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11ika.r,t!ide, 'focusing.on the anti-Iraq war ,movement in the United States prior to 
March w.01. perfurmsan ideographic analcysis in order to examine the argumentative 
mare.gies ttsfd by organizations and members within this movement to answer accu
·mtions that their actions '1rete unpatrrot.i.c. -Antiwar protem:rs used four sc.rategies to 
th-araorern:e themselves: embracing tl1e flag, supporting •the troops, defining dissent 
as '{X!tt.k~t.ic,, and dlstingu:ishing bcn'leen coumry and go-.vernment. Analysis :reveals 
that redefining i<leo~hs meets resistance when the previous meaning suggests par
ticuhr actiansthat the protesters violare.·Co-optation of an ideograph can better be 
a<r.ompllshed throoghl-inkage to other i.d.."'Ogciphs. Thus.the ideograph'spower resides 
fa where ic falls in the rhetorkaherrain of ether ideographs. 
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Tne.prcsidenti3f instituti1)n in ·Balgaria has -a short hilltory starting with the offi
dai ~ymmtl by tihe Gi-e.at Na~iona! Assembly of the Constitution of the Republic 
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Aspects of Candidate Debates during Presidential 
Election Campaigns in Bulgaria (19·91-1,006) 

I vanka J\1 atJYQdieva 
(Adapted far puMication b__v Michael K. Launer) 

lntroduct:ion 

'The office of the presidency in Bulgaria has a shon.bis.,-..:,ry,:Starting with official 

ad.option ofthe Constittttion of the Republic ofBulg:tria in.1991. Prior to 1990, 

th.e goyernmental and. political structu,te of rhe :Peop-ie-s R-ei;ubl:ic of Buigi..ria 
~s judiciaUy rcg-u.lated by the 1,947 ~md t9 7 1 .social:i.su:onscitutions, which were · 
characterized by the estab1.is.l-i.men:t of a one-patty system and the mel"ger of the 

Comm uni st Party and the state.1 But the n.e\~' cor..:stit>.Jf'..mn 42.t w,as .adoptcxi 
in 199a declares t'hat .Bulgaria strives to become "a democratic, constitutional 

:and social state" - "-a pariia....'Uentary repl.lblic."1 Th.:£.r-n t:wo presidents, Petar 
Mladenov (April-August 1990) and Zhclyu Z.hekv {August 1990-January 
1992.), we,re elected by the new parharnoot, net by-popular vote. However, i.11 

late 1991 :a fredy contested .eiection in nvo ph-ases, or •n~u..r.ds, resulted in the 
-re~election ofZhdev to a fi ve-y.ear term. Zhd-ev and Vel:lw \r..tlkanov emerged 
from the first round, ,in which ove.r 5 million ptieple t •.s% of the clectorate) 
chose among more than 2.0 candid.ates. fo the second! fu"'tlnd, held January 1,i, 

1991., Zhelev received nearly :53% of the-popular vote t-o M-e-Jt Vaikanov.. Since 
that time, elections have been held ever3/ fo.-e ye.u:s.:l 

These presidential election campaigns have always been p-rff...eded.by dibates 
among the candidates during both the first and :socond roands of the elec
tion. These debates r epresent a new rhetorical practice .an.a are p.art of the new , 
political cukm:e th.at has developed since z990 in lih1..1,ga:ria fo the age of demo
cratic ch,a.nge. Thedeba.tes have been keyevems and.'ha~'e prese.rmod me..-norable 

moments from ead1 dection campaign (together wit'h othm- elements for inilu
cncing public opinion, such as pubHc s~e.ches ,dd.iver,ed at ~.rty- conventions • ·11 

and-on the radio and television), as the candialates tty:to g.i.-in the 2ttention and 
supp ore of the electorate. Presidential dehat:ei :h,n,e been -ll significatlt factor in 
the process of shaping public op.in inn, and can<lidatl: Joc<.">agesc.in be a powerful 
-iustrnment for enhancing the personal im,11,ge of a pol:ittc.a~ leader, In addition, 
ddMtc:: i~ a <1in1ogue and rhetorical genre r.h~dus.an cl'fuct on the general public; 

,IS suc-h, it inev it:ibly becomes part ofoonrempor.1ry _pa1itical me.turic in Bulgada. 
'this 11nil..-4e wiH -desc..iibe various aspeccs @f me J.ewdopment ofpoiitica! 

1 · - -: • ; _ ·· ·•~► r,.,....n,u,n;.,,. :Ru1o-:iria.. w.i:rh icnroh.am <m the ckbates a:mong 

candidates for the -office of President.. Throughout this discussion it is impor
-tant to keep in mind the simple fact that presidential debates in Bulgaria were 
and have remained a unique form of mediated broadcast communica.tion that 
has provided to the nation at krge.a new kind of uninhibited political rhetoric. 

Prc-sideutial Eiectioru and the Presidency as an Institution 

Debares have been held prior to each of the popufa.r elections. These debates, 
as well as the presidential campaigns themselves, a.re relatively well regulated. 
However, although 'the legal reqllir-ements are explicit and unambiguous, t.hcre 
i1ave been some differences among the campaigns. The second round candidates 
m these elections are listed 411 the table befow: 

Candidates Candidate.s for 
Ye.ar for president vice president Nominated by Votes % 
1992 Zhe!yu Zhelev Bfaga Dimitrova Union of Demoa·atic 2,738.42U S2.85 

forces (UDF) 
'\1elko Valkanov Rume/.l Vodenicharo\• Nomination committee 2,443,434 47. 15 

{incl BSP [Bulgarian 
Sooalist Party}) 

1936 Petar Stoyanov Todor t::avaldjiev Union of Democratic 2,502,517 59. 73 
forces 

Jvan Marazov lrina Bokova Coalition "Together 1,.687,242 40.27 
for Bulgaria " (jncl. 85P) 

2008 Gecrgi P.arvanov Angel Marin Coalition "Together 2,043,443 54.13 
for Bulgaria" {ind. BSP) J>etar Stoyanov Nelly Kudikova Nomination committee 1,731.-676 45.87 
(incl. UDF) 

7.006 :CttJorgi Parvanov Angel Marin Nomination committee 2,050,488 75.95 
(ind. BSP) 

Vo!en Siderov Pavel -shopov Ataka (natianalistparty} 649,387 24.05 

A Survey of Pre-,,.ious Research ou the 
i"Eesidemial Elections and Debates 

Research on the presidemia1 debare.s in Bulgaria is relatively limited, and 

1here are no comprehensive studies .into the presidential campaigns and •the 
<'k'hates, in :particular. The election campaigns in Bulgaria have been discussed 
hy researchers from a variety of academic disciplines, including.history; media 
studies; psycholingllistics; psychology: political science.; public relations and 
poiitical advertising; ,rhetor,ic; socioltnguittics; and sociology (see Alexandrova, 
Burudjic.-,1, Daynov., Evtimo1V,a, Hristov, Jordanova, Kar.asimeonov, K2.lmov.i 
.md Baeva, Ka,raivanm.,a. Kutx.,1Ski, Ma.v.rodieva, Nachev, Peshev.a, R.aychcva, 
:J{.u!linovJ., Simeonova., Stokwva, and Todorov ia W-0rks Cited). One of the 



am:,hors w:ho examined the first television debates het\veen Z:heiev .and Val

bnov i n ·1992, is Alexaadrova (1996), who focuses on the staging, the role of 
·the moderator, and the arguments used by the opponents. 

