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Abstract. The purpose of the present paper is to provide a brief overview of how the Kazakhstani party system has
changed in the course of the past two decades and of how important these changes have been. The key claim of the
article is that the reduction of the fragmentation of the parliamentary party system was instrumental in creating the
conditions for the preservation of the Kazakhstani constitutional order. To support this claim, which echoes the findings
of a substantive research tradition, | will show that improvements in the political stability of the Republic of Kazakhstan
has gone hand in hand with a marked reduction in the level of party system fragmentation.
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AxpaTtna. Ocbl KyXaTTblH MakcaTbl - COHFbl €Ki OHXbINAbIKTA Ka3akCTaHAbIK NapTUANbIK XXYNEHIH Kanan esrepreHiHe
XoHe Oyn esrepicTepdiH KaHLWanbIKTbl MaHbI3abl OonFaHbiHA Kbickalla wwony xacay. MakanaHblH Heriari TyKbIpbIiMbl
KazakcTaHHbIH KOHCTUTYUMANbIK KypbinbICbIH CakTay YLiH >XaFdal xacayga napnaMeHTTiK NapTUSMbIK KYWEHIH,
GenLuekTeHyiHiH asalobl MaHbI34bl pen atkapfaHbl 60nbin Tabbinagsl. TepeH, 3epTTey ABCTYPiHIH TYXKblpbiMAAPbIMEH
yHOeceTiH Oyn TyXblpbiMAbl Kongay ywiH aBtop KasakctaH PecnybnvkacbiHoarbl casicy TYPaKTbIbIKTbIH Xakcapybl
NapTUANbIK XYAEHIH dparMeHTaumnsa AeHreniHiv anTapnblkTan TemeHaeyimeH Bipre xypin xaTkaHblH kepceTegi.

Tywnin ce3pep: TypakTbinbik, KasakctaH, napTuanbik xyrne, dparmeHTaums, dpakumanay.

JEL koaTap: H83

AHHOTaums. Llenb HacTosLero JOKyMeHTa - AaTb KpaTkuii 0630p TOro, Kak M3mMeHunach kasaxcraHckasi napTunHas
cucTema 3a nocrnefHve ABa OeCATUNETUS U HACKOMNbKO BaXKHbIMW Obinu 3TV M3MeHeHus. KnioueBoe yTBepxaeHune
cTaTby 3aKNOYaeTcs B TOM, YTO YMeHbLUeHne dparMeHTaumm napnaMmeHTCKon NapTUMHON CUCTEMBI CbIrpano BaXHYo
ponb B CO3[4aHUM YCNOBWW ANA COXPaHEeHWs! KOHCTUTYLMOHHOro cTposi KasaxctaHna. YToObl mogaepxatb 3TO
yTBEPXAEHUE, KOTOPOE MepeknuMKkaeTcs C BbIBOAAMW OCHOBATENbHOW WCCNefoBaTenbCKON Tpaguumu, asTop
nokasbiBaeT, YTO ynyylleHne nonuTuyeckon crabunbHocTn B PecnyGnuke KasaxctaH vaeT BMecTe C 3aMeTHbIM
CHWXEHNEM YpPOBHSA hparMeHTaunmn napTUNHON CUCTEMBI.

KnioueBble cnoBa: ctabunbHoCTb, KazaxcTaH, napTuinHas cuctema, parmeHTaums, pakumMoHMpoBaHme.

JEL koabI: H83

Introduction that there are two clearly identifiable phases

In addition to discussing the main in the historical development of the
themes that can be identified in the parliamentary party system in Kazakhstan—
comparative study of party systems, | will a first phase in which the fragmentation of the
argue that in Kazakhstan the presidential party system declined, followed by a second
and the legislative elections have created phase in which the fragmentation of the party
two parallel party system. The party system system has increased.
emerging from the presidential elections has In addition to discussing the trends in
been characterized by the presence of a the level of fragmentation, measured in terms
single relevant party (since only one party of Rae’s index of fractionalization and the
was able to win the Presidency), while the Effective Number of Parties (ENP), | will also
parliamentary party system in its historical attempt to explain why the transformation of
development went from experiencing high the parliamentary party system and the
levels of fragmentation in the mid- and late reduction in the level of fragmentation has
1990s to having lower fragmentation and a been so important for Kazakhstan. In the
single relevant party. The analysis of the comparative  party  politics literature
parliamentary party systems also reveals (Mainwaring, 1993; Stepan and Skach,
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1993; Przeworski et al, 1996) the
fragmentation of the party system is known

