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T LI bz LT A EREIE, #EEHIE FORIFSGHOFTE. £
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ANDF|E EFMTONA0 T 737 D 2 FEETIR) LIELIEEDD TEHWEZ/RLTE
DTHB, L LAENS, T LEEEZEASNZOATEENED D 2 /NBUE I IEERIC S22
U5 &bty T, REOBRIRE TEHBMIEROEENE O SOBEICR IS % X 5 IR EkIgT
TR AL, PHIRI R ICAMEE ONCIRZE L (cf. Duch & Palmer 2002), PHI-Z&IEZ
ADNEN S ZBEEICHR U b NI EOEIAIE, 2RI L CRETENIE, V- XF 7))
DFRNBZRIEATT 7+ 7 #E) HZDS & fif5 O E KL SNS Ol F A HIC R LU THAT
——C DI BIEZEE VY 7 TEROEREATY 7 &7 #B) HZDS OARKE DH T
Hofe——2A1 T 7 F 7D 2002 FEFEFICH SN, RETTHRN T 2B OHAEDEIC
L ELEARLENEERT AT 7 7 Tld, TOEEERELHIENEN, o kid, 52
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ICEEN TN 5B,
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WK R LTV o7z, WINOEHEHITE 90 KD 5 2000 XTI THRERIE S
IEE O EEREEROE NI T TICHIEO D> TN T e RBRTE% (TTT
&, AT 7 FT NV ERT),
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REGEN DTS (TOTDIT, BFFEIRNVEMAESED U UIRRA RIS Uk
Vo BRTIEF =B L T, BHEESOMAGDED L THERT VY v )V Rz im 0l
FEDFFESE LA OFERINE & ZHIFL Lz hS, MG BGHE ATy 7 7 OEEERRC, oA
LIEmAICEI MR VDOMEE THS) B, R—F Y FeNYHY =TI, BFHMTEN
IR NZIVBEEE HBIC WO T, AGHHIRSFIREGE Z 43Iy 9 2 (2D &K S ICREBEEZ /e
HENCIR > TR L TRANT 2555, ZORSI D UL IFEE O TE AT O THIZIE
—HLTWV3B), BEDOETIE, BFINC) N—2) 7 /MR TEOMZ 2SR
TCF ISR Z ST B &, ROERTIEH % & D ORFREF RN THEMITIZ R
NF)ViEEREE, FFEBTEENTHEMICB YRS VahEOfc, EBEohEnd i
T IREE 28N TSN IR I NIRRT EA T D 3 DO % (Kitschelt 1995;
Kitschelt et al. 1999; Markowski 1997; Krause 2000; Todosijevi¢ 2004), DA R TAR - 53 &
Wo eBHERWSEEICIE, T LEET EOMEICHERZIAS 8 hH % (Appendix 1
2D,

HRNBGEORS alignment DZZTILDE > L LBHEREHTH BNV H) =T, BiE
DHERREINTVD 451 (7 ¢ T A Fidesz DIERX FOREEEE/\— N F—TH 5 F
U A FMHRFEARIEKDNP (3 Z CTIEERBL TOWEW, A — . Rk LIiRic 7 «
7 A Fidesz I G &FH TV RIHRARRBEIC K o THIEINIZE DT, 71 7 AOEFR
M B, ANBINCZDEFEEMEHI SN TV RITHE R ), TR TRIADEELE, #HELT
MENICREINTVEIERETH S, DI B, EEORKEGEOHINIEEH A5 LUK,
[HELPE ST SRR DAL MSZP DD THED . HEOSTOZFNE, 90 FERGTHEORTET +—
Z I\ MDF 25 90 4RI LI 7 « 7 & Fidesz N33 Uiz, HBUE THRABAZRIZL
feDld, RET +—F L MDF D503 U Tl K L2 Y FEFRBEEDNY A ) — EF AT
MIEP 7% 98 4E 5324 TR SRIEA 240 U 7= D 5T % (it D2 B AERUG B D T
7 Jobbik BEICE D BB NERLTHED, 2009 4 6 H DEINGREERICH ) 2 HEEIC
BEMETNI),

BRI AR NBEE OB D SN ZE LTV AT 2 ADHAEICIE. BEDOHRSICREET N
T3 58D B, FROW SZ ZBRWV Tz 4 5813, KARD T > 7 L Z MR i U 7= 28— [a]
HEELUR, RINICGGEENICRE I N TS, ERONTIE, [HHEERDNREE TICAE E K->
FeF 2 ET T ¢ 7 HPER KSCM 7 5 2RI CSSD N\ & BEBEEASH LIch, 3
ORITIETHRET ODS B —HB L T EEBSE QMM 2 LTI D, ZoEhicHiEfaiE
I, EIREGE (IH#EEGE) THBF D A FERTERM= A5 KDU-CSL &, fEh Bt
MANED > TO BB HELEOZE M & DFIEL TV 2,

R—=TF Y FTE, A3 - duEEOIIRRIBCE (HHE R SORIROBMEGE Tdh 2 REA
IRIAISE SLD & [HEFRBGE DR PSL) &4 < & & fFINICEEESNICREINT VST
LZEL TS, THUCH LT, [HEHR? 525 HiEA3HE - A3, BARERERELE
T DISESBOR OB O ZEEEDEN A, 2000 IR, BFERTEEBSEOTHRY
Zw 74 —LPORP &, GIREAFIREGLD EEIEE PIS) LD 2 WATHBGE L H -T2,

AT 7 E7E, ERTHEAETEBELOROZELNENTE D, HEESNITITIFEE
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HICRESN TV ARIE & LTI, RFE LIS AEFITAIE T D0 A F 7 IV ONE R FEFEH 7%
BMEEEIC K > TR S cEREXa Y 7+ 7@ E) HZDS &, Wil E O SR
WThBHF VA MHARTMET) KDH, N A — NDERBEZRET 2N\ A ) — NHENTE
MK, fif5F 3 3+ VA FBGETH B ERY SNS 2 52T L TE S, EROTFEBHII,
[HILpE et R EFFIE LI RFLFEE SDE S, FREZEE LI R-T 12V 4 DHEND
(7514 Smer| N\EAE L, HRTIEK AT 7 VIROFED AR S T Ui E
FEGTORT-F ) 2 M oA SDKU D EEBGEOHIN % EHT W5, LA L, HBGEOH
S AFHEBEISEET D, HENBEEOBGEEMIM L THEVON AT Y 7 37 OBERIAD
HEELZ->TW\W3B,

DURICHIE Uz & 9 i 2B Oy & 1FE (Dl a3V H)—ER—=F 2 R TR
EEOZENSIRE > T, RRENTHEDOZENERT Z/8Z2— 2, F23aT
EHFERE KSCM 7 S 42 E4E CSSD AND AR D FEBH ORI 2 E L h, fits
MHEA R OZEMIC EEARLENZR L TS, AT 7F7 T, 2000 FRICA->TE
FWEGEMNER T /LT SDE S 7718 Smer ] IS AN b7 ERICBLTE, FSHM IR
B 3 B (R A MEGES SDKU, VU A B &R F#S) KDH, /N> A Y — A
4 MK) ICMEL TV AEFRICBILTE, ZWERICDWTEADIFEFWLHh NN
(Bakke & Sitter 2005), T D& 5 HBEEEA O E L OFEOHEICEI L Tld, FEEAHE
DZEMDOZFNZFUCEH LT, JUICHIZED AR EFENTETVWEOT, LTFTRZEhZEN
DZEMNC B 2 FEEGE O R Z R C Rzl %5, 2NZNO0HmicB L THD
FFENTOBEFHIAERIZHIEL TWED, T TEZE S LIt A O E =MD D
TE7%% <. MEEOBLRZFNT 5 2 LICHWZIRET %,

2-1. ERICHIFBIAHEREBUBROER L ZTOREICEITE/NT+—I VR
FERROZERICBE L T, IHHEER OBRBELDZRICE T 20 % LRI > Tn5
(Ishiyama 1999a; Bozoki & Ishiyama 2002; Grzymala-Busse 2002a), T 415 D720
. —DICRIHRERDOBSRE T A TV T4 T A ERORG L ZNZRE LEK, £5—D
IKIFERIC BT 2 FTN5 OB DORNDESNEZNZRE LZEREICYTENTED,
COZDIFIHT LXBIT 20805 % EEbNE DT, LUFTIRZENZFNIECHET 2,
[HHpERRDEZFRD I L Tld, K—F > RORTEIREY SLD o2 AU — D3
MSzP (Zm ¥y £ 7ORTAERN SDE 2 2Iicagbond) L5 iR ETRBGHL
TREAE, Fr a0 KSCM (HE RA Y ORFEMHETHZNEPDS £ 2 2ITFH5
Nz) X5, IFHERFEFENTMEFEER - HEFRBGLL LTOTV AT VT4 T4 %
REFT 25 L HKAIE NS (Ziblatt 1998b), & 5, HHERK O & O E L RIHY HER
HEICBVWTIEF Y 3TV ALERDOA TAOF I ANTIGERH 2 H, i
T 9 LHEHliE 750 (Ishiyama & Bozoki 2001), R—F 2 RNy HY— (20T 7 F7)
DIHHLFE BRI OB EICIE. RELE TR OZE. REHTE 7 Z 2 —\DIEEIC
BOT, I—m /SRR TZREGEZIRINICHIEL (34U RXIIVRBFBERORZA
KBTI . BLA =05 Z2BA TR TT 55 %) RIEHEHICB T2 75 7< T«
A LREMR E UTORENZEMT %, THUSH LT, Fx IDHpER KSCM OB AT,
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WHICHETLRZHRIL T E0HTEL . BE T X — Oz 1R U TR g
DAREREET. FEENTEYSV—I3ZU0AENS EOOREHNFTEY S —I1cid 2H
BRI FEHRNEERWIT 558, ZOTEIZHPROMODIHLERISMREGED 5K E <&
ITNZEDEHE>TWVS (HHR R Y OREMWHSEFRN PDS DBFEICE, O ET
LB —MzmLoDE, n—Y oLy 7V 7k EDOWGHT R VICBIT 2 MA DT
ROERZMET 2 LZHIET R E., ZOBTFLRIENMHRTFRIID LAHRRITHKL
DEFLZBFHTZEDTHE— W T TV FOBMEEHRT S 0T T+ VT —X btk
ZREW SPD Z Bt U 7z IR DG L7z /£335¢ Die Linke B E D X 5 IR bz Higd O
MEERZHIRE Uiz Yo

HEDBOMEEECZHEKE LTRSS N TV 20k, ARHIZENCER L CHREHRE#E -
TBROTAT VT 4T BHEZRRTES K5 %, HERNIRICHBI 2RO FEL,
FPER S FICBW TS NFIC DI T2, BFINT TS T2 —DBREOHTE IS e
AEDTF(E T % (Grzymala-Busse 2002a), & HICF A, T 5 Lichifie2 i 2 7z iRt ) —
FOFEEE, HEERERTIOMBOMEICHEINTED, FoaAOAT7FT7RHEE A
D& S 7, HEETLOCk O A MR EREENC L 2 S e, RAND SR ZE TR LWl
FEMR SRR & . N ) —=0R—=F Y RD K S %, BURBIE DA EHERED
FIZHASLE UTHEERE NI 21T, HPER OBGEME ML & #4550 T O E K
HED R & 2539 % K 5 it L O DOIEE O 2l 5Nz b EROXR 2%
I 72 BOHIRER T & DRI DLW 258 S N Tz Z I ki & OO MASOFEED . T 5 Lk
HRTY — b OHERNITO LHONBZFHIAT 5, H-FvF o)l M3niEz, (572
T A S OMEEERAGNC G2 SNT4HP 5 LT B EGIHEE T 7% bureaucratic-
authoritarian, %% 7% [E K217 %! national accommodative & %1 T, F SR IH Y HEEREE
EICHBND, HPE SR FICEBT L « T HETT Lic/edic, #TirEERS e MV 4 s
BN Y=05 47 by T —ZICHD IAK NS PERIE patrimonial 1 F # K
il & XAIL T (Kitschelt et al. 1999; Kitschelt 2001)

FREEOSFICHES &, BRZMHMOIEFRAROE & Tld, SAICH S ICHRZEE R
FRZgEE LI dEZiKmd T E— L, KR E RSS2 EREZ A 7z, LT 2Ll D
T/ 7T — " ERABZUEIRT Y — AT B O, (RHIZENCER U CIRESZ
B35 L, WNOEDIROBIEIRES) & L ODWWICE T3 %, BIRIICX, vt
BiEX D BIELEWEHEE OS2 HIEL T, [HROME « FiridOBIFICHE U TR ERED
2T > TIRSFIRGE B8 2 U1 0 #5 T RS I EMRZ =L L T DT AT T o
T A LI ZYIBDTH B, N —DHHER, Ha2FRITEEROLFITE. K
Ik & DAZPEOIERE T FIEMEZ TR U 7 SORRASEERD . 5N D THERY — 7))V ) #HBjO T H
SOFENZEFHLDD, 9 TIC 1989 4E 10 HDWARICEB N T, BUEDAIRRERICTT > T
$L25E MSzP NORIT E R EBREOFEH ZTRE L T3 (O’Niel 1996), R— > RDfFE—%
EFE DT, 1989 FDHEB5 I H FEZRIC I\ THRIN R IRAL Z B L 72150 90 4 1 A
DHRBZLCBNT, HANOEDIRDHLIRT T v b T+ —LOZFZREHIC U TGEREN
TEHHRE, WEGLOBEH 25 . HieR—F > FRE SR T2 SARP OB 17
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FH LIz, L LEDNS, REBNLIERDTAT VT4 T4 BHEOFF L EMEN TS
NV =125 MSzP DIFETE, WM LICBW T, V7 AR ERADF RO
W, REETGRFEOZEL V- EERFER) H7ERT 20, FEEIciE, ARk
BERICHUE L, B AR CTEMEICE IR T % £ TOHRRHRICE N TTH B T EHERS T
TW5 (Ishiyama & Shafgat 2000), FEHRNGAEOEHITE F > aF VY XLCATABF—
L2 U C—E WARIME 1 72 #ERE U 72 [ PESEBATTAY . 1990 AEARRIC AR TiE% THRL
LT R LT, 78IV —D%E, BHIKXko TRHERETRA L, BEbm
Mmolel &id, EXETOMILE FRIFRO A AERE WS O BEEMNZ/RET 5,

AT LT, BERGMERFRMOLEFRAROE & Tld, SEERTY — FOKEMNH
EFN3, HAIKIZWL DO DOBEIRO R Y F ORMDBEET B D, Z U vafllh 5 DR
KRNI ETh b, GHINGIERO X 5 &3 & UTHERNAREEZ B DU T2k
FRIC, [HRHIOFEORE R, JSRRERA A ZR LN, (RFIRWE BB 211 L TREER T 1
FUT AT ABERRARD LIRS, AT 7FT7E, THOLERTCTAT YT AT 4%
I (W) BN UTeFNCE A B T EMNTE, TIFATT7DRIVT A=L—2 V1 FHK5E
FTH S OFHRESNREREIR Z ML L, RAZREZEL T, OORAEN 2 W BREDOHE
WS> THRTFIREEEZYI D BT, HOESREFZE(EH LED S E TICE>TZ, BA
BULLE T2 RH DOBMBGE O TIIBINNRFE S TH S (Grzymala-Busse 1999), [HH K1
Y OWHEIRBIRED, HHzEEL, HEZRTHIHERIZHRTERY) HAD TR
T EFER] BB TROTAT YT 4 T4 ZHICO MBS G, IBF LI
BEOIENIOHR T UAIHKE R Y N2 T 29 TV F v —BGi L G-t (R
F4E SPD Z il U 7z [EIRD B HRIC & > TR Die Linke (348 T IHPE MM T O Hi 7z
WL 72) T & (Ziblatt 1998a), F = I DOILFER AR Z HIE U 72 8ide i 28 H Lz hd
HE, AHEEOESXDEREBEOYROBRE D ZEML T, REEPHNICRZ THRAR
FEEHRERAL. 2 > TRSFIREEEICN DN IZHITEET D H 51 % B DO A DT L
1o (BBNERAOEHEICE ZWINE T . FDOT AT T 4 7 4 DZEHIZ 68 tEDO AT, T A
MOEZE Uizt 2T OBEMHEICE EES) TR LAMATHS (Hanley 2002),

