that
more permissive systems results in higher proportionality of results and thus allow for a
higher number of parties fo do better in the system, but it suggests that parties also seem
to anticipate and/or react to such systems and chose to ally/merge, leading to less

competitors in the system.

' The effective number of parties incorporates both how many parties run in elections and how well they
do (Taagapera and Shugart 19.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyww.manaraa.com



204

Party Funding and the Number of Parties

The hypothesized effect of the nature of party funding on the number of parties
seems to be supported by the results of the statistical analysis. Although the significance
level is .08, the one directional hypothesis makes this result even more robust. The
coefficient indicates that, everything else being equal, we can associate a difference
between funding no parties and funding parliamentary parties, or funding parliamentary
parties to funding parties that have previously achieved a certain level of electoral

support with an increase of .6 in the number of parties.

This finding supports the relatively under-researched hypothesis proposed by this
study and Roper (2001 and 2003) that the type of party financing might influence the
number of parties in the system. In the present context, this supports the proposition that
parties will be more likely to seek office in the long run and see themselves as able to
carry out effective electoral campaigns, leading to a choice of a “running alone strategy,”
and thus to a larger number of contestants in elections. It also supports the proposition
that it will be the type of funding as opposed to the mere presence of funding in the
system that would influence the behavior of political parties. Operationalizing party
funding as a dichotomous variable, Roper found no significant difference between the
number of parties in the Baltic states (Roper 2003). However, it appears that a more
precise statistical analysis can support the evidence from case studies provided here and
elsewhere (Roper 2001) that also confirms the impact of funding on party electoral

- 15
strategies. !

" It has to be noted, however, that the statistically significant effect of this variable is contingent on
specifying panel-specific auto-correlation, in other words, controlling for error terms being related from
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Election Period and the Number of Parties

Finally, the model also supports the idea that parties learn from their experience
and adapt to the constraints of the institutional environment and the realities of party
competitions. Everything else being equal, we see a uniform decrease in the number of
parties of more than one with each election. Hypothesis 1 is thus supported and indirectly
so is Hypothesis 9. Hypothesis 9 suggested that the effect of party organization on the
electoral strategies of individual parties, otherwise unobservable at the system level,
might be corroborated by a general decrease of the number of parties over time. With the
passing of time, parties become more established in societies through their organization,
thus dissuading new entries to “run alone” at elections. However, the underlying
assumption for this hypothesis is that parties do develop an organization, which, given
the discussion in section 5.4, might or might no be the case. Thus, the implications of the

model for Hypothesis 9 are quite limited.

In general, however, the significance of the election variable provides support for
the proposition that parties in post-communist party systems do learn from their
experience, and following an initial boom in party activity that troubled many, we can
expect a gradual stabilization in terms of the number of parties in the system.'® Although
this hypothesis was supported by the experience of Hungarian parties examined in
Chapter 5, it was not fully supported by the discussion of the patterns of party

development in Bulgaria. However, it appears that the experience of political parties in

one election to the next. However, this is one of the underlying propositions of this model, which makes the
incorporation of first order serial correlation in the model justifiable.

'S It has to be noted, however, that the variable is a significant but weak predictor of the number of parties
by itself (correlation coefficient of -.3).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



206

this system might be more different than similar to that of a typical post-communist

system.
6.5 Conclusion

This chapter has presented a test of the model of party formation and electoral
competition presented in Chapter 3 by testing the system-level implications of
Hypotheses 1,3, 4,6, 7 and 8. It presented an examination of the nature of the electoral
system and party funding provisions in Bulgaria and Hungary that was prompted by the
analysis in Chapter 5. It found substantial party-level evidence that these system-level
factors play an important role in the decisions of parties to form and in their choice of

electoral strategies.

It then proceeded to test the model at system level by engaging in statistical
analysis of panel data from 12 post-communist political systems. Using the number of
electoral competitors (here called parties) at each election in each system as the unit of
analysis and the Prais-Winsten linear regression, the study estimated the impact of five
independent variables on the number of parties. The model performed relatively well,
with all but one coefficient estimated in the hypothesized direction. The analysis thus
provided support for the impact of the level of electoral threshold (H4), ethnic
heterogeneity (H6), and the length of experience with democratic elections (H1 and 9) on
the number of parties competing in elections. Most importantly, however, it provided
evidence that the nature of party financing influences the electoral strategies of political
parties (H7 and 8), a proposition that has been relatively under researched in the current

literature. Finally, the model found no evidence to support Hypothesis 3 using the current
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operationalization of expected electoral volatility, a conclusion that supports findings of

other studies as well.