to destabilize the constitutional order in
countries with a presidential form of
government. The constitutional order in
countries with a presidential form of

government does not last as long as it does
in countries with a parliamentary form of
government. But, more importantly for the
purposes of the present paper, the
constitutional order lasts even less in
presidential systems in which the party
system is (highly) fragmented. The
implications of this body of research for the
Kazakhstani case are clear: the reduction of
the fragmentation of the parliamentary party
system was then instrumental in creating the
conditions for the preservation of the
Kazakhstani constitutional order. To support
this claim, which echoes the findings of a
substantive research tradition, | will show
that improvements in the political stability of
the Republic of Kazakhstan has gone hand
in hand with a marked reduction in the level
of party system fragmentation.

While reducing the fragmentation was
probably a necessity and produced some
positive results (political stability), it also
came at the cost of lower accountability.

In the conclusive section | will draw, as
is customary, some tentative conclusions. In
doing so, | will suggest that the real challenge
for Kazakhstani policy makers is to find the
optimal level of fragmentation—a level that
secures accountability without compromising
other dimensions of good governance.

Literature Review

The literature on party systems is one
of the most developed bodies of research in
political science. This line of research has
focused on what are party systems, on why
there are cross-national differences in the
party system format, on the way in which
party systems can be categorized, on how
party system attributes can be best assessed
and measured, and, needless to say on the
consequences or rather the political
implications of the party system attributes.

Sartori, in his Parties and Patty
Systems (Sartori, 1976) defined a party
system as the system that results from the
pattern of inter-party competition and
suggested that in such a system a party is a
function of every other party in the system in
the sense it reacts competitively or otherwise
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to the presence/existence of these other
parties.

Sartori (1976) also made clear that a
party system is a stable pattern of inter-party
competition. Those countries in which the
pattern of inter-party competition is highly
unstable, that is when it changes nearly in
each and every election, were defined by
Sartori as ‘fluid polities’. And, Sartori added,
the patterns of inter-party competition in
these fluid polities could not be regarded as
party system proper because they did not
display the stability, the durability, that is
instead associated with the structured
patterns of inter-party competition that is
instead associated with the proper party
systems.

Sartori (1976) also added that the best
indication of whether a party system is
structured or not was provided by the
presence or absence of mass parties of
social integration (or simply mass parties).
The patterns of inter-party competition in
countries where there are mass parties are
structured and the patterns of inter-party
competition where mass parties do not exist
are fluid. Mass parties were not simply
providing an indication of the structuring of
the party system but were actually structuring
the party system itself.

Having observed that within the family
of structured party system there were several
‘types’ (one party system, hegemonic party
system, predominant party system, two-party
system, moderate pluralism, polarized
pluralism) Sartori noted that the differences
between these types reflected differences in
what Lipset and Rokkan (1967) had defined
as ‘the cleavage structure’.

In the 1950s Duverger (1959) had
argued that party systems were the result of
history and institutions or, more specifically,
of history and electoral systems. Building on
Duverger’s intuition Lipset and Rokkan
(1967) explored the historical determinants
of a party system format. Specifically Lipset
and Rokkan (1967) suggested that countries,
in their historical development, experience at
various critical junctures a series of
revolutions, that these revolutions segment
or divide a society and that the format of a
party system reflects the number of
cleavages that are politically salient or
divisive when universal suffrage or voting
rights are granted to the population. A two
party system can be found in countries in
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which only one cleavage is salient when
universal suffrage is granted while more
fragmented party systems are found in
countries where a higher number of
cleavages was salient when universal
suffrage was granted. Taagepera and
Grofman (1985) expressed the relationship
between number of parties and number of
cleavages (or issues) in a mathematical form
and suggested that the number of parties
equals the number of cleavages plus one or,
conversely, that the number of cleavages
equals the number of parties minus one.

Political scientists disagreed as to how
party systems could be best understood. In
this respect, and at the risk of gross
oversimplification, two schools of thought
emerged. On the one hand a group of
scholars (Duverger, Sartori) believed that a
gualitative categorization of party system
represented the best way to understand
them while a second group of scholar
attempted, on the other hand, to quantify the
relevant characteristics of party systems.
The two best known and most widely used
metrics to capture the relevant features or
the attributes of a party system are
represented by Rae’s index of
fractionalization (Rae, 1967) and by Laakso
and Taagepera’s Effective Number of Parties
(Laakso and Taagepera, 1979).