Wk O T LIR LIRSS LB HIRMICK B E N TOARWLD, D& S KRIHLER O
TATYT AT A EFEOWEE ., O 5T 2%KBEED GERILIFD) FEEICE
FBRINDER L, —ISHOE R ZRE L T 25 THD LEDONG, HEEICE TS
RO ERZEH E LTEMENTWZOMN, —Did, AIRGERTOMILE. TH LN
FLPERASHRECE DS S sRIT I & O B HRHLER & O CHIRRM 2B R R M ST &N TES
PENTHO., &5 —Dk. EROAINEZ—FT ¢ TERMT 221 OFHOEFNTH
2o
AIRGEZC BT 2 HIER (BKBGE) OSZFEIE. M - SO Wb/ — XY
7T by =TV — MEIEM L TO2DERME LTWIEA, BRI E R DR
P15 BEE 2T 2 AN MBS & ORISR T 2 e ST LN TE LS
I, HRREZRICB O TRERZEOILR (ZOEAETE. FEHEEN TOBRMBGE SR
RIZEMEERAETOREROKIEICE EE o> TED ., Kt THRIKEGE O SRR 1 R

28



MRS 2 R FF S %) ZRBIL, BHENOEIRZ Rz Uiz, R—F Y FIEG SR 1%
SARP MHA Iz MRS 2 (NE | 7 & Fik U T E) RO H B Ak Th 2 2R —
Z > Ry EfAEY OPZZ & OficER G, RELIRMEM SLD 2/ L (R ks
%) INY T =B RN ) = ER S EEE MSz0Sz & ORNTEZE )1 OWE %

fhAzT Lk, FEHMAHBENIRT L@ AWnicE K HEEMEZHET B0 L
THOEHT 2 LTHEER-BFTHD, ZNEN 1993 4, 94 EFHIC I % BHERIFICH
HRL7z&EZ SN TWVS (Waller 1995; Orenstein 1998),

£ 5 —D0D, FERICBIHKIN KT 5 EAE, fH 0)21’11/’5( FT o TR B
WOFHETH B, HIELEEDIERTETRBEULZz BIF UGG, Bz Bis T B it =
EI4 & OE O CHEEROZER 7 6 % 2 & HEIZnT L & TN T & HRERIY
IIFRENTWVS, B ULAHPEREN T OZEMZIHITE L /2T = ADGEICDH, T OHT
ME—, FELAY R R CSSD AY (EHMBGETIEH 0, [HRHRRDHHEERDOE &
T) LSO THS, LrLAEND, AT 7 F7ORFLFES SDE BR—F 2 B
NI —DIHIERBIRBELO X 5 B TORBFNCEEN M- DIk, (WDHhD
FHRBCRY « ERATICHBUC & F L0 HEIHE & ORI O R LA T, AF 7V
OREZRTY 7 F 7 #E) HZDS B FFHE RN RPEAROZEMEKEL HHTVE T
LD TH D L EZ 5% (cf. Haughton 2004), FHEOTEBAH L7525 T LN TE b5
oI5 SDE F, MABIRICBIT 5T 227 8— b F—L LT, RFR#EFROILE
THRFEATY 7 F7HE) HZDS LT H, TEY T2 — L EU MM OE R Z B
TRAFT7IVIRICSINT 2 TEK L, mAMICHREZEIRUZBRICIE, BEIcbico T
WEEEEBA NN L, DWIZZZDI BO—D2TH D, BERBGTICH LT TH LWITI
ZIRZ T THM Smer) (BICRFFEW SDL BT ERBIGEEHE LT THm=t2RE
Smer-SD| &&HR) ICH> TRbOENTLE o7z,

2-2. BRILHF B IHRFIRE R DRSS DEH

DED &S HEROBGERY | OREICH LT, DU T 2 — AN ENT-AROBER
FIDOLEICEE L Tld, FEAE - GO FHEBICET 2 AN RS 5N TV S
(Szczerbiak & Hanley 2006), % C Tid. BUELL 7ZIHRAHRY > 7' L Z KOk D F1 5
PR RIS EEBEEO TR FES ODS WAL L7 F = a5l &, HEICh a0
B NEGZEN R E IR > T2 R—5 2 ROHER & DLLIRN—D Ot EOELAT
Ho (AT 7F7 72 OPFHADHTH LS T EMTEEMIE, KRHRL LTHERWD),
STBEENC N Y —D T o+ 7 X Fidesz DHBIM, U NFIVEGEDN S HIFE U TIBMRFIREL
WANERESIARZEZ THEDFERREORE 2EZH L maad e LTEHENTY
%o HUWGHEE & R IGERE & 20t g 23Em L LT, miFic B0 T 1R IHR RO
M ORRMEGRBGED AL L. WA NOSINZ R L DD, BN Z B 2 DIkt
LT, BHICBO TN & IHR R & AU O MR TRE E MR- TFH T aF VU R
MERBGED KL T B0, RICHMHES MO TRE(EdT 5 & LKL fREh Ty
B, A0y 7 OMBMFICEHNH D, T TIEED EF7%y (Vachudova 2008; cf.
Vachudovéa & Snyder 1997),
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GHREGARE T O ORI T 2L TiE. HRRO T > 7 L D IRAT 2 i
5. WM LU TBIAZEH ORI B W THEFREN 285 > Te FEBUE KL L TR 2 Oh . %
NZEBAATZERMITH > TmONBESN TV B D, R £ 7207230 D TH
O, AREHEIC & DFHOHENE APRENT VS, [HEKRD T V7 LI TH R
7 #—5 L Obéanské forum O 5 FENCAH RO FHEEGE & Ui RRIF5E ODS DAL
ZRIEEFral, NHEA] ROHPRDBEGEBZHE DR LIER—7 2 FEDtigoHn
SIEMENTV 200, BEICBT 2 R THE—O LIS ) 75 KT OTFETH D |
KAETENE AR N2 8D < o TN 2 A F EIR KRR B ORSERZ W1 F 5 1FH
T®H% (Saxonberg 2003),

F TR, BEICBT 2 ERREHOE LIETRY 4+ —F LA ZRTRZHIC BN T
BALENTHRT 4 — 2 LOMTHHD, 2 - BHENERO TR T + —F LRSI
I TERNC LICARZIIZ TV RIRMOHF T, EiRiRD BB IR EMIZR O —
ANCHoTN T T IAD, BHENTOMENBFOTNE, 7+ —F LOFDOROHHKE & 12
LTI +—T LORERZERS L, Ch 27 > BN EBE L TV e, TiRT +—
Z LOBAEME., [HEGRRRO T REH &, SFROTTRERERYE ODA & 757 ADH
WATTRETFW ODS &I 3 R T 20, MGk E 22N L THER O L 28R L
DT RERFR ODS THh -7z (Hadjiisky 2001; Hanley 2006), FEF GO H TR EUZ
BDIBAFY VU E 9T I T ANEDEIF L. ARG HOGEHEIC DN 2 H,
MRS 7 O RICRETH O K7 7 AR B US & U THEd 2 R55RICH D >
7z (Saxonberg 1999), F = I AHELFEICT R ERTE ODA (92 4. 96 F58%5),
HEAS US (98 4F, BEEHIA & LTSI LTz 02 4F538%5), fD3E SZ (06 FiE%) Lk
MWICRE T NZBEEHLET B EMMNEREN TV SH, HREER ODS IZ—EH L THED
FHEEGE L LTz HER LT3,

MeT1HR R DBUAS D BRI 2 5 NIGRAERIRO RIS S sl &b LT,
BNGER) 75 RARTEIDMAE T 255 iE. HEN 28T 5 BUAK D A R L BOE Rk O
BT BN D B, F I LFARICIHETIRNEBOMEIBI SN S, R—F Y FT
W DR ROTRES 7S 7H, KEHEECHEBE L LY 7Y o Y &2 Hd 5 hRHE
WPC &, XTS5 T~V T 1 LY Fz2XHid 58] (RORFEHS UD) Licnp#L., H
1 ROBEHRETH - 72175 D11 RZE E 2> Komitety Obiwatelskie (&, —HDIGEISAHE
BRI ENSHTIEH ZEILE L T E, BARETHIZEIPHE L A LZMLTLE
5 (Grabowski 1996), KMAEICHFE L=V 7o o oV iE, & LAHPREY PC & B
W, BENOHRIREIET %2 Tk & o flzdic, EHRIESFNERST Y 2 M EEZ O
MEEEEINEN 5Tz SBORHIESRIEMNEA E NTz 93 BT, U A THEEZEICHIA
RIHKRIEZ < OBGEDERIIMNCEI D EE Nz, M2 BIROAE 5T, 95 DO KIMHE
TR E 18R LI A2 UME Licoh [ElE ) #2178 AWS TH O, i
TR Z B O LT 97 HRREZE THRIZ I, [HRRD 5 B DRI 7%
D | B TE) AWS & URTIVIRD (REEHS UD R EEMELTZ) HEEE UW &N
HABMEZR T T LIicikb, LM LAEDS, 2000 FOKFEERERIC W CIHLER O LR
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BUICRHT Uz Dl ) 5o 3 e HA U T Lk, RAKGBIFORTZ RN K
SETHLABOEED ARG EHT T LITKD, FREINTEL L 72 2 (LA E HiE
B UW & [ R T8 AWS OIRD SHROTHR TS v b7 4+ — L PORP Zii b LT,
FHADRRRN IR SRz - Tk oD T ) B Tl IR, BB EA L LTHRT S L0
SRS A BHIESRHOBED E L 5 5) £H > T, 2001 F5EE THSMIHEN R >
7z (Szczerbiak 2006a), [HKMRD 5 B, FFEHME EHRWATRER TS v b7 4+ — L PORP
CABIRIRSFI R NELIEFZ PIS) &Y [HHER AR Z £ M L OT TEER “KBGL L 5>
TV DI, £H0< 2000 FRPEXDFRICIBNTTH - 7z,

FROTEBGEOBALICE LT, N H) —IZZDOTHBERICRENH > 25T, Foa
ER=F YV ROHRNCHIEDIT ST EMTE S, NI A —TREFIZFOR; T TICK
THRDEB DB ML LT z7z8I2, 1990 FEDBIFRBEE DI f TR ARD 5 BD 1Y AN
ZIVIRD B R I8 SzDSz - HERIHME (71 7 A) Fidesz & InIRFHVIRR T +—
Z L MDF (BX0, BEHNBGETH S F D A M HRT AR KDNP &/ ME¥EE Y FKgP)
EMHIMAICSZMLTED . RICBOERAOBZEIPEHEORFET +—F Lzhined
BDACHIRSFEA NI INBHREZ S Uiz (U RXT)VIRIG I FE SRR BOE O #1223 MSzP & My
TWOHNIZ HDTz), D%, 94 HFEBEB O 25 MSzP = H R 3238 SzDSz Bk 7z $
AT, 98 FEHETIE T 1+ 7 A Fidesz M, TNEX TICHHEZMHED R L THIA{EL TR
F 7 4 —F Is MDF DG IRFIRGEBE D B 0 L 722 D23 L & 72> T, AAHEOFEE
B AE U7z (Enyedi 2005; Fowler 2006), 7 ¢ 7 A Fidesz (& Z ORJIC, HE Y XF )L T,
T LUATERDFEF ) N—2 D 7 VIR EEMROESAD S HAEL T, BEOBER Eo Tk
BHET 2BMETEN T, BHATFIROKILT > a -V AL Z2HINCHE T 2 BOEICESR
U7z (HHERA 2 —Z2 8L T HONARRICSIIL TW3), ZOBSRT AT YT 4 T4
DEFENHEDICE RT AT« v 7T, HOEEENE EOBANGHEECENM TS0
2, 7O TR ()2 a ) polgar] 4 FA0F—x, V—X—"TdH 0 HHNx A
THEFNN=2VOBIRARZRANIEENZL L DEHZEDTOED, FoavPR—7
ROHF L T 25EEICE. BODUEBRSTEHANRBEICEA S, NI HY =, B—
F > RO 1989 £ DRI HBERERF = T D 90 4B D K 51T, KARD T > 7 LTk
DE & THREN L ORPGERERE S T LWV Felzodic, 5L VI & TF B kR
RAEPESD K9 IBERIC B 2 BEATIEZ T NI ERERL TV, FrakFEOSHT L
LR R GERIEH D) KRMERZ - 122 HTh 20, MR G2 D5V 3EA )
WHEBRBIROPZICHIEDND TN, T4 TAMNT 5 LB =G LIS Dlk,
BIRHALCR O A AR (A58 e # DR AT S Hi5 HH B D AR D BR A58 T D)
ZWHAICF > TWV3) ZHiRFT 2 DB SR 258 MO R (B oz iER L
7eDE. DT AT YT 4T 4 ZEOFME I3 % . FEHRERIN S 93 LEDOT AR
OBATICEELTT # PG SIEFRIRD DB LI L DA THZ—— DL TICHHRTE
P SzDSz & DIEHED L E ER U727+ Rl ZO%HHERIFHEE ORI A 28—
o te. T4 T A LGB 98 (ELIKFDFEIIRHILSE 2 7V 7 TEZ MM E S Ik
WIONIRBE 72> T0d——) &L EML Y o)L, 2L 0 Ao LY o
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VT, FU A MR FEERBETREBRBGE R & OIHWIROMER 2 AJREICT 2 K 5 Il &
DHAEDRICEH>TTH A I o BEEDOREEDN E I VERSE T &R —F > ROl
BEEITE AWS DD X S ISR S b > FDIE, N H Y —CRAEHEA DO K
TEER WS MEDZN T EWHRICIER LizOh & Nz,

LT, AT 7F7OHBEOZERIE, KHRO7 > 7 LIz kAT 25 A F
TIVORFEATY 7 F 7 #E) HZDS MEs U ARRFERE E&RNa iR/ O %Mz S i fzdic,
FURMHRFERBN ZHOLE LIARBIIOMEDAA L, ZD (&< ET) EBHIMRMK
NN 55, [HA BV w7 EeRkzkkd 23V X &R F#EE) KDH &, %O
TABF R EHT S FIRE . LR EHESNDOT E—)L 7z Hig s IR E 25
ATED, %EN IS FEIEEICKE L TR AF 7 IVIRO KFAMFEZRBE Lz 207y £ 7 RE
A7 SDK GEZ1E Ol S LGB —B 720, [ RBGEORFER DS . KE
A1 7 £ 788 HZDS H SR LT K A F 7 VRS 5 7 % R 1A DU 7% E RO
ZEUFENGEEES) ZHELZOREN, ThZzdihe LTEBERICERL K S & T
% RMEIR ORI RTIROD K2 E . 2002 4F3EE T3+ Y 2 M HETEH KDH & 20
Uy F 7 BEF ) R MEGHA SDKU & NVERICHHFET % C &1 > 7 (Haughton & Rybar
20060), TN 5HDBAEICHIZ T, 2002 48X TE (FLERAYF—R0B) FllEET
E—)L LE#Hi AN ANO Dl 2859 245 8. A0 7 F 7 I ZBEREGEICH U THi L
T E—)V LTeHIBHE OB ADRID AT & ISR E W RZBEEBIGORFE & LT
%o T LTBIRONT, 1999 FLIEA X NI EHNERIO HERDO5H) KIRHEIKIC
Ko THIATE IR0, 1998 B TR T Iy 2 HEDR S LIFHhiR
5 SOP MGERICHB A LT T EM AV REOY) DO KK FAE A T YT 5 02T 7= (G
FHIC T Smer) ICAH L) TESHWESS, TLA, 98 FEDEEHEkE: (2
—XHIDEA) A, BRI L TBGED B LRBBUARD AT 1 7 \OETEH Z &,
ANZRDH BEERZ L E T BEEF v Vo R—VICHFICHNTW BT 2D, TNAEHT
DB AEEEZ 5| E NPTV B AMREMEAMERIE T % (Rybar 2006),

