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Chapter 5
Explaining Formation, Persistence, and Change: Bulgarian and Hungarian Parties
5.1 Introduction
This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the party behavior described in Chapter 4. It presents some qualitative tests of hypotheses H1 and 2 by examining the impact of electoral success and failure on the formation and evolution of political parties; of hypotheses H5 and 6 by investigating further the relationship between party ideology and party electoral strategies; hypothesis H9 by examining the links between organizational trends and party behavior and, finally, provides some insights into the external events that have impacted the choice of electoral strategies of the political parties. As a larger systemic consideration is clearly needed for the test of these proposed relationships, the present discussion incorporates the experience of other parties within the two systems as well.
 However, the primary focus on the behavior of the six original parties is preserved. 
5.2 Electoral Support and Party Electoral Strategies
5.2.1 Expectations

Hypothesis 1 proposed that office seeking parties form only when they have reasons to believe that they will enjoy enough electoral support to obtain office. In the absence of direct evidence for this support (opinion polls) parties will use the expectation of electoral volatility as proxies for it. 
Further, the hypotheses suggested that, once formed, parties will chose electoral strategies that promise to provide them with the chance of winning office. The choice of electoral strategies will be made before each election, with a consideration of previous performance and current electoral popularity. Thus, although developments in inter-election periods will complicate matters, we can expect that electoral failure at previous elections will encourage parties to seek alternative strategies, and success will encourage parties to preserve the same strategy. 

5.2.2.Observed Behavior: Expected Electoral Support and Party Formation 
Of the six parties discussed in detail, five were formed before the first democratic election in each system, using the original expansion of electoral demand to establish their electoral presence. BEL was formed in 1993 at a time when its “mother” party was enjoying high popularity, making its decision riskier. However, GOR’s choice of an alliance electoral strategy at their first election is an indication that they realized the limitations of their electoral support and tried to pre-empt the electoral risk by forming the DAR alliance for the 1994 elections. 

An examination of the pattern of new entries into the party systems in Bulgaria and Hungary reveals that the largest number of new entrants into the party system happened during the first two rounds of democratic elections. This supports the propositions in Hypothesis 3 that periods of high expected electoral volatility should see a higher number of entrants.  For the present purposes, using Simon Hug’s distinctions, new entrants are defined as parties that had not contested elections on their own before – they could be either brand new parties or splinters from others. Mergers and alliances are not considered new entrants in this case (Hug 2002, 13-14). 

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

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

	Number of new parties entering the electoral contest 
	First Election 
	Second Election 
	Third Election
	Fourth Election
	Fifth Election 

	Bulgaria 
	number and as % of the parties with more than 1% of the vote
	2 (50%)
	5 (50%)
	2 (20%)
	1 (14%)
	2 (25%)

	
	Percentage of the Vote 
	44%
	12.59%
	5.28%
	5.57%
	46.37%

	Hungary
	number and as % of the parties with more than 1% of the vote
	8 (80%)
	2 (18%)
	1 (11%)
	1 (16%)
	

	
	Percentage of the Vote
	84%
	4.14%
	1.34%
	3.9%
	


In 1991, three of the five new parties/alliances that entered the electoral competition in Bulgaria were splinters from the SDS: SDS-Center, SDS- Liberals, and BZNS – Nikola Petkov. These new entries were a direct result of the fractionalization of the SDS during 1991.  This process started in early 1991 when the policy positions of the “big” members of the SDS (parties that enjoyed high memberships, i.e. the BSDP, BZNS-NP, and the ZP) and the “powerful” (small formations with popular leaders) started to diverge significantly (Karasimeonov 2002, 125). As a result, the three “big” originally decided to form a ‘centrist’ SDS, but finally contested elections as three separate entities. Although they formally established alliances with other smaller splinters, de facto, the SDS-Center was the BDSP, and the SDS-Liberals was heavily dominated by the ZP. 
One of the major reasons for the determined independence of the BSDP, BZNS-NP, and the ZP was the expected high approval from the SDS supporters. According to an opinion poll in April 1991, BSDP contributed 27  percent of the support for the SDS, the BZNS-NP 24 percent, and the ZP enjoyed around 8 percent (Ribareva and Nikova 2000, 52-53). In other words, these were the strongest constituent parts of the most popular political formation in Bulgaria. While other factors certainly contributed to the splinters, the mistaken belief that they enjoyed high enough support to make it into Parliament was crucial in the decision of BSDP, BZNS-NP and the ZP to leave the SDS and form their own alliances. Opinion polls right up to election night continued to list their support as being over the 4 percent threshold, making the final election results shocking for most (See Table 3 for results). 

Probably the most surprising and consequential entry in the Bulgarian party system has been that of NDSV in 2001. The appearance of this political competitor in April 2001 and its electoral triumph three months later is certainly unique in the political development of the post-communist systems. It is the only case of a party, aspiring to control the executive, that entered the political competition at a relatively late point in time and achieved its goal at the first try. The great popular support that the personality of the Bulgarian ex-monarch Simeon Sax-Coburg-Gotha used to enjoy in the country was the major cause for this success, but the reason he chose to enter politics at this time was the high level of volatility that could be expected in the country as of early 2001.

As already mentioned in Chapter 4, by early 2001, the SDS and its government were suffering a substantial drop in popularity (compared to the 1997 election). However, the BSP, which would be the logical party to benefit from this high disapproval of the incumbent, was doing even worse according to opinion polls (NCIOM 2001). Three months before the elections, the largest percentage of the electorate (27 percent) in Bulgaria had not made up their minds about their electoral preferences , and the second largest group expressed no intention of voting  (Table 12) (NCIOM 2001). 

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

	SDS
	15.3
	17.0

	ODS
	6.8
	7.9

	BSP
	15.8
	13.6

	DPS
	3.9
	3.9

	BEL
	1.3
	1.4

	Gergiovden 
	2.1
	1.0

	VMRO 
	1.6
	0.6

	BBB
	0.9
	0.5

	KTsB
	3.9
	7.4

	Another party 
	2.7
	2.2

	Not decided 
	25.7
	27.2

	Will not vote
	20.0
	17.3


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

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

Turning to the Hungarian parties, the emergence of FIDESZ as a major contestant for control of the executive in 1998 (see section 5.5.2) was in many ways a result of a similar process – except it was an existing party that could capitalize on the absence of a strong party on the center-right in the system. In Hungary, no new entrant into the electoral competition since the MDF in 1990 has managed to gain control of the executive at its first election. However, considerations of electoral support seem to have motivated the founders of Centrum Part (Center Party) and its entry at the 2001 elections in Hungary.  One of the main reasons for the creation of the CP in 2001 was the fact that, according to opinion surveys, only about 50 percent of the Hungarian electorate supported the two major parties (MSZP and FIDESZ) and about 15 percent of the Hungarian electorate was in the middle of the ideological spectrum -- i.e. embraced an ideology that is neither left nor right (Kupa 2003). Hoping to capitalize on this, Centrum Part contested elections in 2001 and managed to get 3.86  percent of the vote.  
5.2.3 Observed Behavior: Electoral Performance and the Choice of Strategies
Next, we turn to an examination of the pattern of behavior of already established parties to examine their choice of strategies following success/failure to achieve electoral targets.  Of the six parties discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Munkaspart, BEL and the BSP are the ones that have failed most often in achieving their targets. Munkaspart has never made it into parliament which could have allowed it access to the executive at national level. BEL failed to do the same two out of the three times it has contested elections; and the BSP failed to gain control of the executive in three out of the five times it has tried to do so. FIDESZ has only failed once as a party seeking control of the executive, and the DPS and the SZDSZ have never failed to make it into parliament and have only once not been offered to participate in the executive. 