Overall, the statistical analysis provides support for the theoretical model of party
formation and electoral competition presented in Chapter 2. Parties react to electoral
success and failure and choose electoral strategies that best promise to deliver their
electoral targets within the constraints imposed on them by the institutional context of the
political system. Although aberrations clearly exist, the theoretical model appears to
provide a good fit, at least at system level, to the behavior of political parties in the post-

communist world.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

This work has been an attempt to describe and explain the process of formation of
political parties and their choice of electoral strategies in the post-communist world.
Starting from the assumption that this process can be understood within the framework of
existing theories of party development, the work has suggested a theoretical model of
how and why parties form and how and why they decide to run alone, seek alliances,
merge, disband, or hibernate. As Figure 17 1 reviews, party evolution is seen as a
repeated process in which politicians define goals, translate these into electoral targets,

and chose electoral strategies that best promise to deliver theses targets.

Politicians’ Electoral Electoral
goals Target ) strategies

/

Elections
Electoral Party forms,
Performance continues to exist,
merges or disbands

Figure 18: Process of Party Formation and
Electoral Competition: Review

After each election, and in light of the party’s electoral performance, the process

starts again with a re-evaluation of the goals, and so on. As a result of this electoral
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process, parties form and then either persist in the system or change by merging or
disbanding. As a result of this process, party systems acquire a certain set of

characteristics in terms of the number and stability of the political parties within them.

Of most importance to this study has been the process that leads to the choice of a
certain electoral strategy, which Chapter 2 explained in detail, paying specific attention to
the factors that affect a party’s evaluation of its expected electoral support, the adequacy
of this support, and the likelihood that it will remain stable. Chapter 3 then developed
nine specific hypotheses that reflect the proposed relationships between the choice of
electoral strategies and electoral performance, electoral threshold, expected electoral
volatility, ideological crowdedness, ethnic heterogeneity, resources availability and party
organizational development. Chapter 4 and 5 provided detailed description and analysis
of these relationships based on data from two party systems — these of Bulgaria and
Hungary, and Chapter 6 tested the system-level implications of the model, using a
statistical analysis of data from 12 post-communist states. The results of these analyses

point to several conclusions in regard of the propositions made by the model.
Politicians and Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary

Investigation of the behavior of Bulgarian and Hungarian parties provides a
verification of the theoretical model, by revealing that parties do, indeed, follow a process
very similar to the one suggested here in taking the decision to form and in their choice of
electoral strategies. In general, parties define goals in electoral terms, and after an
evaluation of their prospective support, choose strategies that they believe promise to
deliver their electoral targets. However, some clear exceptions indicated several

shortcomings of the model.
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Parties appear to value their autonomy to a higher degree than the model allows.
Hypothesis 2 did suggest a certain concern with party autonomy and proposed that parties
will be unwilling to forego it if there is even a small chance of achieving their electoral
targets through electoral strategies that do not require them to give up their autonomy.
However, it appears that parties in both Hungary and Bulgaria have chosen to remain
autonomous (or refused electorally beneficial alliances) despite a clear indication of their
inability to achieve electoral success. The degree to which parties stress this concern
varies from observation to observation, but the behavior of Munkaspart, the Green Party
in Bulgaria, the Hungarian MDF, and in some ways, BEL do provide examples of this
trend. Although certainly not a dominant pattern, parties tend to persist in the two
systems when electoral fortunes would predict their transformation through mergers or

alliances.

Further, the analysis provided evidence in support of the propositions that features
like ideological crowdedness and organizational concerns play a role in the decision of
politicians to form parties and their choice of electoral strategies.! However, it also
indicated that there are other factors that sometime overshadow these concerns. The
fragmentation of the FGKP in Hungary, and of the SDS, the BZNS, the BSDP, and other
social democratic parties in Bulgaria, point to a conclusion that personal rivalries and past
party histories often emerge as most important determinants of behavior and eclipse

considerations of electoral benefit and success.