3. BRELn. BELERDRER

HENICRREN TV BBGEORY & AHEEED L OB OXISERE. & L TRA
cleavage ICEH T 2WFUC K > T LIF5NT VS, TDIEFMT, BHES L BULE 2T
DF 5 —DD[EE L TORMZMNRET B THMNT S &Iz, Th
WGBS AT LBES O KIERIC A 2 B HINE 0D, KRB 572 2 BUE Y A
TLE. 795 LIEHOENHEREGED SR ENTORBGEY AT LE Tl BUEY A
TLARPEREZRICT 2 EZ TR e b, BUEY A7 LOMGHZHN S % CEE
FHRS B A BT 2 IRC B i T L ld B AN b AN T L TRERWVWES S,

o, EFOHI—1 v ICBN T, BUED R L OBRZRE#E L, & LAESKEMED
=D& LTOHRENZIHNDDH S L) BIRICE R ENT (Mair 1997a), HHIFEGEE T
LR L E DOMOA TR, B EEZKEDBOEMND linkages I H LI A
DDOH B, T T TIEHMBUTKTT 2 EFERUNCEIT 20582 £ & L THNT %,

32



3-1. R EHBDOREER

K% 3-1 : Electoral volatility

Szczerbiak
S}igttae]:rkSO%S 2006b filifg 2002, 2008 -
total | interbloc*| total | interbloc*
1991-1993| 343 [388] 227 |383
Poland 11993 1997| 213|199 121 |198] 93
1997-2001| 51.1 | 493| 21.0 |435| 9.0
2001-2005 36.2
2005-2007 249
Sﬁ?;kgo‘f)‘s Sikk 2005 | Kopecky 2007
1990-1992|  15.5 20.4 243
Czech | 1997.1996| 242 27.0 16.1
Republic
1996-1998| 163 15.8 11.9
1998-2002|  13.0 17.6
2002-2006 19.1
S]ist?el:(rk;O%S Sikk 2005 | Kopecky 2007
1990-1992|  22.0 21.4 18.2
Slovakia | 1992-1994|  20.6 13.6 438
1994-1998| 203 20.2 40.3
1998-2002|  30.3 28.1
2002-2006 26.3
Bakke & . .
Sitter 2005 Sikk 2005 Birch 2003 ol Tinterbloc®
Hungary | 1990-1994] 268 23.7 239 28.4
1994-1998|  31.6 32.7 29.4 30.8 11.0
1998-2002|  19.1 19.1 19.6 53
2002-2006 8.3 0.3

* R—=I Y FOTay JESEE AR -

DIRRICBH U CAERB R UHEEE L Z NS OBGE L DREID 2 71y Z-EIDE D,

M - AEO3 T 0y ZE NV —DE DL 94 4

Bt e AHEEOBRICEI L Tid, e E RSO L/EH T RAT SRR OIS
WTHEDFRFZET 2 (27 55— Fd I TIARICEESINTE D, HpEdE
BRI, ML OHERFENEEO R TERIEICEATRSZIRT 27213 T, Zh
SOBUENEHEEORSTEEH L THE T EREINTVE, REFTINCGERERE52 %
KRB SREFNELE L UT, R G/ RAD . R Fikn, Zea/kEE, g GEME-
EHRD. HHERIRE. SRS Vo REENER SN TEY., Elck> TlEsT
U & IHMB SR DR OO (FTE &/ 5#1#) Th s (Whitefield, 2002; McAllister
& White 2007). #“EF IR RFFAL L HIERED, [HT U — Mg & I3 & OfEoES
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HISZ R 2 R > TV B 72 DICAE U A B T, 90 FRICHFICH SNz (AL, 2000 4FK
WCAS T, D EENYHY—TId, HHERBIKBOL TH % 112358 MSzP D5 B)#F BT
LI T LDDH B, TNREHEEIUESR T 2N H 2 &0 B TIZ AL, #
IR L IZIF R UG T UL BB R MR TEROD, 90 R & RS & S -
EHEE O COXEZ OBRREIIENDDH B LS EHTHB), T, BHESDIK
WiREEARIIE < < BERICBT B2 5 volatility [ & i L T, BOER
JERERICBI L TIE, 90 SERKIE E TORBITZ DR S AR L, T CREEDBEICHT S
LT BIRRINRBE T A T T4 T4 T A a YIMAET B T LR L TV
(Rose & Mischler 1998), 2000 fErif&iciThONTziiERIE, B E R Om Tl H R RKGEE
DNV DOHDEBPT TIIEMDENTEZ S —0 BHED, hDOTXO IR LE) kit
WKFy v F Ty LT e REATWS (Enyedi & Toka 2007), £, T+ TT57 14U T+«
BT 2R TR, K AR AR I G E E2GEE 15 AR OLLEIIZED, WL DO K Z IV
Fa—LL75a. (MRS AL —of + Bt DEE N0 LA 550 5) ARREED S
10 FEBIC I AMERNICHE % C & 2R LT3 (Tavits 2005), 7'+ 57 ¢ U 7 ¢ (Pedersen
index) (&, FHEAELEDENC & THEARBWEETH D, AN CERIBIWER R LT
W2 IS DB R E RICIBU T2, Bt W DD 7oy 71U TEE L7y
T4 TT 4 )T 3K OIERWEE RS, Fo AR TEERE NS GRS 7,
[HHpE EZGFEE2RICHET %) BT+ T 70U T 4 h, GHEEZORZETHOBA NG
DHTHL, BIAT Y — MO TESREDH LU0 iR D EIF0 359 5491 R
DERCE>THEERTENTVE T LIFEEEZET S (Tavits 2008),

HPEFRBEZ O RE TE) L TORELELE U SRBNEHEEZEE DY TS
KX, HIZEEI—a v/ SOV OHDEDOBEE Y AT LTINS K 5 RIARIC R E
DIV =T 4w JIHECDOTeBGE GRREGERF Y X MR F ERBGL) AWHRAPRGEEIC
HELUTHEET 2 DI TidARV, R—F 2 RIZEBT 3 R4 PSL (Szczerbiak 2002), F =
NTHT B FREGEOF VU A M HEER = AF3E KDU-CSL (cf. Hanley 2001b) &\ 3°h
&£ LIIBEBGETD D | AR 5 T EFS MY RO B FE 25 [ E DTS (5T,
FEDAMEHRMA L OFUDZDFWHEBHRMNEE RN G-/ L FEHENS), C
I LISRHCEEN TV, LR UIRXEENEGT & UTEE LR RBOE - FRIREGE - EIRM
DEOREGE ONY A —D/NEZEF YV FKP °F U X MR AR KDNP, A0 737
DF V) A MR FER) KDH o> A ) — N5 MK) OEICiE, ON Y —D 2 580,
WENEFFELONHANSMAL, L 7ZL D10 K OBAMEEEMITRHE U 723280
Lo THEREMETED LIRS RV, TDXSE, 7 —T 0w I SBEOIF % E
EMICH T EEmICN LT, BROGEHEZ IV —T ¢ v VIR T 585750 Ty
N/ vy 1 v DS T 2 MG ST 2L T, B LAROHEN S FNZHAEL
TBRERZ M C 2 BN DMNFEET % (Toole 2007; Sitter 2002; Bale & Szczerbiak
2008),

Fize, U= 0w Uk, HERFENAT IV — L, [l E . oA X o THTU
DIFSNTEN & UTHZ 285 (Bartolini & Mair 1990) 1R 520 72 iiZ8id. BRAIER
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FHAE DA MEE O COAMMEBIOMEZE D [, Al L ToOAMES ORI (HER
Dt d 2 ML, WEHODHNREND ZLIFENTDHED) L. ThziifED
JTWs (HEICK > TRES) MifEBOMHE, Bl ERBEIRE RS - BFamER.
M BHEEF - BHEF R, HENBEHFERE - MR F 7% E OO XN OFEZ f5d L
TW3 (Markowski 1997; Toka 1998), T 9 LEfRFN AT IV — O fiEf % A7
LEMEE DD XS HHBNSHEES NS 3 RICIERHENTE D T L
TEMEEEE LN E R B R OEEMIX, CTNEHZ S LI I 2755
ZRIELTOVENETHSLEEZAONS). TNDEEFREBEOHED ARG TRES
flattened civil society | DEAREZNETH 2 (Evans & Whitefield 2000; cf. Linz & Stepan
1996),

BUEAHR 0 < 201980 Bid, BAPBGEE OB, —RINICIZ. KRB BEHHRRESE
LS XDk, electoral-professional B T D, Az < & & A DT HBULDEEICIEE
UG B EEBOEN R T Sa—F 2 L BT e HE L CREITHNS K5 10) BEEOEE
BIR NEEA T 0 7 NORHEN T 7 2 RAICKREMKIFL TV D T EMERIEN T3, "A
OHIFIIM L T/NE L (EEZBINDFAET 20 MRS HD 557 BE DO E D TR,
EHAED ST LT 3RO #R BRI E REREDEI N TORWEEND R R0,
WABE LR LESRENGEHET LGS HEBRNN R EEROEBRICKHTD LIRS
TV BOEHRROFEX, 2EBGEE LTOT LYY AZRM L, HOBEFMED KR
EEROBEHIC X o TIER L2175 B, mERmHEZ Y 7)V— I 5EEERi>T»5 E
DD, HEOWOFHMD 5 BGANELR 2T EF 3 X 5 BFIERH - BRHOBRERST LE K
% {7xv (Kopecky 1995; cf. Panebianco 1988; Katz & Mair 1995),

BV 7 g OMIHERHIBGE TH O . HPER P R BOE 2 kK U 72 BOEIE FRIRI R & 7 B
O EHBZRD, HEBREEARZESIFEOLORN, WAOE R (KHIZBLEET
WHARIETHRZEH Ul F 2 IOHFERERNT) MU TEMELEIN TV, SEERBICE
LCh. IHEERDBRMBEEANDOBIFICE L TREREOEH 217> TV aEEIE (Tk
b, FzalHNOFEFITIE). »DTOERBIEORBICITIET S5 4L, F23
DILFESE DRFIZEZIC B 27 BBOMD & KHBZEDTH %, MDD TDOHFER DI
. 2NV EINEE R - FEOHEE LT DV TV izdic, 80 FRDKA T,
R—=F Y RE—HWEREN 210 . FzaAa Ty &7 OHERNF = 3T 100 b, A
097 F 7 TA4A5 )i WA =2 ERFME DK 85 JTOR A ZHE > TWeDTH %
(Grzymata-Busse 2002a)

PLED & S 73t BRI OB (BEZO H RSP BIEREIC K S HEZZTATED, L
KO EHS TR ERLA, LIE LR EBEOMALBEIGEI ORAZ DRV,
BT E 2 219720) T 5RO SRS & GHETRBUTS 2 ) |
BB E LT 5T LICE > T BEEHEDOK D Z 27 Y AICEALRIEST GRE
BICHE U TEBRBERBO K Z BB, TOWOLERE) 2175 T MWL &5 H, ik
ARER T —REZAA BT ENTERMozlzdic, T T TNz (Szczerbiak 1999;
Toole 2003),
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R 3-2 : AR DRIE

Party membership: Poland

200,000

——SLD
150,000 = PSL
O Komitety
Obiwatelskie
—&— UD/UW
100,000
o PORP
O AWS
° ——PiS
50,000
—+—LPR
0 o—°
O - N M T WO B PO %N @ T e
8383885888z 83828
§288888383&s8cs888
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ SS8SSS
Party membership: Hungary
100,000
75,000 —— MszP
—&— SzDSz
—#&— Fidesz
50,000
—%— MDF
—%— KDNP
25,000 —— FKgP
0
S oA mTLEE 02 S B e
8388338858388 :23838
8888888388828 88¢8¢8
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ SSSSSSK
Party membership: Slovakia
100,000
75,000
> —4—SDL
—#— Smer
50,000 HZDS
—>—KDH
—%—SDKU
25,000

2001
2002
2003 [
2004 |
2005

600,000

Party membership: Czech Republic

550,000

500,000

450,000

400,000

350,000

300,000

250,000

200,000

150,000

100,000

50,000

2001
2002
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—e—KSCM
—8—(SSD
—&—KDU-CSL
—%—0DS
—%—O0DA
—e—US

Higtt . Enyedi & Linek 2008, Mair & Biezen 2001, Biezen 2003, Toole 2003, Lewis 1995, 2000, Gebethner
1996, Grabowski 1996, Szczerbiak 2001, 2006b, Jasiewicz 2007, Rybat 2006, Kopecky 2006, 2007  (#EiE
&L, RERZTNEEZ IR ZHEHIE D T L b, ERE KWL TR Al fEENRE W)

BABRTEH AEERL

B I R e R 1 T cF N R S | -4
Poland 1.3% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% NA 1.2%
Hungary 1.7% 2.6% 2.0% 1.3% 1.3% 1.8%
Czech Rep. NA 6.8% 4.1% 3.0% 2.4% 2.1% 3.7%
Slovakia NA NA 3.5% 4.1% 2.7% NA 3.4%

s Bl GR—5 2 R 91 2 —RIE 9 %,)
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BU. T LI—RERESFICRH L TE. WD DET= a7 Y A% DT SN
BENTVD, RHRIZBPIIICE (R—5 2 RPF A THEFICBIRIND) HiyTOFEEX
LY VI £ TEZBGEMERZ > ZBUABI EMFEEL TE O, 25 LicBia#iAIC
KXo Tl L UTHRE NIBEERD, %ick> T, (Bhd 2 K51, K—F Y RZRVN0)
FEHRH LB BE CHIE L & N2 B D EFEBN AN DAKFE, < R X T ¢ 7 2 MG & 72 16
H UT2i#%58 D X 5 7%, electoral-professional BT 7 /VICHEIS L T > 722 EAER S 1
TW% (Hanley 2001b), T 9 L7HIADB B2/ L TOWARWHIBGE (Auay 7 +7 0 [
0] Smer] RE-F VA MEGHA SDKU, R—F 2 RO NELEFPIS| L) OB
D/NEEE TS Liextteh s ng 5,

GRBOEO TN 5 1&, GRBGEDENFEERNZ (2 a7V ALPEEERDEX S
%) fRlzf o TS A TFENZ GEFEHREROK S ) fEnERi> Tha k-
THAMERICEMNDNEINSZDEINEEIND &, 5RO XA VR ANDS
572 3K TH BRI T 2 & RIS, BRI AY Z7)V— b 2R EE 515
MFEEL ONYHY =D 7T ¢ 7 X Fidesz ®F = IO HREF4 ODS). THDEFREHICHE
BEHNER BB WIAIE. NV —DRFET +—F L MDF) bxflbLz e Elc, 3
DEFRSIOBEZEIZIN L E>TVB T EMERIEN TS (Enyedi & Linek 2008),

TENOMES IS &0 S Bl B IE. FEN O, 2 GEEM - BUEIRD 1B %5,
T NEBODEZEKAHRKD 3 DD TBULOE ] DR/ T, EMEMEOEEICHE U Tld, R
DA PUEMERRZ IR LD S & 38 FAHAKIC D 2 B OHERMNZE SN TE T L
M5 stratarchy DIFAEZ 5T B & V2. I JBLMEHERBHEDET IV E 3R>
T, BN OF I TE AR AN U TN HERR 2+ > TH D . 9 LB RkICE
J2HNMEN 2R > TVWE DT TR ENT EMERIENTWS, )5 T, S ROMITERE
BRI G OB NIICEET 5 2 LD, HIREENREN Oz T U T
HEZHHLES ELTVE T EMNFHA, ThEREDHRIERICHEZZATLELS LT
HHEMITRENZBEATY — FOBGEEHODESITHT B RIS EZ 5N T3 (Biezen
2000, 2003; cf. Katz & Mair 1993),

FuF oIV ME, BEEEHMHEGOMOV V77 A4 DIB U T, ER OB 2 1 5 Kk
RZRPPBNEM L, DM ORI Z D < ZBERMEICE D S Eh L Z B EDE T, i
BRAEDIROAV A VDL WiEDREMES VAT TV ALMEGEE . WiH
T2 S MTEII B O 3 DR L TWwW A (Kitschelt 2000; HIH 2005), v F )b RiE,
HHPRGEE D FHRIC KR L Tl s BB DO K2 TE 7 5 2 —DEEIRDOELF L B L T,
ZNZWZEOHLICHEZ TE D, HHRREEEOBGEZ4 S L & RO R & BERIE
ICHDTE—NC K> THERE LD V7 A V2 FEN T 5D TRV, T OHIS DI
T, A OB IR K O L EEBRBCSRNIE X T 0 7 ANORHERN T 7 1 A 72T
W2 LZWU T, XBERMTEMN T € —)L DA T { EISBEREDBERIEME 1 OF L
% B2 TEH U T8RN O 2@ U728 b b kA VBERIC K - T, AHEEDHIGEIR S
OFFRPRK L, BEEDEI L LTWE T LIEHT24A51E, BEEAES & ORI
TWBY U7 A VI TEEZIN S i ENH %,
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3-2. BUR & ERDER

