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Article

Horizontal accountability during political
transition: The use of deputy requests in
Ukraine, 2002–2006
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Nazar Boyko
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Abstract
Horizontal accountability, in which institutional actors with equivalent levels of authority possess tools to challenge one
another, is a critical component of mature and stable democracy. This article investigates ways in which partisanship
differentiates how political actors use a specific accountability tool – legislative questions – and the responsiveness of
government institutions to inquiries. We take advantage of the unanticipated change in Ukraine’s executive leadership
in 2004 to assess the relationship between partisan identity and accountability. The analysis of nearly 16,000 legislative
requests from Ukraine illustrates the pivotal role of partisanship in accountability and institutional responsiveness, a
finding that is particularly notable given Ukraine’s inchoate party system and under-developed democratic norms.
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Introduction

Accountability is widely acknowledged as an important

component of good governance and mature democracy.

Institutional arrangements often incorporate several

mechanisms to increase the likelihood that public officials’

actions may be evaluated by citizens or other political

actors, and that improper behaviour may be met with cor-

rective action. The most common tool for promoting

accountability in democratic societies is the electoral pro-

cess: citizens assess the performance of officials, retaining

those who perform well and rejecting those who do not. A

substantial literature has focused on the primary role of

elections as mechanisms to promote accountability.

The lines of accountability do not solely connect citi-

zens and public officials via elections, however. In demo-

cratic societies, institutions maintain checks over each

other using ‘horizontal’ accountability tools (O’Donnell,

1998) that allow individual actors within political institu-

tions to challenge or probe the actions taken by officials in

lateral organizations. These tools may be especially useful

for opposition parties as they seek mechanisms to chal-

lenge the ruling party or coalition.

While one might expect to find a strong relationship

between partisanship and efforts to hold institutional actors

accountable in established democratic societies, how does

partisanship affect accountability in systems where party

organizations are weak and party systems are inchoate?

This article investigates how partisanship interacts with

accountability in a developing party system. It takes advan-

tage of circumstances that facilitate analysis; namely, that

an exogenous shock altered the relationship between insti-

tutional control and partisan identity.

In 2004, Ukraine’s entrenched ruling group was ousted

unexpectedly by the political opposition that successfully

mobilized hundreds of thousands of citizens to demonstrate
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against fraudulent presidential elections in a popular upris-

ing known as the ‘Orange Revolution’. This unanticipated

event dramatically shifted power: former ruling party poli-

ticians found themselves outside of executive authority and

the former opposition found itself in executive office for

the first time. While the executive branch experienced fun-

damental change, parliament remained under the control of

deputies affiliated with the now-former ruling group.

The political context in Ukraine provides a conducive

environment in which to assess partisanship’s effect on

accountability on two levels. First, Ukrainian parties were

largely divided into two partisan ‘camps’ during the time

period under analysis: parties that supported the regime and

its presidential candidate, and parties that supported the

political opposition and its presidential candidate. On

another level, these partisan groups consisted of political

parties and blocs that caucused separately in the legislature

and contested independently in parliamentary elections.

The conditions thus permit an assessment of variation in the

use of accountability tools between and within partisan

groups.

The article’s theoretical expectations flow from the

notion that horizontal accountability, and the oversight

mechanisms used to promote it, is a valuable partisan

weapon. It focuses on a necessary component of horizontal

accountability: the presence of formal channels for political

actors to probe or challenge the behaviour of other institu-

tional actors. Because the setting is a transitional state with

a developing party system that is not firmly democratic or

authoritarian, the analysis of horizontal accountability pro-

vides special insight into the ways that opposition parties

may check the party-of-power, especially when their ability

to pass legislation is curtailed. In this way, the article

extends research on responsible party government by

addressing how officials may be held accountable through

party mechanisms.

The specific accountability tools assessed in this article

permit individual members of parliament to direct inquiries

to a wide range of organizations associated with the exec-

utive branch, as well as local government. Legislative ques-

tions, called deputy requests in the Ukrainian context, are

the most common mechanism for legislators to challenge

the behaviour of other institutions (Yamamoto, 2007).1

Unlike parliamentary question time that allows members

of parliament to direct questions to the prime minister, leg-

islative questions permit deputies to identify a target from a

wider range of institutional actors, formally enter a ques-

tion into the public record, and receive some type of official

response. The article uses a unique dataset of 15,887 ques-

tions over the last full parliamentary convocation in

Ukraine (2002–2006) to evaluate how partisanship and

institutions affect horizontal accountability, while simulta-

neously accounting for other factors.

The article is divided into five sections. The first situates

the theoretical argument in the literature on accountability,

and outlines how legislative questions have been addressed

in the extant literature. The second section explains why

Ukraine provides an appropriate environment in which to

assess the effects of partisanship on accountability. The

third section introduces the data and hypotheses. The fourth

presents analysis and discussion. The final section sum-

marizes the findings, underscoring that even in a system

characterized by underdeveloped democratic practices and

an inchoate party system, the opposition used accountabil-

ity tools to check the ruling party, and alternation in power

in the executive branch yielded changes in behaviour.

Accountability and research on legislative
questions

The presence of accountability mechanisms is implied in

some definitions of democracy and explicitly identified

as a necessary condition in others. The quintessential

‘minimalist’ definition of democracy, characterizing

democracy as a system emanating from a ‘competitive

struggle for the people’s vote’ (Schumpeter, 1942: 269),

suggests the importance of accountability.2 In much of the

literature, the primary mechanism for accountability comes

through the ballot box, and citizens exert minimal controls

over officials between elections. Later definitions of

democracy made more explicit the connection between

democratic practices and accountability, but continued to

focus on the ballot box as the primary tool for citizens to

hold officials accountable (e.g. Adsera et al., 2003; Carey,

2009; Dahl, 1971; Persson et al., 1997; Przeworski et al.,

1999; Riker, 1982; Schmitter and Karl, 1991).

