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On January 22, 2010, Mintimer Shaimiev, the le.ader of the Republic of Tatalrc-l
stan (a constituent region of the Russian Federation), annour}ced that.he I\)[ivc)uh
step down from the Republic’s presidency at the end of his term, in March.
Shaimiev had been Tatarstan’s leader since before the end of thf: USS'R, becloml;
ing the Communist Party first secretary in 198?! and th.en presncl‘eqf in l99d.
few days after Shaimiev’s announcement, Russian Pre5|de'nt‘Dm|lr|1 Medvedev,
on Shaimiev’s recommendation, nominated a close Shaimiev ally to become
Tatarstan’s next leader. When Shaimiev stepped ‘.:Iown, h?. took over a newly
created post of State Advisor, which gives -him W|de-ran.g|ng powers. ﬁg lt;ven
kept his same office in the presidential building! (For details, see Pavlow..r 20 :)
On October 16, 2008, President Medvedev announced that he was dlsm|§sm§
the governor of Amur Oblast, Nikolai Kolesov..K?lesov had been appointe
Amur’s governor by then-president Viadimir Putin in May 20(?7. Kolesoy w:s
brought in from Shaimiev’s region of Tatarstan, some 4,700 miles away, in 1: z
afiermath of a corruption scandal against the previous gﬁ'wemor.of Amur. He ha
no experience in Amur and no supporters among the regional elite (Petrov ?‘008).
Kolesov promised to increase economic growth: reverse the trend o clm;;t-
migration and improve trade ties with neighboring Chm.a. He_ was una :,
however, to make good on any of these intentions. Beyond his outaner status, he
alienated many in Amur with his lavish lifestyle financed by the regional budgesl
(Ostrovskaia 2008). The redecoration of his of’ﬁc!z was said to have. ?ost $3-
million. A large personal dacha was constructed ina p.rotect.ed sensitive for‘est
area. Local politicians began lobbying the Kremlin against him, and corruption
lawsuits were initiated. By the fall of 2008, Kolesov had become.too n.much of :
liability 1o the Kremlin. Less than a year and a half after having dispatche
Kolesov to Amur, the Kremlin dismissed him. ' i
Shaimiev’s 22 years as regional leader contrasts sharply wnh. K.olesov s 16
months. Indeed, Kolesov’s term is dwarfed by the 62 moml'ls §ha|mlev-haq gov-
erned since 2005, when the federal presidency beg'an appou.mng and dismissing
regional leaders, or govemnors. The tenures of Russia’s appointed governors vary
between the length of Shaimiev and the brevity of l‘(oleso‘v. What do we !e‘:im
about politics between Russia’s federal center and its regions from examining
govemnors’ tenures during the period of Kremlin control? The 2005 rule change
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reduced the federa! nature of Russia’s political system and, in formal terms,
enhanced substantially the federal leadership’s control over regional politics,
strengthening what Putin had described as a “vertical of power.” While formally
the Russian president now enjoys the right to remove governors at will and to
control their appointment,’ the political realities are complex.

The switch from elected to appointed governors certainly gave the Russian
president substantially more bargaining power vis-a-vis the governors. Yet it
would be a mistake to interpret the situation as entirely under the Kremlin's
control. The regions’ performance in the economic, social and political spheres
remains crucial to the federa! leadership’s goals for the country. Also, the gover-
nors are imporiant players in national politics, especially due to their role in pro-
moting United Russia’s success in national presidential and legislative elections
(on this, see Reuter 2010). We therefore treat the Kremlin’s decision about the
tenure of a governor as the resuit of an asymmetrical bargaining process. We use
events-history analysis of data from all 83 Russian regions from 2005 to 2011 to
estimate the factors influencing when a governor is replaced. These factors
include the region’s size and ethnic composition, the governor’s age and aspects
of the governor’s administrative and political performance. Our analysis sup-
ports the view that relations between Russia’s center and its regions remain
highly politicized, varying cross-regionally depending on the relative balance of
political resources between the Kremlin and the regional ieadership.

The Kremlin and the regional leaderships

From soon after Russia’s independence in 1991, its constituent regions have
been led politically by chief executives, usually referred to as govemnors. Ini-
tially, for the non-republics, President Yeltsin designated these leaders; fre-
quently, he tapped those who had been the first secretary of the region’s
Communist Party branch or who were the head of the elected legislature for the
region. Republics had the right for their presidents to be chosen from within the
region, either by the legislature or through a popular election. By 1996, however,
Yeltsin conceded the right for all govemors to be elected by the voters of the
region (Kirkow 1998; Solnick 1998). Popular election gave governors a source
of legitimacy that increased their power vis-a-vis the federal center and ledtoa
period in which many observers saw centrifugal forces as excessive, even threat-
ening to Russia’s statehood (Alexseev 1999; Stoner-Weiss 1999; Sakwa 2002;
Domrin 2006). Putin made it a central goal of his first presidency to establish
greater Kremlin control over the regions. Returning the selection of govemors to
the Russian president was a key part of his strategy. In the aftermath of the
Beslan tragedy of September 2004, Putin sought and received changes in federal
law that ended gubernatorial elections.