B3 L EFROFET DX LT, [EFED D DBEEANDIER X T« 7 \NOFHEN T -
TANEET B T —ICBVTETEHINTWE D, ZNLNcE, EELOBRERNE
I K 2 BISBEIOHTIN, TORIGEERMLTH D BRZRNE LOGFIEE LDDH 2B T &,
ISP ERA DRI E W S T EFA TR ORI 2 BIROBEEIC K2 IE L VW o TR E
FHOTiEmE N TV (Biezen & Kopecky 2001, 2007; Kopecky 2008a),

CCTlE. BUEHBAOEEN S OBKZTE L UTHED LiF %, HHRGEETEEAZTN
TV BBOEEENCH S 5 EROWIIE, FEXEEHOMEL . TN OEE OBGEEEI~ND
WEDIEZ LD, —fUTEETOIRT +—< VA (BEROFEH) G TR ENS,
INYHY—=F 23« AT 7 F7 TEHEMERZOYINIGEAE NN, R—F 2K
TIE 97 FFICHRENEATND X T, 0iEOBEFEHOMIEDOHDHBBIBELIHH U TFEL
Too EFEBIRROENE L Ix 2[R (HBGEEDOHTH D, —BiflOHAIC FFEZEICIS Ul
BT T 25 A H 5D, HTEEDWNGESER I NN TH B) ITIE FROBED
RISNTED, NIH)—=TIE 1% EERNT, Fxd- A0T7F7TlE 3%, K—
¥ R CIRREBELIC UNBEEE D E S e o o eI, REES OO O IRZREE
A CEWEE (5%) WHEREMISEH TN TR, 97 FICEA TN IBEENDE DB
TRFARKIC 3BICREE Nz, 1> T EAENBGED /LT IV E LTOMAZIZERTH <. 5
BRICEHEDOBE 2L L TIEWEW, DLED XS R PRADEHZOEIDOIEMIC, FEE
DTEDSHEESIICH UTHGE NS>, EmME TN (CHHE. k&, 55
M5 & RN BELOEIE IR SN TEH D FHC 97 E X THEFED 5 OBEZEMBINEA X
NTWIiED S TeR—F Y FTIE T 5 U MBRNEEY (NMFEEZ 5 O T X O R E
@?ﬁfﬁbi FEEINC S DI T HMTEIINOM—— B HHEIDREIEINICHA S N 35 A T
b, WTEEIHEIDREORE T 5EMOHICRITSNELETHN—08%D ., #HEIF
IR B D2 SEITHRB O TMA L TV 5) BHHMSEEIC Lo Tnie EAERIEN TV,
AT F VT Z1E, 2001 FICEFED S OEZHMBINAKIEICIEEEI NS L TR, TLAM
FEARBI OO 77 ER B A O EZOMBIE X D 833 MCEBHICRATZ EIER LT
Wh, 9 UM ERD, BRZHA LT 2D TIdRL, MEsvi Bl Nz HihL
ELTERENTOIEZ ENENZ EHEBDOBAIFEOREMEZIE L TWizoh, 2001
I I NI & TBEEHRADEEEICHIISOELSNBHI LIz LD R—F 2 FD
Bl OZE b ENZ ERELZONE WS OFHMICBEIL T, ¥ F V7 7 HHIEE
EHTH% (Szczerbiak 2008),

BB 5 & % EEK (BRI OA T, MEEIE T 2IKEEFENZV) OFIFIC
B35, O0WRANET— 22— K35 L, i’ﬁ%k%ﬁﬂ(%lk%b\féi OB E L.
P95 L 90 FREDE 2000 FFRUICA S THLEBICHE->TED, N HY—LR—
Y RTOANF AL AT 7F7ICBIZXDEHNXIIEDbNG, FraDHER
KSCM % U Z bR T [A M= AR KDU-CSL O & 5 Z#HEKBOE 2 FI5 & LT, 5aED
10%Z AN 2B 5 . ERICKDBEEOIKD, KRBGCHMRER 2 25
DL, FHELTEWVE T EMHFEING, HENBEIIC K> TRERIX M Z2MIT S
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R 3-3 : T (XA ) IZ 58 B EE#EB)

Poland: State subsidy / Party income Slovakia: State subsidy / Party income
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T e b E N2 EEEHMBIOEAEDN, BHOND 2 HMEREHFELTV2DTH D,
O LIEREDOE LITBWT, HEWNITHRZE - 7o KRB O BOTIEET R 8750,

BN T —ZDAFTEBZNH) =2, £5DUEKRMICH X S, BOGEDORIE
WZHE> TBEEMWNNER L TOBERDMBURID, T E TIEMRE DMIFE> THHENE
ZH (BIZE, 90 FERICIE. HERFEDIBIREID 55| RV TEEFED B DINA—FBITOE
BRI E—DZHIC Lo T\ e, TNHIEZDO%, FTAEDOHBERMA Tz LT N, B
WOMBEREG N SEZHE L), BRICK > THREZ WL SHhORMITBIRTE %, KREHIC
BOTKEGE 2% (#:2% MSzP &7 « 57 A Fidesz) &/NBE 2 4% (H R # W SzDSz
ERTET 4+ —F L MDF) OICHHENH 2 T L2 2THICEL &, #2335 MSzP Dt EE &
EDDITF DRSOV EE UMW T ¢ 7 A Fidesz @ 2000 FRIC A > TH S D
BEOWINIE., Na0 OB TH 2 EMHENITE %, ThetiRs e, HAREDOR AL
CBVWTT 4 TREREROCHBERT M SzDSz D BB IZEH L 5 24 TH 5, (AW
DU ARE X LB 28 LTV BB, 19982002 4E1C1E 7 « T A Fidesz ERET 4+ —F L
MDF A%, 2002 LU IE tEa5E MSzP & HHIEF M SzDSz W57 THh 5 2 L 25T 5
. THLTH L LAREBINADHEINL 727 « 7 A Fidesz DN G L &, 5%
NS cunizikge (EREE) 2B KIBICEDEE3EET +—5 L MDF ®H
HERFHENR SzDSz & OXf LA HIC DL, RET +—F L MDF i3 & x> Th Bk ER
JE A 5 DN Bz R HNICKIE T 2 3G Bt x> T D, HlRIEN SzDSz 1&
HAEHNC A - THREDEASZ KIRICHINE € 2 MELTMERES 2R L TWa, K0 EWH
DT —2MWH 3T 47 A Fidesz D [ZDfh] ODWADHEHIERS & (90 £ T4 T
ZRRAHCE 2 5N O—EETIZARWVH, ARODHND 5T IUER Y h—t
B Z2HDONAZIR TS T ezhle LT, [Z0ft) OEEOKF IR T 5 DORiE
ThH3) BEDFICHEZZ CERERZI, ZNEERD S ORI TRISEFE LT3
YA DIV RBIERTE D, EEROMBENOKIFE, HED S ORY ZHEIRT E 5808 (B
FED1%) Z R BEICE > TG L 52 T ENRBICHBTE S, FBIC, ME
HA5 FKgP 13 2002 F5E281C B CEEB B OIS Z Ral > fzfzbic, AREBEYZ o1t
DEFEZAZLIFEZ 5N, WEAOBFNSTHUINYH) —IRKOBKE THoic s hhb
59, ZEHLIEDTH %,

BT % E D 5 OB, BUE AR 2@ U Tkl L7z ESRD 5 OZ R DUY
L UCGRRRENS T WD R0d, 2SN & BUE M EZR DML 2 BHRZ I
ZFEE LT, TEERCS, B - RREAOMER, SHEAREAOWIEHROIT
il L7z b A YO, BEEEERE - FFEERTE - ESEE - LRI LT
DEFEIDEI SV ERETONWHADIRED K 5 BIFRERE TS N TE S, T,
Bz, —RNCBGEBGAE 2 ) 7 ¢ F)VIREE LR S N TV B RN HBOE DB 2 O
RPN G TH 2 E NS K512 HHimic Tidaws, ERMCSRIC X > THIHENS
BIFETH O, SEER TR SN2 BEEBIRGE O /DB IR FrOZM O LTIk X D Nk
FETHBEERADELNTZS,
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4. BB 7Z & < 2 BEBHRFOEE

BRIRIC, PoAY =M, B AT LOEFZHET 2 EWEMNE AN I<—)LE UTIRIEL
TW5, BHERKE & < 2 BEERIBF ORISR, FAUCTELIU 72 HESEEE & IV Tl EGE
E OB Y AT LOZE L Zii U T % b5 2 i %,

4-1. BURRERRSEEORMIE - FAHM

RO X S A7 —1Z, YV b—1) ORI EOFMEZ RN R S N % FHH O E R 7 1Rk
DB OZEH L L ZH[E L T, BREZREHZ MM TE LM ZAIN L K5 Ll
BHEHEICTDWT 3 DOFEIE (2mEM/ S BRI, 8t/ MEOBRET + —3 25,
Pl DBEHET 7 2 ADE /M) Z%E LT, Bz < 2 BUERH 4 O RIS 2 PASHANY 7%
EDLFIMMNEE D EICKDT T L2 LTz (Mair 1997a, 2006), 9 Tl T DM %
ﬁ¢ﬁ%ltﬁﬁbhﬁn%ﬁf?%(ﬁmhﬂmmo@ﬁf A7 — AN BHEE & D
%Wu%ﬁ?%%@f%%t . GO NIKICRBIENZBGEY AT LB % 335

53167 divides Z[AIET % T }_’.%ﬁ% 129 % (Sitter 2002; #& 2009), LLF T, [HHLpER &
lEUiﬁ?)ﬁé:%’: DFB, Wb B TAFI I regime divide] HMEH SN2 BRICETEH LUK
W5 (Grzymala-Busse 2001b), B3 A7 LSBT 2 FEENIDH D 75 & BUERH S
WSS DR BT %

INYHY)—=TlE, BEERIOBAMENFEINCBE L. 02—k L T,
1990 FEBEHZRICIE R T 7+ —F s MDF ZHUD & 9 2 miiRFIR 3 1O S BUE, 94 458
EHIBIIIHEAT MSzP & B R T SzDSz 5% 5152 =1U XT)VBHE, 98 4E3E%1%1C
&7 ¢ 7 A Fidesz ZHul & T BARHIRSFIR 3 ﬁ@)ﬁii ke, 2002 FEELIZIT T O
MSzP = H iR 38 SzDSz MM &0 5 BAIC, BWEESG OMAE 2 13IZIFHIC e
MixEDTH% (2002 FLEDOH == Um7Wﬁ@#% 2008 AT H i R W AN E A i
TSI BEZ TeOWME—DFIIN), BHET +— 2 2Tk, EROMTIEHEICHTTHD (H
358 SzDSz DM 11T & % - 24% MSzP BUMEHE# BIHEIC E &3 % O TR UL,
GEOWTIE 98 EDHEBHMEN 7 « T A Fidesz ZEH ATV M THERNTH -T2, TNE
TEHEIC D > 12T L DRWHIREDBMET 72 A TNWRBEOFERTH %, BEDNY
A =T, &% MSzP L HlR LY SzDSz h 5745 %, BN THEMICY XF )Lk
KEROTy 7k, 74757 A Fidesz ZHh k9 %, BN THESWICHERERNTLRED
Ty 7L ORICHARIE D IENEE L THE D . HHESFICIEBHEERID PRI RENT
Wa, TNLENCIE. NI AV —DBG Y X7 LEE LA, GRESFIR. VXTI IVIR, H
PR D 3 MG TIZ SN TV DD, 94 F552% %I BRI E#HME SzDSz MMt &4
MSzP & DHBBHEICSINT % T &2k L bR F5AL U [HEPES & [H R ROk
R T 2% EDHETH D, TORFLTNYHY) —TCRIAKE %2 D < 20 h i L 7).
/5. 7«4 7 A Fidesz W & EF > T, BHIRTFIROBEAZE M Z ST 2 §kig 72 & >
T ik > T, BEREHINERIC2 7y 7{EENZ T LIcEo7DTHB ONHY —

DIRETFEZEHE DI T FN 2/ INEHEKHIED KT T ZRKBEUEDE & KE VD, HIER
WA ES ARSI AL 3 RN S eI, 5 3 WOEERPIBRE N TV,

41



KK 4-1 . BHEESD/INZ—2

A=

s | BURSTE(E coalition status R T | TR (SO | T (R — AR R T
e (investiture) EL| (BRI ) BOMERS T IR | BOHERSAK (8 B (TR = e BB
1991-93 [1991/12-  |Olszewski  |minority coalition MET PL-PC-ZChN]

BrEnd
(1992/06-)  [Pawlak I CRE BT (PSL)
1992/07- |Suchocka minority coalition METE UD-KLD - PL-ZChN|
1993-97 [1993/10- |Pawlak II  |minimal winning coalition [FMZ{T- SLD - PSL
1995/03-  |Oleksy iminimal winning coalition [ FHEHT: SLD - PSL
1996/02- (Cimoszewicz ~ [minimal winning coalition {{T:Hfji /%828 |SLD - PSL
1997-20011997/10- [Buzek I iminimal winning coalition JE& K2 b uw - AWS
2000/05- |Buzek I1 single-party minority (- His 1 st AWS
2001-05 2001/10- Miller I iminimal winning coalition & § K25k [SLD/UP-PSL
2003/03- [Miller IT single-party minority EHHEHT: SLD/UP
2004/06- Belka single-party minority HT-HAGG 113845 [SLD/UP
S . L \ . PiS
. _ ~ P A P P1S|
2005-07 2005/10-  |Marcinkiewicz I [single-party minority AR (Samoobrona-LPR [¥14417 77 )
2006/05-  [Marcinkiewicz Il jminimal winning coalition | FHEET: Samoobrona-LPR-PiS|
2006/07- [Kaczyhski  |minimal winning coalition |§ij{#] L €28 Samoobrona-LPR-PiS|
2007- 2007/11-  [Tusk iminimal winning coalition PSL - PORP
F3
= o | BUMHESE coalition status 5 AN uy 15 T
A2 | nvestiture) [ELE] D) BOHERS T IR | BUERERKBGE (R = E IR BOL)
1990-92 [1990/06- _[Pithart oversized coalition (T 1 538 KDU/CSL-HSD/SMS-OF
1992-96 [1992/06- [Klaus I minimal winning coalition (T | 3828 KDS KDU/CSL - ODA - ODS/
1996-98 [1996/07-  [Klaus 1T minority coalition (99/200)(5 FHEHT: KDU/CSL - ODA - ODS
1998/01- [Tosovsky iminority coalition f&l%%@lj\]%ﬁ KDU/CSL - ODA - US
i L3R |
1998-2002[1998/08-  |Zeman single-party minority (10 1 %% |CSSD (ODS B4 /1)
200206 200207~ [Spidia IS WinTng COAON et eSSD - KDU/CSL - US/IDEU
£004/08- (Gross ?}g‘fj‘z‘glo;”i““i“g coalition Ltz (°SSD - KDU/CSL - US/DEU
005/05-  [Paroubek ?l“onlljgglo;mnmg coalition ¢ w523 (*SSD - KDU/CSL - US/DEU
, BEENT
006-  (2006/08-)  [Topolanek I (ke v (ODS)
2007/01- [Topolanek IT |minority coalition (100/200)  [R{Z{T: KDU/CSL - SZ - ODS
009/ -  [Fischer loversized coalition LIRSS TN B |CSSD - SZ - ODS
2O 7%7F
e | BURFEAE coalition status 5 : _ P
e [BHELD CHEany, | B 3803 | BURRRESE (L= EHIIRECD)
1990-92 [1990/06- Megiar 1 loversized coalition M VPN - KDH-DS
K BT f—
1991/04- Camogursky minority coalition {fﬁﬁ?ﬁ?]&%ﬁ """"" VPN(ODU) . KDH N DS """""""""
1992-94 11992/06- [Me¢iar I1 minimal winning coalition ET b LDS'SNS ...................................
_ x5 B o PAAR] JBERE  heeeereneene e
1994/03- |Morav¢ik minority coalition i Ligess SDE - DU ) KDH (MK B
1994-1998/1994/12-  Megiar IIl  |minimal winning coalition [ i 1 138%% ZRSZHZDSSSNS
1998-20021998/10- |Dzurindal  |oversized coalition A 7 EEss SpETTTTT R SBK USOP MK
2002-2006 2002/10-  [Dzurinda II ~ minimal winning coalition ((THH{i 173858 oooeeemeremeeeeee KD SDRU-ANOME
HZDS-SNS
b006-  £006/07-  [Fico minimal winning coalition o PRI
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NUHY—

s | BURHERE coalition status . T B I
e (investiture) 2L (BOREFE L) BOHERS T BER | BOMERE B (AR = SRS EGE)
1990/05- (TG T
1990-94 /Antal (Boros) joversized coalition G&rp, EAHsE MDE-KDNP-FKgP
(199312, i K 020
1994-98 1994/07- [Horn loversized coalition (TG 1 338%% M SzP-SzDSz
1998-2002(1998/07-  |Orban oversized coalition HTHH 1 e Fidesz-MDF-FK gP