The emphasis on elections as accountability tools

focuses on ‘vertical’ accountability, in which individuals

at lower levels of decision-making authority (e.g. citizens)

use institutional tools to reward and punish actors at higher

levels. But, ‘horizontal’ accountability, in which institu-

tions with roughly the same level of legitimacy and author-

ity hold each other accountable, is also important

(O’Donnell, 1998). Horizontal accountability may be able

to circumvent some of the impediments to vertical account-

ability, notably information asymmetries between govern-

ment officials and the public (Ferejohn, 1999).

Horizontal accountability is composed of at least two

elements: ‘answerability’ and ‘enforcement’, which pro-

vide the ‘opportunity to ask uncomfortable questions . . . ’

and ‘ . . . impl[y] the obligation to respond to nasty ques-

tions’ (Schedler, 1999: 14). Examples of horizontal

accountability include judicial review, legislative votes of

no confidence or impeachment, question time and legisla-

tive questions and interpellations (Salmond, 2007; Yama-

moto, 2007). These activities permit political actors to

investigate and undermine dishonesty, waste, arbitrary or

biased decision-making, and the improper implementation

of statutory provisions (James, 2002; Rockman, 1984).
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While oversight may be characterized as a component of

good governance practices, it is often politically charged

(Rockman, 1984). When executive–legislative relations are

particularly antagonistic, information-seeking mechanisms

are especially valuable in undermining efforts by one insti-

tution challenging the authority of another (Aberbach,

1990). For the political opposition, probing the executive

for evidence of improper behaviour could provide fodder

for campaigns or leverage in the governance process. The

politicization of oversight has been researched most exten-

sively in the United States and Western Europe, with scant

attention directed to its development in societies under-

going democratic transition.

The exercise of accountability may vary by the quality

of democracy. In established democratic societies, opposi-

tion parties or politicians may use accountability tools to

check the behaviour of the ruling party or coalition. Both

opposition and ruling party members may also use these

tools to build personal reputations or provide constituency

services. In transitional societies, essential elements of hor-

izontal accountability may not be in place. Formal channels

may exist, but their use could be discouraged or ignored by

government officials. Members of the opposition may not

have access to the tools to probe regime activities. Officials

may disregard challenges without any threat of conse-

quences. In short, accountability tools in authoritarian or

transitional societies may share features of their democratic

counterparts, but the similarities could be superficial.

For horizontal accountability to develop into a consis-

tent and meaningful activity, several features must be in

place. Formal channels to challenge the behaviour of other

institutional actors must exist. Political actors, especially in

the opposition, must have access to these tools. Responses

by officials in positions of power should follow the tools’

deployment, and/or the political actor using the tool should

gain some other measurable benefit from its deployment.

As a commonly used formal mechanism of accountability

requiring institutional responses, legislative questions pro-

vide researchers with the opportunity to gauge how over-

sight develops across parties and over time.

Legislative questions, as noted above, are the most com-

monly used form of horizontal accountability and scholars

have used data about legislative questions to investigate how

they function as a tool to control the executive (with varia-

tion in the tool’s effectiveness) (Arter, 2008; DeWinter and

Dumont, 2006; Genckaya and Genckaya, 2007; Proksch and

Slapin, 2011; Whitmore, 2010), as a gauge of legislator

activity (Shevchenko and Golosov, 2001), as a constituency

service outcome (Soroka et al., 2009), as a signal of impor-

tant issues (Chaney, 2008; Green-Pedersen, 2010), and as a

proxy to measure partisan response to media attention (Wal-

grave et al., 2007; Vliegenthart and Walgrave, 2011).3 Our

analysis extends the current research by investigating how

the use of questions varies as executive–legislative relations

change in an inchoate party system.

Based on the extant literature, we expect to find several

general trends in the deployment of questions by members

of parliament, especially if democratic norms prevail.

Because oversight is connected to political disputes

(Rockman, 1984), we anticipate a strong relationship

among partisanship, control of political institutions and

the use of questions. Politicians associated with parties

that do not control the executive branch should be more

likely to issue questions as they use these tools to extract

information and challenge the majority. Partisanship and

institutional features may not only affect the process of

issuing questions, but also the responsiveness of the insti-

tution to which the questions have been directed. Just as

the opposition has incentives to ask questions of the ruling

party, so too does the ruling party have incentives to delay

and potentially obfuscate its responses. The timing and

quality of responses may also depend upon the complexity

and volume of questions, as well as the capability of insti-

tutional actors to answer the questions quickly and

thoroughly.

To summarize, the use of oversight tools may be a par-

tisan exercise, a response to institutional incentives, a

method for individual legislators to signal their constituents

or their parties, or some combination thereof. Institutional

responsiveness may be associated with partisanship and the

capabilities of the targeted institutions to answer the ques-

tions posed. When democratic norms prevail, these tools

should be used by deputies in the political opposition and

government officials should be responsive to them. The

effectiveness of these tools in transition, however, is an

open question that the analysis addresses.

Ukraine as a test case

After the collapse of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991,

Ukraine began to develop the building-blocks of a demo-

cratic state: creating conditions for party formation,

holding elections for national and local legislative bodies

and the president, and codifying a constitution in 1996.

While political institutions adopted rules associated with

democratic practices, Ukraine retained its status as a semi-

authoritarian society throughout the 1990s. As the 2000s

began, political scandals weakened the authority of then-

president Leonid Kuchma and enhanced the electoral

prospects of regime opponents. In the 2002 parliamentary

elections, parties of the left that had previously challenged

Kuchma (e.g. Socialist Party of Ukraine and Communist

Party of Ukraine) gained seats, but the opposition associated

with a stronger orientation to an ethnic and linguistic

Ukrainian identity, as well as to European institutions (e.g.

