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Abstract
Party regulation in general has not been a mattecancern until very recently (Biezen,
2011; Biezen and Borz, 2012; Casal Bértoa et atthtoming). Un fortunately, in the
most recent publications in the field scholars haeaded to focus on the most
consolidated South and East Central European deawies (Biezen and Casal Bértoa,
work in progress) leaving aside regions like thekBas where party regulation has
played an important role in terms not only of padystem formation but also on
democratic transitions. In order to fill this gattis paper explores how political parties
have been regulated in Macedonia. Empirically, fager analyses how the different
types of regulation have affected the Macedoniatypystem in terms of formation and
development. The main conclusion is that such laawe had a mixed impact on the

country’s political life.

Introduction®

In one of the most quoted statements that oneexil in the history of political science,
Schattschneider (1942:1) affirmed that “politicalpes created democracy and modern democracy
in unthinkable save in terms of the parties”. Iitespf that, there are few scholars examining the
specific content of party regulatiohsResearch trying to study the consequences at/gtemic
level is almost non-existent, while the work amtp funding effects on party system stabilization
has been more prolific (e.g. Casas-Zamora, 200&r8we, 2006; Booth and Robbins, 2010; etc.).
However, in-depth qualitative studies on the speaifechanisms linking the different aspects of
party regulation (e.g. minimum number of signatwed/or members, activity restrictions, payout
thresholds, etc.) and party system developmenstdiréacking. With this paper we aim to
contribute to covering that gap.

The regulation of party politics in Macedonia corfresn different sources. On one hand
there are the articles in the Constitution and h\aecisions from the Constitutional Court. On the
other hand there are several laws that were palssaehout the years, as early as 1990, and their
subsequent changes, as late as 2013. The firdlel@ctéhe democratic development of Macedonia
was marked with light regulation. The regulatioatthllowed organization of political pluralism
was passed in April 1990, before the first indegenigblural elections in November 1990, before
the declaration of independence in 1991 and befammulgation of the democratic constitution in
1992.

* We would like to gratefully acknowledge the supmfithe European Research Council (ERC startingtg205660) in
the preparation of this paper.
2 Avnon (1995), Biezen and Borz (forthcoming), Ja(2005) and Karvonen (2007) constitute the onbepkons.
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The first law for political party organization afidancing was passed in 1994 and was in
force until 2004. In 2001 a protracted inter-etheonflict was ended with the signing of a peace
agreement. From 2002 the electoral system was eldaagist proportional. The changes of the
electoral system coupled with acceleration of theitegration process, brought forth a need for
new laws for political party regulations and pdityancing. The new laws for party organization
and party financing were passed in 2004. Howeveresinen changes in the regulation were done
practically every year and sometimes more than peceear. The rapid changes are to a lesser
extent pushed by the EU as efforts to democrateeountry during the integration process. To a
greater extent the rapid changes are product gidghical parties that are in power and their
strategic calculus to influence the level playired to their advantage.

The article is divided in four parts. Section ooels at the process of party regulation
before the first free and fair elections in indegemt Macedonia in 1994. Section two briefly looks
at the process of party constitutionalization. Becthree summarizes the most important aspects of
the first Macedonian Party Law (1994). Section foontains a similar analysis of the 2004 Party
(Funding) Laws, trying to highlight their differegés and (main) innovations. Finally, sections five
to seven examine the possible effects such legislatis had (or not) on the Macedonian party
system, either at the systemic or at the partyll@¥e most important findings following from our

analysis are summarized in the conclusion.

Party regulation in M acedonia: the origins (1990-1994)

Republic of Macedonia declared independence in B9@llpromulgated a democratic
Constitution in 1992. However the first democrapiltiral and competitive elections were held in
1990, while the country was still part of the StisteFederal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY). The
regulation for competitive elections and rulesdetablishing political pluralism were done by the
last socialist parliament in Macedonia. On April 1290 the Assembly of the Socialist Republic of
Macedonia adopted a law for changes and amendruetiits existing law for societal organizations
and association of citizens (Official Gazette o€i@bst Republic of Macedonia, No 12, 1990). The
law for societal organizations and associationitidens was first passed in 1983. The changes from
1990 were the first introduction of political pllisan in the country. It allowed different political
parties to be formed, registered and to standaritkt plural parliamentary elections in November
1990.

The law from 1990 allowed citizens, freely and vahry, to form societal organizations and
association of citizens for “developing differestigities for accomplishing and satisfying
economic, political, cultural” and other intere§st. 2, Official Gazette No 12/90). The third
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paragraph of article 2 clearly stipulates thatzeitis that are coming together for sake of political
interests and goals “can organize political orgatigns, parties and other forms of political
organizations (lbid, para. 3). Even though this V@as promulgated by the Assembly of the
Republic of Macedonia, such rights were given teitizens of SFRY. In that sense, any citizen of
SFRY residing in Macedonia in April 1990 had thghtito form, or join, a political party. In the
first elections in November 1990 there were attleas parties whose organizations transgressed
the borders of Macedonia. First was the LeagueedbiRist Forces, a political party organized
around Ante Markovic, the last Prime Minister off5f- The League was started in Belgrade,
Serbia, but its branches stood in the parliamergbagtions in several of the republics, including
Macedonia. The League of Reformist Forces managgdttaround 16 percent of the votes in the
1990 elections and to have the fourth biggestgaeintary group of 11 MPs out of total of 120.
The second party was the Party of Yugoslavs in e that got substantially lower support,
around 1,5 percent in the 1990 elections, and wistiP&.

The criteria for formation of political parties veequite liberal and low. It took a minimum
of 10 adults with permanent residence in Macedtmfarm political party in 1990 (Art. 12,

Official Gazette No 12./90). The only restrictiolaged on the founders was that in the last five
years they were not sentenced for criminal actisiagainst “the basis of the social format and
security of SRM and SFRY, against the armed foof&&-RY, against human and international law,
against freedom and rights of citizens” (Art. 1Zfi€al Gazette No 12/90, para. 3). Membership in
political parties was granted under a written indlisal statement. Political parties were registered
with the police on municipal level. The municipaVél police kept the registry of political parties
and their members. In conjunction with the limibas for founders, one could say that the socialist
police was hesitant to allow wide political plusai and wanted to have greater control and insight
in the process. On the other hand putting the tradiisn in the hands of the municipal police inside
the republic was a protection of political pluradisrom external factors. It was a clear sign to
Belgrade, the federal center of SFRY, that it waudtl have a great impact in the formation and
organization of political parties in Macedonia #9D. Notwithstanding the involvement of the
police in the early process of political party fation, 19 parties placed 928 candidates for tise fir
plural elections in November 1990, along with 3dependent candidates.