Overall, parties have clearly responded to electoral success and failure, thus providing some confirmation for the relevant hypotheses. Faced with a shrinking electoral demand by 2001, BEL sought an alliance in 2001 and a further merger in 2003, contributing to the consolidation of the party system. The party expressed strong concerns with electoral performance and a realization that if they were to continue their political activities they needed to unify with others so as to capture the social-democratic vote (Zankov 2003, Avramov 2003). Similarly, following failures in the 1997 and 2001 elections, the BSP has attempted to increase its electoral presence by allying with other similar parties in the New Left and in “Coalition for Bulgaria”. After its failure in 2002, FIDESZ-MPP has chosen to continue the consolidation of the center –right in Hungary and to look for alternative ways to increase its electoral support. The party expressed a clear understanding of the fact that it needs to able to attract more votes if it is to achieve its goal of control of the executive at the next elections (Navracsics 2003).  The DPS and SZDSZ seem to realize the threat of decreasing electoral support – the DPS has chosen to pre-empt it by allying with others, while the SZDSZ has not. However, SZDSZ leaders showed an understanding that a change is certainly needed by the next elections if the party is keep its parliamentary representation (Fodor 2003). 
At first glance, Munkaspart is the one party that contradicts the propositions of hypothesis 3. Despite repeated electoral failure, the party has chosen to stay independent and not ally or form coalitions with any other party. Its behavior contrasts sharply with that of BEL and even more so with the behavior of the Communist Party of Bulgaria, a party that has been in a situation similar to that of Munkaspart. The CPoB is a legislative-office seeking party that formed in 1995 and united hard-line Marxists. They contested elections in 1997 as part of a small leftist electoral alliance, and failed to gain any representation into Parliament. As a result, when the BSP formed the Coalition for Bulgaria (See Section 4.5.1) the CPoB joined and has become one of its most active members (Krusteva 2003, Vanev 2003). Although they were fearful of a BSP dominance of the alliance, they saw cooperation with the BSP to be their best option. The CPoB has one representative in Parliament through the Coalition lists. 
The difference in the patterns of behavior of the CPoB and Munkaspart parties might not be so striking if we take into account their different evaluation of parliamentary representation. Munkaspart has tried and has been able to secure an active place in local and regional politics, while the CPoB has carried much more limited and unsuccessful local political campaigns (CPoB, 2003). For them, representation in Parliament has been the key to further existence and activities (Vanev 2003). Thus, the difference in the electoral strategies of the two lends some support to the proposition in chapter 2 that certain parties will compensate for parliamentary representation with other forms of political participation. 
Examining the pattern of behavior of a larger number of parties in Bulgaria and Hungary allows us to look for further evidence of the empirical applicability of the theoretical propositions. For the present purposes, of particular interest are parties that have tried and failed to gain representation in Parliament and their choice of electoral strategies at the next elections. All parties that gather more than 1 percent but less than 4  percent or 5 percent of the vote in Bulgaria and Hungary are examined. Tables 5.3 to 5.8 list all parties of interest, their electoral strategy and electoral support at each election, and their electoral strategy at the next one.
In Bulgaria, at the 1990 elections there are no parties that match these criteria. Parties seem to have either made it into Parliament or gotten a minuscule percentage of the vote. This can be explained partly by the early scheduling of elections: despite the high number of parties competing (42 total), only 22 of these managed to get any votes (see Appendix 2) and only 4 got more than 1 percent of the votes. 
In the 1991 elections, there are seven parties that failed to make the 4 percent threshold but got more than 1 percent of the vote (Table 5.3). Of these, one is a party that had been in the previous Parliament (BZNS), three are splinters from a party (SDS) that had been in Parliament (SDS-Center, SDS-Liberals, BZNS-NP), one is a party that had gotten less than 1 percent of the vote in the 1991 elections, and two are new political parties. 

By the 1994 elections, three of these seven were still using the same strategy as in 1991(BBB, BNRP, KTsB). Two of these are parties that had just been formed, and all three are those that do not even come close to surpassing the threshold in 1991. This might suggest that defeat in the 1991 elections was not seen as a failure, perhaps because the parties were newcomers to politics and needed to establish themselves. 
The situation for the other four is quite different. All four competitors had had parliamentary representation before, and three of them had chosen a different strategy, hoping to achieve representation again and on better terms (Section 5.2.1.discussed this in more detail). For them, the 1991 failure seems to be an important indication of the potential of these electoral formats, and all four changed by the 1994 elections.  

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

	BZNS
	Runs Alone
	3.86
	Seeks and joins an electoral alliance

	BZNS-Nikola Petkov 
	Runs alone
	3.44
	Seeks and joins an electoral alliance 

	BSDP, as part of SDS-Center
	Seeks and Forms an Alliance
	3.2
	Seeks and joins a broader alliance

	Green Party, as part of SDS-Liberals 
	Seeks and Joins an Alliance
	2.81
	Seeks and Joins a broader alliance

	KTsB – Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation 
	Runs Alone
	1.82
	Runs Alone

	BBB - Bulgarian Business Block 
	Runs Alone
	1.32
	Runs Alone

	BNRP - Bulgarian National Radical Party 
	Runs Alone
	1.13
	Runs Alone


In the 1994-1997 period there are several parties that are of interest (Table 14). Of the five alliances/parties that fail to gain representation in Parliament, three had previously participated in it: DAR (discussed in detail in section 5.3.1); Union New Choice  - SNI (an alliance of splinters from the SDS); and the Patriotic Union (an alliance of six parties, some previously part of the 1991 BSP coalition). The other two, the BKP and KTsB had never had legislative representation before 1994. Of the five alliance/parties, only one – the BKP – continued its 1994 electoral strategy in 1997. The members of the other four join in new alliances, hibernate, or merge. Of the 12 parties that contest elections as members of alliances, only one chose to run alone in the next elections. The others changed their strategies in the predicated manner.
Table 14: Bulgarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1997) with more than 1 percent of the vote: 1994 electoral strategy,  percent of the vote, and 1997 electoral strategy
	Party 
	1994 Electoral Strategy
	1994 Performance, % of the vote
	1997 Electoral Strategy 

	BSDP (within DAR)
	Form electoral alliance
	3.79
	Splits, one faction merges, another seeks an alliance  

	ZP (within DAR)
	
	
	Seeks an Alliance

	GOR (within DAR)
	
	
	Merges 

	ASP (within DAR))
	
	
	N/A

	BKP - Bulgarian Communist Party 
	Runs Alone
	1.51
	Runs Alone

	Center for New Politics (within– New Choice' Union -- SNI)
	Form electoral alliance
	1.49
	Seeks a broader alliance 

	Rally for Democracy (SD)(within– New Choice' Union -- SNI)
	
	
	Hibernates

	Six parties within PS - Patriotic Union 
	Form electoral alliance
	1.43
	One runs alone, two seek alliances, three hibernate

	FTsB - Kingdom of Bulgaria Federation 
	Runs Alone
	1.41
	Seeks an alliance 


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

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

	BKP -Bulgarian Communist Party 
	Runs Alone
	1.3
	Hibernates 

	OT -- Alliance for the King
	Runs Alone 
	1.12
	Disbands 


Examining the pattern of party behavior in Hungary reveals a somewhat different process. In the 1990 elections, there are four parties of interest (Table 16). Of the four, all are new (although the status of Munkaspart can be debated) and three of them preserve their electoral strategies at the next election. One (HVK) changes as expected given its failure to achieve representation. The other three, however, chose to run alone again, despite clear indications that they were unable to surmount the electoral threshold.
Table 16: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1990-1994) with more than 1 percent of the vote: 1990 electoral strategy,  percent of the vote, and 1994 electoral strategy
	Party
	1990 Electoral Strategy
	1990 Performance
	1994 Electoral Strategy

	
	
	% PR Vote 
	% Seats 
	

	MSZMP- Hungarian Socialist Workers' Party (Munkaspart)
	Runs Alone 
	3.68
	0
	Runs Alone

	MSZDP - Social Democratic Party of Hungary 
	Runs Alone
	3.55
	0
	Runs Alone

	VP - Entrepreneurs' Party 
	Runs Alone
	1.89
	0
	Runs Alone

	HVK - Patriotic Elections Coalition 
	Runs Alone
	1.87
	0
	Disbands


In 1994 there are five parties that meet the criteria of interest. None of them had had Parliamentary representation before (Table 17). All five parties run alone, and three of them chose to do so again in 1998, while two disband and exit the electoral competition. Of the three that persist, one is a brand new party, but two have already faced failure twice, which makes their behavior more surprising. There is no cooperation and electoral coordination between Munkaspart and the MSZDP despite their common absence of electoral success and their relative ideological closeness.
Table 17: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1994-1998) with more than 1 percent of the vote: 1994 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 1998 electoral strategy
	Party
	1994 Electoral Strategy
	1990 Performance
	1998 Electoral Strategy

	
	
	% PR Vote
	% Seats
	

	Munkaspart [ex - MSZMP] 
	Runs Alone
	3.19
	0
	Runs Alone

	KP - Republican Party 
	Runs Alone
	2.55
	0
	Disbands

	ASZ - Agrarian Alliance 
	Runs Alone
	2.1
	0.26

	Disbands

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

	MSZDP - Social Democratic Party of Hungary 
	Runs Alone
	0.95
	0
	Runs Alone


In 1998, there are only three parties that gain more than one but less than five percent of the vote (Table 18). Of these, two are parties that have previously had representation in Parliament. Both of them choose strategies as expected by the model by merging with FIDESZ (discussed in more details in section 5.5.2). Munkaspart, just as in all the previous elections, chooses to run alone, refusing cooperation with any of the other parties, and fails to achieve its electoral goals. 
Table 18: Hungarian parties outside Parliament (1998-2002) with more than 1 percent of the vote: 1998 electoral strategy, percent of the vote, and 2001 electoral strategy
	Party
	1994 Electoral Strategy
	1990 Performance
	1998 Electoral Strategy

	
	
	% PR Vote
	% Seats
	

	Munkaspart -- Workers' Party 
	Runs Alone
	3.95
	0
	Runs Alone

	KDNP - Christian Democratic People’s Party 
	Runs Alone
	2.31
	0
	Merges

	MDNP - Hungarian Democratic People’s Party 
	Runs Alone
	1.34
	0
	Merges


The theoretical propositions also suggest that parties that do well in each election will choose to maintain their current format for the next election. This argument calls for an examination of the choice of electoral strategies  of parties that achieve their goals in the previous election. Table 19 presents the Bulgarian parties of interest here. 