One group of researchers used .comparative methods in their studies: Alex

andrnva (1996) and Pesheva (1992, and 1996). Alexandrova (1996) contrasted 
the behavior of Zhelev and Valkanov; later she compared Valen Siderov, who 
ris the leader of Atika, the nationalist party, with the rhetoric of Adolf Hitler 
(2006). Other researchers have adopted descriptive methods. They mostly deal 

with verbal elements: .ideological terminology, medfa behavior, the political 
.environment, and political slogans (see Burodjieva, Hristovand Kutevski,Jor- ">: 

dalil.0va, Pesheva, Rusinova, and Var:wnoYtsev). Raydheva .discussed political 
advertisinginBulga•ria, particulady-0n television {1999, :wo4, and.2006). Non

verbal elements, as part of the rhetoric of various candidates, were researched by 
A1exa-ndrova, Evtim0,va, Pesheva, and Stoichova-u.si:ng quantiitative methods t:o 
a:.na!y,ze mecli.a hehavior, particularly the intonation and the tempo of speaking 
duringclie TV .debates. Three researchers and,politicalanalysts{Burudjieva and 

Koeva-Dimitrova, Daynov) presented the rnmits of their an.aly,ses" particularly · 

regarJing the political m,magement of the elec-tJion campaigns.,:in monographs. 
Karasimeo.nov {2001) analyzed the mle of presidential elec,cions within the 
democratic process in Bulgaria. Nachev !2001) h.as chosen.a different aspect c;,f 

elections, induchng those for president, viewing them a.s a iesson in political 
behavior. Simco.nova (2007, II-15) studied the political crisis in Bulgaria dur- ,. 

ingthe period [996'--1997, drawing attention to t11e hattle ,amonginstirutions, · = 
the prob'lern-solving strategies, a.nd particularl}" the m1e of the president i.n that 
compiicated situation. On the bas.is on their analyses of presidential rhetoric, . 
Karaivanova, Mavrodieva, and Rusinova -attempted to ptesent a theoretical 

framework for1:he debates. 
Consequently, it is not possible to identify any common positioos among 

these stuuhes regarding the functions and cha:racteristic-s of the debate :format. 

In pa.rt this ,is .due to the fact that the researchers :tend to anatyze the deb.ates . 
duriing and immediately after the election •campaigns, considering one or tvm , . 
aspects ,only, and {:Oncentrating on very narrow topics, such as the non-verbal · 
elements of the s,peakers, the slogans they use, their personaHmage, or the role 

oFtke media in the process. 

Uasic Terminology, Definitions, and Rules 

Two •terms w-iU be used 1,epeatedly in this st miy: debates and pr.e..idential rheto-. '. , 
rfr. Prcsidentiai rhemric is .a type of politica.l rhetoric, and 1 will use the term 01; 
in rn:·frr:m:ice to aU monologue arnd dialogue ~ewes {speeches., lectures, papers, · ,~j 

ptl<'~enc-.rr1nn, dcb.ar.t'S, conferences, round tables, etc.} :that ar:e utili,ied :duting -J 

a president's term in office in connection with his obligations as the head of 
state and dwring the presidential election campaign. 

As defined by the Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD), debates are 
an "effective way to inform .and involve voters in the political process" (http:// 
www.debates.org). In addition, ofcoune, they ace a means ofhuild1ng the per
sonal political image of.the candidates. As a rhetoricai genre, debate is imple
mented through a specific furmar, with roles, rules, and procedures negotiated 
in .advance and accepted ,by both sides. The format {staging) inchides a mod
erator, whose role is to introduce the opponents, direct the discussion, and 
exercise time management. A:part from the moderator there are, ·of course, the 
participants i n the debate, who argae their programs, ideas, projects, opinions, 
and proposals and who try to 1rnlluence the dectora.te to vote funhem. Debates 

are only one of the forms used alongside polfoical statements, speeches, and 
media programs that present news in connection with election campaigns, and 
ail these .are reg1:1.lated by faw. Debates in :Buigaria are organized according to 
specific legal rogufation'S, subject to agreements between the party headquar
ters and the media.1 

Research Topics 

for this study I selected debates broadcast by television companies that .are well 
establis.h.edin thec-011temporarymedia madret in Bulgaria. They have high rat· 
.ings and a'l:'ecord of influencingpuhlic opinion in Bulgaria. I used video-taped 
debates, some texts from the archives of Bulgarian Nationa:I Tdevision '(BNT), 
and transcripts that were :p,uh1i.shed on the websites of the parties or candidates. 
'The access to such records is limited, which is the reason why only six to seven 
debates ,vere analyzed. Analysis was focused on three areas: 

• Establishment of the presidency as an institution in Bulgaria, the regulatory 

system gov.erningthe conduot of presidential dections, and the mle of politi
cal parties in nominating candidates, as well as their part in the presidential 
campaigns 

• The various types of debates, formats, :.md topics for discussion, and the 
rhetorical methods and argumentation used by the opponents 

·• The ·role of the media in orgaiaizing and r-eporting the presidential debates 

.andclie ro!e of.deb.ates in creating and maintaining a public imagefo politics 

1he Organizational Ciiaracteristics of Presidential Politics 

As mentioa.ed above, fum: public votes and fo>ur .election campaigns from 1990 

to wo6 werestt1diecl. This section Win ~mnh,, . .,;,,,. rel,~ C~~···--- .tl: .~ ,. • ' 



sitwttion at the time of the elections. ln the beginning of the democratic 
change1, afier. 1990, when amultiparty system had already been esta:blished 
and cMl ,society was taking its first steps., Bulgarian -citizens demonstrated a 
high ievel of interest in p olitical activity and,participation in political life, both 
thi:ough voting and by curu1ing for office. 

These wer-e only some of the factors that determined the great number of •"' 
participants who ,registered or were nominated as candidates in the 1992. and 
1996 presidential elections. v~_rious entities had the right to nominate can
didates for president and vice president. These included political parties per 
se, labor unfons, entities known as coalitions, .alliances, movements, unions, 
or forums, .wd so-called nominating committees. P1ior to 2.001, the leading 
poli.tka11>layers during presidential elections in Biilgaria wr-re .rhe UDF (Uafon 
of Democra-tic Forces) a:nd-,the BSP (Bulgarian Socialist Party), which par
tkip..teci Mt on!y as independent entities, but also as members of nominating 
committees. GraduaHyJ however, the process was normalized, the nur.-1her of 
the parti:cip:ant:s decreased,-and in the decrion.s that torik place in iom and 
2.00.6 only pr<'ifessional politicians r.an for office. The table below shows ~he 
distribu tion of ~ntities rh-a-t nominated -candidates during t:he four election 
cyde.n1-mde, c01.:siderw.forn: 

Nomina'tiRg £n1litles 

Total 

f'olitical Paro,, 

Nominati:i,g ,oommittee 

<:oalitlon 

Alliance 

M<illlement 

Union 

Forum 

Ir.dependent candidate 

1992 

22 

12 

2 

2 

4 

193& 

13 

6 

3 

,l0G1 

6 

4 

2-006 

1 

3 

4 

As can be S-"M, political entities such as movements, forums, and indepen
dent •candidates have gradually w ithdr.awn from participation. 