From 2005 on, governors serve as long as they maintain the confidence of the
Russian president (helpful discussions of the new practices include Turovskii
2009a; Ross 2010a; Slider 2010b).? That is, “losing the president’s confidence”
is an adequate reason fora governor to be dismissed prior to the end of his or her
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formal term. Although the president need not provide any reason for declining to
nominate a sitting governor for a new term, the functional dtfferz.’.nce 'betwezn
providing no explanation and stating that one has “lost the president’s confi-
dence” is small. Under these rules, any governor could be fired at any tﬂgme
depending on the will of the federal president. Whether a governor Iea-vefs: 0 hct:
at the end or in the middle of a term does not alter the thttcal basis for ¢ ah
departure: a decision by the Kremlin.* Moreover, ‘each zfd.dmonal \'veek ocl; mont
a governor remains in office also reflects a Kremlin decision, that is, the decision
ange. .
“Ot\;;hza:rei\?ezl:heiattem of gubematorial tenures from 2(305 on? Gubemat(;)rlal
replacements, not counting those caused by-an |pcumbent s fieath. ot:c:un:re2 Ottlag
times in 2005, four in 2006, eight in 2007, eight in 2008, ten in 2009, 19 in
and three during the first half of 2011.7 Although scholars I]ave only !Jegun to
tackle this question, the Kremlin’s continued reliance on national elect]ons as e:
source of its legitimacy has made the electoral process a natural starting poin
for understanding appointments and dismissals. Turfwskn (20!0b. 67) even sug-
gests that thinking of appointments as elections with a restrl.cled set ofi voters
(i.e., the president and his inner circle) is a useful ana!?gy. “{Ilh politica actors
in the center controlling the povernors’ fates, Turovslfl! s:,ubmlts thal‘ the prlmar);
determinants of replacement are the governors’ abllmes'lo proylde electorfa
results favorable to the Kremlin and to consolidate the reg,'lonal elite. Indeed, in
the absence of any mechanisms for popular input, Turovskii (2010b, .69—70) con-
tends that neither the personal popularity of a govemnor nor the socio-economic
situation in a region matters much. Sharafutdinova (2010b) offers an account
that resembles Turovskii’s. While the appointment process, lheoreuca.lly, pro-
vides the Kremlin greater control over regional executives, s!1e doubts its effec-
tiveness. From her perspective, the primary goals o!‘ l!1e appointment process ;re
“vote delivery” and “societal manageability,” and it is these‘con5|derat|ons that
drive gubernatorial replacements (ibid, 682). Moreover, smc.e SOVernors l;rc:
largely left alone as long as these two goals are met, Sl}arafuldmova argues l:a
the Kremlin has missed an important opportunity to link accountability to the
i vemance, 3 '
qmjﬂ\hltl)lrlgzggt? electoral results and societal stability may be pr-evalllpg considera-
tions for the Kremlin, the relative weight of these two consnderapons seems 10
have varied over time and probably varies from region to region. Turovskii
(2010b), for example, examines the changing frequency of gubem:alonal replacej
ments and concludes that the appointment era so far has evolve.d in thrf:e staghes.
(1) inertia, when most incumbents were reappointed; (2) ea'(penmentat.lon. w t;n
the president experimented with instilling some new blood into the regions in the
form of outsiders; and, most recently, (3) replacemeqt, as the center has beco_me
more confident in its ability to control the situation in the country. in a quallla.-.
tive assessment of appointment dynamics across the_se three. stages, Turovskii
(2010b, 63) draws conclusions that are broad, sweeping and insightful. Amor:g
them are assertions that, early on, dismissals were Iargely‘ conﬁnefi to sparsehy
populated regions notorious for poor govemance, public flogging was the
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exception, and generating some public effect was not a motivation for replace-
ments. Moreover, he contends that once the Kremlin moved out of the inertia
phase and into the experimentation stage, the potential risks of change were ini-
tially offset by focusing on regions with passive populations and high public
confidence in the center (ibid, 72). Turovskii’s assertion that caution character-
ized the first two stages of the appointment process complements Shafutdinova’s
(2010b, 683) view that the appointment process was not solely driven by a desire
to maximize power: if it had been, then Russia’s most powerful regional barons
would have been replaced first.

Previous studies, then, suggest that a governor and his or her allies at the
regional level can influence both the president’s desire for someone else and the
cost to the president for making a change. As Gel’man and Ryzhenkov (2011,
453) note, “[D]espite the numerous cases of forced resignations of regional gov-
ernors ... the hierarchy of the ‘power vertical® is far from an army-like chain of
command, and it operates according to a different logic.” Both explicit and tacit
bargaining occurs between the Kremlin and the governor.® Understanding this
bargaining requires attention not only to the formal institutional rules, which
constrain the governors substantially and the president hardly at all, but also to
informal power relations and other contextual constraints. Formal and informal
influences do not simply coexist; they can be in tension. Chebankova (2010b, 2),
for instance, sees a “growing rift between the erected institutional structures [of
Russian federalism] and the functioning processes taking place within them.”
Meanwhile, the low supply of sufficiently qualified and trustworthy replace-
ments not only represents the kind of contextual constraint that initially tied the
president’s hands (Turovskii 2010b, 66), but that also may keep the Kremlin
from being able to hold governors accountable for the quality of governance in
their regions {Sharafutdinova 2010b, 673).

As these comments suggest, our theoretical approach focuses on the relative
power resources of different actors pertinent to a governor staying in office or
being replaced. Aithough the research question is when the Russian president
replaces a governor, we are assuming that presidential choices reflect a process
of explicit or tacit (to them) bilateral bargaining and competition between the
Kremlin and each regional governing team. If this assumption is correct, the
pattern of gubernatorial change/retention ought to reflect cross-regional differ-
ences in the factors that affect decisionmaking. In Reisinger’s (Chapter 1) five-
way division of theoretical approaches, our assumptions are strategic, or
resource-oriented. We are not investigating differences among the actors in their
ideologies, personalities or propensity to take a certain kind of action, as a
behavioral approach would. We do not examine the impact of shared cultural
norms. Although formal institutions and the rules that generate them will always
shape the distribution of power resources among actors, we do not examine the
influence of any one formal institution or set of institutions. Indeed, what gives
rise to our research question is the set of rules governing presidential control
over gubernatorial retention and appointment. These rules provide the Russian
president with tremendous power vis-d-vis each governor. However, they are the
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same for each of the bilateral relationships between the Kremlin and a regional
leader. For our purposes, they are not variables nor, therefore, constitute an
explanatory factor in our approach. As we will discuss below, the factors we
examine flow from thinking about the relationship of power resources and the

resulting Kremlin strategy.

Why are the governors replaced when they are?

While previous work provides qualitative and impressionistic accounts of the
considerations driving the gubematorial appointment process in Russia, scholars
have yet to apply methods that allow them to analyze the relative effects of rival
explanations. The exception is Reuter and Robertson (2011), who undertake to
assess the impact of the election motive relative to factors that one might associ-
ate with quality of governance. Yet their logistic regression analysis of annual
data does not allow them to consider why a governor is replaced when he or she
is replaced, a question at the crux of the matter. Although the law now gives the
Russian president the authority to end a governorship at any time, whether to do
so will usually be a sensitive political question. Medvedev’s decision about Mos-
cow’s mayor, Yuri Luzhkov, for example, came afier months of speculation about
whether it would happen. The president’s decision will naturally be influenced by
numerous factors pertaining to the region, the situation in the country as a whole,
the president’s own political standing and, of course, the governor him- or herself.
For insights into the politics of presidential control over gubematorial power, one
must examine the entire pattern in search of those factors that clearly promote or
retard Kremlin action. This pattern comprises not simply whether a governor is
fired or not reappointed in a particular year. It also includes the ongoing mainte-
nance of governors in office. Because the president can oust a governor at any
time, regardless of the incumbent’s stated term length, electing to keep or remove
someone from office is a continuous process. Survival, or event-history, analysis
is the proper technique for examining a pattern of data having this over-time char-
acter (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004; Mills 2011).

