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Introduction 

The project examines electoral systems in forty-three Russian regions to establish the effects of these systems on democratic accountability. It will be shown that different levels of accountability are not affected by differences in electoral systems (PR or majoritarian) per se, but by different categories of proportional representation and plurality elections, as well as the different types of parliamentary structures. Therefore, while not relating directly to the subject upon which the debate over the electoral systems has been based, it contributes to the better understanding of the regional governance, and provide useful guidelines for electoral designers in the other Russian regions who are still in the process of engineering their own set of the rules for regional elections. It may have some information to offer for scholars and practitioners in the problems of local governance in post communist countries. 

Chapter 1

Theoretical background 

Accountability is difficult to define and systematically observe, and very difficult to measure. In Oxford English dictionary three words, answerability, accountability and responsibility are defined through each other, with only slight shades of difference in meaning. The working definition of accountability employed here, however, is clearly distinct from the other two terms. Accountability of an institution/entity implies an interaction between it and another institution/entity. In a pair government-population, the accountability of a government describes not only the obligation of that government for explanation and justification of their use of delegated power, but also implies that the population is capable, using certain instruments and under certain conditions, of holding it accountable. Responsibility, in contrast, Dunn (1999:299) suggests, is more an internal characteristic of a government that has a firm concept of its duties and moral obligations. It refers to the capacity of the public officials to take charge of a range of areas of policy decisions with due discretion and initiative, but within limits of the power entrusted to them and in the interest of public.

Governments are accountable if their electorate has sufficient powers and means of discerning the responsive/unaccountable performance and sanctioning or rewarding them accordingly, in other words, if the performance of politicians influences their chances of being re-elected. Measurement of electoral accountability is better achieved over relatively long time spans, containing at least one but ideally several electoral terms. Over this period we may observe whether ‘bad’ politicians are detected by the citizens and voted out of the office, while ‘good’ ones are re-elected. Such a pattern will suggest that this particular government is accountable via elections to its constituents. 

There is a longstanding tradition in democratic theory of considering elections as performing functions of aggregation and representation of people’s preferences, aggregation of information on correct policy decisions, selection of most suitable officeholders and as a mechanism of political accountability (Persson, Roland and Tabellini 1997). The last two functions differ in the direction in which politicians are evaluated, namely  prospective vs. retrospective. While the first aims at resolving the problem of adverse selection, the second is supposed to control moral hazard. Repeated elections are viewed as sanctioning devices, whose purpose is to induce responsive behaviour in elected officials, in that the prospect of not being re-elected discourages them from shirking their obligations.

There is, however, debate as to how effective different electoral systems are in promoting accountability, particularly in transition countries. To assess whether and how accountability mechanisms have worked in one specific context, the strategies involved and their consequences, I examine evidence from recent Russian regional politics, utilising empirical data obtained via survey of experts in regional politics (2004), and from other available sources. I start with the empirical test of the main hypothesis: “elections serve as a democratic instrument of accountability”, based on the data from 1999-2000 executive and legislative elections, drawing methodology from the work of Chiebub and Przeworski (1999). Second, I put forward an alternative way of operationalisation of the concept of accountability, and test several hypotheses against a more recent set of empirical data provided by the survey (2004). Finally, I discuss the observed results, focusing on the possible ways of improving the research design and put forward recommendations for the policy makers. 

Chapter 2 Test of the hypotheses 

2.1. Testing electoral  accountability

1. Hypothesis one. Regional governments are accountable to the public because the latter have the power to re-elect them or not. 

Analysis of the aggregate time series (Lewis-Beck 1988, Paldam, 1981
) has shown that citizens vote for incumbents in response to the successful economic performance of the government, though among economic indicators some, such as inflation rate (Strom and Lipset, 1984
) and unemployment (Lewis-Beck and Mitchell, 1990
), have proven to have more explanatory power. Others, in contrast, such as industrial output or income levels, appear to have little explanatory power.  The outcome of the government activity  in this paper is measured by the standard set of variables used in studies of ‘economic voting’ (Chiebub and Przeworski, 1999, 226). 

PRESID - Re-election of the incumbent, dummy.

INCCHANG - Growth of per capita income

GRPCH- Growth of per capita GRP

EMPLCHAN -Growth of labour force

I estimated the probability that the governor (chief executive in Russian regions) was re-elected on the basis of economic indicators, with the expectation that if elections are indeed mechanisms by which citizens reward good economic performance and punish poor, then survival of governors in office would depend on the values of economic variables. The dependent variable was estimated for the second round of gubernatorial elections (1998-2000) only, in order to avoid the influence of term limits on the possibility of re-election. Table 1 shows that this hypothesis was not supported by the data: in fact, the survival of governors is revealed to be independent of economic indicators, with economic performance explaining less than 2% of the variance in survival.

Table 1 

ANOVA(b)
Model
 
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.

1
Regression
.318
3
.106
.433
.730(a)

 
Residual
18.143
74
.245
 
 

 
Total
18.462
77
 
 
 

a  Predictors: (Constant), INCCHANG, EMPLCHAN, GRPCH

b  Dependent Variable: PRESID 

Table 2

Coefficients(a)
 Model

Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized Coefficients
t
Sig.



B
Std. Error
Beta



1
(Constant)
1.322
2.661

.497
.621


GRPCH
.141
.329
.052
.427
.670


EMPLCHAN
-.019
.025
-.092
-.768
.445


INCCHANG
.008
.009
.099
.855
.395

a  Dependent Variable: PRESID 
 

Further modifications to the model were inspired by the fact that, in most of the Russian regions, governments resemble a ‘semi-presidential’ system where cabinet is partially dependent on parliament for survival. The analysis of regional charters and constitutions demonstrated that, in the vast majority of cases, the regional legislative assembly ratifies the prime minister and the key positions in the cabinet, and has the right of a no-confidence vote to the government. It is therefore reasonable to suppose that electorate assigned the responsibility for economic performance to the activity of legislature, even if the chain of delegation is not single (Powell, 2000). Hence, the survival of governors in office as a dependent variable can be substituted by figures on the voting for the legislative branch. If electoral accountability works, then we should expect that the better economic performance, the greater the share of incumbents would be re-elected to the legislature. When I reiterated, using data on the percentage share of re-elected deputies in legislative assemblies instead of dummies for re-election of the incumbent governors (PARLIAM), the model demonstrated a better fit.  

Table 3

ANOVA(b) 

Model
 
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.

1
Regression
.094
3
.031
2.414
.100(a)

 
Residual
.233
18
.013
 
 

 
Total
.327
21
 
 
 

a  Predictors: (Constant), INCCHANG, GRPCH, EMPLCHAN

b  Dependent Variable: PARLIAM 

Table 4

Coefficients(a) 

Model
 
Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized Coefficients
t
Sig.

 
 
B
Std. Error
Beta
 
 

1
(Constant)
1.954
1.440
 
1.357
.192

 
GRPCH
.296
.152
.450
1.949
.067

 
EMPLCHAN
-.037
.016
-.528
-2.252
.037

 
INCCHANG
.015
.007
.442
2.017
.059

a  Dependent Variable: PARLIAM 

However, 60% of variation still remains unexplained. The sequence of negative results casts into question the external validity of the independent variable. A plausible guess is that citizens evaluate the performance of incumbents on grounds other than economic: public values of social security and stability, distributive justice and public order may in practice outweigh economic welfare indicators in the voters’ perception of good governmental performance. Hence I analysed both the survival of the executive and the level of change in legislature against the crime rate indicator, as a sole available data
.

CRIMECH – Growth of crime rate (years 2000-2001)

For governors:  

Table 5

ANOVA(b)
Model
 
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.

1
Regression
.433
4
.108
.438
.781(a)

 
Residual
18.029
73
.247
 
 

 
Total
18.462
77
 
 
 

a  Predictors: (Constant), CRIMECH, GRPCH, INCCHANG, EMPLCHAN

b  Dependent Variable: PRESID 
 

Table 6 

Coefficients(a)
Model
 
Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized Coefficients
t
Sig.

 
 
B
Std. Error
Beta
 
 

1
(Constant)
1.434
2.676
 
.536
.594

 
GRPCH
.151
.331
.055
.456
.650

 
EMPLCHAN
-.021
.026
-.101
-.839
.404

 
INCCHANG
.008
.009
.104
.887
.378

 
CRIMECH
.364
.534
.079
.681
.498

a  Dependent Variable: PRESID 
 

For parliaments: 

Table 7 

ANOVA(b)
Model
 
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.

1
Regression
.108
4
.027
2.094
.126(a)

 
Residual
.219
17
.013
 
 

 
Total
.327
21
 
 
 

a  Predictors: (Constant), CRIMECH, EMPLCHAN, INCCHANG, GRPCH

b  Dependent Variable: PARLIAM 

Table 8
Coefficients(a)
Model
 
Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized Coefficients
t
Sig.

 
 
B
Std. Error
Beta
 
 

1
(Constant)
1.895
1.438
 
1.318
.205

 
GRPCH
.337
.156
.512
2.153
.046

 
EMPLCHAN
-.036
.016
-.514
-2.194
.042

 
INCCHANG
.013
.007
.405
1.831
.085

 
CRIMECH
-.271
.259
-.223
-1.046
.310

a  Dependent Variable: PARLIAM 

While the last model provides the best fit so far, it still cannot explain the empirics adequately; the model is significant at as low a level as 87.4%, which indicates possible inapplicability of the concept of elections as mechanisms of accountability to Russian regional politics
. 

2.2. Constraints on the mechanisms of electoral accountability

The question can be restated in a different way: How much of accountability of regional governments in Russia is induced by elections, and how much by other institutions? In the contemporary literature on accountability, the concept of mechanisms of electoral accountability has indeed been described as constrained by several limitations: 
1. There is informational asymmetry in that voters, as a rule, have a serious informational disadvantage in comparison to politicians.

2. Elections are too crude an instrument to hold governments accountable: voters have only one blunt act (re-elect or do not re-elect) to express their attitude to the whole range of policies, which gives the government an opportunity to avoid responsibility by grouping unpopular with popular policy choices.

3. Incentives to be re-elected are not always present due to the limitations on re-eligibility.

4. Voter’s ability to assign the responsibility for distinct acts of the government is limited, as it is difficult to figure out which branch/party/individual politician is chargeable for a erroneous or unpopular decision. Accountability becomes obscured especially in the case of coalition government and presidential systems. According to Powell (2000), electoral institutions that induce majority governments are better accountability devices, due to increased ‘clarity of responsibility’.

5. The costs of the monitoring and assessing governmental performance may be too high, and expertise to make informed judgements lacking.

6. Prospective appraisal significantly offsets retrospective evaluation: except in cases of massive abuse of public office, voters are less interested in retrospective punishing/rewarding past performance than in prospective selection of promising behaviour/candidates (Fearon, 1999).

7. Voters, as shown by surveys, are only sporadically involved in politics, and are subject to political manipulation (Page and Shapiro 1992) 
 

In general, then, the ability of voters to observe and evaluate the actions of politicians and correctly interpret whether these are in the interest of public is severely limited. Thus it can be claimed, with Fearon, that ‘electoral accountability is not in principle necessary for elections to produce responsive public policy’ (1999: 59). Elections generate the policy outcomes desired by citizenry mostly through the selection of the good ‘types’ of politicians. One of the potential reasons of the failure of elections to serve as instruments of accountability is connected to development of parties in Russian Federation, which will be discussed later in the Chapter 4. 