Of ,some interest is :the fact mat, in 1996, t ihe Bulgarian Socialist Party ini
tiaUy noroirn;;,ted Gueotgtfy,P.irinski to mn for president. How-ever, Pi.rinsk,i was · !: 
horn in the Urrired States, and his candidacy had t>o be withdrawn because the 
Constiitutio11adudescanyone who was not born.in Bulgaria. A!se of interest 

· 'is rhe irn:.:-reasing nunili..".l." oHemale candidates, particulaxty in 2.006, althoug'n 
fur tbt· post of vice president only. 

'U1;: RSP and t 1ie UDf were key polit-ica! players in the nomimJ.tion of.can
did.at~. •t'llefl ~,vhen they were in .a coalition or nomination <eommiuee. These : 'l' 

two large parties had played an important role from :1992. to 2.001, and they 
dominated the bipolar mockl of gorernment. However, in 2.oor a third party, 
the National Movement of Simeon the Second (NMSS), won the parliamentary 

clections. Nevertheless, that party did not take part independently in the next 
_presidential dections but ratfo:r formaUy supported the nominee of the UDF. 
Aiso, a new active participant em_erged in 2.006-the nationalist party Ataka, 
whose leader, P.avel Shopov, reached the second round ofthe presidential elec
tions of that year. Interestingly, every incumbent has run for re-election, with 
Z:hdyu Ziielev and 'Georgi Parvanov succeeding, whereas Perar Stoyanov failed 
in his 2.001 re-dectioo. bid. 

A Brief History of the Pn~si-dentia1 Debates 

As stated above, n o comprehensive study of presidential debates in Bulgaria 
has ever been conducted, nor does the present study daim to be exhaustive. 
lt is, however, based on criter1a -rhat were drawn from the existing research, 

as weU as crit-eria adapted from the -CDP website (htt_p://www.debates.org). 5 

Data wa-s collected r.egarding the t>/pes of debates that were conducted, what 
-formats were ,preferred, and what topic,s were discussed. Also of interest were 
the _personalities ,0fthe moderators, clie conduct of the political participants, 
and the ih-etorical andm-gumentative strategi-,'"S they employed. The descriptive 
method w_as applwd, and the criteria were reduced and adapted to matc:1n the 

objectfres of the present 1Ltudy cegarding the limitations to accessing debate 
records. In the end the following criteria were adopted to describe the debates: 
year. eicctor-.tl round, type of .debate, o.pponents, staging or format, the topics 
discussed, the broadcast medium, and t he moderator. 

,p92 

The Jirst televised presidential debate in the history of Bulgarian politics was 
hroadcasr-by BNT on Jalllu:ary ;r7, 1992., two days before the second round of 
:che-decti0n process was held. Dimitri Ivanov, a prominent journalist, .acted as 
-me moderator, and he .directed the,discus,-;ion and ensured that no violation 
t>f the ru!es and ethical norms occurred. Tne general topic was the authority 
Gf the Head of State at the hegirm~g of the democratic process in Bulgaria. 
i'articipa:nts in the one-hour .droate wen: Zhdyu ZhdeY and Ydko Valkanov, 
rhe remaining two,candidates (Ivanov spoke fur 4½minutes; Zhe!ev for 17½ 

miw.ites; and Valkanov for tke remai,ning 44 minutes). 'The format allowed 
·~.he1ev ru:id V alkanov to pr~ thciir ideas un the subject in opening state

ments, mer which ,d1ey ,.were givro ·the opportunity to answer .six <J.liestions. 
Neither candidate utilized the ti:me aUocated fur clfof...,m,,.. M~i..~p -~-L - 1' • 1 



prcaominantly on monologic expositions and counterarguments. Given the 
narrowly de.fined subject of the debate, other important election issues such as 
national security, Bulgarian culture, agriculture, and the "nationalities" issue 
(relating to national minorities) were not discussed. 

I99tf 

The 19 96 presidential election campaign included four debates. At the time, the " 
political situation in the country was very complicated, because the economic · 
crisis had escalated while .the Bulgarian Socialist Party was in power. All of the . 
debates were televised by BNT. 

The first debate, consisting of two segments, occurr«l on October 10. Major 
participants included Petar Stoyanov, Ivan Marazov, Irina Bokova, and Georgi 
Ganchev. Other candidates took part in the second portion of the debate, , 
vvith Din1itar Markov.ski, Slavomir T zankov, Pen.ch.a Penchev, andAlexander 
Tomov explaining some points in their platforms. Focused on the ~opic of the 
President as unifier of the nation, the two-hour debate consisted of opening 
statements from each participant, followed by a question-and-answer period. 
The candidates discussed Bulgarian membership in NATO and the Eumpean 
Union, with Irina Bokova {the Bulgarian minister for European Affairs and a 
Socialist Party candidate for vice president) in particular answering questions' 
concerninginternationa.i relations. Toward the end of the debate, Marazov (the 
Communist Party candidate) asked Stoyanov, the eventual winner, an aggres
sive ·question: "Mr. Stoyanov, how can voters belieYe yoe?·H 

The second debate, also consisting of two segments, occurred on October 17. 
Arlin Antonov., representing business interests in Bulgaria, ireplaced Ganchev 
among the major participants; several other cfilldidates took part in the sec
ond portion of the .debate. Major topics included domestic and foreign-policy 
issues. Although the format was similar to that of the October IO debate, the 
individual statements and major appeals by the candidates were held off until 
the end of the program, given the genera.I feeling that viewe,rs would tend to 
remember these statements 'better and, in this way, the candidates could send 
a more powerful message to the electorate.. ' 

'The third and .final.debate during round one took place on October 22. This 
was a very interesting meeting in the sen:se that all of the leading candidates for 
president .and vice president took part. The main topics for discussion included 
the pr.esident's role in a social and economic crisis, his or her constitutional 
1fotks, and agricultural reform in Bulgaria. Petar Stoyanov's running mate~ 
Todor Kavaldjic:,,, took advantage of the opportunity to speak ®out major · . 
rt,ahsformations th.it had occurred in the agricuk1Jral sector as a .result of its ,\ 

denationalization. Irina Bokova again was more active in the debate than I van 
Marazov, the Socialist Party candidate for president, who made it into the 
second round, where he lost to Petar Stoyanov. 

The condudingTV debate of the r996 campaign took place on October 31, 
three days before the general election, with Stoyanov, Marazov, andl3okova on 
the stage along with Krasimir Ganev, a Bulgarian journalist who served as the 
moderator. Interestingly, Todor Kavaldjiev, who at that time was a member of 
the Bu1garian Agrarian Party, did not participate, primarily because he lacked 
media experience. On the other hand, Bokova managed to provide adequate 
support to her partner by taking part in all the debates, as she had much more 
political experience and she behaved as successfuliy in media events as Mara
zov did. The debate, which lasted 90 minutes, focused on the constitutional 
authority .of the President and on the duties of the office. 

All four debates were conducted under dear and strict rules: the role of 
the moderator was limited: the topics and general questions were negotiated 
in advance, and the participants received specific instructions from their cam
paign staffs. Due to the differing numbe-rs of participants, both group and 
one-on-one debates were hdd. On the whole, the process was a successful one, 
and the 1996 election campaign in Bulgaria, in addition to reaffirming the 
constitutional election process itself, represented a positive step forward in the 
development of electoral traditions. 

