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			The End of the 

			Soviet Union:

			Stanislau Shushkevich’s Eyewitness Account

			

			For the first time in English, this issue of Demokratizatsiya publishes an excerpt from former Belarus leader Stanislau Shushkevich’s autobiography, My Life: The Collapse and Resurrection of the USSR. This book has never been published in Belarus or in an English translation, though Moscow’s ROSSPEN published the entire monograph on November 5, 2012, in Russian as Моя жизнь, крушение и воскрешение СССР. 

			The excerpt translated and reproduced here describes the dramatic events surrounding the signing of the Belavezha Accords that formally ended the Soviet Union and established the Commonwealth of Independent States. These events are central to the massive regime transformations in Eurasia that started under Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev and that are the chief subject matter of our journal. The Belavezha Accords simultaneously represent an outcome of the USSR’s democratization and a cause of what came next, including continued political opening in some post-Soviet countries and dramatic new rounds of political closure in others.

			The following text, like the rest of Shushkevich’s book, is part personal memoir and part analysis of the events he participated in. It switches among informal observations, historical description, and commentary from the author’s perspective.  

			The events mainly take place at Viskuli, an elite Soviet-era rest facility for high-level officials, which is located in Belarus’s Belavezha forest. Shushkevich relates what happens at the end of 1991 in the context of Belarusan national politics and the broader context of politics in the post-Soviet space, especially Russia. Shushkevich was the leader of Belarus in 1991, but lost power in 1994 and has been an observer of political developments since then.  

			Many conservatives in Belarus and the USSR as a whole were unhappy to see the Soviet Union collapse and claimed that Russia’s Boris Yeltsin, Ukraine’s Leonid Kravchuk, and Belarus’s Shushkevich did not have the authority to disband the Soviet Union. But Shushkevich here argues that the actions that he and his counterparts took were legitimate. Shushkevich takes pride in the short and concise text of the agreement he and his colleagues authored during the two-day meeting and reproduces it here in full. He remains extremely proud of this accomplishment and has made it clear that he would do it over again.

			Since this text has intrinsic value as the viewpoint from one of the participants in a historic event, it was not subject to the journal’s usual double-blind peer review process.

		

	
		
			Belavezha Forest 

			Viskuli 

			December 7-8, 1991

			

			Stanislau Shushkevich

			Former Chairman of the Supreme Soviet

			Republic of Belarus

			

			One of the facets of singer-song writer Vladimir Vysotsky’s genius was his ability to say a lot concisely and clearly, thereby making his thoughts absolutely vivid. When I recall the Belarusans who were with me in the Belavezha Forest, I cannot help the urge to exclaim once again, like Vysotsky: “if only I had known those I traveled with, those I drank vodka with…” Yet, I did not drink any vodka in Viskuli. This is a fact, even though it violated the protocol of informal meetings. My main associate, who agreed with me the most in the Viskuli affair, or at least so it seemed at the time, turned out to have so many faces that even today if they were to prosecute me for anti-state activities, I would be glad that there are no grounds to add to it Vysotsky’s line: “it’s alright, you are so young!”

			It is immoral to reproach those who favored, and still favor a different approach, than the one established in Viskuli. Every man has a right to an opinion. Every man has a right to defend his or her opinion and to change it, explaining why that change occurred. But sacrilege is the only word that comes to my mind when I want to describe the actions of some high-ranking politicians who made possible the Viskuli decision, warmly welcomed it, but later, afraid of losing their relatively small benefits, changed their opinions to the contrary, in order to fawn in front of a powerful ruler. 

			The Invitation

			At that time I considered Prime Minster Vyacheslav Frantsevich Kebich to be the most devoted and practical man in our government. We talked over the phone more frequently than we met in person, and, as the KGB operators assured us, we had two kinds of untapped telephone connections: a secret “triad” with three-digit numbers and a “rotator” with four. Nonetheless, in addition to these links, we decided to establish another way of communication – this time numberless. Whenever I picked up the receiver, the phone rang at the office of the premier, and vice versa. Exploiting this new, untapped, according to the KGB, individual connection, Vyacheslav Frantsevich and I realized that we both were equally concerned about the upcoming winter of 1991-1992. 

			“You and Boris Nikolayevich [Yeltsin] are on very good terms,” Kebich used to tell me quite often, “it would be wrong not to use this fact to keep our citizens warm. Invite him to come hunting in the forest; we will receive him as is appropriate for the president of Russia, and I have no doubt that we will convince him to help us with oil and gas.” 

			I always replied that this was exactly what I myself wanted to do, adding that so far there had been no good opportunity for extending an invitation. Vyacheslav Frantsevich, in turn, regularly reminded me: we have little time, hurry.

			Finally, the opportunity presented itself. On October 20, 1991, Gorbachev gathered the State Council at Novo-Ogarevo, and gave each of its members, the heads of the republics that made up the USSR, a new draft of the Union Treaty. For a long time, everyone flipped through the pages of the document, but no one rushed to say something. I could not help myself and spoke up, and I said something along the lines of the following: 

			“Dear Mikhail Sergeyevich. I have strange feelings about this project. The agreement assumes the joining of the republics into a Confederation. But I would feel uncomfortable presenting this document to the [Belarusan] Supreme Soviet, since it does not abide by the ordinary definitions of words. Our deputies are intelligent people and they will reproach me for presenting them such a document. The draft describes as a confederation something which is essentially a unitary state. The president is endowed with extensive power. In other words, this is another Soviet Union, except with a president in the place of the Communist Party Politburo.” 

			Everyone became silent and Gorbachev did not say a word. After a small pause, Yeltsin stood up. His speech was significantly less reserved than mine. He decisively rejected the project. Silence. 

			Gorbachev stood up and left the room. The chairman’s seat now stood empty. After a minute or two, without standing up, Islam Karimov broke the silence. 

			“You, Stanislav Stanislavovich, and you, Boris Nikilayevich, started a quarrel between Mikhail Sergeyevich and us. Go find him and bring him back to chair this meeting.” 

			All members of the State Council nodded in agreement with the President of Uzbekistan and Boris Nikolaevich and I went to find the president of the USSR. This was an excellent opportunity to realize Kebich’s and my idea. As the President of Russia and I followed in the direction of Gorbachev’s retreat, I invited him to Belavezha Forest. 

			He readily agreed. 

			And Gorbachev? 

			We found Gorbachev too. For me, the corridors, halls, and balustrades of Novo-Ogarevo seemed like a maze, but Yeltsin felt at home. Mikhail Sergeyevich did not express the smallest displeasure when we discovered him near a vase with fruits. He pulled out a bottle of fine Armenian cognac, and filled up shot glasses for the three of us. We drank. And, as if nothing had happened, we returned to the meeting of the State Council. 

			I was eager to inform Prime Minister Vyacheslav Kebich that Boris Nikolayevich had agreed to come to Belavezha Forest, but I did not resolve to call him from Moscow with the, so it seemed to me, good news. There were plenty of people who could impede the meeting. Only in Minsk did we manage to make a detailed analysis of the situation; Kebich assured me once again that Belavezha Forest was ready for the meeting. 

			Kebich and I discussed the situation in Russia: it was clear that President Yeltsin was very much in control. In order to gain his sympathy it was necessary to casually mention at the meeting that we were happy about his success and that our words were not a mere formality, but a genuine recognition of his personal achievements, ingenuity, resourcefulness, and the timely and appropriate use of power in such a high office. Personally, I was truly fascinated by Yeltsin, but I did not want to look like an ordinary admirer of the greatness of the first president of Russia, and especially, I did not want to fawn.

			Despite our readiness, we did not have an opportunity to express our excited feelings about the President of Russia, neither before, nor after his visit to the forest. All conversations that we had with Yeltsin were focused solely on business. The situation in Russia, and in the world, was becoming quite favorable for Belarus. 

			And indeed, on June 12, 1991, for the first time in history, the people of Russia elected a president. Yeltsin won in the first round – none of the candidates were nearly as popular as he was. His inauguration speech statements were radically different from those made by all the Communist Party and USSR leaders who had previously acquired governing offices. “For centuries, the state interest stood above man, his needs and aspirations. We have realized, unfortunately later than other civilized nations, that the strength of the state is rooted in the welfare of its citizens…The basis reviving our state is the spiritual liberation of man, true freedom of conscience and absolute rejection of any ideological dictate.” 

			The “Expanding” of the Invitation 

			Boris Nikolayevich and I agreed that our staffs should coordinate the date of our meeting. Yeltsin’s helpers and mine immediately began to search for a mutually acceptable option, but Vyacheslav Kebich proposed inviting [Ukrainian leader] Leonid Makarovich Kravchuk if Boris Nikolayevich did not object.   

			I called Yeltsin. He not only did not object, but on the contrary, seemed rather glad. Kravchuk’s invitation caused a delay, since on December 1 there were presidential elections in Ukraine, and Kravchuk, as a candidate, could not leave the country during the campaign. We agreed to meet immediately after the Ukrainian elections.

			Why was Kravchuk necessary? There were factors for and against. Against was the fact that the three-way agreements are much harder to achieve than two-way agreements. The argument “for” was that Ukraine and Belarus had the same major problem – the need for energy resources during winter. Starting an unhealthy competition of who can please Russia most to acquire what is needed would have been absurd. Working together, everything would be honest, mutually transparent, and understandable.

			The second reason for expanding the number of participants in the meeting was that many industrial sectors, especially the ones that used a lot of energy, needed to have a clear understanding of the energy supply perspectives for the near future. That is why the delegations arriving to Viskuli included executives and representatives of the ministries and departments concerned with the questions of energy. 

			Thus, these reasons, as well as other, less-significant factors, explained the arrival in Belavezha Forest of representative delegations from Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus — all capable of making quick decisions at the highest governmental level of the three countries. 

			What Remained in People’s Minds

			In December 1991, the Soviet Union was still a country where, as a matter of inertia, the majority of the population thought one thing, said another, and did yet something else. There was more openness than in Khrushchev’s, Brezhnev’s or Andropov’s times, but no one dared to threaten the most sacred thing – the country itself. The program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union adopted by the XXII Congress in October 1961 – the program which required the building of communism – had been overturned two years previously by the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies, together with the Communist Party’s guiding role. Still, the program had not vanished from the minds of the millions of naïve advocates of the most just society on Earth. And indeed, how could one reject a dream so quickly which promised: 

			“…a classless social system with common social ownership of the means of production; absolute social equality for all members of society, where together with the comprehensive development of humanity, the productive forces would grow on the base of constantly developing technology and science; all of the sources of national wealth will flow in full streams realizing the great principle “From each according to his ability, to each according to his need.” Communism is a highly organized society of free and conscious workers, in which self-government will be strengthened and where labor for the good of the society will become the first life necessity for all, a conscious need; the abilities of all will be applied with the greatest advantage for the public…” 

			How was it possible to reject immediately and abruptly the heaven on Earth promised by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) Program – particularly since it would be a heaven for everyone! More than 200-pages long, the Program ended with the following words: “The current generation of the Soviet people will live under Communism!” 

			All citizens of the USSR were obliged to study the Program; students of all levels and numerous other categories of citizens were required to learn the definition of Communism and the final words of the Program by heart. 

			Paradoxically, many people became used to believing in all this. Some still have faith in Communism and believe that greedy capitalists and democrats unable to understand the teachings of communism hindered its creation. 

			Solidarity of Global VIPs

			On the day of our meeting in the forest, not all of us had a clear understanding of the political situation in the world. Much of it we only found out later. However, the majority of those who arrived to Viskuli were aware of the fact that the world’s top politicians – U.S. President George Bush, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, French President François Mitterrand, and the retiring British leader Margaret Thatcher – were decisive adversaries of so-called separatism, that is, the division of the USSR into independent states. All of these leaders and ex-leaders of the most important capitalist countries thought that it would be more profitable for them to deal with a single Gorbachev rather than with numerous unpredictable new leaders. 

			Not everyone who came to Viskuli understood why the leaders of the most powerful states opposed the division of the USSR into its component parts. Effectively, the collapse had already taken place in August 1991 after the coup makers were driven out. But the disintegration could be uncontrollable. Mitterrand predicted “The chance to speak about the Soviet Union in recent times has placed a sacramental question on the agenda: ‘What next?’ The disintegration of a state, the crisis of power, the loss of faith, accompanied by economic decline – all this could lead to an outburst by the population which would make it practically impossible to govern the country, which could collapse into anarchy.” 

			Formally, everything stayed the same. The West, as in the post-war Stalin years, continued to fear the Russians. Europe sought paths and forms of unification. The main political goal of this unification was to command enough power to counter the Russians. It followed from the crowning phrase of Winston Churchill’s September 19, 1946 speech at Zurich University: “It would be a measureless disaster if Russian barbarism overlaid the culture and independence of the states of Europe.”

			And these “Russians,” that is citizens of the USSR, would be split into numerous states, four of which have nuclear weapons. Thanks to their inherently wild nature, they will clobber each other and, moreover, drag our well-off countries into the conflict. The West did not believe it would be possible to prevent war as the USSR broke into pieces, therefore all of the most competent politicians persistently opposed the disintegration of the USSR. No disintegration, no war. 

			The Western countries’ policy of opposition to the division of the USSR to a significant degree was based on their good understanding of politicians in the Soviet Union. Having come to know Gorbachev, they understood that nurturing several Gorbachevs would be difficult. It would be better to work with the existing one since he had to some extent been taught. With others it would be more complicated, they work like stubborn dogmatic Marxist-Leninists, not like combine operators who managed to succeed in their party work. The real members of the partocracy are convinced that the USSR is a great power, a nuclear superpower, that the whole world is against them, that if the enemy does not give up, it is necessary to destroy him, that all wealth is amassed through dishonest means, that money is not the most important thing…

			In 2011 Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs Carl Bildt convinced the Swedish parliament to allow the ministry to publish on its web site all the diplomatic cables sent by the Swedish embassies up to 1991. Usually such documents remain secret for 50 years, but Bildt effectively reduced that term to 20 years. The most important discovery made on the basis of analyzing the published correspondence is the terrible fear of a civil war on the territory of the Soviet Union, which could affect other countries. 

			Regarding the domestic situation of the formally existing Soviet Union, the center had already lost its grip on the last bits of power. On the referendum that was conducted at the same time as Ukraine’s presidential election on December 1, 1991, 90.32 percent of the voters backed Ukrainian independence. It was not difficult to guess that in other republics the proportion of citizens desiring independence was not smaller. 

			Arrivals

			The airplane with Russian president Yeltsin and his staff arrived in Minsk on the morning of December 7. The Russian delegation was first taken to Zaslavl’, where they could rest and prepare for the short flight to the airbase in Pruzhny, and from there a drive to Belavezha Forest. 	

			Yeltsin planned to address the Belarusan Supreme Soviet. There the deputies hoped to hear directly from the Russian leader the basic principles of the Russian conception of its relations with the USSR republics which had adopted declarations of state sovereignty. 

			However, Yeltsin met with failure in that task. He had to explain the gross oversight of those who had prepared for him an old charter, which he wanted to present as a gift to the Supreme Soviet. The ancient charter turned out to be a document confirming the imperial character of its compilers, which the deputies, highly educated professional historians, immediately understood. They quickly announced their opinion, after which the hall was filled with relatively friendly shouts of condemnation. The chamber became unmanageable and, although Yeltsin withdrew as fast as he could, the roar and din chased him into the corridor. 

			I was not happy about what had happened because it complicated implementing what we had planned. But I did not have the right to defend Yeltsin. His political mistake was obvious and, if I had spoken up to help him, many deputies would have rightly jeered at me, not just deputies from the Belarusan Popular Front. I was disappointed with what happened because everything started in an undesirable way, but I could do nothing to smooth out the situation. I did not have a chance to speak with Yeltsin right away during the break in the session because he had already left, presumably for Zaslavl’.

			I went to the airport and managed to get there at the moment Ukrainian President Kravchuk’s plane arrived. I met Leonid Makarovich and congratulated him on his victory in the presidential elections and then was supposed to fly on my YaK-27 with our delegation behind him to the airbase in Pruzhany, but decided that I could have some extra time for conversation with the Ukrainian president and volunteered to join him on his plane. However, our conversation on the airplane did not provide any additional information about the Ukrainian position. 

			Accordingly, all the planes arrived at the airbase, where the genial and hospitable Brest Oblast Governor Viktor Ivanovich Bursky met them. Then everyone left for the former Communist Party Central Committee recreation center, which was now managed by the Belarus SSR government. There was no problem accommodating the guests, though such a massive number of arrivals to Viskuli was unprecedented.

			Viskuli, Day One

			In the main building of the former residence of the Central Committee, there are apartments for the most important guests. Thanks to my attention to detail, three suites of rooms of the highest quality had essentially the same level of comfort, design and size. Two were given respectively to Yeltsin and Kravchuk. I refrained from taking the third, thinking that anything could happen and set up in a two-floor cottage, which I liked as much as the suite. Two of my bodyguards also stayed there. 

			On the evening of December 7, we met in Yeltsin’s rooms. In addition to the head of the Russian delegation, also present were Gennady Burbulis, Yegor Gaidar, Andrei Kozyrev, and Sergei Shakhrai; from Ukraine, Vitold Fokin, and three deputies from the Rada; from Belarus, there was Vyacheslav Kebich, Mikhail Myasnikovich, and Petr Kravchenko. 

			We talked about oil, gas and much else, but inevitably the main question arose: What to do in a situation in which neither Gorbachev nor any other political body was running the USSR?

			Everything that happened subsequently I remember in detail for the simple reason that I expected little from Gennady Burbulis, who was like all Marxist philosophers. I never once heard anything from a Soviet philosopher that had not already been announced in the latest appeal of the Communist Party Central Committee or the USSR Council of Ministers or printed in the Short Course History of the CPSU or in university textbooks that summarized the Short Course. But Gennady Eduardovich Burbulis, the philosopher who was the first (and apparently the last) State Secretary of the Russian Federation, took the floor.

			“Gentlemen, would you agree to put your signature under the following proposition: The USSR as a geopolitical reality and subject of international law ends its existence?”

			I understood the gist of Burbulis’s proposal instantly and I will not hide the fact that I liked it immediately. I felt uncomfortable that I had not related to him in the best manner before this. Therefore I did not wait until someone else stated their opinion and said drily, “I would sign.”

			I could compliment the philosopher and, I am not afraid to admit it, even envy him. Then everyone present confirmed that they were ready to sign under the words of Russian Federation State Secretary Burbulis. Thus, the Marxist-Leninist philosopher (those two names were always inserted in front of the title philosopher in the USSR when discussing a university teacher or researcher) effectively determined what we would discuss in Viskuli for the rest of the time. This suddenly became clear to everyone gathered in the residence of Russian President Boris Yeltsin. Here we said, and frequently repeated subsequently, the phrase about the Belavezha Accords that “We had to do what it was impossible not to do!”

			Yeltsin’s “You understand!” frequently punctuated the babel. 

			“We have a good skeleton, you understand, but we have to put the meat on it. But we have to take care of everything, leave nothing uncovered. We cannot leave any questions hanging in the air. Otherwise, history will judge us harshly. Above all, no one should be afraid of what we are announcing to our citizens and the entire world. In the first place should be creation and not destruction. We should show, you understand, that there is a way to remain united without hypocrisy and the violation of rights and freedoms along national or any other distinctions. We’ve had enough of the USSR, the CPSU and now the SSG, the Commonwealth of Sovereign States. Independent, you understand! It should be the Commonwealth of Independent States!

			I was happy for Boris Nikolaevich. He had forgotten about his morning speech in the Supreme Soviet, which meant that the original goal of the meeting, a chance to agree on oil and gas, had not been lost. And though Yeltsin did not say anything that had not already been said in the general part of our discussion, which I described above as “babel,” he summarized everything very well. There is no need to provide additional information about who joined the group to prepare the document. We had agreed on everything and set a deadline for preparing the document by early the next morning. 

			Rethinking: What Are We Creating?

			The group of drafters went off to complete their work. Kebich also stepped out to make sure that all the arrangements were in order and that the staffs had everything they needed. A little later he rejoined the conversation of those who remained – Yeltsin, Kravchuk, Burbulis, Fokin and I. 

			What happened? We had decided to denounce the 1922 treaty on the creation of the USSR. This part of the proposed agreement was all correct and legitimate. As presidents, Yeltsin, Kravchuk, and I were empowered by the constitutions of the Russian Federation, Ukraine, and Belarus to sign international treaties on behalf of our states. Such treaties would immediately have the force of law, but we were required to immediately submit them for ratification by our respective parliaments. If the parliaments ratified them, the treaties would remain in effect. If not, they were no longer valid. 

			In 1922, the Russian Federation, Ukrainian, and Belarusan Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Transcaucasus Federation created the USSR. However, the Transcaucasus Federation had been abolished without creating a legal successor. Accordingly, all existing creators of the USSR, without exception, adopted the decision to denounce it. Here everything was legitimate. 

			But then there was good reason to assume that we were creating a Union of Slavic Republics. However, there was a chance to correct the situation. We knew that Kazakhstan’s leader Nursultan Nazarbaev was flying to Moscow. Why not invite him to join us? We made up our minds and invited him! It was clear that Yeltsin should be the one to invite him. 

			We connected with Nazarbaev’s plane and put him on speaker phone. Yeltsin informed him that we had gathered and invited him to join us. Yeltsin told him that the meeting would become much weightier if he were involved. Not surprisingly, Nursultan Abishevich politely thanked us for the invitation, immediately accepted it, and promised to fly in after refueling in Moscow. Our Belarusan service took care to find a Kazakhstani flag, affixed it to “my” Zil-117 limo, and prepared to meet the high-ranking guest at the airbase outside of Pruzhan. 

			At that point I did not think that Nazarbaev would have a different idea about what we had decided. But he subsequently said that he would not sign the Belavezha Accords no matter what. Imagine what had come crashing down on our heads! As I understood later, happily we did not manage to reestablish communications with his plane. However, by other communication links we were informed that Nazarbaev’s plane could not leave Moscow for technical reasons. Nazarbaev’s every move was an illustration of the conventional wisdom that the “East is subtle.” Both before and after Viskuli. It was difficult to understand when he was telling the truth. When he announced that he would never sign the Belavezha Accords or when in Alma-Ata he signed the agreement with great enthusiasm and added that we should consider him and Kazakhstan not only as joiners to the agreement, but as creators. Is it really true that a sign of eastern subtlety is to relate differently to one and the same concept in Belarus, Russia, and Kazakhstan?

			Later, after 2000, Gorbachev explained in a television show why Nazarbaev did not fly to join us in the forest. USSR President Gorbachev had promised him the position of chairman of the Supreme Soviet in the renewed USSR. 

			Late Evening on December 7 in the Bathhouse 

			Prime Minister Vyacheslav Frantsevich Kebich, who carried the burden of addressing all the logistical details of the meeting, acted in a fully Soviet manner. He did not provide a typewriter or a speed typist since such things were usually not required at a Soviet party meeting. But he did ensure that we would have time in the bath house since summit meetings without the sauna were impossible. And it was not a simple sauna. Lovers of the sauna and steam expected Kebich’s personal surprise – a team of masseuses led by an expert who practically had a PhD in massage. According to the organizer, these impressive folks were able to remove all forms of stress, which is an important factor at a summit. Thus, he replaced the existing massage practice in the lodge since the day of his founding, with one that did not include alcohol, though he did not go to the idiotic extent of the Gorbachev/Ligachev effort to limit wine and viticulture. 

			December 8

			The morning of December 8 was clear. Only Kravchuk and Fokin accepted the invitation issued to everyone to go hunting. Fortune smiled on the Ukrainian prime minister, but the president of our southern blue-eyed neighbors shot … and missed. But that did not spoil his mood, more like the opposite, since he acted energetically and single-mindedly all day.

			I never hunted. During my student days, once when I was sitting in a boat with an acquaintance who was a hard-core hunter, I picked up his gun, shot, and hit a duck soaring overhead. To this day, I feel sorry about this small innocent bird. However, thanks to his demise, I have some hunting experience. 

			I asked the gamekeepers who prepared the hunt, “How did it happen that one of the best hunters in Ukraine didn’t hit anything?”	“Well, we tied hogs to a long rope for them, but the first shot cut the rope and the second hit one of the hogs.”

			I still don’t know whether this was just a gamekeepers’ joke or the truth. 

			Most of the high-level guests attended the breakfast from beginning to end. The aides and experts came either in shifts or late. Kravchuk and Fokin were extremely late. One way or another, everyone had a good breakfast and enjoyed a long conversation. 	

			Then it was time to examine the draft. Six people – the top and second-ranking officials of the participant countries – read the text attentively from the title to the last lines. They turned the 18 articles proposed by the drafters into 14. Some passages were combined, others were moved from one article to another. Each article was reworked until no one had any further comments or doubts. The experts/drafters provided excellent help, listening to the requests and advice about what was not clear, what needed to be added, what should be deleted or strengthened, where to place the accents. Without a murmur, they hurried to rewrite and correct the text. 

			Watching all this, as if from the side, I was reminded of a joke about Gorbachev’s contrariness. In the story, Gorbachev out of the blue decided to sit behind the wheel of his limousine and drive it into the Kremlin. When one of the bosses asked a policeman standing watch, “Who’s coming?” the policeman answered, “I don’t know who, but Gorbachev himself is his driver!”

			It was the same with us. Yegor Gaidar led the charge. He was the best at formulating a phrase which removed all doubt. Sergei Shakhrai was almost as good. The others also worked well with the maximum impact. 

			As a result, by 2-3 pm we unanimously agreed on the text of the agreement, article-by-article and in general, and it only remained to sign it officially. 

			Who Should Call Whom and When?

			Mikhail Sergeevich Gorbachev never tires of repeating that as USSR President he was phoned after U.S. President George Bush. 

			That is not true. 

			I phoned him first, as the three of us – Yeltsin, Kravchuk, and I – had agreed. I called much earlier than Yeltsin called Bush on the “troika,” the phone that we had handy. But, at first, he was not the one who answered, someone else picked up. They started asking: Who is calling? From where? I said who I was. Then they answered: I will give the phone to the president. Gorbachev sought to show how important he was by pausing. Then he took the phone. I began to explain in detail the essence of the agreement that we had prepared for signatures and was surprised that he addressed me with the formal “you” in Russian. Until then, we had used the informal version of you. 

			Seeing that I was talking on the phone and, naturally, not listening to my conversation, Yeltsin began to call Bush. But I had only been speaking with assistants. Yeltsin got through immediately and Andrei  Kozyrev translated his conversation. He translated loudly, pressing to his ear a headset that was parallel to Yeltsin’s phone. Bush figured out what was going on immediately. Mikhail Sergeevich, as was his habit, began to instruct me with the tone of a mentor, and said, stretching out his words, something like the following:

			“Did you think about how international society will react to your actions?”

			“Mikhail Sergeevich, everything is fine. Boris Nikolaevich is talking to Bush about the signing and he is reacting normally,” I said.

			After that, there was silence until the line went dead. 

			Around 4 pm we signed the agreement in a festive atmosphere in front of journalists and television cameras. 	

			I consider signing the Belavezha Accords the second most important event for Belarus and my life. I attach here the full text because dozens of times people have reproached me for signing this text without having read the document or knowing what is in it. But the criticism is for nothing. Serious analysts have declared the document “a masterpiece of legitimate diplomacy at the end of the second millennium.” 

			Accord on the Creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States

			We, the Republic of Belarus, the Russian Federation (RSFSR), and Ukraine, as founding states of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, having signed the 1922 Union Treaty, hereafter called the Supreme Contracting Parties, state that the Union of SSR as a subject of international law and geopolitical reality ends its existence. 

			Drawing on the historic communities of our peoples and the ties established among them, taking into account the bilateral treaties concluded by the Supreme Contracting Parties,

			Striving to build democratic, rule-of-law states,

			Intending to develop relations on the basis of mutual recognition and respect for state sovereignty, the inherent right to self-determination, the principles of equality and non-intervention into internal affairs, rejecting the use of force, economic or other methods of pressure, resolving disputes through negotiations and other generally recognized principles and norms of international law, 

			Considering that the further development and strengthening relations of friendship, good-neighborliness, and mutually advantageous cooperation between our states serves the deep-rooted national interests of their peoples as well as the cause of peace and security, 

			Confirming our adherence to the goals and principles of the United Nations Charter, the Helsinki Final Act and other documents of the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe,

			Committing ourselves to observe the universally-recognized international norms of the rights of man and peoples,

			We agree to the following:

			Article1

			The Supreme Contracting Parties form the Commonwealth of Independent States.

			Article 2

			The Supreme Contracting Parties guarantee their citizens, regardless of their nationality or other differences, equal rights and freedoms. Each of the Supreme Contracting Parties guarantees the citizens of the other parties, and state-less people living on their territories, regardless of their nationality or other differences, civil, political, social, economic, and cultural rights and freedoms in coordination with generally recognized international norms of human rights. 

			Article 3

			The Supreme Contracting Parties, desiring to enable the expression, preservation, and development of ethnic, cultural, language, and religious identity of the national minorities living on their territories, and the resulting unique ethnocultural regions, take them into their protection. 

			Article 4

			The Supreme Contracting Parties will develop the equality and mutually advantageous cooperation of their peoples and states in the spheres of politics, economics, culture, education, healthcare, environmental protection, science, trade, and in the humanitarian and other fields, facilitate a wide information exchange, and will observe mutual obligations in good faith. 

			The parties consider it necessary to conclude an agreement about cooperation in these fields. 

			Article 5

			The Supreme Contracting Parties recognize and respect each others’ territorial integrity and the inviolability of the existing borders within the Commonwealth. 

			They guarantee the openness of borders, the freedom of movement for citizens, and the transmission of information within the Commonwealth.

			Article 6

			The state-members of the Commonwealth will cooperate in securing international peace and security and implementing effective measures for reducing armament and military expenditures, as well as general and complete disarmament under strict international monitoring.

			The parties will respect the desire of each other to achieve the status of non-nuclear zones and neutral states. 

			The state-members of the Commonwealth will preserve and support under a unified command a common military-strategic space, including a single monitor over nuclear weapons, whose method of operation will be determined by a special treaty.