In order to be registered political parties hadubmit the minutes from the founding
session, the decision for formation and two copfdabe statutes to the local police (Art. 17, Off.
Gazz. 12/90). The police had 30 days to respotldetoequest. It could give a negative reply if the
activities or statutes of the party were used teetthrow the basis of social order establishedhén t

Constitution, jeopardize the independence of thenty, brake freedom and rights of people and
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citizens guaranteed by the constitution, jeopargeace and equal international cooperation,
inflame national, racial and religious hatred amolerance, encourages committing criminal acts
and insults the public moral” (Art. 23, Off. Ga42/90). In the event that the police found
something in the statute or program that was iaditeof the law, they were compelled to give 30
days period for changes and amendments to thestglparty. If the police did not respond in the
given time, the law provided that the organizai®registered.

A negative reply from the police meant starting@cpdure in front of the district court to
ban or forbid the political party. Appeal processsvallowed in front of the Supreme Court of the
Socialist Republic of Macedonia that was the lastance for all relevant adjudications (Art. 20 and
26, Off. Gazz. 12/90).

The organizational format of the political partieas left to the statute of the parties.
However the 1990 law for societal organizationsspribed that the work of political parties is
public. Parties also had the right to form allisseed to cooperate and join international
organizations, if that was not in breach with thieiests of the country and if the party statute
provided for that (Art. 4, Official Gazette No 1R)J9 Parties were allowed to get financial resources
from membership fees and donations, and other fetipslated in their statute and law. Effectively
this meant that parties had the right to performitess activities “if they fulfill the conditions
proscribed in law for performing such activitie&r(. 34, Off. Gazz 12/90). In practice it meant
that parties could have income from owning compgmenting facilities etc. This provision from
1990 was kept in the law for political parties 9%, until the Constitutional Court annulled it in
2001. To support the newly formed political parties law stipulated that parties with minimum of
1,000 members will get finances from the republicidget in the amount of three average

economic incomes per member (Art. 40, Off. Gazz9Qp

Party Constitutionalization: the 1992 Supreme Act

The Constitution of Republic of Macedonia was prtgated in 1992. The Constitution
provided main legal basis for political pluralisarticle 20 guarantees citizens' freedom of
association for accomplishing and protecting tpeiitical, economic, social, cultural and other
rights and beliefs. The second paragraph Articlgr2its citizens the right to freely form
association of citizens and political parties. Baté voluntary organizations, as people have the
right “to join and to leave them” (Art. 20, Constibn of RM). The next paragraph however sets
limitation in the programmatic content and actestiof political parties. They can't aim to
“violently overthrow the constitutional order ofetfiRepublic or to start or call upon military

aggression or inflame national, racial or religibasred or intolerance” (Art. 20, para. 3,
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Constitution of RM).
The Constitutional Court has the power to checlkcthrestitutionality of the programs and
statutes of political parties. If the Constitutib@aurt finds that the statutes or program are not

constitutional it has the power to ban the polltarty.

The 1994 Party (Funding) Law

The first law for organization and financing of pichl parties in democratic Macedonia
was passed in 1994. The Law for Political Partias ywublished in the Official Gazette of the
Republic of Macedonia No 41/94 on August 5, 198#placed the law for societal organizations
and association of citizens from 1983 and subsdqiemges from 1990 that allowed organization
of political pluralism.

The law defines parties as “organized group oteits that aim to participate in
government” (Art. 2, Off. Gazz. 41/94). The law yides for citizens to form political parties in
order to realize and protect their political, ecmng social, cultural and other rights and beligffs
their members, to participate in the decision mgldrocess and to participate in elections on
national and local level (Art 3, Ibid). Only citiae of Republic of Macedonia can be members of
political parties.

According to this law the statute and program afipa can't aim to violently overthrow the
constitutional order, to encourage or call for taily aggression and to inflame national, racial and
religious hatred and intolerance (Art. 4, 1bid) €Tlaw calls for the work of the parties to be pabli
and parties to be organized and act on territpriakiple (Art. 6, Ibid). Even though the provision
for territorial principle is not concrete, it iskien to mean that parties should be organized and
aspire to run on the whole territory of the coun8ych a provision was set as a clause to prevent
parties based on ethnic principles, that were orgaon other bases. However the legal principle
was not upheld in practice. At the time when tlve fgas passed there were already several parties
that represented ethnic minorities, were ethniaaijanized, stood on elections and had won
mandates in the national Assembly and local cosin€his was the case with the Albanian Party for
Democratic Prosperity (PDP) and National Democraticty (NDP), the Turkish Democratic
Alliance of Turks and the Roma Party for Total Ermipation of Roma. Further on, in 1994 a
splinter party from PDP was established and regidtas the Party for Democratic Prosperity of
Albanians (PDPA), which was latter renamed as DeatimcParty of Albanians (DPA).

The provisions to start a political party were gased and the process was put under the
competence of the judicial system. The law from4l8uired a minimum of 500 adults with

permanent residence in the Republic of Macedoniarta a political party (Art. 7, Ibid). The
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parties were registered with the District courBkopje that took care of the party registry. To
register the party needed to submit the decisiom fthe founding session, the program and statute
of the party. It is interesting to note that theid®n to form the party needed to be accompanied
with the personal names of the founders, theirggersnumbers and permanent addresses (Art. 8,
para 2). Furthermore newly registered parties négaldave names and symbols that would be
different from existing parties in Macedonia andaalal, and they could not have state or foreign
symbols (Art. 9). In 15 days the district court hadccept the registration or sent back request fo
changes and amendments in the party documentsSUpreme Court was the last instance for all
adjudications.

The law from 1994 proscribed that parties will stogxist upon court decision, if the
Constitutional Court finds the program or statutdé unconstitutional, when the party organs
decide so or when the number of members falls uthgelegal criteria. This is why each party was
required every year to submit to the court evidahe¢ their membership is not below 500 (Art. 7,
para. 2).