2.3. Accountability is a property of interaction between citizenry and government

I turn now to a model of accountability that may explain empirical evidence by operationalising the concept of accountability differently from the one used so far. As noted above, accountability is a property of interaction between citizenry and government, while the outcome of this interaction is responsiveness and openness, or lack of it. The presence or absence of responsiveness and openness is thus a measure of how accountable the government is (Ferejohn 1999: 131). Bearing this in mind, I measured the openness of governments by conducting a survey of experts in regions, asking them the questions listed in Appendix 1. The first three questions evaluate the openness of the executive branch, the second three the openness of the legislature. I then composed an index of the accountability, using the following formula: 

ACCOUNT = SUM (OPENEX1*0.1, OPENEX2*0.2, OPENEX3*0.2, OPENLEG1*0.2, OPENLEG2*0.2, OPENLEG3*0.1) 

I also calculated the accountability of the legislature and executive branches separately, according to the following formula:

ACCLEG = SUM (OPENLEG1*0.35, OPENLEG2*0.35, OPENLEG3*0.3) 

ACCEXEC = SUM (OPENEX1*0.35, OPENEX2*0.35, OPENEX3*0.3) 

2.4. Electoral rules: Proportional representation, plurality rule, district size and district magnitude

Is there a causal relationship between electoral system and political accountability? Dominant political theories point out that the plurality rule is more inductive for vertical accountability (Powell, 1982, Blais and Dion, 1990, Persson, Tabellini and Trebbi, 2001), since a plurality system tends to produce a one-party majority government. One of the merits of one-party government is its greater decisiveness, and unambiguous effects the decisions it makes on the fate of the party in power. This type of government holds its responsibility for the policy decisions primarily to the electorate: if the party loses the support of the voter, it loses office as an outcome of the next elections. In coalition governments, in contrast, which are likely to be a result of the PR formula, ‘the fate of the party in a coalition has more to do with internal dynamic of that coalition than with the party’s electoral fortune’ (Blais, 1991, 242). 

Thus, Hypothesis two:

Plurality rule is more conducive for accountability of the regional governments

Given the conditions of underdevelopment of parties in Russia, however, one cannot speak of legislative majorities being established on party bases. As Irvine puts it, ‘plurality systems make it easier for the voter to bring about a qualitative change in the way he is governed’ (1979, 25). However, the assumption that greater responsibility is a consequence of plurality rule, and blurred responsibility a consequence of proportional representation, was revealed to be untenable in research by Moser (1999). He provided evidence to show that under conditions of extreme party underdevelopment, proportional representation may in fact be more successful than the plurality system in constraining the number of parties and providing greater political stability and ‘clarity of responsibility’. The fragmented character and low institutionalisation of the Russian party system provide grounds for a hypothesis three, which runs counter to the aforementioned conventional wisdom: List PR can be more inductive for accountability of regional governments.

2.4.1. Statistical test of the hypotheses two and three

As demonstrated by Kunikova and Ackerman (2002), plurality systems are more successful in curbing corruption and enhancing the accountability of public officials. The causal mechanism behind this argument relates, according to their findings, to the district’s geographical size. Analogously, single-member districts provide closer ties between representatives and constituents, and hence greater accountability than in the case of multimember districts, where responsibility for defending voters’ interests is shared among many MPs. 

Therefore, along with variable MIX that indicates in which regional legislative elections mixed electoral system was used, following additional variables are introduced for correlation analysis:

GEOGR – geographical size of the districts, average thousands square km per district

POPUL – average number of the citizens per district 

MAGNITUD - I coded the district magnitudes under plurality using their real values, whereas in regions using proportional representation, I coded district magnitude as 7, regardless of the real value of the magnitude. The justification for this coding method is that this value is greater than that for any of the regions in the Russian Federation that use plurality systems, but also does not outlay the bunch of data as the real values of magnitude under PR would do (up to 50). 

Table 9
Correlations

 
ACCOUNT
ACLEG
ACEXEC
MIX
GEOGR
POPUL
MAGNITUD

ACCOUNT
1
.892(**)
.896(**)
-.224
-.131
.153
-.223

 
.
.000
.000
.149
.408
.334
.151

 
43
43
43
43
42
42
43

ACLEG
.892(**)
1
.698(**)
-.036
-.011
.200
-.039

 
.000
.
.000
.817
.946
.198
.803

 
43
44
43
44
43
43
44

ACEXEC
.896(**)
.698(**)
1
-.270
-.149
-.006
-.275

 
.000
.000
.
.080
.345
.972
.074

 
43
43
43
43
42
42
43

MIX
-.224
-.036
-.270
1
.111
-.060
.988(**)

 
.149
.817
.080
.
.314
.589
.000

 
43
44
43
89
84
84
89

GEOGR
-.131
-.011
-.149
.111
1
.049
.112

 
.408
.946
.345
.314
.
.661
.312

 
42
43
42
84
84
84
84

POPUL
.153
.200
-.006
-.060
.049
1
-.076

 
.334
.198
.972
.589
.661
.
.494

 
42
43
42
84
84
84
84

MAGNITUD
-.223
-.039
-.275
.988(**)
.112
-.076
1

 
.151
.803
.074
.000
.312
.494
.

 
43
44
43
89
84
84
89

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The results of statistical analysis show that the level of accountability is entirely unrelated to the electoral system used, while it only slightly increases with population size and decreases with the geographical size, which is an expected outcome. The sign of the influence of district magnitude also corresponds to theoretical expectations, though very low significance levels do not permit for a robust validation of the theory.
2.5. Executive dominance

Hypothesis four: the governments which are characterised by executive dominance, are less likely to be accountable

If elections by themselves are unsatisfactory instruments to provide citizens with responsible and accountable governments, there should be other devices to keep state power under control. Current literature on accountability incorporates the notion of horizontal accountability, or the ‘capacity of state institutions to check abuses by other public agencies and branches of government’(Schedler 1999:3), which constrain and monitor each other. A particular feature of the Russian regional politics is widespread dominance of the executive branch in decision-making process. The recent debate reveals that the source of arbitrary and undemocratic action in Russian hinterlands is stemming primarily from the regional executive branch (McFaul,  Petrov 1998, Turovskii 2002, Gelman 2002). Thus, in explaining the degree of accountability we can start by evaluating the relative scale of dominance of executive. While not one respondent indicated in questionnaires the dominance of the legislative branch over the executive, there was a notable variation as to whether the executive dominates, or is in a relative balance of powers with legislative branch. Answers to different questions also indicated different attitudes of the executive to decision-making procedures, as follows.

The concept of horizontal accountability is not restricted to the intrastate relations (Schmitter, 1999: 59-62), but includes system of institutions, standing outside government, and responsible for watching and checking the policy process in government. In order to measure the influence of such specific agencies of accountability, I evaluated the presence or absence of Constitutional Courts and civic chambers. I composed a variable AGENCIES
, coding (0.7) the regions which already have Constitutional or Charter Court, or are in the process of setting them up (adopted relevant amendments to the regional Constitutions or Charters), and adding 0.3 if civic chambers are operating in a region. The latter institutions are weighed less than the former, (0.3:0.7) because of the lesser capacity of civic chambers to influence and check the legality of government decisions. While civic chambers are merely consultative organs that boost the monitoring ability of citizens, constitutional courts are clearly the centres of power in regional politics
. 

DOMIN - executive domination over legislature

COOPERAT- executive and legislative branch co-operate in a balanced way

EXINDEP - the degree of executive independence from legislature in decision-making

LEGINITI – the percentage share of the bills, introduces by MPs and fractions

AGENCIES – the presence of agencies of horizontal accountability

Table 10

Correlations
 
ACCOUNT
ACLEG
ACEXEC
DOMIN
COOPERAT
EXINDEP
LEGINITI
AGENCIES

ACCOUNT
1
.892(**)
.896(**)
-.037
.446(**)
-.087
.270
.146

 
.
.000
.000
.820
.004
.583
.096
.350

 
43
43
43
41
41
42
39
43

ACLEG
.892(**)
1
.698(**)
-.089
.338(*)
-.102
.399(*)
.123

 
.000
.
.000
.582
.031
.520
.012
.430

 
43
43
43
41
41
42
39
43

ACEXEC
.896(**)
.698(**)
1
-.015
.525(**)
-.120
.150
.165

 
.000
.000
.
.927
.000
.451
.354
.129

 
43
43
89
41
41
42
40
86

DOMIN
-.037
-.089
-.015
1
-.460(**)
.088
-.209
.201

 
.820
.582
.927
.
.002
.586
.216
.207

 
41
41
41
41
41
41
37
41

COOPERAT
.446(**)
.338(*)
.525(**)
-.460(**)
1
-.276
-.014
-.169

 
.004
.031
.000
.002
.
.081
.935
.291

 
41
41
41
41
41
41
37
41

EXINDEP
-.087
-.102
-.120
.088
-.276
1
-.049
.051

 
.583
.520
.451
.586
.081
.
.769
.750

 
42
42
42
41
41
42
38
42

LEGINITI
.270
.399(*)
.150
-.209
-.014
-.049
1
-.018

 
.096
.012
.354
.216
.935
.769
.
.912

 
39
39
40
37
37
38
40
40

AGENCIES
.146
.123
.165
.201
-.169
.051
-.018
1

 
.350
.430
.129
.207
.291
.750
.912
.

 
43
43
86
41
41
42
40
86

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The figures in table above reveal that, except for the variable COOPERAT, the other potential factors are insignificant for accountability. However, the individual coefficients for variables show the expected signs: executive domination over the legislature, as well as lack of collaboration with the legislature, are unfavourable conditions for accountability, while constitutionally conferred legislative powers over the executive are conducive to accountability. 

Taking into consideration the concept of ‘clarity of responsibility’, one can infer that MPs are more likely to be more responsible for the draft policy propositions, introduced by themselves rather than by other eligible actors. The statistical results support this argument: the greater share of the legislation initiated by deputies and committees of the assemblies, the more accountable the assembly is likely to be. 

2.6. Legislative divide

Hypothesis five: those governments that have divided legislatures, but stage sufficiently effective performance are more accountable than legislatures dominated by governor’s supporters, or frequently gridlocked.

Among basic approaches to the accountability problem, there is conviction that governments that can create an environment of political organisation and inclusion are more likely to be accountable, and elite integration is considered to be the most supportive for such environment
. However, highly integrated elites are likely to be or become oligarchic. This prevents ordinary citizens from being addressed by and involved in the political system. This argument is in keeping with the concerns of other authors that fusion of the parliamentary majorities and chief executive destroys conditions for accountability, because it presents citizens with a severe informational problem (Strom et al. 2003, King 1976), and leads to adoption of bad policies, since legislatures are ready to pass all proposals initiated by the executive.

The present design of the research does not provide sufficient empirics to establish in which governments majority faction belong to the same party, as governor, or, to put it nearer to the Russian conditions, in which regions the pro-governor’s faction or group forms a stable majority. However, as a first step in evaluating whether elites integrate or compete in a government, it is possible to resort to the analysis of the internal legislative mechanics. First of all, it is necessary to assess whether the legislature have a dominating faction (LEGDOMIN), or an opposition faction, and whether it belong to the right or left opposition forces (LEGOPPOS, RIGHTOPP, and LEFTOPP), and frequency of situations of absence of quorum (NOQUOR).  