For the most part, parties behave as expected given their electoral targets and electoral performance. During 1990-1991, the BSP is one of the parties of interest. Although it had achieved control of executive office in 1990 by running alone, in 1991 its popularity was being challenged by the SDS and it decided to form an alliance. As already discussed, this alliance was aimed more at achieving democratic legitimacy than at increasing electoral support. In contrast, the SDS, which had lost the 1990 elections, but enjoyed increasing electoral support in 1991, not only did not look for alliance partners but did little to prevent its split (discussed in detail in section 5.2). The other two parties behaved as expected – having achieved their electoral targets in 1990, and enjoying consistent support, they again run alone in 1991. 

Table 19: Parties in Parliament in Bulgaria, 1990-2001: electoral strategy performance and electoral strategy at following election 
	Election Year 
	Political Party
	Electoral Strategy
	Percent of the Vote
	Electoral Strategy at following election

	1990
	BSP 
	Runs Alone
	47.15
	Forms an alliance 

	
	SDS
	Runs Alone
	36.21
	Runs Alone

	
	BZNS
	Runs Alone
	8.03 
	Runs Alone

	
	DPS
	Runs Alone
	6.02
	Runs Alone

	1991
	SDS
	Runs Alone
	34.36
	Runs Alone

	
	BSP 
	Runs in alliance 
	33.14
	Runs in Alliance

	
	DPS
	Runs Alone
	7.55
	Runs Alone 

	1994 
	BSP, BZNS, AS Ecoglasnost 
	Run in alliance
	43.5
	Run in Alliance

	
	SDS 
	Runs Alone
	24.23
	Runs in Alliance

	
	NS – BZNS, DP 
	Run in Alliance 
	6.51
	Runs in Alliance

	
	DPS 
	Runs Alone
	5.44
	Runs in Alliance

	
	BBB 
	Runs Alone
	4.73
	Runs Alone

	1997
	SDS, DP, BZNS, BSDP and VMRO (ODS)
	Run in Alliance
	49.15
	SDS, DP, BZNS, BSDP run in same alliance, VMRO forms a new alliance 

	
	BSP, BZNS-AS, and Ecoglasnost (DemLev)
	Run in Alliance
	22.44
	BSP forms a broader alliance, BZNS-AS disbands, Ecoglasnost joins another alliance

	
	DPS, BZNS - NP, ZP, Party of the Democratic Centre, New Choice, FTsB 9 (ONS)
	Run in Alliance
	9.44
	DPS, ZP, and FtsB seek new alliances, NI and PDC disband, and BZNS- NP merges 

	
	EuroLeft (BEL) 
	Runs Alone
	5.57
	Joins an alliance

	
	BBB - Bulgarian Business Block
	Runs Alone
	5.27
	Splits in two, both splinters run alone 


In 1991-1994 the behavior of the parties supports the propositions that previous performance is a major factor in the choice of electoral strategies. The SDS and the DPS had contested elections on their own in 1991. By 1994, both had experienced splinters, and despite clear indications that their popularity was declining, the two chose to run alone again.  In contrast, the BSP, having failed to achieve its target in 1991, formed a smaller but more beneficial electoral alliance. 
In the 1994-1997 period parties’ behavior exhibited a less solid but still relatively consistent pattern. Of the two parties seeking to achieve a plurality of seats, both behaved as expected. The 1994 winner (BSP) preserved its 1994 alliance strategy, and the SDS decided to form a broad alliance that incorporated five parties of similar ideology in its attempt to win a majority of seats. That the BZNS-Mozer and the Democratic Party – which had previously contested elections in an alliance by themselves (NS), decided to join the SDS led alliance is more surprising. The NS had won legislative representation with a comfortable margin in 1994 and there was little reason to suspect that it would not do the same in 1997 (Kutov 2003). However, this decision was part of a larger process of unification of the right that happened in the inter-election period partly under external influence and which will be discussed later. The decision of the DPS to ally can be attributed to the drop in its support at the 1994 elections (discussed in section 5.4.1). The persistence of the BBB is expected as they had achieved their goal of legislative representation and were still enjoying relatively high levels of support.
More surprising is the behavior of some of the smaller Bulgarian political parties during the 1997- 2001 period.  The major parties behave as could be expected: the SDS and the BSP form or preserve their alliances in light of the threat by a major new entry in 2001; the DPS abandons its 1997 alliance and seeks a new one, a decision that is partly motivated by its desire to increase its own seats in the parliamentary faction (discussed in section 5.4.1); the decision of BEL to seek an alliance is explained by the drop of its popularity during the inter-election period. However, the exits of the Internal Macedonian Revolutionarily Organization (VMRO) and the Green Party (ZP) from ODS and the ONS alliances, respectively, and the formation of two BBB splinters are quite surprising in light of the theoretical model of party behavior suggested here. 
VMRO was one of the members of the ODS alliance in 1997 and the Green Party was part of the ONS alliance. For VMRO, the 1997 electoral alliance was the first opportunity to gain parliamentary representation, and for the Green Party the ONS alliance was the first successful alliance since 1990 (all previous alliances with its participation had failed to make it into Parliament). In 2001, both parties understood that they would most likely not make it into Parliament if they left their respective alliances. Still they both did so and contested the elections in smaller alliances that did not promise to deliver immediate electoral benefits (Dzudzev 2003, Murdzov 2003). 
When asked about the choice of electoral strategy in 2001, the leaders of the two parties cited their dissatisfactions with the way they had been treated by the dominant parties in the alliances as the main reason for their choice of electoral strategies in 2001. Both Dzudzev (ZP) and Murdzov (VMRO) argued that preserving their independence and honor as “parties” was more important than the immediate reward of legislative seats. Neither expressed any regrets about leaving the ODS and ONS alliances, respectively, despite their electoral failures in 2001. These two cases present a clear indication that electoral benefits are not the only determinants of party behavior. Similarly, the appearance of a splinter from the Bulgarian Business Block in 2001, at a time when the party was not enjoying great support also contradicts the expectation that a concern with immediate electoral rewards will dominate the decision making of political parties. 
The electoral strategies of the parties of interest in Hungary are presented in Table 20. For the most part, parties in Hungary seem to behave as expected: parties that achieve their electoral targets tend to chose the same electoral strategy again, and when they change, it is mostly in the direction of alliance/merger. However, a few cases are striking. During the 1990 -1994 period, the MDF experienced a major split, leading to the creation of a new party, the Hungarian Justice and Life Party. MDF’s fragmentation during its first parliamentary term certainly does not fit with the expectation of rational electoral behavior and has been called a clear example of “lack of political learning” (Benoit 1994, 136). The split and the formation of the neo-fascist Hungarian Justice and Life Party (MIEP) in 1992 was carried out despite clear indications of lack of electoral support for the party (Minkenberg 2002). However, a major factor in this decision was the expulsion of the MIEP leader Ivan Csurka from the MDF structures after strong ideological divergence between the MDF majority and the extremist faction (Hollis 1999, 287). 
Similar concerns are raised by the continuous fragmentation of the FGKP into various splinters during the whole 1990-2002 period, as well as the appearance of several KDNP splinters in the 1994-1998 period. Both parties had achieved a parliamentary presence on their own in the past and had participated in the executive, but groups within them split during the respective periods and chose to run alone.  If the original splits might be attributed exactly to a desire to benefit from the electoral success of the party, that the trend continued after the downturn in their electoral performance and their 1998 failure to enter Parliament cannot be explained by electoral considerations. The final result of this process, though – the incorporation of most of the politicians belonging to some KDNP and FGKP factions into FIDESZ-MPP does provide some support for the expectations that parties will only remain in existence as along as they promise to help politicians get elected. 
Table 20: Parties in Parliament in Hungary , 1990-2002, seats in Parliament and electoral format at following election 