The financing of political parties under the lawrfr 1994 came from private, public and
other sources (Arts. 28 — 32, Off. Gazz. 41/94)e Tinances for parties could have come from
membership fees, in kind contribution, income, gwoperty, credits, gifts, donations, and from the
state budget. There was a prohibition for partieske finances from foreign individuals,
organizations and governments, and from local puid state institutions, beyond the state
provided budgetary funds, and from public companies

The level of public financing was not set in the,ldut the distribution was proscribed. 30
percent of the public financing was to be equai$gributed among all political parties that receive
at least 3 percent of the votes in the last elestiovhile 70 percent was to be distributed amoerg th
political parties that had elected MPs and to lop@rtional to the number of MPs. The regulations
for private financing distinguished between supparthe party and support for political
campaigns. Party donations from individual or lgggisons could be up to 100 average salaries
paid the last month according to the State StedisBureau, but they could be accumulated more
than once per year. On the other hand for theipalitampaigns one off donations were allowed up
to 200 average salaries. The funds for the politiampaign were supposed to be put on a separate
account as an electoral fund. The law requireg#rées to be transparent in their book keeping of
income and expenditures, clearly marking the s@urce

The financing of parties “from own sources”, meagniousiness activities, persisted until
February 2001. At this point the Constitutional @alecided to annul the provision. The

Constitutional Court procedure was started onatite of one political party, the Democratic
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Alliance. The Democratic Alliance objected the acs of some ruling political parties from 1998 to
2002 that tried to privatize and own several pubtimpanies. In the ruling the Constitutional Court
was of the opinion that political parties are assomn of citizens, and not commerce organization,
and that their actions are of idealistic nature aoidof direct material interest for some group of
citizens, for example the members of that partyhat respect the Court found that the term
financing “from own sources” can't imply businessiaties of political parties because it is not
constitutional (Constitutional Court decision oitiatives U. No 45/2000 and U. No 61/2000, 28
February 2001).

Moder nizing party regulation: from stability to rapid changes (2004-2012)

Republic of Macedonia had a protracted inter-etlepiaflict from January to August 2001.
The conflict was between the Macedonian securityef® and the Albanian National Liberation
Army (NLA). The conflict ended with the signing thfe Ohrid Framework Agremeent (OFA). OFA
changed the institutional design of the countryprioving the instruments for minority protection
and inclusion, such as the right to use minoribglaages and symbols, quotas for public
employment, and veto rights in Parliament and lgcaincils. OFA envisaged a process of
decentralization, where many of the competenceddameiplaced in the hands of the local
municipalities. Under the influence of the OFA, dhd need to improve minority representation,
the electoral system was changed to closed ligtgutional before the parliamentary elections in
September 2002. The NLA demilitarized and transtatnmto a political party Democratic Union
for Integration (DUI) in May 2002. They won majgribf the Albanian votes in 2002, and formed
the ruling coalition government together with thexial Democratic Union of Macedonia (SDUM)
and the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP).

This per se did not bring changes in the reguldtomolitical parties. However it opened a
debate and brought focus on the issue. There \gemxang perception that political parties need to
modernize and improve. Furthermore, as Macedongimplementing the OFA and become more
stable its Euro integration efforts increased.th&tend of 2005 EU granted Macedonia candidate
status for membership in the EU. The criteria tieded to be met to get the candidate status
included changes and improvements in the polipeaty regulation. Initially a new single piece of
legislation was prepared that regulated party drgdion and financing. In the discussions with the
EU representatives, and on proposal of the Likdeeshocratic Party, the single piece of legislation
was separated in two laws. One that regulatesqadljparty organization, Law for Political Parties
(Official Gazette No 76/04 27.10.2004) and sectmad tegulates party financing, Law for
Financing Political Parties (Official Gazette NdU427.10.2004). The division in two pieces of

7
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legislation was done for the sake of clarity, desbdao show more progress in regards to EU set

criteria. Further on, a consolidated Electoral Cads promulgated in 2006 (Official Gazette No

40/06 31.03.2006). Previously different type ofcéilens (local, parliamentary, presidential) were
regulated in different laws. The idea of the Elezt@€ode was to set the rules for all electionsoAl
the Electoral Code set provisions for the finanahglectoral campaigns, while the law for party
financing regulates other financing.

The 2004 Party Law

The law from 2004 brought significant improvementshe party regulation in Macedonia.
First it defined parties as “voluntary organizatiaf citizens, formed to accomplish and protect
political, economic, social and other rights” wagtito participate in decision making processes in
government and “accomplishing their goals througimdcratic forming and expression of political
will by participating in elections” (Art. 2, Off. &z. 76/04). Furthermore Article 4 places a gender
balance principle in assigning public functionsjle/Article 5 forbids discrimination for
membership in political parties. The territoriainmiple for organizing political parties is kept,
however parties are forbidden to form branchesuislip institutions (Art. 7, Ibid). While they are
free and independent in choosing their internaicstires, they can't form military or paramilitary
structures (Art. 6, Ibid). Parties are defined as-profit organizations, their work is public and
they have the right to join international organiaas and cooperate with foreign political parties.

Article 8, paragraph 2 places a ban on foreignigmtb be active in Macedonia. However
there are examples where some minority partieshignae direct cooperation and are regarded to be
branches of political parties in neighboring coig#r This is the case with the Serbian Radical
Party in Macedonia, latter to follow the line tisatit and become Serbian Progressive Party. The
party name in Macedonia before the split was SarBiadical Party and after the split Serbian
Progressive Party. Also this is the case with titependent Democratic Action that represents the
Bosniaks in Macedonia and is regarded to be vaseclith the same party in Sarajevo, Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

The criteria for forming a party remained at a mam of 500 adults. The rule was made
more precise that they needed to have individugllleapability, and not only be of voting age.
Joining and leaving parties was defined as volynigre process of registration stayed the same,
along with the court procedures and the court tggef political parties. The instance for relevant
adjudications was changed to the Appellate Coustkiopje. The provisions for stopping the
existence of political party did not changed. Acting to the law from 2004 a party would be
erased from the court registry if it decided sobasis of court verdict, if the number of members

became lower than needed to form the party arigéifonstitutional Court found that the program
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or statute of the party were unconstitutional (28, Ibid). The court procedures for establishing
whether the party obeyed the law or not was platelde competence of the public prosecutor.

