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The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 brought about economic ruin and political turmoil in Central and Eastern Europe.  It did not, however, signal the demise of the hegemonic political parties which had sustained the ancien régimes in the region.  Instead of disappearing from the political scene, these parties’ successors reaped electoral success in Bulgaria, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and the former Soviet Union in the 1990s.  Given their association with repressive leaders and state institutions, it is surprising that these parties successfully competed with newly formed parties which did not carry the burden of history.  With the exception of the Czech Republic, in none of the former communist countries did social democratic and liberal parties match communist successor parties’ electoral success.  (Gowan, 1997: 145)  While Eastern and Central Europe was undergoing turmoil, in many Latin American countries military governments were either toppled or crumbled due to loss of political support.  Some of the dominant political figures in these Latin American countries were either associated with or stayed in power with the help of hegemonic parties.
  Mexican politics was exclusively dominated by the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) for more than seven decades.  The government of General Stroessner in Paraguay maintained itself in power with the help of the Partido Colorado for nearly 40 years.  Nowadays the Partido Colorado, under the official name Asociación Nacional Republicana, controls nearly half of the seats in the National Congress (Congreso Nacional).  The staying power of some former hegemonic and most communist parties begs questions about their adaptive capacity to new political realities and their choice of adaptation strategies.

How are successor parties (SPs) affected by electoral competition?  What avenues of adaptation do they pursue in response to different electoral environments?  There are numerous dimensions of adaptation.  Parties could initiate organizational transformation by changing their procedures for selecting party leaders as well as legislative, gubernatorial, and presidential candidates.  Parties could also launch programmatic change to maximize their support among old and new members, and the electorate at large.  If they have the opportunity, party elites might also put in place electoral institutions that will maximize their chances of electoral success.  The first two dimensions – organizational and programmatic change - involve adaptation to an exogenously determined electoral environment.  The third involves change of the electoral environment.

There is wide variation in the way successor parties have responded to democratization.  The Hungarian Socialist Party (MSzP)
 actively participated in the Hungarian transition to democracy in 1989.  Bidding good-bye to its communist origins, it underwent programmatic transformation and became the leading social democratic force in Hungary.  The leadership also experimented with the party internal organization.  In 1989 the party leaders decentralized candidate nomination and selection procedures by allowing local party organizations to control the selection process.  (Ágh 2002)  Following electoral defeat in 1998, however, the central party organization recentralized the selection process.  The Czech Communist Party (KSČM)
 did not make a clean break from its past.  While the Slovak Party of the Democratic Left
 (SDL) campaigned aggressively to maximize its appeal among voters, the leaders of KSČM did not do so and preserved many of its old party structures.  The Czech successor party chose to focus on membership retention rather than the mobilization of new votes.  (Grzymala-Busse, 2002: 55-56)  The communist successor parties in Ukraine and the Russian Federation retained their Marxist-Leninist ideology rather than embracing social democracy.  (Curry and Urban, 2003: 3)  The task at hand is to explore which factors cause such variation in the adaptation choices of successor parties.  [I will include examples of adaptation in the Latin American cases when I have more information on them.]

Since inter-party competition is a defining attribute of democracy, scholars have focused on the characteristics of party systems and leadership mechanisms for boosting party discipline.  (Sartori 1976; Huntington 1968; Kirchheimer 1988; Daalder and Mair 1983; Rokkan 1970; Mair 1989)  This focus, however, has led to an intellectual asymmetry of sorts - a good understanding of how party systems operate and a less adequate understanding of party organizations as the main protagonists in democratic politics.  The asymmetry is not only theoretical but also regional.  There is a well-developed literature on party organizations in the United States and Western Europe, and a less systematic study of parties in developing democracies.