 In many regions legislative assemblies have committees with muddled boundaries and sometimes overlapping responsibilities, led by hostile partisan opponents, which provoked legislative conflict, thus leading to recurrent procedural breakdowns. It is sensible to assume that frequent and massive absence of MPs while voting, and a chronically gridlocked assembly are both detrimental to the accountability of a government, while the presence of opposition, beneficial. By being a competitor, the opposition has greater incentives to monitor closely government performance and helps citizens to overcome information asymmetry (Manin, et al. 1999). Additionally, the presence of viable opposition gives a government greater incentives to be more responsible in its behaviour. 

Table 11

Correlations
 
ACCOUNT
ACLEG
ACEXEC
NOQUORUM
LEGDOMIN
LEGOPPOS
LEFTOPPO
RIGHTOPP

ACCOUNT
1
.892(**)
.896(**)
-.366(*)
-.051
-.200
-.316(*)
.304

 
.
.000
.000
.018
.760
.223
.050
.139

 
43
43
43
41
39
39
39
25

ACLEG
.892(**)
1
.698(**)
-.389(*)
.010
.075
-.103
.291

 
.000
.
.000
.012
.954
.650
.532
.159

 
43
43
43
41
39
39
39
25

ACEXEC
.896(**)
.698(**)
1
-.286
.034
-.259
-.395(*)
.326

 
.000
.000
.
.070
.838
.111
.013
.112

 
43
43
89
41
39
39
39
25

NOQUORUM
-.366(*)
-.389(*)
-.286
1
.088
.008
-.011
-.002

 
.018
.012
.070
.
.592
.963
.949
.992

 
41
41
41
42
39
39
39
25

LEGDOMIN
-.051
.010
.034
.088
1
.312
.167
.129

 
.760
.954
.838
.592
.
.053
.310
.540

 
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
25

LEGOPPOS
-.200
.075
-.259
.008
.312
1
.535(**)
.356

 
.223
.650
.111
.963
.053
.
.000
.080

 
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
25

LEFTOPPO
-.316(*)
-.103
-.395(*)
-.011
.167
.535(**)
1
-.085

 
.050
.532
.013
.949
.310
.000
.
.687

 
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
25

RIGHTOPP
.304
.291
.326
-.002
.129
.356
-.085
1

 
.139
.159
.112
.992
.540
.080
.687
.

 
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The table 11 shows that, according to the present data, the ineffective performance of the legislature, marked by the frequent occurrences of no quorum, do indeed have a pronounced negative effect on accountability of the government as a whole and both branches separately. However, the presence of an opposition does not demonstrate a statistically meaningful effect on the accountability of the government. When disaggregating the variable into presence of opposition that belong to right or left forces, a significant correlation is observed between the cases of left opposition and low accountability of the government overall and executive branch, which runs counter to expectations and requires further analysis for explanation, a task which lies beyond the scope of the project.

In order to analyse the conditions that co-occur with no-quorum, I introduced into the correlation analysis data on internal mechanisms of legislatures: I included variables of frequency of anonymous voting (ANON), occurrences of parliamentary groups blocking passage of bills (BLOCK), and whether these groups belong to the parties (PARTYBLOCK). 

Table 12

Correlations
 
 
NOQUORUM
ANON
BLOCK
PARTYBL

NOQUORUM
Pearson Correlation
1
.356(*)
.632(**)
.288

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.
.031
.000
.080

 
N
41
37
40
38

ANON
Pearson Correlation
.356(*)
1
.209
.479(**)

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.031
.
.215
.004

 
N
37
37
37
35

BLOCK
Pearson Correlation
.632(**)
.209
1
.274

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.215
.
.091

 
N
40
37
41
39

PARTYBL
Pearson Correlation
.288
.479(**)
.274
1

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.080
.004
.091
.

 
N
38
35
39
40

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The statistical analysis reveals that there is a significant correlation between the occurrences of no-quorum and the frequency of anonymous voting. It shows that those legislatures that more often used anonymous voting were also those which suffer from frequent failure of the deputy corpus to gather the number of deputies necessary to vote on a bill. While the correlation may be spurious, one can find common grounds for both patterns: anonymous voting, as well as lack of any institutional constraints on deputies to ignore their duties to attend the sessions are indicators of lack of transparency in legislative affairs, which is detrimental to accountability. The second factor connected to the willingness of deputies to exploit the no-quorum mechanism is that there is no established forum for conflict resolution. This argument is further supported by the results of the statistics in section 2.7.2.: accountability of the executive is negatively correlated to the frequency of party-affiliated deputies who leave the parliamentary session during voting.

Policy Proposals:

To begin with, attention should be focused on institutional mechanisms that encourage negotiating and bargain among different factions/parties, and the rules of composition of the standing committees that either disperse power between groups or concentrate control of one group. (Strom, 2003, Powell, 2000). Hence, following policy proposals:

a) The first device for parliaments that are to prone to conflict and deadlock is to establish recurrent 'roundtable' negotiations among leaders of political factions, involving also members of the government and representatives from public organisations, if necessary. In the absence of established fora for inter-committee co-ordination, this informal consultative mechanism can prevent highly contentious issues from paralysing the legislative process. It also can help the factions to hammer out face-saving compromises that have better chances afterwards of being passed in the full chamber.

b) Since in many legislatures a high share of the bills is initiated by a governor, in order to avoid gridlocks, it is necessary to launch 'big-three' negotiations involving a governor, a vice-governor, and the chair of the parliament. This informal channel of negotiation will make it possible to find a compromise in highly divisive issues; can give a governor a reliable estimate of the balance of power within an assembly, and revise bills accordingly. In addition to these ad hoc consultative fora, both governor and government are advised to establish permanent liaison offices in parliament. The aim of these institutions is to observe and manage day-to-day legislative relations.

c) The legislatures have to revise the regulatory framework connected to the procedural regulations: in relevant Articles of the charters, and in the internal documents of the assembly should be included a clause declaring the open character of the voting on the floor, and areas of anonymous voting should be clearly designated. 

2.7. Looking separately: the accountability of legislature and executive branches

The above analysis has shown the discrepancy between the relative explanatory power of different factors on the different branches of the government, but there remains a need for a more focused analysis of these discrepancies. In the following section using the tools of the statistical software, and conclusions from the previous analysis, I will show how different factors influence the different branches of the government, and suggest policy proposals for the improvement of the electoral rules accordingly.

According to recent literature on delegation and accountability (Powell 2000, Strom 2003, Schedler et al. 1999) executive bureaucrats are in agency relations with the legislature. Legislative assembles also experience an informational disadvantage in observing executive actions, but unlike citizens, the legislature has some extra means of holding the executive accountable. Depending on the constitutional provisions, legislative assemblies have more sophisticated instruments of accountability to employ against the other branch. Sanctioning is not limited to election periods, as in the case when the principal is an electorate, but can be applied at any time after the contract is adopted. Not only is the legislature not constrained in time, it is also not left with a single stark choice between re-electing or throwing out of office. It can utilize an additional type of sanction along with dismissal, which is punishing while retaining the executive as an agent (Elster, 1999, 254). Punishment without dismissal gives the executive room to improve its performance. Moreover, in this case, even within one term, the accountability mechanism includes ‘incapacitation’, along with the ‘deterrence’ dimension 2, which deprive the executive of the possibility of avoiding accountability for unpopular or incompetent decisions by mixing them with worthy or popular ones.  It seems very appealing to engage in the analysis of agent-principal relations between the two branches in the regional governments in Russia. Nevertheless, there are two reasons not to locate legislative assemblies in the middle of the chain of accountability, portraying them as mediators between executive rulers and sovereign citizens (Powell 2000, Schmitter 2005). First, this scheme does not fully correspond to the type of political regimes in Russian regions, which can be described as predominantly semi-presidential, where executive branch has its own source of legitimacy and is accountable directly to citizens. Second, the recent design of the questionnaire does not allow for the measurement of the accountability of the executive to the legislature. However, it does enable us to disaggregate the accountability levels of legislature and executive from each other (ACCEXEC for executive and ACCLEG for legislative branch). In addition to this, I developed a supplementary variable which measures the relative dependence of the executive to the legislative. A more detailed explanation of the variable construction is presented below.

2.7.1. Analysis of constitutional checks on the executive  

Bearing in mind that the primary concern of horizontal accountability in Russian governments ought to be focused, in words of Schmitter, on ‘keeping the executive in check’(1999:60), I analysed regional constitutions and charters of the forty-three regions included in the survey, looking for clauses that enable the legislative branch to oversee the activities of the executive. 

Among various articles of the regional charters and constitutions, those pertaining to legislative checks over the executive were detected mostly in the chapters devoted to the Legislative Assemblies, and sometimes to the executive branch as well. As a rule, all the charters include sections and articles on the principles of formation and organisational structure of the assembly, eligibility of the candidates as MPs, rights and obligations of deputies, rules of election and resignation of individual members and the assembly as a whole. The most informative section from the point of view of the interactions between the branches of the government proved to be the one, pinpointing the authoritative powers of the legislature. The analysed documents shown almost complete uniformity in outlining the range of legislative documents, required passage of the legislative approval. It includes the main law of the region, namely the constitution or the charter itself, the laws regulating the affairs pertaining to the jurisdiction of the region, and laws regulating the affairs of joint jurisdiction between the federal and regional government. 

The most variation was observed in the sections that specify the areas of the legislative lawmaking: firstly, the structure of the section varied. In most cases, the charter designers designated separately the areas regulated by law (zakon) and statute (postanovlenie), while some do not. Some regions have areas where legislatures exercise legislative control, written in a separate Article, while most do not. Secondly, there was a considerable diversity in the content and wording of the specific rights in the area of appointment powers of the legislature. While in all the constitutions and charters the powers of the assembly to appoint justices of the peace and judges of the Constitutional (Charter) courts, where they exist, and half of the central electoral commissions were stated uniformly, the rights to ratify the appointment of the Vice-governor, and a range of the key ministers in the government (second vices) was not affirmed unvaryingly. 

In some charters the right was worded in an assertive and straightforward way: the right to give permission for the appointment and resignation (дача согласия на назначение и освобождение); in others the wording was less affirmative: participate in consultations on formation of the cabinet (участвует в формировании путем консультаций), in yet others the right was not mentioned at all. The right to remove a governor and government through impeachment procedure was also far from being a uniform right of the legislature: while some mentioned the right to vote no-confidence only in the governor, others extend this right to the government as well. Other discrepancy between the charters was observed in the area of procedural regulations. While most of the documents in question were conscientious in outlining the rights of the legislature to override the governor’s veto, and specifying the conditions (usually a veto can be overridden by a two-thirds majority of the legislature), some were not.

All these discrepancies are salient in the institutionalizing the legislative powers to control, oversee and check the executive branch, all of them were accordingly coded and on the basis of these codes the composite index LEGCHECK was calculated. The formula is presented in Appendix 2, and the Table below. 