In 2007, the ruling majority in Parliament, led WWIRO-DPMNE enacted changes to the
regulation for party organization. They increadsa minimum number of members to 1,000 (Law
for Changing and Amending the Law for Political tRes, Official Gazzette No 5/07 16.01.2007).
The changes required each party to submit the sagesignatures, verified with a notary in 45
days. The verification needed to be done on spéarials issued by the Ministry of Justice. If a
party would fail to do so then it would be erasexhf the court registry and the responsible persons
would be fined up to 4,800 euros. The law was ghssthe first week of January 2007, however
the deadline was set retroactively to start fromuday 1, 2007. The initiative of the ruling right
oriented VMRO-DPMNE was largely seen as a stratamiue to erase the existing smaller right
parties and to consolidate the right political $pea in one party.

Couple of smaller right oriented parties startatiatives in front of the Constitutional
Court. First the Court found that setting the deedietroactively was unconstitutional and annulled
it (Constitutional Court Ruling, U. No 12/2007, 04.2007). Second, the Court canceled the
deadline of 45 days for pre-registration, and tirens issued by the Ministry of Justice. Giving the
forms to the Ministry of Justice in the Court'sriph was unnecessary declaration of individual
political preferences to the executive. In the €ewpinion “the purpose of any law on political
parties in a democratic society is to create camthtfor accomplishing freedom of political
organization and action, and not to limit such di@as” (Constitutional Court Ruling, U. No
23/2007, 02.05.2007). The Court further stressatlttte deadline should provide conditions to
reorganize existing political parties, and notdéove to erase the existing parties. Thirdly, ther€o
erased the penal order, setting the court verifinadf the minimum members every two years in
front of the court; failure to submit verificatiavould automatically mean erasing the party from
the Court registry without financial penalties froine responsible persons (Constitutional Court
Ruling, U. No. 15/2007, 02.05.2007).

The ruling majority led by VMRO-DPMNE eventuallyapted the Constitutional Court
rulings. They passed a new Law for Changing andidimg the Law for Political Parties (Official
Gazzette No 7/08, 15.01.2008). They settled thktigad parties should submit notary verified
signatures every four years to the court, in otdeshow and verify that they have minimum
membership.

The last legal changes that affect the organizatfquolitical parties were passed in
beginning of 2013, with a prolonged implementatiarte from January 1, 2015 (Official Gazette,
No 23/13, 14.02.2013). The changes require padlifedies to set up internal “research-analytical

9
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centers that will be financed by law” (Art 1. OBazz. No 23/13). Adequate changes were made
also to the law for financing political parties.elfbhanges proscribed that up to 280,000 euros will
be given to parties for such centers, the monelyoaihe from the budget of the Ministry of Justice
and be kept on a separate bank account (Law fongdhgand Amending the Law for Financing of
Political Parties, Official Gazette No 23/13, 1421213). The set up and functioning of the internal
research-analytical centers is proscribed in aragpsaw, however it will all be implemented from
January 1, 2015.

The 2004 Party Funding Law

The Law for Financing of Political Parties broughibstantial improvements (Official
Gazette No. 76/04, 27.10.2004). It made the sy$terfinancing political parties more clear and
transparent. It defined the parties as not-pragtnization, whose financing is public and
transparent. It gave the power and competenceetMthistry of Finance and State Auditor to
check that. It also gave right to every citizen aady member to have access to the state of party
financing (Art. 5, Off. Gazz. No 76/04).

The sources for party finances were defined asigpahd private. Public sources constituted
finances from the State Budget. Article 9 prosdtitigat 0,06 percent of the state budget will be
allocated for annual financing of political partiesThis amount would be distributed in the
following manner: 30 percent equally to all partieat won at least 1 percent of the votes on
national or local level, and 70 percent to parties won mandates on local or national level,
proportional to the mandates that they won.

Private sources for financing political parties: anembership fees, donations, gifts,
sponsorships, sales of promotional and propagaraderials and own sources defined with the law
(Art. 13, Ibid). The annual membership fee coultiexceed one annual average salary (Art. 14,
Ibid). Donations can be monetary, or in kind cdnitions in goods or services, that can be used for
the activities of the political party. Giving preéatial prices to political parties, for consumends
or services, is also regarded as donation. In sasé the difference between the market price and
the price for the party is regarded as donatioe. fbkal annual amount of donations can't be over
200 average salaries for legal persons and 10@dosiduals. Parties were obliged by the law to
have a registry of all donations, liable for chettk¢he Ministry of Finance.

The Law for Financing Political Parties forbid esss activities. However it allowed
parties to have income from interest rates fronkl@posits, leasing property, income from sales
of audio, video and print materials with the loddhe party, as well as author's right, income from
tickets for manifestations organized by the pa#tt.(19, Ibid). According to the law Parties could

not be financed by foreign government, organizatiand individuals, any kind of public institution
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or company, be it on national or local level, n@mvegrnmental organizations and religious
associations, or anonymous donors (Art. 20, IlBdgach of the financing rules is penalized with
loss of public financing for the upcoming year.tR&ralso can't have finances in foreign banks and
they can't solicit money or pressure individuals@mpanies to give donations. The Law obliged
the parties to prepare an annual financial repotater than March 31, and to submit it to the &tat
Auditor (Art. 27, Ibid).

The Law for Financing Political Parties was firsaaged by Constitutional Court Ruling.
Article 32 stipulated that if a party breachesfthancing rules twice in one year, it would not be
eligible for financing in the upcoming year. Theu€ifound this unconstitutional and annulled the
article, since the breaches were not preciselyohted it leaved a legal possibility for two
penalization for same breach (Constitutional C&uting U. No 174/2005, 08.03.2006). The next
bigger changes were done in 2009 with the Law fear@ing and Amending the Law for Financing
of Political Parties (Offical Gazette No. 96/09,(B1.2009). The changes decreased the level of
donations to 150 average salaries for legal perand</5 for individuals. The changes also
required the parties to publish their annual finalneports on their web sites and at least onky dai
newspaper, and included the Internal Revenue Sead@ control institution, along with the
Ministry of Finance and the State Auditor. The fiogl fines for responsible persons were also
increased. For individuals they were increasecet@,000 to 2,000 euros, from 500 to 700 euros,
while for legal persons they were set at 5,0000000 euros from the previous 3,000 to 5,000
euros.