	Election Year 
	Political Party
	Electoral Strategy
	Percent of the Seats
	Electoral Strategy at following election

	1990
	MDF
	Runs Alone
	42.49
	Runs alone; one faction splits and runs alone

	
	SZDSZ 
	Runs Alone
	23.83
	Runs Alone

	
	FKGP
	Runs Alone
	11.4
	Runs Alone, factions split and run alone 

	
	MSZP
	Runs Alone
	8.55
	Runs Alone

	
	FIDESZ
	Runs Alone
	5.44
	Runs Alone

	
	KDNP 
	Runs Alone
	5.44
	Runs Alone

	1994 
	MSZP 
	Runs Alone
	54.15
	Runs Alone

	
	SZDSZ 
	Runs Alone
	17.88
	Runs Alone

	
	MDF 
	Runs Alone
	9.84
	Runs in alliance

	
	FKGP 
	Runs Alone
	6.74
	Runs Alone

	
	KDNP 
	Runs Alone
	5.7
	Mergers 

	
	FIDESZ 
	Runs Alone
	5.18
	Runs Alone

	1998
	MSZP 
	Runs Alone
	34.72
	Runs in alliance

	
	FIDESZ-MPP and 
	Runs in alliance
	29.27
	“Merge”

	
	MDF
	Runs in alliance
	12.95
	

	
	FKGP
	Runs Alone
	12.44
	Factions split and run alone

	
	SZDSZ 
	Runs Alone
	6.22
	Runs Alone

	
	MIEP 
	Runs Alone
	3.63
	Runs Alone


Overall, the propositions of the model about party choice of electoral strategies find some support in the behavior of Bulgarian and Hungarian parties. An examination of the evolution of parties in Bulgaria and Hungary point to several conclusions regarding Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3. 

Previous and anticipated electoral support play a role in the decisions of office seeking parties to form; periods of high expected volatility seem to conducive to formation of new parties;  parties that seek to control the executive form when the expectations of volatility is at extreme levels, thus providing support for Hypothesis 3.
Electoral support also appears to play a role in decision by parties, once formed, to choose certain electoral strategies. The overall number of office-seeking parties that fail in the system seems to decrease over time. When their running alone does not provide them with the benefits they are after, rather than continuing to do so parties seek alliances and/or mergers.  Parties seem to learn from experience and adapt their electoral strategies so that they either do better or disappear. 

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

However, the inability of expected and previous levels of electoral support  to explain behavior in a substantial number, although not the majority, of party choices indicates the need for an examination of the role of other factors, a subject to which this chapter turns next. Finally, and quite obviously, there also seems to be a systemic effect – parties in Hungary run alone at a much higher rate than do parties in Bulgaria. Factors that work on a systemic level – electoral laws and regulations of party financing, for example – clearly need to be incorporated into the understanding of the process of party formation and electoral competition.
5.3 Ideology and Party Electoral Strategies
5.3.1 Expectations

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

According to all five of the newly formed parties examined in detail (BEL, Munkapsart, DPS, SZDSZ, and FIDESZ), ideological opposition to the established parties was a major factor in their decision to form. Again, due to the late arrival of GOR/BEL, its case is particularly important. 
According to GOR leaders, at the time of their original decision to leave the BSP, the latter’s positions on various issues of the economic and political development of the country were “nostalgic for the old type of government, [favoring] price control, control over the banking sector, etc) (BSD 2003). At this point, the BSP’s economic platform and policy positions still supported state economic planning and price controls as well as an opposition to North Atlantic and European integration and cooperation (Murer 2002, 388; Dainov 1999, 160-161). In contrast, politicians in GOR were reform minded and Europe-oriented, and for them the policy positions of the BSP as a still unreformed socialist party were untenable (GOR 1993, BSD 2003). 
“Social democracy presents a plan for social development that differs substantially from the platform of the BSP. The BSP is not a social democratic party, but a party of democratic socialism” (Zankov 2003 b).

There were already several social democratic formations in Bulgaria at this time, which made an independent existence for GOR as a political party implausible. Simply joining the BSDP was not an option for the members of GOR either. But, according to them, the Bulgarian Social Democratic Party, was in no position to represent social democratic interests on its own.  They had repeatedly associated themselves with a right-wing political formation – the SDS – and campaigned on the issue of anti-communism only, which made them “not a true social –democratic alternative”. The behavior of BSP and the BSDP created a real “niche” for a social democratic party (Zankov 2003a).  Following that reasoning, GOR formed the political coalition DAR (discussed in 5.3.1)

Ideological considerations also seem to have played a factor in the 1997 decision of GOR to initiate a merger with part of the BSDP, ASO, and a new BSP splinter into a new political party (BEL); and in BEL’s 2003 decision to merge with BESDP into the BSD. The decision of the BSP to form the New Left and Coalition for Bulgaria in 2000 and 2001 was also driven by a concern with “unifying the ideological space” in the face of ideological fragmentation (Krusteva 2003). Similar motivations were expressed by FIDESZ in Hungary when explaining their decision to cooperate with the MDF and to incorporate the KDNP and some FKGP splinters into their structures in 1998 and 2002 (Navracsics 2003). 
“We[FIDESZ and MDF] have shared value systems and are very close to each other and it is only natural to try and unite in a catch-all center right formation” (Navracsics, 2003) 

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

Hypothesis 6 proposed a distinction between ethnic parties and non-ethnic parties in their ability to maintain control of their “ideological” space. Unfortunately, with only one ethnic party present in the two party systems, it becomes close to impossible to establish any meaningful conclusions in this regard. The example of the DPS, however, does lend some support to this hypothesis. The DPS was quick to establish itself as the party of the Turkish minority and has managed to preserve a relative monopoly over its electorate through the years. Although as Section 5.4.1 describes, it has had two challengers over the last 14 years, none of them managed to become a major threat, especially when compared to the situation in other ideological families of the Bulgarian party system.  However, when competitors appeared (PDP in 1993 and NDPS in 1997) the DPS realized the potential danger of their presence and attempted to integrate them back into its structures right away. 
While these trends seem to indicate clear support for ideology as a factor in the decision making of parties, it does not seem to be enough to consolidate ideological trends completely.  The pattern of behavior of all parties in the two systems, and especially in Bulgaria, provide further mixed support for hypotheses 5 and 6. Hungarian parties, or at least the ones that “matter,” have shown consistent ideological positions and relative stability, especially towards the end of the period under examination. Table 21 presents the ideological distribution of Hungarian parties with more than 1 percent of the vote at the four rounds of elections. Parties that are of the same ideological trend and run in a common alliance are in parentheses. 

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

	Year
	Marxist
	Socialist
	Agrarian
	Conservative
	Liberal
	Extreme Right/
Nationalist

	1990
	Munkaspart


	MSZP

MSZDP
	FKGP

ASZ
	MDF

KDNP
	SZDSZ

FIDESZ

VP
	HVK

	1994
	Munkaspart


	MSZP

MSZDP
	FKGP

ASZ
	MDF

KDNP

FIDESZ
	SZDSZ

KP
	MIEP

	1998
	Munkaspart
	MSZP
	FGKP
	[MDF, KDNP, FIDESZ]
MDNP
	SZDSZ
	MIEP

	2002
	Munkaspart
	MSZP
	
	[FIDESZ-MDF]
	SZDSZ

CP
	MIEP


Since the mid-1990, the FIDESZ/MDF/FGKP and the MSZP/SZDSZ political blocs have been stable and dominant in Hungarian political life. In fact, as already discussed, the center-right bloc has come close to merging into a single party after realizing that, as the FIDESZ-MPP party director put it, “there are only so many conservative votes in Hungary” (Navracsics 2003). However, the presence of three “FGKP” parties outside FIDESZ at the 2002 elections (see Appendix 3), and the fractionalization of the KDNP over the years (1998 particularly) are indications that ideological unification is not the only electoral strategy in Hungary either. 
In Bulgaria, the ideological fragmentation is more pronounced. Table 22 provides the ideological distribution of Bulgarian parties with more than 1 percent of the vote (or participating as independent entities in alliances with more than 1 percent of the vote) over the five rounds of elections. Parties that are of the same ideological trend and run in a common alliance are in parentheses. Despite an expressed commitment to ideological principles and a stated desire to unify their respective ideological spaces, fragmentation is clearly a pattern that persists within all ideological families, and does not appear to subside with the passing of time. 

