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STRUCTURAL PRO­FIL CONTEM­PORARY 

PARTIES AND PARTY SYSTEMS

Ne­e­dless to say that the qu­e­sti­on of a posi­tion and character of 
the parti­es and party in many other countri­es, is very complex. It can 
be observed and di­mensi­oni­zed in many ways. I will tray to anali­ze it 
in a bit wi­der sense and ope­rati­onali­ze it into three le­vel or groups of 
problems. The first part will be re­fe­ring to the more ge­ne­ral or the­ore­ti
cal problem of the re­lati­onship betwe­en the ide­ology, law and parti­es. 
The se­cond part will be de­di­cated to the posi­ti­ve law’s de­signing of the 
posi­tion, character and acti­vi­ti­es of the parti­es. The third part compri­ses 
some qu­e­sti­ons concerning the effects and prospecti­ve of the law re­gu­la
tion of the parti­es. All the­se three le­vels of analyses are interconnected 
and to some extent interde­pendent.

Law and parti­es

As to the wi­der the­ore­ti­cal impli­cati­ons of the the topic: parti­es 
and law, we could say that it makes a part of a hu­ge the­ore­ti­cal problem 
of the re­latonship-tension betwe­en poli­tics and law. The old Arsi­stote
lian di­lemma: the ru­le of law or the ru­le of pe­ople is re­flected in the con
temporary soci­e­ti­es and poli­ti­ti­cal systems as a di­lemma: the ru­le of law 
or the ru­le of the parti­es. In reffe­ring to the di­lemma the ru­le of law or 
the ru­le of the parti­es, the majority of analysts are pre­fe­ring the ru­le of 
law. But it should be kept in mind that all the qu­e­sti­on is not so simple. 
The main problem is, at le­ast, connected with two kinds of facts. First 
is the fact of loose or anomic natu­re of law. In other words, the concept 
of law is not so cle­ar or something that could be easily identi­fied. What 
is the law whose ru­le we want to accept or put as a li­mit on the poli­tics 
or parti­es as the most acti­ve and influ­ential poli­ti­cal acters? If by law is 
supposed the natu­ral law, or something ali­ke, it se­ems to me that it is too 
abstract to be an effecti­ve re­gu­lati­ve frame­work for parti­es and poli­ti­cal 
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acti­vi­ti­es and processes. If by law is supposed the posi­ti­ve law, then we 
also must say that the parti­es, as a narrowest part of the state structu­re, 
are de­eply involved into the process of making the laws. 

The other point is connected with the fact of the contradictory 
natu­re of the parti­es. They are the insti­tu­tion which, on the one hand, re
pre­sents the soci­ety, agre­gating the vari­ous inte­rests which come from 
the soci­ety and pre­sent them to the poli­ti­cal eli­te or to the state, as the 
center of the de­ci­sion-making process, and, on the other hand, a part of 
the state structu­re. The parti­es are taking part in converting those vari
ous group and indi­vi­dual inte­rests into the ge­ne­ral or global poli­ti­cal 
de­mands and poli­ti­cal de­ci­si­ons. Sinse the parti­es are the component 
of the soci­ety as well as of the state, a lot of contradicti­ons betwe­en 
the state and soci­ety are pre­sented within the parti­es and party system. 
The parti­es will try to overcome or handle the­se contradicti­ons through 
the­ir aspi­rati­ons and effort to me­di­ate, to re­pre­sent, and to some ixtent 
to monopoli­ze, the expressing of the will of the pe­ople as well as the 
will of the state. In the de­mocratic poli­ti­cal systems the will of the pe­o
ple should corre­spond to the will or de­ci­si­ons of the party-state. But it 
is very difficult to identify the exi­stence or any me­asu­re of the above 
menti­oned corre­spobndence. If the state, which is to a large extent the 
party-state, is the law-maker, it is very difficult to expect the exi­stence 
of a law which would be something qu­i­te diffe­rent or something qu­i­te 
opposi­te to the will of the parti­es. In others words, it is unre­ali­stic to 
expect that parti­es, as law-makers (through state), will pass the laws 
which will radi­caly li­mit them.

The lack of an appropri­ate socio-economic, cultu­ral and other 
pre­re­qu­i­si­tes don’t alow the law to go too far beyond poli­tics and its 
most acti­ve agents-parti­es. Poli­ti­cal and party acti­vi­ti­es are too dyna
mic and too “wild” to be put into the narrow li­mits of the law. In other 
words, the­re is an impli­cit or expli­ci­te tension or conflict betwe­en the 
parti­es and law which could be expressed as the contradiction or con
flict betwe­en the tendency od the consti­tu­ti­onali­zation of parti­es and the 
tendency of the parti­fication of the law. It se­ems to me that the tendency 
of parti­ficaation of law, spe­ci­ally in “new de­mocracy”, is much stronger 
then the tendency of the consti­tu­ti­onali­zation of parti­es. Instead of a con
sti­tu­ti­onal parti­otism, those countri­es have some kind of parti­otism or 
partocratic poli­tics. It pre­vents the law to go de­e­per and wi­der into the 
normati­ve re­gu­lation of the party acti­vi­ti­es. The consti­tu­tion has been 
more and more be­coming the formal act without suffici­ent strenght to 
impose some li­mits on the acti­vi­ti­es of the poli­ti­cal acters spe­ci­ally on 
the parti­es. The fact of the pre­domi­nation of the parti­es over the law is 
not the re­sult only of the strenght of the parti­es but also of the we­akness 
of the law. Many of those real di­ficulti­es, contradicti­ons and di­lemmas 
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are re­flected, more or less, in the consti­tu­ti­onal and law’s orders and 
docu­ments.