In 2011 changes were done to the Law for FinanBioiiical Parties (Official Gazette No.
148/2011, 21.10.2011). The changes proscribedhb&tunds for financing the political parties will
not come from the state budget, but from the budf#te Ministry of Justice. They were still at the
same level 0,06 percent of the state budget, leirt @éllocation would come from the Ministry of
Justice. Furthermore, the State Electoral Commmssi@s put in charge to give results of all parties
performance at the last national and local elestamto determine the distribution of the public
financing. In 2012 new changes were enacted wi&h_#w for Changing and Amending the Law
for Financing of Political Parties (Official Gazeflo. 142/12, 13.11.2012). The changes envisaged
that donations from legal persons, concerning peet@l prices, will be counted on issued invoices
and not on paid invoices. Further to that parteegstry of donations should also be made public
every six months, especially disclosing all donagierom subject directly or indirectly connected to
the party. The fines for breaches of the levelafations or the annual reports and donation registr
were increased. The fines constitute temporaryengpn of public finances, until the breach is

resolved, or loosing public financing for periodtbfee months. One can see this as an attempt of
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the ruling VMRO-DPMNE to have stronger mechanisndigzipline the opposition by having
stronger control over the financing of politicarfies. It should not be neglected that after the
parliamentary elections in 2011, the financial rejpd VMRO-DPMNE showed that they have a
debt of 3,3 million euros. In other words, theyrdgp® 3 million euros more than they raised through
donations and membership fees. They acknowledgeebie but made no efforts to legally close it
even after the elections finished. A similar sitoathappened during the local election in 2013. The
mid-term financial report of VMRO-DPMNE showed thiatthe first half of the electoral campaign
they spent 10 times more than they raised.

Part of the problems with the financing of eleck@ampaign is that this is subject regulated
in the Electoral Code. The provisions for the ficiag of the electoral campaign are part of section
VI, Articles 83 — 87 (Official Gazette No. 40/061.83.2006). In the first version of the electoral
code parties were allowed to spent 60 denars (adstthan 1 euro) per voter (Art. 84, Off. Gaz. No
40/06). Effectively this put a cap to total campasgpending around 1,7 million euros for
parliamentary elections, equivalent to the totahbar of registered voters in the country.
Campaigns couldn't be financed with public or fgrefinances. Donations for the electoral
campaign was set at 5,000 euros from individuadsZfn000 euros from legal persons. The
finances were to be placed on a separate bank atcopeaned for that purpose no earlier than 48
hours before the start of the campaign. All campaigsts were to be paid from that account. After
the elections were done parties needed to subfim&acial report to the State Auditor, State
Electoral Commission and the Parliament. Only parthat won mandates on local and national
level were eligible for remuneration of 15 denasa( 0,25 euro) for each vote they would win.

The Electoral Code was changed several times 20@6. The first changes that influenced
the financing of electoral campaigns were done wighLaw for Changing and Amending the
Electoral Code (Official Gazette, No. 136/08, 302D08). A major change was that parties were
allowed to spent up to 180 denars (cca. 3 eurasygie, which lifted the cap to 5,1 million euros
for parliamentary elections. Another change wasith&ind contributions in goods and services
were also allowed as donations during the campaigthis point parties were obliged to have a
register of donations during the electoral campaigich would be different from the regular
register of donations. Additional changes includedstriction on state and local institutions tg bu
media time for advertising. Also media outlets werguired to disclose reports on advertising
space sold to parties.

The changes made were result of OSCE/ODIHR recordatiems, and EU's effort to
improve the legal framework, after the parliameptlections in 2008. In these elections the ruling

VMRO-DPMNE spent a lot of public money for adveirigs the work of public institution which
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they controlled. Some of the campaigns were rypreferential prices in media outlets in
ownership of their coalition partners. VMRO-DPMNE&chin a way a double campaign, one paid in
by the party, and second paid by the public insbits.

In 2011 more changes to the Electoral Code wereemadegards electoral campaign
financing (Law for Changing and Amending the Eleat@€Code, No. 44/11, 05.04.2011). The limit
for donations from legal persons was moved frond@D euros to 5 percent of the total income in
the previous year. Also the requirement for patiiegrepare a mid-term financial report for the
electoral campaign was introduced. Remuneratidibafenars (cca. 0.25 euro) for each vote won
was allowed for parties that did not won any maesl@tthey won at least 1,5 percent of the total
turnout. After the 2011 parliamentary elections @&CE/ODIHR report criticized some of the
practices during the elections and came out witlersg recommendations. The general conclusion
was that the ruling parties use the institutionatiuments and public resources for their campaign
and that there is distorted media presentatiorolitigal parties. Ruling parties being more
positively portrayed and given more media time. 8ah OSCE/ODIHR recommendations include
greater separation between the state and partyaddii reconsidering the cap for total spending
during the electoral campaign and in regards tlesvald cap for donation from legal persons, and
more concrete rules for media presentation of ipaliparties. However before the local elections in
March 2013 the key recommendations of OSCE/ODIHRevm®t implemented.

On the Consequences of Party Regulation for Party System Development

Huntington (1968) was the first scholar to suggestlationship between the two variables
here studied: namely, party regulation and parsyesy development. According to him, “certain
forms of corruption (e.g. illegal donations) caresgthen a parliamentary party and in turn this
institutionalized party can develop rules [...] t@farct the integrity of the political process from
weaker parties” (quoted in Roper, 2002a: 179). dofately, after Huntington’s classic work, this
issue was neglected until Katz and Mair (1995) diettito focus on it. In what has come to be
known as the “cartel party thesis”, both authoggsisted a change in the role played by political
parties in modern democracies. Thus, rather thiaatprorganizations closely link to civil society,
parties are now considered to be “public agendiegeasingly entrenched with the institutions of
the State (van Biezen, 2004; Kopecky and van Bie2ed7). This will obviously have important
consequences for the party system, the most impastavhich is the attempt of the existing
political parties to monopolize the resources afesby increasing the level of party regulation in
general, as well as the number of legal requireseitiier for party formation or for the access to

public-owned media or state subsidies (Katz and,M&095; Scarrow, 2006; Biezen and Rashkova,
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forthcoming).