ENP = —

1-F
Where ENP is the Effective Number of
parties and F is Rae’s index of
Fractionalization, which can be estimated

with the formula

F=l-——5 filf; -)

n(n-1)

The interest in the party system
attributes, that is in the fragmentation
(captured both by the effective number of
parties or by Rae’s index of fractionalization)
was due to the fact that from the late 19"
century onward political scientists had
understood that the properties or attributes of
party system had a considerable impact on
the functioning and the performance of the
political system. From Lowell (1896) to
Taylor and Herman (1971), political
scientists understood that the fragmentation
of the party system had a destabilizing effect
and reduced the duration/durability of
governments, while Pelizzo and Cooper
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(2001) showed that the stability of
legislatures was inversely related to the
fragmentation of the party system.
Fragmentation was shown to be detrimental
not only for the stability but also for the
effectiveness of governments. From Lowell
(1896) to Sartori (1976) to Tsebelis (2002), a
large body of research has shown that the
performance of governments is negatively
affected and/or compromised by the
fragmentation of the party system. Tsebelis,

for instance, has shown that as
fragmentation increases the production of
high quality legislation declines, the
production of low quality legislation

increases, and the fiscal deficit increases.
Worse, several studies showed that
precisely because the fragmentation of the
party system prevents government from
adequately performing their tasks and from
being effective, it can eventually lead to inter-
institutional conflict and the breakdown of the
constitutional order. While the breakdown of
the constitutional order can occur both under
parliamentary and presidential form of
government, the work of Stepan and Skach
(21993), Mainwaring (1993) and Przeworski,
Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi (1996) made
clear that the fragmentation of the party
system and, more specifically, the hyper-
fragmentation of the party system lead to a
breakdown of the constitutional order as
presidential system become dysfunctional
when there are too many parties in the
legislative branch.

The Kazakhstani case

What | have said so far has some
relevant implications for the Kazakhstani
case. The Kazakhstani party system can be
viewed as the result of both Presidential and
Legislative elections. In the Presidential
elections held in the 1999-2015 period, the
candidate of the Nur Otan party, the First
President, won more than 80 per cent of the
vote in each of the elections, won more than
90 per cent of the vote in 3 elections (2005,
2011, 2015) and in two instances won more
than 95 per cent of the vote (2011, 2015).

The fact that the candidate of the same
party won so many consecutive elections, to
use Sartori’'s concept, reveals that in the
party system resulting from the presidential
elections there was only one relevant party
and that was nearly not much fragmentation
to speak of.
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Yet, a very different picture emerges if
one analyzes the results of the legislative
elections. In the early years of the Republic
of Kazakhstan, soon after Kazakhstan had
reached its independence, the legislative
elections produced a highly fragmented party

F=1-
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systems.

If we compute Rae’s index of
fractionalization to estimate the
fragmentation of the parliamentary party
system we find that the level of
fractionalization in 1999 was

(11%10)+(3%2)+(23%22) +(1%0)+(23+22)+(13%12) +(3%2) _

77%76
1290 _

T 5852
1- .220=.780

By repeating the same computations
for the elections held in 1995, 2004, 2007,
2016 and 2021, it becomes evident that the
fragmentation of the parliamentary party
system has steadily declined over time. See
table 1.

Laakso and Taagepera (1979)
proposed a new way of quantifying the
fragmentation of the party system. The
formula proposed by Laakso and Taagepera
is the Effective Number of Parties which
estimates the number of equal sized parties
that would be required to generate the
fractionalization that we detect in the party
system. Since, as we have noted above the
Effective Number of Parties equals 1/(1-F),

knowing what is the level of fractionalization
of a party system, it is fairly straightforward
to estimate the Effective Number of Parties.
Since in 1999, as we have just shown,
the fractionalization was .780, we can easily

find out that : ENP = —~— = = - = 4,54
1-.780 220

By computing the ENP for all the years
in which parliamentary elections were held,
we find that the lowest ENP was recorded in
the 2007 elections, that the highest was
recorded in 1995 and that in three elections
(1995, 1999, 2004) was higher than the level
at which the constitutional order in a country
with a presidential form of government is able
to survive. See table 1.