There is an abundance of single case studies of parties in new democracies, but there have been few attempts to build theories outlining the parallels and distinctions among parties across cases.  The few theoretical studies of the internal organization of communist successor parties, for example, usually emphasize historical factors influencing their popular support.  Successor parties’ developmental trajectories are seen as a function of the unique historical circumstances in each case. (Grzymala-Busse 1999; Grzymala-Busse 2002; Murer 1999)  Instead of focusing on historical causes, I would like to examine the effects of institutional structures, such as the rules of electoral competition, on party structure.
Refining our knowledge about party structure will contribute to the literature on party organization and democratization.  The need to study the evolution of party organization was recognized by students of American politics in the 1980s, and more recently by students of West and South European politics.  (Schlesinger 1986; Hamann and Sgouraki-Kinsey 1999, Panebianco 1988)  For the most part, however, successor parties are treated as black boxes which conjure up party platforms and electoral strategies before election time.  We have yet to trace the development of successor parties’ platforms.  Party cohesion, degree of centralization in decision-making, professionalization of the party staff, and membership base shape the party platform, legislative behavior, policy outputs, and the party’s interactions with its political rivals.  (Panebianco 1988; Norris 1997)

Exploring successors’ survival strategies is important for three main reasons.  First, they were able to survive in spite of their predecessors’ undemocratic practices ranging from electoral rigging to the brutal persecution of political dissidents.  Second, many of the parties were more than mere survivors; they outlived their notorious reputations and became legitimate adversaries in competitive elections.  Third, despite an abundance of studies on the causes of democratization, there are very few studies of the effects of democratization.  This study will explore how democratization, through the introduction of competitive elections, affects the legitimacy and structure of former organizational hierarchies.

Communist successor parties constitute the largest, and quite heterogeneous, group of former hegemonic parties which transformed with the advent of democracy in the late 1980s.  In some instances, the communist successor parties were victorious in several elections, whereas in others they were marginalized.  There is also a large group of Latin American countries where hegemonic parties dominated their party systems.  These cases include Bolivia (MNR), Brazil (PDS), Honduras (Conservative Party), El Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua (Partido Liberal), Panama (PRD), Peru (UNO in the 1950s), Paraguay (Colorado Party), and most recently Mexico (PRI).  Few of the hegemonic parties in Latin America were able to survive.
This relatively large universe of cases offers plenty of variation in the electoral systems and the internal organization of successor parties.  One of the institutional elements characterizing some Latin American cases is the fusion of the state, the party, and the armed forces.  In the case of Paraguay, for example, the armed forces continued to exercise significant influence over political decision-making even after transition from hegemonic party rule.  In Paraguay, the armed forces stalled the transition for a few years after the initial opening in 1989.  (Abento, 1995: 315)  I will account for these legacies in the comparison between former communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe and former authoritarian regimes in Latin America.

The electoral success of successor parties in the post-communist world has led to a burgeoning literature on these parties’ adaptation strategies.  (Ágh 2002; Bozóki and Ishiyama 2002; Curry and Urban 2003; Evans and Whitefield 1995; Gowan 1997; Grzymala-Busse 1998; Grzymala-Busse 2002; Grzymala-Busse 2003; Lewis 1996)  Simultaneously the electoral failure of some hegemonic parties in Latin America has attracted the interest of scholars in the adaptation of the PRI in Mexico.  (Alvarado et al. 1997; Burgess and Levitsky 2003; Hernández Rodríguez 1991; Martínez 2002)

Studies of party politics in post-communist societies have focused primarily on whether communist successor parties survived or not.  (Golosov 1998; Ishiyama 1997; Yanai 1999)  Few studies discuss particular adaptation strategies adopted by former hegemonic parties in the process of democratic transition.  (Grzymala-Busse 2002; Langston 1998; Langston 2001; Langston 2003)  I have identified three strands of theoretical literature which deal with the issue of successor party adaptation.  One theoretical strand emphasizes party label change as an indication of image reinvention.  (Shafqat 1999; Grzymala-Busse 1999)  Shafqat discusses the adaptation and change of successor parties by comparing parties in three countries – Taiwan, Tanzania, and Hungary.  Even though he concludes that formerly dominant parties respond to democratization with some form of organizational change, his discussion does deal extensively with the issue of party name change.  Parties use label change to send a signal to voters that they have initiated some change and are adapting to electoral competition.  Organizational and programmatic change, however, are also important in determining the course of party adaptation.
A second strand of literature focuses on party elite intervention in the process of adaptation, while ignoring the role of party members or backbench legislators in it.  On the surface, it seems logical to assume the preponderant influence of party elites in Latin American former hegemonic and East European ex-communist parties.  After all, some Latin American hegemonic parties were under the exclusive control of the party president and his cronies.  And even though communist parties embraced the principle of democratic centralism on paper, it is no secret that the party politburo made all final political and economic decisions concerning the party, the state, and society.
  It is incorrect, however, to assume that elites’ influence remains preponderant after transition to democracy.  As I articulated earlier, there is variation in the way successor parties responded to democratization.  Both the Hungarian Socialist Party and the Czech Communist Party involved their members and local politicians in candidate selection and program decision making in the post-transition period.