Thus, with information on the govemors, the regions and the national situ-
ation, we use event-history analysis to see what factors influence the survival of
a governorship. We examine the pattermn of gubernatorial replacements and non-
replacements, month-by-month, from 2005 through June of 2011. We then
employ multivariate models incorporating factors that: (a) bear on the Kremlin's
desire or lack of desire to replace the incumbent governor; (b) bear on the Krem-
lin's political readiness to make a replacement; and (c) provide important
controls.

Before tuming to the data analysis, we will review the initial expectations we
have about regional characteristics, the incumbent governor’s personal charac-
teristics, his or her political performance from the Kremlin’s perspective and his
or her administrative strengths or weaknesses. The various factors in these cat-
egories ought to, all eise being equal, give the Kremlin incentives for or against
making a replacement.
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Over the six and a half years from which we draw our data, one would expect
the frequency of replacements to increase from the third quarter of 2008 on
wher.l the. global economic crisis began to harm Russia’s economy. As the eco:
nomic pain grew, so did social discontent. Public dissatisfaction with poorly per-
fonpmg governors was rising, and having a regional goveming team that could
maintain social stability was of growing importance, Also, the Kremlin itself
needed to show that it was responding to the economic downturn. Replacin

governors, therefore, had particular value.® y

Regional characteristics

One wquld expect the Kremlin to exhibit more care in making a leadership
change in the more nationally important regions, since a poorly managed change
could cause greater harm than doing nothing. We will measure national impor-
tance with a region’s total population.” The more populous regions, in other
words, should see fewer gubernatorial changes. ’

. One should also expect that the predominantly ethnically non-Russian regions
Vf’l" see fewer leadership changes than those with ethnically Russian popula-
tl'Ol'IS. The former are of extra sensitivity to the Russian leadership, albeit in a
d|ffere.nt sense than are the economically vital regions. Replacing such a gover-
nor.mlght lead 1o public outcry as an attack on the control of the region by that
region’s titular ethnicity, especially when an ethnic Russian is brought in to be
the new governor, The regions with sizable non-Russian populations have the
status of republics or autonomous regions. Within that subset of the regions
though, there are variations in the proportion of the population that is non:
Russian. We will use the percent of ethnically non-Russian residents in a region
rather than variables distinguishing regional status. ¢

Characteristics of the incumbent governor

Several characteristics of the govemor and his or her past experiences will be
relevant. Those who came into office prior to 2005, especially those whose
con}rol of the regional machine is evidenced by strong electoral victories, owe
lhelr_loyalty less exclusively to Putin and his team in the Kremlin than do ,those
appomte.d later. Also, longer-serving governors should have more ways to resist
a Kremlin move against them. Countering these possibilities, however, is the
very fact that the Kremlin will see its own appointees as inherently mor’e trust-
worthy a-nd right-thinking. Moreover, quite a few of the governors who took
ﬂﬂ?ce prior to 2005 actually began serving, like Shaimiev, well before then

going bacfk to the early 1990s or earlier. The very length of their tenure mean;
their age is high and the likelihood of stagnation is also higher. For both of these
Iwo reasons, the pre-2005 group would be more of a target of the Kremlin. Older
governors should be more vulnerable 1o replacement because they may ap;)ear to
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the Kremlin as less dynamic or flexible. However, to the extent that higher age
carries political experience in that region, we expect replacements to be fewer.

The incumbent governor’s administrative record

As the Kremlin examines the merits of retaining or replacing a particular gover-
nor, it must give strong weight to the successful management of the region by
the governor and his or her team. The president and other central leaders would
like all the regions to exhibit social stability, economic growth and the absence
of serious infighting among the elites (Gel'man and Ryzhenkov 2011, 454). The
Kremlin’s interest in replacing a governor, therefore, should rise in response to
such indicators as economic decline, rising crime or worsening health statistics.
Tracking the regions’ economic, social and administrative success is the goal
behind the Kremlin's effort since 2007 to gather systematic data on regional per-
formance (Reuter and Robertson 2011).

The incumbent governor’s political performance

As the observers cited above have noted, the Kremlin expects more from a
region’s leadership than just successful governance of the region. Governors are
also expected to provide effective support for the vertical of power, that is, for
the nationwide strength of the Kremlin’s party, United Russia, and for the regime
more generally. The success of United Russia candidates in both regional and
federal legislative elections is a criterion by which governors are judged. So, too,
of course is the success of Kremlin-backed candidates in the presidential elec-
tions. We therefore expect that, all else being equal, governors of regions in
which the Kremlin's party or candidate fares well electorally will be safer from

replacement.

Patterns of gubernatorial survival, 2005-2011

Our dependent variable is, for each governor, the number of months until he or
she is removed from office. The beginning month is January 2005 for those who
were governing at the time that the new system took effect or, for those
appointed subsequently, their month of appointment. We have collected data
through June 2011, Out of the 155 governorships analyzed, the 83 governors still
in office at the end of June 2011 become “right-censored™ cases. Although their
eventual departure dates are unknown, the survival analyses draw information
from the number of months they were in office through June 2011. We also code
as right-censored three governors who died in office,’ one governor who resigned
for health reasons and died within weeks® and six governors who headed regions
that merged with larger regions since these governors left office for reasons
exogenous to the appointment process.'® The total number of other, not right-
censored, cases is 62.
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Fig}lre 3.1 s!wws a histogram of the number of regions in each three-month
period experiencing a changeover in governor. With regard to our expectation
that replacements would be relatively more frequent from the third quarter of
2008 on, the pattern is indeed higher, although the variability in both periods is
more §triking than the difference between them. Because replacing a governor is
a sensni\.:e political issue with numerous specific considerations that the Kremlin
must weigh, we might have expected to find no discernible trend in the fre-
quency of changeovers. The highest bars in Figure 3.1 (when more than three
.replacqmems occurred) suggest that change has been a particular Kremlin prior-
ity duymg certain periods, The first three quarters of 2010 saw 17 changes, con-
trtbutmg to the higher average rate for the last three years of our data,. The
economic downturn no doubt increased the Kremlin's interest in seeing new
blood among the regional leaders and also weakened the positions of man
incumbents. ¢
We tun:; now to describing the second kind of time pattern in our data: time in
office, which forms the basis of survival analysis. Our initial description here of
fhe overall .trend and our subsequent analyses investigate time in office and what
mﬂuen?es it. Figure 3.2 shows the slope of the survivor function, along with
bands indicating the 95 percent confidence interval. Governors remaining in
office for the entire period from January 2005 through june 2011 have tenures of
78 m::)fnhs, the maximum “survival” length. The probability of survival is | by
definition, at the very start of a governorship. From there, that probability ,can
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Figure 3.1 Gubernatorial changeovers by quarter. 2005 through mid-2011,
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Figure 3.2 Survivor function for gubernatorial tenure, 2005-2011

only decline. Thus, survivor functions slope downward. In other words, longev-
ity in a governorship lowers the odds of continuing in office. Those in office for
less than two years have a 90 percent or more likelihood of continuing in office.
Those in office for over five years have less than a 57 percent likelihood. For
those with the maximum tenure of 78 months, the likelihood is 40 percent.
Among all govemors during this period, their tenure lasts on average 42.8
months (median = 42). In other words, roughly three and a half years.""