Our Ukraine and the Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko), also

performed well. Parliament retained a pro-presidential

majority, but regime opponents gained a substantial propor-

tion of seats. As the 2000s progressed, conflict between

regime proponents and opponents intensified.
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The contentious relationship between governing politi-

cal elites and the opposition reached its apex during the

4th convocation of parliament that occurred from May

2002 until April 2006. As the convocation progressed,

anti-regime sentiment grew. President Kuchma’s term-

limited exit from the office of chief executive approached,

and he designated a successor, Viktor Yanukovych, to face

off against Viktor Yushchenko, the leader of the main

opposition party, in the 2004 presidential election. In

November 2004, evidence of fraud benefiting Yanukovych

mobilized hundreds of thousands of citizens to challenge

the improperly administered presidential election. Tense

negotiations between the opposition and regime finally pro-

duced a compromise that included a repeat of the presiden-

tial election’s second round. The opposition’s victory in the

election secured the transfer of executive power from a

group of entrenched semi-authoritarian elites to its

challengers.

Ukraine’s party system matured during this period of

crisis, and many of the leading groups subsequently

emerged as the dominant parties in the post-Orange Revo-

lution period. Prior to the Orange Revolution, however,

Ukraine’s party system was fluid in both electoral and par-

liamentary contexts. The effective number of parties com-

peting in elections was relatively high, and aspects of

Ukrainian law masked further fragmentation of the party

system. Political groups could contest elections as political

parties or electoral blocs. The latter designation was

reserved for groups of political parties that banded together

and contested the election as a single unit. Both the leading

pro-regime and opposition entities in the 2002 parliamen-

tary elections, For a United Ukraine and Our Ukraine,

respectively, were technically blocs of parties although

they behaved like organized parties in the campaign. Party

blocs are generally treated like a single entity in party sys-

tem calculations, understating fragmentation. In addition to

party system fragmentation, electoral volatility and

replacement were relatively high (Herron, 2009), indicat-

ing that identities of parties were also changing frequently.

Conditions undermining party system institutionaliza-

tion were further enhanced by parliamentary rules and pro-

cedures. Politicians faced low thresholds for forming

parliamentary parties and could accrue benefits for doing

so, prompting a proliferation of factions and extensive

party-switching (Herron, 2002; Thames, 2005, 2007).

Although most parties were weak prior to the Orange

Revolution, they could be grouped within broadly defined

partisan camps which we label ‘Orange’ for those associ-

ated with the pre-Orange Revolution opposition and

‘Blue’4 for those associated with the pre-Orange Revolu-

tion ruling group.5

After the Orange Revolution, and leading to the 2006

parliamentary election, party identities strengthened in part

due to institutional reforms initiated in 2004: constitutional

change reducing the power of the president, abandonment

of the mixed electoral system in favour of proportional rep-

resentation, and formalization of an imperative mandate

(D’Anieri, 2005). In the wake of these modifications, the

Party of Regions emerged as the leading force supporting

the pro-Yanukovych forces, and Our Ukraine and the Bloc

of Yuliya Tymoshenko emerged as the strongest opposition

parties alongside the long-standing Socialist Party and

Communist Party.

The conditions in Ukraine allow us to evaluate how the

political opposition used accountability tools, and the rul-

ing party responded to inquiries, prior to the change in

executive power. Following the exogenous shock of the

Orange Revolution, we can assess how politicians affiliated

with the new ruling and opposition parties used account-

ability tools, and the responsiveness of the new ruling

group. Lastly, we can assess within-group variation in the

use of accountability tools, especially among the

opposition-turned-ruling group because their factional

identities were more stable. These three stages of the anal-

ysis allow us to investigate the role of partisanship in the

use of accountability tools, while accounting for other

potential explanations.

Data, hypotheses and variables

Ukraine’s parliament began developing accountability

mechanisms in 1990, with rules evolving over time. Early

functions were carried out by commissions, but the exercise

of accountability faced several challenges including a lack

of deputy engagement and political will to challenge the

standing government (Whitmore, 2004). As partisan com-

petition intensified, legislative questions emerged as a

common tool to challenge or probe the actions of other

institutional actors.

Ukraine’s constitution notes that a deputy has the right

to direct requests to:

. . . bodies of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, to the Cab-

inet of Ministers of Ukraine, to the heads of other state bod-

ies and local self-governing units, and also to the heads of

enterprises, bodies, and organizations located on the terri-

tory of Ukraine. . . . Heads of state governing bodies and

local self governing units, enterprises, departments, and

organizations must inform the Verkhovna Rada about the

results of the inquiry . . . (Article 86, translation by the

authors)

Deputy requests are read into the official parliamentary

record during plenary sessions.6 Records of deputy requests

are published by Ukraine’s parliament.

Table 1 summarizes the deputy requests filed by session

for the 4th Convocation. The parliamentary record includes

the identity of the deputy filing the request, the institutional

target, a summary of the subject matter, the date on which

the question was entered into the record, and a date on
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which a reply was recorded. During the 4th Convocation,

deputies filed 15,887 requests. With 178 available days to

file requests, an average day would include 89 requests

placed on the record.7

Because legislative questions constitute a low-cost

activity (Baumgartner et al., 2009), with deputies in

Ukraine required only to attend the session and record their

question on the record, deputies have used them in more

than one way. As researchers have discovered in other con-

texts, members of parliament ask questions to check the

executive or other agencies, compete over issues and con-

duct constituency service. This variation is also evident in

Ukraine’s requests.