			They also will jointly guarantee the necessary conditions for storage, functioning, and material and social provision required by the strategic armed forces. The parties will prepare a mutually acceptable policy for questions of social security and providing pensions for the military-service members and their families. 

			Article 7

			The Supreme Contracting Parties recognize that among the activities in their sphere of joint activity, implemented on an equal basis through jointly coordinated institutions within the Commonwealth, are:

			

			
					•	Coordinating foreign policy activity

					•	Cooperating in the formation and development of a common economic space, common European and Eurasian markets, and in the area of customs policy

					•	Cooperating in the development of transportation and communications systems

					•	Cooperating in the field of preserving the environment, participating in the creation of a comprehensive international system of ecological security

					•	Issues of migration policy, and

					•	Battling organized crime. 

			

			Article 8

			The parties recognize the planetary character of the Chernobyl disaster and are obliged to unite and coordinate their strength in minimizing and overcoming its consequences.

			They agree to conclude a special treaty taking into account the weight of the consequences of the catastrophe. 

			Article 9

			Disagreements over interpreting and implementing the norms in this Accord should be resolved through negotiations between the parties, and if necessary at the level of the heads of government and state.

			Article 10

			Each of the Supreme Contracting Parties retains the right to annul this Accord or specific articles in it, providing one year’s notice to the other parties to the Accord. 

			The provisions of the Accord can be amended or changed by mutual agreement of the Supreme Contracting Parties. 

			Article 11

			From the moment of its signing, this Accord does not allow the application of norms from third-party states, including the former Union of SSR, on the territory of the signatory states. 

			Article 12

			The Supreme Contracting Parties guarantee the implementation of international obligations arising for them from treaties and agreements of the former Union of SSR.

			Article 13

			The current Accord does not affect the obligations of the Supreme Contracting Parties in relation to third-party states. 

			The current agreement is open for joining to all states of the former Union of SSR, and also for other governments sharing the goals and principles of this Accord. 

			Article 14

			The official location for the coordinating bodies of the Commonwealth is the city of Minsk. 

			The activities of the former Union of SSR agencies on the territory of the Commonwealth member-states now ceases.

			Completed in the city of Minsk on December 8, 1991, in three copies, each in Belarusan, Russian, and Ukrainian, in which each text has equal force.

			

			For the Republic 		For the RSFSR		For Ukraine

			of Belarus

			S. Shushkevich		B. Yeltsin		L. Kravchuk

			V. Kebich 		G. Burbulis		V. Fokin

			Useless Doubts, Ratification

			I decided to drive back to Minsk in my car. 

			“My” official ZIL-117 was unusually voracious and consumed 25 liters of gasoline to transit 100 kilometers. I preferred not to ride in it because I felt fine in my official Volga and remembered that my personal Zhiguli needed only 10-11 liters to go 100 km in the worst case. However, I needed the ZIL to meet the high-level guests at Viskuli for the reception. And now, when it was necessary to go back, I decided for the first time to see how pleasant it was to ride in a limousine created especially for members of the Politburo of the CPSU and called by the common people a “chlenovoz.” My bodyguard sat next to the driver and 50 yards ahead was a police Zhiguli with a flashing light. We had brought them into the forest to accompany the guests. 

			I pressed the button to raise the glass separating the salon from the driver and bodyguard and turned on the radio. The news was filled with repeated announcements about the collapse of the USSR. On the various frequencies and in numerous languages, they discussed the last names of Kravchuk, Yeltsin, and mine with specific mispronunciations in each of the languages. Unwittingly, I thought “How important I have become!” but the pride quickly passed when I remembered that I was riding back to my professor’s two-room apartment on what was then the edge of town. I mentally sympathized with the policemen, who, through 12-hour shifts, constantly watched the stairway leading up to my apartment. Again I felt important because when I asked why this was necessary, I received an answer from the head of the Supreme Soviet secretariat that it was necessary to guard the residence of the head of state. However, it was not required, and strictly speaking, not possible, to provide even the slightest comfort for these guards defending me and my wife took out to the staircase a kitchen stool. 

			Sitting in the luxurious salon of the ZIL, I began to worry: Would the members of parliament support the ratification of the Accord. The Communists made up 82 percent of the Supreme Soviet, and although many were inactive, it was possible that they could rise up. 

			The next day, against the background of Gorbachev’s efforts to conjure a meeting of the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies to discuss the question of the formation of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), I passed the text of the Accord to the Supreme Soviet commission to prepare it for ratification and added the question of ratification to the agenda of the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Belarus. All of the media were filled with announcements about the events in Viskuli, but the press service of the Supreme Soviet carried Gorbachev’s announcement: “The fate of a multi-national state cannot be determined by the will of the leaders of three republics.” The room designated for smokers was alive with deputies discussing the matter. Only three months earlier, Gorbachev had closed the Congress so that it could not prevent him from ruling, and now he was grabbing for it like a life preserver. 

			But the train had already left the station! At the December 10 session of the Supreme Soviet there were only celebratory speeches in support of the Accord and for its ratification. The most reserved speeches came from deputies in the Belarus Popular Front (BNF) – BNF leader Zenon Poznyak was completely reserved and as usual edifying – but also in support of ratification. One speech condemned the signing. This was the speech of Valery Gurevich Tikhni, my old acquaintance, a respected professor at the university who had climbed up the steps of the Party hierarchy to the position of second secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Belarus. In the end, there was only one vote against ratification, while all the rest supported it. 

			On the same day – December 10 – the Ukrainian Rada ratified the Belavezha Accords and on December 12 the RSFSR Supreme Soviet voted to ratify as well (188 for, 6 against, and 7 abstaining). 

			That means that we acted correctly!

			The West no longer feared that the Accord, signed in the Belavezha Forest, would detonate uprisings or serious armed conflicts on the territory of the former USSR. The official declaration of the end of the Soviet Union, in their opinion, should have immediately united the pro-Soviet forces – the Party nomenklatura, special services, and generals into creating a new coup committee, like the one that appeared in Moscow in August 1991. One of the clearest confirmations of this view sounded during the visit of Russian Federation State Secretary Gennady Burbulis to France in the capacity of a special envoy of the president of Russia on December 12, 1991. French President Mitterrand told him with undisguised concern that he feared great shocks occuring in Soviet territory. But four days had passed and all was quiet. 

			Afterword

			More than twenty years later, we rarely remember the great significance for the Republic of Belarus that the Accord on the Creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States has. Today’s staunchly anti-Belarus authorities have gone to considerable effort to reduce its significance. If we want to speak frankly, in the Belavezha Accords, signed by the Russian president and ratified by the Russian parliament, Russia for the first time since 1794 officially recognized the independence of its neighboring colony Belarus. 

			Pro-imperial Russian politicians cannot accept Russia’s recognition of independence for Belarus and Ukraine. Lacking the ability to lead and develop the state in the interests of its citizens and suffering from the age-old complex of feeling that their state is somehow incomplete, first felt by their predecessors who called on the Varangians to rule, on the highest level of the state, they cast incantations, but lack the ability to unite and work in the interests of Russians. Thus on March 15, 1996, the State Duma declared that the decree of the RSFSR Supreme Soviet denouncing the treaty forming the USSR no longer was valid, de facto cancelling the ratification of the Belavezha Accords. However, Russian legislation did not recognize this decision of the Duma and it remained nothing more than hot air – a new incantation, but not a law.

			From time to time, political clowns like Vladimir Zhirinovsky remember about such decisions and cast new incantations. Thus in the middle of December 2011, deputies from his Liberal Democratic Party of Russia introduced to the Duma a bill “On evaluating the consequences of the collapse of the USSR” and proposed “bringing to criminal justice those guilty of destroying the Union.” Naturally, making such gestures, in order to win the attention of a disadvantaged electorate, is not difficult. It is more complicated for Duma deputies to work, for example, on laws which help reduce the number of Russian citizens living in poverty. It is even more complicated to create legislation allowing Russia to receive petrodollar investments in the well-being of Russian citizens, and not for expanding the number of luxuries given to the oligarchs who are parasites on the body of the country. 

			In Belarus, as well, such incantations are much more common than work on legislation aimed at state-building. Even some high-level representatives of the Belarus Popular Front have declared that independence absolutely unexpectedly was presented to us on a silver platter. According to their interpretation, you see, it was received without blood, without trials, and therefore it was not somebody’s achievement and in general no kind of independence. Even Zenon Poznyak, though delicately, found a way to cast a shadow on the Belavezha Accords. He claimed that it resembled a new Union Treaty. 

			And many home-grown political scientists, mostly yesterday’s lecturers on the history of the CPSU, Marxist-Leninist philosophy, scientific communism, and other such disciplines, become overwrought and repeat that independence fell on the head of Belarus unexpectedly, like snow. 

			Think, gentlemen! Just because you or your predecessors did not have a hand in it does not mean that it happened by itself. The most worthy sons of Belarus gave their heads for independence. 

			It means little to receive independence de jure, it is necessary to make it a fact. The state must learn to build independence patiently and persistently. Even here, the steps of this construction do not proceed without blood or the disappearance of people. It is no simple matter to remove the slave-like subordination mentality that has been beaten into the consciousness of millions of people. This subordination is deeply anti-Belarusan even though it is dressed in the clothes of a kind older brother. It is necessary to teach people how to build things on their own and not give advice to others on how to do it. Above all, it is necessary to collect the remainders of the Belarusan intelligentsia and their heirs, who lived under conditions of terrible anti-Belarusan repression. It is necessary to ask their advice: What should be done so that Belarus became Belarusan? As people commonly say now, we need to combine forces to develop a road map. 

			All states in Europe are national and built on the national idea. The duty of the Belarusan national intelligentsia is to create a contemporary Belarusan national idea that is attractive for all the citizens of Belarus. 

			The final goal is a Belarusan Belarus. 

			I recognize that even I have to some degree entered the path of casting spells. But in my situation and in the situation of those who as the result of a criminal state coup were removed from the process of state building, to say nothing of what was done to the voter-endowed deputy rights, given in free elections, it is hardly possible to do something different than to propose a program, scheme, and set of principles for the progressive reform of the Belarusan state. 

			On December 20, 2011, in Moscow the anniversary summit of the CIS took place, marking December 21, the date when an additional eight republics of the USSR joined the Accord on the creation of the CIS, signed in Viskuli, at a meeting in Alma-Ata. Then, as now, Nazarbaev’s egoism did not allow him to consider himself as joining anything and he insisted that the treaty not be called one of joining the CIS, but of creating the CIS, a proposal that the signatories of the Belavezha Accords did not oppose. Throughout the entire world, December 8, 1991, is considered the date of the treaty signing that brought an end to the USSR de jure and that the three signatories were Belarus, Russia, and Ukraine. Nazarbaev insists on naming a different date and another group of signers. As they say, let him have it his way, since he has a legal basis for this because a document creating the CIS was announced and signed by him in Alma-Ata.

			The peaceful dissolution of the USSR and the consequent peaceful completion of the Cold War is viewed today by eminent political scientists as a “masterpiece of legitimate diplomacy during the Twentieth Century.” Indeed, the decolonization of the former Soviet republics was peaceful in comparison with the collapse of the Russian, Ottoman, Portuguese and other empires. In recent years, diplomats have defined inter-state borders in the post-Soviet space and new political systems have appeared. Their constitutions declare the principles of rule of law, democracy, and human rights. In practice, these systems are far from the standards of democracy and human rights that are accepted in the contemporary civilized world. 

			In the beginning it seemed that there would be a new configuration in which Russia would not have unconstrained dominance over the newly formed states. Such an arrangement would have served the spirit and letter of the Belevezha Accords. But gradually, especially after the end of President Boris Yeltsin’s term, Russia returned to the old management and command positions, making itself attractive by supporting the authoritarian rulers. At the December 2011 summit in Moscow, Islam Karimov and Alzambek Atambaev openly stated, with no objections from the others, that Russia, as before, was the center of the post-Soviet space and that it was logical for all the rest to remain in its zone of patronage. Nobody mentioned the fact that this patronage tied the satellite states to the sub-optimal order and principles that had taken root in Russia long ago. 

			Russia feels that its own wealth in insufficient. It wants to control the entire potential of the CIS, which is enormous: 16.4 percent of the territory and 4.4 percent of the population of the planet; 20 percent of world oil reserves; 40 percent of natural gas reserves; 25 percent of coal; 10 percent of electricity production; 25 percent of world forestry supplies; nearly 11 percent of global renewable water resources, and 13 percent of arable lands. Recent years have pushed Russia to seek out forms of integration which would confirm its leadership while simultaneously encouraging the CIS countries to join the proposed union. It achieves this goal with guarantees that the authoritarian, pro-Russian leaders will be able to remain in power. Russia finds it easier to deal with these authoritarian leaders than with democratic regimes. This is one of the reasons for the transformation of the Commonwealth of Independent States into the commonwealth of states with authoritarian governments (almost becoming the Commonwealth of Dictators). 

			The numerous treaties between Russia and Belarus, including the treaty on the union state, the agreement on the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), the Eurasian Economic Union, and the Customs Union are further confirmations. Then Russian President Dmitry Medvedev announced at the December summit, “there is no alternative to the CIS in the form of a united platform for bringing together the efforts of interested states in all possible spheres of cooperation, and I want to assure you, respected colleagues, that for Russia this position will be immutable.”

			Preserving Russia’s role as a system-forming element in the CIS could proceed along the path to modernization of the political systems of both Russia and the CIS or state management along the lines of the European Union. But, given the imperial designs of Russia’s rulers, such a development is unlikely. The alternative is the economic dictate of Russia, preserving its economic strength thanks to the economic power of its petrodollars. Now Russia has only announced its slogan – “Creating the Eurasian Economic Union is the main goal of Russian foreign policy.” Officially, neither the union’s territorial nor political boundaries have been defined, but it is clear that the Russian authorities seek to control the CIS as a whole, and further, as a minimum, everything that once was in the sphere of Russian influence. 

			The countries in the CSTO – Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, Tajikistan – are states with authoritarian governments and their characteristic insurmountable flaws – corruption, telephone law, poor implementation of laws, etc. In Belarus, with Russian backing, there is a dictatorial regime; Kazakhstan has conceived a leader-for-life of the nation who rules like the old members of the Politburo. Kyrgyzstan is trying to move toward democracy, but judging by Alzambek Atambaev’s speech at the December 2011 summit, the first priority is allegiance to Russia, and this is obviously a hindrance to democratization. Authoritarianism is also obvious in non-CSTO members like Azerbaijan and Tajikistan. In the near future, we can keep the hope that the former USSR republics like Moldova, Ukraine and former CIS member Georgia, will not be knocked from the path of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia toward building democratic states. 

			Politically active youth, through their personal convictions, have set an example for more fruitful and wider associations than the CIS. The Commonwealth has considerable potential for social support. Already on June 21, 1994, in Minsk, there was a congress of the Party of CIS Supporters, created by an initiative group of students and graduates of the philosophy section of the History Department of Belarusan University, under the coordination of Sergei Shilov. The goal was to support the geopolitical development of the Commonwealth on the basis of the principles of European liberal federalism, drawing on the experience of the British Commonwealth of Nations and the European Union and to establish a CIS Consultative Center in Minsk with the support of non-governmental organizations. The Belarus Ministry of Justice did not register the party and the Supreme Court rejected the founder’s appeal, pleasing Lukashenka. In March 1995 a representative of the organizing committee of the party, S. N. Nosov, participated in the Forum of Non-governmental Social Organizations “For Social Development” in Copenhagen. Party activists worked toward developing the CIS Consultative Center. At that time the center worked in conjunction with the British Open University in Belarus. However, after the Belarusan authorities closed this non-governmental educational center in 1996, Shilov emigrated to Russia, where he became an assistant to former State Secretary Burbulis. 

		

	
		
			Russian Military Reform in the Aftermath of the 2008 Russia-Georgia War

			

			Athena Bryce-Rogers

			

			“The army has 1.4 million men, but there is no one to wage war.”

			-Russian President Vladimir Putin1

			Abstract: Former Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov’s reforms marked a serious effort to make real change in Russia’s military. The ability to implement these reforms resulted largely from strong, committed leadership at the top and the impetus given by Russia’s performance in the 2008 war with Georgia. Ultimately, Serdyukov was removed from office when his efforts ran into strong opposition from entrenched interests within the military establishment. The opaque nature of the military and its ability to manipulate the political leadership in an atmosphere of little public oversight suggests that prospects for democratization in Russia are dim. 

			Over the past few years, the Russian military has undergone what is arguably the greatest transformation that the country’s armed forces have seen in decades. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, various reforms have been attempted, only to end in failure or minimal change. Based on past experience with reforms, it seems that the success of military reforms is largely dependent on a few factors: a stimulant for reforms, sufficient  financial backing, as well as the political will, capability, and capital to implement reforms. Thanks to a confluence of such factors – including the August 2008 war with Georgia that created the “perfect storm” – recent military reforms have been much deeper than those seen in previous years, despite a long-standing clear need for such changes. 

			With the ousting of the leader of these reforms, former Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov, the future path of these developments remains unclear. Given the backing of Russia’s top political leadership, Russia’s military is likely to continue on the path of reform; however, future reforms may have a more limited scope than those undertaken by Serdyukov. Considering the many deep-rooted problems facing the military, any serious limitations to the reform effort will not be in Russia’s best interest in the long run. A look into military reform efforts and Serdyukov’s ousting also provides some insight into the level of democratization within Russia. Very simply, within democracies, there is a system of checks-and-balances. In Russia, in addition to a power structure highly skewed towards the presidency, there seems to exist an internal balance of power based on a wide system of (largely corrupt) entrenched interests. The historical autonomy of the military as well as the nature of Serdykov’s ousting – to be discussed later in the article – suggests a balance highly-skewed in favor the military, in such a way as would not be permitted in a functioning democracy. 

			This article will first provide the background, including the political atmosphere which stymied previous reforms, moving on to consider the factors that changed to make some reforms possible. In order to provide an understanding of the nature of, and need for, these reforms, this analysis will then offer an assessment of the Russian military performance during the five-day war against Georgia. Next, the article will delve into the specific aspects of the military reforms, highlighting the actual or expected success of each component. Finally, the article will conclude with an assessment of the prospects for the future of military reform, as well as the insights into democratization within Russia that can be gleaned from the reform efforts discussed.

			Military Reform: A History of Attempts & Failures

			Russia’s attempts at military reform are not particularly new. Over the years, the civilian leadership has regularly pledged to modernize, downsize, end conscription, and tackle other necessary reforms; former Russian President Boris Yeltsin was making these very promises in the early 1990s.2 What is also not new is the incredible need for reform. The First Chechen War (1994-1996) made this apparent; for instance, despite the existence of 70 divisions that were supposedly battle-ready, the military could initially gather only relatively ineffective “composite” units that had never even trained together.3 The same problem came up again a little over a decade later; despite the existence of a total of 203 ground divisions, it was estimated that only 90,000 troops were actually combat effective.4 Over the years, other problems – outdated technology, structural inefficiencies – would also arise, only to be swept under the rug or lead to mere “window dressing” efforts at improvement. Therefore, despite nearly non-stop reforms since 1992, the main problems inherited from the Soviet era remained more than a decade later. 5   

			The first round of Russian reforms began in 1993, following the division of the Soviet Army and Navy between the newly independent republics. While the Russian military was, in a sense, being built from scratch, it had inherited many of the problems of the Soviet military. Recognizing the impossibility of resolving the multitude of problems at once – particularly in the volatile environment at the time – the Ministry of Defense and General Staff proposed the creation of “Mobile Forces.” These “Mobile Forces” were an experiment to test a new organization and standardization that, it was hoped, could then be rolled out across the Army. These “Mobile Forces” would be composed of independent motorized rifle brigades to be equipped and manned at 95-100% of their full strength. However, not even the experiment itself was sufficiently resourced; the funding allocated to this experiment was enough to implement less than half of the planned changes.6 Not only was the military under-funded for the planned level of reforms, but these reforms also fell afoul of the tenuous political situation at the time. Upon coming to power, Yeltsin had other priorities – namely market reform and consolidating his own power base – that far outweighed the need for military reform. Yeltsin failed to even prioritize the need for a new constitution in 1992, an arguably far more critical need than military reform at the time.7 While the fall of the Soviet Union provided some of the impetus for reforms, ultimately, the lack of political will and financing ensured that the reform efforts were derailed.8 

			The First Chechen War (1994-1996) further revealed the weaknesses of the Russian military, thus providing yet another opportunity for reforms. The conflict was such an obvious failure for the administration that by March 1996, the majority of the population wanted an immediate withdrawal from the region and Yeltsin’s popularity rating dropped to 5 percent.9 The First Chechen War disaster placed military reform higher on Yeltsin’s priority list, yet even with presidential backing, military reform efforts became the victim of power struggles and economic hardship. For instance, throughout Yeltsin’s administrations, various structural changes would be made based not on an analysis of true security needs, but rather which service branches – including the Interior Troops and Presidential Guards – would boost Yeltsin’s own power.10 Additionally, the difficult financial situation also served to hinder reforms. The Ministry of Defense found itself in particularly difficult financial straits, as it was unable to even pay all its personnel. In 1996, employees of the military-industrial complex even took to picketing government buildings for unpaid wages. The 1998 economic crisis served only to exacerbate the situation and dealt yet another major blow to the possibility of substantial military reform.11  

			The weaknesses revealed through the Second Chechen War12 and the disastrous handling of the Kursk submarine sinking precipitated further efforts to reform. Shortly after the 2000 Kursk tragedy, President Vladimir Putin gave a speech in which he asserted that, “discussions of military reform have been going on in our country for quite a while—but, unfortunately, there has been little headway in this respect. I hope very much that we will be able to secure positive changes.”13 While change was on the agenda, it seems that Putin would first need to consolidate enough power to take any significant steps forward. Additionally, Putin would need to be cautious (at least initially) in implementing reform; after all, the military establishment was a critical support base. A full 80 percent of military personnel voted for Putin in the elections, compared to a little over 50 percent of the general public. It was worthwhile to not upset that support base.14 However, Putin would find it possible to make small changes, laying the groundwork for greater reforms later. It seems unlikely that someone (even as increasingly popular as Putin) could have taken on the kind of deep reform needed early in his career, at least without jeopardizing his own position. This is due to the fact that one of the other great impediments to reform has been the military establishment itself. Therefore, anyone taking on military reform would need the power and popularity to circumvent deeply entrenched interests. 

			Military Opposition to Reform

			Although reforms have been sidelined for a variety of reasons over the years, one of the largest impediments to reform has been the military establishment itself. The military leadership has opposed many of the changes proposed by the civilian leadership, due in part to deeply established interests. Rather than seeing many of these reforms as a necessary (albeit difficult) step in the right direction, such reforms have instead been equated with a loss of privilege, including – perhaps most importantly – a means of padding ones’ own pocketbook. If the structure of the system were changed, the budget overhauled, or any other major reform implemented, it could threaten those within the military establishment who were stealing literally billions of rubles from the state.

			Russia’s military budget more than doubled from 2001 to 2007, growing from R218.9 billion to R573 billion.15 Yet despite the substantial increases in the budget, comparatively little change was seen in terms of equipment and weaponry. Upon investigating, the Audit Chamber reported in 2007 that an incredible R164.1 billion had simply been stolen from the Ministry of Defense. Another report further revealed that the Ministry of Defense “accounts for 70 percent of the budgetary resources used for purposes other than those officially confirmed.” 16 With almost 30 percent of the Ministry of Defense resources simply being siphoned off, and an even greater amount misused or misappropriated, it is no wonder that it would take longer for new equipment and other necessities to reach troops. One critic quipped, “If we continue re-equipping the armed forces at such rates, it will take hundreds of years to achieve the goal.”17   

			Not only have many benefitted from stealing from the state, but it is all too common for officers – of both high and mid-rank – to use conscripts as a source of free labor for their personal projects. Soldiers may be used to build the private homes of officers, or have their labor bartered in exchange for cash or other goods that make their way to officers. Unlike volunteers, who feel less at the mercy of their commanders, conscripts have fewer means of protecting their interests while in the military.18 Thanks to these “perks,” entrenched military personnel would have little incentive to instigate reform, and very strong incentive to push back against any major initiatives to alter the system. 

			These abuses have been allowed to progress in part due to the high degree of autonomy traditionally given to the military, which enjoys a level of power unseen in democracies. Russia’s system has been described in a variety of ways: quasi-democracy, semi-authoritarian, superpresidential. Whatever the title, one thing is clear: in this system, the legislative branch has traditionally been allowed relatively limited insight into and minimal say over the inner workings of the military apparatus. In the words of noted analyst Roger McDermott, “Unlike in a liberal democracy, where committees exist to test and scrutinize government proposals and demonstrate accountability and openness, in the Russian political system defense officials are not subject to such vigorous checks and balances.”19  

			This lack of oversight can be seen quite clearly where the defense budget is concerned. Historically, the defense budget has been extraordinarily secretive; as of 2006, 44 percent of the military’s expenditures were completely classified. According to Pavel Zolotarev, then president of the Foundation for the Promotion of Military Reform and a general in the reserves, the budget structure “does not allow either parliamentary or civilian oversight of the military sphere… The impression is created that somebody has, as it were, deliberately set the goal of not allowing anyone else to understand all the nuances of appropriations for defense and security needs. Meanwhile one budget exits, as it were, for the government and so that it can be shown to people. But the Defense Ministry has its own—internal—budget… These two budgets do not intersect.”20 Clearly, in such an environment, where civilian leaders are not even provided with a legitimate budget, it would be difficult to implement reforms even if the political and economic circumstances were favorable. However, in the right environment, military opposition could be overcome to a certain extent in favor of reform.

			In 2008, Russia began implementing what numerous Russian military experts have called the greatest transformation of the Russian military since the 1918 creation of the Red Army.21 Reaching this point took a confluence of various critical factors, including a powerful and directed civilian leadership, the availability of financial resources, and a trigger for reform; this time, the 2008 Russia-Georgia war.

			Establishing Civilian Control over the Military

			Given the strength and opposition of the military establishment, it would have been incredibly difficult, if not impossible, to move forward with truly ground-breaking reform unless power and influence was first pulled away from the military’s top leaders. Russian military expert Dmitry Gorenburg argued that Putin understood just that, and so therefore moved forward slowly to relieve them of influence over time. Putin proceeded gradually by first putting civilians in charge of the Defense Ministry – Sergei Ivanov in 2001 and Anatoly Serdyukov in 2007 – then taking away the power of the General Staff.22 Note that civilian control in this case does not equate to improvements in democratization, as in this case it meant enhanced control by the executive branch. After all, other critical stakeholders in a traditional democracy – including parliament and civil society – played a very limited role within these reform efforts.23 This lack of inclusiveness was apparent throughout the long process in which reforms were implemented.

			In 2004, the Defense Law was formally modified to establish the defense minister and the Defense Ministry as above the General Staff and its chief. This new law entrusted the Defense Ministry with operational command and control of the armed forces. While the law excluded any reference to the official duties of the General Staff, it seemed as if the General Staff might be expected to prepare threat assessments and reports on military doctrine.24 With the General Staff subordinate to the Defense Ministry, the appointment of civilian ministers – particularly that of Anatoly Serdyukov in 2007 – became incredibly important for spearheading change. Interestingly, the same system that had aided the military establishment before would now work against it. Once Serdyukov was in place, he was able to sideline opposition, ignore criticism, and move forward with reforms in a way that would not be possible under a liberal democratic governing system. 

			Putin’s selection of Serdyukov to fill the role of defense minister had initially been a surprise; Serdyukov was the first truly civilian defense minister, as he had no ties to either the Armed Forces or Russia’s Security Services (Ivanov had at least been a former general in the Foreign Intelligence Service, SVR), rather, his past experience was within the tax ministry. He had been appointed the director of the Federal Tax Service in 2004 until his appointment to the Defense Ministry. While at the tax ministry, he gained Putin’s admiration for his handling of the Yukos case and for increasing revenues.25 As an outsider, Serdyukov was generally independent from the entrenched interests of the military and had the support of a popular president to back his reforms. 

			One of Serdyukov’s first goals was to reduce the officer strength by 200,000. Rather than going along with reforms, then-Chief of the General Staff General Yuriy Baluyevsky attempted to thwart these efforts. Serdyukov had Baluyevsky replaced by General Nikolai Makarov, who had been the head of the Siberian Military District. Notably, Makarov had no previous power base in Moscow and was therefore completely dependent upon his appointers for his position, and therefore willing to move forward with whatever reforms were supported by Serdyukov and Putin. Over time, Serdyukov conducted a “thorough purge” of the Ministry of Defense, bringing in outsiders with no links to the entrenched military interests.26 Within the first three years of Serdyukov’s appointment, he retired or fired senior officers from the top 34 positions on a total of 44 occasions; additionally, only three officers within the top 34 posts remained in their posts.27    

			Not only did Serdyukov purge the upper echelons, but he used a variety of somewhat unorthodox methods to ensure the success of his programs. For instance, Serdyukov came through a back entrance into the naval Nakhimov School in St. Petersburg during an unannounced inspection in 2007. Upon finding unsanitary conditions, including fungus on the walls and damp rooms – exactly the kind of conditions upper military leadership wanted to hide – he promptly fired the chief of the college.28 Additionally, during meetings, Serdyukov would dig into the details and demand answers to issues that had previously been ignored. According to Russian defense analyst Ruslan Pukov, a typical exchange might go as follows: “To the Deputy Minister of Defense he asked: ‘How many testing ranges are owned by the MOD? How much land do they cover?’ Getting no response, Serdyukov continues: ‘Who permitted the construction of private cottages on the territory of these ranges, such as Senezhsky? Report!’”29 

			Serdyukov would also strike at another one of the other regular challenges faced by military reformers: the budget. In previous years, military reform was stymied in part by the lack of funds. However, under Putin, military expenditures had increased substantially. Realizing that increasing resources would be a necessary component to reforms, Putin used rising revenues from the oil-driven expansion of the economy in the 2000s to expand the military budget.30 Russia’s military expenditures rose from $29 billion in 2000 to more than $51 billion in 2007. By 2011, expenditures rose to $64 billion, making Russia the third largest military spender in the world.31 However, it was realized that much of this was still lost to corruption. In an effort to cut down on the loss of funds, Serdyukov brought in his own team of inspectors, all individuals who had never before worked for the military and were separated from the entrenched interests that were feeding off the state via the military apparatus. Following these changes, one Ministry of Defense insider grumbled that, “inspections are now being conducted by people who have neither slept on armor nor toasted to friendship with the people they are auditing.”32 

			Serdyukov’s entrance had an electric, and near immediate, effect on the Russian military. However, the reforms may not have gained as much traction if not for one more critical event: the 2008 war with Georgia. While some opposition elements within the military were still capable of delaying further reforms early in Serdyukov’s tenure, this changed largely with the war in Georgia, which again highlighted how badly reforms were needed.33 The event seemed to be the final ingredient – along with directed resources and strong, engaged leadership – in the “perfect storm” that helped to bring about reform. 