All in all, we could say that although make a front part of the po
li­ti­cal system, the parti­es are until our days left unsuffici­ently de­fined 
and insuffici­ently re­gu­lated by the law. The­re is no even a cle­ar and de­e
per the­ore­ti­cal answer or consi­de­ration about the qu­e­sti­ons: should the 
party complex be more re­gu­lated bay law or not; what aspects or layers 
of a party compex should be re­gu­lated by law and which would be extra
consti­tu­ti­onal? It is one of the strong re­ason why the parti­es, even in the 
most de­ve­loped countri­es, re­mai­ned to exist as the extra-consti­tu­ti­onal 
or se­mi-consti­tu­ti­onal enti­ti­es. The­re are, of course, some diffe­rences 
in law tre­ating of the parti­es even among the most de­mocratic we­stern 
countri­es. The party complex, for example in Germany is much more 
tre­ated by law then parti­es in Gre­at Bri­tain or in the USA. 

Ge­ne­rally spe­aking, it could be argued that poli­ti­cal parti­es are 
not suffici­ently re­gu­lated by the law. Furthermore, parti­es go beyond 
even aginst the law in meny points. It should be emphasi­sed that it is not 
spe­ci­ality only of poli­ti­cal system of Serbia. It is also a distincti­ve fe­a
tu­re of other “new de­mocracy” (postcommu­nist countri­es) as well as of 
We­stern de­mocratic countri­es. Poli­ti­cal, espe­ci­ally de­mocratic the­ory, 
should think and di­scuss much more about the di­scre­panci­es betwe­en 
the parti­es and the law. We will bring out he­re some of them and re­com
mend some changes.

The­re are some party’s places or centers of the de­ci­sion-making 
process which are left beyond the law and wi­der de­mocratic control. 
Among such places or points in many poli­ti­cal systems are the govern
ments or cabi­nets (which are practi­cally party top-le­adership), MPs 
clubs (they are formaly the clubs of MPs but re­ally they are party clubs) 
and so on. Shouldn’t it be possi­ble and wi­se to consti­tu­ti­onali­ze the­se 
bodi­es a bit more then is now the case; In what way should it be done?

Parti­es are ne­ither suffici­ently poli­ti­caly and ide­logi­caly profiled 
nor de­eply socialy rooted. That is why it is very difficult to make clas
si­fication of parti­es according to some social or ide­ologi­cal cri­te­ria. It 
could also be one of the re­ason for difficulti­es to identify or confirm 
any firmer posi­ti­ve corre­lation or corre­spondence betwe­en the de­ci­si
ons and acti­vi­ti­es of the party le­adership, on the one hand, and the will 
or the pre­fe­rences of the pe­ople, on the other hand. This more or less 
anomic character of parti­es brings about a lot of diffu­sion even conffu
sion in the wi­der poli­ti­cal system and si­tu­ation. One of the conse­qu­en
ces is also an easy transfe­ring from one to another party. Paralelly with 
that, parti­es are be­comi­nig more and more de­pendent on the su­bjects 
which supply them with the financial sources. All the­se facts gi­ve us the 
right to rai­se a qu­e­sti­on: should some closer posi­ti­ve corre­lation betwe
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en the acti­vi­ti­es and de­ci­si­ons of the poli­ti­cal eli­te, on one si­de, and the 
pre­fe­rences of the pe­ople, on the other si­de, be in a more pre­ci­se and 
expli­cit way fixed and ensu­red by the law. Can and should this kind of 
matter at all be re­gu­lated by law? As to my opi­nion, I would pri­fer the 
posi­ti­ve answer, but I am not su­re could it be done and in which way it 
could be done. 

It is well-known that the qu­e­sti­on of financing of the parti­es is 
one of the main poli­ti­cal problems. It is in our days so important that the 
classi­ficati­ons of poli­ti­cal parti­es are made according to the financial cri
te­ria. Which way of financing the parti­es is the most appropri­ate for one 
de­mocratic system. What are the basic princi­ples for di­stri­bu­tion of the 
financial sources to the poli­ti­cal parti­es? According to some financial 
cri­te­ria of classi­fication of parti­es, we could characte­ri­ze Serbian parti
es in the folowing way. The parti­es, on the change­able Serbian poli­ti­cal 
sce­ne, are ne­ither “cadre parti­es” or “mass parti­es” (Du­verger. 1964: 
63-64) nor “catch-all” (Kirchhe­i­mer, 1966: 177-200) or “electoral-pro
fessi­onal” (Pane­bi­anco, 1988: 264) or “cartel” parti­es. Katz and Mair 
spe­ak of “cartel” parti­es as the parti­es that are financed by the state 
subvention (Katz-Mair, 1992). They are rather some kind of mixtu­re 
of electoral-professi­onal and cartel parti­es. The parti­es are mainly fi
nanced through the inte­rest-group donati­ons and pu­blic funds (the­re is 
membership fee but it makes smaller part of the total financial sources 
of the parti­es).