Table 13* 

Composition of the Index LEGCHECK

Region
Ratification of Prime Minister (Vice-Governor)
Ratification of Key ministers
Non-confidence move to the Governor
Non-confidence move to the government
Threshold of overriding the governor's veto (2/3)
Index

LEGCHECK

Белгородская область
1
1
1
1
1
1

Владимирская область
0.5
0.5
1
1
0
0.6

Воронежская область
1
1
1
1
0
0.8

Ивановская область
1
1
1
1
1
1

Курская область
1
1
1
1
1
1

Рязанская область
0
0
1
0
0
0.2

Смоленская область
0
0
1
1
0
0.4

Тамбовская область
0.5
0.5
1
1
1
0.8

Тверская область
1
1
1
0
1
0.8

Тульская область
1
1
0
0
1
0.6

г. Москва
0
0
1
1
0
0.4

Республика Карелия
1
1
1
1
1
1

Республика Коми
0.5
0.5
1
1
0
0.6

Архангельская область
1
1
1
1
0
0.8

в том числе Ненецкий автономный округ
0.5
0.5
1
1
0
0.6

Вологодская область
0
0
1
0
1
0.4

Калининградская область
1
1
1
1
0
0.8

Псковская область
0.5
0.5
1
1
0
0.6

г. Санкт-Петербург
1
1
1
1
1
1

Краснодарский край
0
0
1
1
0
0.4

Ставропольский край
1
1
1
1
1
1

Ростовская область
0
0
1
0
1
0.4

Республика Марий Эл
0.5
0.5
0
1
1
0.6

Республика Мордовия
0.5
0.5
0
1
1
0.6

Республика Татарстан
1
0.5
0
1
0
0.5

Пермская область
1
1
1
1
0
0.8

Саратовская область
0.5
0.5
0
0
0
0.2

Ульяновская область
1
0
1
0
1
0.6

Курганская область
0
0
1
1
0
0.4

Свердловская область 
1
1
1
1
1
1

Тюменская область
1
1
1
1
1
1

Ханты-МансийскийAO – Югра
0
1
1
1
0
0.6

Челябинская область
0.5
0.5
0
0
0
0.2

Красноярский край
1
1
1
1
0
0.8

0Иркутская область
1
0
1
1
1
0.8

Кемеровская область
0
0
1
1
1
0.6

Томская область
1
1
0
0
0
0.4

Республика Саха (Якутия)
1
1
1
0
1
0.8

Приморский край
0.5
0.5
0
0
0
0.2

в том числе Корякский автономный округ
0
0
0
0
0
0

Еврейская автономная область
0
0
0
0
0
0

* the documents on two regions were unavailable

2.7.2. Statistical analysis

Hence, I run correlation analysis separately for these two dependent variables, adding following explanatory variables:

LEGCHECK – institutionalized powers of legislature over executive 

GOVLIST - presence of a list of candidates whom governor officially or unofficially supported (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

The variables LEGINITI, ANON, PARTYBL, COOPERAT, NOQUOR and CHANGELE were included from the earlier stages of analysis, as having a significant influence over the accountability level.

For legislative branch:


Table 14

Correlations

 
ACLEG
LEGCHECK
ANON
NOQUORUM
PARTYBL
CHANGELE
LEGINITI
COOPERAT
GOVLIST

ACLEG
1
.021
-.177
-.389(*)
-.258
.097
.399(*)
.338(*)
-.427(**)

 
.
.895
.295
.012
.108
.563
.012
.031
.007

 
43
43
37
41
40
38
39
41
38

LEGCHECK
.021
1
.271
.161
-.024
-.328(*)
.033
-.199
-.107

 
.895
.
.105
.313
.883
.023
.841
.213
.522

 
43
89
37
41
40
48
40
41
38

ANON
-.177
.271
1
.356(*)
.479(**)
-.142
-.218
-.138
.010

 
.295
.105
.
.031
.004
.439
.209
.430
.958

 
37
37
37
37
35
32
35
35
33

NOQUORUM
-.389(*)
.161
.356(*)
1
.288
.023
.108
-.381(*)
.203

 
.012
.313
.031
.
.080
.893
.518
.017
.228

 
41
41
37
41
38
36
38
39
37

PARTYBL
-.258
-.024
.479(**)
.288
1
.132
-.114
-.212
.163

 
.108
.883
.004
.080
.
.450
.494
.196
.349

 
40
40
35
38
40
35
38
39
35

CHANGELE
.097
-.328(*)
-.142
.023
.132
1
-.097
-.055
.149

 
.563
.023
.439
.893
.450
.
.587
.751
.393

 
38
48
32
36
35
48
34
36
35

LEGINITI
.399(*)
.033
-.218
.108
-.114
-.097
1
-.014
-.339(*)

 
.012
.841
.209
.518
.494
.587
.
.935
.046

 
39
40
35
38
38
34
40
37
35

COOPERAT
.338(*)
-.199
-.138
-.381(*)
-.212
-.055
-.014
1
-.239

 
.031
.213
.430
.017
.196
.751
.935
.
.160

 
41
41
35
39
39
36
37
41
36

GOVLIST
-.427(**)
-.107
.010
.203
.163
.149
-.339(*)
-.239
1

 
.007
.522
.958
.228
.349
.393
.046
.160
.

 
38
38
33
37
35
35
35
36
38

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

For executive branch: 


Table 15

Correlations
 
ACEXEC
LEGCHECK
ANON
NOQUORUM
PARTYBL
CHANGELE
LEGINITI
COOPERAT
GOVLIST

ACEXEC
1
.735(**)
-.193
-.286
-.342(*)
-.286(*)
.150
.525(**)
-.430(**)

 
.
.000
.252
.070
.031
.049
.354
.000
.007

 
89
89
37
41
40
48
40
41
38

LEGCHECK
.735(**)
1
.271
.161
-.024
-.328(*)
.033
-.199
-.107

 
.000
.
.105
.313
.883
.023
.841
.213
.522

 
89
89
37
41
40
48
40
41
38

ANON
-.193
.271
1
.356(*)
.479(**)
-.142
-.218
-.138
.010

 
.252
.105
.
.031
.004
.439
.209
.430
.958

 
37
37
37
37
35
32
35
35
33

NOQUORUM
-.286
.161
.356(*)
1
.288
.023
.108
-.381(*)
.203

 
.070
.313
.031
.
.080
.893
.518
.017
.228

 
41
41
37
41
38
36
38
39
37

PARTYBL
-.342(*)
-.024
.479(**)
.288
1
.132
-.114
-.212
.163

 
.031
.883
.004
.080
.
.450
.494
.196
.349

 
40
40
35
38
40
35
38
39
35

CHANGELE
-.286(*)
-.328(*)
-.142
.023
.132
1
-.097
-.055
.149

 
.049
.023
.439
.893
.450
.
.587
.751
.393

 
48
48
32
36
35
48
34
36
35

LEGINITI
.150
.033
-.218
.108
-.114
-.097
1
-.014
-.339(*)

 
.354
.841
.209
.518
.494
.587
.
.935
.046

 
40
40
35
38
38
34
40
37
35

COOPERAT
.525(**)
-.199
-.138
-.381(*)
-.212
-.055
-.014
1
-.239

 
.000
.213
.430
.017
.196
.751
.935
.
.160

 
41
41
35
39
39
36
37
41
36

GOVLIST
-.430(**)
-.107
.010
.203
.163
.149
-.339(*)
-.239
1

 
.007
.522
.958
.228
.349
.393
.046
.160
.

 
38
38
33
37
35
35
35
36
38

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The tables 14 and 15 show that if we look separately for the accountability of legislature and executive, important divergence becomes visible. The branches show different signs for the coefficients of CHANGLEG, and some factors influence meaningfully one branch while proving statistically insignificant for the other. Executive accountability, according to the table, decreases with an increase in the frequency of party blocking the passage of bills, turnover in legislature, and increases with the degree of dependence on legislature, institutionalised in regional charters and constitutions. All these factors are insignificant in instigating accountability of the other branch, however. 

The legislatures that have a greater share of the newcomers are less successful in keeping the executive branch in check than those assemblies which are stable in their composition. It is interesting to note that accountability of the legislature itself is negligibly influenced by turnover of deputies. Therefore it is plausible to suspect that the majority of newcomers have particular relations with the executive and governor, namely patron-client relations. Does the evidence support the hypothesis? As noted by several analysts, the governor and his circle are increasingly becoming dominating actors in electoral process in the regions (Turovskii, Kynev). In contrast to the early practice where a governor supported only one party, or one ‘list’ of candidates, now governors can support  several parties  (as was the case in recent elections in Arkhangelsk oblast, Tula oblast, Khakassia), or even governor’s candidates may dominate all party lists, with the exception of the marginal parties, doomed to lose (as in Chitinskaya onlast, Tatarstan, Mordovia). These practices ensure the governor’s allies hold a parliamentary majority in the legislatures. This proposition is further supported by the outcome of the statistical analysis: the correlation between the turnover and the presence of the governor’s list has a positive sign. The fusion of the executive and legislative elites is detrimental for the accountability of government, as such legislatures are inclined to indiscriminately pass the bills initiated by a governor, and makes unpopular policies easy to pass. 

Table 15 shows that accountability of the executive branch is higher in regional parliaments that hold more institutionalised powers to keep the executive in check, which was a theoretically expected outcome. What is more striking is that it proved to be the most influential factor, far exceeding the power of other explainants. 

Among the four possible answers to the question, How would you describe the state of affairs in inter-branch relationships between the executive and legislative?:

a. executive domination DOMIN

b. weak opposition by the legislature WEAKOP 

c. strong antagonism, work in non-cooperative way ANTAGONIS 

d. balance of powers, work in co-operative way COOPERAT

The most frequent answer was the last, which amount to 37% of the total number of answers, the second most popular was the first, 28%, and the least frequent ‘strong antagonism’, mentioned only in 9% of cases. The results of the statistical analysis demonstrated that among the conditions that are likely to positively influence the level of accountability of both branches is when branches, in the respondent’s view, operate in a co-ordinated and balanced way. The second condition that proved favourable for accountability of both branches is when a governor did not officially or unofficially inform society about his special support for a number of candidates to the legislative assembly. These two outcomes highlight the importance of the sustaining the balance of powers in the government, and dilute the presence of the pro-governmental coalition in the legislature. 

If we turn to the analysis of the legislature, two other factors appear to be salient for the accountable performance: occurrences of no quorum, when deputies block passage of bills by leaving the floor or failing to turn up to sessions with a controversial agenda, is harmful for accountability; while the greater role of the deputies in initiating legislation, and subsequently, a greater share of the bills initiated by them, positively influence accountability. It has to be emphasised that the no-quorum more often occurs in legislatures that are not counterbalancing the executive dominance. 

Policy Proposals 

a) Since legislative gridlock is often caused by frequent occurrence of the parties blocking passage of bills, which hinders the accountable performance of both branches (executive to a greater degree), legislatures are advised to form a leadership body composed of partisan factions and group leaders, i.e. an all-faction steering committee. The leadership body has to have formal powers to set the legislative agenda, create committees, divide up leadership posts, and distribute deputies among the committees.

b) Since frequent situations of no-quorum not only slow down the legislative process but makes the legislatures less accountable, deputies who fail to turn up on the sessions and vote for the bills certain amount of times should be subject to strict sanctions, up to denial of the mandate.

c) Legislative powers to control oversee and check the executive branch, such as the right to ratify the appointment of vice-governor and key ministers, right to remove the governor and the government through an impeachment procedure, and the right to override the governor’s veto power should be clearly stated in the regional charter or constitution.

2.8. Conclusion 

The evidence from the survey and other sources shows that there is discernible variation in the accountability of regional governments, and that observers can distinguish between the openness of the different branches of it. The statistical analysis of the survey data revealed several potential institutional factors to which the executive and legislative branches demonstrate coherent and pronounced sensitivity. On the basis of these findings, several policy proposals were put forward. However, it can be difficult to find straightforward policy proposals that ensure that both branches work in a co-operative way and the corpus of governor’s supporters does not dominate the parliament. It may prove impossible to find effective mechanisms that will dilute the concentration of pro-governmental allies in regional assemblies and shift the allegiance from resting predominantly on pro-governor’s regional elite to the other political organizations. It is believed that, for governors, PR elections are more difficult to manipulate  (Moser, 2003, 39), and that the introduction of this system will create centres of power independent from the regional executives and reinforce the legislative check on the governors and its administration, constraining arbitrary use of the administrative resources. But, as the earlier chapters have demonstrated, the electoral rules did not influence accountability in any discernable way. 