In an earlier analysis of a sample of Ukrainian deputy

requests, we found that deputies used questions for over-

sight and representation purposes. An example of the for-

mer was Deputy Mykola Katerenchuk’s request about

ostensibly inappropriate efforts by the prosecutor to regu-

late deputy activities. An example of the latter was Deputy

Serhiy Osyka’s request concerning additional budgetary

subsidies for a village in his electoral constituency. In some

cases, requests can reflect both oversight and representa-

tion functions, such as Deputy Anatoliy Moroz’s request

about an unsatisfactory response to a previous question

on judicial procedure involving a resident in the deputy’s

district. While their primary function is oversight, ques-

tions can provide deputies with an opportunity to addition-

ally conduct constituency service or other activities

alongside checking the behaviour of other institutional

actors.

Hypotheses

The main theoretical expectation is that partisanship should

affect how politicians use questions, and the responsiveness

of government institutions to inquiries. Politicians associ-

ated with parties out of executive power should be more

likely to issue questions than those in power. This expecta-

tion yields our first hypothesis: Deputies aligned with the

opposition should issue deputy requests at a higher rate,

on average, than deputies aligned with executive power.

Moreover, when partisan control of executive power alter-

nates, we should observe a change in the rate of deputy

requests.

We also account for rival explanations that emphasize

institutional and personal-reputation incentives for politi-

cians. If political parties are involved in coordinating the

use of accountability tools, this coordination could be man-

ifested in several ways. Party organizations could set

expectations that members in leadership positions exert

influence by issuing requests. In this case, we should find

evidence that legislators in committee leadership positions

and those who are higher on the party list should issue

requests more frequently than backbenchers.8 However,

parties could set expectations that most members partici-

pate; in this case, effects of leadership would be less pro-

nounced. It is also possible that parties minimally

coordinate the use of accountability tools. We control for

the potential party effects by introducing variables account-

ing for legislative leadership positions and the list position.

Election rules may also influence deputy behaviour, and

Ukraine’s system allows us to evaluate how different rules

may affect subsequent legislative behaviour. Ukraine used

a mixed electoral system at the time, combining party-list

proportional representation and single-member districts

with a plurality rule.9 Legislators contesting district seats

are confronted by incentives to build a personal reputation,

rendering the use of requests more likely. We account for

the potential effect of institutional rules by presenting sep-

arate models differentiated by seat mandate and by includ-

ing a seat mandate variable in our combined model.

Institutional reactions to legislative questions may also

be related to partisanship, with institutional actors being

more responsive to co-partisans than to members of rival

political groups. If partisanship directly influences respon-

siveness, one would anticipate slower response times for

politicians related to opposition forces. To generalize:

questions from deputies aligned with the opposition should

be answered more slowly, on average, than questions from

deputies aligned with executive power. As above, we

should witness a change in response times after the shift

in executive power.

Other factors may influence responsiveness, however.

As Table 1 shows, the mean response time varies over ses-

sions, and it seems to covary with the number of questions

posed. This observation suggests that the resources avail-

able to answer questions and the workload may affect

responsiveness. Moreover, some institutional actors may

Table 1. Deputy requests in Ukraine’s 4th Rada convocation.

Session
1

Session
2

Session
3

Session
4

Session
5

Session
6

Session
7

Session
8

Session
9 Total

Dates 5/02-7/02 9/02-1/03 2/03-7/03 9/03-1/04 2/04-7/04 9/04-1/05 2/05-7/05 9/05-1/06 2/06-4/06
No. of requests 60 509 1,428 1,054 2,352 1,863 3,434 3,954 1,233 15,887
No. of days 7 26 32 21 22 22 20 22 6 178
Req./Day 8.57 19.58 44.63 50.19 106.91 93.15 171.70 179.73 205.50 89.25
Response (mean) 16.1 21.9 24.4 24.8 26.3 26.3 30.4 27.3 25.3 26.9
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be inclined to respond more quickly than others. We assess

these rival explanations by including controls for parlia-

mentary session and institutional targets.

While broadly defined partisan affiliations may affect

the use of, and responsiveness to, legislative questions, var-

iation in formal party affiliations within partisan groups

may also influence behaviour. After the Orange Revolu-

tion, the alliance that participated in anti-regime protest –

most notably Our Ukraine, Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko

and Socialist Party of Ukraine – began to show fissures.

Dissent within the Orange group should yield differences

in behaviour among parties within the opposition-turned-

ruling coalition. Specifically, the relative contribution of

questions from parties within a partisan group should vary

as their status changes within the coalition.

We take several steps to evaluate these hypotheses.

First, we assess if partisanship matters in the accountability

process, even in an inchoate party system. We accomplish

this task by assessing how affiliation with ruling or opposi-

tion groups affects the use of requests. We further explore

the effects of partisanship by assessing the responsiveness

of government institutions before and after the partisan

identity of the executive changed. Second, we assess if

within-group partisanship affects behaviour by investigat-

ing questions issued within the Orange group after it came

to power in the executive branch.

Variables

Our analytical approach requires us to code distinct depen-

dent variables that account for the rate of questions issued

by deputies and the response time by institutional actors. In

constructing the rate of questions issued by deputies, we

addressed several issues, including variation in the opportu-

nity to ask questions based on the number of available days

in session,10 as well as a deputy’s attendance in parliamen-

tary sessions.11 This dependent variable measures the rate

of deputy requests filed per available day, with available

days calculated as the number of plenary session days dur-

ing which the deputy occupied a parliamentary seat. It takes

into account the relative level of activity by legislators,

weighted by the potential for legislators to issue requests.

We explore alternative specifications for the models of

individual deputy behaviour and present results from robust

regression analysis. The second dependent variable is the

time to response, calculated in days. Because it is a count

variable and the data show signs of over-dispersion, we

report the results of negative binomial regression.