The­re are, probably, some addi­ti­onal sources of financing. It se
ems impossi­ble to know the comple­te truth of: who gets, what, when 
and how.The­re is no enybody today, except perhaps the party le­aders, 
who know the membership of the parti­es and the sources-amount of 
mony which are on parti­es dispozi­ti­ons. It se­ems to me that de­mocracy 
de­mands an appropri­ate proportion of pu­blic funds and also an appropri
ate balanse betwe­en the pu­blic funds, on the one hand, and other finan
cial sources, on the other hand. The­re are strong re­asons for de­fence of 
the pu­blic sources of financing of a good part of the party acti­vi­ti­es. Par
ti­es in Serbia have a permanet financial sources not only for electi­ons 
and election campaign’s expences but also for other acti­vi­ti­es. It could 
be an appropri­ate solu­tion for the fu­tu­re.

Ide­ologi­cal aspect of parti­es and party siystem

The left and right concepts, in broadest commu­ni­cati­ve and 
etymologi­cal sense, re­pre­sent a space me­taphor of two extre­me ide
ologi­cal poles in the field of poli­tics which are both polymorph and 
multi­di­mensi­onal. The tradi­ti­onal understanding of the terms- left and 
right concepts, as well as opposi­te and counterposi­ti­onal ide­ologi­es and 
move­ments, contains synonymi­es and colloqu­i­al usage of this term for 
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parti­es or coali­ti­ons of the parti­es of both left and right ori­entation. In 
this essay termi­nologi­cal units left and right are used to re­pre­sent ide
ologi­cal posi­tion of parti­es and party blocks that is when ide­ologi­cal 
identity of a party or a coali­tion is re­ferred to.

“Left and right” consi­ders Bobbio “are two opposi­te terms which 
are for more than two centu­ri­es usu­ally used to de­scri­be contrast betwe
en ide­ologi­es and move­ments into which the world is di­vi­ded and which 
are in conflict themselves by the­ir vi­ews as well as by the­ir poli­ti­cal acti
ons”(Bobbio, 1997:13). Bi­polarism re­pre­sents a model of Anglo-Saxon 
world, in which poli­tics is, without any traces of ide­ology, di­vi­ded into 
two large blocks. Howe­ver, the field of poli­tics, which is in the center, 
is more and more consi­de­red to be a ne­cessary and “natu­ral” posi­tion. 
Norberto Bobbio challenges the­se vi­ews, argu­ing that the fundamental 
poli­ti­cal distinction betwe­en Left and Right, which has shaped the two 
centu­ri­es since the French Re­volu­tion, has conti­nu­ing re­le­vance today. 
Bobbio explores the grounds of this elu­si­ve distinction and argu­es that 
Left and Right are ulti­mately di­vi­ded by diffe­rent atti­tu­des to equ­ality. 
He care­fully de­fines the natu­re of equ­ality and ine­qu­ality in re­lati­ve rat
her than absolu­te terms. 

Tradi­ti­onal me­aning of the right and the left le­ans on the idea of 
bi­polar strategy of pre­serve­ment that is de­struction of exi­sting poli­ti­cal 
order. That distinction would mostly re­late to the distinction betwe­en 
the oppressor and the suppressed as it is well noti­ced by Du­verger in 
his work “De­mocracy without pe­ople”. Further on, within the frame of 
the tradi­ti­onal left and right, extre­me and mode­rate ele­ments or flows 
can be cle­arly noti­ced as well as distinction betwe­en them. Left extre
mists are re­volu­ti­onari­es who proclaim radi­cal “one-act” change of exi
sting poli­ti­cal order in vi­olent manner, whi­le mode­rate left consists of 
re­formists who, again, be­li­e­ve that exi­sting poli­ti­cal re­gi­me and soci­ety 
can be changed in evolu­ti­onal process and by a se­ri­es of re­forms in suc
cession. On the other hand, consi­de­ring the tradi­ti­onal right can lead 
to noti­cing distincti­ons de­pending on how and in what intensity it is 
be­li­e­ved that exi­sting order and status quo should be de­fended, that is 
pre­served.

Ultraconservati­ves be­li­e­ve that the order should be de­fended in 
whole by all avai­lable me­ans, by force if ne­e­ded, whi­le the mode­rate 
right, in other words, mode­rate conservati­ves support an opi­nion that 
whi­le concerning small matters they should gi­ve in and that unne­ces
sary ballast should be re­jected, but the he­art of the matter should be 
pre­served. In this the­ore­ti­cal frame of interpre­tation poli­ti­cal center in
clu­des mode­rate ele­ments and currents of both si­des, so that two centers 
can be identi­fied: the right and the left. The very “re­lation “ betwe­en 
centers or the “union”-of right center and left center provi­des with coali
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tion government-barre- consi­sting of coagu­lated parti­es or party blocks 
of right-centrist and left-centrist prove­ni­ence. If we, then, start from 
Du­verger’s opi­nion that poli­ti­cal struggle is domi­nated by “the right 
against the left” strategy, which is today basi­cally coali­tion of blocks, 
and if in that poli­ti­cal antagonism the domi­nating ide­as are those of re
formists or re­volu­ti­onists, in other words of ultraconservatism or mode
rate-conservatism, then four basic poli­ti­cal strate­gi­es can be identi­fied 
as: extre­me right, mode­rate right, re­formati­ve left and re­volu­ti­onary 
left. Alli­ances betwe­en the­se fundamental tendenci­es and strate­gi­es are 
not be­ing established in every country and du­ring every pe­riod of ti­me 
in the same way. In equ­al distance from both counterposi­ti­onal poli­ti­cal 
poles is the center or center ori­entated alli­ance. When he spe­aks about 
a de­gree of social inte­gration, that is disinte­gration and about corre­spon
ding type of poli­ti­cal system, Du­verger spe­ci­ally points out that total 
social disinte­gration and comple­te absence of basic social consensus 
would be si­mi­lar to some form of state of re­volu­tion in which an aut
hori­tarian re­gi­me of either left or right wing would be mode­led and 
le­gali­zed. A we­ek consensus and fragi­le poli­ti­cal compromi­se lead to 
a plu­ralist de­mocracy of lower de­gree which is based on centralist po
li­tics. Fi­nally, strong nati­onal and social consensus lead to establishing 
of authentic plu­ralist de­mocracy that allows ci­ti­zens-voters to re­lati­vely 
freely choose the left or the right. (Du­verger, 1968:220).

