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AHHOTanusl. B 1aHHON cTaThe MpECTaBIIETCS BO3JEHCTBHE M30MparenbHO cucTembl Poccuiickort denepamun Ha
JIpyTHe TOJWTUYECKHE WHCTUTYTHI, B YAaCTHOCTH HA MOJUTHYECKHE MapTUH M IapiIaMeHT, paccMaTpuBas Mapia-
menTckue Beioopsr 2007, 2011, 2016 romoB. B crarthe m3HauanbHO HaeTcCs 0OIIas XapaKTEPHCTHKA H30HUPATEIHLHOIO
HWHCTUTYTA, €TI0 ICPBUYHBIC U BTOPUYHBIC 3JICMCHTEI, 06cy>1<uaeTc;1 CHCLII/I(bI/IKa pa3BUTHUA I/136I/IpaTeJ'H)HOF0 HUHCTUTYTA B
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IIOCTCOBETCKUX CTpaHaXx. Kpome Toro, paccmarpuBaeTcsi NpennodyreHue (Gopmbl H30MPaTENbHOrO WHCTHTYTa B
3aBHCUMOCTH OT OCOOCHHOCTEH MOIUTHYECKOro pexxnma. OOCYKIA0TCS TaKKe CyIIECTBYIOIIUE B JIUTEPATYPe MOACIH
BO3/ICHCTBUS M30MPATENbHOIO HHCTUTYTa Ha JPYTUe MOJUTUYECKHE MHCTHTYTHI. [locie 3Toro oduiye TeopeTuuecKue
MOJIOKEHHSI MPUMEHSIOTCS B KOHTEKCTE TPEX IMapiaMEHTCKUX BbIOOPOB. JIJIsl TOCTHIKEHUS BBIILIEH3JIONKEHHOHN LIENn
HCHOJB3YIOTCS CPAaBHUTEIbHBIE, HCTOPUUYECKHE METO/BI, a TAKXKE KOJTMYECTBEHHBIE METO/IbI OIMCATEIbHON CTATUCTHUKH.
B uactHOcTH, BBMMMCHAeTcS HMHAEKC (opMbl mpaBieHus Poccuu, a Takke y4YUTHIBas H30HMpaTesbHBIC JaHHBIC
3¢ QeKTUBHOE YUCIO NapTHi, 3((EeKTUBHBIN M30MpaTeNbHBI Mopor W Bec mapiameHTa. CtaThsi Takke oOCyXIaer
YeThIpe OCHOBHBIE AJIEMEHTHI N30MpaTeNIbHOM CHUCTEMBI: M30MparenbHas (GopMysa, pa3Mep H30MpaTebHOTO OKpyra,
N30MpaTeNBHBIA MOPOT M pa3Mep HapiiaMeHTa. B pesynbrare ucciaeayoTcs H3MEHEHHS BO BPEMs TpeX MapIaMEeHTCKUX
BBIOOPOB B Poccun M paccUMTHIBACTCS MX BIWSHME. B 3aKIIOYEHHHM MOXXHO OTMETHTB, YTO M30MpaTeIbHAs CHCTEMa
Poccun 00pa3oBaHO TakuM 00pa3oM, 4YTOOBI COXPAaHWTh ACHCTBYIOIIEE COCTOSHHE IIOJIMTHYECKOW CHCTEMBI H
rapaHTUPOBATh CTAOMIBHOCTh IOJNUTHYECKOH CHCTEMBL. OTO CBUICTENLCTBYET OAMHAKOBOE YHCIO M COCTaB
NapJIaMEHTCKHX MapTHH 32 TpU U30UpaTeNnbHbIX NUKIA. OfHAKO YMEHbIIEHHE KOJIMYECTBA YIaCTHUKOB M N3MEHEHUS B
MapTUHHBIX CHCTEMaX 0003HAYaI0T HEKOTOPOIO NOJIUTHYECKYIO CTarHAIHIO.

KaoueBbie ciioBa: n3buparenbHas CUCTEMa, MOJUTHTYECKHE WHCTUTYTHL, ()OpMa IpaBiieHUs, MapTHHHAs CHUCTEMa,

Poccuiickas ®enepanust, HOTUTHIECKUN PEXUM.