Table 1 — Fractionalization of the Parliamentary Party System in Kazakhstan

Year-> 1995 1999 2004 2007 2012 2016 2021
Fractionalization-> .808 .780 .651 .156 .388 .375 479
Effective Number of | 5.2 454 2.86 1.18 1.63 1.6 1.9
Parties

Visual inspection of the data presented
in Table 1 and Figure 1 suggests that in the
history of legislative elections it is possible to
detect two distinct phases. The first phase
(1995-2004) was characterized by a marked
decline in the fragmentation of the
parliamentary party system while the second
phase (2004-2021) was characterized by an
increase in the level of
fragmentation/fractionalization —  which,
however, did not return to the levels recorded
in the mid- and late-1990s.

The electoral returns of the legislative
elections in Kazakhstan reveal that the
parliamentary  party system differed
considerably from the party system which
emerged from the presidential elections in at
least two respects. The fractionalization
recorded in the parliamentary elections was
consistently much higher than the
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fractionalization of the party system resulting
from the presidential elections. Second,
while the party system that emerged from the
presidential elections was always and
consistently characterized by the presence
of a single relevant party -which could induce
analyst to describe it as either hegemonic or
predominant if one were to use Sartori’ s
categories — the parliamentary party system
was characterized by the presence of a
single relevant party only from 2004
onwards. This claim is supported by the fact
that while the Nur Otan party had already
emerged as the largest parliamentary party
in the 1999 elections when it won 23 of the
77 parliamentary seats (or 29.8 per cent), it
had not been able to win in those elections a
majority of the parliamentary seats. But in
each of the following elections (2004, 2007,
2012, 2016, 2021) Nur Otan won a sizeable
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majority of the parliamentary seats,
established itself as the only relevant party in
the country, became the cornerstone of the
parliamentary party system in Kazakhstan
and contributed significantly to the reduction
of the fragmentation of the party system.
These data allow the analyst to make
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an additional observation, namely that the
reduction of the fragmentation of the
parliamentary party system went hand in
hand with a transformation of the type of
party system (from one in which there is
more than a single relevant party to one in
which there is only a single relevant party).

Fractionalization Over Time
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Figure 1 — Fractionalization of the parliamentary party system 1995-2021

The implications of party system
change

One of the, possibly incorrect,
statements that party systems scholars may
at times find in the literature is that
presidentialism promotes the fragmentation
of the party system. The statement is
guestionable on because previous studies,
such as Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and
Limongi (1996) had reported that the level of
party system fragmentation that was
historically detected in countries with a
presidential form of government was virtually
undistinguishable from the level of
fragmentation that it is possible to detect in
countries with a parliamentary form of
government.

The difference is not so much on the
level of fragmentation that can be detected in
presidential and parliamentary systems but
concerns instead the implications of
fragmentation -especially high level of
fragmentation or hyper-fragmentation- for
the functioning, the stability and the survival
of the constitutional order.

In this regard the literature has shown
that too much fragmentation of the
(parliamentary) party system undermines
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governments’ ability to perform at an
acceptable level, governments lose that
portion of legitimacy that is performance-
based, and the constitutional order breaks
down as a result of poor performance and
loss of legitimacy.

While hyper-fragmentation can lead to
a breakdown of the constitutional order in
both parliamentary and presidential systems,
presidential systems are less likely to survive
in combination with a highly fragmented party
system. Stepan and Skach (1993) reported
that presidentialism survived in countries in
which the effective number of parties - which
is one of the formulas that can be adopted to
estimate the fragmentation of the party
system — was of 2.6 or less. In 1995, 1999
and 2004 the effective number of parties in
Kazakhstan was considerably higher than
2.6:itwas 5.2 in 1995, 4.54 in 1999 and 2.86
in 2004.

Regardless of whether hyper-
fragmentation is the situation in which the
largest party has between one third but less
than a half of the Ilegislative seats
(Przeworski et al, 1996) or whether it reflects
the effective number of parties, the duration
of the constitutional order can be seriously
compromised by high levels of fragmentation
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(large effective number of parties, high levels
of fractionalization, absence of a majority
party,...).

The fact that the Kazakhstani
constitutional order proved so stable and
successful was due, to some significant
extent, to the fact that the electoral success
of Nur Otan, reduced the number of the
relevant parties, reduced the fragmentation
of the parliamentary party system, and
created the conditions in which the
Kazakhstani constitutional order could thrive
and secure/promote the well being of the
Kazakhstani population.

In 2021 Baris, Knox and Pelizzo
published an article on good and/or good
enough governance in Central Asia and the
Post-Soviet states. These authors reported
that political stability, as measured by the
World Bank’s Worldwide Governance
Indicators, was the single most important
driver of economic growth and development
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in the region.