			Despite the fact that at Russia could declare the war a success, this conflict also clearly revealed many of the shortcomings of the Russian military. Therefore, within four months of this apparent victory, Russia’s Defense Ministry announced a complete restructuring of the military.34 As the Georgian war provided some of the impetus for the transformation of the military, the following section will provide an analysis of Russia’s military campaign in Georgia. As noted previously, the reforms were not developed solely in response to the Georgian experience, but are instead the product of years of military thought. However, the Georgian war does help provide some critical context for understanding and assessing the latest reforms.

			War with Georgia

			The relationship between Tbilisi and Moscow has long been strained, owing largely to the competition in recent years to control Georgia’s semi-autonomous regions, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Adjara. Georgia’s leaders had become particularly wary of what seemed to be Russia’s de-facto annexation of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. By August 2008, Moscow was providing two-thirds of South Ossetia’s budget revenue and had given 70,000 of 80,000 residents Russian citizenship. Additionally, many of the residents in both Abkhazia and South Ossetia used Russian rubles and received Russian pensions.35 The Russian military presence was another major point of contention; although Russia announced the official removal of its troops in Georgia in November 2007, hundreds of military personnel remained in the region as “CIS peacekeepers.” As Russia seemed to be increasing its influence in the region, Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili was also attempting to fulfill his campaign promise to recover these regions that had fallen largely outside the control of Georgia’s central government.36 These naturally competing priorities served to further worsen the rocky relations between Moscow and Tbilisi.

			The war may have been inevitable, given that Russia had reportedly been preparing for war with Georgia for around 2.5 years.37 Not only had Russia been building its clout in the regions, but it looks as if Russia had long been preparing its military for operations in the region. In May 2008, Russia deployed troops to repair an important rail line that would later be utilized to move troops and equipment through the war. Then in April 2008, Moscow deployed an additional 1,000 troops to the 2,000-troop peacekeeping force in Abkhazia. Additionally, Russia’s North Caucasus Military District (NCMD) conducted exercises with 8,000 troops through July and early August.38 Finally, Russia may have shipped military equipment to Abkhazia through the spring of 2008, including air defense systems, howitzers, and multiple launch rocket systems.39 Ironically, despite the planning, the timing of the actual outbreak of war seems to have come as a surprise to the Russian military.

			On August 7, 2008 – notably after weeks of provocation by the Russian-backed South Ossetian military – the Georgian military launched an attack on South Ossetia. Yet incredibly, when the attack occurred, key Russian officials were simply unavailable thanks to the popular August vacation period. Then-Prime Minister Vladimir Putin was attending the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics when the first shots were fired.40 The Defense Minister could not be reached via telephone for more than 10 hours, reported Moskovski Komsomolets. Additionally, many other officers were also away on leave and the Directorate building was in the process of redecoration. Finally, the head of the Defense Ministry’s Main Operations Directorate had not yet been replaced since his removal in July; as he had been removed, the former head of the Operations Directorate initially refused to return to the office to help with the crisis, only capitulating upon receiving a personal phone call from Putin.41 Despite these initial setbacks, the Russian military was soon operating in the region, largely due to preparations made over the previous months in expectation of a conflict. 

			Russia therefore soon responded with a counter-invasion into South Ossetia, followed by attacks on Georgian military forces in both Abkhazia and Georgian territory as far south as Gori. Over the course of five days, an estimated 35,000-40,000 Russian and allied forces42 (complemented by substantial air and naval forces) came up against 12,000-15,000 Georgian forces.43 Throughout the campaign, Russia employed Soviet era tactics of mass-mobilization, moving large forces in column formation to overwhelm the smaller Georgian army.44 Additionally, Russian troops relied heavily on massive artillery and aircraft barrages (as opposed to precision targeting).45 Overall, Russia depended primarily on a massive use of force to overwhelm a significantly smaller (though more professional and technologically savvy) opponent. The quick, five-day war ended in victory for the Russian forces; the Russian troops remained in both South Ossetia and Abkhazia following the August 12 ceasefire agreement and Moscow soon after recognized the independence of both regions. 

			Overall, Russia achieved its primary objectives through the military campaign. For one, the war ended Georgian sovereignty over South Ossetia and Abkhazia, leaving Russia the primary power broker in the region. Secondly, Russia managed to assuage its own fears regarding further NATO expansion into the post-Soviet space. 46 Russia has long harbored suspicions of NATO encroaching upon its sphere of influence. Even in its 2010 Military Doctrine, Russia labeled NATO a “Primary External Military Danger,”47 specifically in regards to NATO’s potential expansion.48 To Russia’s great dismay, then-United States President George Bush had actively lobbied for both countries to begin a NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP) before the April 2008 NATO summit. In line with Russia’s expectations, the war served to make NATO members less keen to actively move forward. Although NATO members publicly affirmed Tbilisi’s right to the MAP, many privately expressed reservations of deepening ties with Tbilisi at the risk of becoming embroiled in another conflict between Russia and Georgia.49 

			If one were to measure Russia’s military success in the war only by achieved objectives, it would seem as if the Russian military was fully adept. However, although the military was effective enough to win the war against Georgia, the five-day conflict unveiled deep problems within the military and provided some of the impetus for deep, arguably unprecedented reforms. Therefore, it is worthwhile to analyze the campaign itself to review the strengths and weaknesses to understand the necessity and the nature of the reforms. Some of the greatest shortcomings were revealed through the ineffective command and control, deficiencies with the military personnel, and technological challenges.

			Ineffective Command & Control

			Russia’s war against Georgia may represent the first instance of Russian ground, naval and air troops fighting together as a substantial force since the end of World War II. While the operations can be considered to be joint, it seems as if these branches coordinated together only on a superficial level. For instance, Russian forces faced rather basic problems with coordination, such as lack of interoperability of radios between army and air force units.50 Sergei Skokov, the Chief of Staff of the Ground Troops during the First Chechen War, compared that conflict to the war in Georgia, explaining that “[during the ‘problem in the North Caucasus’] there was not a single command and control organization, formation or military unit that had been prepared and was ready that instant to begin to accomplish its missions… the same again occurred in Georgia.”51

			In addition to structural problems, lack of effective coordination was also due to poor intelligence. Rather than bombing important targets to aid ground troops, the air force all too frequently bombed completely irrelevant targets. It seems as if the forces may have been using outdated Soviet maps to select targets. Therefore, the air force bombed various airfields that had been out of use since the fall of the Soviet Union, while completely ignoring new, important bases. The new military base at Gori, for instance, was only damaged after Russian ground forces entered, but those forces had not been aided by air strikes in preparation of their arrival. Ironically, much of this intelligence was available through open sources and the location of the bases was widely publicized.52

			On a tactical level, the Russian military employed rather outdated Soviet methods. Soviet ground forces would move in column formation, relying on size and speed to overcome the Georgian troops. The front troops would fight, while the rest of the formation would push forward. Such tactics had their own unique set of benefits and drawbacks. On the negative side, the tactics – moving forward with no attempt to flank the Georgian unit or establish fire position support – resulted in higher casualties. However, the constant move forward added speed and shock to the attack. Additionally, it has been suggested that such tactics may have been most appropriate given the limits to Russian technology. As will be discussed in depth later, Russian technology lacked basic modern navigational systems; as such, it has been argued that the use of tight, simple formations may have been the most appropriate for maintaining the integrity of the troop formation.53 Even so, these tactics have widely been viewed by many experts as a relic of 20th century warfare that is less effective for the kind of asymmetric warfare that is typical for 21st century conflict. 

			Deficiencies in Military Personnel

			Russia’s victory was based largely on two factors: solid preparation leading up to the war (as discussed previously) and a strong superiority in numbers. Overall, the Russian army enjoys a budget more than thirty times greater than the Georgian budget, and its total force size is forty times that of the Georgian military.54 Although only a portion of Russia’s forces were utilized in the campaign, they still employed vastly superior numbers. Although Russia enjoyed numerical superiority, the war highlighted three major deficiencies related to Russian military personnel: a shortage of well-trained troops, the nonexistence of sufficient first-line units, and deficiencies within the leadership structure. 

			Although Russia has an official policy that bans the use of conscripts in war, a full 30 percent of the soldiers in Georgia were conscripts, who have relatively poor training for war. 55 Even some of the professional troops lacked sufficient training. For example, Russian pilots receive a mere 40 hours of training annually in the air while their NATO counterparts receive 120-150 flight hours of training every year by comparison. The loss of various aircraft has also been partially attributed to this poor level of training (as well as insufficient technological capabilities, as will be discussed in the following section).56 Additionally, according to the Chief of the General Staff Makarov, less than 20 percent of Russia’s units were battle-ready; the rest were full of only officers without privates.57 This structure was actually by design, as the Soviet Union created these cadre units to allow the military to expand its forces quickly in the event of major war. However, Russia found itself deploying personnel from cadre units for this relatively minor war with Georgia, indicating that even Russia’s front-line units were not available to deploy to war “as is.” Finally, the leadership structure proved to be severely lacking in some areas. For instance, many of the cadre unit leaders proved to be completely incompetent; Makarov lamented post-war that they “were forced to handpick colonels and generals from all over Russia” to replace the incapable commanders.58 The Russian military also lacked leadership at what would be the noncommissioned officer (NCO) level in Western militaries. According to reports, the tanks required reactive-armor59 canisters to be filled prior to use; however, this task could not be performed unless an officer of captain ranking was present. However, officers of such level would often be busy with other responsibilities, leaving the ground force tanks entering into battle with empty reactive-armor canisters. In Western militaries, this task would be filled by the NCO instead of a higher-level officer.60 

			Technological Challenges

			A mere 10-15 percent of armaments were deemed to be modern in late 2008; as such, Russian troops entered into the conflict incredibly ill-equipped.61 Many of the tanks and armored vehicles proved so old that an estimated 60-70 percent broke down over the course of the conflict, many of which impeded the arrival of following forces.62 The deficiencies in Russian technology were particularly notable when compared to the smaller Georgian force that – despite a considerably smaller comparative budget – boasted significantly more updated technology. Georgian tanks, for instance, were equipped with GPS, night vision, thermal imaging, modern IFF (identification, friend or foe) systems, and were prepared for poor weather conditions. Russian tanks, by comparison, lacked such modern technologies.63 The Russian Air Force was also in a poor state. The Su-25 attack jets deployed in the conflict, for example, had been in service for three decades with few updates. Each of these planes lacked modern computerized targeting, and relied on older bombs and rockets instead of precision-guided munitions.64 The Russian Airborne Troops (VDV), who performed comparatively well in the conflict,65 also utilized Soviet-era weaponry and lacked the most basic of reconnaissance capability. The VDV’s reconnaissance capability fell essentially within the line of sight.66 

			Russian forces did not just lack modern sophisticated technologies, but also some of the more basic communications and defense systems. Again, such problems were not new; in 1999, Vladimir Shamanov had called for basic equipment such as tactical radios for troops in Chechnya. As of a decade later, such needs had not been fully met.67 Among the surprising deficiencies in the Georgian conflict was the fact that regular radio contact was lacking between different units and that officers occasionally needed to use their personal cell phones to call command posts or their headquarters.68 Additionally, soldiers were poorly attired for the harsh environment of war. According to one commentator, “[Russian] soldiers and commanders in this conflict… look like Ossetian volunteer militiamen, that is, they are dressed as if everyone dresses however they feel like dressing.”69 Such challenges with attire were not merely a visual problem, but one of personal safety for the soldiers. Soldiers lacked much of the personal protection equipment available even to the smaller Georgian forces; various reports tell of Russian soldiers pulling the body armor and helmets off of Georgian soldiers in order to enhance their own protection.70 Armored personnel carriers were not sufficient either; Russian troops would often sit on top of armored personnel carriers because sitting inside was reportedly more dangerous due to the lack of sufficient armor.71 All told, the Georgian conflict served to highlight many of the deficiencies of the technology available to the Russian forces. Despite a vastly more expansive budget, the Russian forces found themselves working with Soviet-era weapons that regularly broke down and were inferior to many of the technologies available to the smaller Georgian military. 

			Overall Assessment

			The Georgian war highlighted many of the shortcomings of the Russian military. The Command and Control structure proved lacking as various branches within the military failed to coordinate effectively in their operations. Additionally, the military found itself utilizing Soviet-era mass-mobilization techniques that likely increased the number of casualties faced by their forces. The personnel – from privates to officers – proved lacking in capabilities, stemming largely from the lack of training and overreliance on conscripts. Finally, the deficiencies in the technology also became overly apparent, as Russian forces used Soviet-era weaponry that frequently broke down mid-conflict. While many of these challenges had been recognized years previously, the war helped provide some of the impetus for undergoing deep-seated reform that began in 2008. 

			Military Reforms

			Russia’s military reforms were unveiled on 14 October 2008 by then-Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov, who claimed that these were the most radical reforms seen in the military since the end of WWII. The reforms were intended to transform the very nature of warfare for the Russian military. In brief, the primary elements of the reform included efforts to:

			

			
					•	Shrink the armed forces to 1 million by 2012; 

					•	Eliminate 200,000 officer positions to make the military less top-heavy;

					•	Eliminate under-strength units until all were fully manned and at permanent battle-readiness;

					•	Streamline command structure by replacing the divisional structure with flexible brigades under four strategic territorial commands;

					•	Improve training and enhance the military education system; and

					•	Modernize weapons systems.72

			

			

			Each of these necessary reforms will be discussed in further detail below, specifically in regards to the altered overall structure of the Russian military, changes to personnel at all levels, and plans for upgrading force technologies. 

			

			A Military Structure for 21st Century Warfare

			The overall structure of the Russian military, while effective enough for winning the war with Georgia, proved largely inefficient for 21st century warfare. Russia has maintained a Soviet-era “bloated” command structure that is built to control thousands of military units. The majority of these units, however, are “skeleton units” that are manned by only a small group of personnel; each of these units is intended to be able to be filled quickly with conscripts and reservists should Russia require quick mass mobilization. Not only is Russia unlikely to face war under such conditions, but the way that these units are maintained undermines their efficiency. After all, as previously mentioned, one of the primary complaints from the upper leadership during the Georgian war was the lack of battle-ready units as well as the incompetence of the cadre unit officers. 

			While this sort of mass-mobilization-focused military structure was appropriate during WWII, it is not the type of warfare Russia has faced (or is likely to face) in the 21st century.73 Such a military would be appropriate if Russia faced a real threat from NATO or China, for example. However, a major military conflict with either seems highly unlikely, at least for the foreseeable future, despite Russia’s labeling of NATO as a military danger and Russia’s very real opposition to NATO enlargement (as seen in part by Russia’s reaction to Georgia’s potential accession). The labeling of NATO as a “danger” seems all the more absurd when one considers that France, a NATO member, agreed to sell the Mistral amphibious assault ship to Russia. After all, it would be very odd indeed for Russia to purchase such technology – and particularly for an enemy state to sell it.74   

			The primary reasons for Russia’s stated opposition to NATO seem to be for internal, political reasons rather than military, including: post-imperial trauma, the difficulties of coming to terms with a post-superpower status, and the challenges of admitting comparative weakness to the U.S. and NATO.75 Former Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs Evgeniy Primakov has also indicated the recognition that NATO does not pose a real threat to Russia, explaining that, “the expansion of NATO is not a military problem, it is a psychological one.”76 But even with this lack of explicit recognition about some of the changes in the external threat environment, there has been at least a tacit recognition as these reforms have called for a smaller military. After all, if Russia is still expected to need to mobilize its citizenry against traditional threats such as NATO, it is unlikely that a paring-down of the force could have occurred. From this, it seems that Russia expects to face new types of threat. It seems as if Russia’s threats are more likely to emanate from its south, most notably the potential breakaway provinces of Chechnya and Dagestan, another conflict with Georgia, or challenges posed by groups like the Taliban in Afghanistan.77 In short, the sorts of conflicts for which Russia must be prepared for call for a completely new type of military structure: one that is smaller, more flexible, and more professional. 

			Under the new structure, Russia aimed for this goal in part by abandoning its divisions for brigades by December 2009. The traditional division had about 13,000 personnel, while a brigade maintains around 5,500.78 Each brigade was planned to be equipped with its own weaponry and other required assets for combat (under the division structure, all assets would be held at the division level and then assigned to lower levels as required). The smaller size and control over its own assets would allow brigades to operate independently, and should therefore give these units significantly more flexibility and allow for a substantially shorter deployment time.79 Additionally, each brigade should have significantly increased flexibility and ability to respond in asymmetric and unpredictable combat situations that are more characteristic of modern conflicts.80 All told, Russia has been rather successful at moving towards this goal; the conversion from 203 divisions to 83 brigades was reported as complete by December 2009, taking just over a year. Additionally, each brigade was reportedly at “permanent readiness” at this time.81

			Another challenge faced by the military in the Georgian war was the lack of effective joint operations between the military units. Part of this challenge likely stemmed from the fact that under the Soviet structure, the service branches maintained most of the control. Under the new structure, Russia also altered its Command and Control structure. Russia’s six military districts were to be downsized into just four Command areas: East, West, South, and Central. Each command now not only directs ground forces, but also has operational control over the Air Force, Navy, Interior Ministry troops, Emergency Situations Ministry, and the Border Guards within their area of command. The only units that will continue to be centrally controlled from Moscow include the Strategic Missile Troops and the Space troops. The creation of these four Commands was complete as of October 2010, surprisingly ahead of the original December 2010 deadline.82 Presumably, these changes will mean that joint operations will be the product of actual cooperation in the future, and not simply joint superficially. 

			Designing a Professional Fighting Force

			When it comes to personnel and staffing, the Russian military required alterations at all levels: it was top-heavy with officers, had a dearth of mid-level leadership, and was bound by an overreliance on non-professional conscripts at its lowest levels. Such problems were notable in the Georgian war. As previously noted, around 30 percent of the soldiers put in conflict were conscripts who were not supposed to be sent into battle. Additionally, the ground forces lacked sufficient leadership at the mid-levels to fulfill jobs typically addressed by non-commissioned officers (NCOs) in Western armies, and yet the ground forces there also had an overabundance of incompetent cadre officers that required replacement. While Serdyukov managed some positive reforms to improve leadership within the military, challenges remain and it seems as if the Russian military will remain dependent on poorly trained conscripts for years to come.

			For every officer in the Russian military prior to reforms, there were only 2.5 soldiers. (In other words, 355,000 out of 1.1 million soldiers were officers.) For a military preparing for mass-mobilization, such a structure would make sense; the officers would lead units as they filled up following a draft. However, Russia no longer requires an army prepared for mass-mobilization. Consequently, Serdyukov planned to scrap 205,000 officer positions by 2015 and, according to Chief of the General Staff Makarov, 150,000 cuts had been made by December 2009.83 Serdyukov’s success with this effort would be limited, however; by 2011, Serdyukov had altered the planned number of officers upward again, to 220,000.84 While this was still an improvement from when Serdyukov began his reforms, it still did not completely resolve the situation of a top-heavy military force.

			Staff alterations were not only focused on decreasing the numbers of personnel, but also on changing the composition of the military. Reforms focused on creating a much higher percentage of junior leadership in the rankings.85 This reform should therefore also help with the distribution and specialization of duties. Previously, officers were in charge of combat leadership and oversaw trivial details: both training privates on rifle assembly and escorting soldiers to the bathhouse would fall under their purview.86 The new structure will allow others, notably those under the new NCO system, to take up the roles normally and necessarily delegated to junior leadership in most other militaries. 

			While the officer level will be cut significantly, it was planned for the military to build up its mid-level leadership with a new corps of non-commissioned officers (NCOs). Reformers hoped to attract decent candidates for the new program with a healthy salary (the same as that of an active general) and substantial training. It was planned for NCOs to be “earmarked” for command positions over specialties, including motor rifle, reconnaissance, motor transport, and so forth.87 In order to ensure that these NCOs are more likely to be professional, there is a higher bar for application. For instance, a soldier may only apply for an NCO position after 12 months of service. Additionally, these candidates must have a high school degree, pass an entrance exam, make it through a selection process, and then enroll in a 34-month-long academy. At the end of this time, NCOs will be required to serve for 5 years.88 It is also hoped that with a more professional force, these leaders will also be able to cut down on the rampant hazing (dedovshchina) in the military.89 The greatest challenge still may be recruiting qualified talent, however. The first course for NCO training had to be postponed for lack of qualified applicants. Initially, it was planned that NCOs would be trained at six higher military training centers beginning in February 2009. However, due to a dearth of suitable candidates, the plans to open six centers fell apart. Rather than opening multiple centers, the Ryazan NCO Training Center was opened in December 2009, almost as an experiment. Yet even this more manageable goal could not be attained: out of the expected 1,700 recruits, only 248 qualified candidates filled those positions.90 Recruiting sufficient numbers of qualified NCOs has remained a challenge within the military throughout the reform process and it remains to be seen how effectively Russia will be able to attract talent in order to fill its ranks with new NCOs.

			The military has often attempted to attract more contract, professional soldiers, but thus far all previous efforts have failed to recruit and maintain a professional, competent contract force. The fact that the Russian military finds recruiting difficult is no surprise. After all, the pay is not known for being particularly generous and problems with brutality and hazing within the army – largely by officers against lower-level soldiers – are both endemic and well-publicized. According to the Military Prosecutor’s Office in 2005, more than 7,000 soldiers faced beatings by their fellow soldiers. Although this number dropped to 2,000 in 2009, such incidents are still far too common.91 Such problems also account for the unusually high level of draft-dodgers. According to a 2011 poll by the Levada center, 54 percent of respondents said that they would not want their son to serve in the army; 44 percent of those said their preference was due to the hazing carried out by officers on the lower-ranking soldiers.92 Forty-five percent of respondents in a separate poll indicated that the draft should be avoided if possible, likely due at least in part to the problems with hazing.93 As such, draft dodging is incredibly commonplace; up to 45,000 dodgers have been reported before for the spring draft in Moscow alone.94 

			Despite the mass attempts to avoid conscription, Russia still depends heavily on the draft. Around 700,000 conscripts are estimated to be serving in the Russian military.95 If Russia is to fully professionalize its forces, it will need to depend less on these conscripts. This can only happen if Russia manages to make the service a more attractive option for its citizens. Improving the leadership structure, offering better pay, and tackling hazing are important steps towards reaching this goal. While the reforms are positive changes and address these issues in various manners, it is unclear whether they will be substantial enough to significantly change recruitment rates. All told, Russia is expected to remain heavily dependent on conscription for the foreseeable future. 

			At the same time, Russia will face increased challenges on conscription, primarily due to unfavorable demographic trends. It is estimated that 700,000 men reach draft age each year; out of this number, only an expected 550,000 will be eligible, after exemptions and deferments. This number is only expected to drop with time. The birth rate faced a precipitous drop in the late 1980s-early 1990s due to the collapse of the Soviet Union; as such, the number of conscripts available each year is expected to fall to 300,000 annually.96 These rates would clearly not be sufficient for a replacement force, as the current term of conscription is one year.

			Considering the lagging quality of troops and the declining numbers available for recruitment or drafting, various Russian experts have agreed that, “perhaps for the first time in its military history, the Russian Army cannot count on a guaranteed numerical superiority over the enemy, and therefore needs to raise its technological level.”97

			Technological Modernization

			As seen from Russia’s war with Georgia, Russia’s military technology has long been in dire need of an upgrade. An estimated 80 percent of Russian weaponry was outdated as of 2008 and left over from the Soviet era.98 Much of the technology was simply no longer usable. As such, modernizing the military’s technology has been a primary goal. In 2006, Vladimir Putin announced a modernization program costing $189 billion for the 2007-2015 timeframe, 45 percent of which was to go towards modernizing or replacing the military arsenal.99 In line with the continued reforms, the percent of modern weapons and equipment was planned to increase from 10 percent in 2008 to 70 percent by 2020.100 The military budget has increased substantially, rising 27 percent to $50 billion from only 2008 to 2009, representing a 10-fold increase in overall defense spending since 2000.101 While Russia has moved towards upgrading its forces, the country faces major obstacles to becoming a fully modernized military, including accessing sufficient financial resources for the size of reforms, boosting internal development capabilities, and overcoming domestic opposition to foreign military acquisitions. 

			Even though the budgetary increases have been substantial, they are not necessarily sufficient for all that Russia wants to accomplish. To provide some idea of Russia’s ability to modernize to the extent it wants, it may be helpful to make a comparison: Russia is aiming to keep a force 20 percent smaller than that of the U.S. military, but on a budget that is 1/15 that of the U.S. defense budget.102 Not only is the budget smaller, but the Russian military has far more to change. While the budget has been increasing over time, there have also been pressures decreasing the amount of funds for military modernization. For one, the global financial crisis forced a 15 percent cut in the 2009 budget.103 Additionally, the de-facto budget is actually even smaller thanks to corruption, as much of the budget is drained due to outright theft. Graft remained a large problem despite the existence of six separate budgetary oversight bodies, which had presumably become corrupt themselves. Serdyukov attempted to tackle this problem as well, notably through increased transparency (by phasing out closed bidding) and through a new oversight body composed of personnel found from outside the military’s entrenched interests.104   

			Another challenge to modernization is the limited capability of the Russian defense industry. Despite the fact that Russia is the world’s second largest weapons supplier, accounting for 23 percent of arms exports globally,105 the Russian defense industry remains generally incapable of producing 21st century equipment. Rather, much of the latest equipment is based on outdated designs that were created ten to fifteen years ago.106 In fact, the expected “mainstay” of the armored forces until 2025, the T-90 battle tank, is based closely upon a 40-year old design for the T-72. These challenges are likely complicated by the increasing obsolescence of Russia’s industrial plants, which are more than 30 years old on average.107 It seems as if Russia’s industrial complex is finding it increasingly difficult to build truly new and upgraded weapons systems. The long-awaited Bulava missile is one example of this. Russia has long attempted to build a new submarine launched intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) via its Bulava-30 program, which started in 1997. As of October 2010, the Bulava missile had undergone 14 tests, with only seven of them being successful.108 Only in December 2011 was it announced that the Bulava ballistic missile was ready for active service.109  

			Complicating modernization measures further, Russian leadership has found it politically difficult (though not impossible) to acquire equipment abroad that cannot yet be produced domestically. Various proponents of Russia’s traditional defense industry have argued that Russia should invest only in its own capacities and not “subsidize” foreign firms.110 Therefore, when Russia purchased unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) from Israel in 2009, the authorities had to publicly stress that the purchase was small and only intended to fill a need in the short term, while Russia’s defense industry would develop its own version.111 Russia is also on target to purchase two French-made Mistral-class amphibious assault ships.112 To make this purchase palatable, Russia worked to turn this into a license-production agreement under which it would be able to produce some parts or all of the ships domestically after the initial purchases.113 Such a production agreement would make the acquisition significantly more acceptable to opponents who argue for Russia’s self-sufficiency in military acquisitions. Overall, it looks as if Russia is moving toward the technological modernization of its forces, albeit at a rather modest pace. It seems as if the defense industry itself may lag behind the modernization of the forces; however, in the meantime, Russia can acquire a limited amount of equipment abroad. At the same time, while Russian leadership has managed to make these acquisitions palatable, it remains to be seen how much else Russia will be able to acquire given the opposition that could arise at the prospect of further purchases. 

			Conclusion

			Russia’s war against Georgia in 2008 served to reveal some of the major shortcomings of the military, including problems with the overall structure, deficiencies in its personnel, and technological obsolescence. While many of these needs had been recognized over time, entrenched military interests, combined with other political and economic factors, were always strong enough to limit the changes. However, this war also came at an opportune moment for introducing change: the political leadership at the time was powerful, capable, and forward-thinking enough to begin to transform the military in ways that have not been seen in decades. 

			President Vladimir Putin installed a civilian defense minister, Anatoly Serdyukov, who had no ties to the military and so went about reform efforts with true gusto. Although Serdyukov faced major opposition, he was able to sideline it initially thanks to higher support from above. While the lack of democracy helped lead to the high level of autonomy and power enjoyed by the military – one of the primary barriers to reform in the past – this very lack of checks-and-balances in the Russian system was used ultimately to support quick, sweeping changes under the right conditions. Strong political leadership – particularly presidential leadership114 – was able to introduce true reform efforts when the conditions were right. 

			At the same time, Serdyukov’s power for transformation has proven to be limited. On November 6, 2012, Serdyukov was fired as the Defense Ministry was caught up in a corruption scandal involving state-controlled military contractor Oboronservice. Oboronservice stands accused of selling valuable properties to private businesses at a loss of around 3 billion rubles (equivalent to nearly 100 million USD).115 While the theft at Oboronservice is the official reason for Serdyukov’s firing, many Russian analysts seem to agree that this is unlikely to be the true reason for his downfall. 

			Various analysts have speculated that Serdyukov’s firing is due to the fallout he had with his powerful father-in-law Viktor Zubkov – a close friend to Putin and a former prime minister – following a marital affair.116 However, it seems unlikely that a personal rift over a marital affair would be allowed to risk the reform process. It seems more likely that opposition within the military gained enough strength to have Serdyukov ousted. Prominent Russian military expert Roger McDermott, among other observers, had largely attributed this top-level shuffle to plans that Serdyukov had for future weapons procurement.117 Apparently there was an intensifying battle over the distribution of 20 trillion rubles ($635 billion USD) for weapons procurements through 2020. Serdyukov reportedly angered the well-connected military leaders in this sector by requiring higher quality goods at lower prices, while refusing to sign new contracts for months.118 Whatever the case, one thing is clear: Russia’s military remains opaque. 