200[ 

By 2:001 the media and communication environmenr in Bulgaria had changed 
dramatically. Lilia Raycheva, a commentator on politics and the media, has 
noted that non-state funded radio and television broadcasting burgeoned after 
the 1996 passage of the Radio and Tdevision Act and that in 2005 there were 
over 2.00 TV channels and almost 12.0 radio stationsavaHable within the coun
try {Raycheva 2006, 360). In addition, the Internet had permeated political 
campaigning, information dissemination, and analysis. In Raycheva's_opinion, 
therefore, with regard to both the parliamentary elections held that year and 
the presidential election, both the campaigns and the dection returns "mani
fested grave professional problems in the domain of sociology and the media 
that failed to meet the principal requir.ement for unbiased information and 
predictability of [the] -results" {Raycheva 2.004). 6 

It was in this environment that two <lebates were held during the 2.001 presi
dential campaign, both tde·,ised on a private, commercial tdevision channel 
calledbTV. 

The first of thes-e debates-held on November 6, nearly a week before the 



fu-st round ofohe eJecroral process-feata.red five of.the !Six candidates for the 
pr:es·idency: Bogomii Bonev, Petar Beron, Georgi Ganchev, Rern1ta lndjova, and , 
the incumbent President, Petar Stoyanov. Interestingly, Goorgi Parvanov-the 
man who would defeat Stoyanov in the second round runoff election-did not 
participate. There were two moderators, Ivo Indjev and Sveda Petrova, both 
prominent political commentators and the hosts of ,poiitica1 talk shows on h TV. 
It is notewordty from a. socio-cultural point of view that the debate occupied 
near1y 2.½ hm1rs of p.rime time television, starting at 9;00 pm, .and that a live 

audience consisci:ng of 150 ordinary citizens ,plus 19 Joumailists from various 
Bulgarian media witnessed the proceedings. 

The ,group debate format consisted of the followingdements: first, the mod
erators oflxred a statement of the ground mies that had ibeen agreed upon, 
followed by introducticms,of the debate participants; next:,each candidate deliv- · 
ered a shore statement regarding his or her party platform; 'finally, the remain- , 
ing time was devoted to a questions~.nd-answer period, w.it:h questions posed 
not only hr die .moderators, b.ut also by members ofthe li¥e !Studio al'ldience. 
Behavior was resttai.ned~ the :moderators foUowecl .the .estahlished procedures, "~ 

and the .ca:ndid.ates waited their turn. and spoke in ,the :inesorlo.ed order. Both 
the format an:d the overall ambience :surrounding the·:o.cca.si011 .contributted to 
the general .perception ,that rru.s debate had amused great interest and made a :· 
significant impact on Bulgarian po1itka1 reality. · 

A second, less format hut no less serious, debat-e took place on the evening of ', 
Nov.::mber r6, two-days befur.e the runoff election. This evmtfeat"ured Stoyanov , 
and Parvanov, who a_ppear,ed on ah TV popular iate-.n.igkt'ta'lk show hosted by i-, 
one Stanislav (Slavi) Trifonov, a no.ted pop musician and.actor. Facingoffhead · 
to head, the -second J"Olil'ld candidates ·discussed the a11thC'>fity .of the Pr-esident • 
under the m nstfrucion, the merits of membership in NATO filld the EU, .and 
a variety of economic issl!les, indud:ing inflation, the geRera1 standard ofliving \ 
of most Bulgar,ian ,citizens, .and the cost of national security as a budget item. ; 
The debate fo Uowed a consistent format : on each topic, the candidates stated ')i ; 

their platform position, ch.en answered specific questions. ., ' 

TI~e seriousness of the subject matter belied th.e fact ,th.\t this debate was ' 
conducted or,i a regulaily scheduled entertainment pro.gram ,qrute similar to. 
the U.S. late-ru,ght television sllow6 hosted by Jay Leno and David Letterman: 
{hut with a decidedly political twist: in the mid-1.990s Trifonov had been an 

outspoken opponent -0f the :reigning Socialist governm:01..t). As a result, the 
topi<:al discussions were interspersed with commercial b.11eaks. ,J>i 

In additiom 1to these debates involving t he candidates for pr,esideat, at least one 
debate feamr.i.,n.g candidates for vice president was held. ft w.at -t)r.gwized by pri-'! • 
vatdy owned Da,rik Radio, .the coantry's fa-st ,and most Jllf01Uine.nt ":news radio" 

station. Broadcast on N-0vember 8., two days alter the round one presidential 
debate, this encounter unfortunately did -not generate mu1:h interest and was not 
heard by a broad spectrum ofthe popufation.7 The vice president has very lim
ited authority within the Bulgari.an political system, and the choice of a running 

mate seems to have little impact 011 votednterest or decision-making processes. 

2000 

Three debates were televise<l during the 2.006 presidential election campaign, 
aH of them prior to mund one. The .first, which was present.ed on the state run 
channel BNT, occuned during prime time (~no-11:00 pm) on September 
2,8, nearly a month ahead of the October u balloting that would .determine 
rhe survivors for the .runoff dection. Five of the seven candidates participated 
(neither President Parv-.mov nor General Lyuben Petrov, the two candidates 
from the politica1 ldt, took pan:). TI~e ,debate centered around a single topic, 
national security policy znd the authority of the president, utilizing a format 
developed by the Presidel'lcial. F,lectio11 Commission, with the chief of stalffor 
.each campaign s~gningoff..Ail <>f the ca:ndida.tes w;ere allotted an equal amount 
of time-13 minutes, due to -ihe absenc,e of Parvanov and Petrov-to present 
key elements of his or her party :Platform. What transpired was more like .an 
open dis:e11ssion rather tham a -debate, with very little inn:nsity or exchange of 
arguments and coutnter--arguments m101~gthe participants. 

Two separate debates were held during the final week of rol!lnd one cam
pa:igning. The first, ~:m October 15, was a one-on-one-confrontation between 
Parvanov and Neddcho Beronov, who was supported by both the UDF {the 
party that both Zh-elyu Zheievand Petar Stoyanov had led as President) and 
dte DSB (Democrats for a Strong Bulga.-ia}. both fai,ly right-wing groups. 
Since Parvanov represented a ooa1ition of groups in which the Socialists (BSP) 
11redominated, this .deb.ate presented co!Ulrasti:ng philosophies regarding how 
government should be organized and run, <notwic:hstanding the fuct that Ber
onov and his running mate, Juliana Niko.lova, came in tnircl in round one (with 
.a sh-ade under 10% ofthe vote) behind Pa.1'\'anov and the ultra-nationalist Valen 
Sideroy (who amassed 64% and 2.1%, respeori,v:e1y). Indeed, this debate, which 
was conducted during a 'broadcast -0£ the pop11lar talk show "Tete-a-tete" on 
Nova TV, yet another privately owned naitional te1evision network, foc used 
on a tendentious philosophic:a1 issue: "'Buigariia During the Next Presidential 
Term: Is There a Barde Between the Left.and the Right." 1he popular host of 
"Tere-a-tete", Tsveranka Risova, ,moderca.ted the program in. her normal style, 
asking questions directly to each ofher:guests. wiho ,did, nevertheless, have the 
opportunity to •challenge oneaood1et''S.mswers.€ 



Finally, on October 19, alf of Parvanov' s challengers met in another round 

robin discussion, broadcast-on -state television, that focused on th,ee general 
issues: the duties-of the President, domestic social policy, and EU membership. 