2002-06 2002/05- |[Medgyessy |minimal winning coalition [ FHEHT: IMSzP-SzDSz

2004/09- Gyurcsany I |minimal winning coalition {{T-H7# " j38%% [MSzP-SzDSz

2006-  |2006/06-) |Gyurcsdny I |minimal winning coalition [ &5 K25t MSzP-SzDSz

2008/05- |Gyurcsany II |single-party minority NMEIT IMSzP (SzDSz #15¥ 177 )

2009/04- |[Bajnai single-party minority MSzP (SzDSz [E144#77 )

CHUTH LT, NI HY — &l A TBEERH D ZE LD LRI R < 1T L 72 F = T Tl
[HHPERDUEER FICEE K> THB O, HERT VY v VERKEEVICEIND 5T, HiF
R0 10-20% 7% HHT 5 T LI &k > T, ZEUREATE IS IZIE RIS R & D &
RO EBEERV, HEIC, I8 EE TOREAM - HEEA. 98 EEHEBROMAL Y o)l
TOWELER - HROKES (PEEROH2 R CSSD OHIMBHES 43RO R 3
ﬁwms@@ﬂihbt)zmzﬁ FEREGLOHE R - HIEAO/NES, 2006 432514
OHGEAR - AIEANOER &V S BEAIC, 3o 2 OB E DD TR THEKITH
TNTWVD, HEREZHRINE., THER5IZEHRODIRIZFELARTHD, FraldR
Gl B AT R R E & LTHISNTWT, 5 UTEEEGT% (200 3T 99
~ 101 i) ZHEIET 2 BRENHE L TV 5, BHERMRIEHISHAMTH D (T ORHN
IR FEREMFTH B, TOEXIIE, HEARE., 75U AW EE R LI REFR
ODS " St U7z HAHIAIY US & DEREHNEZ RN TV zhY, EREZIII TR OR
% CSSD ASHUMIBE, FREIC S Tl T8 L Tz R I3 ODS A ERICH B L
T VOKHEG LIRS0 T, BRERRIIRHENTH 7)., HiitOBHET 7 A& N
TW5 WEHEDANED 2 IMETEAROZEMICS A LTEBRIE T N E TTRXTERECS
LTW3), fito T, e &5 IHRHIIR & [HEHR & DR O /7 I8 1E > (HE 2 B 7% ik
KT BFU A MR ERE= AR KDU-CSL &, FEiRr R < TR I 2 TROBE TV 3),
2003 “EDHIERERTA ODS D7 577 2D KFAGEHNIE, #HE CSSD & B RO A
N KREBEH TR RE N TE A>T D, HiER KSCM O /1 THBI L
et DFIEM, T XK S %Mkl LD IR 210 % & id bz,

[HHEPEE DR T LIZIC B Bb 59, 80-81 4ELLRDMRDZEAH LWL R—F
R, IHEGIR & IHR0HR & ORI A7) ﬁj@ﬁ<%mﬁ%&bfﬂ%@9®n&—
VEBELTWE (HU, [BEEBGEORRY PSL X, HWREICEE5h 5687 Ta—
F R BIAEIC TR 5 T2)0 91 ERHHEICHB T B IHRAHRRDERBUFICFi O 72D, 93
EEPHERNCBT 2 RELIRAY SLD & 2R PSL OMEBMETH D, 97 FEEHHES T
. TS MEHE ) EXITE AWS & HEEG UW O BHENE > TRb oo A
i, HEATERIC IO THE L, #R% TS OHEEIC & Bk 2 R 3 AIRIE S SLD &,
AR AHROFEF H T8 T 2 RIS UD- HEDEA UW EWVEAZHT C &34 <.
R SRR IR - 2RI 2 R PSL & O, BB IEBHEN - (SHASFIRD sy ) 382817 H)
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AWS & DEEZ R S ENTe, RFITIDNR BN E N T DI, [HEOHIRNT
i EFE RS2 U725 @d e UP DR ETEIRIA SLD & D112 hn U7z 2001 453
RLETH S, LALEDS, 2005 FEEEELIRRE, BRSO 2 30 T EBGEIC LR
L7cle®, BHEN - GHIRSTIRT ED B &0 5 ERFIRE RN TEEIEFK PIS) &,
RFEHBERNTE LD LWV S EIBINAETHR TS v b7 4 — L PORP & AVHIfE D B3
P Lo 7 (BHICRIAREBGELDREYE PSL WBML TW5), 16> T, BiERUE 93
2RI (BN NOBAITO K S diflz i< &, 131 RHEMED, HiEDBHEND
TIEARBHET 4+ — I 2 FOHFHMEOLA TR, R—F Y FOBR Y A7 LIERMEZ R L
THD., BHERRDNNZ—2ZRESHIELTODE., TTICEHAMNICHN TSN, E
< MAII ) THo Tz,

CHUCHL T, ARY 7 F 7BV TBHEES ZHIE LT FER DI ZE LicDid, 90 4
RT3 EICHTc> TEHHZBED BRI, sEmENZRBGETFIEZ /R U, fif OE RS SNS &
BEMHATATT 7 X7 OWHHENDBIZMET 5 LICE BT AT T IV EFEDF
ZREAOY 7 7 #HE) HZDS I I BRETH > Tz, TDRHIC, [HIEERMNHEERRTE
AL LI REALEST SDL &, KAF7IVREGD—AE L TR SEGBHMEICSNT %
TEMAREE o7 (94 4E, RWT 98 ELIRE) DIED, KA F 7 IVIRIZAT T 7 F7 D
BT BUE 9 2 #85h ETIIRE CEAICHV Tz, TNAEE N2 DI, 2002
LR, R H R ERNTARBOGLOH CBHEPHERE N LICX>TTH S, 2006
EEERETCIE, O FEBEEM RT3 SDE NS #E U7z [7517 Smer IS5 L7eh,
[5G A F 7 IVIRGEBGE & T3 (AF7IVOBEAZIZEM REAY 7
F77#H) HZDS Lty (AR I3 RAIRE 120 DOERME SNS L DE G2 # IR L T
Wh, AT 7 F7 T, EHl IR ISR E NIe DD, BFNEAINCZAELTT
BV T =W ES N2 & < BN EC, TODBHEEEG D2 — 2 ZEHEL
TV LITm %, BUESZIIE 92 45324 LA (2002 HEEE R DN KILOE Z RV C) 42
D B OBHET 72 AL W0 HTLBMHET A+ —I 2 T0EHMEL VI [HTE, Ay y
F7 DBEE ARG SN TH %,

4-2. MBI RERFEEILNETNTVSREREZHS ST

T 5 LIzBUER OB 7 6 < ZHGmIc BV TR, Z OB /BIACEd 23 L &
ZRHEE E LTHOWSN TV S DI Tldial, SEFhi O S ITE A BOHE IR K 7 IR
L. BHEEICHT % accountability ZHER L9 WT ICEH LT GHIC, Hrie OB
Bd——BENBEEOGS THN., BERBEEOBESHEEIC X 2 55 ThN——IRIFHm i
retrospective voting ZWjl¥, accountability Z{RFE L&), LIXLIE. Z T 5 IEBHER
ZPES BSEMBT A ANE LSRR D L T2IC Ko THEOBE E SH R 2 B0 Y AT L TH]
FElb) RBiHO TR b e VS TBEEAHW SN 568 5 5) 22X L L3 2HIHIN
IR ER EN TV,

BIZIE, CARTAT =&, N2 HY—Z2FR< 1990 FFARDHHIK 3 A2 5 & Ui
ZROHT, BOLHEBIANNA T (BB ZHRL TW5), filElbE Nz (BOEZER
BB 2 —— C & TRBURINIC A 7 — O PN R RERER DA BTN T 5 —) K

44



WY AT LA a3 A VEBIRICHIRZ#T & BRLTWd, DR LB 2 LTz
MBI, ZOBHRENNICEAE D/ S O A VEIR & 722 HREH AR E CREICED
NTVEORRIFERTY 7 F 7 #E) HZDS DR\ -BHE) . & 72 BOHEEIR I O RIS 72 i
B A7 L Q0 FFROR—F ¥ FAZHFICEMTWS) D& & Tk, BHEHEICH
9" % accountability WM LR E NR Wz DICHEFIINIC EREREOILADNE 6 EN B L0
(O’Dwyer 2004, 2006), C Z TldF = aDHEHNE, BEIOBHET +— I 2T O THERIY
M R, PABHMNRBEE Y AT LMCERE T N TV S A, 2000 FREZEICAND LTS
LR IICIZERMD D %, H2 W0, F FTUA 7 —RIOHERIXOT T, BITEY)
WOTIGHRFEAN\DI Uz M Z Tz, ((EESEAOHRRZES RRED T T v b2 7 Xl ED)
MEEI FTARERYEOEADX I BT T« WIVEREZREE LG DF, BHEEA
@ accountability DKV, HIEILENET BB AT L (F2d - NI HY—TIF%RL, T
ALZT7 - 20T 7 FT V=< Z7) TholrtTELTWVS (O'Dwyer & Kovaltik
2007 HU.F = A TIE T DD REEINIZT. 7Ty MRy 7 ADNEA XNz (Poticek
2008),

TS LT, AT IR T=T BIZHPEK 4 AEZROE Uiz« HEGEE LIS B0
T WRITEERWEZ S T BHEA )V 2 —F 7 ¢ 7 L2 2 HCHINEFREDFAES 2 1N M
BB, BOEY 2 BREIC 313 2 EISE IR D UNED b BHETRREAND PR & LTD
BlNEm»bE, LY by —=F 2 T2 2 EMC A EFRLTOS, W4 7
ENCBIU T, RIRREERS THE) 2 1828 U T [HELPER D i 2 R T BUEAL U TEHEA L
R—FTF Tkl (Tiabb, NYHI—LR=FVR) ZCORELT. 5L
FEBREA IV Z—F T 4 OB R SR LTCFoaxay»F7 90 FROMRRE
% ODS OEMBRE & REZ 1Y 7 78S HZDS O 3 FEOEHE) ZEL T\ 5, RiED
HHTIE EHBAOEHOME, (NFEORA « AEREEZRT . Buam ARz R
%) NBEEOHERENEINSIOMENSD, BEOFHITIE, TS5 LIBHICH
M TRV IC K > T b DN, M (BEANDOBEFDRE—RE L BHTT
B EDHTORERY 2o fc—) 2 2BEABIR. BUAMATEICEK I 2 EFEMHE O
RN EFIC R D & &% (Grzymala-Busse 2003, 2006a, 2006b, 2007), {HL., K—F
KT, aNA MRESEMESE LY by —F 2 O OEE ST 2 X 5 RIEET
55, BRCEKREBTTEE LIz TEETEZPIS) ORVWDIEHMDOL & TEH, NFEDOEGE
PHEADE DR SN ENERMEINTED (Gwiazda 2008), iz, 98 FICRFEZRTY 7
7 #H) HZDS HiE% THID THUL U TBHERMD I LTe Aa Y 7 £ 77 Tld. EU iz
BO—ERE L TRABRENEAI NN, B LAHG (BB ROHEKE) LY )b
CEGAIME I LT % C L AMEIE T3 (Rybat 2008), 51 351 2 BB
FOHERA, NEEHIFEUEZER Uz EUAONMICEES THE) ORIRICH 2 L DRk
PHEIMDEICEI L TEIEME TV 5 (Szczerbiak 2008),

PLEIET TR iE VW S DD ORTERZIEM T 5 2 N TE S, —Dld, BULY AT L
ISR BHEZOM E TSI S e BEFIDONFRIC L 2 & L TRELD R SN, FHIOBEED
Witz & THB, A RTAT—DOUNZ MGt HlEEENZBEE Y AT L e

45



I BERIE. BZRINIC X 7 — OBASHI B A REEREZ 2SI L T AIce b 5d ., A7 —0
RZED TR TICB O THNAF £ 3% TS ET 2 DREENH 2 (TOzbic, it
2008 13 T NEBEERIDLZEEEICHAEZ T VD), VI T=Tvtid ([HHEERBKBOT
DR & EETORNCE T 2L OMFEN S —~HL T NI HV)— - KR—=F 2 ReFx
O 20T 77 e MBIICIEZ 20, BRI FORBE L 0 5 T, AR K >
TBHEERENENC EIREIN TV R=F Y R, XFTIICHT Z8EE %D < BT
fifllc &> TEHBERE DN EVWC EHEIN TV AT 73713 GERNTH I3 TE
TE, OSFEETEETH S LIFTEhh>REZROY 737 ) HZDS &\ 9 EA7E
WO EZ ATT 737 ORFE LI TERH) . & EICENLUND FLTRBGERBEF O R4
A7 —DXRBTSVEYE, BHERRDP RN THZUND, BHET +—I 2T LHHD
BHET 72 ZADHETRLNZHAM EG LAKELL Tz, &9 —DId BEic ks L > b
V—F T OREEONEEL ZOBREICETAMETH O . EEPEO (LRI & &
DFFEDITEATARESGRE « ZHITE L TOEE L BOEA\DORE 7 33 2 8k e . ik
BT - 5 B O LT A ORRIEA - EEPEOM RS, HNERREANDOBIANRE
RIS X > TROEFFKICHMZ 52 /8 b xa Y FEICK> TR, XOERVAHESED
HEREICBIT HSREANORERD & UTHROERMEH S NZBEEM 7 54 .07V A LR
EChERAING) L. (ZORENUIELIEFEET ZICEX) KT 30EAH 57
29, miEE, VIELIRFFEOHEFORRICK > TIEAEZREDZN, Thh (T ART
VYA Y BE—F Y 3 T IV HEOBERBERELIINCIE TR ISHET % T & OWEER)
JEBDIFAEZBIREL T2 D, ZRDFHER L, fiRIn, Iifilchizc e Z2FRELTV3
DOMiE. LIXUIRBISRFEOFEHINICE S X5 Ic@bhnd, 5T, /Shaxg JERD
FEZ BEBEEO NBILRIC X > T, Mo TABIEKOREIC K > T8 M2 A VEIREDOAR
HEERHEETZ (FYT=Tvrid, L b —F2 7 OG0 HRHIN 75O fE kY]
OHHIEEOTEE ZINA %) O, DRHMILLERATHS X IcBbhs,