			The lack of transparency in the military and Serdykov’s ousting also provide a bit of insight into the cogs of the Russian system and potential for democratization within the country. The Russian system has been labeled by various analysts as “super-presidential,” indicating a system heavily skewed in favor of the president; while Putin does wield a high level of power, other forces still have the ability to push back. Serdyukov’s ousting in particular indicates that even reforms supported by the Russian president can eventually be stymied when they come up against other powerful entrenched interests, such as those found in the military. Even Putin, upon becoming president, felt the need to consolidate power before moving forward with changes that he clearly felt necessary early in his leadership, as evidenced by his strongly pro-reform speech following the 2000 Kursk disaster. 

			Despite apparent presidential support for change, the military managed to stymie reforms for years and maintain a unique level of autonomy until Serdyukov’s entrance. As such, Russia may be viewed as having an internal “balance of power” (as opposed to a democratic system of checks-and-balances). This internal “balance of power” appears to be based largely upon a corrupt system of kick-backs, deeply entrenched interests, and personal connections. Serdyukov’s reforms seem to have gone a step too far, by threatening the bread-and-butter of the defense procurement industry. In this case, Serdyukov’s methods of sidelining the military interest proved to be unsustainable in the long run and the power balance reverted back in favor of various entrenched interests within the military establishment.

			Such a system does not bode well for the future of democratization within the country. In such a system, individual voices are not heard, and the best interest of the people is often not the primary goal behind the decisions of the upper-echelon. Rather, the most powerful can meet their own interests, often at the expense of the broader population. Notably, even when changes were implemented with the intention of making improvements for the broader good – such as tackling dedovshchina, or getting a handle on the budget – these moves were done in a rather undemocratic manner. After all, a democratic environment requires open participation by numerous members of society, a factor notably absent in the reform efforts.119 By comparison, the efforts were largely driven and backed by the executive branch, allowing Serdyukov to sideline opposition in ways that would not be possible in a liberal democracy. As such, the lack of openness and democratization within the military is not necessarily a direct inhibitor of broader democratization within the country, but rather one of the factors demonstrating the general state in which powerbrokers operate. 

			Democratization issues aside, while Serdyukov did make headway in the right direction with reforms during his tenure, reforms are far from finished. While changes to the command and control structure are largely complete and effective, the reform efforts dealing with military personnel are nowhere near finished. After all, the military has maintained its overreliance on conscription, dedovshchina continues to be a huge problem, and the military has still found it difficult to recruit qualified personnel, particularly for necessary NCO positions. The moves towards technological reform have been mixed. On the positive side, the Defense Ministry prioritized some purchases of equipment and weapons based on need rather than the patronage system – hence the purchase of the Mistral from France, for example. However, considering that opposition to defense procurement plans has been cited as one of the potential reasons for Serdyukov’s ouster, Russia’s future military purchases seem unlikely to be based as strongly on need and cost considerations. Finally, although Serdyukov attempted to reign in corruption through many means during his watch, funds clearly continued to be siphoned off from the state throughout his tenure. At the same time, corruption was of such magnitude that it was unlikely to be wiped out of the military. In 2011, Russia’s Chief Military Prosecutor Sergei Fridinsky said that a fifth of the military budget was stolen annually.120 If this is the case, it does represent a slight improvement from the 30 percent loss found in 2007, however, it is clearly far from optimal. Considering the funds necessary for capital-intensive activities such as technology modernization, asserting control over the budget and lost funds is critical to further efforts in this area. Therefore, while Russia took some strides in acquisition, making necessary procurements will become increasingly difficult unless Russia’s leadership is able to reduce the scope of the deeply rooted system of corruption within the military. This seems to be an unlikely prospect given the current state of affairs.

			Despite the setbacks and failures, Serdyukov’s efforts can still be considered the greatest reform undertaking of the military in decades. As such, the reforms were an important first step in tackling the deeply-rooted problems that have long plagued the military. As previously emphasized, it looks as if Putin supported these reforms from the beginning, otherwise, they would not have been permitted to progress to the extent that they did, particularly considering the upset to the military establishment. Therefore, Serdyukov’s ousting is unlikely to halt reform efforts completely. However, the nature and extent of the reforms under Sergei Shoigu – Serdyukov’s replacement – is likely to change.121 After all, although Shoigu was installed by Putin, he is still a four-star army general and is therefore tied to the military establishment.122 As such, the progress of reforms will probably be more limited, or at least less headline grabbing. Reforms will likely continue thanks to continued political support from above, although – due largely to strongly entrenched military interests – not to a degree or at a pace that would be in Russia’s long-term best interest.
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    Abstract: This article examines the substantial variation in the degree of electoral support for the ruling party, United Russia, in regional legislative elections across Russia in the period 2007-2012, when Putin’s ability to manipulate the electoral system was at its height. Overall, United Russia candidates do better in single-member district races than in proportional list races. However, the level of competitiveness in the single-member district races is higher. But the election of non-party candidates does not increase actual competition as one might expect because the majority of these winning independent candidates join United Russia after their election.


    In recent years, a number of scholars have pointed to the importance of the emergence of new hybrid regimes which “inhabit the wide and foggy zone between liberal democracy and closed authoritarianism.”1 Many transitions have not led to democracy, “but instead have given birth to new forms of authoritarianism that do not fit into our classic categories of one-party, military, or personal dictatorship.”2 Howard and Roessler define three types of authoritarian regimes: In closed authoritarian regimes “leaders are not selected through national elections, opposition parties remain banned, political control is maintained through the use of repression, and there is little space for a free media and civil society.”3 By contrast, hegemonic authoritarian regimes “do hold regular elections as part of their system of governance, but in addition to widespread violations of political, civil and human rights, the elections are not actually competitive. Because no other party, except the ruling one, is allowed to effectively compete …the dominant candidate or party wins overwhelmingly, leading to a de facto one-party state.”4 Finally, in competitive authoritarian regimes, as originally defined by Levitsky and Way, “democratic institutions are widely viewed as the principal means of obtaining and exercising political authority,” but the regime “fails to meet conventional minimal standards for democracy.”5 However, political competition is not completely absent, governments are able to manipulate the formal rules of the game, but “they are unable to eliminate them or reduce them to a mere façade.”6 In this type of regime, genuine competition between political actors does take place, but the final results of the elections are always guaranteed to deliver overall victory to the ruling party.


    In this paper we examine variations in the degrees of electoral support for United Russia (UR) in Russia’s 83 regional assemblies. In contrast to previous studies of regional elections in Russia which have focused on the party list votes or aggregate results, we analyze and compare elections results and levels of electoral contestation in both the party list (PL) and single-member district (SMD) contests. By widening the traditional focus, the study brings to light variations in the patterns of UR’s electoral domination of regional assemblies. Moreover, it uncovers differences in the levels of support which UR candidates win in these two types of contest.


    It is important to note that different levels of a polity may encompass different degrees of contestation, authoritarianism, and democracy. National level political practices may be more pluralistic than local level politics and vice versa.7 As Gibson and Suarez-Cao note, sub-national polities have their own party systems “with patterns of competition that are unique to them and that are shaped by the local institutional context in which they operate.”8 The Russian Federation is one of the most diversified federations in the world and its 83 regions vary widely in the size of their territories and populations, their socio-economic status, and ethnic composition.9 But do we find important variations in the levels of political contestation in Russia’s regions?


    Patterns of Electoral Contestation


    While the Putin administration has attempted to impose a power vertical in the country, there still remain important regional variations in electoral and party politics and in the types of political regimes that are to be found in such a large and ethnically diverse federation. The regions also demonstrate significant cross-regional variations in the degree of support for United Russia in federal and regional elections. While some regional authorities ensure the “party of power” overwhelming support and eliminate electoral competition completely (hegemonic authoritarianism), in other regions a limited form of party competition is allowed to take place, similar to that which occurs in the elections for the State Duma.10 In these competitive authoritarian regions, genuine competition between political actors does take place, but the final results of the elections are always guaranteed to deliver an overall victory for the ruling party.


    The manner of electoral competition in Russia leaves no doubt that the electoral process is under the tight control of the ruling group in the Kremlin. The “party of power,” United Russia, dominates the federal parliament – the State Duma – and it primarily serves as an instrument of the Kremlin in the law-making process.11 At the same time, the State Duma is deliberately configured so as to ensure that some opposition parties gain access to the parliament and are permitted to win some shares of the parliamentary spoils. Opposition parties (the so-called “systemic opposition”) are tolerated as long as they do not step out of line and dare to challenge the supremacy of the “party of power.” However, although the victory of United Russia is guaranteed, the exact distribution of parliamentary seats in the center and in a majority of the regions is open to some degree of uncertainty, and all the parties, including United Russia, engage in a fierce struggle for the votes. The results of the elections to the State Duma in 2003, 2007, and 2011 showed volatility in the electoral support for United Russia and the “systemic opposition.” Moreover, the mass protests which erupted over the results of the December 2011 elections provides further evidence that the current configuration of parties is not self-sustaining and self-reproduced. On the contrary, the Kremlin continually has to make efforts to keep the party system under its control. New electoral and party laws have been adopted at almost every new round of elections to ensure UR’s dominance.


    Unlike elections to the State Duma, which since 2007 have been based on proportional representation, a majority of Russia’s regions employ a mixed electoral system. In these regions two different types of election take place concurrently: elections for single-member districts (SMDs) and elections for party list (PL) seats. As noted above, while there has been a great deal of research into the party list votes, far less has been devoted to the study of SMD elections. In particular, it would be interesting to know how the electoral formula influences the degree of competitiveness. To what extent do cross-regional variations in the votes for United Russia also apply in the elections for SMDs? How do PL and SMDs elections correlate with regard to their degree of competitiveness? How do some of the special features of SMD races, such as the participation of non-party candidates, influence the overall degree of competitiveness? These are some of the key questions which we address in this study.


    Before we turn to examine these issues, we begin our discussion with an account of the changes to party and electoral legislation and the consolidation of the Putin regime over the period 2003-7. We then turn to an analysis of the results of regional assembly elections in the post-consolidation period December 2007-October 2012. Finally, we provide a comparative study of the PL and SMD elections and we analyze the role played by independent candidates in the SMD contests.


    


    The Basic Features of Russia’s Sub-National Party and Electoral Systems


    Putin’s Consolidation of Power


    In the wake of the Beslan Hostage Crisis of September 2004, President Putin was able to push through key amendments to election and party legislation which have strengthened the center’s control over the regions. Major changes were made to the 2002 Federal Law on Elections (which by the summer of 2012 had been amended no less than 55 times),12 and to the 2001 Federal Law on Parties.13 In particular, as Buzin notes, changes to electoral and party laws which were ratified over the period 2003-7 were designed to provide “uniformity and predictability” of elections results for the Kremlin’s “party of power,” United Russia (UR).14 The unprecedented use of administrative resources and the overwhelming nature of UR’s success in the December 2007 elections radically changed the Russian political landscape and marked the beginning of a new era of Russian party and electoral politics. As Golosov observed, the December 2007 elections were held in entirely diﬀerent, much more restrictive, political environments than was the case previously.15


    By the end of 2007, the contours of a new party system had been laid down and the electoral system was now heavily biased in favor of the “party of power.” Consequently, the latest cycle of regional legislatures’ elections (2007-12) was held under these new circumstances and deserves a special analysis. As can be seen in Table 1, UR has been able to capture a majority of the seats in each of the electoral rounds held over the entire period December 2003-12. However, there is a noticeable increase in the percentage of votes for UR after the consolidation of the regime in 2007.


    The Party System


    First of all, it is important to stress that the party system is built around UR which is guaranteed a majority of seats in all regional legislatures. Second, during the period of this study, there have been three “second order” parties, the so-called “parliamentary opposition,” that regularly participate in almost all of the regional assembly elections (and usually win some seats) - the Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CP), Just Russia (JR) and the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LD). Third, there are some small parties that sometimes win seats: two of these, the Patriots of Russia (PR) and Yabloko (Yab), have contested elections over the entire period December 2007–October 2012. Two right-wing parties, Civil Union (CU) and the Union of Right Forces (URF), have also participated in a number of regional elections. In 2008 these two parties merged to create Right Cause (RC), which won a small number of seats in the period 2009–12. We should also mention the Agrarian Party of Russia (AP), which won some regional assembly seats in the period December 2007–08, but which later merged with UR in 2008.


    



    


    Table 1: Average Percentage of Seats Won by Political Parties in Elections to Regional Assemblies


    
      
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            Date

          

          	
            UR

          

          	
            CPRF

          

          	
            JR

          

          	
            LDPR

          

          	
            PR

          

          	
            RC

          

          	
            Yabloko

          
        


        
          	
            14 Oct. 2012

          

          	
            82.38

          

          	
            7.32

          

          	
            2.17

          

          	
            1.90

          

          	
            3.79

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.0

          
        


        
          	
            4 Dec. 2011

          

          	
            64.30

          

          	
            14.13

          

          	
            11.07

          

          	
            8.18

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.91

          

          	
            0.08

          
        


        
          	
            13 Mar. 2011

          

          	
            68.37

          

          	
            12.61

          

          	
            8.96

          

          	
            5.85

          

          	
            1.83

          

          	
            0.18

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            10 Oct. 2010

          

          	
            76.15

          

          	
            11.15

          

          	
            6.54

          

          	
            4.62

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            14 Mar. 2010

          

          	
            67.66

          

          	
            13.01

          

          	
            8.18

          

          	
            8.18

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            11 Oct. 2009

          

          	
            79.26

          

          	
            14.07

          

          	
            5.19

          

          	
            1.48

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            1 Mar. 2009

          

          	
            72.97

          

          	
            10.02

          

          	
            6.05

          

          	
            3.59

          

          	
            1.32

          

          	
            -

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            12 Oct. 2008

          

          	
            77.07

          

          	
            6.34

          

          	
            5.85

          

          	
            3.90

          

          	
            0.0

          

          	
            -

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            2 Dec 2007 - Mar. 2008

          

          	
            76.69

          

          	
            9.12

          

          	
            4.94

          

          	
            3.61

          

          	
            0.38

          

          	
            -

          

          	
            0.00

          
        


        
          	
            7 Dec. 2003 - 15 Apr. 2007

          

          	
            52.15

          

          	
            10.81

          

          	
            4.48

          

          	
            4.36

          

          	
            0.39

          

          	
            -

          

          	
            0.27

          
        

      
    


    


    


    


    



    There were also a number of minor parties which participated in a small number of elections over the period December 2007- October 2008, but which were later merged with other parties or disbanded. Thus, for example, the Russian Party of Peace and Unity merged with Patriots of Russia, the Party of Social Justice merged with Just Russia, and two other parties (the Greens and People’s Union) lost their legal status. Consequently, whilst there were 13 parties registered at the end of 2007, that number fell to 7 during the period 2009–11.


    In 2012 new legislation relaxed the rules governing the registration of parties and this led to a sharp increase in their numbers. Thirty-three parties were registered by the end of 2012. However, none of these new parties won more than a few odd seats in the October 2012 regional elections.


    The Electoral System and Regional Elections


    According to federal legislation, all the elections to regional assemblies were held twice a year – in March and October.16 There is no single date when all the regional legislatures are re-elected; each legislature has its own term of office. Over the period December 2007-October 2012 there were 96 elections. In 11 of these regions elections were held twice, and in Sverdlovsk Oblast’ – three times.17 In this study we examine electoral data from the latest elections in these regions, therefore our sample includes one election from each region. Details regarding the latest cycle of regional assembly elections which were held over the period December 2007-October 2012 and the main features of their electoral systems are presented in Table 2.


    



    


    Table 2. Regional Assembly Elections December 2007-October 2012

		Number of Elections
	Mixed System
	PR Party List System

	December 2007	2
	2
	-

	March 2008	7
	6
	1

	October 2008
	4
	3
	1

	March 2009	9
	7
	2

	October 2009	3
	2
	1

	March 2010	7
	6
	1

	October 2010
	6
	6
	-

	March 2011	12
	11
	1

	December 2011	27
	24
	3

	October 2012	6
	6
	-

	Total
	83
	73
	10

		






    According to federal legislation, no less than the half of the deputies of regional assemblies are required to be elected by a PR party list system, and there are 10 regions which have adopted full PL systems: the 5 Caucasian republics of Dagestan, Ingushetiya, Kabardino-Balkariya, Kalmykiya, and Chechnya; the Nenets AO; Amur, Kaluga, and Tula oblasts, and the city of St. Petersburg. Seventy-three regions employ mixed electoral systems which combine two electoral formulas: party list proportional representation and pluralist single mandate elections. Usually the number of deputies elected by proportional and pluralist formulas is equal. In those assemblies where there are an odd number of seats, the number of deputies elected by PL is 50%+1. The only exception here is Volgograd Oblast’, where 22 deputies are elected by PL and 16 by pluralist rule.


    In most of the SMDs there is a plurality system, although in some special cases there are regions that employ elections in multi-member districts. The former autonomous districts in three regions – Krasnoyarsk Kray, Irkutsk, and Zabaikal’skii Kray - have been granted special status that guarantees them special representation in regional assemblies. As a result, one 4-member district is formed in Irkutsk, one 5-member district in Zabaikal’skii Kray, and there are two 2-member districts in Krasnoyarsk Kray. One 3-member district in Khanty-Mansi AO is formed in order to guarantee the representation of the indigenous population. Additionally, one 2-member district is formed in Smolensk. A very special case is Chukotka, where there are no SMDs. Here elections for the pluralist section of the regional legislature are held in two 3-member districts. One other special case is North Ossetiya, which is the only region to employ a two-round majority system in the SMDs. We should also note that there are wide variations in the size of regional legislatures which range from 11 deputies in the Nenets Autonomous Okrug (AO) to 120 in Bashkortostan.


    Russia employs a parallel type of mixed system “where the two sets of elections are detached and distinct and are not dependent on each other for seat allocations.”18 Although the two types of election will influence each other, what we have in essence are two different electoral races. Thus, we would expect to see differences in the levels of contestation and the results of the PL and SMD elections. As party list voting is perceived as providing a direct indicator of the level of electoral support for UR, all members of the “power vertical” – governors and mayors – are made personally responsible for the size of the victory for UR. As regards SMD voting, the number of SMDs is so high that it is impossible to control all of them to the same degree as the seats contested in the party lists. Moreover, in a plurality system where the “winner takes all,” there will not be so much concern over the actual percentage of votes received by each candidate.19


    Therefore, we can hypothesize that the type of electoral system will have an influence on the level of electoral competition. Our assumption is that, all else being equal, the degree of competitiveness in SMD races will be higher than in PL campaigns. Also, there is good reason to suggest that cross-regional variations of competitiveness in the SMDs will differ from cross-regional variations in PL campaigns. Additionally, SMD elections differ from PL campaigns in that they allow participation of non-party candidates. In the 1990s, independent candidates (self-nominated) dominated regional assemblies and political parties were extremely weak in almost all of the regional parliaments.20 The transition from a plurality first past the post system, which was employed in most regions in the 1990s, to a mixed electoral system from 2003, has strengthened the representation of parties. However, in those regions where a mixed system is employed, we still find a sizeable number of independent candidates. Since SMD elections provide the only opportunity for independents to participate in regional elections, the following questions naturally arise: what is the extent of their participation? What role do they play in the elections? To what extent do they influence the competitiveness of the elections?


    The Competitiveness of Party List Elections


    The results of party list elections in 83 regional legislatures are presented in Table 3. They provide additional proof that the constellation of parties in regional legislatures was stable over the period 2007-12 and consisted of: a) UR which was easily the dominant party, b) three parties of the “second order:” CP, LD and JR,21 c) minor parties who participated in the elections only occasionally. In most cases only four parties (“dominant” and “second order”) were able to win seats. In only 12 cases did a minor party win seats; and only in Dagestan in 2011 did two minor parties (PR and RC) win seats.


    



    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    Table 3. Results of the Party List Elections


    



    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    
      

      
        
          	
            Region

          

          	
            Date

          

          	
            Number of PL seats

          

          	
            UR vote share

          

          	
            UR seats

          

          	
            CP vote share

          

          	
            CP seats

          

          	
            JR vote share

          

          	
            JR seats

          

          	
            LD vote share

          

          	
            LD seats

          

          	
            Minor parties vote share

          

          	
            Minor parties seats

          

          	
            ENPgol

          
        


        
          	
            Adygeya

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            27

          

          	
            0.5804

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.1876

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0,0953

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1045

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.8515

          
        


        
          	
            Altay Kray

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            34

          

          	
            0.3981

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.2540

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.1596

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1656

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.8336

          
        


        
          	
            Altay rep.

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            21

          

          	
            0.4443

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.2483

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1652

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1137

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.5205

          
        


        
          	
            Amur

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            36

          

          	
            0.4421

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.1978

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            0.0893

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.2129

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.4677

          
        


        
          	
            Archangelsk

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            31

          

          	
            0.5185

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.1664

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1784

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1000

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1164

          
        


        
          	
            Astrakhan

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            29

          

          	
            0.5254

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.1497

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1592

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1157

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.0653

          
        


        
          	
            Bashkortostan

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            60

          

          	
            0.8577

          

          	
            55

          

          	
            0.0724

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0391

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0218

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.1696

          
        


        
          	
            Belgorod

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.6620

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.1768

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0513

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0725

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.5516

          
        


        
          	
            Bryansk

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            30

          

          	
            0.5389

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.2368

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.0861

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1035

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.0060

          
        


        
          	
            Buryatiya

          

          	
            2007.12

          

          	
            33

          

          	
            0.6287

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.1281

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1196

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0857

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.6726

          
        


        
          	
            Chechnya

          

          	
            2008.10

          

          	
            41

          

          	
            0.8840

          

          	
            37

          

          	
            0.0033

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0920

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0018

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.1129

          
        


        
          	
            Chelyabinsk

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            30

          

          	
            0.5573

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.1181

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1461

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0916

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.8530

          
        


        
          	
            Chukotka

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.7119

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0483

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0752

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1190

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.4124

          
        


        
          	
            Chuvashiya

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.4487

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.1965

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1939

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1077

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.4513

          
        

      

      
        
          	
            Dagestan

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            90

          

          	
            0.6521

          

          	
            62

          

          	
            0.0727

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1368

          

          	
            13

          

          	
            0.0005

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0509**


            0.0839***

          

          	
            1


            8

          

          	
            1.6751

          
        


        
          	
            Ingushetiya

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            27

          

          	
            0.7810

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.0713

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0702

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0206

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0501**

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            1.3183

          
        


        
          	
            Irkutsk

          

          	
            2008.10

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.5072

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.1360

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0832

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1545

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.0107

          
        


        
          	
            Ivanovo

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            24

          

          	
            0.6030

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.1534

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1027

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0861

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.7309

          
        


        
          	
            Jewish AO

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.4975

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2013

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0966

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1707

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.2203

          
        


        
          	
            Kabardino-


            Balkariya

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            72

          

          	
            0.7229

          

          	
            52

          

          	
            0.0836

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1226

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.0702

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.4535

          
        


        
          	
            Kaliningrad

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.4078

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2140

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1009

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1258

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0849***

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            2.8356

          
        


        
          	
            Kalmykiya

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            27

          

          	
            0.5458

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.2263

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.0497

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0366

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0789*

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            1.9452

          
        


        
          	
            Kaluga

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            40

          

          	
            0.5345

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.2117

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.0840

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1193

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.0047

          
        


        
          	
            Kamchatka

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.4483

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            0.1763

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1077

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1977

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.4216

          
        


        
          	
            Karachaevo-


            Cherkessiya

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            37

          

          	
            0.6961

          

          	
            29

          

          	
            0.1005

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0502

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0260

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.1136***

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            1.5142

          
        


        
          	
            Kareliya

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.3012

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            0.1905

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2225

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1834

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0713****

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            3.8384

          
        


        
          	
            Kemerovo

          

          	
            2008.10

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.8479

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.0347

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0551

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0466

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.1786

          
        


        
          	
            Khabarovsk

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            13

          

          	
            0.4793

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1893

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1545

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1363

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.3150

          
        


        
          	
            Khakasiya

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            38

          

          	
            0.5733

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.1469

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.0718

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1024

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0727***

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            1.9322

          
        


        
          	
            Region

          

          	
            Date

          

          	
            Number of PL seats

          

          	
            UR vote share

          

          	
            UR seats

          

          	
            CP vote share

          

          	
            CP seats

          

          	
            JR vote share

          

          	
            JR seats

          

          	
            LD vote share

          

          	
            LD seats

          

          	
            Minor parties vote share

          

          	
            Minor parties seats

          

          	
            ENPgol

          
        


        
          	
            Khanty-


            Mansi AO


            (KMAO)

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.4407

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.1338

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1388

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.2356

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.5033

          
        


        
          	
            Kirov

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            27

          

          	
            0.3669

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.2235

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.2106

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1714

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.0448

          
        


        
          	
            Komi

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.5053

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1606

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1262

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1483

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1454

          
        


        
          	
            Kostroma

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.5002

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1957

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1264

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1450

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.2181

          
        


        
          	
            Krasnodar

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            50

          

          	
            0.6947

          

          	
            45

          

          	
            0.0898

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0415

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0456

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.3252

          
        


        
          	
            Krasnoyarsk

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            26

          

          	
            0.3689

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.2366

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1793

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1748

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.0036

          
        


        
          	
            Kurgan

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.4123

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            0.2521

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1720

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1266

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.7049

          
        


        
          	
            Kursk

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            23

          

          	
            0.4475

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.2154

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1475

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1232

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.4354

          
        


        
          	
            Leningrad


            Oblast’

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.3514

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.1795

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2793

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.1585

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.1400

          
        


        
          	
            Lipetsk

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            28

          

          	
            0.3876

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.2346

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.1842

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1647

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.8966

          
        


        
          	
            Magadan

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.5002

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.1597

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1124

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1366

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1077

          
        


        
          	
            Marii El

          

          	
            2009.10

          

          	
            26

          

          	
            0.6455

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.1953

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0359

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0720

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.5688

          
        


        
          	
            Mordoviya

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            24

          

          	
            0.9099

          

          	
            23

          

          	
            0.0585

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0000

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0235

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.0939

          
        


        
          	
            Moscow

          

          	
            2009.10

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.6625

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.1330

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0533

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0613

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.4724

          
        


        
          	
            Moscow


            Oblast’

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.3351

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2716

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.1717

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1543

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.1859

          
        


        
          	
            Murmansk

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.3324

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.2291

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.2161

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1953

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.2997

          
        


        
          	
            Nenets AO

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.4303

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.2051

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1246

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1983

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.5887

          
        


        
          	
            Nizhegorod


            Oblast’

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.4298

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.2879

          

          	
            8

          

          	
            0.1274

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1281

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.6014

          
        


        
          	
            North Ossetiya

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            35

          

          	
            0.4420

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.1048

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0717

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0133

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.2657***

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            2.3804

          
        


        
          	
            Novgorod

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            13

          

          	
            0.3698

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2116

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.2718

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1231

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.0122

          
        


        
          	
            Novosibirsk

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            38

          

          	
            0.4482

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.2503

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1624

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1032

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.4779

          
        


        
          	
            Omsk

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.3893

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2611

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1557

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1386

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.8196

          
        


        
          	
            Orenburg

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            24

          

          	
            0.4154

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.2144

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1701

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1546

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.6808

          
        


        
          	
            Oryol

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.4055

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.3242

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.0980

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1328

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.7079

          
        


        
          	
            Penza

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.7064

          

          	
            16

          

          	
            0.1252

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0287

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0461

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.3451

          
        


        
          	
            Perm

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            30

          

          	
            0.3789

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.2014

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1524

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1763

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.8309

          
        


        
          	
            Region

          

          	
            Date

          

          	
            Number of PL seats

          

          	
            UR vote share

          

          	
            UR seats

          

          	
            CP vote share

          

          	
            CP seats

          

          	
            JR vote share

          

          	
            JR seats

          

          	
            LD vote share

          

          	
            LD seats

          

          	
            Minor parties vote share

          

          	
            Minor parties seats

          

          	
            ENPgol

          
        


        
          	
            Primorsky Kray

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.3365

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.2381

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1984

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1983

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.2653

          
        


        
          	
            Pskov

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.3741

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2477

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1502

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1417

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0672****

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            3.1938

          
        


        
          	
            Rostov

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.7188

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.1581

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0506

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0577

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.4340

          
        


        
          	
            Ryazan

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            18

          

          	
            0.5058

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1901

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0615

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1865

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1176

          
        


        
          	
            Sakhalin

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.5018

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.1833

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0717

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0836

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.9363

          
        


        
          	
            Samara

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.4027

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.2257

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1301

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1624

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.6870

          
        


        
          	
            Saratov

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            23

          

          	
            0.7792

          

          	
            21

          

          	
            0.0827

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0501

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0283

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.2422

          
        


        
          	
            Smolensk

          

          	
            2007.12

          

          	
            24

          

          	
            0.5127

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.1788

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1355

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.1366

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1517

          
        


        
          	
            St Petersburg

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            50

          

          	
            0.3696

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.1369

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.2308

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.1017

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1250****

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            3.2264

          
        


        
          	
            Stavropol

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.4896

          

          	
            13

          

          	
            0.1953

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1182

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1737

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.2890

          
        


        
          	
            Sverdlovsk Oblast’

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.3312

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.1745

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2731

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.1587

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.2263

          
        


        
          	
            Tambov

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.6510

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.1824

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0575

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0731

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.5874

          
        


        
          	
            Tatarstan

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            50

          

          	
            0.7931

          

          	
            44

          

          	
            0.1115

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.0483

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0308

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.2714

          
        


        
          	
            Tomsk

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            21

          

          	
            0.3833

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2284

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1419

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1869

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.8602

          
        


        
          	
            Tula

          

          	
            2009.10

          

          	
            48

          

          	
            0.5540

          

          	
            31

          

          	
            0.1833

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1399

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.0600

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.8940

          
        


        
          	
            Tuva

          

          	
            2010.10

          

          	
            16

          

          	
            0.7741

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.0445

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.1022

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.0344

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.2716

          
        


        
          	
            Tver

          

          	
            2011.03

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.3979

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.2465

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.2127

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.1101

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.7989

          
        


        
          	
            Tyumen

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            24

          

          	
            0.5448

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.1311

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.1009

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1824

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.9886

          
        


        
          	
            Udmurtiya

          

          	
            2012.10

          

          	
            45

          

          	
            0.5319

          

          	
            29

          

          	
            0.1723

          

          	
            9

          

          	
            0.0507

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1080

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.8428

          
        


        
          	
            Ulyanovsk

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.5887

          

          	
            10

          

          	
            0.1595

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0777

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0739

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.6957

          
        


        
          	
            Vladimir

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            19

          

          	
            0.5127

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.2775

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.0884

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0885

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.1139

          
        


        
          	
            Volgograd

          

          	
            2009.03

          

          	
            22

          

          	
            0.4945

          

          	
            12

          

          	
            0.2357

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1334

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0984

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2.2207

          
        


        
          	
            Vologda

          

          	
            2011.12

          

          	
            17

          

          	
            0.3448

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1827

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.2771

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.1692

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            3.2014

          
        


        
          	
            Voronezh

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            28

          

          	
            0.6255

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.1852

          

          	
            5

          

          	
            0.0632

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0893

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.6709

          
        


        
          	
            Yakutiya

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            35

          

          	
            0.5180

          

          	
            20

          

          	
            0.1597

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.1493

          

          	
            6

          

          	
            0.0640

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.0853*

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            2.2157

          
        


        
          	
            Yamalo-Nenets AO (YNAO)

          

          	
            2010.03

          

          	
            11

          

          	
            0.6476

          

          	
            7

          

          	
            0.0857

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.0814

          

          	
            1

          

          	
            0.1335

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1.5864

          
        


        
          	
            Yaroslavl

          

          	
            2008.03

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.5002

          

          	
            15

          

          	
            0.1460

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0000

          

          	
            0

          

          	
            0.1258

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0592***

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            1.9323

          
        


        
          	
            Zabaikal’skii Kray

          

          	
            2008.10

          

          	
            25

          

          	
            0.5481

          

          	
            14

          

          	
            0.1341

          

          	
            4

          

          	
            0.0929

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            0.1083

          

          	
            3

          

          	
            0.0689*

          

          	
            2

          

          	
            2.0252

          
        


        
          	
            Total

          

          	
            

          

          	
            2225

          

          	
            

          

          	
            1346

          

          	
            

          

          	
            382

          

          	
            

          

          	
            243

          

          	
            

          

          	
            206

          

          	
            

          

          	
            48

          

          	
            

          
        

      
    


    

  


  
    Source: Compiled from information provided on the Russian Central Electoral Commission Website(http://www.cikf.ru).