'Iliis debate employed the same format as the .September ,.,g event BNT had 
hosted, hut with greater opportunity fur the candidates to exchange counter

arguments with ihel-r opposition. 

Two ,Person Debates vs. Group Discussions 

-By ail-aa.;mmts,,the Bulgarian p1.,1bli-c preferred the head-to-head debate format 
.rather tlran discussions that indude<l a large number of candid.at.es. Four such 

dt.-bates wcre hdd-during.the first r5 years of the post-Communist era: Zhelevvs. 

Vafk-anovbefore thdir.st national plebiscite in -::992; both of the 2001 Stoyanov 
vs. Parvanov <:kbar:es; and Parvanov vs. Nedelcho in 2.006. Parv:mov, in pa.rticu
lar, fitvored this format; not once did 'he participate in the grou.p events, in gen
:eral preferring to ~peak in front of his con.firmed admirers at events sponsored 

by the Bu1gari,an Socialist Party, or, ·as president, in televised.speeches under 

st.ricdy oom:rolled conditions. fo part this maybe due to the fact that Parvanov 
is ·oot cornfottaMe in freewheeling -chscussions. Similarly, in :2.006, .he declined 
to JJartiqpat-e in a t!Po-man dt?oat-e with hi:s .fiercest chalkflger, Voien Sjderov, 

who is a poli..shed pub'lic speaker and an aggressive advocate for the nationa1ist 
po1i.ck:s espoused by Ataka. Indeed. Siderovv.ras known for taking ewery possible 
opportunity to promote the party ideology, which views .most social is~ues i:n 
Bulgari-a .th mugh a prism that separates the Slavic majority withiM:he popula- , 

tion from the-two largest rninurity-gr.oups: the Roma ancl.the Bulgarian Turks. • . 
The caJ1.didates themsdves seemed to prefer discussions focused on no more r.;. 

than-two or three topics. Such issues have included: the roie ofthe·Presi<lent as 
stat,<>..,d in .the Constitution; s-ocial problems, including in:Hation: educational 
reform; and the merits of a Western orientation toward NATO and the Euro
pe.m Union. Most of 1:he speakers preferr.ed to coo:fine themselves to mono
logue. which .could be used effectively to highlight their personal-achievements, 

rather th.an t0 -engage the -opposition in dialogic give and take. In addition, 
panicalarly i.n the group debates, most cou-k1 not resist the temptation w attack . 
<their opponents d.fr-ecdy. emiJ'hasizing s.pecifu: facts .about the political behav
ior or private fixes of .the other candidates, regardless of a-ny procedural agree

ments, th~ oopics at hand. or even their -own -aunpa.i.gn ·platfurms. As a result, \ 
ad hominem.atucks abounded.. 

in.terest,ing1y. vice presidential candi&ates did not encounter ,one another ) 
in ~ead-w-h.ead di.scussiolils, and they participated even .in group events only · 

rarely. NonY~,r.e .they p.an::iculady~.uccessfcl orators. Tue en:eptions we.re Irina 

Bokova in 1996, as nored earlier:, and Juliana Niko lo~ of the conservative demo
crats fur a Strong Bulgaria party, who in 1006 appeared quite frequently on 
radio to discuss the role of the vice president i.n areas such as law enforcement, 

probation, and amnesty, as well as certain social issues, induding Bulgaria..<1 
citizenship, the role ofBulgarian expatriates in domestic politics, and the demo
graphic crisis in society ( the exceedingly low fertility rate combined with a high 
monality rate, an aging population overall, and deteriorating health among 
the·populace, at! leading to a declining life expectancy and a precipitous drop 
in popu!ation).9 

The Political and Rhetoricai Posture of the Presidents 

During t.he period of Bulgarian history under co11Sideration, three men have 
.been .elected president in nom,inaily firee, den1ocrat.ic elections: Zhdyu Zhelev, 
Petar Stoyanov, and Georgi Parvanov. 

Zhelev strongly favored inregr-ation w.it:11 the West (as did most people in 
Eastern Europe atter the dissolution of the :Soviet Union). His comments 

rega.r.ding B1-ugaria's fUt:ure were pred.mnio.an.dy optimistic, with a focus on 
foreign rather than domestic policy. In additio,n, Zhdev was very cognizant of 

how to use pub!icspeaking opportunities to enhance his own popularity and 
per-sonaI prestige: he o.ften emphasized the fact that it was he who signed the 
Partnership for Peace fram.ing agreement with NATO ru1d, before chat, the 
pro.toco! dissolving the \Tu:rsaw Pact. 

Stoyanov, who emerged as the kader of the conservative coalition known 
as the Union of Democratic Fo.rces du:ri11g the 1996-1997 economic crisis, 
was a more eloquent public speaker -than Zhdev. In comparjson to Zhelev, 
whose sty{e tended to -be more direct .and straight forward, Stoyanov inclined 

to imagery and metaphor, and his rhetorical style is still vivid in the history of 
Bulgarian po'litica! disrnursc.. ft wasStoy.anov who dedared that the "game of 
politics" had come:to a1;1-end and.that the "illusion factory has been shut down" 

(a direct slap in the fuce of the Communists and their Socialist successors). He 
~-poke about a "new reformist .majo:rity" and a "new social contract between the 

b'Overrunem and the governed," while .eschewing timeworn statements about 
the difficcdt times that by ahead. Storanov's iofi:y, passionate manner charac
N.:rized both his campaign rhetoric an.cl his public persona as president. Like 

'lhdev before him, his favorite tGpics were European integration and.the need 
for Bulgaria to join NATO, which he saw as intertwined not only with.fure-ign, 
but also domestic policy issues:: "delayi.ng:an:l p1Htponi11cg the Euro Atlantic inte
.~J't.ltion £?.{Bulgaria .is aimeddn:e,:tly:ag.ainst the wuntry's national interests and 
,1 !so agaimt ✓.tn)' hope of a better future fa (Jrdinary Bulgarian citizem." 



Parvanov tntrodU1c.ed moderation and diplomacy intio discussions of for
-eign and domestic policy issues. In his debates with StOfdlllOV and Beronov, 
Parvanov emphatically stated his position in fuvor of European integration, 
which v.,as extremely significant, because earlier, as the ,leader of the Bulgarian 
Socialist Pa.rty, he had consistently expressed serious reservations on the s11bject. 
But Parvanov sought a balance between Bulgaria's relations with the United 
States., on the one hand, and with Russia on the other hand. fo this conteA-4 
he stated that "our NATO membership is no panacea for our defense indumy" 
and, further, that "Bulgaria's definu industry is not simply part of the security , 
.a»d defense sysrem, but rather a factor and measure ef our fall membership in 
N.1.TO.,, Moreover, in the 2006 debate against Beronov on Nova TV, Parvanov 
took a populist stance on a number of social issues. 

The Rhetorical Techniques ofrhe Debaters 

Throughout the modern political history ofBulw..ria, po1itica'l.orators, particl.'l
farly presidents, bave tended to rely upon three basic types of .appeal: idealistic · 
argume.nrs, populist phrases, and pra.gmack arguments. Historically, ideahsm, 
popu.1ism, and pra.gmarism have all played key roles ill political rhct.oric gener
al iy and i n debates among presidential candidates. 

