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The new Ukrainian Electoral Code, which entered into force
on January 1, 2020, is analyzed. Emphasis is placed on the limited
implementation of the open list concept within the code. The main
innovations of the code in relation to the previous legislation are
considered. The «open» and «closedy levels of the electoral system
are compared. Based on the results of the 2019 parliamentary
elections, the theoretical composition of the Kharkiv City Council
and the procedure of how the polling stations will be distributed
(when translating the preliminary results of passing parties into
future local elections) are simulated. Emphasis is placed on the
illustrative rather than the predictive aspect of relevant modeling.
Based on the modeling of the Kharkiv City Council, it is pointed out
that for parties on the verge of a passing barrier that go to councils
with low results, in fact will work a closed list system with minimal
voter influence on the personal distribution of seats. It indicates that
there are two major powerful constraints on the open list system
under current legislation — such as the distribution of mandates
among single city/oblast party lists, as well as a «personal vote
thresholdy of 25% of the «electoral quotay (the sum of all votes
cast for a “pass-through” party is divided by the number of council
seats). Emphasis is placed on the need to change the electoral
strategies of candidates compared to previous local elections,
where, under the new legislation, such typical strategies as the
choice of a favorable party district and the “identification effect”
don't guarantee a favourable result.
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Ananizyemocst Hoeuti Bubopuuii kooexc Vkpainu, wo HaOye
yunnocmi 3 1 ciuna 2020 poky. Akyenmyemucs yeaza na oomedice-
Hill peanizayii KOHYenyii GIOKPUMUX CNUCKI8 8 PAMKAX 8KA3AHO2O
KoOekcy. Po321s0aiomucsi OCHOBHI HOBOBBEOCHHS KOOEKCY BIOHOC-
HO nonepednbo2o 3akonooascmed. llopisnioomscs «8IOKpumuiy
ma «s3akpumuily pisHi subopuoi cucmemu. Ha ocnosi pesyiomamis
napnameHmcvkux 6ubopie 2019 poxy mooenoemovcs meopemuyHull
cKknad Xapriecokoi Micbkol padu ma npoyedypa moeo, sSIKUM came
yuHOM 6YOymob posnodinamucs eubopuyi micysa (npu mpaucaayii no-
NepeoHix pe3yibmamieé NpoxXiOHuX napmiti Ha mauOymui micyesi
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subopu). Akyenmyemocs ygaza Ha inloCmpamusHomy, a He npocHo-
3YI0U0OMY acnekmi 8i0n08ioH020 Mooenosants. Ha ocrnogi mooento-
6aHHs CKIAOY XAPKIBCLKOI MICbKpAOU 6KA3YEMbCA HA me, Wo O
napmiti Ha medxci npoxioHoeo bap ’'epy, Kompi npoxoosams 00 pao 3
He3HAYHUMU pe3ynomamamu, de-gpaxmo 6yoe npayrosamu cucmema
3AKPUMUX CRUCKIE 3 MIHIMATLHUM GHIUBOM 6UOOPYIE HA NEPCOHATL-
HUll po3nooin manoamie. Bkazyemvcsa Ha HAsA6HICMb 080X OCHOBHUX
NOMYIICHUX CIMPUMYBAYIE cuUcCmeMu GIOKPUMUX CHUCKIE 6 PAMKAX
YUHHO20 3AKOHOOAECMEA — MAKUX AK PO3NOOIL Manoamie cepeo
E€OUHUX 3A2ANbHOMICOKUX/00IACHUX CRUCKIE nApmill, & MAKOXHC «No-
pie nepconanvrux 2010¢iey, wo cknaac 25% 6io «8ub0puoi kKeomuy
(cyma 6cix eonocis, nooanux 3a «NpoXioHi» napmii, nodirena Ha
KinbKicmb manoamis paou). Akyenmyemsca ysaea Ha HeoOXioHocmi
3MIHU BUOOPUUX cIpamezitl KAHOUOAMIE Y NOPIGHAHHI 3 NONEPeOHi-
Mu micyesumu gubopami, 0e 8 yMOBAX HOB020 3AKOHOOABCMBA He
eapanmyloms 00paHHa Mmaxi munosi cmpamezii, K 6uOIp cnpusm-
16020 O0JiA napmii OKpy2y, a maxodic «eghexm omomosiCHeHHAY.

Knwuosi cnosa: subopuuil kooekc, micyesi subopu, subopua
cucmema, giOKpumi ubOpi CNUCKU, 3aKPUmi ubOpHi CNUCKU, MO-
0en6anHs pe3ynbmamis 6ubOpIs.

(cmammsi OpyKyEmMvCsi MOBOIO OPUSTHATLY)

To paraphrase a well-known saying, you can end-
lessly look at three things: how the fire burns, how the
water flows, and how the Ukrainian legislation on elec-
tions is rewritten on the eve of the elections themselves.
On January 1, 2020, the long-suffering Electoral Code
entered into force, a priori euphoric attitude towards
which for many representatives of civil society over-
shadowed the essence of the document in all its editions.

Meanwhile, the text of the Code itself has under-
gone significant changes several times over the past
six months. Moreover, the version of the document
adopted by the parliament and signed by the pres-
ident can hardly be considered a constant for future
elections — after the administrative-territorial reform,
it will definitely be necessary to introduce technical
amendments, along with which further substantial
changes can be adopted.