    The results of minor parties are presented only if they overcome the electoral threshold. * = AP; ** = RD; *** = PR; **** = Yab.

  


  



  Degree of Competitiveness


  To measure the degree of competitiveness we use the “effective number of parties (ENP)” indicator. Initially this was proposed by Laakso and Taagepera.22 However, as many scholars have argued, Laakso and Taagepera’s ENP has some disadvantages, particularly for the measurement of party systems with a dominant party, since their method overemphasizes the weight of minor parties.23 In order to eliminate this disadvantage, Golosov proposed a different formula for calculating the ENP.24 The right column of Table 3 contains the values of the effective number of parties in all regional legislatures which we calculated using Golosov’s methodology (ENPgol).


  Cross-Regional Variations


  UR is undoubtedly the most successful party in all of the elections. Overall, it won 1,346 PL seats, that is 60.49%. It has to be noted that ENPgol was calculated on the basis of the share of the votes won by parties. A high electoral threshold (7% in most regions) results in a situation whereby an absolute majority of PL seats are usually guaranteed for UR, even if its share of the votes is less than 50%.


  The average value of the ENPgol in all 83 elections is 2.19. This score accords with a common scenario whereby UR wins approximately half of the votes and gains a stable majority of the seats in a legislature while all the other “second order” parties put together win the other half of the votes. Nevertheless, cross-regional differences in the degree of competitiveness are significant. There is a group of 14 regions where party list voting is totally non-competitive (the values of ENP are less than 1.5). These include a number of ethnic republics; Mordoviya (the lowest value of ENP – 1.09), Chechnya, Bashkortostan, Tatarstan, Tuva, Ingushetiya, Kabardino-Balkariya, and Chukotka. Additionally, some Russian regions with strong personalist (or clientelist) regimes also belong to this group: Kemerovo, Saratov, Krasnodar, Rostov, Moscow, and Penza.


  On the other hand, some regions demonstrate a fairly high level of competitiveness. A study of the elections results demonstrates that where we find ENPgol scores of 2.3 and higher, half of the PL seats will be shared among opposition parties, an indication that in these regions the elections have been more competitive: 34 regions fall into this category. Finally, in 12 regions the ENPgol has a value of over 3. Here UR gets less than 40% of the votes and less than half of seats in the assemblies. The highest value of ENPgol is in Kareliya (3.84).


  The Dynamics of Party-List Contestation


  In this study we divided all the regional assembly elections into three groups: those which took place between: 1) December 2007 – March 2011 (50 cases); 2) December 2011 (27 cases); 3) October 2012 (6 cases). Then we compared the degree of competitiveness in its dynamic aspects and in correlation with the relevant Duma elections (either 2007 or 2011). The results are displayed in Table 4 (the right column will be discussed below). As the table shows, the dynamics of the degree of competitiveness at the regional level are fully in accord with trends at the national level (the ENPgol for Duma elections), increasing significantly in December 2011 and falling back again in October 2012.


  


  



  Table 4. The Degree of Party-List Competitiveness in National and Regional Elections


  
    
      
      
      
      
      
    

    
      
        	
          Duma

        

        	
          ENPgol

        

        	
          Regional


          Assemblies

        

        	
          Average ENPgol

        

        	
          Average SCN SMDs

        
      


      
        	
          2007 elections

        

        	
          1.7

        

        	
          December 2007 – March 2011

        

        	
          1.97


          (50 elections)

        

        	
          0.5059


          (42 elections, 1012 SMDs)

        
      


      
        	
          2011 elections

        

        	
          2.2

        

        	
          December 2011

        

        	
          2.8


          (27 elections)

        

        	
          0.3180


          (24 elections, 544 SMDs)

        
      


      
        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          October 2012

        

        	
          1.67


          (6 elections)

        

        	
          0.6630


          (6 elections, 184 SMDs)

        
      

    
  


  


  



  The Competitiveness of Single Member District Elections


  It is impossible to analyze the competitiveness of SMDs in all regions, as was the case for the PL elections, since only 73 of the 83 regions employ a mixed electoral system. As noted above, in the vast majority of cases, the plurality rule is applied in SMDs. The few elections where there are multimember districts are excluded from this analysis; these include 6 districts where 18 deputies were elected in 5 regions. Chukotka, where all the plurality districts are multi-member, must also be omitted. Finally, we exclude two SMDs (in Buryatiya and Kirov Oblast’), where the election was declared invalid. Thus, our sample comprises 1,740 SMDs in 72 regions. Elections results in these SMDs are displayed in Table 5.


  


  


  



  Table 5. Results of the Elections in the SMDs


  
    
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
    

    
      
        	
          

        

        	
          Region

        

        	
          Date

        

        	
          Number of SMDs

        

        	
          UR

        

        	
          CP

        

        	
          JR

        

        	
          LD

        

        	
          Non-


          party cand.

        

        	
          Minor parties

        

        	
          Non-Comp. SMDs

        

        	
          SNC SMDs

        

        	
          UR nom.

        

        	
          UR win

        

        	
          UR NC win

        
      


      
        	
          1

        

        	
          Adygeya

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          27

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0.5556

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          14

        
      


      
        	
          2

        

        	
          Altay Kray

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          34

        

        	
          34

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.2059

        

        	
          34

        

        	
          34

        

        	
          7

        
      


      
        	
          3

        

        	
          Altay Rep.

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1500

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          4

        

        	
          Archangelsk

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          0.4194

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          12

        
      


      
        	
          5

        

        	
          Astrakhan

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          29

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0.7241

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          21

        
      


      
        	
          6

        

        	
          Bashkortostan

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          60

        

        	
          55

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        

        	
          55

        

        	
          0.9167

        

        	
          56

        

        	
          55

        

        	
          51

        
      


      
        	
          7

        

        	
          Belgorod

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0.8235

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          14

        
      


      
        	
          8

        

        	
          Bryansk

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          0.4333

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          12

        
      


      
        	
          9

        

        	
          Buryatiya

        

        	
          2007.12

        

        	
          32

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.2813

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          8

        
      


      
        	
          10

        

        	
          Chelyabinsk

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          0.7333

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          22

        
      


      
        	
          11

        

        	
          Chuvashiya

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0.2727

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          12

        

        	
          Irkutsk

        

        	
          2008.10

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          0.5238

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          13

        

        	
          Ivanovo

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1250

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          14

        

        	
          Jewish AO

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.2222

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          2

        
      


      
        	
          15

        

        	
          Kaliningrad

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.2000

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          16

        

        	
          Kamchatka

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.2143

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          17

        

        	
          Karachaevo-


          Cherkessiya

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          36

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          0.7222

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          16

        
      

    
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
    
      
        	
          18

        

        	
          Kareliya

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          3**

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.1600

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          19

        

        	
          Kemerovo

        

        	
          2008.10

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          1.0000

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          18

        
      


      
        	
          20

        

        	
          Khabarovsk

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0.0000

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          21

        

        	
          Khakasiya

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          37

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0.5676

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          17

        
      


      
        	
          22

        

        	
          Khanty-Mans AO (KMAO)

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.2857

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          23

        

        	
          Kirov

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1154

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          24

        

        	
          Komi

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.2667

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          25

        

        	
          Kostroma

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2778

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          5

        
      


      
        	
          26

        

        	
          Krasnodar

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          47

        

        	
          0.9400

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          47

        
      


      
        	
          27

        

        	
          Krasnoyarsk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.3636

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          7

        
      


      
        	
          28

        

        	
          Kurgan

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.5294

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          29

        

        	
          Kursk

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          0.5455

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          12

        
      


      
        	
          30

        

        	
          Leningrad Oblast’

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0.0000

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          31

        

        	
          Lipetsk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.2857

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          8

        
      


      
        	
          32

        

        	
          Magadan

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0.6000

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          33

        

        	
          Marii El

        

        	
          2009.10

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          0.6538

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          17

        
      


      
        	
          34

        

        	
          Mordoviya

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          23

        

        	
          0.9583

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          21

        
      


      
        	
          35

        

        	
          Moscow

        

        	
          2009.10

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0.8235

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          14

        
      


      
        	
          36

        

        	
          Moscow Oblast’

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0400

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          37

        

        	
          Murmansk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0556

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          

        

        	
          Region

        

        	
          Date

        

        	
          Number of SMDs

        

        	
          UR

        

        	
          CP

        

        	
          JR

        

        	
          LD

        

        	
          Non-


          party cand.

        

        	
          Minor parties

        

        	
          Non-Conc. SMDs

        

        	
          SNC SMDs

        

        	
          UR nom.

        

        	
          UR win

        

        	
          UR NC win

        
      


      
        	
          38

        

        	
          Nizhegorod Oblast’

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2000

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          5

        
      


      
        	
          39

        

        	
          North


          Ossetiya

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          3***

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          0.5143

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          14

        
      


      
        	
          40

        

        	
          Novgorod

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0769

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          41

        

        	
          Novosibirsk

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          38

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          0.2632

        

        	
          36

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          10

        
      


      
        	
          42

        

        	
          Omsk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.4091

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          43

        

        	
          Orenburg

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          23

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.1739

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          44

        

        	
          Oryol

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.3600

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          45

        

        	
          Penza

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          0.7222

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          13

        
      


      
        	
          46

        

        	
          Perm

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0.5000

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          13

        
      


      
        	
          47

        

        	
          Primorsky


          Kray

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1500

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          3

        
      


      
        	
          48

        

        	
          Pskov

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.1818

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          49

        

        	
          Rostov

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          0.8800

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          22

        
      


      
        	
          50

        

        	
          Ryazan

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          0.5556

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          51

        

        	
          Sakhalin

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.2857

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          4

        
      


      
        	
          52

        

        	
          Samara

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0.2400

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          53

        

        	
          Saratov

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          0.9545

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          21

        
      


      
        	
          54

        

        	
          Smolensk

        

        	
          2007.12

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.3182

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          55

        

        	
          Stavropol

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          0.6800

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          16

        
      


      
        	
          56

        

        	
          Sverdlovsk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.0800

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          2

        
      


      
        	
          57

        

        	
          Tambov

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          23

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          0.8000

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          23

        

        	
          19

        
      


      
        	
          58

        

        	
          Tatarstan

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          45

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          

        

        	
          47

        

        	
          0.9400

        

        	
          47

        

        	
          45

        

        	
          45

        
      


      
        	
          59

        

        	
          Tomsk

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.3333

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          7

        
      


      
        	
          60

        

        	
          Tuva

        

        	
          2010.10

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0.8750

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          13

        
      


      
        	
          61

        

        	
          Tver

        

        	
          2011.03

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2500

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          5

        
      


      
        	
          62

        

        	
          Tyumen

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0.5833

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          14

        
      


      
        	
          63

        

        	
          Udmurtiya

        

        	
          2012.10

        

        	
          45

        

        	
          38

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          0.4222

        

        	
          43

        

        	
          38

        

        	
          18

        
      


      
        	
          64

        

        	
          Ulyanovsk

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.6000

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          65

        

        	
          Vladimir

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2632

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          5

        
      


      
        	
          66

        

        	
          Volgograd

        

        	
          2009.03

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0.3750

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          67

        

        	
          Vologda

        

        	
          2011.12

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.1176

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          2

        
      


      
        	
          68

        

        	
          Voronezh

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          0.5714

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          16

        
      


      
        	
          69

        

        	
          Yakutiya

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          3*

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          0.3143

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          8

        
      


      
        	
          70

        

        	
          Yamalo-Nenets


          AO (YNAO)

        

        	
          2010.03

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.8182

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          9

        
      


      
        	
          71

        

        	
          Yaroslavl

        

        	
          2008.03

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          0.2400

        

        	
          23

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          6

        
      


      
        	
          72

        

        	
          Zabaikal’skii Kray

        

        	
          2008.10

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          1*

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2500

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          5

        
      


      
        	
          

        

        	
          TOTAL

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1740

        

        	
          1474

        

        	
          73

        

        	
          51

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          126

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          807

        

        	
          0.4638

        

        	
          1680

        

        	
          1474

        

        	
          762

        
      

    
  


  


  
    Source: Compiled from information provided on the Russian Central Electoral Commission Website(http://www.cikf.ru).


    Minor parties are included if they win seats.


    * = AP; ** = Yab; *** = PR

  


  



  Overall, one can see the absolute domination of UR, which won 1,474 of the 1,740 SMDs, or 84.7%. It is important to note that this is a much higher figure than the number of seats won by UR in the PL elections (1,346 and 60.5%). In sum, SMDs seem to be more profitable for the “party of power” than PL races, with the caveat that party deputies elected in SMDs are liable to be less dependent on their parties than those elected from the party lists. As was the case with the PL elections, the CP is the second most successful party (73 seats). JR also won a solid number of deputies (51), in contrast to LD (6 deputies), which seems to have success only in PL campaigns. 126 seats went to non-party candidates (NP). However, in this study we are interested not so much in who wins, but in the degree of competitiveness of the SMD elections. But how do we measure this?


  Measuring the Degree of Competitiveness in SMDs


  The very large number of SMDs (1,740) makes it problematic to use the same indicator (ENPgol) which we used to measure the PL campaigns. Besides, it seems to be unnecessary, as the patterns of contestation in the majoritarian SMDs are so different from those in PL elections that to conduct such a comparison would clearly not yield very meaningful results. So we need to find another type of measurement. A great deal of scholarly literature has been devoted to the measurement of the degree of competitiveness in SMDs. Generally, it is possible to distinguish two main approaches.25 The first employs a “margin of victory indicator.” If the margin is equal to or more than a specific figure (which has been calculated as between 10 to 20 percent by different scholars), the elections are considered non-competitive. The second is based on the vote share of the winner. If the candidate wins above a certain percent of the votes (defined as 55 or 60 percent), the elections are considered non-competitive. Both of these methods correlate very well with one other. For purely technical reasons, in this article we use the second variant in a modified version. We surmise that levels of competition in the SMDs will differ in important respects as regards levels of fragmentation. In the case of fragmented competition, when votes are shared between many candidates, more than 50% of votes for the winner would appear to be high enough to recognize the elections as non-competitive. In the case of a polarized campaign, 50% and over is not high enough, as the runner-up may gain a share close to 50%. Therefore, for polarized elections the threshold of competitiveness should be 60% (here the margin of victory indicator would be 20% or more).


  In accordance with these criteria, each of the 1,740 SMDs was defined as either competitive or non-competitive. Next we counted the


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  share of non-competitive SMDs (SNC SMDs) in each regional assembly election. The values of this index are presented in Table 5.26


  Cross-Regional Variations


  Overall, the share of non-competitive SMDs in Russian regions is fairly high: approximately half of SMDs (807 of 1,740, or 46.38%) were non-competitive. At the same time, there are high levels of cross-regional variations. The values of the SNC SMDs range from the minimum possible 0 (Khabarovsk and Leningrad Oblasts) to the maximum possible 1 (Kemerovo Oblast’).


  If we compare the average value of ENPgol (2.19) and the average SNC SMDs (0.46), both of these point to similar degrees of competitiveness. The value of the coefficient of correlation between ENPgol and SNC SMDs is also fairly high -0.803 (R-square is 0.644). This suggests that in general, the connection between the degree of competitiveness of PL and SMD campaigns is fairly high. Therefore, at first glance, our assumption that the degree of competitiveness is higher in SMDs is not confirmed. However, we need to examine the cross-regional variations in more detail.


  We placed the values of the two indexes (ENPgol and SNC SMDs that indicate the degree of competitiveness in all 72 regions in the PL and SMDs respectively) on the plane presented in Figure 1. The vertical line divides the plane into two sections according to the average value of ENPgol (2.19). The horizontal line divides the plane into two sections according to the average share of non-competitive SMDs (0.46). The approximation line is also displayed in the figure (the numbering of the regions is the same as in Table 5).


  The results for the individual regions and groups of regions are much more complicated and much more interesting than when we consider the picture as a whole. Four groups of regions, which are distinguished by the correlation between ENPgol and SNC SMDs, are clearly visible on the plane.


  The first group consists of 12 regions: Kemerovo, Mordoviya, Saratov, Bashkortostan, Tatarstan, Krasnodar, Tuva, Rostov, Moscow,27 Belgorod, Yamalo Nenets AO, and Tambov. In these regions there was zero competition, a qualitative distinction which we would argue means that these regions correspond more closely to the model of hegemonic authoritarianism than that of competitive authoritarianism. In addition, some other regions (Chechnya, Ingushetiya, Chukotka, and Kabardino-Balkariya), which do not have SMDs, should also be included in this group. In these regimes, a dominant actor, usually a governor, is able to dominate the electoral field by controlling the nomination of candidates and the organization of the electoral campaign. Only candidates who have the backing of the authorities have any chance of winning elections in these regions. It should also be stressed that the position of all these regions on the plane in Figure 1 are above the approximation line. In other words, the degree of competitiveness in the SMDs is even lower than in the PL races (if it is possible to talk about competitiveness at all in this group).


  



  Figure 1: Regional Groupings
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  The second group of regions is located in the opposite corner of the plane: Moscow Oblast’, Murmansk, Novgorod, Kirov, Sverdlovsk Oblast’, Vologda, Primorsky Kray, Pskov, Kareliya, and Leningrad Oblast’. Certainly, UR candidates usually win the elections in most of these SMDs, but here they compete in a genuine struggle for power, and their victories are not predetermined as was the case with the regions in the first group. In comparison with the first group there is no obvious tendency with regard to the correlation between ENPgol and SNC SMDs; while some of the regions are located above, others are situated below the approximation line.


  It should be stressed, however, that almost all the elections in this group (Kirov is the only exclusion) were held in December 2011, when the surge of anti-UR voting was at its peak. In this sense the SMD elections demonstrate the same dynamic as PL voting. As one can see in Table 4, the average SNC SMDs decreased from 0.5 to 0.3 in the December 2011 elections but in October 2012 it rose to 0.66 (which is even higher than it was initially). However, in some other regions the December 2011 elections do not demonstrate the same degree of competitiveness as is found in the regions of the second group. Therefore, we can explain the pattern of competitiveness in these elections as springing partially from the national-political context and partially from regional-specific factors.


  Regarding the regions with a medium degree of competitiveness in the PL races, they can be divided into at least two groups. Group 3 in Figure 1 demonstrates an average level of competitiveness in the PL votes, in combination with a fairly high level of competition in the SMDs: Sakhalin, Yaroslavl, Zabaikal’skii Kray, Vladimir, Jewish AO, Komi, Kostroma, Smolensk, and Yakutiya. Group 4, on the contrary, comprises regions with an average level of competitiveness in the PL elections in combination with a fairly low level of SMD competition: Chelyabinsk, Astrakhan, Stavropol, Magadan, Tyumen, Ryazan, and Kursk.


  Thus, we can conclude that our expectation that cross-regional variations of competitiveness in SMDs differs from cross-regional variations in PL campaigns is confirmed, though with some exceptions: a) the group of the 12 hegemonic authoritarian regions that form a very stable non-competitive realm of Russian politics, and b) the group of regions with the most anti-UR voting in the December 2011 elections. It is notable that if we exclude the regions where elections were held in December 2011 (24 sample cases) and the 12 strong (hegemonic) authoritarian regions, the correlation coefficient between ENPgol and SNC SMDs falls sharply (from -0.803 to -0.570).


  Additionally, the value of -0.570 means that our other assumption about the higher degree of competitiveness of SMDs elections is also at least partially confirmed. The analysis of the plane in Figure 1 shows that all the regions of the hegemonic authoritarian group demonstrate a lower level of competitiveness in the SMDs; thus all of them are above the approximation line. If we exclude this group, the location of the points on the plane demonstrate that the competitiveness in the SMDs elections is higher than in the PL elections (most regions are located below the approximation line).


  It should also be stressed that cross-regional variation in the degree of competitiveness can be explained more by “procedural” factors (regional elite strategies) than by “structural” factors, such as the social and economic features of the regions. Thus, in the group of hegemonic authoritarian regions, we can see rich regions (e.g. Moscow, Tatarstan, Yamalo-Nenets AO, etc.), average (e.g., Kemerovo, Krasnodar, Rostov, Belgorod, etc.) and poor regions (e.g., Tyva). Examining the impact of social and economic features of regions on the degree of competitiveness, we find that the correlation coefficients between ENPgol and SNC SMDs, on the one hand, and regional GDP per capita, average per capita income, share of urban population, etc., on the other hand, are statistically insignificant. The only exception is the share of ethnic Russians in the population of a region, which has a positive influence on the degree of competitiveness, where the correlation coefficients reach the value of 0.3 – 0.5. However, this is not very high, so that we can find amongst the group of hegemonic authoritarian regions Russian oblasts (e.g., Kemerovo, Belogorod, etc.) and ethnic republics with a high share of non-Russians (e.g., Bashkortostan, Tatarstan, Tyva).


  Non-Party Candidates in SMD Elections


  The share of non-party candidates after undergoing a sharp reduction in the mid-2000s, has now stabilized. As official data from the Russian Central Electoral Commission (see Table 6) demonstrate, over the period 2009-12 their number fluctuated by approximately 20%. Although it dropped to 13% in the last set of regional elections, this may not necessarily indicate a trend, as there were only 6 elections in October 2012.


  


  



  Table 6. Share of Party and Non-Party Candidates in Regional Assembly Elections


  
    
      
      
      
      
      
    

    
      
        	
          

        

        	
          Number of candidates

        

        	
          Party


          candidates

        

        	
          Non-party candidates

        

        	
          Share of NP candidates

        
      


      
        	
          2009 October

        

        	
          185

        

        	
          150

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          0.1892

        
      


      
        	
          2010 March

        

        	
          479

        

        	
          364

        

        	
          115

        

        	
          0.2401

        
      


      
        	
          2010 October

        

        	
          559

        

        	
          442

        

        	
          117

        

        	
          0.2093

        
      


      
        	
          2011 March

        

        	
          962

        

        	
          769

        

        	
          193

        

        	
          0.2006

        
      


      
        	
          2011 December

        

        	
          2451

        

        	
          2051

        

        	
          400

        

        	
          0.1632

        
      


      
        	
          2012 October

        

        	
          1204

        

        	
          1048

        

        	
          156

        

        	
          0.1296

        
      

    
  


  


  Source: Compiled from information provided on the Russian Central Electoral Commission Website (http://www.cikf.ru).


  


  After UR nominees, non-party candidates have been the next most successful group, winning 126 seats (7.24% of all SMDs) while all the other opposition parties together have only 140 seats (see Table 7).


  



  Table 7. The Share of Non-Party Candidates Who Won Seats in Regional Assembly Elections, 2007-2012


  
    
      
      
      
      
    

    
      
        	
          

        

        	
          Number of SMDs

        

        	
          Number of Non-Party


          Candidates

        

        	
          % of


          Non-Party


          Seats

        
      


      
        	
          December 2007

        

        	
          54

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.1481

        
      


      
        	
          March 2008

        

        	
          184

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          0.1902

        
      


      
        	
          October 2008

        

        	
          59

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.1356

        
      


      
        	
          March 2009

        

        	
          219

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          0.1416

        
      


      
        	
          October 2009

        

        	
          43

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0.0000

        
      


      
        	
          March 2010

        

        	
          107

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.0841

        
      


      
        	
          October 2010

        

        	
          129

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.0310

        
      


      
        	
          March 2011

        

        	
          217

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.0369

        
      


      
        	
          December 2011

        

        	
          544

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0.0276

        
      


      
        	
          October 2012

        

        	
          184

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          0.0435

        
      


      
        	Total

        	
          1740

        

        	
          126

        

        	
          0.0724

        
      

    
  


  


  Source: Compiled from information provided on the Russian Central Electoral Commission Website (http://www.cikf.ru).


  


  



  One can observe that although from 2009-12 the share of non-party candidates was relatively stable, their effectiveness has significantly decreased. However, as can be seen in Table 8, cross-regional variations are very high. The share of non-party candidates ranges from 0.0345 in Astrakhan to 0.4286 in Yakutiya. Overall, non-party candidates won in only 35 of 72 regions. Significant numbers of non-party candidates (15% and more) are only to be found in 10 regional assemblies: Yakutiya, Karachaevo-Cherkessiya, Yaroslavl, Altay Republic, Ivanovo, Irkutsk, Archangelsk, Kaliningrad, Buryatiya, and Zabaikal’skii Kray. It should be stressed that in all of these regions (with the exception of Kaliningrad), elections were in the period 2008-2010. This confirms the conclusion that there was a drop in the number of independent candidates who won assembly seats in the period 2011-12.


  Thus, it would seem that in a significant number of regions non-party candidates play an important role in elections. However, in order to understand their real importance, we have to examine the behavior of the non-party candidates after the conclusion of the elections. Our research shows that 74 of the 126 non-party deputies (58.73%) entered UR factions after the elections, 19 entered other factions, and only 22 maintained their independent status.28 In some regions, all (or almost all) of the independents entered UR: for example, 7 of 7 in Ivanovo and 7 of 9 in Yaroslavl.


  



  Table 8. Non-Party Winners in Russian Regional Elections


  
    
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
    

    
      
        	
          

        

        	
          SMDs

        

        	
          NP wins

        

        	
          Share of NP wins

        

        	
          NP deputies after elections

        
      


      
        	
          Enter UR

        

        	
          Enter other factions

        

        	
          Indep.


          

        

        	
          n/a

        
      


      
        	
          Yakutiya

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0.4286

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Karachaevo-


          Cherkessiya

        

        	
          36

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          0.3889

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          2

        
      


      
        	
          Yaroslavl

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          0.3600

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Altay Rep.

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.3500

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Ivanovo

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.2917

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Archangelsk

        

        	
          31

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          0.2258

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Irkutsk

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.2381

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Buryatiya

        

        	
          32

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.1563

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Udmurtiya

        

        	
          45

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.1111

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Tatarstan

        

        	
          50

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0.1000

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Kaliningrad

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.2000

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Perm

        

        	
          30

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.1333

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Bashkortostan

        

        	
          60

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0.0667

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Zabaikal’skii Kray

        

        	
          20

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1500

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Smolensk

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1364

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        
      


      
        	
          Mordoviya

        

        	
          24

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.1250

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Khakasiya

        

        	
          37

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0.0811

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Vladimir

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.1053

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Krasnoyarsk

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.0909

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Adygeya

        

        	
          27

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.0741

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          North Ossetiya

        

        	
          35

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.0571

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Novosibirsk

        

        	
          38

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0.0526

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Khabarovsk

        

        	
          13

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0769

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Sakhalin

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0714

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Tuva

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0625

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Kurgan

        

        	
          17

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0588

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Kostroma

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0556

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Pskov

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0455

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Tambov

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0400

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Stavropol

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0400

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Kareliya

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0400

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Leningrad Oblast’

        

        	
          25

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0400

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Kirov

        

        	
          26

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0385

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Lipetsk

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0357

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	
          Astrakhan

        

        	
          29

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0.0345

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        

        	
          

        
      


      
        	Total

        	
          

        

        	
          126

        

        	
          

        

        	
          74

        

        	
          19

        

        	
          22

        

        	
          11

        
      

    
  


  


  Source: Compiled from the websites of regional legislatures.


  


  



  Thus, the victory of a large number of non-party candidates does not automatically mean that the UR faction is weak. On the contrary, in most cases independent deputies bolster UR’s domination of regional parliaments. This factor was also very important in the 2003 Duma elections, when precisely because of its ability to co-opt independents, UR was able to achieve an absolute majority of the seats in the Parliament.29 Moreover, whilst Putin’s political system was in the process of being constructed in the period 2003-07, the incorporation of independent deputies into “the party of power” was at that time a very important instrument of UR’s domination. Currently, members of the Duma are elected wholly in PL elections and thus the role of independents is important only at the regional level.