By and large, the participants in these televised debares v.>ere well aware of 
thc'\vider .audience 'behind the camera and less concerned about their on-stage "1 I' 

oppon-en:ts. As a result, their statements tended to be aggressively declara
tive and propagandistic in namre, appealing to that portion of the elector
ate ;ilready sympathetic to their cause, wha,tever that might be. To a certain · 
ex.tent, this was based on ,their lack of experience ,in the arena of democratic . ;, 
politics, hut it also reflects an appreciation •of the fact that Bulgarian vot- ' ,-'; 
er:s c.icpectcd to hear emotional statements from their leaders, at least in the 
first years of democratic "euphoria", which atso explains why <l.uring that , 
time Blllgarian voters demonstrated strong party loyalty and a high level • 
of political activism. This behavior -changed as the realities oflif.e in a post
Soviet world were felt more strongly, explaining why participation in rowid 
me clections shrunk from 75%.in 1992 to below 50% in 2.0:06, necessitating 
runoff doction despite the overwhelming victory of the incl.llitlbent, Georgi ,i 

l>4r'1\nov. But viewers tended to respond to messages taken directly from -,: 

tbtpl.ttform of the party they s11pported; and they were more susceptible to 
;ll1il!y &coded metaphors or ironic comments about the ·opposition than to 

1mnl~rkal data, po1icy analysis, survey results, or definitional statements. Not 
· Ut'f.tr$1Ufipy, these fucrors inclined candidates to use figures of speech that 
,l"l}ttf~)rfl}ed to audience expectations, with a tendency to .discredit or beiittle 

their opponents, and to minimize the use of facts. figures, or logic-al argument 
in their statements -during the debates. 

Some of the more striking instances of this rhetorical behavior include, in 
1992., Vclko Valkanov, a lawyer, asking Zhelyu Zhdev, a philosopher by educa
tion, if the latter were a Turk wearing a fez. This forced Zhelev to reiterate the 
fact that lie was 100% Bulgarian (i.e., a Slav and a member of the Orthodox 
church) and to avoid openly affirming his support fur the group known as the 
Movement of Rights and Freedoms, which had been established in 1990 as an 
ethnic party to promote the :rights -0f the national minorities. Also in r992,, 

Zhelev, holder of a doctorate, was derided by Georgi Ganchev as a "boy from 
the v.iilageu to emphasize the humble beginnings of his opponent rather than 
the intellectual success that he har.1 demonstrated throughout his adult life. 

During the 2.001 debate on Slavi 's Show, Parvanov challenged Stoyanov 
regarding the latter's leadership positm11 iu the Bulgarian Socialist Party appa
ratus duringtl1e 1996-1997 period ofhyper-inflation in Bulgaria and asked his 
opponent ifhe knnvthe current price of a 1oaf ofbread; Stoyanov failed to give 
an unambiguous answer, and the vjew.ers were left with the impression that he 
did not know. With bread being a staple in t-he diet of the av.erage Bulgarian, 
Stoyanov's igno:rance v.-.a-s perceived as symbolic, signaling his detachment from 
the everyday problems of <the ordinary citizen. 

Nor were candidates aboveusingpublic ,relations too1s that would fall in the 
realm of"di-rty tricks" {:know:n in Bulgarian politics as "black PR"). For-exam
ple, in 2.001, d11ring the televised debate on bTV, incumbent President Petar 
Stoyanov (probably advised by his PR staif and political experts) decided to 
show a secret file contai.ninginfurmation about his opponent Bogomil Bonev, a 
gent>xal and t>.x-ministcr oflmernal Affairs. implying that Bonev was connected 
with criminal elements. Ivo fndjev. one of the two moderators, actually held 
up .a file for view.ers ,ro see, but this undoubtedly cost Stoyanov, who faile<l to 
win re-election, the support of.many followers. 

Duri1'g the ~006 presidential campaign,, someone anonymously leaked 
information to the media alfeging that both Georgi Parvanov, the president 
seeking re-election, and Georgi Markov, a marginal candidate running under 
the banner of the Law, Legality, and Justice p.a.t'ty, had been agents of the secret 
police in the Communist era. Nede1cho Beronovwas accused duringthe same 
campaign of having bought his home at a price below market value, taking 
advantage of his position as amembcrnf the Constitutional Court. Parwanov, 
at least, survived the politica! attack, scoring an overwhdming victory at the 
poits (Beronov nnisked third and Markov foum:h out of seven candidates). 

in one subtle attack, 'Beronov's unusual iixst n.une was purposely mispro
no1JJ.1Ced in a way that imphocl he was "incapable." Beronov, an old man who 



had served as a justice on the Constitutional Court, did not have enough rhe
torical or media experience, so did not respond fast enough, a -critical factor for 
successful participation in TV debates. 

Of course, many of the candidates .in all of the election campaigns tended 
to repeat during the,debates •the same slogans and key messag.es that appeared 
on their posters and billboards and in their printed campaign materials, for 
the simple:reason -char voters were familia.rwit'h these s1ogan.s and expected to 

hear them from the candidates. For example, in 1996 Petar Stoyanov presented 
himself in p,rint and on television as the "newfaceefthe UDF" and as the "new s, 

beginning." Similarly, the slogan '"Georgi--President" -so weH known by the 
general public from the campaign posters for Georgi Ganchev--was reinforced 
during che 2001 debate when the .candidate claimed dut for five years he had 
been the "shadot11 president" and that it was high time for him to become the 
"rear Bulgarian president. 

Ganchev's politi:cai tenacity and rhetoricai style represent an interesting 
phenomenon in the shon history of presidential. campaign:ingin Bulgaria. After 
placing a strong rhir.d out of n ca.ndidares in trhe first :romad of the first ,ever 
general election for president as the candidate of the bminess community,1° 
and a strnngthird in 199.6 ou.t of 14 candidates, again backed by the business 
community,l1 Ganchev -creat·ecl his own coalition to run once more in 2.oor, 
but placed a disappointing fi:ith out of the six candidates with barely over 3% 
of all the votes .cast. He viewed the debates not merely as a di:tl.ogue with the 
other candidates, but as opportunities t:o deliver short fervent speeche5 to vot
ers. When speaking in public, he tended.to refer to himself in the third person 
as (;corgi, and he often appealed to individual voterswfrh 11.iirect and intimate 
form of address that soon became his hallmark: "Hello, youJ Bulgarian! "Volen 
Si<lcrov, the .leader of the nation.alisr.s, preferred exhoning his fervent support- l 

crs with phra:ses such as "De11r follfJwersf" and "Bulgarian patrio.ts1" He also 
had .a ready supply of.stock phrases, including the following: "1he President ~ 
is tlxjather tfthe nation"; "The head ofstat.e should understand the problems of , 
rwdmmy peopu/'; and "The president should be .a son of the Bulgarian nation." 
W"H known for impassioned speeches agairm gy_psies" (the Roma) and "com
mttniti,~r ,{homosexuals,.,, Siderov would sometimes mdd such statements into 

.his :1rgumcnts against plans to imt;grateBulgariaintoNATO and the EU. 
·mere wt.-re, of course, candidates who did not fir the caru,paign mold. Zhelev, ~' 

for I rtstancc, a true democrat who .spoke on behaff of all the people who shared 
his dcmocratfr ideals, failed to repeat or.ndevision the main .slogansofhis oth- ,i 

t rwisc successful 1992. election campaign: "YMmg Bulgaria for ZhelyttZJJelev" 
und "Xlir:lcv-the P(JUJer rf United Opposition." Zhelev preferred to highlight 
'hi• b,1ck.w<n111d as 11 dissident and a philosopher, arelativdy sort and seemingly 

ineffective rhetorical position. Similarly, during the next election cycle, Ivan 
Marazov emphasized his backg.round as an a cademic. In the televised debates 
he used much longer sentences than his opponents, ignoring the fact that clear 
and concise phrases are more effective in public speaking, especially in politics 
and broadcasting. Not surprisingly, these statements failed to resonate with 
the voters: although Marazov and his capable running mate, Irina Bokova, 
survived into round two, they were soundly defeated in the runoff election by 
Petar Stoyanov and Todor Kavaldjiev, who won by a 3-to-2 margin. 