A third strand analyzes how pre-transition conditions affect the post-transition adaptation of successor parties.  (Grzymala-Busse 2002; Kitschelt et al. 1999; Taylor-Robinson 2001)  I will refer to this strand as the ‘legacies’ approach.  Grzymala-Busse defines legacies as “the patterns of behavior, cognition, and organization with roots in the authoritarian regime that persist despite a change in the conditions that gave rise to them.”
  The core legacy which determines successor parties’ adaptive capacity is the resources and the leadership capabilities of party elites.  Those elites who inherit substantial pre-transition resources and successfully centralize the party organization are in a better position to transform the successor party.  “Organizational centralization promoted responsive programs, effective campaigns and parliamentary discipline.”  (Grzymala-Busse, 2002: 280)  Thus a successor party’s legacy could either provide an auspicious opportunity for change or severely constrain its organizational choices.  Both Grzymala-Busse and Taylor-Robinson emphasize that authoritarian legacies can have a fairly lasting impact on successor parties’ development in the post-authoritarian period.  Traditional parties
 tend to keep their undemocratic internal practices.  In the cases Taylor-Robinson examines even electoral loss did not give traditional parties sufficient incentive for organizational change.  (Taylor-Robinson, 2001: 597-598)  The problem with the ‘legacy’ literature is that it does not specify whether and how various institutional conditions affect the ‘stickiness’ of these historical legacies.

Kitschelt et al. have raised important theoretical and methodological issues in the study of historical legacies and new institutional arrangements in new democracies.  (Kitschelt et al., 1999: 10-12)  First, it is difficult to disentangle the separate effects of political institutions and historical legacies on party adaptation.  In many cases, the new electoral and legislative institutions are “endogenous to the power constellations that existed when the demise of the old regimes occurred and the new democracies came into being.”  (Kitschelt et al., 1999: 10)  Electoral conditions change rapidly and introduce uncertainty in newly democratic political systems.  Most of the new democracies have only been around for a little over a decade.  Most likely, Kitschelt et al. suggest, the political institutions in new democracies still reflect pre-transition power relations.  Even though I find this argument compelling, I will argue that while certain political institutions give parties strong incentives for organizational and programmatic change, others do not.  Political institutions affect the stakes of electoral competition.  The stakes of electoral competition serves as both an incentive for change and an opportunity to mobilize resources and political support in favor of change.
The literature on successor party adaptation is incomplete.  In their case studies scholars have used an inductive approach - the studies usually focus on two, or at most, three cases and emphasize the importance of historical circumstances on party adaptation.  Grzymala-Busse contrasts the experiences of the Czech and Slovak communist successor parties.  She concludes that the two parties have followed distinct trajectories in their attempt to adapt to the rules of electoral competition.  The Czech communist successor party relied on its pre-transition organizational structure and did not change its name because its leaders thought that such a change would not be credible in the eyes of the voters.  The Slovak party on the other hand changed its name and organizational structure and demonstrated alacrity to form coalitions with its electoral adversaries.  (Grzymala-Busse 1999)  Ziblatt compares the communist successor parties of Hungary and East Germany.  He argues that the successor parties of the two countries used two distinct adaptation strategies.  The East German ex-communist party used a multiple strategy to attract voter support by emphasizing its role in the renewal of socialism, the representation of East German interests, and its role of a social movement.  The Hungarian ex-communist party, in turn, created an image of a Marxist party which later evolved into a European Social Democratic Party consisting of experts, technocrats and pragmatists.  (Ziblatt 1999)

The problem with the above-mentioned works is that the authors immerse themselves into the available evidence on each of the cases they examine and produce an explanation consistent with the evidence.  Without discounting the importance of historical processes in molding the adaptation strategies of successor parties, I contend that there are important institutional traits that provide incentives for internal structural change.  These institutional traits have not received adequate attention in the party literature on developing democracies.