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

However, both the SDS and the SSD argued that ideological considerations are the most important factors that influence them in their coalitional decision-making.  The SDS maintained that their ideological principles limit their possible alliance partners to only these parties that are on the right of the political spectrum (Mladenov 2003). However, when asked about allying with the BDS, SDS deputy chairman Mladenov openly said that because of a personal confrontation between BDS leader Bakurdziev and the SDS leadership, no cooperation was possible (Mladenov 2003). No meaningful cooperation of the center-right was achieved in the 2003 local elections in Bulgaria and the appearance of more SDS splinters has in many ways pre-determined the emergence of the BSP as the one strong political force in Bulgaria.
Table 22: Ideological distribution of Bulgarian parties with more than 1 percent of the vote, 1990-2001
.
	Year
	Socialist/Marxist
	Agrarian
	Center Left/Social-democratic 
	Center-Right
	Ethnic 
	Royalist

	1990
	BSP
	BZNS
	
	SDS
	DPS
	

	1991
	BSP
	BZNS-NP

BZNS -E
	[Green Party, Ecoglasnost]

BSDP
	SDS

BBB
	DPS

NRP
	KtsB

	1994
	BSP
BKP
	BZNS-M
BZNS-AS
	[GOR, BSDP, Green Party]

SNI

PS

Ecoglasnost
	SDS

DP

BBB
	DPS
	FTsB

	1997
	BSP

BKP
	BZNS-M
BZNS-AS

BZNS-NP
	BEL

BSDP

PDC

SNI
	[SDS, DP]

BBB
	DPS
	FTsB

ATs

	2001
	[BSP,OPT,CPoB]
	BZNS–M 
BZNS
	[BEL, BESDP]

BSDP

BSDP-2
	NDSV

[SDS, DP]
[Gergiovden, VMRO]
	DPS
NDPS
	CSII 
NOSII


On the left, the political “space” is more consolidated, although previous trends continue. The parallel “unification” processes around the BSP and the BSD, and the absence of any cooperation between the two have already been discussed. However, with the decline of the BSD support and the increased activity of the New Left, the consolidation of the Left seems a reality (Karasimeonov 2002, 188). 

In the “center,” agrarian parties have traditionally been the most prolific in terms of factions and splinters. Of the 303 parties in Bulgaria, 21 are different agrarian (BZNS) parties. Of these, six contested the 2001 elections undependably of each other (see appendix 2), and most of them were in alliances with other, non-agrarian parties. Despite this obvious fragmentation, one of the BZNS leaders, Georgi Pinchev argued that “we have always and will always choose our partners depending on how close our ideologies are” (Pinchev 2003). However, his party did not hesitate to split from BZNS-M in 2000 and contest elections in an alliance with BEL in 2001. 
The behavior of political parties in Bulgaria and Hungary presents mixed support for the propositions that ideological considerations play an important role in the decision of parties to form, and chose certain electoral strategies. Evidence suggests that parties do consider ideological factors when deciding to form, run alone, ally, merge, or disband. However, based on both party leaders’ statements and the pattern of behavior, parties seem to allow other considerations to override objective facts that there can only be a limited number of successful parties within one ideological group. This seems to be more pronounced in Bulgaria than in Hungary. 
5.4 Organizational Strength and Party Electoral Strategies

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

5.4.2 Observed Behavior
Attitudes towards Organizing

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

The leaders of both the Bulgarian parties examined in detail and of most other Bulgarian parties interviewed expressed views which strongly valued building party organization and attracting membership.  Many of the party leaders talked about the dichotomy between parties based on “electoral presence” and parties based on organizational structures. However, with one exception, they all agreed that the time of the parties of the “electoral presence” kind is over. For example, Georgi Pinchev, BZNS Chairman, argued that 

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


Similarly, Milan Milanov, organizational Secretary of SSD, claimed that, “Bulgaria has witnessed the creation of some so-called electoral parties but further development in this direction is not possible. “ Milanov argued that it would be extremely dangerous to allow personalities (like the ex-monarch and current PM Simeon Sax-Coburg-Gotha) to become more important than party structures. Organizational development becomes the “only solution” if such trends are to be countered (Milanov 2002). 


The Bulgarian Socialist Party seems to share similar attitudes toward the issue of organization and membership. Although it still has the strongest and most extensive organizational structures of all Bulgarian political parties, it has to be remembered that in 1990 the BSP had close to a million members and has since experienced a drastic drop in membership. However, it has recently begun to realize that it can no longer rely on its traditional supporters only and has made efforts to attract new, younger, members. This is evident in the presence of these issues in the political report of the party commitment at the last two congresses while such points were absent in 1995 and 1997 (BSP 2002, 2000, 1997, 1995). The party has also tried to “democratize” its view of membership. According to Krusteva, the attitude of the BSP towards membership has evolved to stress not so much what she called “solid membership,” but rather to maintain a membership base and build around it a periphery of supporters and sympathizers (Krusteva 2003).

In an even stronger argument, Miroslav Murdzhov, deputy chairman of VMRO, attributed his party’s better performance in certain regions of the country in the 2001 elections to the better organizational work done there. However, unlike the SSD and the BZNS, VMRO argued that organizational development is not the only path to success. For VMRO, whose structures and hardcore membership are solid, media presence has begun to emerge as another way to evolve politically. However, Murdzhov stressed that this can be done only because of the extensive organizational networks that have already been created (Murdzhov 2003). 

The attitude of the SDS towards extensive organization has evolved since its formation. Because of the anti-communist nature of its members and supporters, building a strong organization was initially impossible as people associated it with the BSP. Besides, the coalition character of the SDS made building a unified structure and membership impossible (Waller and Karasimeonov 1996, 134-162). However, after the transformation of the SDS into a party in 1997, the need for organization building has been well understood (Mladenov 2003).
The DPS expressed probably the strongest concern with local structures and members. For them, one of the priorities over the last few years has been the development of organizational structures in all regions of the country. In addition, Kasim Dal, vice-chairman of DPS, maintained that DPS has a very close connection with all their members and supporters, and values their opinions and attitudes (Dal 2003). 
The only party whose leaders expressed ambivalence towards building its image through organizing was BEL. Its deputy chairman, Roumen Zankov, argued that BEL, like most young parties, tended to follow the example of the Bulgarian Socialist Party and tried to cover the whole territory of the country with its structures. However, it had realized that there are other means of winning elections and from now on, they are putting their energy into formulating the policies they advocate and presenting them to the electorate in an attractive way (Zankov 2003).

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

According to Navracsics, FIDESZ-MPP did not consider building an organization to be a useful strategy for winning elections until 2002.  Instead, they had decided to become a “catch-all media party,” a tendency that found expression in the incorporation of various other center-right groups within FIDESZ as well.
 However, the 2002 elections demonstrated that things have to change. With electoral turnout (74 percent) and political mobilization at its highest, and with all center-right organizations incorporated under FIDESZ’s leadership, the party still did not manage to win the elections. The realization that they “cannot expand the vote” any further called for a change of electoral strategies, one of which is the stress on building organizational structures and attracting membership (Navracsics 2003). In addition, since 2002, FIDESZ-MPP has started building “civic circles” in an effort to mobilize people not only as voters but as members and activists as well. 
With the obvious exception of the MSZP, which retains its organizational priorities from earlier times, the leaders of all other parties expressed similar views. Both Hack and Fodor, for example, argued that the electoral campaigns of the SZDSZ (and others) have become mostly “media and money oriented. However, they both saw this a problem for the SZDSZ and argued that unless the SZDSZ starts to recruit members and sympathizers more actively, there was little future for the party (Fodor 2003, Hack 2003).
The tendencies in the other smaller parties in Hungary have been similar. Vajda of Munkaspart, for example, expressed regrets that his party does not have a bigger and stronger organization. But he saw organizing as only one of the two key policies of his party – having a media presence was equally important for electoral success in his view (Vajda 2003). Similarly, Kupa of the new Centrum Part argued that his party, which was originally founded by 25 people as an “elite party” had been debating whether or not to even open up its structures to other people and ordinary members (Kupa 2003). Centrum Part has decided to go the “third way” and build its electoral presence through work in the society as a whole rather than just within a membership organization.
The MDF expressed probably the strongest support for organization building as a means to electoral success. Party vice president Szoke saw the absence of organization building as one of the biggest problems of his party. That “party organization translates into electoral success” has been demonstrated by the MSZP and FIDESZ (since 2002) (Szoke 2003). 