This bri­ef hi­stori­cal and analyti­cally de­scripti­ve turn on the pro
jected model of tradi­ti­onal party-bi­nary ge­ography was ne­cessary in 
order to get an ide­ologi­cal profile and to find poli­ti­cal posi­tion of the 
modern left and modern right. What both tradi­ti­onal and modern ide­olo
gi­cal-party bi­nom have in common is the pre­sence of radi­cal extre­mism 
which carri­es in itself strong mark of anti­de­mocracy, anti­consti­tu­ti­ona
lism, pse­u­dore­formatism and ultranati­onalism, no matter if it’s coming 
from the left or from the right. A signi­ficant mark of every form of 
poli­ti­cal radi­cal extre­mism, that is neoradi­calism and radi­cal poli­tics in 
ge­ne­ral is the pre­sence of anti-enlightenment move­ment, and espe­ci­ally 
of the so-called irrati­onal or re­li­gi­ously vi­tal anti-enlightenment. “Anti
de­mocracy as a radi­cal ne­gation of de­mocracy” is what both extre­me 
right and extre­me left have in common (Bobio, 1997:38).

A dual understanding of hori­zontal di­mension of poli­tics, that is 
of “left-right”cou­ple inclu­des exi­stence of certain ide­ologi­es be­longing 
to either one or another poli­ti­cal pole. In that way, on ideal types le­vel, 
right ide­ologi­cal spectrum inclu­des tradi­ti­onalism, conservatism and fa
scism in the radi­cal right, whi­le the left doctri­ne’s wi­de range spre­ads 
from sci­enti­fic soci­alism to the li­be­ral anarchism. Classi­cal li­be­ral ide
ology be­longs to both the left and the right de­pending on the context 
and manner of observing. In the 20th century hi­story fascism and com
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mu­nism re­pre­sented a gre­at antithe­sis betwe­en the right and the left for 
cri­te­ria on which a left wing party differs from a right wing party is not 
comple­tely congru­ent with a basis of a diffe­rence betwe­en extre­mist and 
mode­rate wing. In poli­ti­cal practi­ce fascism and commu­nism exclu­de 
one another not taking into account the­ir common enemy-de­mocracy, 
which with it’s ru­les and proce­du­res allows the compe­ti­tion betwe­en 
the right and the left and the­ir turn-taking in the re­gu­lar election cycles. 
What is in common and immi­nent to both fascism and commu­nism is 
bringing of “characte­ri­sti­cally ide­ologi­cal marks to the point of extre­me 
conse­qu­ence and this is exactly what makes them irre­conci­lable and 
practi­cally incompati­ble doctri­nes”(Bobio,1997:45).

Multi-ide­ologi­cal coloring of post-commu­nist systems

Modern post-commu­nist right and left wing in Eastern-europian 
and Yugoslavian re­gion are in the process if “comple­ted” de­mocratic 
transi­tion and re­lati­vely consoli­dated poli­ti­cal order. Howe­ver, more 
and more pre­sent tendency to re­li­e­ve poli­tics from ide­ology, pre­sent 
idea of the end of hi­story (Fu­kuyama, 1989) or of the end of ide­ologi­es 
(D.Bel, 1990) impose some unavoi­dable and open qu­e­sti­ons or di­lem
mas. Connected to this, Zan Bodri­ar pre­sents some sort of a di­lemma or 
a de­bate issue in his work “Perfect Cri­me”. Supporting a vi­ew on pe­o
ple’s skepti­cism towards poli­tics and pre­serve­ment of ficti­onal poli­ti­cal 
space, he conclu­des that, on “the plain of radi­cal intellect, an analysis 
on left-right opposi­tion was pu­blished back in 1968. In Bodri­ar’s opi
nion even then it was known that the right and the left are non-exi­sting, 
but proper conse­qu­ences ne­ver came from that notion. Poli­tics must 
be, he thinks, re­programmed on the new foundati­ons whe­re no diffe
rence betwe­en the right and the left exists. According to this, qu­e­sti­ons 
follow: if the transi­tion is understood as conti­nu­ation of the left ide­as, 
does it ne­cessarily inclu­de the change of ide­ology, that is can tri­umph of 
right ide­ologi­es in post-commu­nism be spoken of; If the right wind, in 
it’s first de­mocratic burst blew off old one-party and mono-ide­ologi­cal 
re­gi­mes, does that mean that the right wing achi­e­ved hi­stori­cal victory 
over the left one; can we spe­ak about transi­tion of the right and the left, 
and do they still exist. This comparati­ve analysis is di­rected to explain 
and gi­ve prospects of ide­ologi­cal mosaic of “new de­mocraci­es”, that is 
of post-commu­nist model of ide­ologi­cal archi­tectu­re. In the following 
paragraphs I will try to offer you at le­ast some answers to the pre­vi­o
usly made qu­e­sti­ons, to gi­ve personal observati­ons and to up to a point 
put some light on bi­nary ide­ologi­cal system in the new de­mocracy and 
Serbia espe­ci­ally.