It is reasonable to expect that institutions affect the survival mechanisms of successor parties for the following reasons: (a) the process of democratization introduced competitive elections in political systems which had suspended them for a significant period of time; (b) the introduction of competitive elections altered the external political environment of parties whose leaders had maintained internal party hierarchies for decades through coercive and ideological tactics; (c) the dramatic increase in external political competition presents us with a natural experiment through which we can explore the determinants of internal party organization.

Directions of hegemonic party change in the post-hegemonic era
There is a fundamental transformation of the politician’s and the party’s strategic calculus after the end of party hegemony.  During hegemony, a politician is primarily concerned with the happiness of political leaders and party functionaries who have control over her career success inside the party.  Party leaders organized noncompetitive or semi-competitive elections.  The communist state bureaucracy was under party control.  Faithful service to the party was rewarded with a position in the party hierarchy or material benefits.  (Curry and Urban, 2003: 6-8; Crampton, 2003: 246)  The hegemonic party ceases to be the sole political actor with monopoly over the distribution of political resources and positions within its ranks and sometimes the state institutions.  With the institution of a competitive process for the distribution of political positions, the party leaders can no longer appoint party favorites at their whim.  The party now becomes the main mechanism through which candidates who can appeal to constituents are selected to run in competitive elections.
  As Schlesinger has put it, “Elections are a type of political market, in which parties offer their candidates and their policies in exchange for the votes needed to gain office.”  (Schlesinger, 1984: 381)  After hegemony, a politician is forced to take her personal and party electoral success into consideration when pondering directions for her career development.  The need to take into consideration electoral incentives is one of the manifestations of the effects of the electoral mechanism on personal and party career strategies.  Electoral mindedness implies a wide range of strategic and structural changes.  First, politicians in many of the new democracies need to establish a relationship with constituents.  After all it is the electorate’s votes that turn candidates into legislators.  Second, the previously organic connection between the party and the state is severed.  The party is no longer an automatic extension of the state, and therefore cannot rely exclusively on the state coffers to maintain itself financially and offer benefits to its political supporters.  Third, politicians are no longer recruited entirely by the party leadership.  Voters’ preferences and their aggregation through the electoral mechanism affect the recruitment of politicians.  Fourth, hegemonic parties are hierarchic.  Communist parties, under communism, are emblematic of Leninist-style hierarchies where decision-making was restricted to a select group of politicians.  The electoral mechanism, however, imposes limitations on decision-making hierarchies.  I expect that parties will have to de-centralize authority to ensure electoral success.  The electoral institutions will reinforce or weaken the incentives for decentralization in organizational and programmatic decision-making.

Party Adaptation Through Organizational and Programmatic Change

In this dissertation project, I will explore three aspects of party adaptation in response to electoral competition – organizational adaptation in legislative candidate and leadership selection and programmatic change.  Parties are not only legislative coalitions of likeminded politicians who share policy preferences.
  They are also stable coalitions of politicians who recruit candidates for legislative and executive office.  In examining organizational changes in candidate selection, I will focus on the recruitment processes of political candidates for legislative assemblies.  Reaching a more profound understanding of the political recruitment process could enrich our knowledge about democracy at work.  It is important to know how politicians emerge on the political scene, what career path they follow, and who they are accountable to.  These issues have been addressed by scholars of developed democracies.  (Gallagher and Marsh 1988; Katz and Mair 1994; Meyer 1997; Norris 1997; Narud et al. 2002; Schlesinger 1986)  The process of political recruitment in emerging democracies, however, has not been studied to scholars’ satisfaction.  Theories of recruitment are still underdeveloped and need to be reexamined to accommodate the growing universe of developing democracies.

I plan to explore the effects of electoral systems and government type on the process of recruitment and retirement in successor parties.  Hegemonic and communist parties are political organizations whose leaders constituted a country’s governing elite.  Most of them used to be associated with highly repressive authoritarian governments.  These hegemons were responsible for sustaining undemocratic regimes where elections were either suspended or rigged in favor of the governing elite.    While some electoral institutions permit the use of undemocratic practices, others punish them.  While some successor parties will be able to resist internal organizational changes, others will not.  With the introduction of elections, these parties’ successors had to adapt or perish in the competition for political offices.  It is this process of adaptation through the organizational and programmatic design that will be the focus of this dissertation project.

