PAGE  
127

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. 
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.

Table 2: Bulgarian Election Results, 1990 (Grand National Assembly)

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

	BSP - Bulgarian Socialist Party 
	47.15
	97
	114
	211

	SDS - Union of Democratic Forces  
	36.21
	75
	69
	144

	DPS - Movement for Rights and Freedoms 
	8.03
	12
	11
	23

	BZNS - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union
	6.02
	16
	0
	16

	Fatherland Front 
	0
	0
	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 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.
Table 3: Bulgarian Election Results, 1991 Elections (36th National Assembly) 
	Party/Alliance
	% Vote
	Number of Seats
	% Seats

	SDS - Union of Democratic Forces 
	34.36
	110
	45.8

	BSP - Pre-electoral Union of the BSP, BLP, OPT, PKhZhD, KhRP, NLP 'St. Stambolov', SMS, FBSM, SDPD, and 'ERA-3' 
	33.14
	106
	44.2

	DPS - Movement for Rights and Freedoms 
	7.55
	24
	10

	BZNS(e) - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union (United) 
	3.86
	0
	0

	BZNS-NP - Bulgarian Agrarian National Union - 'Nikola Petkov' 
	3.44
	0
	0

	SDS-ts - Union of Democratic Forces - Centre 
	3.2
	0
	0

	SDS-l - Union of Democratic Forces - Liberal 
	2.81
	0
	0

	KTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation 
	1.82
	0
	0

	BBB - Bulgarian Business Block 
	1.32
	0
	0

	BNRP - Bulgarian National Radical Party 
	1.13
	0
	0


Table 4: Bulgarian Election Results, 1994 Elections (37th National Assembly) 
	Party/Alliance 
	% Vote
	Number of Seats
	% Seats

	Coalition of the Bulgarian Socialist Party, the Bulgarian National Agrarian Union 'Alexander Stamboliiski' and Ecoglasnost Political Club
	43.5
	125
	52.08

	SDS - Union of Democratic Forces 
	24.23
	69
	28.75

	BZNS, DP - Popular Union (NS) of the Bulgarian Agrarian National Union and the Democratic Party 
	6.51
	18
	7.5

	DPS - Movement for Rights and Freedoms 
	5.44
	15
	6.25

	BBB - Bulgarian Business Block 
	4.73
	13
	5.42

	DAR - Democratic Alternative for the Republic' Political Union 
	3.79
	0
	0

	BKP - Bulgarian Communist Party 
	1.51
	0
	0

	SNI - New Choice' Union
	1.49
	0
	0

	PS - Patriotic Union
	1.43
	0
	0

	FTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation 
	1.41
	0
	0


Table 5: Bulgarian Election Results, 1997 Elections (38th National Assembly)
	Party/Alliance  
	% Vote
	Number of Seats
	% Seats

	ODS - Alliance of Democratic Forces - SDS, DP, BZNS, BSDP
	49.15
	137
	57.55

	Democratic Left – Bulgarian Socialist Party, Ecoglasnost Political Club, BZNS –AS 
	22.44
	58
	25.03

	ONS - Alliance of National Salvation – BZNS -Nikola Petkov, DPS, Green Party, Party of the Democratic Centre, New Choice, Federation of the Bulgarian Kingdom 
	9.44
	19
	9

	EvroLev - Euroleft 
	5.57
	14
	4.4

	BBB - Bulgarian Business Block
	5.27
	12
	4.02

	BKP - Bulgarian Communist Party 
	1.3
	0
	0

	OT- Alliance for the King 
	1.12
	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. 
Table 6: Bulgarian Election Results, 2001 Elections (39th National Assembly) 

	Party/Alliance 
	% Vote
	Number of Seats
	% Seats

	NDSV -- National Movement Simeon the Second 
	42.74
	120
	50

	ODS -- United Democratic Forces – SDS,  People's Union: BAPU - PU and DP, BSDP, National MRF
	18.18
	51
	21.25

	Coalition for Bulgaria
	17.15
	48
	20

	MRF (MRF - Liberal Union - EuroRoma)
	7.45
	21
	8.75

	George Day – IMRO
	3.63
	0
	0

	Coalition "Simeon II"
	3.44
	0
	0

	National Union for Tzar Simeon II
	1.7
	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 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 Vote
	SMD Seats
	Total Seats
	% Seats

	MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum
	24.73
	114
	164
	42.49

	SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats 
	21.39
	35
	92
	23.83

	FKGP - Independent Small Holders Party 
	11.73
	11
	44
	11.4

	MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party 
	10.89
	1
	33
	8.55

	FIDESZ - Federation of Young Democrats 
	8.95
	1
	21
	5.44

	KDNP - Christian Democratic People’s Party 
	6.46
	3
	21
	5.44

	MSZMP  (Munkaspart)
	3.68
	0
	0
	0

	MSZDP - Social Democratic Party of Hungary 
	3.55
	0
	0
	0

	ASZ - Agrarian Alliance 
	3.13
	1
	1
	0.26

	VP - Entrepreneurs' Party 
	1.89
	0
	0
	0

	HVK - Patriotic Elections Coalition 
	1.87
	0
	0
	0


Table 8: Hungarian Election Results, 1994 Elections 
	Party/Coalition 
	% PR Vote
	SMD Seats
	Total Seats
	% Seats

	MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party 
	32.99
	149
	209
	54.15

	SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats 
	19.74
	16
	69
	17.88

	MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum 
	11.74
	5
	38
	9.84

	FKgP - Independent Small Holders Party 
	8.82
	1
	26
	6.74

	KDNP - Christian Democratic People’s Party
	7.03
	3
	22
	5.7

	FIDESZ  - Federation of Young Democrats
	7.02
	0
	20
	5.18

	Munkaspart [ex - MSZMP] 
	3.19
	0
	0
	0

	KP - Republican Party 
	2.55
	0
	0
	0

	ASZ - Agrarian Alliance 
	2.1
	1
	1
	0.26

	MIEP - Party of Hungarian Justice and Life
	1.59
	0
	0
	0


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 Vote
	SMD Seats
	Total Seats
	% Seats

	MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party 
	32.92
	54
	134
	34.72

	Fidesz-MPP Fidesz–Hungarian Civic Party 
	29.48
	55
	113
	29.27

	FIDESZ-MPP - MDF joint candidates
	-
	35
	50
	12.95

	FKgP - Independent Small Holders Party 
	13.15
	12
	48
	12.44

	SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats 
	7.57
	2
	24
	6.22

	MIEP - Hungarian Justice and Life Party
	5.47
	0
	14
	3.63

	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 People’s Party 
	2.31
	0
	0
	0

	MDNP - Hungarian Democratic People’s Party 
	1.34
	0
	0
	0


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 Vote
	SMD Seats
	Total Seats
	% Seats

	MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party
	42.05
	4373842
	178
	

	FIDESZ-MDF - joint list 
	41.07
	4503303
	188
	

	SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats 
	5.57
	440050
	19
	

	MSZP-SZDSZ - joint candidates 
	0
	13101
	1
	

	MIEP - Hungarian Truth and Life Party 
	4.37
	245651
	0
	

	OMC – Centrum Part 
	3.9
	224309
	0
	

	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 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).
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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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 polls 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.
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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. 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 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 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 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 “the unified social democratic party” in Bulgaria. However, 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: Staying 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. 

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.
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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 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 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).  
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 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 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 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 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 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. 
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 (e.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. 
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 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 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). 

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 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 often cited as one of the reasons for the factional struggles and the final dissolution of the party in 1999 (Pirgova 2002, 203). 

Electoral Strategy 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 formed an alliance called “Coalition for Bulgaria.”
 It 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 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 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.
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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.

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 5th largest parliamentary faction the in 1994 Parliament (see Table 3). 

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 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 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. 

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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Figure 8: The Evolution of GOR/DAR/BEL/BSD, 1993-2003





2003, “Social Humanism” splits in protest of the merger
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Figure 14: SZDSZ, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I, II and III Formation 
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Figure 11: MSZMP split, 1989
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Figure 16: BSP, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I, II and III Formation





Figure 17: FIDESZ-MPP, Process of Party Formation and Electoral Competition, Phase I, II and III 








� 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.


� 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). 


� 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).


� All post -1989 Bulgarian cabinets are listed in Table1 of Appendix D.


� 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).


� 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“. 


� 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.


� 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).


� 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 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.   


� 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). 





� 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).