B OO TEBGE A HLLE T 3 H A O T RENARBMHEZRIMEOIRENTWENYH
J—i&, YUEOWTNOREESHKE L - LTE, HIEILDOMEAT, T/NA N gk
5. BB ARERSE OB Y AT LA TWh, £z, REIZIIRIOIREEE T s
NTREDHINED HIL - T A TBISHEDIL R Z R L THB 5T, NEEEOHIEL RN BED
HENTBL, (FITU=TvriciNd) BEICKB LY bo—F 2 Tl TNz
EEHEENTVS, LA LEDNS, BIENEIEED SRS IE X v 2 ERERO
HT, NBBEOBRBINMAET 2IcEhhb 5T, B M1 B> THEMICIEBGENAT
FADOREIND) EHkIEBHEL R D 7z CICBGAN TR IR I N TED | H2REOHA
BB D EE L, EU OFFET 5 [Hs (ki S MRV E O(Lim7a £, HRD S OfTdr
HikZAIH T 2 M TBOEIEND LB REGTVAREEZRIET 5, BROMRENZHFIE LT,
90 FAEXICH B ATz N F 7 HE TR, #H2% MSzP RO NIINDORE(LZSH < B 15%
FRFICEE LT RIS O) VIR O S CRERICE 25 B RN D EED 5
DEFEEEORNETH T2 BRI L RS2, ThE TS LIRS R%d %
EDEEZDDN, TR EINZT L EFR2SORELEZZ0MME. HIFHoshn X

46



9. PASHMRBOERIBRREED,. ZTh SR E NS TR ERIZLT0E N E S I
BERIABD BT TR, KRICk b, 2 71w ZICHBIC DN T BRI OB LW TS,
CEFBRAMETHRIEZIC X > CRETIAP OB COBMERRZRHICT 2 K 5%, BHES
BIRICANABNRZERETH L TOB T EEH>T) EEDNYH Y =SBV TBIAMMEHIC
FiHT 2 FEZIHNT VRO TH D, WA OEETOWRERFRT 2 BEIKAZET T
WBDTH 5B, BEEOEGEINOREEIE, & LEMATBEEDEEITHEH U255,
DEHIRIE R Z & DD TRHHIC T ZAMREMZZ2AT WS, F)L F—V ORRMEZ 6] TRE X
NV KBGEH—&, TTTEETIVEBRMEIN TS DEN—ITHHIL T E 2 Bl
ZREB B DIF, PTEBGEE EAMEOBGEOR OB AEDHAEZIICEZEDTHH, Th
WBGERIDOFEF 72 KD DICT 2 L ESNTWIZDTH> T, 2RHEDE L T2 DD
B EMNREGE 7 1y 7 OB OBHNEGE Y AT LOMEZ KT % LB/ SN Tz TE,
C&iE, HEMEINTE XV BHINE,

5. fliE

DL RICERICHEN Lic K S %aiifgeoftic &, ERRYR (WINL Y 2V E0) BULHHRk L
DEf%R (Pridham 2001; Chan 2001) *°, BUES AT LICHBIT B EU T 7 7 Z—D#e L
T OWMIEERR O L B3 S AT L EOICET 50158 (Kopecky & Mudde 2002;
Taggart & Szczerbiak 2002; Batory & Sitter 2004; Szczerbiak & Taggart 2008). i35 FE5s
BATHHOBA IR B AT 5 AR EGEEE T & UlE UIRBIZE N7z IR anti-incumbent
B8 2, XD — R REEIZE economic voting DAEFH A T U7z ifZE (Pacek 1994;
Fidrmuc 2000; Tucker 2006) 7% £, HARGEEICIEE LT BOEY A7 LB T 5 LRk
HRDRIEELE, BT UK IERZHIT TV,

Bt A7 L0 Mg e ) ICEEEDZMAEOH TR, £ YZHERZ S E Uigeh
HZ 5> TWERWEHIC, MEOBHFIEEE (THBELORIHERZEZT) 1T 5
F7% (Mair 1990; Kreuzer & Pettai 2002, 2003; Shabad & Slomczynski 2004; Tavits 2007,
2008; Rybar 2006) ZH(D EF5Z &M TEED>7T2DOMRETHSH, MHEZHL Iz,

(BE)

AR THWZEE T —2ETRT TR M2 FHEE O - BT — 2 =X (http://www.
seinan-gu.ac.jp/~sengoku/database/) IZHEINT WS, FEDT—XDIERERY LIzDE, K—F
ROMUEGYA, F = IDMEERL 2097 7 BMETORK, N ) —DAREETH S,

Agh, Attila (1995), “Partial consolidation of the East-Central European parties: The case of Hun-
garian Socialist Party,” Party Politics, 1 (4), pp. 491-514.

(1997), “Defeat and success as promoters of party change: The Hungarian Socialist Party

after two abrupt changes,” Party Politics, 3 (3), pp. 427-444.

(2002), “The dual challenge and the reform of the Hungarian Socialist Party,” Communist
and Post-Communist Studies, 35 (3), pp. 269-288.

Bakke, Elisabeth and Nick Sitter (2005), “Patterns of stability: Party competition and strategy in
Central Europe since 1989,” Party Politics, 11 (2), pp. 243-263.

47



Bale, Tim and Aleks Szczerbiak (2008), “Why is there no Christian democracy in Poland — and
why should we care?”” Party Politics, 14 (4), pp. 479-500.

Bartolini, Stefano and Peter Mair (1990), Identity, Competition, and Electoral Availability: The
Stabilisation of European Electorates 1885—1985 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Batory, Agnes and Nick Sitter (2004), “Cleavages, competition and coalition-building: Agrarian
parties and the European question in Western and East Central Europe,” European Journal of
Political Research, 43 (4), pp. 523-546.

Bielasiak, Jack (1997), “Substance and process in the development of party systems in East Central
Europe,” Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 30 (1), pp. 23—44.

(2002), “The institutionalization of electoral and party systems in postcommunist states,”
Comparative Politics, 34 (2), pp. 189-210.

Biezen, Ingrid van (2000), “On the internal balance of party power: Party organizations in new
democracies,” Party Politics, 6 (4), pp. 395-417.

(2003), Political Parties in New Democracies: Party Organization in Southern and
East-Central Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan).

(2005), “On the theory and practice of party formation and adaptation in new democra-
cies,” European Journal of Political Research, 44 (1), pp. 147-174.

Biezen, Ingrid van and Petr Kopecky (2001), “On the predominance of state money: Reassessing
party financing in the new democracies in Southern and Eastern Europe,” Perspectives on
European Politics and Society, 2 (3), pp. 401-429.

(2007), “The state and the parties: Public funding, public regulation and rent-seeking in
contemporary democracies,” Party Politics, 13 (2), pp. 235-254.

Birch, Sarah (2003), Electoral Systems and Political Transformation in Post-Communist Europe
(Basingstoke — New York: Palgrave Macmillan).

Birch, Sarah, Frances Millard, Marina Popescu and Kieran Williams (2002), Embodying Democ-
racy: Electoral System Design in Post-Communist Europe (Basingstoke — New York: Palgrave
Macmillan).

Bohrer, Robert E., II, Alexander C. Pacek and Benjamin Radcliff (2000), “Electoral participa-
tion, ideology, and party politics in post-communist Europe,” Journal of Politics, 62 (4), pp.
1161-1172.

Bozoki, Andras and John T. Ishiyama, eds. (2002), The Communist Successor Parties of Central
and Eastern Europe (Armonk, N.Y. — London: M.E. Sharp).

Broughton, David and Hans-Martien ten Napel, eds. (2000), Religion and Mass Electoral Behavior
in Europe (London: Routledge).

Chan, Kenneth Ka-Lok (2000), “The religious base of politics in post-communist Poland,” in
Broughton & Napel (2000), pp. 176-197.

(2001), “Strands of conservative politics in post-communist transition: Adapting to Eu-
ropeanization and democratization,” in Lewis (2001b), pp. 152-178.

Cook, Linda J. and Mitchell A. Orenstein (1999), “The return of the left and its impact on the wel-
fare state in Poland, Hungary, and Russia,” in Left Parties and Social Policy in Postcommunist
Europe, ed. by Linda J. Cook, Mitchell A. Orenstein, and Marilyn Rueschemeyer (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview, 1999), pp. 47-108.

Duch, Raymond M. and Harvey D. Palmer (2002), “Strategic voting in post-communist democ-
racy,” British Journal of Political Science, 32 (1), pp. 63-91.

Enyedi, Zsolt (1996), “Organizing a subcultural party in Eastern Europe: The case of the Hungarian
Christian Democrats,” Party Politics, 2 (3), pp. 377-396.

(2000), “Religious and clerical polarization in Hungary,” in Broughton & Napel (2000),
pp. 157-75.

48



(2005), “The role of agency in cleavage formation,” European Journal of Political Re-
search, 44 (5), pp. 697-720.

(2006a), “Accounting for organization and financing: A comparison of four Hungarian
parties,” Europe-Asia Studies, 58 (7), pp. 1101-1117.

(2006b), “The survival of the fittest: Party system concentration in Hungary,” in Junger-
stam-Mulders (2006), pp. 177-201.

———— (2006¢), “Party politics in post-communist transition,” in Katz & Crotty (2006), pp.
229-238.

Enyedi, Zsolt and Lukas Linek (2008), “Searching for the right organization: Ideology and party
structure in East-Central Europe,” Party Politics, 14 (4), pp. 455—477.

Enyedi, Zsolt and Gabor Toka (2007), “The only game in town: Party politics in Hungary,” in Webb
& White (2007), pp. 147-177.

Evans, Geoffrey and Stephen Whitefield (1993), “Identifying the bases of party competition in
Eastern Europe,” British Journal of Political Science, 23 (4), pp. 521-548.

(1994), “Social and ideological cleavage formation in post-communist Hungary,” Eu-
rope-Asia Studies, 47 (7), pp. 1177-1204.

(1998), “The structuring of political cleavages in post-communist societies: The case of
the Czech Republic and Slovakia,” Political Studies, 46 (1), pp. 115-139.

(2000), “Explaining the formation of electoral cleavages in post-communist democra-
cies,” in Elections in Central and Eastern Europe, ed. by Hans-Dieter Klingemann, Ekkehard
Mochmann and Kenneth Newton (Berlin: Ed. Sigma, 2000), pp. 36—67.

Fidrmuc, Jan (2000), “Economics of voting in post-communist countries,” Electoral Studies, 19
(2/3), pp. 199-217.

Fisher, Sharon (2002), “The troubled evolution of Slovakia’s ex-communists,” in Bozoki & Ishi-
yama (2002), pp. 116—140.

Fowler, Brigid (2006), “Concentrated orange: Fidesz and the remaking of the Hungarian centre-
right, 1994-2002,” in Szczerbiak & Hanley (2006), pp. 80—114.

Gebethner, Stanistaw (1996), “Parliamentary and electoral parties in Poland,” in Lewis (1996), pp.
120-133.

Grabowski, Tomek (1996), “The party that never was: The rise and fall of the Solidarity Citizens’
Committees in Poland,” East European Politics and Societies, 10 (2), pp. 214-254.

Grzymata-Busse, Anna (1998), “Reform efforts in the Czech and Slovak communist parties and
their successors, 1988—-1993,” East European Politics and Societies, 12 (3), pp. 442—471.

(1999), “Czech and Slovak communist successor party transformations after 1989: Or-
ganizational resources, clite capacities, and public commitments,” in Ishiyama (1999a), pp.
43-69.

(2001a), “The organizational strategies of communist parties in East Central Europe,
1945-1989,” East European Politics and Societies, 15 (2), pp. 421-453.

(2001b), “Coalition formation and the regime divide in new democracies: East Central
Europe,” Comparative Politics, 34 (1), pp. 85-104.

Grzymata-Busse, Anna M. (2002a), Redeeming the Communist Past: The Regeneration of Com-
munist Parties in East Central Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Grzymata-Busse, Anna (2002b), “The programmatic turnaround of communist successor parties
in East Central Europe, 1989—-1998,” Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 35 (1), pp. 51—
66.

(2002c¢), “The effects of communist party transformation on the institutionalization of
party systems,” in Bozoki & Ishiyama (2002), pp. 323-340.

(2003), “Political competition and the politicization of the state in East Central Europe,”
Comparative Political Studies, 36 (10), pp. 1123—1147.

49



(2006a), “Authoritarian determinants of democratic party competition: The communist
successor parties in East Central Europe,” Party Politics, 12 (3), pp. 415—437.

(2006b), “The discreet charm of formal institutions: Post-communist party competition
and state oversight,” Comparative Political Studies, 39 (3), pp. 271-300.

(2007), Rebuilding Leviathan: Party Competition and State Exploitation in Post-Com-
munist Democracies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Gwiazda, Anna (2008), “Party patronage in Poland: The Democratic Left Alliance and Law and
Justice compared,” East European Politics and Societies, 22 (4), pp. 802—827.

Hadjiisky, Magdalena (2001), “The failure of the participatory democracy in the Czech Republic,”
West European Politics, 24 (3), pp. 43—64.

Hanley, Se4n (2001a), “Towards breakthrough or breakdown?: The consolidation of KSCM as a
neo-communist successor party in the Czech Republic,” Journal of Communist Studies and
Transition Politics, 17 (3), pp. 96—116.

(2001b), “Are the exceptions really the rule?: Questioning the application of ‘electoral-
professional’ type models of party organization in East Central Europe,” Perspectives on Eu-
ropean Politics and Society, 2 (3), pp. 453—479.

(2002), “The Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia after 1989: ‘Subcultural party’
to neocommunist force?”” in Bozoki & Ishiyama (2002), pp. 141-165.

(2006), “Blue velvet: The rise and decline of the new Czech right,” in Szczerbiak &
Hanley (2006), pp. 28-54.

Hanley, Sean, Aleks Szczerbiak, Tim Haughton and Brigid Fowler (2008), “Sticking together: Ex-
plaining comparative centre-right party success in post-communist Central and Eastern Eu-
rope,” Party Politics, 14 (4), pp. 407—434.

Haughton, Tim (2001), “HZDS: The ideology, organization and support base of Slovakia’s most
successful party,” Europe-Asia Studies, 53 (5), pp. 745-769.

(2002), “Slovakia’s Robert Fico: A man to be trusted or feared,” East European Perspec-
tives, May 29, 2002. (Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty)

(2003), “Facilitator and impeder: The institutional framework of Slovak politics dur-
ing the premiership of Vladimir Meciar,” Slavonic and East European Review, 81 (2), pp.
267-290.

(2004), “Explaining the limited success of the communist-successor left in Slovakia:
The case of the Party of Democratic Left (SDL),” Party Politics, 10 (2), pp. 177-191.

Haughton, Tim and Sharon Fisher (2008), “From the politics of state-building to programmatic
politics: The post-federal experience and the development of centre-right parties in Croatia and
Slovakia,” Party Politics, 14 (4), pp. 435-454.

Haughton, Tim and Marek Rybai (2006), “All right now?: Explaining the successes and failures of
the Slovak centre-right,” in Szczerbiak & Hanley (2006), pp. 115-132.

Hofferbert, Richard, ed. (1998), Parties and Democracy: Party Structure and Party Performance
in Old and New Democracies (Oxford: Blackwell).

Huber, John and Ronald Inglehart (1995), “Expert interpretations of party space and party locations
in 42 societies,” Party Politics, 1 (1), pp. 73—111.

Innes, Abby (2002), “Party Competition in postcommunist Europe: The great electoral lottery,”
Comparative Politics, 35 (1), pp. 85-104.

Ishiyama, John T. (1995), “Communist parties in transition: Structures, leaders, and processes of
democratization in Eastern Europe,” Comparative Politics, 27 (2), pp. 147-166.

(1997), “The sickle or rose?: Previous regime type and the evolution of the ex-commu-
nist parties in post-communist politics,” Comparative Political Studies, 30 (3), pp. 299-330.

, ed. (1999a), Communist Successor Parties in Post-Communist Politics (Huntington,
N.Y.: Nova Science Publishers).

50



(1999b), “What kind of parties are emerging?: Patterns of successor party organizational
development,” in Ishiyama (1999a), pp. 131-153.
(1999¢), “The communist successor parties and party organizational development in
post-communist politics,” Political Research Quarterly, 52 (1), pp. 87-112.
(2002), “A typology of communist successor parties: An overview,” in Bozoki & Ishi-
yama (2002), pp. 271-286.

Ishiyama, John T. and Andréas Bozoki (2001), “Adaptation and change: Characterizing the survival
strategies of the communist successor parties,” Journal of Communist Studies and Transition
Politics, 17 (3), pp. 32-51.

Ishiyama, John T. and Sahar Shafqat (2000), “Party identity change in post-communist politics:
The cases of the successor parties in Hungary, Poland and Russia,” Communist and Post-Com-
munist Studies, 33 (4), pp. 439—455.