  In some cases non-party deputies serve as a direct substitute for UR candidates if UR does not nominate its own candidate. Such instances are not widespread, as according to UR policy, regional branches of the party have to nominate their own candidates in all SMDs. Nevertheless, in 60 SMDs UR had no formal nominees, and in 53 of these independent candidates were able to win seats.30 Moreover, in 26 of the 60 districts, the elections were non-competitive, and in 24 of these, non-party candidate won seats.31


  In some instances UR will deliberately fail to nominate its own candidates in order to clear the way for the victory of independent candidates. In other cases, UR will nominate a candidate who it knows will have no chance of victory. Moreover, sometimes a dominant actor (informally) supports candidates from other parties. For example, in the elections for the 2011 Perm Regional Assembly elections, Governor Chirkunov supported a top manager of the energy industry (formally non-party, but a former regional leader of the Union of Right Forces), who defeated the official UR candidate. In another SMD a businessman close to another influential regional politician, Trutnev (a former governor and federal minister) was nominated as a non-party candidate and he defeated the UR candidate. Interestingly, both Chirkunov and Trutnev were later included in UR’s party list for the 2011 Duma elections. This demonstrates that personal affiliation and loyalty sometimes are more important that party discipline. It also reveals one more important factor, that of intra-party struggle, which often results in different factions within UR supporting different candidates. However, it should be stressed that the cases discussed above are not typical of the situation pertaining to most regional elections.


  Non-Party Candidates and Competitiveness


  In spite of the victory of a significant number of non-party candidates (in comparison with candidates from the CP and JR), most of the independent deputies are not genuine alternatives to UR candidates. This clarification of the “real” function of non-party deputies in the SMDs explains why the activity of independent candidates does not influence the degree of competitiveness of the elections. The coefficient of correlation between SNC SMDs and the share of non-party candidates who gained seats is insignificant, with a value of -0.0964. This is very different from the same coefficient for the candidates of other parties. For JR the coefficient is -0.3356, and for CP even higher (-0.4544). Whereas successful candidates of CP and JR help to increase the level of electoral competition in the SMDs, the participation of non-party candidates is unrelated to the degree of competitiveness.


  Conclusion


  This study has demonstrated that despite the attempts of the Putin regime to instigate an “electoral vertical,” there are still variations in the pattern of electoral contestation in Russia’s regions and also in the degree of UR’s domination of regional assemblies. A majority of Russia’s regions fully meet the criteria of the competitive authoritarian model. Here, as at the federal level, while the “party of power” is guaranteed to win a majority of the seats, real, if limited competition is permitted, although the degree of competitiveness of the elections differs in each region. It is also possible to distinguish a group of what we may classify as 16 hegemonic authoritarian regions: Kemerovo, Mordoviya, Saratov, Bashkortostan, Tatarstan, Krasnodar, Tuva, Rostov, Moscow, Belgorod, Yamalo Nenets AO, Tambov, Chechnya, Ingushetiya, Chukotka, and Kabardino-Balkariya. In these regions there is little or no contestation and the elections are merely “decorative” formal procedures which mask the absolute domination of UR and its candidates.


  If we exclude the 16 hegemonic authoritarian regions, we can clearly see that the type of electoral system employed in a region has a major influence on the degree of electoral contestation. The level of competitiveness in the SMDs is higher than in the PL elections. Moreover, cross-regional variations in the SMDs are not the same as in the PL elections. Turning to our analysis of the role of the non-party deputies, our study demonstrates that they do not influence the degree of competitiveness. In most cases after taking up their seats they move over to support UR in the regional assemblies.
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			Abstract: Ukraine’s party system is not sufficiently stable to facilitate the democratic consolidation of the country. However, the problem with this fundamental Ukrainian political institution runs much deeper than its inability to provide for its own stability. Prior to stabilizing a political institution, it is necessary to standardize and secure its rules and ensure its recognition in society. This article employs quantitative and qualitative analyses to examine the factors promoting and hindering the institutionalization of the party system in Ukraine.

			One of the most urgent tasks for post-Soviet Ukraine, a state with a difficult institutional legacy that creates obstacles in its road to democratic development, remains that of ensuring the stability, legitimacy, and durability of its institutions so they might serve societal interests. If an institution fails to serve those interests effectively, it becomes weak and short-lived.1 The purpose of this article is to analyze a fundamental political institution in Ukraine – the party system – and the level of its institutionalization and support by Ukrainian society. Doing so will allow us to draw conclusions about whether the party system in Ukraine is stable and strong enough to guarantee that it will carry out its functions, particularly fully representing the interests of various societal groups in power and implementing appropriate policies.

			The core conclusion of this article is that the party system in Ukraine has not yet achieved successful institutionalization. The quantitative analysis reported here demonstrates another important conclusion, namely that the Ukrainian party system entered into a stabilizing stage of development around the time of the 2006 parliamentary elections, when the indicators for voter preference volatility began to decrease slightly, though nevertheless remaining high. Taking into account the totality of arguments raised in the article, this conclusion suggests that the relative stabilization of the party system is taking place without a concomitant institutionalization, and may therefore have only a temporary effect.

			The evidence to support this basic thesis is presented by explaining the influences of various factors affecting the institutionalization of the party system and political parties in Ukraine. Factors that weaken the institutionalization of the party system in Ukraine include institutional, societal, and organizational components. Institutional factors encompass the formal norms and rules governing the functioning of the party system, particularly weak legislation with respect to parties, insufficient monitoring over its enforcement, and groundless but significant changes to the electoral law. Societal factors are related to how rooted the party system is as a whole in society. Among the key indicators are the numerous changes to electoral preferences and the ability of new players to penetrate into the competitive electoral process. For specific political parties, societal factors include the absence of a stable electoral base, the failure to build reliable channels of communications with voters, as well as weak ideological and strong personalistic ties between voters and parties. Finally, organizational factors include the level of institutionalization of individual parties as organizational bodies, with metrics focusing on the high frequency of changes to party names and opaque financing.

			This article proceeds in the following way. First, it argues for the importance of a well-institutionalized party system for new democracies. Second, it then describes the actual institutional “rules of the game” created by the state for functioning parties in Ukraine. Third, it focuses on the particularities of the development of the party system with the help of quantitative analysis and the application of the Party Replacement Index and the Pedersen Index of Electoral Volatility. These indices demonstrate the high level of instability in electoral support for political parties, a factor which hinders the institutionalization of the party system as a whole. Fourth, societal and organizational factors that hinder the institutionalization of individual parties are analyzed. The text illustrates each indicator of a weak institutionalization of political parties with examples that include all the Ukrainian parties that entered parliament as of 2013: the Party of Regions, Bat’kivshchyna/Front of Change, which formed a coalition before the 2012 elections, UDAR, the Communist Party of Ukraine, and Svoboda.

			Institutionalization

			Why is it important for the party system of a new democracy to be well institutionalized? Theoretically, weak institutionalization, inlcuding large numbers of new parties each election, a high level of competition within the system, and the absence of predictable electoral processes, does not necessarily work against the development of democracy. Regardless, a number of factors render a weak institutionalization of the party system undesirable.

			First, a poorly institutionalized party system in a new democracy creates significant obstacles for citizens to gain positive experience during the democratic transition.2 Further, it is believed that the institutionalization of the party system is critically important for the process of democratic consolidation.3 A weak party system also reduces accountability and decreases the level of long-term commitments between parties and supporters, thereby significantly increasing uncertainty among voters, politicians and parties.4 Furthermore, a poorly institutionalized party system to a great measure raises the risks in the electoral “game:” The winners in all likelihood will not be interested in continuing to support the democratic process because they fear defeat in future electoral cycles and the unpleasant consequences of such defeat.5 In other words, weak political systems are more vulnerable, which allows for anti-party politicians to come to power and negatively affect the general level of democracy in a country.6

			Another key drawback is that low levels of institutionalization can bring about negative impacts on legislative activity. For example, in researching the two weakly institutionalized party systems of Ukraine and Russia, and, in particular, the behavior of parliamentary parties in the Verkhovna Rada (1998-2003) and the State Duma (1994-2003), political scientist F. Thames concluded that the low level of institutionalization of individual parties negatively influenced the level of parliamentary party discipline.7

			Rules of the Game

			In order to promote institutionalization of the party system, the stability of electoral rules is essential. In addition, one of the crucial aspects of the party system’s institutionalization is the creation of an institutional infrastructure that provides for the articulation and implementation of the rules under which it operates.8

			According to information provided by Ukraine’s Ministry of Justice, there were 199 active political parties in Ukraine at the beginning of 2013.9 During the period from 1990 to 2012, there were close to 255 functioning parties, some of which have ceased activity.10 Such a large number of parties results not from social factors or numerous cleavages in Ukrainian society, but rather was largely facilitated by institutional factors, in particular a relatively simple party registration procedure and a weak level of official control in implementing existing law, particularly regarding the number of regional branches, the frequency with which they participate in elections, and the registration of founding charters.

			According to the “Law on Political Parties in Ukraine,” a prospective party must submit 10,000 signatures of registered voters, a charter, program, minutes from the founding congress, as well as other information.11 Further, a new party is required to establish regional branches in most of the oblasts of Ukraine within six months of the registration date. Article 24 of the law provides for the nullification of a party registration certificate in the event that registration information has been found to be falsified within three years of the date of registration. In this way, the law effectively forbids the registration of parties without regional branches or documents that may not be genuine. Moreover, there is no legal requirement that the 10,000 signatures that a party collected for its registration have to be turned into 10,000 party members upon registration, meaning that many of the people who sign the petition may have no intention of actually joining the party.

			By requiring the review of parties after their registration rather than before, the state facilitates the establishment of more marginal parties that only slightly exceed the minimum requirements to maintain state registration. These parties are able to continue operating for significant periods of time before the Ministry of Justice begins to review them. As practice has shown, however, state bodies do not systematically review political parties. The only comprehensive review of parties took place in 2003, resulting in the nullification of registration certificates of close to 30 political parties for a wide range of legal shortcomings, including the noncompliance of founding documents, a failure to meet the official requirements for regional branches, violating the requirement that a party maintain a non-profit status, among others.12 In the periods both preceding and following the 2003 review, party registration certificates were nullified in fewer than 10 cases in each period.

			It is worth emphasizing that the level of institutionalization of the party system and that of the electoral system are to a great extent interdependent. Therefore, one of the obstacles to the democratic development of political institutions and the party system is that the law on elections is constantly being changed. For instance, the deputies of the first and second convocations of the Verkhovna Rada were elected under a single-member district system, the third and fourth convocations under a mixed system, and the fifth and sixth convocations under a proportional representation system. In 2011, the government returned to a mixed system, combining elements of single-member districts and proportional representation. Consequently, the electoral system has experienced a radical change in the rules of the game approximately every eight years. Moreover, the electoral system seems not to be finally shaped, and most likely the authorities will change the rules to suit their personal interests in the future. Such constant flux in the electoral system undermines institutionalization. 

			The switch of the electoral system from mixed to proportional in 2006, as well as the further changes made to the electoral law in 2011, can be explained by the desire of dominant parties to maximize their representation in parliament.13 According to surveys performed between 2001 and 2007, the proportional system was the least popular type of electoral system among Ukrainians.14 Nevertheless, the Verkhovna Rada adopted a proportional electoral system in 2006. Further, the expert consensus method to reform the proportional electoral system (without regular dramatic transformations) before the 2012 parliamentary elections was to implement a proportional system of voting by open lists of candidates that would serve to intensify communication between deputies and their electorate.15 But this advice was not accepted, illustrating that neither the demands of society nor experts’ conclusions serve as the main motives for institutional transformations, in particular for electoral reform. The state’s resistance to making the electoral system more stable consequently deepens social distrust and increases fatigue with further electoral reform initiatives, creating uncertainty among both parties and voters.

			The unanticipated effects of electoral laws have led to the disorientation and poor electoral performance of Ukrainian parties. The continuously changing laws prevented many parties from developing new tactics and strategies which would facilitate success across electoral cycles. For example, the electoral law of 2011 prohibited the formation of party blocs for participation in the 2012 elections, a rule that became fatal for a number of small parties. During the previous four electoral cycles (1998, 2002, 2006, and 2007), these small parties were not invested in strengthening their individual positions because they were used to achieving success by cooperating with others. The change from the proportional system to a mixed system before the 2012 elections further weakened many parties by forcing them to actively attract and include regional leaders in their ranks. Such a “last minute” mobilization led to the filling up of parties with people who had only a weak connection to the party and therefore ended up having less of an inclination to comply with party discipline, support party policies, or implement ideological principles. As a result, trust in these parties on the part of the voters dropped, bringing about an increase in electoral volatility.

			Party System Development in Ukraine

			It stands to reason that the political systems of less developed democracies are poorly institutionalized. Generally, these less developed systems are characterized by high electoral volatility, weak programmatic and ideological links between voters and parties, and more personalized connections between voters and candidates.16 All three of these characteristics are interrelated to each other and reflect the weak “roots” of the parties in society. In this context, it is important to trace to what extent Ukrainian political parties and the party system as a whole are institutionalized in terms of their roots in society.

			In Ukraine, the period of Soviet political control formally came to an end in 1991. The country gained a chance to throw off the institutional legacy of an authoritarian regime and select a new paradigm of development, tied in with the foundation of a multiparty system a year earlier, in 1990. At that time, the guiding role of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was revoked while amendments to the Constitution of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic legalized the formation of public organizations, parties, and movements.

			The first Ukrainian parties coming onto the scene at the end of 1988 were formed either on the basis of already existing political organizations (for example, the Ukrainian People’s Democratic Party, the People’s Movement of Ukraine (Rukh), and the Ukrainian Republican Party) and non-political civic organizations, such as the Green Party of Ukraine; because of the divisions in the Communist Party of Ukraine (Democratic Rebirth Party of Ukraine, Ukrainian Agricultural-Democratic Party); or as a result of the activity of individual societal leaders.17 By the later part of the 1990s, there was an explosion in the creation of new parties.

			In weakly institutionalized party systems, political parties regularly appear and disappear while the level of support for well institutionalized parties fluctuates substantially from election to election.18 Public opinion polls show that the population of Ukraine does not support the existence a great number of parties, for example, a 2009 survey showed that the majority of respondents desired no more than five parties (64.2 percent) or five to ten parties (17.6 percent).19 Regardless, new political parties continue to appear in large numbers each year. While many parties are formed over time, very few cease operations; excluding 2003 (when 31 party registration certificates were nullified), between 1991 and 2012, the average number of parties to cease activity was approximately 1.3 per year. During the two decades of independence, no fewer than 240 new parties appeared, while only 50 parties folded (see Figure 1).20


Figure 1. Number of Ukrainian Parties, 1990-2013
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			Traditionally before each set of elections, there has been a peak in the appearance of new parties. Nevertheless, the history of elections shows that new parties do not receive significant support from the population. In the last three elections (2006, 2007, 2012), among 21 parties which were independently elected or elected within electoral blocs to parliament, 16 began their activity in the 1990s, and only five parties were registered by the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine after 2000.21 While an analysis of the growth of the number of parties in Ukraine provides a general picture of the party system’s dynamism, it provides little information about the division of electoral strength among parties within the system.

			Electoral Volatility in Ukraine

			The electoral preferences of Ukrainian citizens change radically from election to election. In order to conduct a quantitative analysis of the level of stability of the party system, I used Pedersen’s Index of Electoral Volatility, making it possible to follow how party strength is being reallocated from one election to the next between winning and losing parties, resulting from individual vote transfers.22

			The object of analysis was the fluctuation of the level of electoral support of all parties that compete for elections and, separately, parliamentary parties from election to election. Taking into account that the deputies of the two first convocations of the Verkhovna Rada (1990 and 1994) were elected by a majoritarian system, the analysis dealt with the period from 1998 to 2012 and included the parliamentary elections by a mixed system (1998, 2002, 2012) and a proportional system (2006, 2007).

			Application of the Pedersen method to analyze the level of electoral volatility in Ukraine produced a number of peculiarities:

			First, during the period of elections run by the mixed system in 1998, 2002, and 2012, the volatility calculation did not take into account the results of voting on the second part of the ballot for majoritarian candidates. 

			Second, the parties which changed their names, but did not change their registration information, were considered to have maintained continuity. 

			Third, the calculation process was greatly complicated by the fact that in the elections of 1998, 2006 and 2007, several blocs of multiple parties took part. Pedersen’s Index is expected to be applied to the analysis of the dynamics of electoral support only among parties, but we were not able to exclude these blocs from the analysis or to count them as a single party. It is worth mentioning that the electoral blocs were made up of between two and ten parties, some of which were new in parliament, while others had longer tenures in the Verkhovna Rada (thus decreasing the general level of electoral volatility in the party system). In addition, from election to election, the blocs could change their names, formally creating “new units of analysis,” but in their particular party makeup, they remained virtually the same. Therefore we included in the analysis all of the parties that make up the blocs and the percentage of votes that a particular party received within the bloc using the following formula:
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			Where %i  is the percent of votes for the party i; ni is the number of members from the party i within the bloc; nb is the total number of the bloc’s members; na is the number of members with no party affiliation within the bloc; and %b is the percent of votes for the bloc.

			Fourth, it is important to emphasize that the net gains for winning parties numerically must be equal to the net losses of the parties that were defeated in the election.23 Taking into account that the percentage of votes for the parties that compete for election were always different for two separate elections, the total percentage of votes received by the parties were taken for 100 and were divided among the parties in proportion to the actual division of votes. The level of volatility of separate parties was determined by Pedersen’s formula24:
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			Where ∆pi,t stands for the change in the strength ofparty i since the previous election, pi,t  is the percentage of the vote, which was obtained by partyiat election t.

			The first phase consisted of creating a table of individual indices of electoral volatility for each party in each pair of elections (1998-2002, 2002-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2012) using Pedersen’s formula for each individual party mentioned above. 

			The second stage included calculating general indices of electoral volatility for each of the pairs of elections using Pedersen’s formula25:
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			Wherenstands for the total number of parties competing in the two elections, ∑ is the sum of ∆pi,t (noting that sign differences are not considered).

			The third stage entailed calculating a Party Replacement Index and several more calculations which are helpfulfor understanding the level of the Ukrainian party system’s institutionalization. Party replacement has been defined as the degree of penetration of new players into the party system and was measured as the sum of the vote shares won by electoral contenders at election t + 1 that had not contested election t.26

			The results of calculations on electoral volatility (see Table 1) in each of the paired elections demonstrate that the volatility of Ukrainian voter preference from election to election has a tendency to decrease. This is confirmed bylower than average (39.6) indicators of volatility for the last two paired elections (Electoral Volatility Index of 17.5 in 2006-20007 and 35.63 in 2007-2012). Nevertheless, electoral volatility in Ukraine remains extremely high. In contrast, according to Birch, the average rate of electoral volatility in post-communist Europe in the decade following the communist collapse was 18.3.27

			 It is characteristic that in each of the elections, a large number of parties either entered parliament for the first time or disappeared from it. Regardless, the lower electoral volatility number of the Party Replacement Index is explained by the fact that such parties in general have tended to be extremely small parts of larger blocs. This researchhas shown that the total percentage of votes received bynew parties (Party Replacement Index) at no time exceeded the extent of vote transfers between parties (Electoral Volatility Index).

			It should be noted that a relatively high level of party replacement and electoral volatility in the 2012 elections was caused chiefly by the new “Law on Elections,” (2011) which prohibits parties from uniting in blocs for the purpose of the elections (particularly significant for smaller parties) and raised the threshold for entering the parliament from three to five percent. However, since two of the five parties crossing the threshold into parliament in 2012 are new parties, “new faces” and “new policies” have not lost their currency in Ukraine.

			

			

Table 1. Indicators of Parliamentary Electoral Preferences in Ukraine

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year/type of electoral system

						
							
							1998 mixed system

						
							
							2002 mixed system

						
							
							2006          proportional system

						
							
							2007 proportional system

						
							
							2012          mixed      system

						
					

					
							
							Number of parties competing (in blocs or independently )

						
							
							40

						
							
							63

						
							
							79

						
							
							40

						
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							Number of new parties which entered Parliament in blocs or independently (total number of parties in Parliament)

						
							
							n/a (9)

						
							
							17 (22)

						
							
							1 (11)

						
							
							8 (16)

						
							
							2 (5)

						
					

					
							
							Number of parties which lost their representation in Parliament

						
							
							n/a

						
							
							4

						
							
							12

						
							
							3

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							Total % of winning parties’ votes and the threshold

						
							
							65.8 (4%)

						
							
							75.7 (4%)

						
							
							77.8      (3%)

						
							
							88.56       (3%)

						
							
							93.12 (5%)

						
					

					
							
							Party Replacement Index

						
							
							n/a

						
							
							29.47 (31.83*)

						
							
							14.39   (8.43)

						
							
							1.39  (11.92)

						
							
							16.72 (24.40)

						
					

					
							
							Electoral Volatility Index

						
							
							n/a

						
							
							40.46 (47.6)

						
							
							64.83 (70.64)

						
							
							17.5  (17.04)

						
							
							35.63 (35.49)

						
					

				
			

			

			

			Figures in parentheses represent Party Replacement and Electoral Volatility Indices only for parliamentary parties.

				

			

			

			





The dynamics in the number of parties that have won elections independently show that the number of independent parties that are capable of competing successfully in elections is decreasing. Although in the 1998 elections, the threshold barrier to enter parliament was a high four percent, seven parties were able to overcome it. In the 2002 (threshold barrier – four percent) and 2006 (threshold barrier – three percent) elections, there were only three such parties, while in 2007 (threshold barrier – three percent) two parties and in 2012 there were five parties. The shrinking role for small political parties with the simultaneous strengthening of a small number of larger parties is positive for the stabilization of the party system. 

			Additionally, one can observe other indicators of the Ukrainian party system’s stabilization. In particular, there is a decreasing percentage of “lost” votes (given to outsider parties that do not make it into parliament), from 34.2 percent in 1998 to 6.82 percent in 2012. From 1998 on, each parliamentary election saw new leading parties which were in opposition to the previous incumbent political power. As such, in 1998, the Communist Party of Ukraine (CPU) took first place, in 2002 Viktor Yushchenko’s Bloc Our Ukraine was victorious, and in 2006, the Party of Regions won. Neither the 2007 nor the 2012 parliamentary elections led to a change in the leading party, serving as additional evidence that the electoral preferences of the population may be stabilizing.

			Political Parties in Ukraine

			The institutionalization of particular parties and that of the party system as a whole are not one and the same. However, analyzing the level of institutionalization of Ukrainian political parties in the societal and organizational dimensions gives us the opportunity to draw some general conclusions with respect to the stability of the party system as a whole. Several general features of Ukrainian parties that affect the individual parties’ institutionalization are worth discussing, including the continuous and unpredictable ebb and flow of party fortunes, the high level of personalization of parties, weak ideological platforms, organizational weakness (opaque financing, “party amnesia,” changes to party names), and the low quality of communication with voters. 

			Rise and Fall of Parties

			Between 1998 and 2012, 133 political parties participated in parliamentary elections at least once, mainly participating in blocs. This means that a large number—close to 50 percent of all of all active parties during various periods, never took part in parliamentary elections by party lists. Obviously, the large number of parties does not actually mean the existence of a similar quantity of interest groups in Ukrainian society that differ from each other. According to the results of a 2008 public opinion poll, only 4.7 percent of respondents replied that they are political party members.28 Moreover, on average during the period from 2001 to 2011, only 2.7 percent of the respondents replied that they have full confidence in political parties (36 percent do not have any confidence in them).29 Such a high level of distrust in Ukrainian parties negatively influences the recognition of parties and elections as being legitimate and effective channels for the articulation of social interests, one of the basic indicators of the institutionalization of the party system.30

			Several powerful Ukrainian political parties that have performed well in past elections have practically disappeared from the political arena as a result of drastic changes in the level of electoral loyalty. In this way, the Social-Democratic Party of Ukraine (united) and the People’s Democratic Party which made it into parliament in 1998-2006 and the Socialist Party of Ukraine (in parliament 1998-2007) failed to win parliamentary representation in subsequent elections. As another example, the 2012 elections demonstrated that Our Ukraine, the once powerful party of former president Victor Yushchenko, fell drastically to gaining just 1.1% of voter support. Large scale losses of supporters for various reasons, often involving “fatal” political mistakes, the “treason” of party allies, and loss of access to administrative resources, additionally reflect the under-institutionalization of the leading parties in Ukraine. Leading Ukrainian parties, as practice has shown, frequently do not have a stable and loyal electorate that is forgiving of the party’s errors. In other countries, discredited but well institutionalized parties in such circumstances can survive in the long run due to their reputations. In order to renew their positions in the majority of cases, it would be sufficient for a well-institutionalized party to go through, using the terminology of institutionalists, a procedure of “cleansing”31 by addressing problems that lower electoral trust, such as a change of party leadership and strategic activity or the formulation of new slogans and performance principles.

			Among parliamentary parties, only the CPU took part in the elections of 1998, 2002, 2006, 2007, and 2012 independently and successfully won election to the Verkhovna Rada. The success of this party lies not only in its ideology, which still wins approval from some segments of the Ukrainian population. Undoubtedly, the high level of the institutionalization of the CPU as an organizational structure – including a rigid hierarchy, strong party discipline, stable leadership, and a large network of party branches in various parts of the country – facilitate the stable position of the CPU in the electoral arena. Despite the historical and organizational factors bolstering the strong position of this party in Ukrainian society, calculating the dynamics of electoral support for the CPU shows significant fluctuations from election to election; during the 2002 and 2006 elections, the party lost 4.67 and 16.32 percent of the national vote total, though during the following elections, the CPU was able to somewhat improve its results (by 1.7 percent in 2007 and 7.79 percent in 2012).32 The electoral support of the traditionally-powerful Party of Regions has also fluctuated greatly from election to election. The number of its supporters has drastically declined by 25 percent over the past 5 years, from 8,013,895 votes in 2007 to 6,116,746 in 2012. 

			The situation is much worse with respect to popular support for the newer, less institutionalized Ukrainian political parties. During the 1998-2012 period, only 33 political parties successfully entered the Verkhovna Rada. The majority of these parties were forced to join blocs with other parties in order to overcome the minimum threshold. During this period, only twelve parties successfully won representation in parliament independently: eight parties won on their own once,33 while an additional four parties were successful in entering the parliament independently more than once.34

			Personalization and Ideology of Parties

			One of the important criteria in evaluating party institutionalization is the level of de-personalization of the party,35 or the extent to which the party is able to appeal to voters independently from the personalities of its leadership.  It seems that the association of parties with their leaders is a successful election strategy; according to public opinion polls carried out in 2009, 58 percent of respondents who voted for a political party based their vote on who the leader of the party is, while only 14 percent of the respondents did not feel this was of any importance.36 Consequently, the tendency of the majority of Ukrainian parties to concentrate their attention on the personalities of their leaders does not seem to conflict greatly with the preferences of the population.

			As a consequence, it appears that Ukrainian parties have reconciled themselves with “personification,” which is to say that the greater majority of party PR campaigns are built on the creation of a positive image of their party leaders, while recognition among the population of other key party members is low. In addition, internal party conflicts (for example, who holds the “first” and “second” place in the party) are supposed to be either absent or carefully hidden from the public. In general, the rotation of party leaders in Ukraine is rare and takes place most frequently in cases where increasing party effectiveness is not the goal.

			In Ukraine, parties traditionally use the “personal” factor before elections. While a small percentage of Ukrainian parties include the name of the party leader in the party name (as in the Party of Natalia Korovevs’ka “Forward Ukraine”, Vitaliy Klychko’s Political Party UDAR [Ukrainian Democratic Alliance for Reform], or Oleh Liashko’s Radical Party), the names of these political units clearly illustrate that the parties focus on the image of their leaders in order to appeal to the public during campaigns. Moreover, there has been an observable increase in the use of leader names in bloc titles. In the 1998 parliamentary elections, there was no bloc using the name of its leaders, while in subsequent elections, this number has been relatively high. In 2002, 25 percent used the names of party leaders (three of 12 blocs), in 2006, 47 percent (eight of 17 blocs), and in 2007, 30 percent (three of 10 blocs).37

			Ideology is an effective instrument and fundamental basis for creating strong ties to the electorate, and hence for rooting parties in society. Unfortunately, Ukrainians are not well informed about the differences in ideological principles which are espoused by the parties. According to surveys, only 16 percent of voters are well aware of or somewhat knowledgeable about the differences between right, left, and centrist parties, while 80 percent know nothing or know little about these differences.38 As a result, it is difficult for voters to identify their preferences with the ideological principles of specific parties, which in effect creates obstacles for the development of routinized relationships.39 It is telling that during the 2012 electoral campaign, members of UDAR were not even able to come to an agreement between themselves with respect to the ideology that they followed: some called themselves left-centrist40 while others called themselves right-centrist.41 

			Politicians and party members do not usually attach any real substance to the notion of ideology. Typically, the parties try to assert that their ideology is broad and vague enough to appeal to a wide spectrum of people. For example, UDAR claims that “the youth who come into our party, determine their own ideology as ‘contemporary patriotism.’”42 In another case, UDAR claims that its ideology amounts to the idea that “A strong and successful person in a strong state is the quintessence of our program and ideology.”43 Other parties, like the Agrarians, are similarly vague: “Our party’s ideology – this is the peaceful ideology of an agrarian party.”44 Likewise, the ruling Party of Regions proclaims that “the ideology of the party … is an ideology which does not tend towards being all encompassing nor does it claim a monopoly on the truth, rather it orients itself on the concrete problems facing the person, his family, and the region where he lives.”45

			In their founding documents, the majority of Ukrainian parties avoid mentioning any specific ideological principles. Usually, parties limit their platforms to a populist recounting of general-democratic principles, which tend towards “centrism.” Thus, the Bat’kivshchyna party calls itself an all-national democratic, patriotic political party, which reflects the views of a broad stratum of the Ukrainian people and defends their interests.”46 The program for the Front of Change party (which formed a coalition with the Bat’kivshchyna party to take part in the 2012 elections) proclaimed that its goal is “to unite the Citizens of the country not on the basis of some ideology but on the idea of a Common Ukrainian Goal, a goal of transforming Ukraine into a country with a high level of human development, a country of free, educated, and materially and spiritually rich Citizens.”47

			Despite the attempt of most parties to maintain a non-ideological stance, the Communists and nationalist Svoboda party have taken strong ideological positions. Surprisingly, rigorously ideological parties received an unanticipated high level of support during the 2012 parliamentary elections, with the CPU receiving 13.18% of the vote and Svoboda receiving 10.44%. The Communist Party charter proudly proclaims that it unites “supporters of the communist idea.”48 Svoboda does not hide its former name, the Social-National Party of Ukraine, and proclaims that it advances the development of the state “on the principles of social and national justice.”49

			Organizational Weakness of Parties 

			To become well institutionalized, parties should demonstrate a high level of organizational coherence, financial autonomy, and continuity in their adherence to a set of well-defined principles. However, political parties in Ukraine frequently are not formed for ideological reasons and can redefine their allies and principles in order to attract funding. Such issues are evident from the frequent name changes for parties. Opaque party financing may indicate problems with membership dues and financial autonomy.