Media Invol~cnt in Presidential Debates 

L. Raycheva insists that since 1990 the mass media in Bulgaria, particularly 
television companies, 'haYe managed to eJ."et'cise a great influence on public 
opinion through their po1itica1 reportage and by ,organizing election debates. 
1n addition, of course, they broadcast video clips ofthe various candidates and 
cover their campaign speeches (Raychc.,a 1999, 2.004, -ioo6). In that regard, it 
is true that the Bu!gar.i-m moo.fa market has evolved over the last twenty years: 
the -role of the electronic media in B~garian society, in general, and political 
life, in particular, has increased. Consequently, their invdvement in presiden
tial election campaigns is growing. 

At the start of the demooratic era, BuJgaria operated only one television 
channel-the st-.ate-owned Bulgarian National Television-and on-ly one radio 
station-the state-owned Bulgarian National Radio. But now there are a num
ber of privately owned media, including bTV, Nova TV, 7TV, Balkan Bulgar
ian Television, and Europa Television, among others. Two of these television 
companies-specifically, btV and NovaTV-and Darilc Radio have become 
very well established, not only in the Bulgarian media market, but also in the 
Bulgarian political environmeru. A s des.:ribed above, the first presidential 
debates in 1992. were organized by the BNT, which at the t ime had preserved 
its monopoly over the media ntarket. 

Currently, the electronic media not only broadcast pr-esidentia.l and other 
,political debates, they are active players in :the process by which such debates 
are produced. Modia managers, political advisers, and PR experts take part in 
the negotiatiom and negotiate contracts that cover a n umber of the elements 
rhat are essential to staging such events, not only the format, mies, and rules 

governing how the debates sha11 be run, bur also broadcast copyrights, com
mercial partnerships, even contracts with the participants. Most commonly, 
debate mo.derators are chosen from among prominent analysts and political 
.commentators from the nation's major print and doct.ronk media {the only 
exception being Slavi Trifunov. a celebrity ,whose nightly talk show is .deariy 



<lifferentiared fwm the -socia.l and cultural milieu 110t"mally '.!Ssociated with 
µol:itica:l debate. 

Skill Levels of the Participants in Presidential Debates 

The research shows that Bulgarian ,politicians·invoived in presidential debates 
hav.e,gradually .improved their 1:hetor-icalskiHs, with several f-..cto.rs underpin

ning this progress. Generally speaking, the candidates .came from different 
hackgro.unds, 1vhich affected their abiLties to communicate with their audi

ences. 'Ihus, duringthe .debatoes they initially had to follow existing models .of 
media behav:ior .and public presentation and .attempt to develop an effective 
-speaking style befit.ting their personalities and their talents. 

Of cotlfse, some of the candidates (for example, Zhelci", Valkanov,.Beron, 

and Beronov) already possessed -a c.ertain .amount o:f experience speaking in 
pub!icanddealiQgwicli the-media. Ganchevhad studied metoficabroa:d, which 
undoubt-edly-was .m .advancage, although his performances were marked with 
·such fervor :that frequently the_y were perceived as too exagge.tated and ·out of 
place. given the di:re s.ocialand economic situation in Bulgaria. Siderov bro~ght 
a cemi.in amount of experience as a-reporter and TV host, which allowecl him 
to utilize ce.nain l'hemricaJ .devices effectivdy. Sroyan:ov and Parvanov we1·e 

ex:periencedmembers of parliament, quite comfortable with speaking in public. 
St-0y.2novand Va.llcaru>v, among others, were attorneys, ·so they:ha.d devefoped 
a certain level of orat.orica! exp.ertise in drcir professionaUives. 

Par v-.ino:v holds a doctorate in history; together -with his experience as a , 
leader ,a:f the Socialists, his educa.t-ion undoubtedly helped -him to improve his 
J)l:tbiic performance skills. w :hereas at the start ,of his 2001 election campaign 

Parwinov preferred st:D-speaki.n public only .to·au.ruencesof his supporters, even
tu.tlty :he managed ro perfect his communication skills and-began addressing 
Jtis ~pe(}C~ to -t'he ge.ncr~ public-although at fast, most probably feeiing 
im,ecureJ1e had them taped and theB. broadcast ,on TV and radi@. f 

P~tar St-oyauov was th-e first candidate w.ho delivered speeches effectively 

;.tnd who oroived iat:o ,an adept po-li.tical orator. , , 
Over time, as people 'became mor-e s:ophi.sticated, most of the candidates,;\t 

tl'k~I to minimrce-t11e levd o~ confrontatfon and the•..1se-of ad hominen'.1 attacks ':'f ., 
-durmgd1e .deh~te..~ . Accordmgly, as rhe years passed, the tone of their rheto- "·"' 
'l'k bcct1me notfot~.aMy less .aggressive and less emotional; instead, the speakers,. 
b c.i~HH\t' .trn.'11'.C n:i.oderate, relying more and more on providing c-omprehen-sbe 
lrtformntio11 rothcir .md.iencc. Parvanov';;~peechhas becomefluent, accompa
'l'liel1 with .ge,u1c: but eff.ectiive gestu re.s, Fina.Hy Stoy,mcw, Panranov, and Si<l-erov· -*-' 

succeeded -in ov,ercoming some shortcomings by taking expert advice. They 

gradually improved their p.erson al style of political speaking, including the tone 
.and quality ofvoice, appropriate gestures, posttHeand facial expressions, etc. In 
other words, the participants in presidential debates eventually achieved greater 
effectiveness. Most candidates understood that improved rhetoric.al skills were 
-che key to building a positive ,political i.mage. 

Othe.r candidates..:._such as Beronov, who entered politics after having retired 
from the bench-did not adapt their pu.b-lic behavior and never could improve 

thcirspeakingskiUs sufficie:ncly1:o succeed at this high !evefof po1itical rhetoric. 
R~ther, he <:ame across as someone with a sfow and monotonous speech style. 
.Equally ineffective fur other reasons, Sid-erov modeled his public speaking on 

other nationalist leaders iE Europe, but his,aggr.essive verbal behavior a'iienated 
voters who did not already agree w:ith his p0Ltical and social philosophy. 

Media Professionals as th.e Par-ricipants in Presidential Debates 

By way of-contrast, aH of the media personalities who moderated tlte debates 

possessed excd!ent.communicationskilk5ome of them demonstrated genuine 
rhetorical competence, .and -on the whole they managed the debates correctly 
and effe-c-tively. 