Jasiewicz, Krzysztof (2007), “Poland: Party system by default,” in Webb & White (2007), pp. 85—
117.

Jungerstam-Mulders, Susanne, ed. (2006), Post-Communist EU Member States: Parties and Party
Systems (Aldershot: Ashgate).

Katz, Richard S. and William Crotty, eds. (2006), Handbook of Party Politics (London: Sage).

Katz, Richard S. and Peter Mair (1993) “The evolution of party organizations in Europe: The three
faces of party organization,” American Review of Politics, 14, pp. 593—617.

(1995), “Changing models of party organization: The emergence of the cartel party,”
Party Politics, 1 (1), pp. 5-28.

Kitschelt, Herbert (1995), “Formation of party cleavages in post-communist democracies: Theoreti-
cal propositions,” Party Politics, 1 (4), 1995, pp. 447—472.

(2000), “Linkages between citizens and politicians in democratic polities,” Compara-
tive Political Studies, 33 (6/7), pp. 845—879.

(2001), “Divergent paths of postcommunist democracies,” in Political Parties and De-
mocracy, ed. by Larry Diamond and Richard Gunther (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 2001), pp. 299-323.

(2002), “Constrains and opportunities in the strategic conduct of post-communist suc-
cessor parties,” in Bozoki & Ishiyama (2002), pp. 14—40.

Kitschelt, Herbert, Zdenka Mansfeldova, Radoslaw Markowski, and Gabor Toka (1999), Post-
Communist Party Systems: Competition, Representation, and Inter-Party Cooperation (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press).

Klingemann, Hans-Dieter, Andrea Volkens, Judith Bara, Ian Budge and Michael McDonald (2006),
Mapping Policy Preferences II: Estimates for Parties, Electors, and Governments in Eastern
Europe, European Union and OECD 1990-2003 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Kopecky, Petr (1995), “Developing party organizations in East-Central Europe: What type of party
is likely to emerge?” Party Politics, 1 (4), pp. 515-534.

(2006), “The rise of the power monopoly: Political parties in the Czech Republic,” in
Jungerstam-Mulders (2006), pp. 125-145.

(2007), “Building party government: Political parties in the Czech and Slovak repub-
lics,” in Webb & White (2007), pp. 119-146.

, ed. (2008a), Political Parties and the State in Post-Communist Europe (London: Rout-
ledge).

(2008b), “Political parties and the state in post-communist Europe: The nature of sym-
biosis,” in Kopecky (2008a), pp. 1-23.

Kopecky, Petr and Cass Mudde (2002), “The two sides of Euroscepticism,” European Union Poli-
tics, 3 (3), pp. 297-326.

51



Kostelecky, Tamas (2002), Political Parties after Communism: Developments in East-Central Eu-
rope (Washington D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press — Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press).

Krause, Kevin Deegan (2000), “Public opinion and party choice in Slovakia and the Czech Repub-
lic,” Party Politics, 6 (1), pp. 23—46.

Kreuzer, Marcus and Vello Pettai (2002), “The calculus of party affiliation in post-communist
democracies: Party switching, fusions, fissions and the institutionalization of party systems,”
paper presented at the APSA annual meeting 2002, Boston, August 30-September 2.

(2003), “Patterns of political instability: Affiliation patterns of politicians and voters in
post-communist Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,” Studies in Comparative International Devel-
opment, 38 (2), pp. 76-98.

Lewis, Paul G. (1995), “Poland’s new parties in the post-communist political systems,” in Wight-
man (1995), pp. 29-47.

, ed. (1996), Party Structure and Organization in East-Central Europe (Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar).

(1998), “Party funding in post-communist East-Central Europe,” in Funding Democra-
tization, ed. by Peter Burnell and Alan Ware (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1998),
pp- 137-157.

(2000), Political Parties in Post-Communist Eastern Europe (London: Routledge).

(2001a), “The ‘third wave’ of democracy in Eastern Europe: Comparative perspectives
on party roles and political development,” Party Politics, 7 (5), pp. 543—565.

, ed. (2001b), Party Development and Democratic Change in Post-Communist Europe:
The First Decade (London: Frank Cass).

Linz, Juan J. and Alfred Stepan (1996), Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation:
Southern Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hop-
kins University Press).

McAllister, lan and Stephen White (2007), “Political parties and democratic consolidation in post-
communist societies,” Party Politics, 13 (2), pp. 197-216.

Mair, Peter (1990), “The electoral payoffs of fission and fusion,” British Journal of Political Sci-
ence, 20 (1), pp. 131-142.

(1997a), Party System Change: Approaches and Interpretations (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press).

(1997b), “What is different about post-communist party systems?” in Mair (1997a), pp.
175-198.

(2006), “Party system change,” in Katz & Crotty (2006), pp. 63—73.

Mair, Peter and Ingrid van Biezen (2001), “Party membership in twenty European democracies,
1980-2000,” Party Politics, 7 (1), pp. 5-21.

Markowski, Radoslaw (1997), “Political parties and ideological spaces in East Central Europe,”
Communist and Post-Communist Studies. 30 (3), pp. 221-254.

Moser, Robert (1999), “Electoral systems and the number of parties in postcommunist states,”
World Politics, 51 (3), pp. 359-384.

Nikolenyi, Csaba (2004), “Cabinet stability in post-communist Central Europe,” Party Politics, 10
(2), pp. 123-150.

O’Dwyer, Conor (2004), “Runaway state-building: How political parties shape states in postcom-
munist Eastern Europe,” World Politics, 56 (4), pp. 520-553.

(2006), Runaway State-Building: Patronage Politics and Democratic Development
(Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press).

52



O’Dwyer, Conor and Branislav Koval¢ik (2007), “And the last shall be first: Party system institu-
tionalization and second-generation economic reform in postcommunist Europe,” Studies in
Comparative International Development, 41 (4), pp. 3—26.

Olson, David (1998), “Party formation and party system consolidation in the new democracies of
Central Europe,” Political Studies, 46 (3), pp. 432—464, also in Hofferbert (1998).

O’Neil, Patrick (1996), “Revolution from within: Institutional analysis, transitions from authori-
tarianism, and the case of Hungary,” World Politics, 48 (4), pp. 579—603.

Orenstein, Mitchell (1998), “A genealogy of communist successor parties in East-Central Europe
and the determinants of their success,” East European Politics and Societies, 12 (3), pp. 472—
499.

Pacek, Alexander C. (1994), “Macroeconomic conditions and electoral politics in East Central Eu-
rope,” American Journal of Political Science, 38 (3), pp. 723-744.

Panebianco, Angelo (1988), Political Parties: Organization and Power (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

Pop-Eleches, Grigore (1999), “Separated at birth or separated by birth?: The communist successor
parties in Romania and Hungary,” East European Politics and Societies, 13 (1), pp. 117-147.

Pottcek, Martin (2008), “The welfare or wild capitalism in post-communist Europe?” lecture deliv-
ered at the international workshop “The Countries of Central and Eastern Europe and Russia in
Comparative Perspective”, Slavic Research Center, Hokkaido Univ., Dec. 5, 2008.

Pridham, Geoffrey (2001), “Patterns of Europeanization and transnational party co-operation: Par-
ty development in Central and Eastern Europe,” in Lewis (2001b), pp. 179-198.

Rose, Richard and William Mischler (1998), “Negative and positive party identification in post-
communist countries,” Electoral Studies, 17 (2), pp. 217-234.

Rybat, Marek (2006), “Old parties and new: Changing patterns of party politics in Slovakia,” in
Jungerstam-Mulders (2006), pp. 147-175.

(2008), “Powered by the state: The role of public resources in party-building in Slova-
kia,” in Kopecky (2008a), pp. 70-90.

Saxonberg, Steven (1999), “Vaclav Klaus: The rise and fall and re-emergence of a charismatic
leader,” East European Politics and Societies, 13 (2), pp. 391-418.

(2003), “The influence of presidential systems: Why the right is so weak in conservative
Poland and so strong in the egalitarian Czech Republic,” Problems of Post-Communism, 50 (5),
pp. 22-36.

Shabad, Goldie and Kazimierz M. Slomczynski (1999), “Political identities in the initial phase of
systemic transformation in Poland: A test of the tabula rasa hypothesis,” Comparative Political
Studies, 32 (6), pp. 690-723.

(2004), “Inter-party mobility among parliamentary candidates in post-communist East
Central Europe,” Party Politics, 10 (2), pp. 151-176.

Siaroff, Alan (2000), Comparative European Party Systems: An Analysis of Parliamentary Elec-
tions since 1945 (New York: Garland Publishing).

Sikk, Allan (2005), “How unstable?: Volatility and genuinely new parties in Eastern Europe,” Eu-
ropean Journal of Political Research, 44 (3), pp. 391-412.

Sitter, Nick (2002), “Cleavages, party strategy and party system change in Europe, East and West,”
Perspectives on European Politics and Society, 3 (3), pp. 425—451.

Szczerbiak, Aleks (1999), “Testing party models in East-Central Europe: Local party organization
in postcommunist Poland,” Party Politics, 5 (4), pp. 525-537.

(2001), Poles Together: Emergence and Development of Political Parties in Post-Com-
munist Poland (Budapest: Central European University Press).

(2002), “Polish Peasant Party: A mass party in postcommunist Eastern Europe?” East
European Politics and Societies, 15 (3), pp. 554—-588.

53



(2006a), “The Polish centre-right’s (last?) best hope: The rise and fall of Solidarity Elec-
toral Action,” in Szczerbiak & Hanley (2006), pp. 55-79.

(2006b), “Power without love?: Patterns of party politics in post-1989 Poland,” in Jurg-
erstam-Mulders (2006), pp. 91-123.

(2008), “State party funding and patronage in post-1989 Poland,” in Kopecky (2008a),
pp. 48—69.

Szczerbiak, Aleks and Sean Hanley, eds. (2006), Centre-Right Parties in Post-Communist East-
Central Europe (London: Routledge).

Szczerbiak, Aleks and Paul A. Taggart, eds. (2008), Opposing Europe: Comparative Party Politics
of Euroscepticism, 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Taggart, Paul and Aleks Szczerbiak (2002), “Europeanization, Euroscepticism and party systems:
Party based Euroscepticism in the candidate states of Central and Eastern Europe,” Perspec-
tives on European Politics and Society, 3 (1), pp. 23—41.

Tavits, Margit (2005), “The development of stable party support: Electoral dynamics in post-com-
munist Europe,” American Journal of Political Science, 49 (2), pp. 283-298.

(2007), “Party systems in the making: The emergence and success of new parties in new
democracies,” British Journal of Political Science, 38 (1), pp. 113—133.

(2008), “On the linkage between electoral volatility and party system instability in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe,” European Journal of Political Research, 47 (5), pp. 537-555.

Todosijevi¢, Bojan (2004), “The Hungarian voter: Left-right dimension as a clue to policy prefer-
ences,” International Political Science Review, 25 (4), pp. 411-433.

Toka, Gabor (1997), “Political parties and democratic consolidation in East Central Europe,” Stud-
ies in Public Policy, 279 (Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of Strathclyde).

(1998), “Party appeals and voter loyalty in new democracies,” Political Studies, 46 (3),
pp- 589-610, also in Hofferbert (1998).

Toole, James (2000), “Government formation and party system stabilization in East Central Eu-
rope,” Party Politics, 6 (4), pp. 441-461.

(2003), “Straddling the East-West divide: Party organization and communist legacies in
East Central Europe,” Europe-Asia Studies, 55 (1), pp. 101-118.

(2007), “The historical foundations of party politics in post-communist East Central
Europe,” Europe-Asia Studies, 59 (4), pp. 541-566.

Tucker, Joshua A. (2006), Regional Economic Voting: Russia, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the
Czech Republic, 1990—1999 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Vachudova, Milada Anna (2008), “Centre-right parties and political outcomes in East Central Eu-
rope,” Party Politics, 14 (4), pp. 387—405.

Vachudova, Milada Anna and Tim Snyder (1997), “Are transitions transitory?: Two types of politi-
cal change in Eastern Europe since 1989,” East European Politics and Societies, 11 (1), pp.
1-35.

Waller, Michael (1995), “Adaptation of the former communist parties of East-Central Europe: A
case of social-democratization?” Party Politics, 1 (4), pp. 473—490.

Webb, Paul and Stephen White, eds. (2007), Party Politics in New Democracies (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Whitefield, Stephen (2002), “Political cleavages and post-communist politics,” Annual Review of
Political Science, 5, pp. 181-200.

Wightman, Gordon ed. (1995), Party Formation in East-Central Europe: Post-Communist Politics
in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland and Bulgaria (Aldershot: Edward Elgar).

Ziblatt, Daniel F. (1998a), “Putting Humpty-Dumpty back together again: Communism’s collapse
and the reconstruction of the East German ex-communist party,” German Politics and Society,
16 (1), pp. 1-29.

54



———— (1998b), “The adaptation of ex-communist parties to post-communist East-Central Eu-
rope: A comparative study of the East German and Hungarian ex-communist parties,” Com-

munist and Post-Communist Studies, 31 (2), pp. 119-137.
Ziblatt, Daniel F. and Nick Biziouras (2002), “Doomed to be radicals?: Organization, ideology, and
the communist successor parties in East Central Europe,” in Bozoki & Ishiyama (2002), pp.

287-302.

ir 2% (2002), RA MR ERR—F Y FOBOES AT L1 7 NGV A IE T=DDR T
) | BRBGEEm =00 7805 — HAR T R - HEaR T T8 - FUA MR
FFF CFRBEE200D J A% E)E, 89-107H.

——— (2008), (AR EHAOHHRIC BT 2 BUAIEIK : R—F > R 20T 7 7 OHHIN 5 Al
T—HR V5% - IS 7 54T 7 ) X LOBGA) 3907 7 EE, 300-325H.

FH Eil (2005), TRIALERUC BB D) > r — DI L I3 S AT L0 TEE(E) s34
W5 IN#IEET 685, 1582065

— GET), [ aHRE OB S AT LSBT BB G e bh, Bt
17 AT 2450 TDRA N R TEZONNF VAL TEY 5 — HY i - BERGEE O LR ) JEiEE R
HiRR 2.

M EFT (2003a), AT 7 F7ICEIFBF T aF VA LEBRBUR B = RAF T IVBHREC B A0 7
F7EE R Al BT AT T =S 7 HBUCEIFBER E T A= T <11 (JCAS
Occasional Paper, No. 20) [E37 E A P BT 22 i 28 i 2 > 24—, 27-36 .

——————— (2003b), FRTY 7 7 DENEGE & EUNITIIE  1993-20024F) AALEREGAE 25 TEUDH
OERER: TE7 T —OLEHE (ARMIKBIAZEHEMSS) | BRI HRGT, 1491715,

————(2009), [ FRERFEENC 31 B3 S AT LJERR O © TR ) OB ZHuiic LT

TLEREREFEITIZE) 46 B15, 1-15H.

SEH R (1994),  T19944E5 AN AJ U —#a53828 | (REURZEAE SR T4 Ay &3>/ « =7 8—J-
42).

———(2001), FRAPRREEENC B BB AT LD EZE 1 ) a7 - WEIC B B HERALED
WATICBEd BTH2% CRRRIEEBEILHE 7 0y o 7 MR B R R S E) 1 B, 115-134H.

55



Appendix 1 : BUROD:ESMHHE LB

Poland Czech Republic
- = KLD1991
<
g
=}
2
g g
3 4 PSL1993 u UW1997 'T‘:
g UD1993 PORP2001 g #
= SUPLOOT o or R X £ A u
g SLD1993% BLD1997¢, UD1991 Z
= Samoobrona2001 ]

£3 PSL2001 29SLD1991  a PL1991 &
g% * UP1993 - @
= & ® AWS1997 g [

g2 PC1991 2
£38 S
5 g

< © @ PiS2001 b 4
& A PSL1991 =z

: © KPN1991 ® ROP1997 o

£ ® BBWR1993 £ .
= £
g 2
= ® ZChD1991

© © KPN1993
2 A PSL1997

® LPR2001

contra/pro Market Economy

contra/pro Market Economy

——KSCM 1990-2002
A LSU1992
o US 1998

® OF 1990
—&— HSD 199092

—=— (SSD 19922002

—8—KDU-CSL 199098 ® Koalice 2002
—a—0DA 199294 —=— 0DS 1992-2002
—*—SPR 1992-98

Hungary

lism, Peasantry,

=

¥
Authority

Nat.

pro/contra Welfare State Expansion, Social Justice

—#— MSzP 1990-2002 —8— SzDSz 1990-2002 —&— Fidesz 2990-2002 —8— MDF 19901998
—%—KDNP 1990-94 —=—FKgP 19901998 ® MIEP 1998

Hi#t © Klingemann et al. 2006.