Electoral systems impose constraints on politicians and party organizations by affecting their opportunity structures and probability of electoral success.  The process of political recruitment into a party’s ranks consists of the following processes: (a) throughout its existence, the party recruits political aspirants – prospective politicians who are willing to provide their services and human assets to the party in exchange for benefits such as patronage, employment opportunities, and eligibility for political positions; (b) before election time, the party nominates candidates to compete with other parties’ candidates to fill legislative seats; (c) parties may also choose to endorse certain candidates in an effort to affect voters’ choices and electoral outcomes.  My theoretical objective is to understand how institutional constraints affect successor parties’ choices of political aspirants, legislative nominees, and endorsees and the norms and procedures for choosing them.  My focus on political recruitment is deliberate.  The processes of aspirant recruitment, nomination, and endorsement determine the size and quality of the pool of future legislators, policy makers, and political leaders.  In most democracies, constituents choose among candidates put forward by smaller groups of interested individuals.  In Pesonen’s words, “the nomination stage eliminates 99.96 percent of all the eligible people.  The voters choose from only 0.04 percent.”  (Pesonen, 1968: 348)  Thus, understanding why and how aspirants are recruited, nominated, and endorsed is as important as understanding voters’ choices.  Schattschneider makes an even more compelling case by arguing that the nomination procedure is “one of the best points at which to observe the distribution of power within the party.”  (Schattschneider, 1942: 64)  Knowing who is involved in the three steps of the recruitment process is indicative of the relative authority exercised by various territorial levels of the party organization - local, regional, or national.  Such knowledge also allows us to assess the distribution of decision making authority among various constituent groups of the party.  These groups include party members and activists, delegates to party conventions, and local and national leaders.


Party programs present party’s positions on policy relevant issues.  Programs provide information to voters, based on which they make political choices.  Communist party programs articulated the leading role of the party in all spheres of social life.  The authority of the archetypal communist party extended in the legislature, the executive, and the judiciary.  In competitive elections, party programs can be an important determinant of a party’s electoral success.  Successor parties dedicate time and resources to crafting programs that not only reflect their core political values but also maximize their appeal among voters unless the values and voter appeal are at odds.  In most cases, successor parties cannot use the undemocratic tools their predecessors used to generate popular support for their programs and policies.  Democracy introduces new rules of competition and offers a new array of strategies to win the support of constituents.  In the post-transition period, successor parties have sought to attract broad or narrow constituencies.  They have altered or preserved their internal structures and party programs.  What factors influence these choices?

Hypotheses: What Determines the Path of Adaptation?
Constituency groups and Links to Secondary Organizations

Successor parties have to make decisions critical to their survival in a competitive electoral environment.  Most party leaders ought to take into consideration the preferences of several groups of interested individuals – voters, members, rank-and-file party officials, and organized groups (i.e. trade/labor unions/military).  When the preferences of these several groups are at odds, party leaders are compelled to balance competing demands.  The balancing act will depend on the party’s set of priorities.  Some successor parties might decide to cater to the interests of their members, whereas others will focus on attracting voter support.  It is important to answer two questions.  First, when do parties decide to focus on members’ interests?  Second, does the focus on members make intra-party politics more inclusive or not?

After transition to democracy parties compete for access to limited resources in order to attract voters and members.  The better the bargaining position of the successor parties during the transition process, the higher their chances of inheriting a large portion of their pre-transition assets.  These assets include party finances, access to the media, and offices and staff.  In general, successor parties which participated in the transition process on par with opposition parties or civic movements are more likely to keep their pre-transition assets than successor parties which did not participate in the transition.  The financial situation of the successor parties will also depend on their relationship to important secondary associations, such as trade and labor unions.  If successor parties maintain their links to trade unions, their likelihood of survival and electoral success increases.  The loss of secondary association support could seriously undermine a successor party’s competitive edge in elections.  Most of the state-controlled trade unions in former communist countries survived.  Many of them managed to retain large portions of their original membership.  (Gowan, 2001: 148)  As Rokkan put it, “Votes count, but resources decide.”  (Rokkan, 1970)  While some parties survived the transition and retained a large share of their pre-transition resources, others did not.  Successor parties that inherited their pre-transition resources had a comparative advantage in electoral competition with other parties.  The more (less) resources the successor party is able to preserve, the less (more) the party will have to rely on members’ dues and services for its survival.