Perhaps, one of the potential factors that distort the causal chain connecting elections to accountability lies in the degree of development of parties. In Western democracies, where institutionalization of parties occurs to a far greater degree than in Russian case, different rules of elections produce different outcomes pertaining to the accountable performance of government, while in the Russian regions the correlation is confounded by the extreme underdevelopment of the party systems. It is plausible to infer that one of the possible causes for the low accountability of the governments dominated by executive may be the inability of the parties to withstand the competition with pro-governor parties in elections, or prevent the invasion of candidates backed by the governor. This hypothesis calls for more comprehensive analysis of the party systems in the regions, and investigation on how electoral systems help or hinder the electoral competition.  The next chapter analyses in detail the relationship between the level of development of party systems and accountability in Russian regions.

Chapter 3. Development of party systems and accountability
3.1. Development of parties and accountability: Rose and Munro approach

3.1.1.test of the hypothesis for the federal context

Hypothesis: The development of parties in regions is necessary condition for the accountability of regional governments. 

According to Rose and Munro, the development of parties is one of the necessary predicaments  for the accountability of governments. They outline five requirements for the elections to be an instrument of accountability (2002, 101):

1. Rather than acting individually, political actors form parties to appeal for votes in elections

2. Parties nominate candidates nation-wide, rather than locally

3. National party candidates, rather than the candidates from the local, regional parties or independents win the majority of seats

4. Parties nominate candidates for all elected offices

5. Parties persist from one election to another.

These requirements were designed for the analysis of central governments, but they can be applied, with some alternations, to the regional level as well. One of the main differences will concern the second and third requirements. Stepping down one level, parties can be both national and regional as long as they are not local groups differing from one district to another. In the Russian case, neither regional parties nor federal branches of the nation-wide parties (except the KPRF) played a central role in regional elections. It was regional blocks of the federal and regional parties and political movements that actively participate in elections. These electoral blocks were active across the whole territory of a region, therefore they meet the second requirement and the first part of the third. However, the first requirement is seriously violated. Throughout the decade, individuals nominated themselves or were nominated directly by electorate (neposredstvenno izbiratelyami) far more often then parties.

The scope of party activities in executive elections was low throughout the entire decade: out of 459 and 562 candidates who contested the second and third cycles of gubernatorial elections, only 74 and 46 of them respectively were partisan nominees (Golosov, 2003, 71). Moreover, party nominees tend to be less successful than independents: only 7% of them were successful, as compared to independents, who won in 13% of cases. Political parties play a considerably greater role in legislative than in executive elections: while party-nominated candidates in gubernatorial elections ran only in 36.8% of regions and won only in 7%, partisan nominees for the legislative posts contested elections in 89% of regions and won seats in 67% of regional legislatures. (Golosov, 2003, 71-79). However, the percentage of party nominees in the total number of candidates is very low: from 0.5% in Buryatia to 40% in Sverdlovskaya obl., with an average of 17% for all the regions
.
Fourth requirement necessitates that parties nominate candidates for all elected offices. As there are only two elected offices in the Russian regional politics, and in a majority of cases parties do nominate their candidates for legislative seats, we should look into the data for nominations for governors more closely. During the 1997-2000 regional executive elections, out of 766 candidates nominated for the office, 522 (68%) were nominated directly by electorate, 189 (25%) by themselves, and only 55 (7%) were party nominees.
Parties were not nominating candidates for executive office at all in such regions as Kemerovsakaya oblast and  Komi in 1997, Buryatia, Ingushetia, in 1998, Belgorodskaya and Vologodskaya oblast, Primorskii krai in 1999, Altaiskii and Stavropolskii krai, Arkhangelskaya, Voronezhskaya, Ivanovskaya , Kaluzhskaya, Kirovskaya, Kostromskaya, Kurganskaya, Lipetskaya, Magadanskaya and Volgoradskaya  oblast, Udmurtiya, Khakkasia, Marii El in 2000. All in all, out of 74 executive elections taken place in this period, in 42, parties and electoral blocks failed to nominate their candidates. While for the legislative elections for the same period only 10% of the regions failed to do so. Therefore, one can refuse the fourth requirement to be hold for the majority of the Russian regions. 

The second part of the third criterion is also violated, since in majority of the regions parties win a minority of seats. Even though parties contested in more than 80% of regions, the share of the seats they won was quite insignificant (13%, 22% and 14% in three successive electoral cycles). 

3.1.2.test of hypothesis for the regional context

It is interesting however, to find out, how these requirements work for the individual regions. For that we have to find how the accountability is affected by the degree of fulfilment of these criteria. The Table in Appendix 3 summarises the observations in 43 regions of the Russian Federation, and is used as a primary data for the calculation of the index of the party development, necessary for the accountability of the governments, suggested by Rose and Munro, and labelled in this paper as Rose&Munro index. In order to test the validity of the hypothesis, put forward by Rose and Munro, I run correlation analysis using the survey data and the calculated Rose&Munro index and its components. 

Table 16.

Correlations

Rose&Munro index
share of party seats
parties contest all offices
persistence of parties
accountability
accountability of legislature
accountability of executive

Rose&Munro index
1
.881(**)
.234
.563(**)
-.278
-.084
-.322(*)

 
.
.000
.131
.000
.071
.593
.035

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

share of party seats
.881(**)
1
.027
.115
-.157
.023
-.257

 
.000
.
.866
.464
.316
.885
.096

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

parties contest all offices
.234
.027
1
.264
-.104
-.079
-.104

 
.131
.866
.
.087
.506
.617
.507

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

persistence of parties
.563(**)
.115
.264
1
-.312(*)
-.215
-.223

 
.000
.464
.087
.
.041
.167
.150

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

accountability
-.278
-.157
-.104
-.312(*)
1
.892(**)
.896(**)

 
.071
.316
.506
.041
.
.000
.000

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

accountability of legislature
-.084
.023
-.079
-.215
.892(**)
1
.698(**)

 
.593
.885
.617
.167
.000
.
.000

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
43

accountability of executive
-.322(*)
-.257
-.104
-.223
.896(**)
.698(**)
1

 
.035
.096
.507
.150
.000
.000
.

 
43
43
43
43
43
43
89

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

As it is shown by the Table 16, in Russian case, the persistence of parties has a significant negative effect on the accountability of the government. Other factors show no significance in defining the level of overall accountability. Also, contrary to he view of Rose and Munro, the accountability of executive is negatively correlated to the factors outlined in their book. 

How it can be explained? The persistence of parties in the legislature helps them to develop patron-client relations and if the same parties are elected for the legislature, they have already developed ‘contractual’ relationships with other factions which lead to the mutual agreements to tolerate each others infringes of law. They also develop leverages over the regional press, and other mechanisms to conceal their unpopular policy decisions, pork-barrel actions and embellishments from the public eye. The following table shows that, clearly, the free media is crucial element of the accountability mechanism.

Table 17

Correlations

Accountability
accountability of legislature
accountability of executive
presence of free media***

accountability
1
.892(**)
.896(**)
.331(*)

 
.
.000
.000
.030

 
43
43
43
43

accountability of legislature
.892(**)
1
.698(**)
.379(*)

 
.000
.
.000
.012

 
43
43
43
43

accountability of executive
.896(**)
.698(**)
1
.315(*)

 
.000
.000
.
.039

 
43
43
89
43

presence of free media
.331(*)
.379(*)
.315(*)
1

 
.030
.012
.039
.

 
43
43
43
43

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

***derived from the survey data 

The definition of party in the legislature differs in the most cases with the ballot definition. In the observed regions, a different number of deputies are allowed to form a faction, or deputy group, the rights and obligations of the deputy groups also differ from one legislature to another. For accountability to work it is necessary for MPs to be stable in their party affiliations, but in Russian regional parliaments it is rarely the case. In all forty three regions sanctions to the deputies changing their affiliation were observed in no regional assembly regulations. Elected candidates have no constraints in changing their party affiliation throughout the period of their service in parliament. The volatility of their policy preferences is detrimental for accountability as voters will not be able to map deputies’ responsibility in decisions made by the parliament Moreover, not only do they change factions and deputy groups in accordance with their own changed political stance, but some use this as a bargaining chip in a pursuit of personal gains. 

What are the institutional conditions for this? In a majority of regional legislatures deputies can initiate and prepare their policy proposals and lobby them individually within the committees or directly on the plenary session. This feature intensifies the fragmentation and diffuse character of the assemblies, which in turn furthers particularistic interests (Chaisty, 2001). The weak commitment of the individual deputies to the faction they belong to, and to programmatic principles, create a fertile soil for informal activities such as corruption and clientelism. As observed by Kulik (2004:13), the closeness of the deputies to the decision-making centres when no legal transparent mechanism for lobbying interests exists makes them susceptible to corruption by powerful regional economic elites. As noted by Kiselev, several MPs in the Sverdlovsk regional Duma are notorious of their unscrupulousness, and party factions bid for their support in controversial bills by offering them higher rewards (interview, 2004).

Policy Proposal:

d) MPs should belong to the same party faction and vote accordingly to the party program, as the party in which name they run the elections. The new edition of the “Law on Elections of the Deputies of the Duma of the Russian Federation” adopted in April 2005, denies deputy mandate for those who leave their party faction. This provision has to be adopted in the regional legislatures as well in order to curb frequent switches from one deputy faction to another

Still there is the problem of independent deputies who still form the half of the legislatures in a bulk of the regions and do not owe their mandate to any party. Being directly connected to the electoral district, these deputies are bound by electoral promises, which are usually specific to that district. The scope of the policy decisions which lie outside these promises is far greater, and as a result legislative powers of independent parliamentary members are repeatedly used for particularistic purposes, indeed quite habitually they are used for corruption to influence legislation.

Policy Proposal:

e) Independent deputies should be required to join the party faction in the early stages of the service and be bound to the faction discipline in the same way as a party list nominees, or form a separate chamber in the legislature with limited powers of lawmaking. 

Chapter 4. The contours of the Russian federal party system

4.1. Introduction

The somewhat surprising results of the statistical analysis presented in the previous section suggest either the inapplicability of the authors’ hypothesis, and that accountability is not determined by the degree of development of parties and their involvement in regional politics, or that the research was carried out with a considerable inaccuracy. While the latter argument can be supported by fact that one of the components of the Rose & Munro index, namely ‘Ratio between party nominees/independents for the elections’ was dropped from the formula on the grounds of unavailability of data for many regions, nevertheless, the correlation analysis should have demonstrated positive correlation between accountability and the component parts of the index, which it did not.  This fact suggests that a third possible reason may have played a primary role: that the development of parties in many Russian regions happened in a distorted way, so that the usual criteria fail to indicate the strength or weakness of the individual parties in the regions. The floating, unstable character of regional party systems, the volatility of voter preferences, the development of parties from top down, and erratic party membership may have obstructed the causal chain between accountability and party development. This chapter will consider the development of party systems in federation and regions, and identify the potential drawbacks of the system that prevented the parties from playing a greater role in ensuring the accountability of regional governments.