One of the ways, perhaps the most important, iiclvéxisting parties have tried -
collusively - to reduce “the impact of those segkim challenge the political status quo” (Scarrow,
2006:629), guaranteeing at the same time their gi@nae at the systemic level, is by the
introduction of public subsidies available for tgmarties with a certain level of electoral support
The idea, then, is that by raising financial bagi® the establishment of new parties, public
funding can contribute to the cartelization anéyéiiore, freezing of the party system (Katz and
Mair, 1995:15, Biezen, 2004). In empirical ternthaars have found that in systems where public
funding is available not only the “vote shares aftigs between elections” stabilize (Birnir,
2005:932), but both party replacement and fragntiemtaecreases (Booth and Robbins, 2010:641-
642)3 Interestingly enough, the latter effect is alspatelent on the type/level of funding available:
namely, the more difficult the access (i.e. highiqua threshold), the lower the number of parties
(i.e. ENP) in the system, anite versgvan Biezen, 2000:337; Spirova, 2007:161). Mocengly,
Booth and Robbins found “evidence that when padésot receive state fund, and concomitantly
face restrictions on fund-raising in the privatalne, the costs for parties are high and result in a
reduction in the ENP in elections — and not justgtability of these parties” (2010:644).

Compatrative political theory has also pointedaitier manners in which party regulation
can affect, either negatively or positively, thetpaystem. These include, more generally, the
amount of detail with which political parties areifg regulated and, more specifically, the precise
rules regulating party dissolution and/or registratindeed, and together with funding legislation,
the latter constitutes one of the most studieccesfef party regulation on party system formation
and development. In particular, both Hug (2001) &avits discovered, on the one hand, that “a
monetary deposit for registering a party” can, tgréasing the costs of entry, “significantly
discourage the emergence of new parties and héipejo existing party systems stable” (2006:109;
2007:127). On the other, and contrarily to thedagipectations (Roper, 2002:181; Rashkova,
2010:36), they also found a positively relationgdbgween “the number of signatures required for
party registration” and the number of new partyiest(2006:110-111). The logic being that “the
signature requirement creates a false sense afityefow the new party elites about their perceptio
of viability” (2007:128).

Together with the requirements for party creatdispositions regulating the party

dissolution can have a relevant impact at the mrsyem level (Bale, 2003). Thus, and as it has

® For the opposite argument, see Casas-Zamora (2d045; 218-219), Koole (1996:517), Roper (2002)1&1Tavits
(2007:127). Other scholars have found “no effectalh (Grzymata-Busse, 2007:200; Rashkova, 20108per and
Ikstens, 2008:2-3; Scarrow, 2006:635; Tavits, 2008).
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been argued elsewhere (Casal Béetbal 2012), the banning of a “relevant” party may ooly
increase the level of electoral volatility, butaiby change the patterns of government formation
(e.g. Turkey, Basque Country, etc.).

Finally, Biezen and Rashkova (forthcoming), buitdion Katz and Mair’s original thesis,
have recently found that “increasing party regolafhas] a negative effect on the number of new
party entries”, but only after controlling for pastmmunist countries (2011:7, 15).

[Table 1 here]

In order to test the relationship between partyl&tion in general, and legislative changes
in particular (table 1), and party system formatma development in Macedonia, and following
Birnir (2005) and Scarrow (2006), table 2 displéiys different systemic indicators: namely, the
level of electoral volatility (i.e. Pedersen’s Imji2the number of new parties entering the system,
the number of parties winning at least 0.5 per oéftite vote, the “raw” number of parties winning
legislative seats and, finally, the share of pantenning less than 5 per cent of the vote.

[Table 2 here]

According to what we have seen in the previoui@gcthe amount of party regulation has
increased exponentially since the first Party Lavi990. However, and if political formations have
continued to appear in the Macedonian politicahs¢c¢hey have done so in a very limited (and
minor) way. In fact, and with just two exceptio¥eMmocratic Alternative in 1998 and Democratic
Union for Integration in 2002), the Macedonian paystem has revolved around a limited number

of “historical”®

parties clustered in two almost inimical blocsfdnt, and accordingly to what
scholars have hypothesized, between the momehedtteat leap forward” in terms of the amount
of party regulation (i.e. adoption of the 2004 LRRY the present, the number of new parties
entering the system has suffered an important tedusee column 2 in the table above),
suggesting a positive relationship between therg@thenomenon (i.e. party creation) and the
amount of party regulation.

In relation to the specific content of party reggidn, and taking into consideration that, in
contrast to other Eastern European countries l(atgia, Slovakia or Ukraine), no deposit fee is
required in any of the Party Laws, another way miclv party legislation may have influenced the
Macedonian party system refers to the number ofrmim signatures needed to officially register a
party: namely, 500 between 1990 and 2006; 1,00@ #2607 afterwards. When looking at the total

number of parties in the system (either at elettomlumn 3 — or parliamentary — column 4 —

* For a similar argument, see Gherghéial (2011).

® Calculated on the basis of the results displayedkle A (in the Appendix).

® The term “historical” is used here for all thosgrties that were formed at the time of independemcEnmediately
afterwards and, in any case, before the firstdrekfair parliamentary elections in 1994.
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level), it is possible to observe an important sterm decreasing effect: namely, from 14 and 8
parties in 2006 to 8 and 5 in 2008, respectively.

In a similar vein, the number of new parties chedriopped by 80 percent in 2008. Such
reductive effects can also be observed in the tangThus, there has been a clear tendency towards
party concentration after the 2007 reform madeatexdifficult for parties to register. In particula
the number of electoral/parliamentary parties hmaawerage decreased by almost half (from 15/9
parties in the period 1994-2006 to 8.3/5 partiésrafards). Similarly, the number of new parties in
the system is clearly interior in the second pe(dd vs. 2).

Moreover, the abovementioned conclusions are resatbby the fact that the observed
decreasing tendency only started after the “cdseminy” was increased, and not at the time a new
— more proportional — electoral system was intredu@gn 2002). In fact, the new electoral system
has not produced any psychological effects (eihéne short- or long-term). In terms of its
mechanical effects, a certain reductive effectddnd observed, but only in the long-run: after the
third election, and just at the time the Macedomémslator also decided to increase the number of
obstacle to be faced by new parties. For all thegsons, we can conclude that an important
“registration” effect in the Macedonian party systwok place after 2008.