One can see from Figure 3.2 that the odds of a governor remaining in office
decline (the slope of the survivor function declines) noticeably from about 32
months through 50 months and then again, more sharply, between 58 and 67
months. For those governors who had been in office in January 2005 and
remained so, Medvedev takes over as Russian president in their 41st month and
the economic crisis begins in their 44th month. To some extent, then, the down-
ward slope from 30-50 months reflects an upsurge of replacements during the
run-up to and the aftermath of the 2007-2008 election cycle. The 50th month is
February 2009, when the govemors of four regions — Orel, Pskov, and Voronezh
Oblasts and the Nenets Autonomous Okrug - were replaced on the same day.
For that same group of governors, their 58th month in office is October 2009 and
their 67th is July 2010. Replacements picked up speed during this period. During
this period 15 govemors are replaced, 14 of whom began their tenure prior to the
appointment period, including such powerhouses as Shaimiev of Tatarstan and
Eduard Rossel of Sverdlovsk. As noted earlier, Turovskii (2010b) depicts this as
a time of greater Kremlin confidence in its ability to successfully replace

pOvernors.
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. The same type of graphs can depict differences in govemors’ survival probabil-
ity .based on different values of key variables. For instance, do the governors in
regions whosF residents are predominantly non-Russian ethnically have higher
ral?s of survival (i.e., lower turnover) because of the greater prospect of social
resistance or political-machine resistance in those regions? To distinguish the two
groups of region§, we use 30 percent of the regional populace being non-Russian
as the -cul-off point. (All regions above 30 percent have a constitutional status of
republic or autonomous okrug.) Figure 3.3 shows the survivor functions for each
group. The-lme for the predominantly Russian regions is higher at every number
of months in office. From 60 months on, it remains substantially higher. In these
charts, a Iov'ver line indicates a lower probability of survival in office. The bivariate
pattem :n Figure 3.3 does not suggest extra resources lay in the hands of the ethnic
regions” governors. They were actually replaced at a higher rate than other gover-
nors. We will examine other patterns in the data before attempting to explain this
W.hat about the difference between governors who assumed office prior to ti;e

appointment era and those appointed from 2005 on? As explained above, one
m|ght. expect turnover to be either lower or higher among those with pre-‘2005
experience. Figure 3.4 shows the survival estimates for the two groups; it indi-
cates lh'at the governors personally selected by Putin or Medvedev ha\'re faced
!ess peril than those who took over the office by their own devices. And the ga
is noteworthy, even in the very early months of their tenure. The Kremlin hal;
cl'early had less patience with them than with those appointed from 2005 on
anu.re 3.4 also illustrates how, by 2010 (60th month in office), the Iongest-'
serving governors were being removed at an accelerated rate, ’
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Figure 3.3 Survivor function for gubernatorial tenure, by ¢thnic composition of region
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As a third iHustration, we examine the governor's political performance. We
measure this based on how the Kremlin’s candidate for president (Putin in 2004
or Medvedev in 2008) fared in a given region in the most recent federal election
prior to the govemnor being replaced. During these elections, politically loyal
governors and their teams worked hard to provide both a high regional voter
turnout and a large share of the votes cast for Putin or Medvedev. To capture
how well the governors did this, we calculate the votes for Putin or Medvedev as
percent of all eligible voters in the region (see also Reisinger and Moraski 2009).
Using all eligible voters as the denominator rather than all those who actually
voted incorporates how successfully tumout was enhanced. The Appendix
explains this indicator in greater detail.

Figure 3.5 shows the survival estimates for two sets of govemors: those heading
regions where the votes for the Kremlin candidate in the presidential election pre-
ceding the end of their tenure fell below 60 percent of all eligible voters versus
those heading regions that delivered 60 percent or above. Sixty percent of all efi-
gible voters is a phenomenally high proportion to tum out and vote for the same
candidate. The average across all the regions is just below 50 percent in both elec-
tions. In 2004, 13 regions exceeded the 60 percent level, and in 2008, 20 did.
Figure 3.5 indicates that governors who had “delivered” very high levels of pro-
Kremlin votes in the most recent presidential elections have a higher survival rate.

Do these bivariate patterns hold up when other variables are factored in?
Answering this requires a multivariate analysis. Events-history techniques permit
the estimation of multivariate models, using partial likeiihood methods such as
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the Cox proportional hazards technique that we employ. We begin by examinin
the results of models that relate only to the Kremlin’s interest in replacing a gov%
emor. We then introduce explanatory variables that indicate a governor’s ability
lo resist being replaced, allowing us to contrast the relative influence of the two
types 9f factors. Although observers of Russian politics have reason to be inter-
ested in whether the lengths of gubernatorial appointments under Presidents
Medvedev and Putin have varied, we have noted that the observation of such an
ef_fect cannot be conciusive since the change in presidential leadership coincided
with the onset of the global economic downturn. Thus, to the extent that one wit-
nesses a different pattern in gubernatorial fates before and after May 2008, one
cannot speak definitively about the precise cause of the variation. It may |:esult
ellhﬁl: frgn-_l different political personalities or different political incentives

Still, it is c!ear that the onset of economic crisis and a new presidency il;itiated
a new Penod in the appointment era and that the prospecis for guberatorial sur-
vival (i.e., staying in office) should differ across the two periods. An intuitive
approach_ for capturing this variation would be to add a dichotomous variable to
the multivariate analysis to distinguish governors who served after April 2008
from thosF who served only under Putin, The problem with such an approach
however, is that it distorts the effects of the new presidency and economic crisis or;
gubemator!al survival because we are interested in the fofaf number of months that
alf of Russia’s appointed governors have survived rather than how long a subset of
govemors — those in office during the Medvedev presidency and the economic
crisis — have survived. A few specific examples illustrate the difference.
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For the period under investigation, Governors Malakhov (from Sakhalin), Pota-
penko (Nenets) and Yevkurov (Ingushetia) served 31, 32 and 33 months, respec-
tively. However, Malakhov’s tenure was all during the Putin era — that is, he lasted
for 31 months under Putin. Potapenko, on the other hand, survived 23 months under
Putin, but lasted only nine months under Medvedev. Meanwhile, Yevkurov’s entire
tenure so far has been under Medvedev. A dummy variable distinguishing gover-
nors serving only under Putin from those serving under Medvedev could capture
the contextual differences between when Malakhov and Yevkurov were in office.
However, it would fail to adequately distinguish Potapenko’s experience from
Yevkurov’s since both served, partially or entirely, under Medvedev and during the
economic crisis. Worse yet, the dummy variable would take on undue explanatory
power. By definition, it distinguishes Putin-appoinied governors who failed to
survive into the Medvedev era not only from Medvedev’s appointees but also from
Putin-appointed governors whose tenures continue beyond Putin’s presidency. As a
result, the variable gives Putin full credit for the governors he fired but no credit for
those who “survived” him. Even worse, our focus on total time in office means that
the Putin-era tenures of these governors are carried over into the Medvedev era,
thus inflating the survival rates of Medvedev-era govemors. Returning to our exam-
ples, although Potapenko survived longer under Putin than Medvedev, the dummy