' As a side point, Chapter 5 reported some previously unavailable data on party organization in Bulgaria. Tt
also provided evidence that arguments based on patterns of party organization in Hungary and other Central
European states might not be expandable to the whole region, as some of the existing literature on party
organization has been attempted to do.
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The discussion in Chapters 4 and 5 also shed more light on a factor that has rarely
been discussed as a determinant of party behavior. While methodological problems
prevent the establishment of a systematic relationship, a detailed study of how and why
parties choose certain strategies provided evidence that outside actors often intervene in
domestic party development. Bulgarian party evolution has provided the most support for
this claim. There, the Socialist International, the European Peoples’ Party, and others
have actively supported several important events: the 1997 split of reform-oriented
leaders from the BSP and the subsequent formation of BEL, the center-right alliance of
1996-1997 (ODS), and the New Left and Coalition for Bulgaria alliances in 2000 and
2001, built around the BSP. Understanding party behavior (at least in Bulgaria) seems

impossible without an appreciation for the important role foreign actors have played in it.

Further, the party-level analysis also suggested a clear divergence of general
patterns of party behavior in Bulgaria and Hungary, indicating that factors at the system
level similarly constrain political parties in their decision to form and their choice of
electoral strategies. The effect of the electoral systems and the regulations of party
financing on the political parties in the two systems was made clear both by data from the
individual parties, as well as the trends in party behavior at the system level within the

two countries.
Parties in the Post-Communist World

Analysis of the implications of the theoretical model in a larger setting provided
further support of the general applicability of the theoretical model to party behavior in
the region, as well as more evidence about the importance of system-level factors in the

process of party formation and electoral competition. Overall, the general conclusion that
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behavior of parties is driven by electoral concerns and that politicians choose strategies
that best promise to realize their ambition is supported by the significance and the

explanatory power of the model.

The analysis further supported some earlier evidence about the stability of support
of ethnic parties by finding a positive association between ethnic heterogeneity and the
number of electoral competitors in the system. The impact of the electoral thresholds that
was suggested by the Bulgarian and Hungarian patterns of party-system development was
further sustained by finding an expected relationship between the level of threshold and
the number of parties in the 12 party systems. These two conclusions support a solid

body of literature that had found similar relationships in other settings.

More surprising, however, was the establishment of a significant relationship
between the type of party financing available in the post-communist systems and the
number of parties in each system. Although this proposition has recently been made in
the literature (Roper 2003), its limited empirical tests had not shown the presence of a
link between the two. However, using a new and arguably better operationalization of the
provisions of party financing, the statistical analysis carried out here supported this
proposition. The earlier detailed examination of the party financing regulations in
Bulgarian and Hungary similarly supported the hypothesis that parties will be encouraged
to remain outside Parliament buf independent if party financing allows for their
maintenance. This finding shows a need for a deeper understanding of the nature of party

financing if its impact on party behavior is to be ascertained.

However, the analysis also appointed to the need to account for the specific nature

of each system by showing a correlation between consequent observations within panels.
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Despite its presence, however, the model estimates are highly significant and point to a
common process of party development across states. This suggests that simply comparing
post-communist systems cross-sectionally at a certain point in time and arguing that one
party system is consolidating faster than another might not be warranted. As this analysis
has shown, factors like ethnic heterogeneity might partly explain the higher number of
parties in Latvia compared to those in Hungary, while party behavior might be otherwise

driven by similar underlying motivations and decision processes.

The evidence presented and analyzed in this work failed to support the
proposition of the theoretical model that electoral volatility will be linked to a larger
number of new entries into the system. However, this might be an artifact of the
operationalization of the variable in the empirical analysis. Similarly, because of a lack of
observations, the study provided only a limited test of Hypothesis 2, limiting the findings

on the likelihood of mergers to Bulgaria and Hungary.

Finally, the analysis provided clear system-level evidence but more mixed party-
level evidence on the applicability of the model to party development in the post-
communist world. This leads to a final observation. Parties might not all follow the
proposed model of party behavior, but enough of them do, allowing us to adduce
evidence to support the system-level implications of the model. Because the theoretical
model we have developed has borrowed heavily from established theories of party
behavior in established democracies, we can conclude with some degrees of confidence
that for all practical purposes parties and party system development in the post-

communist world are not as unique as party theorists have argued. Despite weaker
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organizations and elite dominance, in terms of their electoral behavior parties react to

basically the same constraints as their Western counterparts.
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Appendix A
Sample Interview Questions
Questions for the MSZP in Hungary

1. Introductions.

2. Can you tell me what has been the most important accomplishment of the MSZP

over the years?
3. What has been the main goal of the party?
4. How have you tried to achieve it?

5. Why did MSZP decide to ask its members to join anew in 19897 Was that seen as

a political risk?
6. Have you ever considered forming an electoral alliance with another party? Why?