Bulgarian and Hungarian Parties: Organizational Trends

An examination of several indicators of organizational development provide further mixed support for the belief that parties build organizations as a way to achieve their respective goals. For the purposes of comparison, this discussion employs measures of organizational development as used by van Biezen and Toole (van Biezen 2003, Toole 2003). It discusses data on membership, extensiveness of organizational structures, and levels of professionalization. 
The Bulgarian political parties demonstrate levels of organizational development that support the relatively high concern with organization-building expressed by their leaders. Membership figures for the Bulgarian parties are reported in Table 23. The data presents membership figures reported at the parties’ respective congresses or conferences during 2002 and 2003. 
Similar to trends in organization in other post-communist systems, the “successor” party in Bulgaria, the BSP, has the highest membership among Bulgarian parties. But its membership of over 200,000 people is also the highest among its counterparts in the other countries and certainly above the MSZP membership.  Of the post-1990 parties, the DPS has the highest membership, around 59,000 people as of late 2002.  While figures for some of the other parties might be exaggerated, the level of organization-building among the newest parties, the SSD and the NDSV, clearly demonstrates a concern with organizational structure.  Both parties have memberships of around 19,000 after only about a year of existence for each of them. 
Table 23: Bulgarian Parties: Number of Members 

	Party
	Membership 

	NDSV
	19,000

	SDS
	35,000

	BSP
	210,000

	DPS
	58,000

	DP
	7,000

	Green Party
	5,000

	CP of Bulgaria
	29,000

	BEL
	18,000

	BZNS
	30,000

	RDP
	3,000

	SSD
	17,600

	VMRO
	12,000

	Total:
	444, 700 

	Parties in Parliament only
	352, 000


Political parties in Bulgaria report membership figures that are somewhat higher than membership figures in Hungary (presented in Table 24). Membership figures for Hungarian parties  are even lower as of 2002-2003 because of the fragmentation of the KDNP and FGKP (Hack 2003, Toole 2003). 
Table 24: Hungarian Parties, Number of Members.

	Party 
	Members

	MSZP
	39,000

	SZDSZ
	16,000 

	MDF
	23,000 

	KDNP
	10,000 

	FGKP
	60,000

	FIDESZ
	15,600

	Total:
	163,600


There are two measures that are used to compare party membership across parties and across systems: the ratio of members to electorate (M/E) and the ratio of members to voters (M/V) (Mair 1997, 186; van Biezen 2003, 111-12, Toole 2003, 104, Szczerbiak 2001, 111). Both of these are used to evaluate the extent to which membership in political parties is common among politically active people. The M/E ratio represents the percentage of the registered voters in a given country who are also members of a selected number of parties – usually the ones represented in Parliament. The M/V ratio compares the number of votes each party receives to the number of members it has.  For comparison purposes the M/E and M/V ratios for Bulgaria are calculated for parties represented in Parliament only. The M/E ratios for Bulgaria and Hungary are presented in Table 25.
Table 25: Members to Electorate Ratios in Bulgaria and Hungary. 
	Country 
	M/E Ratios

	Bulgaria 
	5.15%

	Hungary
	2.8%


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

The members to voters ratios for each of the Bulgarian parliamentary parties is presented in Table 26. These figures are not as straightforward as they should be because all four parties ran with an alliance partner(s) in the 2001 elections. BSP ran within the Coalition for Bulgaria, the SDS ran with the Democratic Party and BZNS-Mozer; the DPS ran in its own alliance with four other parties; and the NDSV ran on the same ticket as two other political parties.  The membership figures for the Democratic Party and the Communist Party of Bulgaria were thus included in the membership figures for the SDS and BSP respectively. The M/V ration is calculated using the results at the 2001 elections. For the Hungarian figures (presented in Table 27) membership for both the MDF and the FIDESZ was included in the calculations of their M/V ratio. 
Table 26: Members to voters ratios for major Bulgarian parties, 2001 elections. 
	Party
	M/V ratio

	BSP (incl. CP of B)
	30.60%

	DPS
	16.93%

	NDSV
	0.97 %

	SDS (incl. DP)
	4.21%7


Table 27: Members to voters ratios for major Hungarian parties, 2002 elections.
	Party
	M/V ratio

	MSZP
	2.6%

	FIDESZ/MDF
	1.65%3

	SZDSZ
	5.11%


Of the seven parties in the two systems for which the measure was calculated, the NDSV shows the least extent of encapsulation of its electorate. Members do not even constitute 1 percent of the people who voted for the NDSV. However, the appropriateness of this measure is questionable as the NDSV did not even register as a party until almost two years later, and membership reflects developments as of mid-2003. For all practical purposes, it can be said the NDSV won 42  percent of the vote in 2001 with no members. However, this was highly unusual and can almost certainly be attributed to the extreme nature of the pro-NDSV vote in 2001. This partly nostalgic, partly protest vote was a one-time phenomenon, as the dismal showing of NDSV at the 2003 local elections demonstrated.  Nevertheless, it is important to note that even the NDSV, the most “electoral” and personality-driven of the parties in Bulgaria, felt it necessary to start an active organization- building campaign.  By mid 2003, two years after its conception and less than a year after formally registering as a party, it had a membership of about 19,000. 
FIDESZ-MPP/MDF has the second least encapsulated vote. 1.65 of its votes came from members, and in this case the measure is highly illustrative of the tendencies of membership building present within FIDESZ and the MDF. However, while low membership figures might be typical for parties of this type, the low encapsulation of the vote of the MSZP is quire surprising. With only 2.3 percent of it vote coming from members, the MSZP is quite atypical among the successor parties in the region. The BSP has an M/V ratio of about 30 percent, the successor party in Poland, 9.3 percent, and the successor parties in the Czech Republic have M/V ratios of 11.55 and 24.30 percent (van Biezen 2003, 141; Toole 2003).
The SDS in Bulgaria and the SZDSZ in Hungary show relatively similar levels of encapsulation – around 5 percent of their votes came from members in the respective elections.  Besides the BSP, the DPS in Bulgaria also has a relatively high degree of organizational encapsulation of voters with about 17 percent of its votes coming from members.  Of the new parties in both Bulgaria and Hungary, it seems to be the one most concerned with gaining popularity through organizing.  


Overall, the measures of members to electorate and members to votes ratios in Bulgaria and Hungary seem to support the claim that organization-building is more popular among the Bulgarian parties than among the Hungarian parties. Although it is difficult to use these figures as evidence to support hypotheses 7, there is enough evidence to suggest that parties in Bulgaria at least have made efforts to attract members that are comparable to trends in some of the Western European countries. The M/E ratio for Bulgarian parties is of similar levels as that of Ireland, Portugal, and Germany, it is way above the level of membership in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, andr France (Mair 1996). An examination of several other indicators of organizational development might provide more evidence in this regard.
Another measure of the organizational complexity of political parties is the extent to which they have developed their organizational structures across the country.  A high extensiveness of organization (usually measured as percentage of territory covered) can be considered evidence that parties do develop organizations, thus supporting Hypothesis 9. 

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

Bulgarian parties seem to have more extensive structures than parties in Hungary. As of 2003, Centrum Part does not have structures outside the capital, Munkaspart and the MDF have structures in about 15 percent of the localities of the country: SZDSZ,in about 25 percent; FIDESZ, in about 45 percent, and the MSZP, in about 80 percent. In 1997, FKGP and KDNP had structures in 55 percent and 25 percent of the localities (Kupa 2003, Vajda 2003, Fodor 2003, Szoke 2003, Navracsics 2003, van Biezen 2003).  None of the Hungarian parties report branches in all of the Hungarian municipalities. 

It appears that in this regard, again, the behavior of the Bulgarian parties indicates more interest than Hungarian parties in building organizations in an attempt to secure electoral support. While comparisons are difficult, owing to the different administrative structures of the two countries, Bulgarian parties still seem to report more extensive structures and seem to be making efforts to increase their reach.  This conclusion is further corroborated by a comparison of the levels of professionalization of the parties in the two systems. 
The level of professionalization measures the number of paid professionals per members and is viewed as an indicator of a higher importance attributed to party organization within each party. Bulgarian parties are less professional than parties in Hungary. In Bulgaria, there are, on average one paid professional for every 1,736 party members, while the Hungarian parties employ one professional for every 1,395 members (Toole 2003). 
Overall, organizational tendencies provide mixed support for Hypothesis 9. Most parties do seem to exhibit an understanding that organization matters and make some effort to put that belief into practice. Differences in organizational trends seem to be driven by system-level factors -- Bulgarian parties surveyed seem to represent a higher level of organizational development than their Hungarian counterparts; and ideology and the age of parties -- older and left-of center parties also seem to demonstrate a stronger concern with organization building, while liberal and newer parties value media presence and newer communications techniques more. 
Organization and Electoral Strategies
The most direct implication of Hypothesis 9 though is the proposed relationship between the organizational strength of any party in relation to that of its competitors and its choice of an electoral strategy. Do parties take organizational factors into consideration when they make alliances? Does the organizational development of established parties discourage potential  parties from forming? The discussion devoted to the first question will be relatively limited to parties in Bulgaria because, as we have seen, alliances with different partners are more common in Bulgaria than in Hungary. Further, given the higher level of organizational development in Bulgaria, we should be able to obtain a clearer pattern of the relationship between organization and party and party stabilization. 
Parties in Bulgaria maintain that they prefer better organized parties when they form electoral alliances. The BSP, for example, requires that all prospective alliance partners provide an updated list of local structures and members, and requires their own branches to verify this information for both local and national elections. The BSP only backs a potential partner if the local organizations are deemed dependable (Krusteva 2003).