In almost all “new de­mocraci­es” a sharp bi­polari­sation of the 
right and the left exists, whi­le the poli­ti­cal center, without which the­re 
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is no stable de­mocracy, is shifted to the margins of hi­stori­cal sce­ne. 
Strong pre­si­dential and se­mi-pre­si­dential systems in post-commu­nist 
countri­es re­pre­sent some kind of substi­tu­te for non-exi­sting poli­ti­cal 
center. 

If the claim that stable and effici­ent de­mocratic country is based 
on poli­ti­cal center, which equ­ally attracts nati­onalism and li­be­ralism, is 
accepted, it can be noti­ced that in post-commu­nist systems a latent con
flict betwe­en nati­onal and li­be­ral exists. Parti­es of li­be­ral prove­ni­ence 
and others who carry li­be­ral poli­ti­cal ide­as in post-commu­nist countri­es 
are equ­ali­zing, consci­ously or not, nati­onalism and totali­tari­anism and 
vi­ce versa, which re­sults in di­vi­sion of poli­ti­cal space on the right and 
the left, to the de­tri­ment of poli­ti­cal center.

Li­be­ralism as poli­ti­cal doctri­nai­re ide­ology, move­ment and prac
ti­ce achi­e­ved a hi­stori­cal victory worldwi­de be­cau­se in it’s te­achings 
it anti­ci­pated “the end of hi­story of all utopi­as and the be­ginning of hi
story without normati­ve ide­as”. Having noti­ced that be­hind the di­vi­sion 
on the left and the right the struggle betwe­en two utopi­as with diffe­rent 
ide­ologi­cal connotati­ons is hidden, post commu­nist intellectual eli­te 
consi­stently abstains from acti­ve poli­ti­cal parti­ci­pation. The re­ason and 
the motif of such passi­ve be­havi­or should be se­arched for in the fact 
that cohe­rent and strong poli­ti­cal center which would be re­lati­vely ac
ceptable poli­ti­cal option with it’s balance betwe­en nati­onal and li­be­ral 
does not exist. In the extre­me case, the left or the right center is accep
table but ne­ver classi­cal right or left. The­re­for, one of the important pre
condi­ti­ons for re­su­ming stable and in real sense li­be­ral de­mocracy, in 
other words plu­rali­stic order in post-commu­nist countri­es is achi­e­ving 
consensus of li­be­ral poli­ti­cal powers on the issue that nati­onal inte­rest 
inclu­des social progress in ge­ne­ral, prospe­rity of economy, autonomy 
of poli­ti­cal de­ci­si­ons and cultu­rally-tradi­ti­onal ori­gi­nality. Only after 
fulfillment of the­se condi­ti­ons will every danger of eventual post-com
mu­nist totali­tari­anism appe­aring be eli­mi­nated, inclu­ding the danger in 
the form of su­per-pre­si­dential and se­mi-pre­si­dential systems of govern
ment. Certainly, the path towards overcoming the­se authori­tarian and 
non-de­mocratic tendenci­es and occurrences, volens nolens, starts at the 
stable poli­ti­cal center.

The influ­ence of electoral system on the process of 
forming ide­ologi­cal profiles of poli­ti­cal parti­es

De­bates that are held today about advantages and di­sadvantages 
of by majority controlled, that is proporti­onal electoral system and the
ir influ­ence on party re­li­ef and ide­ologi­cal mosaic are current as well 
as open to new pros and cons argu­ments. Comparati­vely hi­storic and 
analyti­cal exami­nati­ons of electi­ons and electoral systems can be, qu



Зоран Крстић Ide­o­lo­gi­cal, le­gal and structural pro­fil ...

59

i­te simplifyingly, re­du­ced to a maxim that “whi­le proporti­onal electo
ral systems produ­ce paralysis, majority controlled system produ­ces 
catalysis.” Actu­ally, majority controlled electoral system favors large 
poli­ti­cal blocks and party coali­ti­ons and encou­rages cre­ation of a bi­po
lar party sce­ne, that is, produ­ces two-party system or the system with 
two ide­ologi­es. Majority controlled system le­ads not only to establis
hing more stable and producti­ve party system, but also to functi­oning 
of ide­ologi­cally more fle­xi­ble, de­mocratic and transparent parti­es. On 
the other hand, proporti­onal electoral system encou­rages not only frag
mentation of the party system and de­volu­tion of larger parti­es, but al
so a gre­ater ide­ologism, “mysti­cism” and bu­re­aucracy in party system. 
Majority controlled de­mocracy mean a re­lati­vely stable and effici­ent 
government whose term de­pends on the length of re­pre­sentati­ves’ term. 
On the other hand, majority controlled electoral system provi­des with 
pretty easi­er forming, aggre­gation and arti­cu­lation of poli­ti­cal strate­gi
es and ide­ologi­cal landmark, in other words it signi­ficantly influ­ences 
party-ide­ologi­cal bi­polari­zation. Bi­furcation of ide­as of party landscape 
is making easi­er for the voters to choose betwe­en one and the other po
li­ti­cal strategy, that is one or the other party-formed poli­tics. Majority 
controlled system in two electoral rounds is an effici­ent way to di­still 
party sce­ne. In France, for example, thanks to such a system Le­Pen’s 
Nati­onalFront is tradi­ti­onally insigni­ficant power in parli­ament. In Italy 
pre­serving a proporti­onal qu­ota enables neore­formed commu­nists to 
maintain in the role of “the third disrupti­ve party”.