7. How does the MSZP decide how to appear in elections? In local elections? In

national elections? Who takes that decision? Do any external factors influence it?
8. How important is the party organization for the development of the party?

a. How many members do you have?

b. How many local organizations do you have

c. How many employees work for the MSZP?

d. Has there been any change in the attitude towards organizing over the
1990s?

9. What is the relationship of the MSZP with Munkaspart? Is there any cooperation

at any level?

10. Has there ever been any consideration for more closer cooperation with other

parties?
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Appendix B
Complete Election Results for Bulgaria, 1990-2001.

Table 1: Bulgarian Election Results, 1990, (Grand National Assembly)

';Party/coalmon . PRVote PR~ SMD = Total
'= ' : Seats

. DPS - Movement for Rights and
i Freedoms

- BZNS - Bulgarian Agrarian National 6.02 16 0 16

. Union

e G g e 5
Fatherland Party of Labour | 06 o 1 1

: Social Democratic Party

. Alternative Socialist Party

.~ Alternative Socialist Association 026 0 0 0

L1bera1 Party Pernik . 025 0 0 0
- Union of Non-Party Members 0 0 0 . 0
. Independent I 0o 0 2 i 2

Table 2: Bulgarian Election Results, 1991 Elections (36™ National Assembly)

.~ Party/Coalition %  Numberof . %

BSP - Pre-electoral Union of the BSP, BLP, OPT, | 33.14 | 106
. PKhZhD, KhRP, NLP 'St. Stambolov', SMS, FBSM,
SDPD and 'ERA-3'

. DPS - Movement for nghts and Freedoms 7.55
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: BZN S(e) Bulgar1an Agrarlan Natlonal Union . 386

- (United) ST N SR
- BZNS-NP - Bulgarlan Agrarian National Union - 344

. 'Nikola Petkov' :

. SDS-ts - Union of Democratic Forces - Centre

SDS-]-UmonofDemocratlcForces-L1bera1 ..........................................................................................................

KTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation

KTKS - Freedom' Coalition for The Tumovo 0.72

. Constitution :

kP BulgarlanCommumstParty ............................................................. T
e S
"13'1'315""'Méikéﬁiéﬁf‘6FN6"1{;§£&1556§"féf'ﬁéﬁi&éféé& """"""""""" o041 i
g I“;iﬁ'éfé'lliiéffg? _____ e g
' BNS - Cééliiiéﬁ"d’fntﬁé'ﬁii'l"géﬁéﬁNéﬁdﬁé{iﬁﬁiéﬁ! """""""" o3

Bulgarian Fatherland Party and New Democracy
- Bulgarian National Union

. KhP - Radical Christian Party

BPSDP Bulgarian Workers' Social-Democratic Party
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PBO - Bulgarlan Eagle Party - 0.09
BRSP - Bﬁig'afiéﬁ"Wéfkéf—ll'{u'ra‘l“Péft'y' Ve i
SBSSGB - Organiation of Invalidsand T

Underprivileged Citizens of Bulgaria

- BDPESS - Bulgarian Democratic Party for European
. and World States

PSD-ts - Party for Free Democracy - Centre - 0.02

‘ODSPS - Uﬁ&é&béﬁiééfé{ié'Uﬁi&i'"ﬁ&if&fﬁﬁéﬁé&} """"""""" o
BSB - Party of Proprietors of Bulgaria e e

?"Kwhiiﬁisl'“("fﬁ'r'i"s“t'i‘éiﬁ"ﬁé&i‘éﬁfﬁéﬁﬁ“&éﬁﬁéﬂ"P"éi'&'j} ............................... 0 .......................................................................

?"f’WKI“{F":éHﬁéﬁ'tﬂt'{éﬁéi"F&ﬁfﬁ'ﬁéiiﬁéﬁi"élﬁﬁ ................................ - R e

§Party/C0al|tlon . %  Number

- BSPASEK - Coalition of the Bulgarian Socialist Party, | 43.5 125 | 52.08
. the Bulgarian National Agrarian Union 'Alexander 5 55
i Stamboliiski' and Ecoglasnost Political Club)

- BZNS, DP - Popular Union of the Bulgarian Agrarian 651 =~ 18 = 7.5
National Union and the Democratic Party :

DAR - Democratic Alternative for the Repubhc 1379
- Political Umon

NDKDTsB K'ngdom of Bul,qana National Movement
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for Crowned Democracy