			Since the beginning of the post-Soviet period, 65 parties, or a full 25 percent of all parties to have existed since independence, have changed their names one time, while no fewer than 15 have changed their names two or more times. In most cases, the name changes have been related to a change in the leadership, a thorough remake of the party’s image, the “selling” of a party to a new financial sponsor, preparations for new parliamentary elections, or simply a reformulation into a more recognizable brand. Sometimes, the changes to party names are somewhat irrational at first glance. For example, in mid-2012, the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine registered the new official name of the ruling party as PARTY OF REGIONS (formerly Party of Regions). But most often, party name changes have appeared to have a specific reasoning: the names either deleted or added the last names of their leaders (Luk’yanenko’s Ukrainian Republican Party, Radical Party of Oleh Liashko, Vitaliy Klychko’s UDAR Party), formulations were deleted which narrowed the electoral basis (Party for Members of the Military, Party for the Defense of Pensioners, Party for the Economic Rebirth of the Crimea, Party for the Rehabilitation of the Handicapped of Ukraine, Party of Putin’s Policies), or changes simply were abstract (Light from the East, Our Party, Concern for the Euro, Party for Beer Fans, Party of Health). In most cases, the changes to party names made them appear new to voters who do not follow the intricacies of party life. Despite the name change, many parties did not alter their official registration. 

			An analysis of the “party history” segments on official party websites shows that sometimes parties can fully or partially “forget” about the history of their previous activities and position themselves as “new” parties. Usually in their “histories,” parties do not mention the names of all of their former political leaders, the results of their participation in parliamentary elections, activities under a previous name or previous party platforms.

			For example, the Front of Change party underscores on its website that the “Civic Organization Front of Change”50 became a civic platform for forming the “Front of Change” political party.51 This actually hides the fact that in 2007, the Popular Labor Party was formed under the leadership of V. Vashkevych and then in 2008, this party was re-named the Democratic Front and in 2009 it became the Front of Change. Similarly, UDAR in its history does not mention the date of its founding, its first name, or the founder of the party, but rather begins the description of its history with information about the VII Party Congress.52 In such cases, the parties begin the narrative of their histories with the election of the current party leader. 

			A large number of parties do not place any information about their party history or decisions passed at their conventions on their websites (Party of Regions, Bat’kivshchyna, Our Ukraine, Youth Party of Ukraine, Party of Popular Trust, Single Center, and others.). In this way, parties simply elide information that has become inconvenient. By doing so, they prevent the interested voter from understanding the party’s evolution, and its achievements and failures. At a minimum, this does not establish a relationship of trust between parties and voters in Ukraine.

			In addition, information on how Ukrainian parties are financed in reality is extremely difficult to obtain. This issue remains largely opaque and funding sources are concealed. Although the party charters, according to legislative requirements, show that they are financed through membership dues and charitable donations, there is no strong evidence that this indeed is the case. The parties under no circumstances advertise the frequency and size of their membership dues and do not publish annual reports which are freely accessible. Typically, they avoid naming the main sponsors of their expensive electoral campaigns.

			The fact that parties finance themselves from sources that are not transparent and not through membership dues raises the question of what the majority of Ukrainian political parties today actually are. Do they represent the interests of groups in society, which trust the party and are ready to make financial offerings to provide for their activities? Or are they political organizations whose activities carry out policies defined and funded by key “investors?” Such opaque activities, which have now become the norm, only reduce the level of trust among Ukrainian voters in the entire party system.

			Party Communication

			A party that is accountable and transparent in its activities should communicate intensively with its voters and potential supporters, particularly informing them about its activities in the party press, forums, and official websites. For example, the communication opportunities offered by on-line electronic media allow parties to define their policies in ways that are more understandable, responsible, and far-reaching. Additionally, these resources lay the groundwork for regular and easy discussions among party members.53 In this way, the party is able to facilitate its institutionalization by developing excellent communications with the public through its media-channels, planting “roots” in society.

			The internet has the potential to give small, weakly-institutionalized parties that lack sufficient financial reserves and do not receive adequate attention from traditional media the ability to effectively communicate directly with the voters.54 In Ukraine, however, the opposite takes place. Only large, relatively well-institutionalized parties upload current information to their internet portals while very small parties either do not have websites or do not regularly update them.

			According to our calculations during the first half of 2012, among the more than 190 registered active political parties, a little more than half had their own websites that included basic information on platform documents and party activities. Among existing party sites, almost 66 percent were active, meaning that they uploaded information more than once a year. The remaining 34 percent did not update their sites at least once a year or uploaded only founding documents. 

			In developed democracies, political parties utilize their own web portals to attract citizens who do not have the ability to participate in more traditional party activities.55 The interaction between the party and the voter as a rule includes email, open online discussions, periodic distribution of electronic informational bulletins, and special “Q&A” sessions.56 

			In general, the websites of Ukrainian parties are not interactive, with only a listing of founding and programmatic documents, a short history of the party, contact information, information about the leadership and regional branches, and political news, and less frequently with party announcements, petitions, questions, and appeals. For example, the site of the CPU,57 one of the most institutionalized parties of Ukraine, uploads more than ten articles of party news on a daily basis. On the other hand, the articles do not have a mechanism for feedback, such as a forum or blog, although in some cases it is possible to leave comments. Of 690 pieces of news published on the site from December 1, 2012 to February 10, 2013, only 110 articles (16 percent) were commented on by site visitors, making for an average of three comments per article. This level of activity seems relatively low, especially taking into consideration that the CPU has 6,989 party branches throughout Ukraine, and that during the 2012 elections, 2,687,000 voters cast ballots for that party. As another example, on the website of the ruling Party of Regions, there is no ability to add comments to news articles, and as of the end of February 2013, the search function for key words on the site does not provide any results.

			Communication between parties and the electorate is overall quite poor; among the 67 active party websites between late 2011 and early 2012, only nine had active forums and blogs, two had Q&A applications, five had questionnaires, and party media information was available on 10. These numbers underscore the inability of parties to gain the attention and increase the interest of voters in order to be able to establish an active exchange of ideas on their official internet pages. 

			Overall, we can draw several conclusions about the majority of Ukrainian party websites: namely, they generally work in a one-way regime, directly copy reports from general Ukrainian news outlets, and do not provide regularly updated information between elections. One of the criteria for a higher level of institutionalization of the party system is the existence of tight psychological links between the electorate and political parties.58 The poor communication between parties and the electorate during the inter-election periods further demonstrates the low level of party institutionalization.

			In most modern democracies, the majority of the population has access to the internet and alternative sources of political information. While in developed countries, an average of 71 percent of the population has internet access, just 33 percent of the Ukrainian population (15.3 million people) had regular internet access as of January 1, 2010, according to official sources.59 The Ministry of Justice was able to conclude, “Taking into account the restricted access to the internet for the majority of the population, print media, along with TV and radio, remain the most accessible sources of mass information”60 In other words, for Ukrainian citizens in the 21st century, traditional television and newspapers remain the main source of information.

			Of almost 30,000 newspapers and magazines in Ukraine, officially only 41 were political party newspapers and journals, showing that the party press made up only a tiny fraction of the overall media, according to a 2007 statement by Justice Minister Oleksandr Lavrynovych.61 Taking into account that some parties had a few print media publications, of the 144 active parties registered in 2007, only 29 had a party newspaper or journal. Most of these publications appear irregularly, in small quantities, and usually just before elections or other important events. As a result, in general, the party press in Ukraine has little impact among citizens and is limited in its ideological and educational work, particularly because it is sporadically financed “from election to election.”62

			The Ukrainian political press can be categorized as a press that produces a large quantity of subjective political materials, does not work toward building consensus on the issues facing the state, and encourages an atmosphere of conflict by stressing issues of principle.63 In this way, the opposition media in Ukraine is traditionally full of negatively charged terms while the pro-government media utilizes positive and calming language.64 Media tools, such as newspapers and websites, become active on the eve of every election and cannot be characterized as stable channels of party-voter communications. Generally, most Ukrainian political parties focus instead on conveying purposeful, short-term messages directly to voters through television, rather than engaging in long-term communication with regular supporters through newspapers and internet pages.

			Conclusion 

			The institutionalization of the party system in Ukraine is a protracted process, which is undermining the democratic development of the country. The Ukrainian party system has experienced a lack of institutionalization due to numerous factors: institutional, organizational, and societal, all of which hinder the institutionalization of individual parties as well as that of the party system as a whole.

			Institutional rules that regulate the party system’s functioning are both insufficiently developed and dramatically unstable. To a great extent, this causes a high level of uncertainty among parties with regard to key issues, including future electoral support and the ultimate survival of the party. Of course, the need to constantly react to unanticipated challenges from new electoral rules makes it difficult for parties to engage in the kind of long-term work necessary for strengthening their own institutionalization. In addition, the most crucial factor that inhibits the party system’s institutionalization is the low quality of political parties as public servants and providers of public goods, resulting in low levels of party identification in society and a high level of instability in electoral preferences. Opaque financing, frequent name changes, uncertain ideological platforms, and the poor use of channels of communication with voters show that Ukrainian political parties are short on transparency and accountability in their political activity, and are reluctant and unable to establish close bonds with voters. 

			Results received from the application of several indices (Party Replacement Index, Electoral Volatility Index, percentage of lost votes) demonstrates that the party system in Ukraine is stabilizing as electoral preferences among voters become more fixed. This stabilization of the party system may be temporary because it is not supported by the more important prerequisites of successful institutionalization: established electoral rules, strong roots in society, ideological linkages, a high level of trust between voters and parties, and a sufficient level of individual institutionalization among the most important political parties.

			The central conclusion from this article is that in contemporary Ukraine the political parties lack the ability to inspire the confidence of society. The fault lies firstly with the state, which is either unable or does not wish to create a strong legal basis that would make it possible to exert fundamental quality control over the parties. Secondly, a large part of the fault lies with the parties themselves. They scorn the principles of transparency in their activities and do not approach people with all possible means for communication. Thirdly, voters are at fault. They are not yet able to formulate clear demands of the parties, are not knowledgeable about ideology, and do not organize civic control over the parties’ activities. Taking into account that the formation of civil society is a much longer process than simply rewriting formal rules, a powerful impetus for change in the existing state of affairs in the party system of Ukraine should come from policy makers and party functionaries. Whether Ukrainian society will soon be able to trust parties to represent their interests when they are in power will greatly depend on the political will of the state to implement these reforms.
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			Abstract: Ukraine has changed its electoral law numerous times. The first two elections to the parliament in 1990 and 1994 employed a single-member district majoritarian system. The Verkhovna Rada elections in 1998 and 2002 used a mixed system with single-member districts and proportional representation. The parliamentary elections in 2006 and 2007 were purely proportional representation. Finally, the elections in 2012 went back to the mixed system. This article argues that the use of proportional representation has facilitated extensive manipulation in the Ukrainian political system through the creation of “party projects” and by severing the link between parliamentarians and their constituents.

			After Ukraine gained its independence in 1991, it faced an urgent need to reform its electoral legislation to address new political realities – most importantly, the development of a multiparty system in place of the previous one-party system that had ruled the Soviet Union. According to the existing law adopted during the Soviet era, parties other than the Communist Party of the Soviet Union had no legal basis. That law laid out a first past the post majoritarian system in which the winner had to win an absolute majority of the votes.1 

			The opposition national-democrat deputies in the People’s Rada group in the first years of independence supported electoral law reform and backed a mixed system that included single-member districts and proportional representation (PR) or various models of proportional representation. The declining political prospects of the national-democrats stimulated their interest in electoral reform. The standard of living in independent Ukraine was not improving and the deepening economic crisis hurt their popularity. Moreover, these politicians had concentrated all their strength on gaining independence and had no plans for what to do after they succeeded. As a result, several parties formed from their ranks and each of these new parties had its own vision for the future development of Ukraine. Having failed to create a powerful network across Ukraine and constantly fighting among themselves, the national-democrats could not divide the districts among themselves to avoid competition with each other. 

			At the same time, the leftists, particularly the communists, had developed structures and expected an increase in popularity as Ukrainians became dissatisfied with their newly-won independence. Accordingly, they strongly supported the use of the majoritarian, first–past-the-post system, which they felt would improve their chance of winning more seats. Since they had an absolute majority in the Verkhovna Rada2 (See Figures 1 and 2), the leftists voted against any electoral law that did not include single-member districts.

			

			

Figure 1. Political affiliation of Members of Parliament elected in single-mandate districts, 1990
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Source: Verkhovna Rada website (rada.gov.ua)

			

			

			

Figure 2. Members of Parliament who belonged to the “Narodna Rada” group (1990)
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Source: Verkhovna Rada website (rada.gov.ua)

			

			

After the 1994 elections, the position of the leftists changed despite the fact that they performed better in the elections than the Right. One in four leftist candidates won their elections, whereas only one in ten rightists succeeded. The Left felt that this margin of victory was not enough. The Right’s problem was that it could not divide up the districts so that only one rightist candidate ran in each; the result was that they split their votes and allowed other candidates to win with a plurality. As a consequence of the problems on the left and right, the winners in more than half of the districts were non-partisan candidates who nominated themselves and represented no party (See Figure 3).3 These candidates represented the business interests, which had begun to appear in the 1990s. Fearing that they would lose their influence, the Communists and the Socialists began to work with the rightists on the electoral law and became advocates of conducting parliamentary elections according to party lists. President Leonid Kuchma opposed such changes as the non-party deputies supported him, as well as representatives of the relatively weak parties. 

			 

			

Figure 3. Party Affiliation of Deputies, Elected in Single-Mandate Districts, 1994
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Source: Verkhovna Rada website (rada.gov.ua)

			

			Notes: * To win these elections, a candidate had to garner more than 50% of the vote and voter turnout in the district had to be at least 50%; thus runoff elections had to be held in many districts; because of these conditions some districts failed to elect anyone.

			

			** The Supreme Council of Ukraine did not recognize the mandates of candidates who won in Districts 300 and 376.

			

			

As a compromise, the deputies adopted a 1997 law based on a mixed proportional-majoritarian system under which half the parliament was elected in single-member districts using a first-past-the-post system, and half by closed party lists. Under this mixed system one candidate could simultaneously run in a single-member district and on the party list. In 2002 the Constitutional Court ruled that a candidate could not simultaneously run on the party list and in a single-member district since the court considered running in both violated the principle of equal voting rights. Therefore the 2002 elections were conducted according to two parallel electoral systems: closed party lists and majoritarian districts, which were not connected in any way. 

			Following the adoption of the 50:50 proportional representation/single-member district system, the campaign to adopt a fully proportional system continued. This idea became popular among social organizations. At roundtable meetings discussing the electoral law, the majority of experts supported the transition to a proportional system.4

			Citing international experience and foreign experts, particularly Maurice Duverger and Arend Lijphart, the supporters of the proportional system used the following arguments:5

			

			For ordinary citizens:

			
					•	The proportional electoral system dominates in countries which have high-quality electoral democracies.

					•	Majoritarian electoral systems dominate in countries with authoritarian political regimes, while in democratic countries it inevitably leads to a two-party system.

					•	Under mixed systems, there is a clear tendency in which the further a country moves along the path of democracy, the greater the role of the proportional system. 

			

			

			For experts:6

			
					•	The system provides proportional representation in the parliament of the main political preferences of the citizens of Ukraine, which is difficult to achieve under a majoritarian system. As an example they pointed to the 1994 elections, held under the majoritarian system, in which candidates from Rukh won 5.15 percent of the votes, but only received 16 seats in the parliament instead of the 23 they would have won under a proportional representation system. 

					•	The proportional system creates a better-structured parliament, forming long-lasting fractions and a parliamentary majority. 

					•	The proportional system increases the role of political parties and a politically-structured society. 

					•	The introduction of the proportional system fits global trends: almost all countries of western and central Europe use proportional electoral systems. 

					•	The majoritarian system to a greater degree facilitates the misuse of administrative resources for fraud than do proportional systems. 

					•	The proportional system strengthens the political responsibility of political parties. 

					•	The closed list proportional electoral system in one national district stimulates the formation of national parties and reduces the danger of a regionalization of political forces and a split in the country.

			

			

			Using the vote of his fraction, Socialist Party leader Oleksandr Moroz supported the adoption of an electoral law exclusively employing proportional representation for the elections to the Verkhovna Rada and local councils in exchange for backing the constitutional amendments of March 25, 2004.7 

			But the results of switching to a proportional system did not live up to the initial expectations. And new problems rose to the fore after already becoming visible in the mixed system. 

			The Transformation of Parties into “Political Projects”

			One of the main arguments had been that the proportional representation system would optimize the number of political parties. In order to cross the electoral threshold to enter parliament, small parties would be forced to unite with other small parties or join larger parties. At the same time, the system would not lead to an effective two-party system such as the one that defines the majoritarian system of the U.S. However, as practice showed in Ukraine, dropping the majoritarian system not only did not slow the process of creating new parties, but it weakened almost all existing parties. 

			During elections under the majoritarian system, parties that sought to win a majority of votes had to nominate effective politicians in almost every district. Therefore the political parties were interested in searching out and supporting strong representatives and this process strengthened the party. But the first steps toward dismantling the majoritarian system provoked intra-party battles with renewed intensity. Now the main requirement for winning a seat in parliament was not working in one’s district, but one’s position on the party list. And since the list is formed by the party leaders at the top, the existing party leaders became afraid that newcomers would try to remove them from their positions and therefore sought to ensure that they would not face any potential competitors. As a result, there was fighting and splits within the parties. 

			

			

			Socialist Party of Ukraine

			One prominent example is the Socialist Party of Ukraine, led at the time of the adoption of the new law by Moroz, who strongly supported the use of proportional representation. Conflicts with the leadership of the party led to the following splits:

			

			
					•	On February 3, 1996, a group of radical socialists led by Natalia Vitrenko left the party and established the Progressive Socialist Party. 

					•	A new conflict arose in 1999 when Ivan Chizhom and Valerii Arestov created an intra-party “socialist platform.” Inclined to compromise with the president, on February 19, 2000, the Socialist Party of Ukraine political council expelled the organizers from the party for activities that could “lead to a party split and weaken its authority.” The outcasts created the All-Ukrainian Association of Leftists “Justice.”

					•	In June 2006 Yury Lutsenko left the party in protest against Moroz’s decision to bring the Socialist Party into the “Anti-Crisis Coalition” with the Party of Regions and the Communist Party of Ukraine. Lutsenko in March 2007 created a new social movement called Popular Self-Defense and on April 15, 2007, on the base of the party Forward Ukraine and the Christian Democratic Union, created the electoral bloc entitled Yury Lutsenko’s Popular Self-Defense. Also, the Socialist Party expelled Iosif Vinsky on October 17, 2006, for criticizing the formation of the Anti-Crisis Coalition; later he formed the Popular Power party. 

					•	In 2009 Aleksandr Baranivski and Stanislav Nikolaenko left the party over disagreements with Moroz. On April 4, 2009 Nikolenko accepted the invitation of Ivan Chizhto head the left-center party Justice.

					•	On December 15, 2011 Nikolai Rud’kovsky left the party over disagreements with Moroz. He had been Moroz’s main competitor in the elections for the party chairman in the summer of 2011. Later he joined the Party of the New Generation of Ukraine and won election to the parliament as a non-party candidate. 

			

				

			Losing influential politicians forced the Socialist Party to run lower quality candidates in the single-member districts. Even though they nominated similar numbers of candidates in the elections of 19948, 19989 and 200210, their number of victories fell. In 1994, the party won in 14 districts, in 1998 in 5, and in 2002, only 2. In the majority of cases, candidates won fewer votes in their districts than did the party on the PR portion of the ballot. 

			“With the exit of Vinsky, Nikolaenko, Tsushko and a host of other people, the Socialist Party of Ukraine (SPU) essentially became a “leadership club” of Oleksandr Moroz,” according to political scientist Vladimir Tsybul’ko.11 But the public weight of party leader Moroz soon was not sufficient to compensate for the negative influence of the departures from the party. The consequences were visible in the results of the party lists: In 1998, the SPU-SelPU won 8.5%12, in 2002, the SPU won 6.87%13, and in 2006, it won 5.69%.14  Moroz’s decision for the SPU to join the Anti-Crisis Coalition further damaged the party’s rating and in the 2007 elections, it received just 2.86%15 and did not cross the barrier required to enter parliament. Although several small leftist parties merged with the socialists, their support was not enough to overcome the losses. In the parliamentary elections of 2012, the results were even worse: 0.45% and the party did not win even one single-member district.16

			People’s Movement of Ukraine (Rukh)

			On the other end of the party spectrum, the usurpation of power by the party leader in order to control the formation of the party list led to intraparty conflicts, which weakened the most influential rightist political force in the 1990s – the People’s Movement of Ukraine (Rukh). At the Seventh All-Ukrainian Assembly on October 28-29, 1997, which was devoted to the upcoming parliamentary elections, Vyacheslav Chornovil, the chairman of the party who had been elected without opposition for yet another term, blocked the proposal to rank the future Rukh parliamentarians on the party list based on their popularity. He received colossal power in securing the right to name the members of the Central Council at his discretion and this body gained the exclusive right to determine the make-up of the party list.17 Chornovil’s authoritarian actions were one of the reasons that led some of the local leaders to form an intraparty opposition. As a result, on February 28, 1999, the party’s deputy leader Yury Kostenko and a group of his supporters who were dissatisfied with the results of the Ninth Congress held what they called the “Tenth All-Ukrainian Assembly of Rukh” at which Kosteno was named party leader. To counter this offensive on March 7, 1999, Rukh held the second step of the Ninth All-Ukraine Assembly. That meeting confirmed Chornovil’s power and Kostenko was deprived of his post as deputy head of the party. Hennadiy Udovenko was named the party’s presidential candidate. At the same time Kostenko’s group continued to call itself the real “Rukh.” The battle for the Rukh brand continued after Chornovil’s death in 1999. That year, however, the Ukrainian Supreme Court finally deprived Kostenko’s group of the right to the Rukh name. Ultimately this group formed its own party – the Ukrainian Popular Party. 

			A year later, another split took place within the party. On November 25, 2000, party activist Bogdan Boiko and a group of supporters held the First All-Ukraine Congress of People’s Rukh of Ukraine for Unity. Ultimately, this group formed another party – The People’s Rukh of Ukraine for Unity. 

			On January 25, 2009, the second step of the 18th Extraordinary Assembly took place at which Boris Tarasuk was elected party chairman. But over the course of these intra-party battles, the party excluded the leaders of the L’viv and Ternopil organizations while others, including Chornovil’s widow Athena Pashko, voluntarily left the party. After these splits, Rukh no longer had a serious influence on Ukraine’s political life.

			The absence of a tradition of intra-party democracy caused similar problems among other political forces. Of all the parties created in the mid-1990s and remaining active until the present, only the Communist Party of Ukraine consistently wins election to the Verkhovna Rada. Although the party has also lost prominent members, the influence of these departures on election results was minimal. The party base plays a key role in its ability to consistently win votes since it is made up of older voters who are nostalgic for life in the Soviet Union and have little faith in new political parties. Other parties either ceased to exist or their candidates entered parliament on the party lists of other parties, causing their politicians to switch their party registration. 

			Green Party of Ukraine

			The change of the electoral system transformed the priorities of the political parties, effectively causing them to focus exclusively on advertising campaigns. A representative example is the Green Party of Ukraine. It is one of the oldest political teams in the country, having been created in September 1990 on the basis of the ecological association Green World, which had its roots in the Ukrainian SSR. The ideological banner of the organization was “ecosocialism.” The Greens did not reject socialism, but pointed out that they had their own environmental view on the resolution of many socio-political problems. Their program stressed the environment over the economy, politics, and ideology, and the interest of individuals over the state. The Greens opposed the Union Agreement, which sought to preserve the Soviet Union, and called for the creation of a free, sovereign, and democratic Ukraine. 

			During the first years of the party’s existence, the Greens were in the opposition. Therefore the most active regional organizations of the party were in the western oblasts, where the Greens played a prominent role. In 1990 the Greens joined the coalition of national-democratic forces and won victories in the L’viv, Ivano-Franko, and Ternopil local governments. The Greens also had a strong position in the capital, where former Green party leader Vitalii Kononov and his future deputy Oleg Shevchuk won elections to the Kyiv city council. However, after Ukraine secured its independence and the population’s social and political activity declined, the green movement lost popularity and the party lost influence. In the 1994 parliamentary elections, party candidates did not win a single district and the party played no role in the presidential elections held that year. 

			Before the parliamentary elections of 1998 Vasilii Khmel’nitskii joined the Green Party. At that time, he was a young, but quickly rising, businessman. Almost immediately after his entrance into the party, he took the position of deputy leader of the Greens for economic questions. Additionally, other entrepreneurs also joined the party, making it possible to finance a powerful advertising campaign. The party sought to gain the most possible from the green brand by positioning themselves in contrast to purely political organizations. Their classic advertisement was an ad that was repeatedly broadcast on the national television network 1+1. The focus was on apocalyptic ecological pictures accompanied by the slogan that “politicians are engaged in demagoguery.” The party successfully chose the methodology of influencing the thinking of viewers and produced an effective video. It was not surprising therefore that the strongly social and resolutely apolitical ad was one of the most popular of the campaign. Another successful tactic of the Green campaign was focusing their attention on youth. To gain their attention, the greens conducted numerous events, the most memorable of which were concerts with famous stage stars. The most effective of these was a 26-city tour by the rock group Skryabin in 1997. Thanks to these efforts, 1,444,264 (5.44%) people voted for the Greens, giving them 19 seats in the parliament. 

			Reforms and Order Party

			Less successful was the Reforms and Order Party’s (PRP) campaign. In contrast to the Greens, who had no parliamentarians before the elections, PRP was created by a group of deputies who were part of the Reforms faction (Viktor Pinzenik, Sergei Sobolev, Sergei Terekhin, and others). And further unlike the Greens, the Reforms and Order Party was established just six months before the election. Initially these center-right politicians had sought to participate in the elections as part of the Forward, Ukraine! bloc, but there was a split caused by personal rather than ideological conflicts because the supporters of Pinzenik – who had just left the deputy prime minister’s post – felt the need to quickly create a new party.18 The party did not have sufficient time to create a party structure, prepare platforms, or plan an electoral campaign. However, thanks to effective advertisements, the party almost crossed the 4% threshold, winning the support of more than 800,000 voters (3.13%) and scoring an honorable 10th place among the 30 parties competing. Despite the party list failure, four PRP candidates won seats in single-member districts. 

			The success of the Greens and the relatively good results of the Reforms and Order Party drew from the fact that voters were tired of the political battles over Ukraine’s future path – toward capitalism or back to socialism – and voted in favor of parties which offered new, non-conflictual values. 

			Further Developments

			The electoral campaigns of these two political forces fundamentally influenced the further development of the party system. Businessmen, who were interested in politics, saw that it was not necessary to support a party on a full-time basis. It was sufficient to finance only the electoral campaign, using two scenarios:

			

			
					•	“Television Project” – purchase an old party or create a new one that either has no active members of parliament or just a few; to make the list more attractive, include celebrities, actors, or sports stars; fill the empty slots on the list with passive loyalists; conduct a powerful advertising campaign with non-ideological general slogans. 

					•	“Political Project” – create a new party, or if the law allows it, a new electoral bloc; include in it several well-known members of parliament as the leader and his top associates; also include celebrities and famous sportsmen; fill the empty slots on the list with passive loyalists; conduct a powerful advertising campaign.

			

			

			Under such scenarios, it is not necessary to have a permanent party network, which could search for supporters between elections and recruit them as volunteer-agitators. Rather, it is sufficient to have several representatives in the regions, who, when necessary, can hire people to work as agitators, members of electoral commissions, or observers during election periods and then let them go once the campaign is over.19 Before the elections, the sponsors of such projects can conduct polls to determine how much support their project has and, if it seems unlikely to win representation in the parliament, they can create a new party or transfer the deputies involved to another group that has better prospects. 

			The experience of past elections has shown that “television projects” are not effective. Voters became disaffected with the Greens when they learned that oil company representatives joined the parliament on its list (Sergei Krivosheya, Sergei Rys’, and Igor Kiryushin from the Shelton company)20 and deputy party head Khmel’nitskii received a controlling share of stocks in the Zaporozhe Metallurgical Combine.21 Effectively, the party was representing the interests of industries that did harm to the environment. Moreover, the activities of the Greens did not differ from the actions of the other deputies whom they criticized in their campaign advertisements. Therefore in 2002,22 the Greens won only 338,252 (1.30%) votes. 