The reduction of the fragmentation of
the Kazakhstani party system was very
instrumental in securing/promoting the
stability of Kazakhstan. In figure 2, we
present a scatterplot that displays graphically
the relationship between the fragmentation
of the party system and political stability in
Kazakhstan. The scatterplot reveals that
there is a strong, negative relationship
between these two variables. High
fragmentation is associated with low levels of
political stability and low fragmentation is
associated with high level of political stability.
About 85 per cent of the variance in the level
of political stability is explained by the
variation in fragmentation. Leaving statistical
jargon aside the implication is clear: reducing
the fragmentation of the party system was
one of the most important reasons why the
Kazakhstani political order became properly
constituted and stabilized over time.

Scatter Plot of political stability by fractionalization
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Figure 2 - Political Stability and Fragmentation

The Dividends of Fragmentation

While the fragmentation of a party
system may erode the government
effectiveness, government stability and
ultimately the stability of a political regime,
very low levels of fragmentation may also
prove problematic.

Low levels of fragmentation may in fact
reflect that a party system may not be
sufficiently competitive, that it may not allow
society to properly voice its demands, and
that it may reduce the accountability of a
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political system.

While accountability is generally
regarded as one of the most important
dimensions of good governance, Pasquino
and Pelizzo (2022) have recently suggested
that accountability is a key democratic virtue.
High levels of accountability reflect the
quality of a democratic government, they
contribute to the better performance of a
democratic government, they are
instrumental in preserving the legitimacy of a
political regime. The level of accountability,
Pasquino and Pelizzo (2022) went on to
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argue is the result of not only of institutional
and cultural conditions but also, and equally
importantly, of the nature of the electoral
competition. Where elections are not
sufficiently competitive, governments and
elected officials struggle to take into account
voters’ preferences in the formulation of their
government programs, they may not have
much of an incentive to keep voters’
preferences into account in the formulation of
policies and legislative proposals and they
may not feel terribly compelled to give voters
a proper account of their performance.

The Kazakhstani data allow one to test
the claims that Pasquino and Pelizzo (2022)
have advanced. Specifically one can explore
the relationship between the fragmentation
of the party system and its accountability.
The analysis reveals (see figure 3) that more

than 50 per cent in the variance of
accountability is explained by the
fragmentation/fractionalization of the
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Kazakhstani party system. In other words,
the more fragmented/fractionalized the
Kazakhstani party system, the higher is the
level of accountability, while the lower the
level of fragmentation, the lower is the level
of accountability.

The implication of this set of findings is
clear: while too much fragmentation is clearly
detrimental, especially for the stability of a
political regime, some fragmentation is
actually beneficial because it gives voters an
opportunity to voice their demands,
promotes accountability, and ultimately leads
to better governance and better policy
making. And in so far as the legitimacy of a
government (and of a political regime)
depends on its ability to be responsive to the
demands of the citizens, some fragmentation
and more accountability are essential to
enhance the legitimacy of the political regime
and increase citizen trust in the government.

R? Linear = 0.537

.20 40

B0 B0

fractionalization

Figure 3 — Accountability and Fragmentation

Conclusions

The evidence presented in this paper
shows that the level of fragmentation in the
Kazakhstani party system has changed over
the vyears, that a reduction in the
fragmentation of the party system went hand
in hand and was possibly for higher levels of
political stability that Kazakhstan needed to
make progress along the developmental
path. The data analysis, however, also
reveals that the reduction in the
fragmentation of the party system went hand
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in hand with a decrease in the level of the
accountability of the Kazakhstani political
system —which is also problematic for the
proper functioning of a political system. If
voter demands are not adequately taken and
kept into consideration, voters satisfaction
with the functioning of the political system is
bound to decrease along with the trust in
government and the legitimacy of the political
system itself.

This is the dilemma that policy makers
and political leaders need to address. If they
keep fragmentation to a minimum they
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compromise accountability, but if they allow opposition parties. Each of these measures
fragmentation to rise they may compromise is designed to make the electoral process
government performance. more competitive, to make the political
The Kazakhstani political leaders in system more accountable and to maintain
recent years have taken several steps to some levels of fragmentation in the party
open up the political system. Under system.
President Tokayev, various constitutional The real challenge would be to identify
reforms have increased the freedom of the optimal level of fragmentation to have
assembly, established quotas for women accountability without compromising
and youth in Parliament, reduced the number government effectiveness and political
of members required to create a party, and stability.

recognized the constitutional role of
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