While discussing Post-Soviet dimension, and
especially Russian Federation, foremost one should
outline institutional heritage, which is reflected on
various political processes and institutes. In
particular, in USSR before its collapse non-inclusive
majoritarian electoral system was exercised, which
became a foundation and common institutional
heritage for post-Soviet states at the initial stage [2,
p- 43].

In many post-Soviet countries elecoral process
become essential, as it was deemed central and
essential feature of democracy, in many cases
ignoring other democratic procedures. During the
third democratic wave throughout the world and
post-communist political systems, so called
“electoral democracies” emerged, as significant
factor for legitimacy. However, rules of competition
developed differently, designed in a way either to
tackle or reward political competition [1, p. 411].

Bielasiak [1, p. 413] has studied all the elec-
toral data of post-communist countries, mainly from
1989 to 2005, and compared that data with political
regime assessment of Freedom House and Politi ['V.

Comparing preferences of post-communist
countries regarding electoral system during first
election and political regime, we can imply
following. Those regimes with motives to maintain
non-competitive political environment kept the
inherited institutional complex, such as majoritarian
electoral system. While, democracies preferred
proportional representation rule for open and
competitive political environment.

Scrutinizing further the data, we can note that
the trends mention in the passage above are
preserved, even rooted. Political environment
becomes more open and competitive in post-
communist societies. Even though that trend exists,
it gradually changes and some transformations can
be outlined.

Generaly there is four primal categories for
electoral system regarding political regime: electoral
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formula, district magnitude, electoral threshold and
change of parliament size during the fifteen-year
period.

Summing up, we can imply following for each
primal electoral system component. The most
democratic regimes gradually increase electoral
threshold, in some extreme case starting from no
threshold at all. These kinds of measures are applied
to guarantee political stability. The most frequent
change observed is district magnitude. Literature
review shows that this element has the most
significant impact on political parties. Regarding
size of parliament, we can outline that during the
afore-mentioned timespan the most rigorous
autocratic regimes reduced number of parliament
members. Particularly in post-Soviet countries,
Belarus reduced the number from 260 to 110,
Tajikistan from 181 to 63, Uzbekistan from 250 to
120 and Kazakhstan from 177 to 77 [1, p. 423].

Concering electoral formula John Carey [3, p.
85] notes its importat system-forming role
especially in countries performing rapid democratic
turnaround. Data processed from 1945 includes 57
democratic turnaround performed countries out of
67 and their 211 election cycles.

Study of abovementioned election cycles
implies that in majority of times preference of
electoral formula is given to proportional
representation. Simultaneously, D’Hondt formula is
the most popular among those who prefer
proportional representation.

Discussing new democracies, post-Soviet
countries also included, distinguishing feature of
first five election cycle is high fragmentation level
of votes and mandates, that is abundance of political
life participants due to electoral rule and electoral
formula. From this we can imply, that Hare’s largest
reminder formula guarantees the higher level of
participance in new democracies during firs five
election cycles. After first five cycles absolute



majoritarian electoral system also guarantees high
participation and inclusion.

Besides that Carey proposes formula that
estimates political, particularly partisan, competi-
tivenss. Formula represents percentage deference
between first and second most voted political
parties: vi— vy [3, p. 95]. It is important to note that
this formula will also be applied for studying certain
cases.

In spite of the fact that Carey in his paper
discusses cases of Peru, Honk Kong, Spain and
Tunisia, as examples of rapid democratic
turnaround, it is still significant to adhere to its
empiric conclusions. The latter is important because
Carey’s definition of new democracies is also
appropriate and covers post-Soviet political regimes.
Furthermore, Carey finds that to prevent
intentionally and manually formed political
majorities, which can lead to unipersonal rule,
Hare’s largest reminder formula is introduced. In the
case of D’Hondt’s formula, political parties that are
unable to receive majority of votes, are given an
opportunity to seize majority with the help of the
formula. Particularly, when competition is
unbalanced, that is when larger political party
dominates in fragmented political environment. That
are the cases of Tunisia’s first election and Peru’s
election of 2006. The abovementioned issue is very
relevant in new democratic regimes. In that
circumstances Hare’s largest reminder formula
application is the most optimal option.