			Another “television project,” First Lady Lyudmila Kuchma’s Women for the Future, also could not make it into the parliament in 2002, winning only 547,916 (2.11%) votes. This party had also been sponsored by Khmel’nitskii. The bloc Winter Generation Team, led by Valerii Khoroshkovskii and Inna Bogoslavskaya, also fell short with 505,025 (2.02%). Other television projects received even fewer votes. In the last three elections, 2006, 2007, and 2012, similar parties could not overcome the threshold. During the 2012 election, there were numerous campaign television, radio, and billboard ads for the Party of Natalia Korolevskaya Ukraine–Forward! The head of the Agency for Outdoor Advertising Artem Bidenko claimed that the electoral campaign cost $150-200 million. “Even if this sum was closer to $100 million, as my sources close to the Korolevskaya team claim, this money was spent illogically. The party bet on direct ads, but elections are not won in this manner. Communications with specific groups, such as entrepreneurs, for example, were absent,” the expert pointed out.23

			The “political projects” were more successful in 2002. The following blocs were built on such principles: Viktor Yushchenko’s Bloc Our Ukraine (23.57%), the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc (11.77%), and For the Unity of Ukraine! (7.26%), all of which managed to take votes from the traditional parties. The parties also managed to enter the parliament in 200624 and 2007.25 In 2006, Yulia Timoshenko’s Bloc won 22.29% and Our Ukraine won 13.95%. In 2007, Yulia Timoshenko’s Bloc won 30.71%, Our Ukraine-Self Defense won 14.15%, and Lytvyn Bloc 3.96%. The Party of Regions also belongs on the list of political projects. In 2002 it was part of the For a United Ukraine! bloc. In 2006 and 2007, it was the overall vote leader, winning 32.14% and 34.37%, respectively. 

			Even the traditional parties began to adopt the project approach to their work. In 1996, the Rukh party leadership considered a proposal from Donetsk which called for radical corrections in the party program and personnel policy. The proposal was not adopted, which led to the party further losing popularity in the eastern part of the country. 

			Beginning in the early 2000s, the media stopped referring to political parties as parties and started calling them “political projects.” Party leaders did not take offense at this designation and even used the terms themselves, demonstrated the depths to which the system had dropped.26 

			In the 2012 elections, many observers considered it fashionable to call the top three parties – Party of Regions (30%), Bat’kivshchina (25.54%) and UDAR (13.96%) – “technical” parties because they differ from the left and rights parties, such as the Communist Party of Ukraine and Svoboda. Ideology is the most important thing for their regular voters. Since they do not have extensive financial resources, these two parties have to rely on volunteers for their campaign workers. 

			The project approach reduced the amount of time spent on political activity. Frequently businessmen take the decision to finance a “political project” several months before the start of a campaign. However, in Ukraine, the process of registering a party is relatively complex and long. Therefore, a market for “technical” parties appeared. At first these parties were established and registered with political goals – to become full-blooded players in the system and win power. However, with the growing number of players and rising costs for the campaigns, many understood that they lacked the resources to compete effectively. After the change in the electoral law made it possible for blocs to participate, many leaders of weak parties expressed the hope that they could exchange the participation of their party in a bloc for a spot high enough on the party list to enter the parliament. This situation stimulated the registration of new parties. However, the supply of parties was much greater than the seats available. Accordingly, wealthy individuals could simply buy up parties if they needed them for their purposes.27 In compensation, the parties would hold new congresses and confirm the proposed leaderships. They even frequently changed their names. Such a procedure was quicker than registering a new party. Some examples include:

			

			
					•	In October 2008 the Popular Labor Party changed its name to Democratic Front.28 In September 2009, it changed its name to Front of Changes,29 and in November 2009, Arsenii Yatsenyuk was elected the leader of the party.

					•	In February 2009 the party European Capital changed its name to New Country.30 In April 2010 the party changed its name to UDAR (Ukraine Democratic Alliance for Reform) of Vitalii Klitschko and Klitschko was elected head of the party.31

					•	In March 2012, the Ukrainian Social-Democratic Party changed its name to the Party of Natalia Korolevskaya Ukraine-Forward! and Korolevskaya was elected head of the party.32

					•	In August 2011 the Ukrainian Radial-Democratic Party changed its name to the Radical Party of Oleg Lyashko, who became its leader.33

			

			

			After the transition to a proportional representation system for the local elections in 2006, several non-party deputies and heads of local councils, and candidates who had not joined parties, were able to join technical parties for the fees of filling out the documents either to ballot for them34 or to form blocs.35 Generally, the technical parties took part in forming blocs that could be divided into three categories: locality (Native Mirgorod, Zhitomirane), personal name blocs, (Bloc of Leonid Chernovetsky, Bloc of Vladimir Klitschko), and blocs demonstrating their lack of party affiliation (Night Watch, Citizen Activists of Kyiv). 

			After the ban on blocs for local elections, parties appeared with names like Native City.36 But in the majority of cases, technical parties worked for the interests of the wealthy and powerful. Typically, they filled the following functions:

			

			
					•	Run parties or candidates to take away votes from competitors. To do that, they would pick party names that were close to the ideology of the competitors. In nominating candidates, they would pick candidates with names that were close, or identical to, the names of the other candidates. 

					•	Run parties or candidates to distribute negative information about competitors.

					•	Run parties or candidates to register additional observers or commission members from it, making it possible to monitor the electoral commission and take decisions to guarantee the proper outcome. In some cases, the observers registered by the technical party would actually work for a different party. In others, the technical party representatives were replaced by loyal people. 

			

			

			Eighty-seven parties took part in the parliamentary elections in 2012 and at least 40 of them were technical parties.37 The change in the procedure for determining the membership of the electoral commissions facilitated the use of technical parties. The new system allowed the technical parties to gain control of many of the commissions. Soon after the little-known parties named their representatives, a process began of removing these people in favor of those trusted by the big parties. An analysis conducted by the monitoring group Tsifra showed that two months before the elections, six parties had changed 100 percent of their members in the district electoral commissions.38 These were United Rus, Brotherhood, Russian Bloc, Russian Unity, Union of Anarchists of Ukraine, and United Family. Several other parties replaced many, but not all, of their members. The analysis showed that the district electoral commissions registered 391 members who had, in 2010, represented presidential candidate Viktor Yanukovych in the territorial commissions. However, only 79 members of the district commissions represented the Party of Regions, while the other 312 represented different political parties or fractions. 

			Consequences of the Personnel Deficit

			Parties are not just made of ideology, but also of the politicians who fill out their ranks. The main value of a politician is not just his ability to convince voters that he and his party colleagues would make good leaders, but the talent to agree with other politicians and to compromise in order to reach decisions, which make it possible to implement the party program and to deliver on the promises made to the voters. Unfortunately, most Ukrainian politicians do not have such skills. Part of the problem has been the absence of a tradition of parliamentarism and civilized political battle. Additionally, many Ukrainian politicians were previously members of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, which had a strict system of management in which rank-and-file members could not influence the decisions of the top leadership bodies. As a result, constant personal conflicts within the parties and factions forced frequent changes in the political structure of the Verkhovna Rada during its initial terms. The various fractions and deputy groups frequently fell apart and formed new alliances. Changes were particularly frequent before the elections, when the deputies chose which party they would campaign with. The personal battles among representatives of various fractions prevented the creation of a stable majority in the parliament and effective work across deputy groups.

			The parties tried to solve these problems through legislation that switched the electoral system over to full proportional representation, banned deputies from leaving their factions once elected, and allowed parties to deprive their deputies of a mandate. Opposition parties, in particular, spoke out for such rules. The deputies elected by party list had particular difficulty coming to agreement with the non-party deputies. In 2002, when there was a mixed electoral system (proportional representation and single-member districts), many deputies were accused of being bought off by President Leonid Kuchma because he had managed to build a pro-presidential coalition even though the opposition parties won more party list slots. 

			The opposition parties filled their ranks with representatives of other parties or non-party deputies. However, Lesya Orobets explains the limited success of the opposition: “They used to make bitter jokes that in Yushchenko’s staff they drank to victory, while Kuchma’s team actively worked.”39

			The 2004 amendments to the electoral law and constitution gave the parties the exclusive right to nominate candidates and form fractions in the parliament. But this new power turned the parties into the political projects that we described above. Another consequence was the effective disappearance of politicians from Ukrainian political life. Parties and blocs only had a few public figures who defined the party’s position on issues.40 But, as we have seen, it is hard to call these public figures real politicians because they spend most of their time blaming their opponents for various transgressions, spending little effort in negotiations or in making decisions. As a result, the parliament was deadlocked. 

			When the Verkhovna Rada deputies were elected through single-member districts, it was rare that the deputies would block the work of the parliament. When such stoppages did take place, they did not last long. Typically, the blocking deputies demanded the right to make a political statement. But after the transition to a mixed and then proportional system, the use of blocking the parliament’s work became a regular political tool. The leftists organized the first long-term blockade on the parliament’s work in 2000 in order to prevent the resignation of the left leadership of the Verkhovna Rada. The greatest quantity of blockages took place in 2008, when the parliament could work only five months with no problems. That year also saw the longest blockage of the parliament – 47 days, with only a one-day break.41

			Since the deputies rarely compromised, they often turned to fistfights as a way to resolve problems. Deceit is also a favored approach, such as when deputies promise not to put a controversial bill up for a vote, but then bring it up anyway without warning to the oppositin and at an unexpected time. Such deception took place with the controversial bill defining Russian as one of Ukraine’s state languages. 	

			The absence of high-quality politicians negatively affects Ukraine’s foreign policy. When Ukraine first became independent, Ukrainian diplomats signed agreements that did not serve the state’s interests. Such mistakes could be attributed to the absence of experienced politicians who could not defend Ukraine’s interests at the international level by exercising proper oversight. The failures in the international sphere – notably, the contract with Gazprom and the absence in progress with European integration – provides further evidence that talented politicians who are able to work together for the national interest simply have yet to come forward. 

			Giving the parties greater power through changes in the electoral laws did not solve Ukraine’s existing problems. Many businessmen seek to become members of the Verkhovna Rada to pursue their own economic advantage. In order to avoid breaking the law, these deputies register their enterprises in the name of their relatives after they win election. After the adoption of the law on protecting personal data in 2010 and the Constitutional Court decision of 2012, deputies or candidates are not required to provide information about the property of their relatives and, without their permission, no one has permission to distribute this information.42 Accordingly, the deputies now basically have the right to hide this information from voters. 

			When elections were conducted exclusively by single-member districts, entrepreneurs (or their representatives) had to present a public face: providing information about themselves in their campaign literature, giving interviews to journalists, meeting with voters, and occasionally participating in debates. Doing so required a lot of time. Additionally, in most cases, the businessmen-candidates spent a lot of money on charitable acts, such as fixing up schools and hospitals, helping poor citizens, and other public deeds. Of course, even having done this, they did not always win. 

			With the introduction of the proportional representation system, running for office became easier for entrepreneurs. Now they just had to give money to the party to win a spot on the party list and wait for the results of the election. The parties took over all political work.43 Moreover, information that a businessman was running only existed on the site of the Central Electoral Commission. Only the top five candidates on the list figured in the voters’ attention. Using public opinion polls, they evaluated the number of candidates likely to make it into parliament and, on that basis, determined how much each businessman should contribute to the party to win a spot on the list. 

			However, the opposition was always at a disadvantage. To best promote his interests, a businessman would be better off joining the fraction of the ruling party or its allies. While a businessman-deputy benefits from has personal immunity, the authorities can organize pressure on his business. Also it is easier for such businesspeople to lobby decisions in parliament and other executive branch agencies when they are part of the majority. While serving in opposition fractions, businessmen-deputies often fought with the party leadership, demanding that the opposition party leaders lobby their interests with the administration, which required the opposition leaders to make concessions to those in power. Such a conflict was one of the reasons for the attempt to remove Chornovol from the leadership of Rukh, causing its split in 1999.44 

			For these reasons, businessmen-deputies made up many of those who jumped from fraction to fraction in 2007 and 2010 even though the Constitution forbid such moves.45 In March 2007, Anatolii Kinakh, together with his deputy group Party of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs of Ukraine, left the Our Ukraine fraction and joined the Coalition of National Unity (Party of Regions + the Communist Party of Ukraine + the Socialist Party of Ukraine) in exchange for an appointment as economics minister in the government of Victor Yanukovych.46 After him, many other opposition deputies began to move into the bloc, making it possible for Aleksandr Moroz to claim that the coalition could have more than 300 deputies.47 Such a super-majority would have allowed them to override the president’s veto, effectively giving them the ability to adopt laws without his participation. Fearing such an outcome, President Viktor Yushchenko disbanded parliament in 2007.

			In 2010 after the victory of Viktor Yanukovych in the presidential elections, defectors from Yushchenko’s and Timoshenko’s parties helped the Party of Regions form a new parliamentary coalition since the existing bloc of Party of Regions + Bloc of Lytvyn + the Communists did not provide the minimum number of deputies to form a majority coalition. Therefore they changed the rules of the parliament, making it possible not only for fractions to join new alliances, but also allowing individual deputies to leave their old fraction and join a new one.48 Later the Constitutional Court found that the changes to the rules, which allowed the formation of a ruling coalition, were in line with the constitution.49 Furthermore, on October 1, 2010, the court completely rejected the constitutional reform of 2004, which had required the creation of deputies’ factions.50 This change led to a second wave of deputies leaving the opposition fractions. Overall 80 deputies left their fractions, either joining others or remaining outside of any faction.51 Among them were those who were considered sponsors of key political forces:52

			

			Departees from the Bloc of Yulia Timoshenko, included:

			
					•	Aleksandr Fel’dman (AVEK)

					•	Bogdan Gubskii, banker

					•	Aleksandr Buryak (Brokbiznesbank)

					•	Tariel Vasadze (AvtoZAZ) Aleksandr Abdullin (Germes invest holding)

					•	Evgenii Sigal (Gavrilovskie tsyplyata)

					•	Andre Verevskii (ZAO Sonyashnik, OOO Agroeksport, OOO Khold-invest, OOO Ukragroeksport)

					•	Natalia Korolevskaya (Luganskkholod)

			

			

			Departees from Our Ukraine-Self Defense

			
					•	David Zhvania (Brinkford)

					•	Aleksandr Slobodyan (Obolon’)

					•	Vladimir Polyachenko (Kievgorstroi)

					•	Stanislav Dovgii (former chairman of Ukrtelekom)

			

			

			As practice has shown, the proportional system did not resolve the problem of deputies migrating between fractions. In forming the electoral lists of project parties, businessmen-deputies take up many of the spots, along with celebrities. At the same time, such deputies are not interested in active legislative work and frequently not only do not develop legislation, but ignore work in parliamentary committees and votes for legislation. Many deputies do not show up for work in the parliament. According to answers that Ukrainian Pravda received from the staff of the Verkhovna Rada, deputies working with Rinat Akhmetov (Nurulislam Arkallaev, Sergei Kii, Yurii Chertkov, Vladimir Mal’tsev) between November 23, 2007, and May 18, 2012, missed 99 percent of the parliamentary sessions. Akhmetov himself only came to the parliament one time during this period.53

			On the basis of information about deputy registrations in parliamentary plenary meetings on the official web site of the Verkhovna Rada, the group Chestno determined that in 2011, 24 deputies missed more than 90 percent of the meetings in the parliament.54 Practically all of them were businessmen: 17 were from the Party of Regions and 7 from the Bloc of Yulia Timoshenko.

			In order to adopt a decision, it is necessary to have a majority from the members of parliament – 226 deputies. In order to secure the necessary number of votes, the deputies hand over their voting cards to other deputies, who cast votes for them, sometimes without the deputies even knowing what measures they are supporting. When votes take place in the Verkhovna Rada, one deputy can vote for 8-9 others who are absent. Sometimes decisions are approved with only 35-40 deputies in the hall. In rare cases, the deputies even use the voting cards of the opposition. Thus on February 1, 2011, opposition member Vladimir Ar’ev voted for changes in the Constitution even though at that time he was part of a delegation flying to meet with members of the U.S. Congress and State Department representatives.55

			According to journalist reports, the majority of laws in Ukraine are adopted with the help of voting using other deputies’ cards.56 Among the most important were:

			

			
					•	Amendments to the Ukrainian constitution establishing the date for elections of the president and parliament

					•	The adoption of a new criminal procedure code for Ukraine (only 50 deputies were in the hall)57

					•	The law on state language policy (only 172 deputies actually voted for the bill, not the 234 officially claimed.58

			

			

			Such voting practices violate Article 84 of the Constitution and Article 24 of the law on the status of the deputies. Accordingly, the adoption of these measures is illegal. International courts have ruled such practices violate Ukrainian law. On January 9, 2013, the European Court for Human Rights ruled in Aleksandr Volkov v. Ukraine that Volkov had been illegally removed as the head of the military chamber of the Supreme Court of Ukraine. In part, the court found that 

			“the decision about firing the applicant was taken in the absence of a majority of deputies. The deputies who were present deliberately voted in place of their colleagues. Therefore the decision was adopted in violation of Article 84 of the Constitution of Ukraine, Article 24 of the law on the status of members of parliament, and Article 47 of the parliament’s own rules. In such conditions, the court finds that firing the applicant from his post does not meet the principle of judicial certainty and violates point 1 article 6 of the Convention.”59 

			The court ordered Ukraine to pay Volkov 18,000 euros and restore his position on the court. 

			The Split of Ukraine

			Experts claimed that the introduction of the proportional system would inoculate Ukraine against regionalism and separatism, thereby preventing the division of the country. In contrast to deputies elected under the majoritarian system, proportional representation deputies would not represent separate regions, but country-wide political parties. The electoral threshold would bloc narrowly-defined parties or blocs from entering parliament. However, even the first elections with a mixed system in 1998 showed that the 4-percent voting barrier was not an insurmountable hurdle for such narrow regional interests. Two parties entered the parliament thanks to high levels of support from their oblasts: Gromada from Dnepropetrovsk60 and the Social Democratic Party of Ukraine (O) in Zakarpatska.61 And even though such one-oblast parties did not make it into the parliament in the next round of elections, the majority of parties which had succeeded in building a strong regional base decided not to conduct full campaigns in other oblasts. 

			The problem of separatism and the potential division of Ukraine was prominent in the first years after Ukraine gained its independence. In 1990-91 there were numerous calls about the need for creating (or restoring) the Donetsk-Krivorozhskaya Republic. The most active separatists were in the Crimea. In the 1994 elections for the president of Crimea, the victor was the leader of the Rossiya Bloc, Yury Meshkov. His campaign platform called for uniting with Russia. In particular, he intended to introduce a ruble zone into Crimea, form a military-political union with Russia, provide residents of Crimea with Russian citizenship, and introduce Moscow time at the local level. However, thanks to firm opposition from the Ukrainian authorities as well as the Crimean opposition, he only managed to switch Crimea to Moscow time while the other objectives remained unfulfilled. The Ukrainian legislature adopted a law cancelling the Crimean republican constitution and several laws, which effectively ended the Crimean sovereignty that de facto existed from 1992 to 1995. Subsequently, Crimea became an autonomous republic within the framework of Ukraine, and Meshkov was removed from his post. 

			Ukraine’s ability to quash Crimean separatism was possible because the Ukrainian legislature had a high percentage of non-party deputies and even more unaffiliated politicians served in the local councils. Their main concern was with questions connected to reforming the economy, which was a major problem in the 1990s and important to residents of any region in Ukraine. Therefore questions that could divide society mostly did not arise in the legislature and most local politicians ignored ideological issues. 

			This situation changed dramatically with the presidential election of 2004 and the Orange Revolution. In the race, both sides demonized the other, and the elections revived and greatly exacerbated divisions between the Ukrainian-speaking and Russian-speaking regions. Viktor Yanukovych’s team distributed campaign material which showed the division of Ukraine into three sorts. The height of the battle was the congress of local government representatives in Severodonetsk that called for a referendum about creating a South-Eastern Autonomous Republic.62 Although this idea was not realized, it proved impossible to return to the status quo ante. One of the reasons why the regional divide became more important was the conduct of the 2006 elections by the proportional system. 

			In such a system, the emotions of the voters play a large role. Therefore campaign spin doctors often chose to boost their parties by using themes that played on voters’ emotions rather than their interests. The easiest of these tactics was to pit the residents of one region against another by focusing on minor themes, such as the status of the Russian language. During the 2006 and 2007 elections, the Party of Regions ran negative campaigns, calling on voters to oppose the political forces that allegedly had stolen victory from the residents of south-east Ukraine in 2004. 

			After the strong results of the Party of Regions in the parliamentary elections of 2006 and 2007 and the victory of Yanukovych in the presidential elections of 2010, Orange politicians began to express the idea of separatism. The most prominent of these statements came from a group of writers who saw the root of all of Ukraine’s problems in two regions: the Donbass and Crimea. According to Yury Andrukhovich, “our pro-Ukraine politicum would have more than 70 percent support in every election without these two regions. There would be a strong pro-Ukrainian majority in parliament, strong pro-Ukrainian power, and the Western direction would be beyond discussion.”63 Vasilii Sklyar calls the Donbass and Crimea “cancerous tumors” for which there is “not enough strength” to overcome. “If the nationalists are prepared to fight for the Donbass and Crimea, I don’t need this, I need a country within the confines of my language.”64 

			Many problems connected to these issues arose because of the introduction of proportional representation into local government. In some cases, parties nominated fewer candidates than received mandates, meaning that empty seats remained in some local councils.65 A more serious problem was that central and oblast party leaders determined who was on each party list for the local councils meaning that in several local councils only 10 percent of the deputies were local residents. The other deputies were from different regions and were not interested in the problems facing the regions where they served.66 Additionally, many new deputies joined the councils. In many cases, they had little experience working in legislatures and often politicized the work unnecessarily. 

			In 2006, a wave of “language separatism”67 swept through many local councils, including city councils in Khar’kov, Sevastopol’, Donetsk, Lugansk, Nikolaev, Dnepropetrovsk, and Odessa. Additionally, several regional legislatures gave Russian regional status, however, most of these decisions were later overturned by the courts. In 2006, the Feodosii city council and the Crimean legislature declared Crimea a NATO-free zone to block the conduct of naval training exercises there.68

			Rather than addressing local problems, the councils became ensnared in battles over statues. In 2007-2010, Crimea, Lugansk, and Sumsk oblasts backed statues in honor of the victims of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists-Ukrainian Insurgent Army, while these fighters are often considered heroes in Western Ukraine. 

			Oblast and raion councils in the eastern oblasts voted no confidence in regional executives appointed by President Viktor Yushchenko.69 After the victory in 2010 of Yanukovych, western councils began to vote no confidence in the appointees of the new president. 

			The greatest problems appeared in cities where the mayor either represented political parties that did not have a majority in the soviet or were independent. In these cases, the deputies blocked his work in order to lower his popularity among local residents. Investors, particularly from outside the region, became hostages of these games. As a result, billions of dollars in potential investments were lost, as were the jobs and other economic benefits that went with them. 

			Additionally, the introduction of the proportional system of elections negatively influenced the representation of several oblasts in parliament. Ukrainian legislation did not require candidates elected from specific regions to actually live in them. Therefore, when elections were held in single-member districts, deputies frequently lived in other areas than the ones they represented. Typically these were residents of Kyiv or other big cities (See Tables 1 and 2). But after their election, they had to work in the region they represented and lobby its interests in the parliament. This situation meant that big parties or fractions had among their members representatives of nearly all regions. In the parliament, there were often groups formed that represented the interests of particular regions. 

			After the adoption of the proportional representation system, regional representation in the parliament was skewed. This disbalance in representation had a strong impact on the ability of the regions to lobby their interests, particularly their ability to receive subsidies from the state budget. As a rule, finances are now directed toward the regions that are important to the ruling party. As a result, according to the research of the Laboratory of Legislative Initiatives, in 2011 three regions – Kyiv, Donetsk, and Lugansk – received 56% of all subsidies and transfers (31.2 billion hryvna).70 In 2012, when parliamentary elections took place, this disproportion was smoothed out slightly, but the preferences remained, though then the three top regions were Kyiv, Donetsk, and Dnepropetrovsk.71

			Problems in the Social Sector

			The proportional system became a divider that separates the deputies from their voters. Earlier every deputy had an office in his or her district where citizens or groups could appeal for help. Parties have now set up a network of such offices, but they are fewer and there is less information about them available to voters. 

			The system has also practically paralyzed the work of social organizations. Since they have authority and influence over voters in specific regions, deputies from those regions had to take the opinions of these organizations into account. Similarly, they were able to influence the decisions 
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							Number of Deputies by Place of Residence, 2006-2007
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							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							12

						
					

					
							
							Donetskaya oblast 

						
							
							49

						
							
							4

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							55

						
					

					
							
							Zhitomirskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Zakarpatskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Zaporozhskaya oblast 

						
							
							5

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							8

						
					

					
							
							Ivano-Frankovskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							3

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Kievskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							4

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Kirovogradskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Luganskaya oblast 

						
							
							7

						
							
							4

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							14

						
					

					
							
							L’vovskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							2

						
							
							5

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							9

						
					

					
							
							Nikolaevskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							5

						
					

					
							
							Odesskaya oblast 

						
							
							5

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							Poltavskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Rovnenskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Sumskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Ternopolskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Khar’kovskaya oblast 

						
							
							5

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							12

						
					

					
							
							Khersonskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Khmel’nitskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Cherkasskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Chernigovskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Chernovitskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Kiev

						
							
							69

						
							
							81

						
							
							65

						
							
							14

						
							
							18

						
							
							247

						
					

					
							
							Sevastopol 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							3

						
					

				
			

			

			Source: Elections to the Verkhovna Rada 2006, Deputies, Central Electoral Commission.  <http://www.cvk.gov.ua/pls/vnd2006/w6p602?PT001F01=600> and Elections to the Verkhovna Rada 2007, 
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							Number of Deputies by Place of Residence, 2007-2012

						
					

					
							
							Oblast

						
							
							PR

						
							
							BYuT

						
							
							NU-NS

						
							
							KPU

						
							
							BL

						
							
							Total

						
					

					
							
							Crimean Autonomous Republic

						
							
							3

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							2

						
							
							10

						
					

					
							
							Vinnitskaya oblast

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Volynskaya oblast

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Dnepropetrovskaya oblast 

						
							
							6

						
							
							8

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							15

						
					

					
							
							Donetskaya oblast 

						
							
							47

						
							
							2

						
							
							

						
							
							2

						
							
							

						
							
							51

						
					

					
							
							Zhitomirskaya oblast 
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							1
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							Zakarpatskaya oblast 

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Zaporozhskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							9

						
					

					
							
							Ivano-Frankovskaya oblast 

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							3

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							8

						
					

					
							
							Kievskaya oblast 

						
							
							6

						
							
							6

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							2

						
							
							14

						
					

					
							
							Kirovogradskaya oblast 

						
							
							0

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							5

						
					

					
							
							Luganskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							L’vovskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
							
							5

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							10

						
					

					
							
							Nikolaevskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Odesskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							7

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							Poltavskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Rovnenskaya oblast 

						
							
							0

						
							
							2

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Sumskaya oblast 

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Ternopolskaya oblast 

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Khar’kovskaya oblast 

						
							
							4

						
							
							5

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							Khersonskaya oblast 

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Khmel’nitskaya oblast 

						
							
							0

						
							
							3

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Cherkasskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Chernigovskaya oblast 

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Chernovitskaya oblast 

						
							
							3

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Kiev

						
							
							82

						
							
							92

						
							
							65

						
							
							11

						
							
							10

						
							
							260

						
					

					
							
							Sevastopol 

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							4

						
					

				
			

			

			Deputies, Central Electoral Commission. <http://www.cvk.gov.ua/pls/vnd2007/w6p602?PT001F01=600>.

			of the councils and lobby the interests of their members. But no organization can boast of an ability to exert influence across all of Ukraine, and therefore under the proportional representation system parties can overlook the interests of social organizations in most legislative policy-making. The absence of ties between voters and deputies and the resulting inability of voters to use such ties to lobby their interests has led to the phenomenon of simply buying voters. Many citizens have decided that they should get something from political parties since they anticipate that they will be forgotten after the elections. 

			The weakened social organizations no longer have the ability to protect citizens from pressure exerted by their employers, though promises were made that the proportional electoral system would solve this problem as well. One can check these possibilities by examining the electoral performance of the socialists, who were the main advocates of the proportional system. In the 2007 parliamentary elections, their best performance, over 10 percent of the vote, was in the district that contains the Il’ich Metallurgical Combine (See Figure 4). However, after Rinat Akhmetov purchased this plant, the socialists’ performance fell to less than 1 percent in the 2012 parliamentary elections.72

			Overall, the introduction of the proportional system did not resolve even one of the problems that it was supposed to address. Accordingly, the only way to improve the political situation in Ukraine is to increase the level of political culture among citizens. 

			

Figure 4. The Socialist Party of Ukraine’s electoral results (%) by regions and cities of regional significance ( 2007)
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			Source: Official website of the Central Election Committee (CVK) of Ukraine (cvk.gov.ua).

			

			Note: Chairman of the Board Volodymyr Boyko was running for parliament on the Socialist Party of Ukraine party list as No. 8 in 2006 and as No. 3 in 2007.
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The Reagan-Fascell Democracy Fellows Program at the National
Endowment for Democracy (NED) invites applications for fellowships
in 2014-2015. Dedicated to international exchange, the program
enables demacracy activists, scholars, and journalists from around the
world to conduct independent research and writing and to participate
in professional exchange while in residence at the Endowment’s
International Forum for Democratic Studies, in Washington, D.C.

Program: The program offers fellowships for practitioners to improve
strategies and techniques for building democracy abroad and for
scholars to conduct original research for publication. Fellows work full-
andmhiﬁlaspemnfdmmcdevelupmmandmdudeamnge
of methodologies and approaches. Fellows make a presentation and
prepare a written product during their stay. The program organizes an
active calendar of events, including an orientation to NED and its partner

Eligibility: The program is intended to support practitioners and
scholars from developing and aspiring democracies. Distinguished
scholars from the US. and other established democracies are also
eligible to apply. Practitioners include activists, lawyers, journalists, and
civil society professionals who have substantial experience working to
promote democracy. Scholars indude professors, research analysts, and
other writers who have a Ph.D. or academic equivalent at the time of
application. A working knowledge of English is required.

Support: Fellows receive travel assistance, health insurance, research
support, and a monthly payment to cover living expenses.

Dates: Fall Session: October 1, 2014-February 28, 2015; Spring Session:
March 1-July 31, 2015.

Application Deadline: Tuesday, October 1, 2013. To apply, visit us
online at wwwaned.org.
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ICCEES

(International Council for Cenlral and East European Studies)

IX World Congress 2015
in Makuhari, Japan

Monday 3 — Saturday 8% August

Registration of panels and individual papers
will start from November 2013
and end in May 2014.
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