Coe­xi­stence of a proporti­onal electoral system and se­mi-pre­si
denti­alism, as it is the case in Serbia, produ­ces contradictory influ­en
ce on “poli­ti­cal envi­ronment” and consti­tu­ti­onal order in ge­ne­ral. Se
mi-pre­si­dential system encou­rages grou­ping of parti­es into coali­ti­ons 
or two parti­es which strengthens the tendency for two party system, 
whi­le proporti­onal electoral system se­cu­res exi­stence of more than two 
parti­es. Effici­ency of the­se two insti­tu­ti­ons-se­mi-pre­si­denti­alism and 
proporti­onal system- which is noti­ced in achi­e­ving a basic consensus 
is also contradictory: pre­si­denti­alism immanently encou­rages extre­me 
polari­zation for it cre­ates absolu­te losers and absolu­te winners on pre
si­dential electi­ons, whi­le proporti­onal system se­cu­res assumpti­ons for 
compromi­se betwe­en all re­le­vant poli­ti­cal forces.

Proporti­onal electoral system gi­ves the tru­est pictu­re of expres
sed voters will by di­stri­bu­tion of re­pre­sentati­ves’ mandates in propor
tion with the number of votes that are won. By produ­cing a fragmen
ted party and parli­amentary system, proportion as method re­produ­ces 
an extre­mely party he­te­roge­ne­ous and unstable coali­tion government 
whose term, that is survi­val is de­ci­ded upon on the le­vel of ephe­me­ral 
poli­ti­cal ne­goti­ati­ons in which most often small re­pre­sentati­ves’ groups 
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and “couch”parti­es have the le­ading role. In European left wing propor
ti­onal electoral system was always judged as synonym for re­gu­larity 
and de­mocracy, supposedly be­cau­se it gave the real pictu­re of the voters 
expressed will in parli­ament. At the be­ginning of this century the left 
espe­ci­ally favored proporti­onal electoral system for it enabled the left, 
which was a growing poli­ti­cal power, to enter parli­ament and win re­pre
sentati­ves’ mandates. Fighting against majority controlled system from 
the start, the left consi­de­red that system to be basi­cally re­acti­onary and 
eli­tist be­cau­se it di­sabled the party that re­pre­sented a cohe­rent program 
and poli­tics to be chosen. In that system indi­vi­du­als are chosen to re­pre
sent local inte­rests of the­ir electoral unit, and not inte­rests of the whole 
soci­ety. Ti­me and practi­ce, howe­ver, proved something else. Gabriel 
Armond thinks that majority system can not exist in every soci­ety be­ca
u­se that system is an expressi­on and proof of well-de­ve­loped soci­ety. 
Contrary to an assumption that majority system cre­ates bi­polar soci­ety, 
what actu­ally happens is that already bi­polari­zed soci­ety cre­ates majo
rity system. Di­vi­si­ons on the right and the left, which exi­sted, we­re not 
formed by electoral system (Almond,1974:145).

The left and the right in Serbia

Pre­vi­ously menti­oned the­ore­ti­cal observati­ons enable a re­lati
vely valid empi­ri­cal analysis of ide­ologi­cal poli­ti­cal parti­es’ platform in 
Serbia to be performed. Re­le­vant parti­es which are domi­nating and acti
vely parti­ci­pate in Serbia poli­ti­cal sce­ne can not be cle­arly ide­ologi­cally 
identi­fied nor classi­fied as parti­es of the right or parti­es of the left. Insuf
fici­ent ide­ologi­cal profile of the parti­es is due to a none­xi­stent yet ne­ces
sary corre­spondence betwe­en party and social structu­re, in other word 
insuffici­ent se­di­mentation of the parti­es’ landscape in social and class 
basis of soci­ety. I will talk more about that later. Poli­ti­cal parti­es in the­ir 
programs and practi­cal acti­vi­ti­es contain ele­ments of both left and right 
poli­ti­cal option so that ide­ologi­cal hybrid at gre­at extent compli­cates 
party sce­ne internally and externally. Taking into an account that party 
topography in Serbia still does not have de­mocratic structu­re and is not 
soci­ally established in social and poli­ti­cal system, hardly any strict clas
si­fication of parti­es can be produ­ced, in the sense that one party re­pre
sents one and another party another ide­ologi­cal ori­entation or poli­ti­cal 
strategy. In one single party both left and right ide­as can be found, and 
it’s not a rare thing to see right wing and left fraction acting together. 
The de­gree of achi­e­ved convergence and coe­xi­stence of two currents or 
ide­ologi­cal fracti­ons is de­terment by a de­gree of party’s internal stabi
lity and cohe­sion. For classi­fication of parti­es along the left-right li­ne 
we need to focus on certain permanent points or di­lemmas such as, for 
example, social issu­es, qu­e­sti­on of the form of government- re­pu­blic or 
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monarchy, nati­onal issue, the qu­e­sti­on of state or pri­vate property, or 
parti­es’ re­lation towards UN.