Successor parties will be particularly interested in retaining old members and recruiting new ones when their pre-transition resources run out or are appropriated during the transition process.  Members will not provide dues and services to parties unless they are involved in the parties’ decision-making processes and are direct beneficiaries of the parties’ policies.  When successor parties face serious competition from other parties, then successor party members will be in a strong position to demand involvement in important party decisions (candidate selection and platform formulation).  SPs will have an incentive to involve members in party decisions.  (Strong incentive to decentralize decision-making and involve members)  When successor parties do not face serious competition from other parties, then successor party leaders will have a weak incentive to involve members in important decisions.  (Weak incentive to decentralize)

	Successor Party Resources/Opposition strength
	Strong opposition (opposition is organized, has access to resources & stable membership base)
	Weak opposition (opposition is weakly organized, does not have access to resources & stable membership base)

	High (kept pre-transition resources)
	I. High incentive to recruit/retain members; Party has the incentive to delegate decision-making to members =>De-centralized
	III. Low incentive to recruit/retain members; Party does not have the incentive to delegate =>Centralized

	Low (resources expropriated)
	II. High incentive to recruit/retain members; Party has the incentive to delegate to members =>De-centralized
	IV. High incentive to recruit/retain members; Low incentive to delegate to members => Centralized


Table 1. Incentives to delegate decision-making to party members


Table 1 lists some expectations about the incentives to delegate decision-making authority to party members in four scenarios.  The table only includes ‘legacy’ variables.  As I mentioned earlier, the level of resources a successor party has depends on the level of pre-transition resources it owned and its bargaining position during the transition process.  The strength of the opposition parties, at least in the first few elections, will depend on the level of repression and co-optation they were subjected to during authoritarianism as well as their bargaining position during the transition.  Opposition parties will be stronger after transition in countries where they were allowed to exist and participate in non-competitive elections than in countries where they were co-opted by a hegemonic party.  Stronger opposition parties have some resources and a staff; they have had experience fielding candidates in previous elections, and are more likely to be strong competitors in democratic elections.  This means that strong opposition parties can attract both members and voters away from successor parties.  Strong opposition parties can make credible commitments to their members both because they have the resources and the ability to win office.  Thus, strong opposition parties present a real threat to successor parties.  I argue that the electoral stakes are likely to magnify the effects of the ‘legacies’ identified in table 1.  The resources successor parties inherit from the authoritarian period are not infinite.  Therefore, parties will still have to accumulate resources beyond their initial endowment.

The strength of the opposition and its chances of electoral success will be affected by the electoral rules.  Opposition parties will have better chances of success and will be less constrained by their resource limitations in proportional representation systems.  Their chances of success will be lower and they will be more constrained by their limited resources in plurality systems.

High-stake electoral systems will magnify the incentives for decentralization in quadrants I and II.  Low-stake electoral systems will weaken the incentives for decentralization in quadrant I and II.

Degree of Heterogeneity

We could conceive of communist parties under communism as coalitions under the tight centralized control of a hierarchically organized leadership.  This design was a result of communists’ attempts to control opposition parties by co-opting them in their own party ranks.  After transition, communist successor parties (coalitions) can either dissolve or stay intact.  The likelihood of coalition dissolution will be higher in proportional representation systems.  As long as they can overcome the electoral threshold, smaller parties which were previously co-opted by the communist party, will have a low incentive to preserve their alliance with the communist successor.  The probability of coalition dissolution will be lower in plurality electoral systems.  Since the stakes of electoral competition in plurality systems are high, smaller parties subsumed under the communist label will be unable to survive electoral competition on their own.  In spite of the electoral pressures encouraging or discouraging coalition dissolution, there will be instances in which the predictions do not hold.

Composition of the dominant coalition:

	Coalition/Opposition strength
	Strong opposition parties
	Weak opposition parties

	Coalition dissolves (homogeneous interests)
	Plurality and PR systems: Weak
	Plurality and PR systems: Weak

	Coalition preserved (heterogeneous interests)
	Plurality systems: Strong Incentive to establish heterogeneous dom. coal.

PR systems: Weak
	Plurality and PR systems: Weak incentive to establish heterogeneous dom. coal.