would treat Potapenko as a Medvedev survivor with 32 months in office, crediting
Medvedev not only with Potapenko’s nine months during his presidency but also
with the 23 months Potapenko served under Putin!

Although future research may wish 1o examine the survival rates of govemors
from May 2008 on, we prefer to focus on all appointees since the beginning of
the appointment era. Of course, we still need to distinguish between the faie of
governors under President Putin and under President Medvedev. We just wish to
do so without adding a biased explanatory variable to our multivariate model.
Fortunately, survival analysis permits just such an option.

In a right-censored Cox proportional-hazard mode), the lefi-hand side is the
survival object and is created by a survival function that considers the length of
time 1o the event in question with an observed event receiving the value of | and
a censored observation receiving 0 (Fox 2002, 3). In our analysis, time is the
total number of months in office until the governor is fired (1) or right-censored
(0). The right-side of the equation of a Cox proportional hazard is the same as
that of a linear model. Survival analysis also provides the option of adding a
cluster function to this side of the equation. The ciuster function allows one to
capture a naturai or artificial clustering of subjects that could likely result in non-

independent observations, such as mice from the same litter (Gharibvand and
Liu 2009, 1). Our multivariate analysis, then, uses a cluster that separates the
governors into two categories: governors who were removed or right-censored
under Putin and governors who were removed or right-censored under
Medvedev. Doing so allows us to estimate the effects of the covariates that inter-
est us while controlling for dependence among these observations.

Table 3.1 presents our multivariate analysis, which includes three reduced
models and one full model. The three reduced models allow us to centinue our

Full model

Reduced model 3
Exp (coef)

Redced model 2

Reduced model |

Table 3.1 Cox estimations clustering governors based on the president(s) they served

Robusi s.e.

Exp (coef)

Robust s.e.

Exp fcoef) Robust s.e.

Robust s.e.

Exp (coef)

Regional characteristics

Population

8.99E-01**+

1.66E-02

9.23E-Q1**+

1.95E-03

(standardized)
Percent non-Russian

9.80E-01*

2.62E-03

1.01Q%»

8.97E-03

Crime rate change

Performance

8.24E-02
5.47E-03
1.73E-02
4.47E-03

1.042
9.90E-01"
9.81E-01
9.49E-01 %+

2.88E-02
8.90E-02
1.21E-02
2.80E-03

9.31E-Q1*»

1.005*

1.008
0.935

Life expectancy change
ita change
Recent presidential POE

GRP per cap

2.13E-03
8.70E-03
1.36E-04

1.006+*
1.010
L.OOI*#+
149

173
0.04
18.82
0.03

1.01E-03
1.41E-02

1.005%*+
1.001
155

5.23
0.07
5.46
0.07

153

119
0.88
0.87

150

5.02
0.08
5.62
0.06

POE

Prior tenure (months)

Govemor's age
Score (logrank) test

p=

Likelihood ratio test
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N
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Notes
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step-by-step assessment of the effects of regional characteristics, gubernatorial per-
formance and the governors’ ability to resist replacement on the govemnors’ sur-
vival rates. For each model, we present, in separate columns, the exponentiated
coefficients and robust standard errors for each independent variable. The expo-
nentiated coefficient, or hazard ratio, represents the multiplicative effecis on the
hazard. It is the central statistic when interpreting the Cox model (Mills 2011, 94).
Estimated hazard ratios greater than | are associated with an increased hazard of
having the event (i.e., gubernatorial replacement). Estimated hazards less than 1
indicate a decreased hazard. Hazard ratios of 1 indicate no association between the
covariate and hazard. Alongside the hazard ratios, we indicate its significance level
for two-tailed tests. The final four rows of Table 3.1 present two common
goodness-of-fit estimates for Cox proportional hazard models - the likelihood ratio
test and the score (logrank) test — as well as their significance levels.

As the first equation in Table 3.1 suggests, the standardized population size of a
region has a significant effect on gubernatorial survival. The hazard ratio is appre-
ciably lower than 1.0 and is statistically significant at the .001 level. Using the
exponentiated coefficient (eb) and the formula of (eb-1)*100 (Mills 2011, 95), we
learn that, holding other factors constant, one unit increase in the standardized
population size results in an almost 8 percent decrease in the hazard: (.923-1)*100
= -7.7. The percentage of non-Russians in a region also proves statistically signi-
ficant in this reduced model, reaching the .001 level. According to the exponenti-
ated coefficient, a one percent increase in the percentage of non-Russians results in
a one percent increase in the hazard, other factors held constant. The first reduced
model, then, confirms the bivariate patiern presented in Figure 3.3,

The second reduced model in Table 3.1 presents the results when only guber-
natorial performance variables are included in the model. At this point we
present these equations separately, rather than in an additive fashion, due to high
collinearity between the percentage of non-Russians in a region and the percent-
age of eligible voters from a region tallied as supporting the Kremlin-backed
candidate in the most recent presidential election: the Pearson correlation
between the two is 0,771 (significant at the .001 level). Since we are greatly
interested in how electoral performance (i.e., producing electoral support for the
Kremlin) affects gubernatorial survival, it seems best to start with a model that
directly taps that dynamic and that would cut closest to home for the Kremlin,
presidential elections."

To capture the governors’ administrative performance, we calculate the
percent change in several measures of regional standard of living from 2004
until the year in which the govemor is dismissed, when possible. We use the
change between 2008 and 2009 for cases serving in 2009 and after. Because the
data are annual, we use the previous full year’s number as the numerator, if the
governor's departure occurs prior to July 1, and the year of the departure, if it
occurs in the second half of the year. The numbers are indicators of public per-
ceptions of the quality of life declining, and this calculation reflects our desire to
capture that. We use three indicators of quality of life change: overall crime rate,
life expectancy and gross regional product per capita (GRP)." We expect annual

oA
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increases in the crime rate to increase the hazard of replacement, and increases
in life expectancy and gross regional product per capita to lower the hazard.