Many scholars have pointed out that the Russian partisan map is highly fragmented, parties poorly institutionalised, and party identification of the voters unstable. Many factors militated against the emergence of a stable party system: the intrinsic weakness of civil society, social fragmentation, the rise of alternative forms of interest representation, anti-party attitudes among the electorate, and electoral rules. Social atomisation as a consequence of communist rule prevented the rise of interest politics; the legacies of patrimonial communism undermined political parties by supporting personalistic and clientelistic networks; and the organisational characteristics of the democratic movement allowed its legacies to be viewed as 'anti-party' (Golosov, 2000). At the same time, the legacies of the perestroika-era political mobilisation have led to the emergence of the non-political entrepreneurship of the elite, and to a territorially diffuse mode of party formation (Gelman and Golosov, 1999). 

4.2. Electoral rules and party formation

The effects of electoral rules on party formation in Russia have been analysed by several scholars (Moser, Golosov, Hutcheson, etc.). There seems to be general agreement that a mixed, unconnected system with the two halves of the Duma elected by different rules, and seats not compensated, splits elections into two separate campaigns. While the first favours strong federal parties with a widely spread electorate, the second promotes the emergence of small personified parties. These contradictory incentives produced a situation distinctive for Russia where two different sets of parties exist, those who are winners in single-member districts, and those who win predominantly on the party lists. As Moser (2001: 43) observes, with the exception of the KPRF, these two sets do not overlap, though more recently United Russia has been present in both sets too. 

The development of parties has been influenced by the first-past-the-post rule, used for the elections to the most of the regional legislatures, and by the two-round majority rule, used for the election of the president of the federation and the vast majority of regional chief executives, since candidates are discouraged from running under the banner of a party. To be able to cover as wider electoral base as possible, candidates preferred not to affiliate themselves with any party, or even to hide any affiliation they may happen to have. This applies to all parties with the exception of KPRF. 

The other effect of the change in electoral formula that will be discussed in this paper is voter turnout. One of the arguments states that PR systems are more conducive to political participation than plurality systems. As Lijphart found, “turnout boost from PR is somewhere between nine and twelve percent” (1997, 7). How this applies to the Russian case, the next elections will show, but one can speculate on the issue, drawing on the empirical evidence. The basic logic under the causal link between PR and higher turnout is quite simple: plurality and majority systems, which produce large disproportions between votes and seats, de-motivate some voters, especially of weak parties or minority movements, from turning out, since they believe that their vote will make no difference. Small parties themselves are discouraged from making an effort, which leads to fewer parties in a ballot, and consequently, less choice for voters. This limitation on the number of parties further discourages voter participation. In the Russian case, with highly personalised electoral politics, the shift to a PR system will perhaps not have a noticeable effect on voter turnout. Only in the long run, when substantially greater shares of the electorate will find their party affiliation, voter turnout increase can be expected.

As the Table in Appendix 4 below demonstrates, the list PR system only insignificantly correlate with the share of party candidates (0.154, 0.129). And the correlation does not explain whether it is the PR system that encourages the formation of parties, or rather that other forces, such as intra-elite competition, cause the party formation and the PR system is then adopted as the most suitable for the party consensus. As Golosov and Gelman note, the participation of parties depends on the level of competition, both to the regional legislature and to the incumbent governor. Political elites in the three regions (Krasnoyarsk, Kaliningrad and Sverdlovs) ‘apparently sought to achieve certain political goals by electoral system reform’ (1999, 212). Parties in these regions were used as instruments of elite competition and become relatively strong and well organised. Unlike in the other regions that abandoned the PR system after the first try (Marii El, Tyva and Saratov oblast’ in the first electoral circle, Ust-Ordynskoe and Korayk AO in the second , in these regions PR electoral formula proved to be sustainable.

If we compare the level of party participation in legislature elections with the turnover of the legislature
(See Appendix 4), we observe that parties are more likely to nominate a candidate if there was a chance of changing the existing balance of power in the regional assembly. Bivariate correlation analysis shows a significant (0.495) correlation between party participation in an election and a change in the composition of legislature. This finding supports Moser’s argument that the ‘regional political landscape itself plays more a role in variation in party candidate nomination than the electoral system used’ (2003, 37).

Chapter 5. Parties in the Russian Regions 

5.1. Current situation-empirical overview

Federal parties had affiliations in a majority of regions, however only few of them can be described as strong independent organisations based on well-established societal cleavage structures
. Significantly, continuing parties are very few, with only four uninterruptedly participating in all four electoral cycles, namely KPRF, APR, LDPR, and DPR. Legislators' and governors' party affiliations are unstable, and deputies frequently switch allegiance. This is the case with many legislators, both at federal and regional level
. Not only do they change affiliation between factions and deputy groups, they sometimes switch from one party to another. Major and frequent individual re-alignments contribute to a situation where some legislatures end up with a faction structure entirely different from the one they started thAe term with. Needless to say, this personalised practice impedes the effective performance of the legislature, and damages the credibility of the regional assembly and the legitimacy of the party competition.  

Many regional parties can be portrayed as small, unstable personality cliques (Ostrow, 1999: 231), with quite narrow goals, mostly focused on elections. The elaboration of developmental plans, the nomination of gubernatorial candidates, and participation in presidential elections are not on the political agenda of these parties (Makarenko, 2004: 8). Even though such parties contested in more than 80% of regions, the share of the seats they won was small (13%, 22% and 14% in three successive electoral cycles). At regional and local level, high voter volatility and lack of party identification led to the strong personalisation of party politics and a pervasive practice of patron-client relations
. Even for the KPRF, whose electorate is still sensitive to the party label in their voter choice, supporting a charismatic leader has become a decisive factor (Turovskii, 2003).  To illustrate, in Sverdlovsk oblast', no matter how the parties were named, the major political struggle was waged between governor Rossell
 and the mayor of the capital city of the oblast', Chernetsky
. A similar situation occurred in Krasnoyarsk, where the opposition between Uss and Lebed was framed into a struggle between the blocks established by the federal parties. The subordination of the regional branches to the federal centre was weak in these regions, and the electorate was aware which of these parties and blocks represented which regional elite groups, not the other way around. In other regions, parties straightforwardly use the names of their leaders in the title of electoral blocks: 'Blok Bykova',  'Za Lebedya', 'Blok Zubova'. Such parties, based on the strength and charismatic personality of one man, often lack serious programs, sound policy proposals, and clear political standpoints. Hence, personified parties lose the ability to represent important societal strata and fail to provide orientation or serve as an object of a political identification (Mayor, 2004, 17). 

The rise of party representation in the regional legislatures, already observable (Kynev, 2004)
, may be an indicator of the increasing importance of party politics, though several considerations have to be borne in mind. In some regions the suspiciously steep increase in party participation can be accounted for by rather patronymic and clientelistic politics: for example, in Bashkortostan, an outrageously sharp (from 0 to 82%) rise can be entirely attributed to a consequence of a decision of the ruling elite: prior to the legislative election they decided to run their sponsored candidates under the brand of the United Russia party. As a result, eighty-nine candidates who are nominally United Russia partisans in fact represent the deputy corpus in support of the gubernator. 

As regards the representation of societal groups, the list proportional representation formula is, by definition, a better device than the plurality system
. Up to now, the plurality formula discouraged individual candidates from running under the banner of a party. To be able to cover as wide an electoral base as possible, candidates preferred not to affiliate themselves with any party, or even hide their affiliation, if they happen to belong to any. This applies to all parties with the exception of the KPRF. However, as the last electoral cycle shows, even communist candidates, while relying principally on their own electorate, were willing to run as extra-partisan candidates, representing all leftist movements. Gubernators often backed influential local candidates by creating formal blocks or informal 'lists', in the expectation of forming a loyal legislative body, or at least a sizeable deputy group in it. Therefore for pro-governor candidates there were even less incentives to be member of any federal party and publicly claim it. 

The candidates nominated by parties rarely had a long membership in that party. This is partially explained by the short life-span of the majority of parties, but also the widespread practice whereby during electoral campaigns parties sought the support of important political figures. 

The fact that party participation in the majority of regional legislative elections was lower than party representation after elections in the already working assemblies can be explained by several factors. Some regions demonstrated an astonishing increase in the partisanship of the regional legislatures: from zero to 100% in Magadan oblast, from zero to 67% in Kalmykia, or from 3% to 72% in Kabardino-Balkaria. Almost all regions where this pattern was observed belong to the category of autocratic or semi-autocratic regimes, and party participation can be explained by clan and corporatist interests, rather than indicating the strength of the party in the region or reflecting mass attitudes.

5.2. Analysis of the current regulation for the regional development of parties

5.2.1. Regulatory framework for party formation

The development and the future of the party system in Russia regions is becoming gradually more dependent on state regulation in this sphere. Starting from 2001, more stringent limitations for the formation, development and electoral participation of parties were imposed. The law ‘On Political Parties’, passed on 11 July 2001, and subsequent amendments to it, passed on 20 December 2004, specify that parties can no longer be regional or inter-regional. Only Russia-wide parties with branches in at least half of the constituencies, and with a membership not less than 500 in each, should reach the minimum of 50,000 members in total in order to qualify for registration with the Ministry of Justice. Parties can be dissolved in the case of sluggish activity (failure to participate in either State Duma, presidential, or gubernatorial elections in at least 9 regions or legislative elections in at least 18 regions), failure to provide extensive information on their activities, or failure to meet federal requirements (Art.39-45). The Ministry of Justice has the right to supervise the performance of parties by closely monitoring their meetings and auditing their affairs. As one can observe, the fate of the parties is more and more dependent on the Ministry of Justice, which has the power to supervise them, and electoral commissions, which have capability to control and regulate the electoral processes. For example, an electoral commission can de-register a party or party candidate on technical grounds and claim that the party failed to participate, which may lead not only to lost opportunities for this particular election but instigate party suspension or dissolution. 

Further major innovations were adopted in electoral rules in April 2005. The main novelty is the elimination of single-mandate seats in the Duma, a higher threshold (7% instead of 5%), stricter procedures for the registration of parties for elections, and new financial provisions that give the authorities wider opportunities to control parties. Both federal and regional elections are to be held during two set periods in the spring and fall. The new law denies the registration for those parties for which 5% of supporting signatures are proven false. This barrier is significantly lower than the previous 25% limit, and gives electoral commissions an effective tool in controlling the outcome of elections. These new amendments make easier the practice of rejecting unwelcome candidates by keeping a check on the submission of signatures. Moreover, under the new procedures, a party can register either by submitting signatures or by paying a deposit, but not both. Many parties in the past did both to cover their bases and to avoid the risk of being arbitrarily de-registered.

As mentioned above, deputies switching factions will lose their mandate. This is likely to lessen deputies’ autonomy while strengthening command and control within factions and discouraging independent thinking (Petrov, 2005)
. Furthermore, the formation of electoral blocks is prohibited, which is a serious setback for opposition movements. The law stipulates that the parties which win 4% (as opposed to 3% earlier) of the vote or more will be paid a ten times greater subvention from the state budget (5 rubles per vote as oppose to 0,36), a provision which is coupled with a higher ceiling on campaign spending (raised to 400 billion rubles). 

5.2.2. Regulation for regional electoral systems

The particular configuration of electoral systems in individual regions emerged largely as a product of the bargaining of the elites on the regional level, rather than the result of directives or pressures from the federal authorities (Golosov, 2003, 211). Frequently in the period from 1993 to 1996, incumbent governors used their influence over regional assemblies in drafting the regulations for elections to bias the outcome in their favour: they used their offices and public officials for unofficial electoral campaigning; they also often manipulated the time of elections, length of campaigns and electoral threshold
 to suit their interests and to the disadvantage of the opposing candidates (Moses, 2003, 151)
. 