In addition, one shouid not.ign.ore the significant role played by profession
als in campaign management, ·political-advenising, and public relations. Over 
the y..earsthey, too, have developed their competencies, taki~gadvantage of the 
new opportu:nities provided by th.-e new reality in the country and in Europe. 

They were active players in the -negoti.Ltiuns needed to orga:niz-e and sched
ule political debates, ·and they took part. in prepariQg the necessary contracts 
between politicians, PR specialists, anJ media company managers. As such, 
they have 1earned to olfer candidates e~ceHenc prof.essional expertise. 

Political rhetoric and campaign publicity are involved rn a variety of ways 
in the political process that itue_grates the voter, the s-ta:te, and civil society. 

Although pure oratory does m~t occupy a subordinate position vis-a-vis public 
rdatiGns, -and there is .no doubt re;ga:rding the -significance of the rhetorical 
aspect in election -campaigns. Nor is thete much doubt that r.hetoricatpractice 
.m.d. political PR.are inteHelated, perhaps •ev-en mt-egrated, phenomena. 

Presidential rhetoric, .as we have-defined it'in this study, is-not used solely in 
image-makingde-ction ,c;aiqpaigns. Nor is it simply an instrument to promote 
the interests of specific presiaent.iai candiidru:es or to adv.ance rhe goals of the 

head of state. Rather, rhetoric is induded •(perhaps not .effectively enough) in 
mass communication campa-igns whose uit-imate <ibjective is the formation -of 



values regarding the institution of the presidency itself, in order to .ensure that 
such values are widely shared within society. 

Conclusions 

We can conclude that presidential debates <luring election campaigns in Bul
garia represent a new kind of practice in modem Bulgarian politicai rhetoric. 
Debate formats have become clearer and stricteL The role of professional public 
r.elations experts has grown: such professionals serve not only as media coaches 
for their candidate, bnt they also play a key ro!e in organizing and conducting 
the presidential debates. 

1n turn, candidates have come to appreciate the fact that successful partici
pation in the debates could help them improve their personal political image. 
Accordingly, they have made the effort to change their style and their behavior, 
ultimately demonstrating rhetorical competence and good communication 
skills, both verbal and nonverbal. 

A number of can.did ates for the offiGe of president avoided participating in 
group debates, preferring one-on-one confrontations with their main rival in 
a format that focused on just two or three policy to.pies. By and large, partici
pants in such face-to-face debates preferred a format that did not require them 
to answer impromptu questions from a live audience. 

Finally, one can conclude that presidential messages, both during election 
campaigns and after one has successfully assumed the reins of po1-ver, are a pow
erfol instrument for building the personal image of a political leader. They are 
an intrinsic element in the new political culture that has come to characterize 
the age of democratic change in Bulgaria. 

N(ttcs 

I • I 11 1'}54 Todor Zhivkov was named secretary .general of the Central Committee of the Bul-
11;1 rian Communist Party; from 1962. to 1971 hew.as also the prime minister; and in 1989 he 
became the chairman of the Seate Council, that is, he was the head of state and the leader 
uf rhc u ppcr chamber of Parliament. November 10, 1989, the day when Todor Zhivkov's 
rc~i11nation was acce.ptcd andPctar Mladcnovwas elected to chc position of secretary gcn
cr;tl of chc Cenrral Commie-tee of che BnlgaTian Communist Party and chairman of the 
Stuc Council, marks the beginning of political, social, and-economic t"eform in Bulgaria: 
the l·nu mry mrncd from socialism co a free-marker economy; a mulciparcy sys tem was 
l'~tublis'hcd; democratic parliamentary elections were held as well as presidential elections, 
cltn Ions for local government, etc. 

,., j\ 1 rkk i of rhc 1991 Consriturion reads: "No . .. political party ororherorganization, gov• 
cmmc:nt insdrmiun or individual, can usurp che execution of rhe people's sovereignty." 
'I hr ( :n11~timrion l\~t;tb!-ishcs rhrec branches of E,>overnmmc, private property is declared 

inviolate, and provisions are made for me citizen's rights to be guaranteed, as well as Bul
ga-ria's international commitments. This Constimrion follows European democr,atic prin
ciples http://www.parliament.bg/bg/const. 

3. Theoretically, someone could get elected by gamcringat least"50% + 1" of the votes cast in 
round one. This did not happen until 2.006, when incumbent Presidenc Georgi Parvanov 
won in _a landslide, amassing nearly 65% of the vote. However, a runoff was held nonethe
less, because fewer chan half of the eligible voters participated in round one. As an English 
language version of the Bulgarian Consrirucion states, "To he elected, a candidate muse 
have received more than one-half of rhevalid votcs,provided d1at more than one-half of the 
eligible vo.rers have participated in rhc polls. Should none of the candidates for President 
have been elcrn:d, a new election shall ·bc·hcld wi.t-hin seven days, and ... said election shall 
be contested by the rwo candidates who have received the moscvores,• Sec: http://www. 
vks.bglcnglish/vksen ... po4-oi.htm#Chapter ... Fo.1JL .... 

4. Bulgarian National Television and Bu1gariau National Radio (BNR) as public media are 
obliged to provide air rime for debates every week (Article n. i,, Presidemial Election Ace). 
Prior to the first roundQf the clection, .BNT and BNR provide TV and radio time once 
per week for debates lasting 120 minutes (reduced to 90 minures afier ioo1). ·nie topics 
of the-debates, ground rules, participation of candidates, and conditions for reconciling 
anydispmes are negotiated by the Direcrors General of rhe BNT and the BNR together 
with supporcers of the candidares for President aud Vice President who have registered 
fonhe clecrion. Following the first round, che survivingcandidates are permitted co take 
pan in deb.ates lasring 90 mirnm:s (rcdL1o.xl co 60 mimm:s airer 2.001). The ropics of the 
debates and rhc rules are determined in aCUJr.da:nce with Article u.a. of che Presidential 
Election Act. 

S. That website describes debates according to the following criteria: Dare, Loca-rion, City, 
Time, Sponsor, Moderaror, 1opic, Viewer~hip, and format. Rules and rcquircmcnrs for 
holding presidential debates arc aho pr.csemed (Type ofDebarc, Hall Furnirurc/Stage 
Format, Selection of~enioners, De.bate Topics, Debare Lengrh, Opening and Closing 
Statements, ~esrions and Answers, Timing the Debate, Order of Speakers, ere.). 

6. Citation at http://www.candfunJine.com/rodwplm2.o/3/2.. 
7. One week lacer, Dari,k Radio simul.casr ~he televised debare bet·ween Stoyanov and 

Parvaru,v. 

8 . The confroncarion between Parvanov and Bcronov was characterized by the daily news
paper Se.ga ("Today") as a sparring march. 

9. Sec, for instance, Y:lllsilev (100s). 

10. lni99L, Zhelev .polled 44.66% the lirsc round, Valkanov 30.44%, Ganchev 16.78%, with 
the remaining 19 candidates amassing only 8.11.% of rhc total vote. 

11. In 1996, Scoyanov polled 44.07%, Marazov 27.01%, Ganchev 2.1 .87%, with che r-ernaining 
11 candidates amassing only 7.05% of the coral vote. 
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