The DPS is not as clear in their preferences for stronger parties. In 1997, for example, the DPS chose the Green Party as an alliance partner party because of the organizational superiority of the Green Party in certain regions at that time. As the DPS did not have branches in some of the regions of the country, it used the ones created by the Green Party to gain electoral support (Dal 2003, Dzudzev 2003). However, by 2001, ideological motivations were more important and the DPS chose parties that strengthened its “liberal” image. At the same time, the DPS has also developed its own structures further and thus did not need ZP support any more.

BEL does not value organization that much for itself, nor does it consider the organizational strengths of its potential partners when forming alliances. For it, ideology plays the most important role in selecting allies (Zankov 2003). However, most other parties interviewed did express a preference for better organized parties as their alliance partners, within the limits imposed on the choice of alliance partners by the ideological proximity principle. 
The SDS maintained that they chose alliance partners for both ideological and organizational reasons. For example, in 1997, they included their partners – the Democratic Party and the BZNS-Mozer because they trusted their local branches to provide for a better-synchronized election campaign (Mladenov 2003). The SSD argued that they would only chose “serious right wing parties, not parties made up of five people” as prospective allies (Milanov 2003). The VMRO rejected one of the SDS splinters in 2001 as an alliance partner because “they had no organizational structures” (Mandzukov and Gospodinova 2001). Pinchev of the BZNS argued that organizational characteristics of a party are very important in his party’s decision with whom to ally at elections. However, organization “…is not the decisive element …ideology is”(Pinchev 2003). 

An indication of the importance of organization for the evolution of individual parties and the party system as a whole is the trend in factionalism in individual parties. In both systems, the successor parties have been both the best organized and the least fractionalized. In Hungary the MSZP has not only had no formal splits, but has suffered the fewest defections over the years (Toole 2003, 293). In Bulgaria, as discussed in section 5.5.1, the BSP has suffered three splits, but it has still been by far the most stable of the major parties in Bulgaria. In addition, one of the BSP splinters has since returned to the BSP alliance (Karasimenov 2002, Krusteva 2003). 

Another example of the importance of organization in the decision of a party to form is provided by the decision of the liberal faction of FIDESZ to join SZDSZ in 1993.  The decision of Gabor Fodor and the liberal faction of FIDESZ to split in 1993 is in many ways reminiscent of the decision of GOR leader Tomov to leave the BSP in 1993 (discussed in section 5.3.1).  Both Tomov and Fodor were popular politicians who had come to disagree with their parties’ ideological positions. What the two of them chose to do, however, differed substantially. Tomov (and his allies), who claimed to represent a social-democratic ideological position, could have joined the existing and then relatively strong BSDP. This move would have strengthened the BSDP and allowed it to do better in elections. Instead, Tomov chose to form a new party, then allied with the BSDP for the elections in DAR, and later parted ways with it altogether to seek his own political realization in BEL. 

Fodor, on the other hand, chose to join the SZDSZ. This decision was not an easy one as the SZDSZ had been an opponent of FIDESZ before and was an already well established party. However, Fodor argued, that starting a new party made little sense as “there already was a liberal party” (Fodor 2003). To build a new one was a challenging task that required organization and finances that he could not count on. Fodor thus ran as a SZDSZ-supported candidate in 1994, and later became one of their most popular and respected leaders.
  
In this case, Tomov seems to have disregarded the existence of an already existing organizational structure and not to have been deterred by it in his decision to build a new one. This decision, which seems to be indicative of a more general tendency in the Bulgarian party system, might help shed some light on the second question raised by Hypothesis 9. Do better organized parties deter new parties from forming and running alone at elections, and do better organized parties promote a stabilization of the party system? A more detailed examination of the systemic indicators of fragmentation might provide more evidence and some answers to these questions.  

Several indicators of the size and competitiveness of the Bulgarian and Hungarian party systems are reported in Table 28: the number of parties running in elections, the number of parties with more than one percent of the vote (office seeking parties), the number of effective electoral parties (ENEP), the number of parties represented in Parliament, and the effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP). For comparison purposes some averages for the Eastern European region are presented as well.
 
Table 28: Party systems in Bulgaria and Hungary, 1990-2002 
	Indicator
	Election 
	First
	Second
	Third
	Fourth
	Fifth

	

	Parties
	Bulgaria 
	42
	38
	49
	41
	56

	
	Hungary
	28
	34
	28
	19
	n/a

	

	Office Seeking Parties
	Bulgaria 
	4
	10
	10
	7
	8

	
	Hungary
	11
	10
	9
	6
	n/a

	

	ENEP
	Bulgaria 
	2.75
	4.197
	3.88
	2.89
	4.54

	
	Hungary
	6.71
	5.50
	4.47
	2.837
	n/a

	
	EE Average
	5.5
	5.6
	4.6
	4.1
	n/a

	

	Parliamentary Parties
	Bulgaria
	6
	3
	5
	5
	4

	
	Hungary
	7
	6
	6
	4
	n/a

	

	ENPP
	Bulgaria 
	2.42
	2.41
	2.73
	2.53
	2.92

	
	Hungary
	3.79
	2.89
	4.08
	2.21
	

	
	EE Average
	4.00
	3.7
	3.7
	3.8
	


There are several observations to be made. First, there are more parties contesting elections in Bulgaria than in Hungary, but at the same time the Bulgarian parties seem to be less successful than in Hungary. The absolute number of parties running in elections is consistently high in Bulgaria, and, more importantly, it does not seem to decline over time.  The number of parties contesting elections has varied between 38 and 56 over the years, with the highest number of participations in the most recent parliamentary elections of 2001. This contrasts significantly with the situation in Hungary where the number of parties running in elections has not only been lower overall, but has also been reduced significantly from the first to the most recent elections (Bielasiak 2003, Lewis 2001a). Further, the number of office-seeking parties in Bulgaria, while not higher in the beginning, has similarly not declined over the years. In contrast, the same number in Hungary has gone down by almost half.

Second, the number of parties that “matter” in Bulgarian politics also does not exhibit stable trends. Until the fourth round of elections, the “effective” number of electoral parties in Bulgaria was relatively lower than the respective numbers in Hungary, but the number peaked again during the fifth election, to a level significantly above that of the same indicator for Hungary, and somewhat above the Eastern European average. This implies that until 2001, the popular vote in Bulgaria had been concentrated in a few political parties, but fractionalized again in 2001. 
Finally, the number of parliamentary parties and the effective number of parliamentary parties in Bulgaria is similarly low. With the values of the latter measure between 2.41 (in 1991) and 2.92 (in 2001), the Bulgarian Parliament remains among the least fractionalized ones in Eastern Europe. In this regard, the Hungarian party system seems to perform similarly. 
Overall, the specifics of Bulgarian party-system development provide somewhat mixed support for the link between individual party organization and the fractionalization of the party system as a whole. Bulgarian parties seem to enter the political process relatively easily -- whether through forming anew or splitting from existing parties – thus contradicting the expectations of Hypothesis 9 that organizational strength deters new parties. More importantly, this trend does not seem to decline substantially over time. Given that the Bulgarian parties are better organized by 2003 than they were in the beginning of the period under study, this observation seems to reject Hypothesis 9. 

However, new parties in Bulgaria seem to have little chance of successfully challenging the established parties. A higher level of organizational development is thus not necessarily associated with fewer incentives for politicians to break away and start new parties. However, it seems to prevent successful entries in the party system by making it more difficult to match the organizational strategies of the established parties.