The key independent variable in all of the models is par-

tisanship. We relied upon data from the parliament and

electoral commission in Ukraine to code faction affiliations

and identify parties as part of the pro-government ‘Blue’ or

opposition ‘Orange’ group based on their activities during

elections and in the governing period (see endnote 4 for

details). Coding was complicated due to fluid faction

identities. The Blue team consists of parties aligned with

the ruling regime prior to the Orange Revolution. The

Orange team consists of parties aligned with the opposition,

save the Communist Party that challenged both sitting gov-

ernments in the 4th Convocation. Deputies not affiliated

with the Orange, Blue or Communist groups were relegated

to an ‘Other’ category.

We identified additional explanatory variables to

include in the models. Many of the independent variables

are dichotomous, including legislative leadership,12 incum-

bency, gender and seat mandate. The margin of victory is a

measure of the level of competitiveness in district races,

and is the difference between the winning and second-

place candidate. The list position is a secondary measure

of leadership and is the natural log of the candidate’s posi-

tion on the party list.

Analysis

Partisan differences in filing requests

Before proceeding with the multivariate analysis, we present

results of difference of means tests13 to demonstrate signifi-

cant variation in the use of requests during the two time peri-

ods and across partisan groups. Table 2a shows the results of

t-tests on the four groups (Orange, Blue, Communists and

Other) across the two time periods (pre- and post-Orange

Revolution). The results show that significant differences

exist in the mean rate of requests filed across two of the four

groups. Blue-affiliated deputies and those in other factions

issued, on average, more requests after the Orange Revolu-

tion than before. The behaviour of the Communists, in oppo-

sition to both sitting governments, did not change over the

two time periods. If we accept findings at the 0.10 level of

significance, Orange-affiliated deputies issued requests at a

higher rate, on average, prior to the Orange Revolution than

after it. These initial findings conform to expectations: depu-

ties associated with the Blue and Orange groups filed a

higher rate of requests, on average, when they were out of

executive power than when they held it.

Tables 2b and 2c show results of difference of means

tests across rival groups. In the pre-Orange Revolution

period (Table 2b), Orange-affiliated deputies and the

Table 2a. Difference of means, requests issued before and after
the Orange Revolution.

Orange pre OR vs. post OR Difference ¼ 7.11*
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.090

Blue pre OR vs. post OR Difference ¼ –11.05**
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.000

Communists pre OR vs. post OR Difference ¼ –0.13
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.984

Other pre OR vs. post OR Difference ¼ –6.13**
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.009

A positive value in ‘difference’ denotes a higher mean value for requests
filed prior to the Orange Revolution.
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Communists filed, on average, more requests than Blue-

affiliated deputies or those from other factions. Following

the Orange Revolution (Table 2c), the Communists filed

more requests, on average, than Orange- or Blue-

affiliated deputies. Deputies associated with all three main

partisan groups (Blue, Orange and Communists) filed more

requests, on average, than counterparts who were not

affiliated to one of these groups.

These findings further conform with expectations. Prior

to the Orange Revolution, groups out of power were active

in filing questions: Orange- and Communist-affiliated

deputies filed, on average, more requests than Blue-

affiliated deputies. After the Orange Revolution, changes

occurred for those deputies who lost or gained access to

power. Most notably, Orange deputies were no longer more

likely than their Blue counterparts to file requests.

While the findings move in the expected direction, the

results do not fully conform to expectations. Specifically,

after change in executive authority, requests associated

with the group newly out of power (Blue) do not exceed the

group in power (Orange). These initial tests are instructive,

but they do not account for alternative explanations. The

following section presents the results of individual-level

analysis that takes into account the potential effects of par-

tisanship, institutions and other factors that could influence

the use of requests.

Individual-level analysis of the rate of requests

Table 3 gives the results of robust regression analysis on the

behaviour of individual deputies, distinguishing among the

two time periods (pre- and post-Orange Revolution) and

controlling for partisanship, election rules and other features.

In all pre-Orange Revolution models, partisanship has a

direct and measurable effect on the rate of requests. In these

models, the group occupying executive power (Blue) is

excluded. If we find partisanship to exert a positive, signif-

icant effect, it indicates that the opposition is more likely to

use accountability tools. The coefficients associated with

Orange- and Communist-affiliated deputies are positive

and significant in all three models.

In the post-Orange Revolution models, the Orange

group is excluded as it holds executive power in this period.

Consistent with the pre-Orange Revolution models,

Communist-affiliated deputies are associated with a higher

rate of requests. Deputies affiliated with Blue or other fac-

tions, however, are not statistically different from Orange-

affiliated deputies in the rate of requests filed.

Other variables also have significant coefficients, but

their effects are manifested inconsistently across the mod-

els. Leadership, measured both by committee roles and list

position, is weakly associated with the rate of requests as

the coefficients are statistically significant in only two

models. Deputies occupying SMD seats showed an ele-

vated level of deputy request activity in the pre-Orange

Revolution period, but the coefficient was not significant

in the second time period. While the effects related to

developing a personal vote were not consistently in play,

the findings are consistent with other research on Ukraine

demonstrating that constituency representatives are respon-

sive to accountability tools (Slomczynski et al., 2008).

To summarize, the analysis provides support to the

expectations of the first hypothesis. Prior to the Orange

Revolution, the political opposition issued deputy requests

at a higher rate than the ruling group. After the Orange

Revolution, the former ruling group – now in opposition

– increased its use of requests to the point where it was

indistinguishable from the now-ruling Orange group. The

Communist Party, in opposition to both governments,

issued requests at a rate higher than the parties-in-power.

In other words, the opposition was more likely to issue

questions, and after change in the executive, the former

ruling group intensified its use of accountability tools.