To sum up afore-mentioned passages, we
should bare in mind that study of mixed or
predinetial forms of governance are somewhat
imaginative and conditional tools that facilitate our
understanding of electoral system’s impact on other
political institutes. That notion is significant as
electoral system in literature mainly refers to
parliamentary electoral rules and regulations. It is
also worth mentioning that examination of electoral
system in presidential or mixed system is still based
on parliamentary elections data output due to its
abundance and relevance.

Theoretical concepts and notions discussed
above hereafter will be applied in Russian
Federation’s political dimension. Russia’s political
environment, institutes and procedures alongside
with several similarities has its peculiarities. Among
those peculiarities we can underline firmness of
presidential institute, bicameral structure of
parliament, due to latter specifics of electoral system
elements and others.

First and foremost we should note that as
literature is full of analysis and data processing
concerning description of Russia electoral system
and its changes, impact on other institution and
consequences up to 2005, this piece will concentrate
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on three election cycles after 2005, that is 2007,
2011, 2016.

Hence we will apply Krouwel’s model
modified by Zaznaev [4, pp. 342-345] to estimate
parliamentary and presidential indexes of Russia
according to given criterias. As well as form of
governance index is estimated through deduction of
parliamentary index from presidential index.

After 2005 in Russian Federation four
significant constitutional changes occurred that had
impact on the form of governance. In 2008, changes
concerned prolongation of presidential office and
lower house of parliament: six and five years
respectively [6]. With the other significant change in
2008 government was held accountable to
parliament too [8]. Two ammendment of 2014 [7]
handed president the right to appoint up to 10% of
his/her representatives in upper house of parliament
and as well as right to appoint attorneys was
expanded [9].

So taking into account constitutional
amendments it turns that, before 2008 presidential
index accounted for 7.5, while parliamentary index
2.5, henc the governance index was +5. This means
that presidential power had significant weight in
Russia’s checks and balances system. After 2008
constitutional amendments balance had little shift.
Presidential index is calculated 7, while
parliamentary 3, hence index of form of governance
is 4. From this we can empirically state Russian
Federation in presidential republic, despite little
shift towards parliamentarism.

After 2005 four parliamentary elections were
held: in 2007, 2011, 2016 and 2021. However, due
to lack of data output, processing and time for
reflection, the last one will be omitted from
observations. Before 2005 elections were held with
mixed system: combining both majoritarian and
proportional representation systems. In 2005 with
the “On election of Federation Council’s State
Duma members” law [11] elector system fully
switched to proportional representation system and
electoral threshold was canceled. However, with
2014 law “On election of Federation Council’s State
Duma members” electoral system returned to its
mixed state.

In 2011 parliamentary elections tresold was 7
percent, which was raised before 2007 election.
However, due to amendments made in 2009 [10],
political parties that gained 5-6% percent of votes
could receive one mandate, while the one with 6-7%
of vote could get two.

Now we will try to implement following
formulas by using election data starting with 2007
parliamentary elections. Taagepara and Shugart
propose 100%/ Mp formula, where p is number of
political parties. However, we will follow formula



that Lijphart suggests, which is 100%/ 2M: From
this one Lijphart derives effective electoral
threshold, which is the mean of upper and lower
thresholds: Teff = 50%/ (M+1) + 50%/ 2M.

With putting together afore-mentioned four
primal and secondary features in leterature several
significant formulas are derived. First is, so called
Seat Product Model, which turns effective number
of parties with this formula Ns = (MS)1/6. It is
noteworthy that Ns is calculated with Ns = 1/ )
(S1)2 formula as well, where Y is the sum, I - parties
with seats, s share of seats of political parties.

As a result of their theoretical and empirical
studies Taagepara and Shugart propose [3, p. 57]
four formula-laws. It is worth to note, that although
there are many other formulas to the level of law are
categorized only this four:

a) law of the largest political party: sl = (MS)-
1/8

b) law of the number of political parties: Ns =
MS)1/6

c) law of largest political parties’ votes: vl =
[(MS)1/4 + 1]-1/2

d) law of effective number of vote-received
political parties: Nv = [(MS)1/4 +1]2/3

So in 2007 parliamentary elections in Russia
threshold was at 7%, while district magnitude was
equal to parliament size that is: M=S=450:

Initially, let’s calculate effective threshold. Tes
= 0.16%, which shows the need to set official
electoral threshold at higher level.