Taking into account that no political parties haaeen banned/dissolved in Macedonia since
the inauguration of democracy in 1992, we pass tooaxamine the possible systemic effects of
party funding regulations. If, as Katz and Mair 59 hypothesized, public funding guarantees both
the survival and supremacy of already existingigsudssuring the stability of the structure ofinte
party competition, all the indicators displayeddble 2 should experience a notable increase (as
small party activity will be stimulated) after tdecrease in the payout threshold in 2004 (from 3%
to 1%) and a small decrease after the introdudfatricter finance regulations in the 2009-2012
period. Interestingly enough, and with the exceptbthe NWP and the SPVS in 2006, all the
indicators above clearly run contrary to the théoat expectations. Thus, while a certain
consolidation of the Macedonian party system ctalgherceived immediately afterwards of the
2006 legislative elections, clearly reinforced wtitle following 2008 elections, the last elections
have brought some doubts about the extent to vthishs the case as electoral volatility, the vote

share for small parties, and the number of both amegvelectoral parties suffered an slight increase.

On the Consequences of Party Funding Regulation for Party System Development
In contrast to the theoretical expectations, oeriaus analyses clearly show no connection
between party system development and public sussideither with its presence nor its type. The

question is then: does this really mean that dariging regulations have no impact on the party

16



Taleski and Casal Bértoa: Party Regulation and Party System Development in Macedonia

system at all? In our understanding such “expectdfi@’tt takes place at the party, rather than the
systemic, level. Our intuitidhis that while parties relying only on private fimgl will have it
difficult to survive, publicly subsidized politic&brces will be able to survive as partisan
organizations even in the event of important losgedectoral support.

[Table 3 here]

Although a first look at table 3, which distingueshbetween parties receiving public
subsidies (in italics) and those which do not, ddehd us to reject such “organizational” effect as
some Macedonian parties have managed to survisgite of relying almost exclusively on private
funds (e.g. MAAK, SDPM or VMRO-DP), while otherdtfento oblivion despite having received
an important amount of public funds (e.g. DPM, RE@A); the truth is that these constitute “the
exception”. Indeed, a closer examination of thidibetween public funding and party survival in
the table above reveals that while most of thetipaliforces deprived of public subsidies were
forced to dissolve (up to 12) or were absorbednibpediately or after the next elections; most
publicly funded parties have continued to play @mnent role within the party system (e.g.
VMRO, SDSM, DUI and DPA§.Moreover, while “historically” important forces &CERM or
PDP (both after 2006) disappeared from the poliscane as soon as they failed to reach the
payout threshold, parties like SPM, DPT (bothraf®98) or PEI (after 2008) managed to
overcome their “journey in the dessert”, at leastmantarily, thanks to the financial generosity of
the Staté.

[Table 4]
The table above, which displays the survival rét®acedonian political parties making a

clear distinction between non- and publicly fungedties, summarizes our findings. In clear
support to our initial hypothesis, there is notreeae case in which the survival rate of those
parties below the payout threshold exceeds thewsumate of those parties with access to public
allocations. Trying to avoid possible critics iretbense that the higher survival scores of publicly
funded parties are determined by parliamentarygsrable 4 also shows when available the
survival rate available (in brackets) of those paniamentary parties over the so-called payout
threshold. Although, as expected, the differen@s lare not so pronounced, it is especially inghes
cases that the positive relationship between pdibfiding and party continuity comes to the fore.

All'in all, it seems clear to state that while theoduction of a rather generous regime of

" Interesting enough, and perhaps with the excemtfdBpirova (2007) and Casal Bértoa and SpirovdZR0no works
following this “causal” path could be found in titerature.

8 Even if deprived of state support between 1990 H9@B, as “post-communist successors”, both SLD R&H had
important economic “private” assets inherited friia previous political regime (Szczerbiak, 2001).

° Both UP and SdPL even managed to return to pafiarand form their own parliamentary group in 2@@i 2007,
respectively.
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public party funding in Macedonia has not been &blerevent the consolidation of the party
system, the former have clearly helped the ingitatization of political parties themselves by
allowing certain party organizations to endure eegly in the case of electoral backlash, while

condemning into oblivion to all those parties degd of it.

Conclusions

Ever since Huntington we know that the consolidatiof democracy requires the
introduction of new political party regulations edyle of safeguarding political pluralism “without
government harassment or restriction of opposigiamups” (1991). In Macedonia the regulation of
party politics, which clearly allowed for the appmace of democratic multi-party system, actually
came from different sources.

In general, our article points out how the regolafpolitical parties as organizations have
had an impact on the consolidation of the partyesysas a whole, by reducing the total number of
parties, hindering the creation of new politicakckes that may challenge thwatus quofostering
the dominance of a reduce number of institutioealiparties as well as helping the preferences of
voters to stabilize.

Contrary to what most scholars have maintainedséime cannot be said of the party
funding regime, which despite being designed tanagethe political system, has not managed to
avoid the abovementioned process of concentratidrirestitutionalization at all levels of political
party competition. This is not to say, however, rid@her extensive regime of public subsidies to
parties have not had an impact of the developmfehiedatter. In fact, access to State financial
support has helped most parties to endure, ddspig unable to fulfill their office- and policy-

seeking goals.
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Table 1. Relevant changes in party regulation icédi@nia

1990-1993 1994-2003 2004-2012
Ban of parties NO NO NO
Deposit fee NO NO NO
Number of members 10 500 1,000 (2007)
Public funding YES YES YES
Payout threshol 1,000 membe 3% 1%
Limited private fundin NO SOME MORE (2009
Table 2. Macedonian Party System Indicators
Electoral Electoral Number of | Total Number Number of Small Party
Year Volatility | New Parties* of Parties Winning Parties | Vote Share
199 - - 22 11%* 36,4
1998 34.6 4 10 7 9.7
2002 23.3 5 14 7 15.8
200¢ 20.4 5 14 8** 12.F
2008 10.3 1 8 5 6.5
2011 14.2 3 10 11.¢

Note In our calculations mergers and electoral caaiii(*) and independent candidates (**) are exalude

SourcesOwn calculations

Table 3. Party Funding and Party Continuity

% 1994* 1998 2002 2006 2008 2011
votes
SDSM-SPM VMRO SDSM-LDP VMRO VMRO VMRO
VMRO/DP | SDSM/PDP VMRO SDSM-LDP| SDSM- SDSM
In PDP/NDP PPDA- DUI/DPA DUI-PDP LDP DUI
parl. DPM/LP NDP/LDP | PDP/NDP II DPA DUI DPA
DPT/SDPM SRM VMRO-DP DPA
PCERM NSDP
<5.0 SPM-
>3.0 PCERM-
DPT
RP/MAAK DPSM SPM DOM/PEO PEI RDK
<3.0 VMRO-DP VMRO- DA/DS ZNPM VMRO-NP
>1.C DOM PEI/DA ND/OM/LDF
SKM/RPM PPM VMRO-M SDPM PDP PPD
<1.0 VMRO- MAAK VMRO- GMP DUA
>0.5 MNDS VMRO NDP 1l SDPM
PDA-IP DCPz
DPSM/KPM ND
Source: Kasapovic (2010)
Table 4. Survival rate (in %) of Macedonian poétiparties
Party Funding 1994 1998 2002 2006 2008
Yes 100 100 (100) 100 76.9 (60) 100 (100)
No 55.6 50 57.1 33.3 66.7
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Appendix