Inner-party bi­furcation of inte­rests and choi­ces, that is coe­xi
stence of both right and left ele­ments has signi­ficant influ­ence on the 
contents of the party program, poli­ti­cal platform and parti­es’ acti­vity. 
Wi­de-range insuffici­ency of de­mocratic potential in a soci­ety and poli
ti­cal order, ide­ologi­cal du­alism, in a way even eclecti­cism produ­ce in 
a gre­at de­gree chari­smati­cally cli­enti­stic and indi­vi­du­ally authori­tarian 
parti­es. The re­production of spe­cial “ce­zaropopi­stic” parti­es in our poli
ti­cal envi­ronment is backed up by a su­bject to authority type of poli­ti­cal 
cultu­re and Serbian mentality of the infe­ri­or. The exi­sting ide­ologi­cal 
confu­sion su­its the poli­ti­cal cli­mate in whole and party le­aders who 
are compi­ling diffe­rent ide­as and poli­ti­cal opti­ons skillfully mani­pu­la
ting with party members as well as with voters. Howe­ver, to ste­er the 
party across the stormy se­es of poli­tics carri­es in itself the latent danger 
of cre­ating the swampy “dungeon” caves at touching the surface. The 
“dungeon” caves can stand the party’s “cargo”, yet it is not rare to see 
how invi­si­ble rocks under the surface take the party with it’s ide­ologi­cal 
luggage down to the muddy poli­ti­cal bottom.

Observing the pre­sent Serbian poli­ti­cal sce­ne it is possi­ble to iden
tify few poli­ti­cal opti­ons in the right ide­ologi­cal wing: neoli­be­ralism or 
the mode­rate right, the extre­me right or the right radi­calism and the 
tradi­ti­onally conservati­ve right, whe­re­as the left ide­ologi­cal spectrum 
inclu­des the mode­rate left and the extre­me left of the “newcomposed” 
bu­si­ness. According to the claims of the members of the local left wing, 
that very left wing at the electi­ons should be composed from those who 
carry “patri­otic, de­mocratic and progressi­ve vi­ews”. From this state an 
ide­ologi­cal syncre­tism, inconsi­stency and even confu­sion of ide­as in 
the left poli­ti­cal pole can cle­arly be noti­ced. The analysis of up to now 
gathe­red election re­sults of the parti­es gravi­tating towards the middle, 
betwe­en the left and the right ide­ologi­cal and program option, show that 
the center parti­es won 10% of voters. The struggle for poli­ti­cal center 
and winning or taking the larger se­at the better is yet to come. 

In the ci­vi­lian poverty si­tu­ation of wi­de range when a gre­at num
ber of ci­ti­zens de­pend on the state, every neoli­be­ral right program sends 
cle­ar message to the pensi­oners, the unemployed and other soci­ally trou
bled cate­gori­es what they may expect in the case the right wins the elec
ti­ons. The ulti­mate modali­ti­es of the left-egality and of the right-li­be­ra
lism suffe­red a re­lati­ve fai­lu­re on our poli­ti­cal sce­ne. If poli­ti­cal center 
is strengthe­ning the poles are getting we­aker which does not ne­cessarily 
mean that in ne­ar fu­tu­re an ide­ologi­cal pendu­lum can not again “swing” 
a little bit too much to the left or to the right. 
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Parti­es that till yesterday we­re promi­sing qu­ick changes, today 
are gi­ving up on that radi­cal and proclai­med enterpri­ses which is a su­re 
sign of voters turning towards the parti­es of soci­alde­mocratic ori­enta
tion. In re­cent pe­riod in the state­ments of extre­mely nati­onal, maybe 
even nati­onalist party le­aders, one can he­ar that those parti­es are par
ti­es of the mode­rate right and the right center. A contemporary party 
landscape more and more shows the characte­ri­stics of and tendenci­es 
to dichotomous composi­tion of poli­ti­cal uni­verse. The exi­stence and 
acti­vity of two large, more or less, uni­ted block coali­tion or alli­ance is 
an expressi­on of not only a need for ide­ologi­cal unity but also a conse
qu­ence of re­lati­vely aggre­gated yet not cle­arly enough arti­cu­lated social 
structu­re of inte­rest. A certain de­ballans of a party archi­tectu­re to co
me is possi­ble and de­si­rable, which is indi­cated by certain signals and 
impulses, located betwe­en the left and the right block. Poli­ti­cal center 
block (barre) would incorporate in itself the center of center parti­es as 
well as the parti­es of the left or the right center. In such a way a triad 
party-block sce­ne would gain dynamics, attracti­ve­ness and uncertainty, 
but on the other hand it would su­rely attri­bu­te to a re­duction of pre­sent 
extre­me polari­zation which pre­sents a constant thre­at of potential con
flict. After all, voters’ mood, influ­enced by whole-scale social cri­sis and 
more and more bigger social diffe­rences, as well as insuffici­ently mo
de­led ide­as on the party sce­ne, indi­cates that in ti­me to come poli­ti­cal 
pendu­lum will more and more oscillate from the right to the left center 
and vi­ce versa, but not from the right to the left wing, that is from one 
to another extre­me pole. Social and economic swings in soci­ety and in
consi­stency of the main characters on poli­ti­cal sce­ne lead to a cre­ation 
of poli­ti­cal amalgam which would inclu­de the mode­rate left and the 
mode­rate right, but at the same ti­me tend to making a certain ballans of 
small ampli­tu­des insi­de the poli­ti­cal center.