. DZPBSSG - Movement for the Protection of . 036
. Pensioners, the Unemployed, and Underprivileged ?
: Citizens

PDP - Party of Democratrc Change 0.27
BZNSTKBulgar1anAgrarlanNatlonalUmon AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA - R
. Confederation - 'Turnovo Constitution' National Block
OSBSSGB-Organrsatronoflnvahdsand ......................................... AOTTH B
. Underprivileged Citizens of Bulgaria S
e F&f{ﬁaf&‘Eﬁlg”éfié"‘Mav"é‘r‘ﬁéﬁi .......................................................... ST
3"E'fa'Lé"‘"”E'fa’;"z;"'Uﬁi&ﬁ'6‘?"1’5’&56&5&6155&‘1&5’z’;ﬁ’d AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA AAAAA G

Movements ,

- BLZPChG - Bulgarian League for the Protection of the : 0.11
. Rights of People and Crtlzens :

- SS - Union of Justice

BRMP Bulgarran Revolutronary Party of Youth

. BNS - Bulgarian National Union

. PSB - Party of Proprretors of Bulgaria

. BDPESShch - Bulgarian Democratic Party for
European and World States
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§PBO Bulgarlan Eagle Party 003

- Ed. - Unity Party ]
: ONDO - Alliance of the Nation - Movement of the F 0
Downtrodden :

Party/Coalltlon . %  Number Y

i . Vote = of Seats Seats

. ODS - Alliance of Democratic Forces - SDS DP BZNS, | 49.15 | 137 . 57.55
BSDP

: DemLev - Democratlc Left - Bulgarlan Socialist Party, 2244 58
- Ecoglasnost Political Club % :

- ONS - Alliance of National Salvation - Bulgartan 944 19
- Agrarian National Union - Nikola Petkov, Movement for

. Rights and Freedoms, Green Party, Party of the

: Democratic Centre, New Choice, Federation of the

Bulgarian Kingdom

EvroLev - Euroleft

DPSpr. -Democratlc Party of Justlce in the Republlc of 056 . 0O -0
Bulgarla
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3 Pleer Bulgarlan Party of leerals
BNRP Bulgarlan Natlonal-Radlcal Party

o
=}

ol
O

o

o
o

[w]
(@]

o

o

o
o

BDPES Shch - Bﬁigarian Democratic Party for European
- and World States

BNEPVT Bulgarian National Ecological Party - Vehkooog """""""" ) --------- 5
i Turnovo z ;; ;

BZelFed - Bulgarlan Green Federation 0.08 0 0
' BRMP - Bulgarian Revolutionary Youth Party | 005 0 0
- BNDVPut - iéij'igéfiéri"N'ét'iéhél"Mbi}érﬁéﬁf"f&{ﬁé """""""""" 005 0 0

- Eternal Path

ON-DO” ”Alliance of the Natlon MoVement of the
. Downtrodden, 'ON-DO' Political Party

NPvSDS - Bulgarlan Agrarian National Union - Nikola
. Petkov in SDS

Table 5: Bulgarian Election Results, 2001 Elections (39" National Assembly)

Party/Coahtlon . Number | %
5 i of Seats
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“Coahtlon for Bulgarla” (BSP OPT CPoB, BSDP-2 +) 17.15 48 20
“DBS (DPS - i L e s T iy s
Gerglovden-VMRO ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Gey
e DT
R [
Bulgarian Euroleft, BESDP - United Socialdemocrats, = 098 =
: BZNS
T T G ———
e e e e B
R G
GeorgeGanchev'sBlock ............................................ Tl

- United Agrarian Forces (UAF) - National League - BZNS ~ 0.34
i and BZNS "Nikola Petkov" g

Bulgarian Democratlc Party for United Sates of Europe L 0.11
. and the World ;

. Movement for Defense of Retired, Unemployed and . 0.1
- Socially Weak Citizens - Front of the Progressive Forces
- in Bulgaria

- National Party of Labor, Private Owners, Producers and 0.01
. Creators (NPLPOPC) :

x Bulgarlan Natlonal Front (BNF)
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Bulgarlan Business Block 0
PartyoftheMlddleClass ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, G
e e T M ovementoftheDeprlved ..................................... g
"'f"éf{y“af’fﬁéwé}ééﬁ'é AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA e

OER)

Restored Macedonian Patriotic Organization (RMPO) — 0
. Bulgarian Democratic Movement (BDM) 5

Total
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Appendix C
Complete Election Results for Hungary, 1990-2002.