The variety of electoral formulae used in Russian regional elections in the period 1993-2003, can be divided into six main categories (Golosov, 2003, 215): 

· two-round majority (TRM)

· a plurality system in single-member districts, SMP

· plurality rule in multi-member district (MMP), when a voter has number of votes equal to the number of seats

· mixed system with proportional representation (PR)

· single non-transferable vote (SNTV), when voters are endowed with only one vote in single member districts and  multi-members district alike

· party multimember plurality (PMMP)

The distribution between these types is represented in the Table 18, with combined systems referring to the cases of combination of different formulas, such as TRM+SNTVM, or SMP+PMMP, etc.
Table 18

Share of the electoral systems in the Russian Regions, in %, by Electoral cycle*


1st Electoral Cycle
2nd Electoral Cycle
3rd Electoral Cycle

Mixed
3.5
5.9
4.8

TRM
8.2
7.1
6.0

SMP
65.9
60.0
72.6

MMP
8.2
7.1
7.1

SMP+MMP
14.1
18.8
4.8

Combined
-
1.2
4.8

Total
99.9
100.1
100.1

*Derived from the table in Golosov (2003,217)

Despite the fact that individual regions switched from one formula to another, the distribution remained relatively stable. Majority systems slightly lost popularity from being used in seven regions to five, the mixed system increased its share from the first to the second cycle and then declined again, while plurality rule was most widespread system and became increasingly pervasive, operating in 84.6% of the regions. Taking into account the number of regions which use plurality in their mixed and combined systems, the number is even higher: 92,8%. 

The Federal Law "On Basic Guarantees of Citizens' Electoral Rights”, enacted in 1994, established a loose legal framework for the regional electoral systems. The delineation of powers between the tiers of the federation left the regions with the rights to select the size of the legislative assembly, the threshold level, the rules for the formation of the party list, the method of the distribution of the public mandates, and the choice between open and closed lists. During the period from 1993 to 2003, when proportional representation from the national party-lists was not an obligatory requirement for the formation of regional assemblies, such circumstances as wide inter-regional differences, federalism, and the electorate's interest in political issues of local salience favoured the formation of regional blocks from the regional branches of the federal parties, rather than the development of purely regional or federal parties.

The electoral strategy of parties in executive elections in Russian regions, along with nomination of their own candidates, tended to include efforts to win allegiance and support of candidates who would run anyway. For, example, none of the twenty-six governors whom Unity claimed to have supported in 2002-03 were actually nominated by the party; they were affiliated with the party when already in power. Generally, the scope of party activities in executive elections was low throughout the entire decade 1992-2002. 
5.2.2.1. Electoral regional reform (2003)

The electoral reform law, enacted in 2003, changed the electoral system from predominantly single member plurality, to a mix of single member plurality and list PR, stipulating that at least half of deputies must affiliate and run as candidates on federal party lists and nominally vote for the programs and policies of their parties. This reform is aimed at enhancing the independence of regional legislatures as a counter-balance against governors. By changing the incentives of politicians to run for seats in regional assemblies, it will potentially shift the entire dynamic of the executive-legislative relations (Moses, 2003). Federal government sought firstly to buttress the party system by forcing parties to diversify, and to centralise control over the regions. The latter was supposed to be done via the factions of United Russia (UR) in regional legislature. By the end of 2003, with only four regions using the mixed electoral system, seventy-eight regions have at least one deputy in their legislative corpus, and forty-seven have factions of the party of power. However the efforts of the Kremlin to subordinate the party system to the executive vertical via the promotion of UR as a party of power were undermined and in several regions United Russia failed to produce a sizable portion of legislative seats. This is due to both federal and regional factors. Not only are federal policies backed by UR leaders becoming unpopular, but also regional elites are refusing to support the party label, openly or secretly (Khakasia) undermining its credibility. Secondly, it was believed that a list PR system would give parties incentives to participate in regional elections and give party factions a more institutionalised role in the regional political system. Whether introduction of the proportional representation rule promote parties' penetration not only in space, to larger number of territories, but also in depth, enabling them to play a more active role in power politics, will be discussed below. 
5.2.3. Consequences of the electoral reform of 2003 and possible consequences of the new law on parties (2001-2004)

1. Since regional parties are barred from running for seats in the legislature, they were forced to dissolve themselves, transform into the regional offices of the federal parties, or form electoral blocks with the existing regional offices. 

2. For many small parties, financial sustainability has become a shattering task. Unreasonably strict requirements for the political organisation to sustain itself as a federal party
 pose a daunting problem for all parties, except for the KPRF, which still maintains strong organisational structure, and UR, which is supported and lucratively financed from the centre. The requirement to maintain a party organisation in at least half of the regions with a membership of not less than 500 creates strong incentives for weak parties to sell their labels to different regional elite groups for the sake of survival. Kynev notes that as a consequence, many parties, including LDPR, SPS, Rodina, Russian Party of Pensioners, and UR itself have lost their ideological identity and are becoming a conglomerate of different regional groups, having next to nothing in common (2005), while parties with a coherent ideological stance and grass roots popular support, such as the National-Bolshevik Party (Limonov) are shoved out of from the legal sphere.
3. The problem of too high personalisation of the parties creates a further obstacle to the formation of branches of federal parties and their performance. In many regions, the fight to control federal party branches is a struggle between local elites; in others, regional branches are relatively marginalised. It is logical to expect that in this latter case powerful elite groups will try to colonise party regional offices, particularly those that are not strongly institutionalised
. Evidence from the Komi republic illustrates this argument: the regional branch of the SPS party was invaded by the employees of one local FPG and later the leadership was taken over by the oligarchic top management of the FPG
; their leaders hardly ever belong to the regional elite, and the prospective of their election into the regional assemblies seems nonsensical for both the political elite and the electorate
. Even though the prospect of 'hostile take over' of the branches of main federal parties by serious regional elites is a sub-optimal solution, it is still a more favourable outcome than the inhabitation of the legislature by political marginals and adventurers, downgrading the credibility of the legislatures.

4. The introduction of PR may have an effect on the partisan structure in the individual regions, in that it will discourage the convergence of parties (Katz, 1980: 121). Under PR, party leaders will be more willing to shape ideological platforms than they are now, and this will inevitably entail differentiating them from the platforms of other parties.  In this respect, the introduction of PR may encourage parties to take real roots in the society, since the move to take a sound ideological position will lead parties to seek support from a distinct societal group and better represent societal cleavages. Alternatively, parties can appeal to already existent societal strata, namely demographic. As one analyst commented, the parties have indeed shifted from ideological to social-demographic projects (E. Minchenko, 2005). Indeed, as the last elections to the regional legislature show, the Agrarian Party of Russia, and the Russian Party of Pensioners were the most successful in the regional elections in 2004 year. 

Conclusion

The introduction of the PR system is intended to promote competitiveness in the regional political arena. There is serious evidence to show that the introduction of the PR list system bolstered formal party activities, creating sham party branches existing only on paper, rather than society-based strengthening of the party system from the grass-roots level. The reform instigates the diffusion of the national parties, making one party brand include diverse political formations in different regions. In the words of Kynev, parties are converting themselves into merely technological mechanisms (2005). 

The federal Law on parties (2001), with latest amendments (2004), instead of creating conditions for the development of the party system, actually adds to the further party mutations and subsequent disintegration of a political system with several competitive parties.  First, the new Law on Parties effectively constrains the formation of new parties, and gives the tools for the presidential administration to increasingly control the performance of existing parties. Second, it restricts the emergence of new parties, practically excluding the formation of parties from below, limiting the opportunities for opposition movements to consolidate, and privileging the parties already represented in Duma, basically enabling the pro-Kremlin majority in the Duma to secure its position. 

Thanks to Putin’s initiatives 2001-2005, the Russian ‘floating’ party system where ‘some parties disappear from the ballot, new parties appear, other alter their names, and … several parties combine in blocks that blur or destroy their previous identities’ (Rose, Munro and White, 2002:118), typical for the entire decade, will soon cease to exist. But whether it will lead to emergence of a consolidated party system with effective mass representational parties and a stable electorate still remains in doubt. The development of the party system seems to be increasingly moulded by Putin’s policies of ‘power vertical’. The advancing of a party system as a form of representation seems to have been replaced by the goal of integrating of the party system into the state structure, where the central role is given to United Russia, as the omnipotent party of power. United Russia, despite its large membership (919,000), can still be described as a ‘political association made to order by power elites to advance their interests’ (Sakwa, 2002, 287). The continued strengthening of the party is secured by the Kremlin authorities by raising entry barriers to new parties and creating conditions that discriminate against existing opposition parties.
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APPENDIX 1

Questionnaire (survey, conducted September-December 2004)

The postal survey covered 48 (questionnaires from 5 regions were disqualified) regions of Russian Federation; the total number of returned questionnaires was 119. The section of the questionnaire used for the construction of variables is shown below: 
 

OPENEX1: How much effort does the executive make to disseminate its decisions? [tick one or more slots ] (CODED 0-1)

· The executive stipulations and regulations are sporadically publicized in regional newspapers (yes – 0.1, no - 0) 

· The executive stipulations and regulations are regularly publicised in regional newspapers (yes – 0.2, no - 0) 

· Citizens can address regional administration through special telephone hot-lines (yes – 0.3, no - 0) 

· Governor regularly address the public via print media (yes – 0.2, no - 0) 

· Governor regularly communicate with citizens via on-line discussions, and live TV radio programs (yes – 0.3, no - 0) 

 
 OPENEX2: How public are its contracts? [1-5] (CODED 0-1) 

OPENEX3: How effective is the executive in publicising its policy preferences and priorities? [tick one or more slots ] (CODED 0-1)

· The executive stipulations and regulations are sporadically publicized in regional newspapers (yes – 0.1, no - 0) 

· The executive stipulations and regulations are regularly publicised in regional newspapers (yes – 0.2, no - 0) 

· Citizens can address regional administration through special telephone hot-lines (yes – 0.3, no - 0) 

· Governor regularly address the public via print media (yes – 0.2, no - 0) 

· Governor regularly communicate with citizens via on-line discussions, and live TV radio programs (yes – 0.3, no - 0) 

OPENLEG1: Are the sessions of the regional legislative assembly open to public? (CODED 0-1) 

1. No access (0)

2. Access for accredited journalists for limited number of sessions (0.25)

3. Access for accredited journalists to all sessions (0.5)

4. Public access for limited number of sessions (0.75)

5. Public access to all sessions(1) 

OPENLEG2: Do the schedule for sessions and the legislative agenda publicly available?

OPENLEG3: How open is the process of discussion of the annual budget in the legislature?

EXIMPORT: How important is the executive branch in legislative process (zakonodatel’nyi protsess)? (CODED 0-1) 

EXINDEP: Does executive branch form an independent policymaking centre? 