Our second reduced model provides some support for the expectation that a
govemorjs performance in office influences his or her survival. Although neither
c-han-ges in the relative crime rate or relative life expectancy prove statistically
significant in this model, both changes in GRP per capita relative to the national
average rate of change and demonstrations of support for the Kremlin’s candidate
in the most recent presidential election are significant at the .001 level and 10
!evel, respectively. GRP per capita functions as expected. A one percentage point
improvement above the national average lowers the hazard of removal by 6.9
percent [(.931-1)*100=-6.9]. Notice, however, that a | percent jump in th.e
number of eligible voters supporting the Kremlin's presidential candidate yields
0:5 percent increase in the hazard. While one might expect this outcome given the
high correlation between this variable and the percentage of non-Russians, the
result defies expectations drawn from the literature. It suggests that governors ;"rom
more deferential regions are more ar risk than those where the Kremlin’s candidate
enjoyed less support. We retum to this issue when discussing the full model.

:l'he third reduced model estimates the ability of more ensconced govemors (o

resist replat:.ement. As previously discussed, goverors who served prior to 2005
dld-SO by w!nning a popular election, which suggests that they possessed their own
bas[s of !egttimacy (cither among the population, among regional elites, or both)
While this autonomous source of power may be sufficient cause for re;noval we-
also assert that the longer the tenure (i.e., lasting not only into Yeltsin’s presid;ncy
but for some predating the official collapse of the Soviet Union) could further moti-
vate the Kremlin to instill new blood in the region as a way to avoid, if not over-
come, stagnation. While age and prior tenure are certainly correlated (Pearson
r= O.SIZ), we include age of the governor in the model because those serving in
office prior to the appointment era were not necessarily so old as to justify removal
on the bfisis of age-related factors. Including age in the maodel, then, aliows us to
d|f!"erenttale more carefully among the governors and to attain a more accurate
estimate of the impact of prior tenure. Still, as Table 3.1 illustrates, age fails to influ-
ence, at a statistically significant level, gubernatorial survival independent of prior
tenure. As expected, prior tenure has a strong and statistically significant impact on
remqval. For every month a governor held office prior to January 2005, the hazard
rate increases by 0.5 percent, and this effect is significant at the .001 Ieve:l.
‘ The- ﬁn'al equation in Table 3.1 presents the full model. Simultaneously
including indicators for the regional characteristics, gubemnatorial performance
and the cjegree to which governors are ensconced in their regions produces a
model with the best goodness-of-fit measures so far. Both the likelihood ratio
test anc_l the score (logrank) test attain significance at the .05 level.

BESId.ES including all of the variables examined previously, the full model
adds an uyteractiorf u?rm: the percent of the region’s residents who are ethnically
:ztn-clli¥55|an multlp!led by. the percent of the region’s eligible voters having
voted for the K.remlm cand:c?ate in the most recent presidential election. Includ-
Ing the interaction term and its components in the model allows us to determine
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whether a synergistic relationship might exist between the pel_'centage of nFn-
Russians from a region and the level of support from the region for Krem |In-
backed presidential candidates. Remember, our expectations x}rere that the Kremlin
would move more cautiously in regions with more non-Russu3ns and would more
likely reward governors overseeing high levels of prP-Kre'.mIm electoral support.
While the reduced models depict the opposite relationships, based_ on pre\-fwusl
research on the spatial dynamics of regional deference to the Kremlin in l’iauona
elections (Reisinger and Moraski 2010), we know t'hal many ?f Russia ns]; rgost
electorally deferential regions have been ethnic I‘epl:lbh(:? Iocafed in the No : a:;
casus, a region which has faced violence and social disruptions not experienc
elsewhere in Russia. With this in mind, we suspect tha‘t th.ese regions are driving
the results in the reduced models. Figure 3.6 supports this view. .
This figure shows that the governors in the North Caucasus regions were at sig-
nificantly greater risk of being fired than govemors elsr..awhere dunr!g almo.r: ;\'r;ry
period of gubematorial tenure. The dashed line shovymg the survival probabi ity
for North Caucasus governors is clearly and, for ceru-am !engt}!s of tenure, dramaltll;
cally lower than both of the other lines. The dashed line is horlzontzfl from the 4!3
month on because none in the region lasted more than four years in ofﬁc'e during
the appointment period. For regions outside ll]e Nort.h Ca.ucasus, the {hi}']fer:r;:
between predominantly Russian and non-Russian regions I small unti the 6
month. With this information at our disposal, then, we.mcluded the interaction
term in the full model as a way to capture the relationship betwefen these regions
and the Kremlin, while the components of the interaction term estimate the effects
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Figure 3.6 Survivor function for gubernatorial tenure, by regional location and cthnic
composition.
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of non-Russian ethnicity and electoral deference once the Kremlin's relationship
with highly deferential and highly non-Russian regions is controlled for.

The results of the full model appear to justify the inclusion of the interaction
term. its hazard ratio is statistically significant with governors from regions pro-
ducing highly deferential election results and with higher percentages of non-
Russians more likely to be removed from office. Interpreting the fixed effects for
the interaction term is less straightforward than for the other variables in the
analysis. With all other covariates held constant, the product of a | percent
increase in the percentage of eligible voters for the Kremlin-backed candidate
and a | percent increase in the percentage of non-Russians yields a 0.1 percent
[(1.001 - 1)*100] increase in the likelihood of gubernatorial removal. While the
increase initially may seem trivial, since increases in the components of the
interaction effect have a multiplicative effect on the term itself, they also have a
multiplicative effect on the hazard ratio. In this case, the function for converting
the interaction effect into the hazard ratio involves multiplying the product of the
two components’ increases by a factor of ten [x*(.01)*(.01)=.001 where x= 10].
So, for example, a 10 percent increase in both components should yield a 10
percent increase in the hazard [10*(.1){.1)=.1].

Once we control for the interactive effect between highly deferential and highly
non-Russian regions, the results conform to our original expectations. A 1 percent
increase in the number of non-Russians in a region significantly lowers the hazard
of removal, doing so by 2 percent [(.980-1)*100]. Meanwhile, a | percent increase
in the percentage of eligible voters going toward the Kremlin’s presidential candi-
date lowers the hazard by 5.1 percent [(.949~1)*100]. In the full model, greater
population size continues to significantly lower the hazard. Annual change in GRP
per capita, however, is insignificant in the full model, although it had proven
powerful in the reduced model. In its place, improvements in life expectancy
become statistically significant, but only at the .10 level. Ultimately, then, adminis-
trative performance, even the economic component, does not appear to have been
a determining factor in the removal of incumbent govemors. Prior tenure, on the
other hand, continues to be determinative. As in the reduced model, every month a
governor held office prior to January 2005 increases the hazard by a little more
than 0.5 percent, and the effect is significant at the .01 level.