Institutional responsiveness

The previous section assessed the process of deputies mak-

ing requests; this section turns to the response by targeted

Table 2b. Difference of means, pre-Orange Revolution.

Blue Communists Other

Orange
Difference 18.24** –3.00 19.76**
Pr (|T|>|t|) 0.000 0.633 0.000
Blue
Difference ¼ –21.24** 1.52
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.000 0.185
Communists
Difference ¼ 22.76**
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.000

**Significant at the 0.05 level.
*Significant at the 0.10 level.
A positive value in ‘difference’ denotes a higher mean value for requests
filed by the group in the first column.

Table 2c. Difference of means, post-Orange Revolution.

Blue Communists Other

Orange
Difference 0.08 –10.24** 6.52**
Pr (|T|>|t|) 0.979 0.022 0.040
Blue
Difference ¼ –10.32** 6.44**
Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.014 0.020
Communists
Difference ¼

16.76**

Pr (|T|>|t|) ¼ 0.000

**Significant at the 0.05 level.
*Significant at the 0.10 level.
A positive value in ‘difference’ denotes a higher mean value for requests
filed by the group in the first column.
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institutions. We expect to find partisanship as a primary

factor influencing responsiveness, but the capacity of insti-

tutions to respond, as well as their identities, may affect

how quickly questions are answered.

Table 4 displays the results from the analysis of respon-

siveness. In the pre-Orange Revolution period, the Blue

group is the excluded category. The results indicate that par-

tisanship affects time-to-response, with questions issued by

deputies associated with the Orange team answered more

slowly than those issued by other deputies. After the Orange

Revolution, the response times for Blue-affiliated deputies

are indistinguishable from the Orange-affiliated deputies

(the excluded category in this model). Response times for

requests emanating from the Communists and other deputies

are faster than for those from the dominant Orange group.

Another observation from the analysis of time-to-

response that could be related to partisanship is the consis-

tently slower responses of the Prosecutor relative to the

Cabinet. During the period under analysis, three individuals

served as Prosecutor General and all of them were associ-

ated with anti-Orange forces (see the online appendix for

additional details about the affiliations of the prosecu-

tors).14 While one might have anticipated replacement of

the Prosecutor General with a pro-Orange official because

the position is a presidential appointment requiring

parliamentary approval, the controversial appointment and

retention of anti-Orange individuals has been attributed to

agreements between the Party of Regions and Yushchenko

administration.15 A consequence of this arrangement seems

to have been consistently sluggish responses to legislative

oversight.

Overall, the response time is slower after the Orange

Revolution (mean response time is 24.6 days in the pre-

Orange Revolution period and 28.0 days in the post-

Orange Revolution period). The longer response time may

be due, in part, to increased workload: the total number of

requests in the post-Orange Revolution period exceeds the

pre-Orange Revolution period (8,621 to 7,266), but the

pre-Orange Revolution period is almost two years longer.

The results also suggest that institutional responses and

the potential effects of workload vary. Most notably, the pre-

sident’s response time is slower than the cabinet in the pre-

Orange Revolution period, but faster than after the Orange

Revolution. The relative response time also improves for

other institutions. However, it is important to note that these

reflect relative, not absolute, response times.

Responsiveness is also differentiated by session. In the

Pre-Orange Revolution period, response times are lower in

the early sessions relative to the final session. In the Post-

Orange Revolution period, response times are lengthier in

Table 3. Individual-level analysis of deputy request activity, robust regression results.

DV: Req/Day DV: Req/Day DV: Req/Day DV: Req/Day DV: Req/Day DV: Req/Day
Pre-OR Pre-OR Pre-OR Post-OR Post-OR Post-OR

SMD PR Combined SMD PR Combined

Orange 0.052** 0.053** 0.048** – – –
(0.009) (0.010) (0.006)

Blue – – – 0.036 –0.020 0.005
(0.040) (0.038) (0.026)

Communists 0793** 0.045** 0.039** 0.329** 0.104** 0.158**
(0.021) (0.012) (0.009) (0.130) (0.039) (0.036)

Other 0.008 –0.003 0.005 0.021 –0.017 0.005
(0.011) (0.022) (0.010) (0.054) (0.057) (0.037)

Victory margin 0.001 – – –0.010 – –
(0.003) (0.014)

List position (logged) – –0.013** – – 0.006 –
(0.005) (0.016)

Incumbent –0.009 –0.005 –0.007 –0.050 0.001 –0.032
(0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.043) (0.032) (0.024)

Legislative leadership 0.006 0.002 0.008 0.081** –0.009 0.035
(0.006) (0.009) (0.005) (0.034) (0.029) (0.022)

Gender 0.018 –0.004 –0.002 –0.047 0.035 –0.025
(0.016) (0.017) (0.011) (0.092) (0.056) (0.048)

SMD – – 0.019* – – 0.038
(0.006) (0.024)

Constant 0.006 0.061** 0.013 0.203* 0.103 0.156**
(0.022) (0.022) (0.012) (0.117) (0.076) (0.050)

F 5.63** 5.04* 3.29** 1.59* 1.56 3.46**
N 222 236 464 217 255 478

**Significant at the 0.05 level.
*Significant at the 0.10 level.
Coefficient values for regional variables in the analysis of SMD are suppressed. None rose to the level of statistical significance.
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the early sessions compared to the final session. These out-

comes may be due to workload, the work calendar and polit-

ical context. As noted above, the volume of requests

increases over most sessions. Some sessions, notably 2, 4,

6 and 8, include major year-end holidays when government

employees often have leave. The period from the early

stages of the Orange Revolution in session 6 until the end

of the convocation in session 9 were also contentious. Insti-

tutional responders may exercise more care – and thus more

time – in crafting responses under these conditions. The

ability or willingness of agencies to respond may reflect

these dynamics in addition to general workload.