Effective number of seat winning parties equals
to 7.66, according to the Seat product model, while
in fact parliamentary parties were 4. Structure of the
parliament based on weight of political parties is
1.92. Due to latter, we can state that at least
superficially Russian Federation political system
resembles to two party system. Deviation floats
around 2.5% which is relatively high number. While
calculated extent of competitiveness is 53%, which
on the contrary is relatively low indicator for
competitiveness. With the predicted model the share
of the largest political party in parliament had to be
s; = 0.2, in other words 20% of parliament. Whereas
in reality the largest party has 2.5 times more share.

It is significant to underline, that in State Duma
elections Hare’s largest reminder formula was
applied. In case of D’Hondt’s formula application
one seat from second place political party would be
transferred to the first-placed one.

Furthermore 2011 parliamentary elections will
be discussed. Here as well, threshold was fixed at
7%, while district magnitude equaled to parliament
size, which is M=S=450. However, effective
number of political parties is higher with almost one
compared to previous elections, equaling 2.8. The
latter number is somewhat comparable to the real
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number of political parties that passed to State
Duma. Deviation of representation floats around
2.8. While the predicted share of seats of the largest
party is still the same, considering parliament size
and district magnitude remaining unchanged.

In 2016 parliamentary elections Russia
switched back to 5% electoral treshold. It is
noteworthy, that during this elections law blocked
the opportunity to form alliances [12]. Of all 14
competing political parties this time again only four
could pass to State Duma. Majoritarian system only
allowed two non-partisan deputies to be elected.
The ruling party received significantly more votes
than in previous election. Along that lack of new
competitors in political environment may imply that
regime used electoral reforms to cement its place.
Even lowering electoral threshold didn’t impact
political inclusiveness.

Palriament’s weight of 1.6 parties epitome the
abovementioned statement, which is the lowest
among three elections. Moreover, 1.2 of 1.6 is share
of the ruling party. Interestingly, with the given
election results and application of D’Hondt’s
formula advantaged difference for ruling party is
only one seat.

By summing up process and collected data for
three electoral cycle, we can state about “party of
power” distinguishing feature for many post-Soviet
political entities. Besides that, according to afore-
mentioned conclusions are to follow.

Regarding electoral formula, which many
political scientists consider as the most significant
element of electoral system and democratic
development, we can state that in Russian political
system guarantees only one seat difference. Hare’s
largest reminder formula only enables slight edge
for chasing political parties. Considering electoral
formula in general political system’s context we
may imply that it aims to guarantee stability of
political status quo. As we will see further, whole
electoral system is designed to fulfill that function.

Size of parliament, State Duma, remained the
same for three consecutive election cycles. That
regarding Russia’s complex territorial
administration, existence of local parliaments, and
also demographic trends in Russia is fully inherent
to political system’s evolution.

District magnitude and electoral threshold will
be discussed in one complex. One of the reasons of
that, as Lijphart mentions [5, p. 34] that small
district magnitude equals to high electoral threshold.
The other reason is that those two elements were
reformed simultaneously in Russia to affirm the
same result. Shifting to proportional representation
made district magnitude bigger, resulting one
district equaling 450, while maintaining 7%
electoral threshold. Shift from 7% threshold to 5%



threshold intended relatively more inclusive
political and partisan environment, although the
result was canceled due to parallel shift to mixed
electoral system. The latter resulted steep decline
in district magnitude, thus neutralizing former
threshold reform. From the first glance
aforementioned changes had zero impact on
political and partisan inclusiveness, however more
detailed study can constitute about slight decline.

To sum up, we can state that electoral system
of Russian Federation is designed in a way to
maintan political stability and guarantee little
changes in political, particularly partisan dimension.
Unchanged number and structure of parliamentary
political parties during three parliamentary election
cycles epitomes about the latter mentioned stability.
However, considering reduction of number of
participants in political life and changes in party
system imply about slight decline of political
system. Moreover, observing rising authority of the
“party of power” in the context of declining political
and partisan inclusiveness, we may find that this
state of affairs supports dominant presidential
institute. In a way guaranteeing execution of
presidential power without facing any resistance.
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