The pattern of behavior of parties in Hungary further complicates the picture. At first glance, the developments over time provide clear support for Hypothesis 9. The number of parties, the number of office-seeking parties, and  the number of effective parties decrease consistently over time. This would be in line with the expectation that as parties “age”, they establish themselves better organizationally and provide fewer incentives for parties to form anew. However, as discussed, parties in Hungary have traditionally not organized that well, suggesting that the apparent link among organization and consolidation might be spurious. On the other hand, the second peak of electoral activity in 1998 might indicate that the absence of organizational strengthening allowed for new challengers to emerge as well. 
The evidence on the role party organization plays in the decisions of parties to form, run alone, ally, merge, or disband is thus inconclusive. Support for the proposition does seem to exist at party level – some parties organize better than others and these seem to suffer less fractionalization; most parties take organizational factors into consideration when splitting, allying and merging, but there seems to be little effect on the party system as a whole. These conclusions, however, are based on substantial within-system but small across-system differences, which probably confounds the analysis. The system-level test of the model (presented in the next chapter) provides a further test of Hypothesis 9. 
5.5 External Shocks, Random Events, and Party Electoral Strategies  

Parties in Bulgaria and Hungary have often chosen their electoral strategies under the influence of external forces. Party leaders have been expelled by their parties and forced to form new ones; whole parties have been expelled from alliances and forced to seek alternative electoral strategies; European and American actors have intervened to help parties break away or merge into new ones. While there is no systematic effect that we can observe, some more discussion of the evidence that this happens is warranted. 
The discussion of party evolution in Chapter 4 has already presented some evidence of this type. The creation of MIEP in 1992 was a direct result of the expulsion of its leader from the MDF. Expulsions of partners from alliances and parties has been a relatively common practice in Bulgarian party politics as well. The SDS has repeatedly “expelled” various of its members in an attempt to preserve ideological harmony and to get rid of “trouble-makers” (Karasimeonov 1996, 145-49). The SDS expelled the leaders of the BSDP, BZNS-NP, and the ZP and thus significantly helped them in their choice of alliance partners in 1991.
The emergence of BEL (1997) and of the New Left (2001) in Bulgaria have occurred under the strong influence of the Party of European Socialists and the Socialist International. By 2003 PES was not as directly involved in the work of BEL, but, according to BEL leaders, the decision to transform the BEL/BESDP alliance into a merger (BSD) was taken partly because imminent European integration (expected in 2007) necessitated the unification of Bulgarian social democracy (Zankov 2003b). 

Unfortunately, the very nature of this process make examples of its difficult to discern. Various methodological issues prevent the systemic examination of the influence of this factor.
  However, a closer examination of party development in Bulgaria provides at least another major example of European actors intervening in party politics in individual countries. 
Section 5.1.2 referred to the 1997 decision of the BZNS-Mozer and Democratic Party political union (NS) to join with the SDS in a new alliance (ODS).
 The discussion also referred to an apparent contradiction of some of the hypotheses explored here. However, the decision to seek and form an alliance was a result of substantial outside influence. In 1996, the Konrad Adenauer Foundation with the support of the  European People’s Party (EPP) gathered all Bulgarian center-right parties on Lake Como, Italy, to “convince them that together they can do more” (Kutov 2003, Mladenov 2003, Capital 2001b). On its behalf the International Republican Institute had earlier convinced the Bulgarian center right to hold primaries for the Presidential elections and in other ways encourage the consolation of the center-right (Capital 2001b). 
The importance of the approval of the European People’s Party became further evident in the 2001 elections when the “conservative” parties in Bulgaria were threatened by the entry of the NDSV. The membership of the NDSV in the EPP became a hotly debated issue and the support of the EPP was presented s “European” support for the incumbent SDS (Capital 2001a, Terziev 2001). 

The EPP and PES have been active in other political systems as well – for example, they held meetings in Poland in 1992 and in Slovenia in 1996, just before their respective elections. Similarly, international recognition has been used as a legitimating force by FIDESZ and the MDF in Hungary. However, direct intervention was not observed in other cases than those in Bulgaria (Capital 2001a). Even so, given the increased interest of European transnational parties and institutions in the domestic politics of the new accession countries, more interventions of a similar kind have probably occurred (Delsoldato 2002).  
5.6 Conclusion
This chapter has provided further validation and the first test of the proposed model of party formation and electoral competition in the post-communist world. It examined the behavior of political parties in Bulgaria and Hungary to find empirical evidence at party level to support or reject Hypotheses 1, 2,3, 5, and 9. It has done so by investigating the reasons behind the choice of electoral strategies of the six parties discussed in detail in chapter 4, and other parties in the two systems during five rounds of elections in Bulgaria and four rounds in Hungary. 

The discussion has provided mixed support for the hypotheses. There is sufficient evidence to claim that electoral support, ideology, and organization play a role in the decision-making of the parties. However, there are indications that we need to look at the system level to find an explanation of some of the choices parties have made over the years. First, not all behavior could be explained by party level factors discussed here. While electoral support seems to be a strong predictor of party electoral strategy, ideology, and, particularly, organization, we find mixed support as strong determinants of party decisions. Again, information from individual parties largely confirms the hypotheses, but the general pattern of party behavior points to different conclusions. Second, parties in Hungary seem to chose to run alone at a generally higher rate than parties in Bulgaria, irrespective of their motivations, electoral support, and ideology.  Chapter 6 will thus pick up where this one left off and discuss the impact of system-level variables on the party choice of electoral strategies. 
� For the present purposes, the discussion is limited to parties with 1% of the vote. I assume that these are the parties with true office ambitions, and as such are of interest here. This assumption is clearly questionable, as a lot of the parties that have less than 1% of the vote do have office motivations. However, these parties will have, most likely, at least at one electoral point been above the one percent threshold, thus allowing me to examine their behavior. The one percent threshold is arbitrary but does seem to divide the parties in both Hungary and Bulgaria in a way that reflects their position and ambitions in the system. Most studies usually do not consider parties that are outside Parliament; however, Rose and Munro have also used the one percent threshold to define parties of importance in the post-communist world (Rose and Munro, 2003


� NDSV did not register as a party until late 2002, but as it behaved as one in the election and afterwards. Thus, here it is considered to have been a  party from April 2001. 


� Seat won in by-election.


� The ideological classification was done following Hollis 1999 and Kitschelt et al. 1999.


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


� According to early 2004 opinion polls, none of the center-right political parties could get more than 10% of the popular vote if elections were held then. (NCIOM 2004)


� The ideological classification was done following Kitschelt et al 1999 and Karasimeonov 2002. 


� Because of the relative dearth of data and research on party organization in Hungary, and especially Bulgaria, the section devoted to the study of party organization is considerably more extensive than some of the other sections. 


� In the 2002 elections , FIDESZ-MPP became familiarly known as the “voice-mail” party after its dominant electoral campaign technique (Hack 2003). 


� Source: van Biezen 2003, pp. 110-112. Numbers validated by interviews as well (Kupa 2003, Vajda 2003, Fodor 2003, Szoke 2003, Navracsics 2003, van Biezen 2003).


� Van Biezen reports M/E ratios of 3.21 and 1.5 for the Czech republic and Poland, respectively. (van Biezen 2003)





� The current situation of the two politicians and political parties further speaks to the wisdom of this decision. By 2003, both Fodor and the SZDSZ were doing significantly better than Tomov and the BSD; although Fodor will probably never become the chairman of the SZDSZ, while Tomov has enjoyed the leadership position of all parties in which he has participated. 


� Measures are calculated following Taagapera and Shugart (1989, 79). ENEP=1/Σpi2 , where p is the proportion of the vote for each party I; ENPP= 1/Σpi2 where p is the proportion of the seats won by party i. Country indicators are calculated with data from the Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe Project, available at http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/. Averages for Eastern Europe are from Bielasiak 2003. 





� However, the latest developments in Bulgarian politics might provide a change in this trend.  The share of the vote that went to “new” parties increased substantially in 2001 – most of it went to the NDSV but several other new parties did also well (ENEP of 4.54). The subsequent fractionalization of two of the big players – the SDS and the NDSV (both parties experienced major splits within their parliamentary groups by late 2003) – might also contribute to drastically changed dynamics of party competition in the next round of elections that will allow newer competitors to do better.


�Self-selection limits the cases in which we observe European involvement in party life to the countries that are in the process of accession, and which in addition, have a pan-European counterpart and belong to a relatively fragmented ideological family. In cases when we observe no European involvement, we might have one of several real situations: there is no interest on behalf of the European structures; there is no need for it because the ideological space is consolidated enough; or European involvement has a different form – for example, threat of European discontent might be a strong enough deterrent to the initial fragmentation of the ideological space. 


� In fact, this alliance was part of a longer and larger process that had begun in 1996. In 1996, before the presidential elections in Bulgaria, all center-right political formations in the country united in their support for one Presidential candidate in an attempt to prevent a BSP candidate from winning.