Strong=Strong incentives to establish a dominant coalition (leadership) which represents the interests of all constituent groups (horizontal relationship among the groups represented in the dominant coalition)

Weak=Weak incentives to establish a heterogeneous dominant coalition

The degree of centralization within the party will also depend on the heterogeneity of the interests represented by it at the district level.  Heterogeneity of interests at the district level provides incentives for decentralization of candidate selection to the local level, while homogeneity does not.  “When a party draws votes from different social groups in different constituencies, it might make sense to allow the local organization discretion to tailor its ticket and its campaign to the local situation.”  (Gallagher, 1988: 12)

Hypothesis (locus of control over candidate selection)
The locus of control over candidate selection will depend on the constituency level responsible for electing the candidates.  If national, regional, local constituencies are responsible for deputies’ election, then the party will have an incentive to place candidate selection (nomination) in the hands of the national, regional, or local party organizations respectively.  The reason for this incentive is the combination of the local party’s knowledge of the candidate’s background and the candidate’s need to appeal to a local electorate.  The national party might still reserve the right to veto the nomination, but at the very least the input of the local/regional party organization will be requested.  The incentive for such distribution of power is reinforced in plurality systems where the costs of selecting the wrong candidate may lead to a loss of the district seat.  PR systems will be more permissive of centralization regardless of which constituency is responsible for deputy election.

This conjecture parallels Czudnowski’s logic.  “Party selection seems to be closely related to the electoral system.  When a candidate has to be elected by a local or regional constituency, he will tend to be selected by the local or regional party organization.  In large multi-member constituencies, with proportional assignment of seats from party lists, including national party lists, central party organizations have a far greater influence, if not a monopoly, on candidate selection.”  (1975: 221)

Executive Structure


Strong presidents with centralized control over political resources are more likely to rely on clientelist links to the electorate than parliamentary executives who rely on majority parliamentary coalitions for their survival in office.  (Kitschelt et al., 1999: 55-56)  Separate elections for an executive in presidential systems reinforce the incentive to maximize the individual candidate’s appeal among the electorate nation-wide, rather than rely on a well-articulated party platform.  There are no separate elections for a prime minister and cabinet in parliamentary systems.  In most cases, the prime minister and the cabinet are elected legislators, and thus successor parties’ programmatic adaptation will depend on the legislative electoral institutions.

Authoritarian Legacies


The ‘legacy’ literature has provided some valuable insights into the effects of authoritarianism on the nature of post-transition politics in new democracies.  It is true that patron-client relationships are not immediately undermined and that undemocratic practices persist beyond the time of transition.  Electoral conditions, however, affect the durability of patron-client relationships and undemocratic practices.  I will argue that in electoral systems which provide incentives to cultivate a personal vote, and where voters’ choice is based on a candidate’s personal reputation, parties will be more likely to retain their undemocratic practices such as civil-military alliances or electoral rigging.  Under these electoral conditions, however, parties will have the strongest incentive to decentralize their procedures for candidate and leadership selection.  Electoral systems which place a premium on individual reputation reward candidates who appeal to the electorate in their electoral district.  These systems reduce party leaders’ incentives to endorse candidates who are loyal to the party.  Leaders will be more concerned with the candidate’s potential to carry an electoral district.  On the other hand, in electoral systems which do not provide incentives to cultivate a personal vote, and where voters’ choice is based on the party reputation, parties will be more likely to cease their undemocratic practices such as electoral rigging and civil-military alliances.  Since the party program is the decisive criterion in voters’ choice, voters will be less forgiving of a party which engages in undemocratic behavior.  At the same time, since parties are rewarded for their collective reputation among voters, party leaders will reward candidates’ loyalty to the party rather than their electoral appeal.

Programmatic Adaptation


The programmatic adaptation of successor parties will depend on their dependence on constituency groups for electoral success, the heterogeneity of these constituency groups, and electoral institutions.  Low-stake electoral systems (proportional representation), particularly when parties have control over their constituency groups or where the party is homogeneous, provide incentives for programmatic differentiation vis-à-vis other political parties.  Under these conditions the successor party will have the incentive to create a well-defined and coherent program, which will provide voters clear cues about the party ideology.  Successor parties in closed-list PR systems will have the weakest incentives to change their internal organization.  The appeal of the successor party in closed-list PR systems will not be negatively affected by centralized decision-making.  Low-stake elections encourage the formation of programmatic successor parties.  These are parties which rely on a well-defined program to establish a connection with their constituents rather than on extensive patron-client networks.  The relationship is based on the promise of future indirect policy benefits to the party supporters rather than the immediate provision of direct benefits.