Despite the collinearity between non-Russian ethnicity and our measure of
electoral deference, we believe that using the interaction term alongside its com-
ponents is a reasonable approach for assessing the influences of regional ethni-
city and electoral performance on gubernatorial survival in the appointment era.
All three variables — the interaction term and its components — have statistically
significant coefficients and signs in the expected directions. Still, another way to
learn about the effect of electoral performance and gubernatorial survival, while
controlling for the percentage of non-Russians from a region, is to use a measure
of electoral performance that is not as highly correlated with the percentage of
non-Russians. One specific option s to use the percentage of eligible voters sup-
porting the party of power, United Russia, in the most recent national legislative
elections. Of course, the two variables are still related, but the relationship is not
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as strong: the Pearson correlation between non-Russian ethnicity and support for

United Russia is 0.649 (significant at the .00} level).

Table 3.2 presents the results of an alternate reduced performance model and
two alternative full models where the pro-United Russia percentage of eligible
voters in legislative elections replaces the percentage supporting the Kremlin’s
candidate in presidential elections. Given the failure of the regional percentage
of eligible voters for United Russia to attain significance in the new reduced
model, we present a specification of the full model with an interaction term and
one without it,

As the likelihood ratio and score (logrank) tests reveal, using the percentage
of eligible voters supporting United Russia in recent national legislative election
produces better fitting models than using the percentage of eligible voters sup-
porting the Kremlin’s presidential candidate. Even though the electoral perform-
ance variable based on United Russia fails to attain significance in the reduced
performance model in Table 3.2, the goodness-of-fit estimates are significant at
about the .10 level for a two-tailed test. These same estimates are nowhere close
to significant in Table 3.1 for the performance-only model. It is also notable that
in this estimation, improvements in relative life expectancy significantly reduce
the likelihood of removal: a I percent improvement in life expectancy relative to
the national average yields a 24.9 percent drop in the hazard.

The second equation in Table 3.2 represents our first altemnative estimation of

the full model. This version uses the percentage of eligible voters supporting
United Russia in the most recent national legislative election and the percentage
of non-Russians in the regions without an interaction between them. Not only do
the goodness-of-fit estimates emerge as extremely significant, but many of the
explanatory variables behave as expected. Once again, governors in regions with
improvements in life expectancy rates experience significantly lower hazard
rates. Also as expected, governors in regions with higher electoral support for
United Russia in the most recent national election enjoy lower hazards. Although
the relationship is significant only at the .10 level for a two-tailed test, a one-
point increase in the percentage of eligible voters backing United Russia reduces
the hazard of removal by 6 percent. Meanwhile, governors with longer prior
tenures continue to experience higher hazard rates, as do governors of regions
with larger non-Russian percentages, Given the reversal of the latter relationship
in the full mode! presented in Table 3.1, our final model tests for the possibility
of an interaction effect between highly non-Russian and highly deferential
regions,

The final model in Tabie 3.2 not only performs better than any previous
model, it also supports the finding from Table 3.1 that govemnors of largely non-
Russian and highly deferential regions are at greater risk than govemors where
only one of these characteristics is at play. Again, since our previous work has
shown that Russia’s more electorally deferential regions are in the North Cauca-
sus, one could interpret this finding as indicating that the Kremlin has used
gubematorial appointments to assert its control over this traditionally trouble-
Some territory. Finally, it is important to note that while both prior tenure and
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age appear to increase the hazard of removal, it is age rather than prior tenure
that proves statistically significant in this last estimation. A one-year increase in
a govemor’s age is associated with a 2.2 percent increase in the hazard.

Conclusion

Why are the governors replaced when they are? We have tackled this question
using data on all governors of Russian regions who were in office during the
period from January 2005 through June 2011. Using statistical techniques known
as survival or event-history analysis, we examined the tenures of those who left
the governorship during this period as well as those for whom we do not know
when their tenure will end, because they remain in office at the end of the period
we study. Although the Russian president changes from Putin to Medvedev
during this periad, the two are closely allied and represent a single presidential
administration. Thus, the patterns we find over the six and a half years shed light
on the Kremlin’s strategies and its relations with regional leaders.

We find that when governors are replaced stems from a combination of
factors: the region’s size and ethnic composition, the governor’s age and aspects
of the governor’s administrative and political performance. Advancing age
makes replacement more likely. Governors of populous regions face a lower
hazard of being replaced, ceteris paribus, as do governors of regions with higher
proportions of ethnically non-Russian residents. Regions experiencing relatively
good performance in terms of life expectancy and economic growth give their
governors a degree of protection from removal. Governors able to provide the
Kremlin with strong support for the ruling party in federal legislative elections
also face a reduced hazard of losing office.

These findings provide support for an image of Russia’s gubernatorial
replacement process as a political process. Federal law gives the Russian pres-
ident the upper hand but not political carte blanche. Power plays and some form
of bargaining must underlie these pattems, with some govemors finding them-
selves closer to the enviable position of Shaimiev while others receive some

version of Kolesov's treatment.

Appendix 3.1: Data sources and variable construction

Our information on the names and tenures of the regional leaders comes from
Rulers.org (2011), modified and augmented by media reports from a variety of
sources. The governors’ birthdates are taken, when possible, from the official
website of the govemor or the regional executive branch, augmented as necessary
from other sources. Data on regional population size, gross regional product, crime
rates and life expectancy all come from Regiony Rossii (Russian Federal State
Statistics Agency various years). Data on the ethnic make-up of the regions come
from the 2002 census (Russian Federal State Statistics Agency 2005).