Table 1: Hungarian Election Results, 1990 Elections

. Party/Coalition %PR | SMD  Total %
. Vote | Seats | Seats | Seats

§FIDESZ Federation of Young B XX R B
ﬁDemocrats é : :

iNKgP Natlonal Smallholders' Party 02

- SKK - Somogy County Christian 012 .0
. Coalition : ;

MSZAP _ Hingarian Co-operativeand  © 01 1o oo
. Agrarian Party : ; : E

FMDP - Independent Hungarian . 0.06 0 0 0
. Democratic Party : : : :

. MFP - Hungarian Independence Party . 004 0 0

. Total
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. FIDESZ - Federation of Young 102 0 20 518
i Democrats % : z

: : : l i ]- :
- MIEP - Party of Hungarian Justiceand | 159 | 0 0 0

?"MS“Z“ﬁP”A:'”S'déiéil"ﬁé}i‘iééféfiéﬁé}&“éf ,,,,,,,,,,,, = o5 - _— i ............. G - —
. Hungary ; 5 ': 5

EkgP - United Smallholders Party 0.82 0 0 0
B Bty o Bt P P . o
s erirea R P e P
N G Bty o ™ P P G o
KFKgPCompromlselndependent .................. - 011 .............. — ............. . —
Smallholders Party ‘f

Total

Party

Life
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MDF Fldesz MPP joint candidates - 15 ¢ 15 o3
- MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum | 2.8 2 2

. KDNP - Christian Democratic : 231 0 0
| People’s Party ; : :

- MDNP - Hungarian Democratlc 1.34 0 0 0
People s Party i ; : :

iMSZDP Social DemocratlcParty of 0.08 0 0 S0
Hungary | : | |

. MSzZP - Social Green Party of . 007 0 0 S0
. Hungary i ; : |

Party/Coahtlon B RS e e
i . Vote | Seats = Seats  Seats

Party

MAVEP - United Party of Hungarian  © 001 318 0
. Entrepreneurs : ;
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Appendix D

Bulgarian and Hungarian Cabinets

Table 1: Cabinets in Bulgaria, 1990-2003.

244

Government Years Type Parliamentary
support by

Lukanov June 1990- January | Majority BSP

Government 1991

Popov Government | February 1991- Expert BSP, SDS, BZNS

November 1991

Dimitrov November 1991- Majority SDS, DPS

Government October 1992

Berov Government { November 1992- Minority DPS, BSP

September 1994

Indzova September 1994- Caretaker --

Government January 1995

Videnov January 1995- Majority BSP

Government January 1997

Sofijanski February April 1997 | Caretaker --

Government

Kostov May 1997- June Majority ODS

Government 2001

Sax-Coburg-Gotha | July 2001- Present | Coalition NDSV, DPS

Government

Table 2: Cabinets in Hungary, 1990-2003

Government Years Type Parliamentary
support by

Antall Government | 1990-1994 Coalition MDF, FGKP,
KDNP

Horn Government | 1994-1998 Coalition MSZP-SZDSZ

Orban 1998-2002 Coalition FIDESZ-MPP,

Government MDF, FGKP, MIEP

Medgyessy 2002- Coalition MSZP, SZDSZ

Government
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Appendix E

Values of the Dependent and Independent Variables of Interest, Panel Data Set

. Country © election | Number : Electoral . Party . Index of
: ? ¢ of Parties | Threshold . Funding i Ethnic

. Provisions | Heterogeneity '

Bulgara 1 i i 10585187

L L L L 2 ...................... 104 ........................ = .............. CsRgiE

....................................................... 5 10 410285187

...................................................... g 0285187

........................................................ L R

2 :

N g T e G
Republic

..................................................... 3105 5 0107254

i g o ciosa T aasn

....................................................... G R 20107254

L A 55555 s gy o 0493675 ......................

Wi N

9 5 0.18901
........................................................ g 2 0189()1
Lawla ....................................... [ p—— 11 ........................... G— 0 .................. 0576305 ..............................
....................................................... s 0
....................................................... 3 10 50 b 508
....................................................... I T S 0 0576305
L1[huama ................................ [ 11 ....................... S 0 ............... 0337198 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

0

=% :
o

(S
W

0.064164

—

3 5 1 0.064164
......................................................... e
s R e g 1 s
......................................................... L
....................................................... i .

e =
e v g ; Saxiee
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