If we take under consi­de­ration a broader hori­zon of ide­as or po
li­ti­cal phi­losophy, almost all-poli­ti­cal parti­es suffer from chronicle in
suffici­ency of getting into a profile in the field of ide­as. Opi­nion about 
bi­polar poli­ti­cal sce­ne in Serbia is based on assumption that the mode
rate left exists next to the right center. On the other hand, in the ti­me of 
post-plu­rali­stic shock when the dynamic, rati­onal and modern poli­ti­cal 
strate­gi­es of de­ve­lopment should have been expected, many of opposi­ti
onal parti­es are of too much tradi­ti­onal and monarchy-nati­onali­stic ori
entation. In the ti­me of mass impoverment and more and more gre­ater 
social chasm, a large portion of opposi­ti­onal parti­es se­em to still be the 
proclai­mer of ide­ali­zed neoli­be­ralist vari­ant, in other words neoconser
vatism, which does not exist in such a form and is not even functi­oning 
in the countri­es with parli­amentary de­mocracy.
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In accordance with more and more pre­sent soci­ally economic 
and poli­ti­cal bi­polari­sation of soci­ety, which be­comes more and mo
re ane­mic and potenti­ally qu­i­te implosi­ve, some anachronist and poli
ti­cally re­trograde ide­as and tendenci­es are appe­aring. They carry the 
mark of ever-lasting poli­ti­cal apo-kastasis and me­aningless worshi­ping 
of an indi­vi­dual. Fi­nally, it can be conclu­ded that we are witnessing a 
process of pse­u­do-plu­rali­zation or qu­asi-plu­rali­stic social de­mocrati­za
tion which le­ads to over-expressed de­magogic or mani­pu­lati­ve ide­olo
gi­zation of poli­ti­cal li­fe. In other words, ficti­onal ide­as about the left, 
the right or the center are be­coming crystal cle­ar if the real natu­re of 
poli­ti­cal system is perce­i­ved, that is if the essence is re­ali­zed as well as 
the way the poli­ti­cal insti­tu­ti­ons and the country functi­ons in ge­ne­ral.

The non-exi­stence of ide­ologi­cal profile and party system’s se­di
ment re­sults in insuffici­ently re­spectable and far from influ­ential parli
ament, which unavoi­dably le­ads to the strengthe­ning of exe­cu­ti­ve vis-
à-vis le­gi­slation and transforming parli­amentary or se­mi-parli­amentary 
systems into pre­si­dential or su­per-pre­si­dential systems. The essential 
issue, which almost all post-commu­nist countri­es are facing, is how to 
de­sign hori­zontal plain’s opti­mal model of power organi­zation and of re
ali­sti­cally acceptable party configu­ration. Di­lemmas that the post-com
mu­nist countri­es now deal with are: wether to opt betwe­en two or tree 
or multi-party systems and which form of government organi­zation to 
choose. In other words which insti­tu­ti­onal arrange­ment to accept-classi
cal parli­amentary or se­mi-pre­si­dential or pre­si­dential arrange­ment. The 
ti­me, that proved more than once to be the best judge and interpre­ter of 
hi­story, will provi­de with answers to the­se di­lemmas.
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Summary

The most of “new de­mocracy” (postcommu­nist countri­es) is cha
racte­ri­zed by insuffici­ently di­versi­fied and ide­ologi­cally non-establis
hed party system. The pre­sence of diffe­rent ide­ologi­cal ori­entati­ons, of
ten arti­ficial and contradictory yet sci­enti­fically party amalgams, points 
out social non-diffe­renti­ation of post-commu­nist soci­e­ti­es and flu­i­dity, 
which is actu­ally inconsi­stency of party’s voters. Post-commu­nist ide­o
logi­cal spectrum inclu­des a gre­at number of vari­ants or models of both 
the left and the right option. Certain ide­ologi­cal confu­sion, largely sti
mu­lated by party eli­te or oli­garchi­es themselves, is produ­cing unstable 
and disfuncti­onal poli­ti­cal system, and this is making condi­ti­ons for the 
latent yet disturbing cri­sis of the country and it’s order. The strengthe
ning of poli­ti­cal center is we­ake­ning the extre­me left and the extre­me 
right, in other words it de-radi­cali­zes poli­tics and voters. On the other 
hand, cre­ation of a centrist alli­ance le­ads to re­lati­ve stabi­lity and gre­ater 
de­mocracy of the system, that is it le­ads to acceptance of the basic postu
late for mi­ni­mal or proce­du­re de­mocracy.

Зоран Крстић 
Факултет политичких наука, Београд

Резиме

За већину „новодемократских“ (посткомунистичких) држа
ва карактеристичан је политички систем који није успостављен 
нити довољно разграничен по идеолошким основама. Различите 
идеолошке оријентације, често мешавина уметних и контрадиктор
них, а ипак научно дефинисаних партијских коалиција, указују на 
друштвену неиздиференцираност и несталност у тим пост-комуни
стичким државама, што се у стварности одражава у недоследности 
у гласању за политичке партије. Посткомунистички идеолошки 
спектрум садржи велики број варијанти или модела и леве и десне 
опције. Извесна идеолошка конфузија, коју углавном условљавају 
сама партијска елита и олигарси, производи нестабилан и дисфунк
ционалан политички систем, и то ствара услове за латентну и узне
миравајућу кризу државе и њеног поретка. Јачање политичког цен
тра слаби екстремну левицу и екстремну десницу, другим речима 
оно дерадикализује политику и гласаче. С друге стране, стварање 
централистичке коалиције води ка релативној стабилности и већој 
демократичности система, односно води ка прихваћању основних 
постулата минималне или процедуралне демократије.