Table A. Electoral results in Macedonia

Parties

1990

1994

1998

2002

2011

VMRO/DPMNE

14.3

14.3

28.1

NDM

SRM

0.3

DS

PCERM

0.5

SPM

7.8

4.7

DPTM

0.2

DOM

PPN

0.t

VMRO/DP

0.3

VMRO/MNDS

VMRO/T

VMRO/O

VMRO/DOM

VMRO/M

VMRO/VMRO

VMRO/NP

ZPMN

DRUM

OM (I1)

DD

GPM

TMRO

SIM

RZPM

PDA-IP

RPM

GLPM

SDSM

325

NSDF

PODEM

SDuU

PSLC

SKM

LPM

LDP

DP

SHPM

PEI

NA

DPSM

STLE

RSSM

DNET

DA

DC

ND

LD

MAAK
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DPM - 2.1 - 0.2 0.1

DUI - - 12.1 12.2 12.8 10.2

PDP 21.2 8.8 19.3 2.4 - 0.7 0

NDP 0.4 3 - - - -

DPA - - - 5.3 7.5 8.3 59

ND (1) - - - - - - 1.8

NDP (1) - - - 2.2 05 - -

SDPM 1.6 1.2 - 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.2

RP 2.9 1.6 0.1 - - - -

KPM - 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 - -

MNP 2.4 - - 0.2 - - -

DU-PP 12 0.5 - - - - -

DHPM 0.2 0.4 - - - - -

PPNM - 0.2 - - - - -

POMNI - - - 0.2 - - -

RPM (1) - 0.1 - 0.2 - - -

NV - - - 0.1 - - -

PnP - - - 0.1 - - -

PP - - - 0.1 - - -

NDS - - - - 04 - -

PEO - - - - 1.4 - -

MP - - - - 0.2 - -

PDI - - - - 0.2 - -

OM - - - - 0.1 - -

LSM - - - - 0.1 - -

TMORO/VEP - - - - 0.1 0.4 -

DUA - - - - - 0.7 0.4

NDU - - - - - 0.2 0

RDK - - - - - - 2.7

PPD - - - 0.8

Independents 1.7 13.8 0.2 0.6 0.7 0 0

Others 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0

Party acronyms: DA = Democratic Alternative; DC = Democratic CentDD = Demaocratic Right; DHPM = Christian
Democratic Party; DNET = Movement for National Wndf Turks; DOM = Democratic Renewal of Macedorid® =
Democratic Party; DPA = Democratic Party of Albaria DPM = Democratic Party of Macedonia; DPSM =
Democratic Party of Serbs in Macedonia; DPTM = Deratic Party of Turks; DRUM = Democratic-Republican
Union of Macedonia; DS = Democratic Union; DUA =rDacratic Union of Albanians; DUl = Democratic Uniéor
Integration; DU-PP = Democratic Union-Party of Reds; GLPM = Civil-Liberal Party of Macedonia; GPMGroup

of Electors “Panco Minov”; KPM = Communist Party Bfacedonia; LD = League for Democracy; LPM = Lildera
Party of Macedonia; LSM = Leftist Forces of MaceidgMAAK = Movement for All-Macedonia People’s ParMNP

= Macedonian People’s Party; MP = Macedonian Paify= National Alternative; ND = New Democracy; ND) =
New Democracy (Il); NDM = People’s Movement of Mderia; NDP = People’s Democratic Party; NDP (ll) =
National Demacratic Party; NDS = New Democraticdes; NDU = National Democratic Union; NSDP = Newigb
Democratic Party; ND = People’s Will; OM = Unitecabedonians; OM (II) = United for Macedonia; PCERNParty

of Full Emancipation for Roma in Macedonia; PDI ar®y for a Democratic Future; PDP = Party of Deraticr
Prosperity; PEI = Party for European Future; PE®arty of Economic Renewal; PnP = Party of JusiR@PEM =
Party of United Democrats of Macedonia; POMNI = iRbband Alliance for a Macedonian National |de® B
Progressive Party: PPD = Political Party DignitfNP = Party of Pensioners of the Republic of MacéaioRPNM =
Political Party of Unemployed in Macedonia; PSD artl? for Free Democrats; RDK = National Democr&ievival;
RP = Workers™ Party; RPM = Workers” Party of Mawdd; RPM (Il) = Republican Party of Macedonia; R&S
Radical Party of Serbs in Macedonia; RZPM = Workeessant Party; SDA-IP = Party of Democratic Actisiamic
Path; SDPM = Social Democratic Party of Macedo8iaSM = Social Democratic Union of Macedonia; SDSecial
Democratic Union; SHPM = Social Christian PartyMécedonia; SIJM = Party of Yugoslavs in MacedoniéMS=
League of Communist of Macedonia; SPM = Socialistty? of Macedonia; SRM = Union of Roma in Macedonia
STLS = Union of Tito's Left Forces; TMORO/VEP = Ratland’s Macedonian Organization for Radical
Renewal/Vadgar-Egej-Pirin; TMRO = Permanent MacémonRadical Unification; VMRO/DOM = International



header pg. dispari

Macedonian Revolutionary Organization/Movement floe Restoration of Macedonia; VMRO/DP = Internagibn
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization/Democratictyyda/MRO/DPMN = International Macedonian Revoluiary
Organization/Democratic Party for Macedonian NalorUnity; VMRO/MNDS = International Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization/Macedonian National Deratic Alliance; VMRO/O = International Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization/Unity; VMRO/M = Interimamal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization/Macedon;
VMRO/T = International Macedonian Revolutionary @ngation/Fatherland; VMRO/VMRO = International
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization/InternatioMcedonian Revolutionary Organization; ZNPM = Agitural
People’s Party of Macedonia.

Sources Dimovski (2011) and Kasap@@v{2010)



