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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, 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 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-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 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, 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
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The following sections will discuss these processes in turn. First, section 2.3 examines the possible electoral targets that politicians 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. 
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 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 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 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 legislative politics (legislative parties)
	Surpass Threshold

	Participate in Government (executive parties)
	Surpass Threshold

	Dominate Government (PM parties)
	Achieve Near Plurality of Seats


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. 

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 Figure 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.
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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 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 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 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 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 III)
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 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 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 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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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.
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 likelihood of its current level of electoral support remaining stable (or increasing) until election day. This process is represented in Figure 7. 
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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 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 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. 
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 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.  
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 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 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 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 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, 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. 

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 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 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. 
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 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 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 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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Figure 1: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition: Overview
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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
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Figure 3: Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase II: Possible Electoral Strategies at First Election 
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Figure 2. Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I: Formation 
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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
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Figure 7: Evaluation of the likelihood of achieving electoral target





Organizational strength





Ideological crowdedness and ethnic support





























Inter-election period





Does not Contest-Hibernates





Does not Contest- Disbands





Believes it can not 





Uncertain





Believes it can 





Party forms, continues to exist, mergers or disbands





Runs Alone 





Elections





Electoral Target





Allies with existing parties 





Determines electoral target 





Inter-election period





Evaluates the likelihood that it can  achieve its target successfully on its own





Determines electoral target 





Runs Alone in Elections





Politicians’ goals





Electoral strategies





Electoral Performance





Resource availability





Compares to: 


-- electoral threshold, or -- support for other dominant parties





Party estimates its current electoral support





Believes it can not





Uncertain





Believes it can 





Considers how likely it is to maintain support through election time based on: 








� 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.


� 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. 


� 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.


� 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. 


� 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.


� 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.


� 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). 


� Defined as the percentage of the popular vote that a party receives or expects to receive at election.


� 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. 


� 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). 


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


� 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. 


� 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


� 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.


� 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.


� 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. 


� 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.


� 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.


� 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).


� 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.  


� 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). 


� 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).


� 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 still 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. 


� A “strong” organization is one defines by a large membership, extensive network of local branches, and low levels of professionalization (van Biezen 2003). 


� 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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