Time-to-response, like issuing requests, is related to par-

tisanship. When the Blue group had control over the exec-

utive, Orange-affiliated requests experienced a delay

relative to their counterparts from other parties. After the

Orange group took control of the executive, it did not retali-

ate against Blue-affiliated deputies by delaying responses

relative to other groups. Indeed, Blue-affiliated requests

cannot be differentiated from Orange-affiliated requests

in terms of time-to-response. Requests initiated by Com-

munists and others are processed more quickly, although

the overall time to response grew longer. The results sup-

port the expectations of the second hypothesis.

Within-group variation

After the Orange Revolution, former opposition parties in

the Orange camp led Ukraine’s executive branch. Our

Ukraine was the largest party associated with the Orange

group and exerted more control over executive institutions

than other parties. The cabinets appointed during the Yush-

chenko presidency reflect the dominance of Our Ukraine.

The first post-Orange Revolution cabinet included three

members of the Socialist Party; one from the Party of

Industrialists and Entrepreneurs, one member of the Bloc

of Yuliya Tymoshenko and 14 members of Our Ukraine.

After Tymoshenko’s dismissal as Prime Minister in late

2005, the cabinet included 18 members of Our Ukraine and

3 of the Socialist Party. As cabinet composition suggests,

Our Ukraine became the leading party in government after

the Orange Revolution, and other opposition parties were

relegated to the status of junior partners.

While the overall rate of requests submitted by Orange-

affiliated deputies did not decline after capture of executive

office, as noted above, the composition of requests chan-

ged. Prior to the Orange Revolution, deputies affiliated

with Our Ukraine accounted for the majority of requests

issued among Orange parties (67.4 percent of requests

issued by opposition parties came from Our Ukraine’s

deputies). As the leading, and largest, opposition party, one

would expect Our Ukraine to take a primary role in

oversight.

After the Orange Revolution, the proportion of within-

group requests associated with deputies from this party

declined relative to other parties, with Our Ukraine’s depu-

ties accounting for 48.2 percent of requests. Deputies asso-

ciated with the Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko issued roughly

the same proportion of within-group requests before and

after the change in executive power (just above 20 percent).

The Socialist Party of Ukraine, however, substantially

increased its activity. Whereas it accounted for 12.3 percent

of within-group requests prior to the Orange Revolution, its

deputies were responsible for 25.1 percent of requests after

change in power.

Table 4. Responsiveness to legislative questions, negative
binomial regression.

Pre-OR DV:
No. of days

Post-OR DV:
No. of days

Partisanship
Orange 0.108** –

(0.030)
Blue – –0.034

(0.027)
Communists 0.033 –.073**

(0.033) (0.027)
Other 0.048 –0.062**

(0.041) (0.026)
Institutional targets

President 0.475** –0.365**
(0.232) (0.160)

Prosecutor 0.247** 0.135**
(0.50) (0.024)

Ministry –0.014 –0.137**
(0.051) (0.025)

Local 0.174 –0.012
(0.115) (0.038)

Other 0.222** –0.107**
(0.029) (0.024)

Timing
Session 1 –0.495**

(0.073)
Session 2 –0.145**

(0.027)
Session 3 –0.061**

(0.019)
Session 4 –0.048**

(0.021)
Session 5 0.036**

(0.017)
Session 7 0.177**

(0.016)
Session 8 0.086**

(0.016)
Constant 3.101** 3.261**

(0.028) (0.021)
LR X2 528.67** 599.51**
N 7205 8578

**Significant at the 0.05 level.
*Significant at the 0.10 level.
The coefficients for interactive terms are not displayed in the table
because of space constraints. The full model includes interactions between
each partisan identity and institutional target.
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The targets of requests also changed after the Orange

group acceded to power. Requests directed to the president

are generally rare because they require an additional insti-

tutional hurdle to be registered. While small in number, the

distribution of requests to the president is telling. Prior to

the Orange Revolution, deputies affiliated with Our

Ukraine issued seven requests to the presidential adminis-

tration, the Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko three and the

Socialists zero. After gaining the presidency, the number

of requests from Our Ukraine dropped to three, while the

Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko directed two and Socialists

one request to the president.

The within-group distribution of requests to other institu-

tions also changed following the Orange Revolution. The

Socialist Party increased its level of activity across the board

in requests directed to the Cabinet of Ministers, Prosecutor

General, individual ministries, local government and other

institutions. While the Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko

increased its share of requests to the Cabinet, ministries and

local governments slightly, the differences were small.

The consistency of the deputy corps affiliated with the

Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko is surprising, as its leader was

removed as Prime Minister during the latter part of the

post-Orange period. But, the behaviour of Socialist Party

deputies may have presaged its later split from the Orange

group. Deputies associated with the Socialist Party increased

the total number of requests issued from 509 in the pre-

Orange period to 698 in the post-Orange period, even though

they had fewer available days to submit requests. The chang-

ing composition of requests, and increased submission of

requests by the Socialists, suggests schisms within the ruling

Orange group that would later scuttle the partnership.

Conclusion

Successful democratization requires the availability of

appropriate tools to hold government officials accountable.

This article has assessed how members of ruling and oppo-

sition groups used legislative questions as well as the respon-

siveness of government actors to inquiries. We suggested

that the use of accountability tools could be a partisan exer-

cise, response to institutional incentives, method for individ-

ual legislators to signal constituencies, or a combination of

these activities. While the analysis provides limited support

for the role of institutional incentives and personal vote cul-

tivation in request activity, partisanship emerged as the pri-

mary explanatory variables differentiating behaviour in

issuing requests and institutional responsiveness. Moreover,

within the Orange group, party affiliation was associated

with changing patterns in the use of accountability tools after

the group acceded to executive authority.