56

Slovakia

SN

Nationalism vs Democracy
B
o

N
°\§\

contra/pro Market Economy

m KSS2002
A ZRS1991
o S7199%0
—o— HZDS1992 HZDS1994 HZDS1998 HZDS2002
—e— KDH1990 KDH1992 KDH1994 KDH2002
 SDK1998
X S0P1998
—&— MK1990 MK1992 MK1994 MK1998 MK2002

—&—KS(1990 SDL1992 SP.VOLBA1994 SDL1998 SDL2002
Smer2002

VPN1990

DU1994

DS1990

SDKU2002

> E + x 60

ANO2002
—A—SNS1990 SNS1992 SNS1994 SNS1998




Appendix 2-1 : R—35 > FFBROD:ESHER

BN AV NN GHIF A=)

1991 | 1993 | 1997 | 2001 | 2005 | 2007
REIRF (SLD)* (g:g) é%) é;é) 414 (gf)) 13.2
A (UD)* (g 3) 47| @0 (11.5)
R=IRSE (PSL) (18074) (égié;) éiS) (g:(l)) (Z 2) (2 2)
1R 223 (KLD) so |
KA # (UD) (%ig) (1(6):?)
A (UW) (g:‘o‘) 31

12.7 24.1 41.5

HiR7Z v b7 % — L (PORP) (14.1) | (28.9) | (45.5)

5.5 2.4

f2IAE (PL) ©1) i

2.8 0.1 10.2 11.4 1.5

[Bf5] (Samoobrona) _ (11.5) | (12.2) -

, 7.5 5.8
R—F > Fa7E (KPN) 100) | @8)
FVU X M HEEEE (ZChN) 8.7 6.4
71~V 7ERTH) (WAK), 55+ (10.7) -
iyl 8 (PC) 8.7 4.4
iR A% (POC)* (9.6) -
NSRS IR 7 1y 7 (BBRW) 5.4 1.4
R—F Y RDiHDOT 1y 7 (BP) (3.5) -
F@ﬁﬂ HEZTH)] (AWS) 33.8 5.6

T | B TEIG IR (AWSP)* (43.7) -

*—5 > REAES) (ROP) (? g)
. o 9.5 27.0 | 32.1
L EF (PIS) 9.6) | (33.7) | (36.1)
N 7.9 8.0 13
FpE (LPR) 63 | (74 :
20 29.1 15.2 6.6 0.7 11.2 1.5

(18.7) | (0.9 | (04) | 04) | 04) | (0.1)

100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
(100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0)

st

*SLD. UP {3 2001 - 38241 (33384558 &5 SLD-UP. 2007 588281 1 AN ek & REF# (LID) & LTS,
PC & 1991 fFE2RIC I3 EEE S TH B R (POC). ZChN (& 1991 FEEEHITIIFMIC A B Y
73178 (WAK). 93 FE58E28I I3 HE (Ojezyzna) & LT, Wisild 1997 AEExsICId [EHT) 21T
B (AWS) & LT, ZChN (%2001 25113 KPN 2 & & TEins | EXTHI4Ik (AWSP) & LTS
MU7ze RBOEHIZVINEEEEERAEDO LD,

57



Appendix 2-2 : F = O TFPRDEEER

ZEL 37
5=

7 x AREFHS - Fh Gl %)

1990 | 1992 1996 | 1998 | 2002 | 2006

13.2 14.1 10.3 11.0 18.5 12.8

F = TET T4 TS KSCM)* (16.0) | (17.5) | (11.0) | (12.0) | (20.5) | (13.0)

4.1 6.5 26.4 323 30.2 323

HRECEE (CSSD)* - | 80 | 305 | 37.0) | 35.0) | (37.0)
FVU A MARFEFRY = AR% (KDU-| 84 6.3 8.1 9.0 7.2
CSL)* ©.5) | 7.5 | 0.0 | 100 (6.5)
FHERTAME = AR - HifilAA = 14.3
RFEFRWHES (Koalice)* (15.5)

PN 6.5
H k&2 (LSU)* 8.0)
P . 4.1 0.0 1.1 2.4 6.3
TR (SZ) ) ) ) ) (3.0)

- 49.5

T +—3 L\ (OF) 6.9

- 5.9 6.4 0.0 0.5
MRE T (ODA) 70 | ©5) ) )

N 29.7 29.6 27.7 24.5 354
HIRIRESE (ODS)* (38.0) | 34.0) | 31.5) | (29.0) | (40.5)
IR (US) 8.6 03
H Eh[Al 2 = R (US-DEU)* 9.5) _
FaRFEI =EFT 4 7-2LI7 | 100 5.9 0.5
[#£> (HSD-SMS) (11.0) | (7.0) ;

1.0 6.0 8.0 3.9 1.0

JERIEE S = HA15% (SPR-RSC) . 70 | ©.0) - -

9.6 19.1 10.7 6.3 8.7 5.7

ot 0.0y | 0.0) | (0.0) | (0.0) | (0.0) | (0.0)

100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

it (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0)

*KSCM 1d 1992 4B ILEEA TH S IR 7 1w 7 (LEVYBLOK) & LT%/n, CSSD & 1990
EERIC I3 T 2 aAn T y F 7 HAERTEEAFR > IRFRNEZFE L), 1990 40 KDU-CSL 13 &/ #iD
KDU DO H D, [F51d 2002 4E3#2351213 US (ODS A5 D4 EEEGY) ORTMW (DEU) & DA
Pt TdH % HHFIN = RERM (US-DEU) & djezsEs (Koalice) & LTS, LSU & (EHE) #ha3%.
RO (SZ2) B HEEK E Nz OB L) Bde, ODS & 1992 452513+ U X M AR T4 (KDS)
EOFEEHS L LTSI,

58



Appendix 2-3 : 207 7 ¥ 7 ERFTHRIDEFER

A0y 7 ERAHE Gt i %)
1990 | 1992 | 1994 | 1998 | 2002 | 2006
S (K5S) 08 [ 27 | 28 (g;) 39
o o 34 | 147 | 104 | 147 | 14 | o1
RE/IE (SDL)* a47) | 193) | azo | as3) | - ;
7)Y (ZRS) (;‘7‘) 1;3 0;6 0;3
J71A] (Smer) 13.5 | 29.1
Jilf = 2K ¥ (Smer-SD) 16.7) | (333)
PN 8.0
HRAESE (SOP) (8.7)
o 35 | 21 10
O (SZ/SZS) ao | = :
39 | 79 | 54 | 91 | 33 | 117
[HE5E (SNS) 147y | 100y | 60) | 03 | - |a33)
- S 294
N B % (VPN) (32.0)
[EAT Y7 37 W) (HZDS)* 373 | 350 | 270 | 195 | 88
{{\2%%: REART 7 +77388) (LS- 493) | 40.6) | 28.7) | (24.0) | (10.0)
NP 3.6
EA#E (DU)* (10.0)
— . 192 | 89 | 101 83 | 83
FUAFARTHES) (KDH) 20.7) | (12.0) | (113) (10.0) | (9.3)
o 44 | 33 | 34
FE3 (DS)* an | :
— 26,
Ry (SDK)* (22.3)
331 2 Modify (SDKU) 15.1 | 184
R 6 = K57 (SDKU-DS)* (18.7) | (20.7)
— 80 | 14
Hrti R (ANO) 100y | -
IR - 87 | 74 | 102 | 91 | 112 | 117
N ATV = NELSE (MK) ©3) | 93) | a1.3) | 100y | 133) | 133)
76 | 176 | 69 | 17 | 120 | 63
TOfl ©.0) | 0.0 | 0.0) | 0.0) | ©00) | ©0)
- 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
; (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0)

*SDD 1 1990 FEREEIFCIEE 7 GHISL T s VOARTIZF 2 aAT T 75 7) HLPER, 1994 4585
T3 SZ 75 & L3S THSEDEIR] (SPVOLBA) IC£ i, HZDS & 1994 45354010 132 RE & 005F
X3 (HZDS-RSS) & LTS LTz, 1998 4E38% T3 KDH, DS, XU HZDS DA F 7 IVIRAH
B U7z DU, SZ 75 EANEEE S SDK 2K L. T D5 b ORMERAD 2002 4125 Tld SDKU Z#37
(KDH (4200 [A%EIE 2006 432 TlE DS & & G1F Lize MK IGEER S8R &R CYHIE 2 32,
BIC 3 RHOBEEHED SR EOBFEN) TERICSBML TV,

59




Appendix 2-4 : I\ H ) —ERDEEER

INY ) —[E 2 GERE HA=)
1990 1994 1998 2002 2006
P 10.9 33.0 32.9 42.1 432
25E (MSzP) (8.6) | (542) | (34.7) | @“6.1) | (49.2)
F iR 32 5E% (SzDSz) 21.4 19.7 7.6 5.6 6.5
] FT R 3 R = ] 44) | (18.1) | (6.2 (5.2) (5.2)
. _ 24.7 11.7 2.8 * 5.0
KEZ4—=7 L (MDF)* @238 | 98 | @4 | ©2) | 9
7 « 7 A (Fidesz)
D ¢ A= (Fidesz-MPP) 9.0 7.0 29.5 41.1 42.0
St 7 A (Fidesz MPS2)* (5.7) 52) | 383) | 425 | (36.5)
N 6.5 7.0 2.3 *
FU A FARFEARS (KDNP)* (5.4) 57) ) 6.0)
L s 11.7 3.8 13.1 0.8 0.0
MV NEEE S (FKgP) (11.4) 67) (12.4) ) )
[E#E1E5 (MIEP) 1.6 5.5 4.4 22
EFE1E5E= 3 © 2 (MIEP-Jobbik)* - (3.6) - -
15.9 11.1 6.3 6.2 1.0
Toft (1.8) (0.3) (0.3) (0.0) (0.3)
ot 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
8 (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0) | (100.0)

* LEBIIXIC 350 2132958, MDF (& 1998 433828 Tl LEFI X DRI SIEO 8% REl - 7248, AKX TO
Fidesz & DX /1T K - THFE 21815 L. 2002 4328 T LEHIX T & Fidesz &iEXHA ZHIA TS,
BETIR. WITNEMEADOEIREMK L, Fidesz 1Z 2006 F3E%X Tl 7R HE L7z KDNP I X T,
HS5DORIRNICEH Z7FE TV zIHKDNP E S LW Z R L T, ThE&EEHG A, EERT
BB LI E OSIRERR U7z L TRIRESEFR LTz, MIEP 1& 2006 F3E%cid 3 v €~ (Jobbik)
& DOFREMNIEEHS & LTS,

60



Appendix 3 : F2 DR

1991

1993

Party share of parliamentary seats: Poland

...........

asLD
oup
oOPSL
OKLD

8 UD/UW
B8 PORP
& PL

B Samoobrona

wor [T L A | axew
M OZChN
SR HTHTTHTTEHTHTTi ] S NN\ (A, are
W @ BBRW
- IS\ 7777 |
21111111 SN2 ore
Party share of parliamentary seats : Czech Republic
R 1111111 e N N NN N N N NN NN NN NN NN pe——
I N SN S I B essn
RS 11 R et === 8 R
L
voos ([T TXTNATET NIV TTR NN s
I sor
woos T TN TU TN goba

B US/US-DEU

T TTTTTTTOTTRsNA

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

zo0z TR R IR
_' B HSD-SMS
2006 TN IIIII[IIIIIIIII [T @SPRRSC
Party share of parliamentary seats : Slovakia ::;i
oo [T R 7 77 77 77 A oo
N % \L n;z
wo (MMM 77777 FO o
190+ |TTTTIINI OONN A s e
vos. [T e e gy o
1 AT a0
2006 [[TTTTTTT] IIIIIIIII]IIIIIIIII]IIIF-'-'-"-'-'-'W// i’if)u
Party sare of parliamentary seats : Hungary
IIIIIIII“\‘\\‘Q\“\m“‘\‘W/;’//f/;’////‘/////‘//ﬁ’\l\ —
oo [TTTTTTTTTENETI T T T T ITNSNNNNNSNNAAAAT B82Sz
- —T 41 [ GMDF
voos [TTTTTTTTIITVITTUCTUUCTTIUTITITITINGN A - @ Fidesr
] | | BKDNP
zooz [ TTTTTTTITTITIINCITEYIRNINN IIIIIIIII‘IIIIIID\“QD"//F" ‘ ‘ O FKep
2006 ‘ @ DOMIEP

61




(-+661) (%ST ‘01) %S

I o (s1e0s uonesuadwoo) JpUoH,p|  ¥Ud ISI PAsOD 048G -
U e Gaitdsieal o G e i s ey | e
N I I T b I, N UL jmonbdoouq|  HAFHPTOD | PN | o661 Awsuny
e W L OLU e | (221w doy Suowre) Ayremyd / Aiofel| ANS | 9ET
(ys1] [eUOISAT / NS 03¢
10J S9J0A 7) POXIA]
- 0 L 5oe SIOpUIRWAL JSATIE
ON| 08I 0s1 ({52107 ) SO4 G%&w&mmg\m B b doong| 4l 11 PasoI) st -8661
1ousIp Aq L "133® “[u U1 sIopurewal }s93Ie| /
ONf  $°8¢ %wo%:wwmmwmw% #| (89104 1) 0K (%01 *L L) %5 ’ " pionb doou(]| Ud IS Paso[)) 0S| ¥6-C6061| pryprorg
LIS Aq "133% "[u Ul SIOpUIBIAI }SoTIe]
ON G'8¢[ S0A 9ANOYD | (52104 1) SO %¢] ’ ' b Ud IS Paso[)) 0sI| 0661
uo Surpuada(] /Eionb oleH
ON[  £#1 §T=¢ PI[(S200A 2) SOK[ (%602 ST °01) %S IPUOHL,P Ad I8! PasO[D) 007 -200T
L. 133¢e - sIopurewal 189318
oN| 7 1741 8| (59104 1) s98 IS D% yonb foyostg yomauasoyy| B SITPISOLD 002|86-9661 o__w_wmww
uone3oi33e [euoneu
ONj ¢ 6¢-¥l 8] (82104 ) S04 %S u wb_u:_mEE.wmowE_ / _N_uo:cpaoohﬂ Ud ST PIsO[D) 00¢| 2670661
dd .40
ousony| <11 61-L 17 $OA (%8) %S v Nawwmwwmﬁwwwwmﬁk ¥d 191 wado) 094 100
sonvd| Il (syeos winrwaid) 1puopy,p _Adsupasoy
[(G1..0u11 0} qd 1811 uadQ _
poijddp joul | o S e SR SRR ERR S B Ger] oo o L6-€661
proysaiyj 10J Q10A ) ¥d II']]
Ad IS PIso[) 69 -
ON-o 2 0h e ELR R T T R T T L T T TR L adsuedo | 16g: 1661 Pueod
(3s1] JeUOIS]
10§ 910A 1) ¥d 1577 09y
(Kuofew] JUSWISIOPUD }
......... mm ¢ I Aq pa32[2p j0u J1 pasiopul) Ayuiofew| 10 ISI] [BUONBN ¢
(uonnodwod (uonnedwod
ONj I I 10J v:m.ao (om3 doy yym jgounr) Kyuiofewy aAns 103 uado 197), 6361
191) ST Sty
................................................................................................ S| g e S
-%mH%M HQ_MMM %Eww%mmm S910UAMISUOD) 104| (uONIL0? [210303]2 10j) S Te—— 2dA[] siwos|  aeaxl o
Ayuouny| 28e10Ay s Jo oquunN]| [enuaIdjaid| proysaay : Jo JoquunN|[ uonoaayy|

(uonesyipow : soljey) HfigskE : v xipuaddy

62