How would you describe the state of affairs in inter-branch relationships between the, executive and legislative?

a. executive domination DOMIN (CODED 0-1)

b. legislative domination DOMINL (was dropped, due to no variation)

c. balance BALANCE (CODED 0-1) 

ANONVOTE: How often the bills/laws were voted on anonymously?  (CODED 0-1) 

NOQUORUM: How often do no quorum situations occur? (CODED 0-1) 

BLOCK: How often factions/parties block the passage of bills (CODED 0-1) 

LEGDOMIN: Is there a dominating party/fraction in legislature? (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

LEGOPPOS: Is there an opposition party/fraction in legislature? (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

LEFTOPP: If there is opposing party/fraction, does it represent leftist party (KPRF or Agrarian Party of RF)? (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

RIGHTOPP: If there is opposing party/fraction, does it represent right party (SPS or ‘Yabloko’)? (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

SPEAKER: how many years do the  legislature have the same speaker? (integers, 1-10) 

GOVLIST: during the last legislative elections, was there a list of candidates, whom governor officially or unofficially supported? (dummy, yes – 1, no - 0) 

CHANGELEG: Evaluate the share of newly elected deputies (CODED 0-1)

1 Until 2005 

2 ‘Incapacitation’ refers to the actual use of sanction/reward in the process of holding accountable, while deterrence refers to a belief that the sanction/reward will be used. 

APPENDIX 2

Coding formulae for input variables

Coding of the LEGCHECK



Yes
No

1
Ratification of Prime Minister (Vice-Governor)
0.2
0

2
Ratification of key Ministers
0.2
0

3
Non-confidence move to the Governor
0.2
0

4
Non-confidence move to the government
0.2
0

5
Threshold of overriding the governor's veto
0.2
0

For the estimation of LEGCHECK, values, assigned to the answers to the questions 1-4 are added up.

APPENDIX 3

Data for the construction of Rose and Munro index

Region
Ratio between party nominees/independents for the elections
Prevalence of regional/national parties over local ones
Share of seats of party nominees
Whether parties nominated candidates for both executive and legislative elections
Persistence of the parties


Relative level of fulfilment of Rose & Munro criteria*

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Белгородская область 2001

yes
1/35
Yes
1/1 (KPRF)
2.44

Владимирская область 2000
6/193
yes
9/37
Yes
Out of 6-1 (KPRF)
1.85

Воронежская область 2001
NA
yes
12/45
No
5-1 (KPRF)
1.73

Ивановская область 2000
29/168
yes
4/35
yes
Out of 3 -0
0.87

Курская область 2001

yes
2/45
yes
Out of 1-0
0.52

Рязанская область 2001

yes
13/36
no
3/1 (KPRF)
2.46

Смоленская область 2002
 
yes
8/48
Yes
4/2 (KPRF, APR
2.13

Тамбовская область 2001

yes
11/50
No
3/1 (KPRF)
1.76

Тверская область 2001

yes
10/33
Yes
2/2 (Otechestvo Edinstvo)
3.81

Тульская область 2004

yes
28/45
Yes
7/2(ER,KPRF)
3.98

г. Москва 2001

yes
5/35
No
2/1 (Yabloko)
1.71

Республика Карелия 2002
61/237
yes
2/57
Yes
2/2 (KPRF, LDPR)
2.47

Республика Коми 2003

yes
4/24
Yes
2/0
1.13

Архангельская область 2001

yes
5/39
Yes
3/0
0.94

Ненецкий автономный округ 2000
0/133
yes
1/21
No
1/1 (Yedinstvo)
2.24

Вологодская область 2003

yes
20/34
No
4/2
3.95

Калининградская область 2000
151/170
Yes
8/32
Yes
5/3


1.625

Псковская область 2002
35/82
yes
16/33
No
7/2
2.88

г. Санкт-Петербург2002
173/324
Yes
23/50
Yes
8/2 (KPRF, Yabloko)
3.1

Краснодарский край 2002
61/577
yes
17/63
Yes
5/1 (Otechestvo Kondratenko)
2.05

Ставропольский край 2002

yes
2/25
No
2/1 (KPRF)
1.4

Астраханская область 2001

yes
3/29
Yes
1/1 (KPRF)
2.81

Ростовская область 2003

yes
6/45
No
4/2 (KPRF, Yabloko)
1.66

Республика Марий Эл 2004

yes
29/52
No
5/2 (ER,KPRF)
3.6

Республика Мордовия 2003

yes
26/48
Yes
2/2 (KPRF, ER)
5

Республика Татарстан 2000

yes
89/100
Yes
2/1(ER)
5.75

Пермская область 2001

yes
3/40
No
2/0
0.35

Саратовская область 2002 
37/279
Yes
10/35
No
2/0
1.43

Ульяновская область 2003

yes
17/27
No
4/2 (KPRF, ER)
4.15

Курганская область 2000
7/168
yes
0/33
No
0
0

Свердловская область 2000
210/348

20/35
yes
4/2 (KPRF, party of pensionees)
4.15

Тюменская область 2001

yes
4/25
no
2/1 (RKP)
1.8

Ханты-МансийскийAO 2001

yes
0/25
No
0/0
0

Челябинская область 2000
3/215
yes
1/45
no
1/0
1.11

Красноярский край 2001

yes
36/42
no
6/2
4.94

Иркутская область 2004

yes
28/45
no
6/1
3.44

Кемеровская область 2003

yes
35/35
yes
2/1 (blok Tuleeva)
6.3

Томская область 2001

yes
2/42
Yes
2/0
0.54

Республика Саха (Якутия) 2002
41/267
yes
13/70
no
6/1 (KPRF)
1.27

Приморский край 2001

yes
5/39
yes
3/0
0.94

Хабаровский край 2001

yes
3/25
yes
1/1 (KPRF)
2.9

Корякский автономный округ 2000
11/40
yes
6/12
yes
1/1 (KPRF)
4.8

Еврейская автономная область 2001

yes
0/15
no
0
0

*Since the data for the first criteria is not available for the most of the regions, and at the same time it is highly correspondent to the values for the third criteria, we dropped it form the formula. The values for the second criteria show no variation, so the were excluded from the formula either. The formula is following: COL4*5+COL5*0.3+COL6*2

APPENDIX4

Correlation Between Party Representation in Regional Legislatures (Part2, Part3, Repres), Stability of Regional Legislatures, and Electoral Formula

 
 
PART3
REPRES
FORMULA
PART2
CHANGE

PART3
Pearson Correlation
1
.148
.154
.521(**)
.495(**)

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.
.168
.151
.000
.000

 
N
88
88
88
85
88

REPRES
Pearson Correlation
.148
1
.130
.083
.065

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.168
.
.229
.449
.545

 
N
88
88
88
85
88

FORMULA
Pearson Correlation
.154
.130
1
.129
.314(**)

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.151
.229
.
.238
.003

 
N
88
88
88
85
88

PART2
Pearson Correlation
.521(**)
.083
.129
1
.370(**)

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.449
.238
.
.000

 
N
85
85
85
85
85

CHANGE
Pearson Correlation
.495(**)
.065
.314(**)
.370(**)
1

 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.545
.003
.000
.

 
N
88
88
88
85
88

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

PART2 - share of party nominees in regional legislatures in the second electoral cycle

PART3 - share of party nominees in regional legislatures in the third electoral cycle

REPRES – share of partisan deputies in regional legislatures in the third electoral cycle
FORMULA – electoral formula indicator (1-5 –for plurality and majority formula, according to the district magnitude, and 7 – for mix formula)

CHANGE – estimate for the legislative change, a sum of squares of percentage change in each faction between second and third elections

� Cited in Chiebub and Przeworski (1999), p. 229


� Ibid, p.229


� Ibid, p.229


� This variable is by no means a single measurement of social stability, other indicators include distributive equality, security of property, protection of human freedoms and rights. At the recent stage of  research, due to the  sacristy of the reliable data on regional political variables,  I was able to find only this very approximate measure.


� We cannot fully reject the main hypothesis of elections being an instrument of accountability because the test can be significantly improved by introducing control variables. The reason for the lack of the explanatory power of the chosen set of variables could be the neglect of the important institutional conditions that enforce accountability. Dominant political theories (Powell 2000, Blais and Dion 1990, Persson, Tabellini and Trebbi 2001) suggest that one-party majority government is inductive for accountability. One of the merits of one-party government is its concentrated political power and greater decisiveness.  Clarity of responsibility, the critical condition in Powell’s model, makes it easier for citizens to use elections as instruments of accountability. In coalition governments, where power is dispersed among multiple parties, responsibility is much more difficult to pinpoint, while the reverse is true for governments dominated by one party, where policy-making resources are concentrated in one hand (Powell 2000:11). 





� However, it must be admitted that at the moment, the measurement severely lacks construct validity. Obviously, these two institutions do not fully represent the system of specific agencies of horizontal accountability. Further research requires inclusion of such non-elective independent specialised bodies of oversight as electoral tribunals, anticorruption bodies, auditing agencies, administrative courts, together with evaluation of their scope of authority and functions.





� To provide just one example, in October 2002, the St. Petersburg Charter Court rejected the permission for the governor to extend constitutionally delineated limits on re-election and run for a third time.





�  As Stoner-Weiss (1997) summarises, conflicting interests among political and industrial elite gave rise to conflicts in governments regarding allocation and implementation priorities. The more dispersed political power the likely conflict, and the little evidence of co-operative economic interest group behaviour. Such characteristics of regional governments as efficiency, stability and smoothness in operation can be reasonably accounted by elite integration. 





� Data on 1998-2000 regional elections


� The stability of the party faction structure and the degree of internal coherence are not available among the majority of the regions, however the data enable to roughly estimate the legislative change by summing squares of percentage change in each faction between second and third elections.





� On a comprehensive overview of party development in the regions see Golosov (2003),  Moser, (2003),  Kynev (2003)


� There are cases when parties themselves move along the spectrum in their ideological views, for example, Fatherland party which was founded as a party on the right of the spectrum, transformed into rather leftist party during campaign, and eventually became a centrist one prior to the Duma election in 1999.


� However, even regional parties played a limited role in the regional politics, For example, out of 3,481 deputies elected to Russian regional parliaments in January 1998, only 18% (635) had been nominated by political parties (Moses, 2003)





� The parties had four successive names: 'Preobrazhenie Otechestva, Preobrazhenie Urala, Edinstvo Urala, Za Rodnoi Ural'





� Three names, Nash Dom - Nash Gorod, Edinstvo, Otechestvo


� Kynev, A.V.  Региональные выборы 2003-2004 в РФ: Oсновные тенденции // Интернет-мониторинг выборов 2003-2004 годов в России. М.: Фонд ИНДЕМ, 2004. Т.1. С.302-360.


� If a 'democratic legislature should be representative of all the interests and viewpoints of the electorate,…the only proper form of representation is proportional representation' (Lijphart and Grofman, 1984, 5-6).


� http://www.carnegie.ru/ru/pubs/media/72443.htm


� They lowered the threshold for election to a simple plurality in order to ensure the victory in the first round.


� Starting from June 2002, the new law ‘On Fundamental Guarantees of Electoral Rights”, however, requires the two-round majority for gubernator to be elected.


� Majority runoff system, when a second round is held between the two top candidates of the first round 


� In Murmansk in Tver’ oblast this came as a result  of the attempt to satisfy the requirements of the federal Constitutionals Court that ruled that the number of votes available to voters in any given elections has to be equal (Golosov, 2003, 213) 


� PMMP is different from the MMP, in that only political parties could nominate the candidates


� Membership, etc





� Governor's allies will most possibly try to invade into the offices of the party of power, United Russia while less resourceful actors will target regional branches of small and relatively unimportant on the federal level parties, whose number reached fifty.


� Chistyakova S., Na Altae novye pravye, Kontinent Sibir',N 14, 2003.


� The assemblies of the Moscow and Moscow oblast’ (2001) an d Saratov oblast' (2002) refused to accept PR systems on the grounds of non-representativeness of the federal parties in their territories