Our measure of the governor’s political performance is based on federal elec-
tion results. We calculate the votes received by the Kremlin’s candidate or party
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as a percentage of the total eligible voters in that region. Data i i
Zn: :mmber o; eligible voters come from Golosov %2008&). T:: rlsrgelg;?rll’:o(:::f
idates were Putin in 2004 and Me i - i
s e P 004 and. dvedev in 2008. The pro-Kremlin party was
Using the percent of all eligible voters is a way to incorporate both high vote
totals and !1igh levels of turnout. Regions that produced high tumout were doing
the l'(remlln a favor both because some of Russia’s federal elections required
certain turnout levels to be valid and to enhance the legitimacy of a victory. From
2003—2008: achieving high levels of turnout was a stated aim of the Krem'lin In
some elections in the 2000s, quite a few regions produced turnout above‘so
pe'rcent a'nd, among those voters, pro-Kremlin totals also above 80 percent. [ngush-
etia, for instance, reported 98 percent voting for Putin in 2004 with 96 percent of
the rfepublnc‘s eligible voters tuming out. Clearly, totals of this sort cannot reflect
public choice, whatever the level of Putin’s popularity. By contrast, take Orenbur,
Oblast. Its turnout of 62 percent was at the median for the regions. It gave Putin 55
percent c.)f the votes, a dominant victory in most settings but well below the mean
Calcula‘tmg the votes for the Kremlin candidate or party as a percent of all eligiblé
voters in t!me region is an arithmetically simple way to allow both voting and
turnout to influence the region’s score. Ingushetia’s score on the measure of pro-
K‘refnlm voles as a percent of all eligible voters in that election was 94.4. OFf all
ellglble volers in Orenburg, by contrast, Putin received 37 percent. For all the
regions in 2004, pro-Putin voles as a percent of eligible voters ranged from 30.5
percent tt{ ingushetia’s 94.4 percent, The mean was 47.8, and the median 42§
(The median is much lower because a few regions have very high scores.) -
0_ur measures of the pro-Kremlin percent of eligible voters, calculated from
pub.llshed election results, correlate well with experts” ratings of the different
regions’ degree or absence of democracy. The Camegie Moscow Center gath-
ereq both quantitative measures and expert evaluations of each region’s demo-
cratic characteristics on numerous dimensions (Petrov and Titkov 2008). The
percentage of eligible voters is strongly correlated in the expected direction' with
all three Carnegie measures in every election from 2003 to 2008.
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Notes

I Following large-scale protests against fraud in the December 201 1 legislati
X !;_Er;;: l!u: Kﬂryn‘:l}n announced that gut_)cmaloria] clections would be broiijlsl:al::::‘;c.dw
o m 13 ice in !anugry 2005_ copunucd in office until the end of their term, when
‘Ly nuf.dsd a presidential nomination to be reappointed. They also had the o iion of
requesting an expression of confidence from President Putin prior to their lemI: expir:
ing. Those who sought and reccived it began a new four-year term immediately. P
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cther the means of dismissals are correlated

3 Future research may wish to consider wh
for example, distinguishes between “gentle”

with their timing. Turovskii (2010b, 61),
and “harsh” procedures for removing a governor.

4 Information on the sources of all our data is in the Appendix.

5 On such bargaining in the Yeltsin period, see Solnick 1996: Filippov and Shvetsova
1999: Treisman 1999; Alexseev 2001; Soderlund 2003.

6 The onset of the cconomic crisis falls too close in time to the start of the Medvedev
presidency to be able to treat his tenure in office as a time-related factor. Medvedev
began his presidency in early May of 2008, and only a few months later the economic

downturn began. Although we derive our expectation of more frequent replacements

over the last three years from the country’s cconomic problems, Medvedev occupying

the presidency might also be relevant. We cannot, though, disentangle the two.

7 A dilTerent way of measuring regional importance lo the Kremlin would stress contri-
bution to the national cconomy. Regions’ population sizes arc highly correlated with
their gross regional preduct (Kendall’s tau-b=.62). We opt to employ population
because a few resource-rich regions such as Khanti-Mansiisk rank very high in gross
regional product despite their small population size. Other than their resources. there
is little to suggest that such regions arc of high importance (o the national leadership.

8 The three governors who died in office are Mikhai! Yevdokimov of Alai Krai, Viktor
Shershunov of Kostroma and Igor Yesipovsky of Irkutsk.

9 Valerii Kokov of Kabardino-Balkaria.

10 These govemors are Gennady Savel’yev (Komi
Oleg Budargin, (Taimyr). Valery Maleyev (
Buryat) and Oleg Kozhemyako (Koryak).

11 This neglects a governor's time in office prior o the appointment era. The hazard of
being fired by the president only begins in 2005, and that is what we seek to explain.

We do. however, use length of time in office prior to 2005 as an explanatory variable
below.

12 We also have data on the percentage of eligible volers in a region tallicd as supporting
United Russia in the most recent national legislative election preceding each gover-
nor's dismissal (or June 201 1). The results of the analysis with that variable are pre-
sented in Table 3.2,

I3 For cases where data are missing for the governor’s last year in office. we use data

from the most recent year available during the governor's tenure.

-Permyak), Boris Zolotarey {Evensk).
Ust-Orda). Bair Zhamsuyev (Agin-

4 Why do political systems become
party systems?

Addressing a cross-national puzzle
through subnational survey data

Henry E. Hale and Timothy J. Colton

Th.ere is a ma§si}ve literature — and a whole section of the American Political
Science A'Lssouatmn — devoted to the study of political party systems. It explai
w‘h.y parties and systems of parties take different forms under dit:f'erentpcons
dittons anc! explores the implications for everything from economic perform ”
to the quz'lllty of representation. This literature tends to concur that party s sfenn:e
are very important, both for the working of democracy and the stability o)fr' aut i
cracy (Schatl§chneider 1942; Huntington 1968; Geddes 1999). Yet the fundg:
mental qt‘lestlon of why we have party systems at all is rarely posed. |
democractes., the existence of some kind of party system is usuall laken‘ fi ;
gra_nted. while in autocracies, research has focused mostly on they ffe of
rulmg parties on regime stability.' etieets of
Mtcro-level research utilizing subnational variation has much to offer i
answering the “why parties” macro-question. We illustrate here how this is ll::
case through a focused comparison of survey results targeting district-level
parh:.imentary contests in two Russian regions during 2003, the last year such
?Iecno;s were held in t!1at f:ountry. We take advantage of Russia’s emergence
I'::l-t F;I'Sowet Ul’l‘lOIl 5 smg]e-party rule and an electoral landscape pitting
party-a m'ted candidates against nonparty candidates as well as against one
another, ThIS affords the rare opportunity to compare how partisan and nonparti
san cfa.ndldates connect with the electorate during a crucial period of rep im|-
transition when it was not yet clear whether or how parties would ultirnguale
dqmmate the emerging system. This comparison further allows us to test thy
;}ﬂejg:ead[assumdggon that the reason party systems emerge is that parties betlei
n voters to candidates for office. By comparing results across regions, we ¢
ga:n If::\«;erage on tha_: generality of the findings while holding c%nsta'm othz:a:
po ?ntl? ly conf‘oundmg_ factors. We conclude that nonpartisan candidates were
::; ::: 13:) ?Iapab:]e of doing _what partisan candidates could, but that parties do
opear o Zv:isaelpild candidates do some things slightly better, supporting the
o systerl:, § n advantage can explain why political systems so often become