High-stake elections, as in plurality and majoritarian electoral systems, provide incentives for the formulation of vague party programs which will maximize successor parties’ appeal among voters.  High-stake elections discourage the formation of programmatic successor parties.  Plurality elections are likely to foster patron-client relationships or discourage their dissolution where they existed prior to transition.  Candidates will be rewarded by their constituents for the direct benefits they can provide as legislators or executives.

� I use Giovanni Sartori’s classification of party systems.  He identifies seven types of party systems: single party, hegemonic party, predominant party, two-party, limited pluralism, extreme pluralism, and atomized system.  Single parties retain power by not permitting other parties to compete against them in free, fair, and frequent elections.  Hegemonic parties permit some competition but limit the success of opposition parties by rigging elections or falsifying election results.  Parties in both hegemonic and single party systems tend to control the legislative and executive branches of government throughout their existence.  In communist single party systems, there is complete fusion of the party with the state, or of the party, the state and the armed forces, as in Paraguay and most of the Central American military/personalist dictatorships.  Hegemonic and single party systems are characterized by little or no electoral competition.  See Giovanni Sartori, Parties and Party Systems: A Framework for Analysis, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1976.  pp. 125-130 This study will explore the adaptation of hegemonic and single parties which have ruled a country over an extended period of time, survived the transitions to democracy, and participated in competitive elections after transition.  For simplicity, I will refer to these parties’ successors as successor parties from here on.


� MSzP (Magyar Szocialista Párt) is the Hungarian acronym of the Hungarian Socialist Party.  It is widely used in the literature on Hungarian parties, so I will follow the convention.


� The Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, or Komunistická Strana Čech a Moravy (KSČM), is the main communist successor party in the Czech Republic.


� Strana Demokratickej L’avici (SDL) is the Slovakian communist successor party.


� In his article “Why Do Parties Survive? : An Analytical Discussion” Yanai discusses party strategies in establishing a legitimate political regime.  My project focuses on how parties establish themselves as legitimate competitors in democratic elections.  The article appeared in Party Politics Vol. 5, No. 1: pp. 5-17 (1999)


� The principle of democratic centralism established the supremacy of the central party organization in decision making.  In theory, local party organizations could participate in discussions, but in practice the central party organization did not tolerate a plurality of opinions or internal dissent.  Local party organizations were prohibited from establishing horizontal ties because such ties “contradicted the Leninist doctrine of democratic centralism and was as much a sin as factionalism.” R. J. Crampton Eastern Europe in the Twentieth Century – and After. Second edition. London and New York: Routledge, 2003. p. 249


� Grzymala-Busse, Anna. Redeeming the Communist Past: The Regeneration of Communist Parties in East Central Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002.  p. 21 This definition is based on the author’s study of communist legacies.  It could, however, be applied to any authoritarian legacy.


� Many of the traditional parties Taylor-Robinson examines kept power through military alliances or ties to personalist dictators.  These traditional parties used closed procedures for candidate and leadership selection, and were thus organizationally similar to the communist parties.


� Taylor-Robinson, for example, argues that parties which were repressed during authoritarianism are less likely to engage in undemocratic practices than parties which did not suffer repression.  Her argument specifies the effect of a ‘legacy’ variable on party behavior in the post-transition period.


� The role of the party in the selection process is weakened when candidates are selected by voters as in the U.S. primaries.  In all other systems of candidate selection, parties have numerous opportunities to affect candidate selection by influencing the process of nomination or endorsement.  To my knowledge, none of the communist successor parties uses primaries to select its presidential or legislative candidates.  Therefore, the party is still the most important agent in the selection process.


� The literature on parties has been dominated by the view that parties are legislative coalitions which solve collective action problems within the legislature and thus benefit both politicians who belong to parties and constituents.  This perspective has been articulated by John Aldrich in Why Parties? The Origin and Transformation of Party Politics in America Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1995.  I am mostly interested in the development of parties as extra-parliamentary organizations.
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