The first hypothesis addressed the relationship among

partisanship, executive power and the rate of issuing

requests, suggesting that deputies aligned with the opposi-

tion should issue requests at a higher rate than those

associated with the ruling party. We found evidence sup-

porting these expectations: Orange-affiliated deputies

issued requests at a higher rate when they were out of exec-

utive power and the Communists were consistently active

in issuing requests. Deputies associated with the Blue

group increased their activity after joining the opposition,

but they did not exceed the Orange group in issuing

requests.

The second hypothesis emphasized how partisanship

could affect responsiveness to questions. Prior to the

Orange Revolution, questions emanating from Orange

deputies were associated with longer response times. After

the Orange Revolution, overall response rates were gener-

ally longer, but the difference in response times between

executive co-partisans and opponents narrowed. These

findings suggest that the prior ruling regime answered

Orange-affiliated opponents more slowly, but that when

they gained executive power, Orange forces did not retali-

ate. Indeed, the response times between Orange and Blue

deputies were not statistically different, and other opposi-

tion groups’ inquiries were answered more quickly.

The third hypothesis investigated variation in behaviour

within the Orange team. Following its accession to execu-

tive power, the former opposition shared power, albeit with

Our Ukraine in the leading role. The proportion of requests

from Our Ukraine declined, and the proportion of requests

from the Socialist Party notably increased after the Orange

Revolution. The targets of requests also changed among the

new ruling group. Changes within the partisan coalition

likely reflected increased competition that ultimately led

to its demise as a governing coalition.

In an established democratic society, many of the find-

ings would not be surprising. Indeed, the opposition would

be expected to use accountability tools more frequently

than the ruling party or coalition as these tools represent

an avenue to express dissent and challenge the decisions

of opponents in power. Moreover, it is not unexpected that

the governing party would respond more rapidly to ques-

tions from co-partisans than rivals. Discovering these pat-

terns in a society with an inchoate party system, at the

time of rapid and unexpected political transition, is notable.

The ability of opposition parties to play a watchdog role

within a semi-authoritarian context suggests that they may

be capable of providing a meaningful check on the regime.

As parties form more stable organizations and relationships

with their allies and opponents, they may be more inclined

to use institutional tools – even minor ones – as weapons in

their partisan arsenal. The findings suggest that legislative

accountability tools could be a leading indicator of party

system institutionalization and a governing approach that

may approximate the responsible party model.
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Notes

1. In Ukraine, ‘deputy requests’ are functionally equivalent to

questions, the more common term for legislative inquiries.

We use the terms ‘deputy requests’ and ‘questions’

interchangeably.

2. Schumpeter explicitly addresses accountability, noting

(1942: 272): ‘ . . . I intended to include in this phrase also the

function of evicting [government]. . . . But since electorates

normally do not control their political leaders in any way

except by refusing to reelect them or the parliamentary majo-

rities that support them, it seems well to reduce our ideas

about this control. . . . ’

3. In a challenge to the efficacy of questions as a meaningful

method of accountability, Helms (2009) suggests that these

tools are a ‘ . . . pointless exercise . . . ’ because the targets

may or may not adequately answer the requests. However,

directing attention to the activities of an institutional actor

that may be ‘misbehaving’ raises elite awareness if not public

awareness. As such, they constitute an accountability tool, but

perhaps a weaker form of accountability than other

mechanisms.

4. Orange is the colour associated with Our Ukraine and became

synonymous with the opposition. Blue is the colour associ-

ated with Viktor Yanukovych and we use it as a shortcut for

parties and factions linked to him.

5. The pre-Orange Revolution pro-government parliamentary

parties included: Labor Ukraine, Party of Industrialists and

Entrepreneurs (PPPU), Party of Regions/Regions of Ukraine,

People’s Democratic Party, Social Democratic Party of

Ukraine (United) and United Ukraine. The ‘Orange’ opposi-

tion parties included: Bloc of Yuliya Tymoshenko, Our

Ukraine, Party of Reforms and Order and the Socialist Party

of Ukraine. The remaining parliamentary parties did not dis-

play clear tendencies toward one camp or another. For exam-

ple, the Communist Party of Ukraine opposed the Kuchma

regime, but did not maintain an alliance with ‘Orange’ forces.

6. The only exception is that requests directed to the president

must receive a favourable vote to be placed in the record.

7. While the total number of requests filed among deputies

elected to PR seats was higher than their SMD counterparts,

the median number among PR deputies was lower. Several

deputies in PR seats were highly active in filing requests, but

many were inactive (13.8 percent of PR deputies filed no

requests, compared to 7.9 percent of SMD deputies).

8. Some scholarship, however, anticipates that ‘backbenchers’

are more likely to engage in accountability (Franklin and

Norton, 1993).

9. In the 2002 election, candidates were not allowed to dual list.

In other words, they had to contest either party list seats or

constituency seats.

10. To assess deputy activity, we could have focused on the raw

number of requests issued. While this approach would allow

us to model the frequency of request submissions, it would

not take into account two important features of the data: ses-

sions are of unequal duration, and within sessions the number

of available days for making requests varies (see Table 1).

11. Many deputies do not serve a complete convocation, instead

entering and exiting parliamentary seats. Because we were

interested in assessing the level of deputy activity, it was

important to take into account the opportunity to submit

requests.

12. The variable Legislative Leadership is a dichotomous vari-

able that is coded 1 for deputies occupying committee chair

positions.

13. Unpaired with unequal variances.

14. The online appendix, data and supplementary materials are

posted at http://vse-na-vybory.blogspot.com.

15. See, for example: http://www.kyivpost.com/news/nation/

detail/54494/
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