In the media, articles on the adopted Code ap-
peared with headlines on “the end of the majoritarian
vote” and focused on innovations for the elections to
the Verkhovna Rada, while the cardinal change in the
system for the upcoming local elections in 2020 was
not dealt with in detail.

So, the main positions of the new Code are the
following:

- According to the Code, parties submit a single re-
gional / city list with a fixed sequence of candidates,
simultaneously assigning each candidate to one of the
N multi-member districts — thus, the party forms N dis-
trict lists within a single regional / city.

- The number of multi-member districts is equal to
the nearest lower integer from dividing the size of the
council (mandate) by 10 (£ 2 deviation from the re-
sulting quotient is allowed) — for the Kharkiv Regional
Council it is 12 + 2, for the city council it is 8 & 2.

- For each five (places from 1st to Sth, from 6th to
10th, etc.) of all lists, a 40% gender quota is provided.

- Self-nomination is not allowed.

- The system is positioned as a model with “open
lists”: the voter in the ballot notes the party whose dis-
trict list he supports, and can also enter the number of
a specific candidate from this list, which he supports
(optional).

- Parties with more than 5% of the vote in the entire
region / city are allowed to distribute mandates.
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- For the distribution of mandates, an “electoral
quota” is calculated — the number of votes required
getting one mandate — it is equal to the sum of all
votes cast “for” parties, which overcome the threshold,
divided by the number of council mandates.

- At the first stage, mandates are distributed among
district party lists. For each district list, the number
of received mandates is calculated as the quotient of
dividing all the votes cast by the district list by the
electoral quota. Moreover, all rounding is performed
towards the nearest smallest integer. For the person-
al distribution of mandates within the framework of
district lists, at this stage the open lists mechanism op-
erates (with some nuances, which are discussed in the
next subsection).

- At the second stage, all “residual votes™ (appear-
ing at each “passing party” due to rounding towards a
smaller integer at the first stage) are distributed already
within the framework of a single regional / city list in
the format of “closed lists” (the personal order is fixed
by party at the stage of nomination of candidates, the
voters’ votes have no affect here).

- The law provides a majoritarian system with
multi-member districts (from 2 to 4 mandates in the
district) for the “lower” level of elections in rural,
township, city (up to 90 thousand people) and district
councils. It is such a model in the already mentioned
Concept that is proposed for all levels of local elec-
tions. The general algorithm of this system, which
is likely to be used for most UTCs (united territorial
communities), is presented below.

- The territory is divided into multi-member dis-
tricts so that the approximate number of constituencies
is equal to the whole quotient of dividing the number
of council mandates by 3 (that is, three-mandate con-
stituencies should be created baseline), the permissible
deviation is 1 constituency.

- At the same time, deviations in the number of vot-
ers in constituencies cannot be more than + 15% of the
average (the average is calculated as the quotient of
dividing all voters by the number of constituencies).

- Self-nomination is allowed.

- Candidates are also nominated by parties, and in
each constituency they can nominate several candi-
dates (from 1 to M, where M is the number of man-
dates distributed in the constituency). For this level of
councils, the law provides a 30% gender quota in party
candidate lists.

- The voter has only one vote, which he or she casts
for any of the candidates running in his constituency.
The winners are considered M (the number of constit-
uency mandates) of the candidates with the most votes
(the first three places will be the base for passing in
each constituency).

As for the size of the councils, the authors of the
latest edition of the Code took the current “line” as
a basis, abandoning plans to reduce the deputy corps.

Accordingly, 120 mandates are provided for the
Kharkiv regional council, 84 mandates are for the city
council, and 34 mandates are for other cities of region-
al significance in the region.

“Pitfalls” of the Code. Given the deserving pos-
itive assessment of the electoral system prescribed in
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the Electoral Code for local elections, some provisions
of the law can be called the “devil in detail”.

Thresholds. In the original text of the Electoral
Code, which was adopted by the Verkhovna Rada of
the previous convocation, there was no formal barrier
to the elections to regional councils and councils of
large cities (that is, the “electoral quota” was the only
arithmetic threshold — the number of votes needed to
obtain one mandate). Probably, such “openness” is not
very beneficial for large parties that will not receive
the redistributed mandates given for “parties under the
line”. After the presidential edits for this level of coun-
cils, they first introduced a 4% threshold, and at the
last moment corrected it by a 5% threshold (the same
formal barrier was in the 2015 elections).

At the “lower” level (cities with up to 90 thousand
people, district, township and village councils), the real
barrier is much higher: With a basic three-mandate con-
stituency, a candidate needs 25% + 1 vote for guaran-
teed getting a seat; on average, approximately 12-15%
for the third place may be enough. Of course, this is bad
news for parties with a rating of up to 10%, interest in
the franchise of which is significantly reduced.

However, the main threshold mechanism “sewn”
into the Electoral Code for a key level of regional and
city (90,000+) councils was laid down in the 225th arti-
cle, which determines the amount of money deposit for
parties and mayoral candidates. Its size is calculated by
the formula: “4 minimum wages for every 10 thousand
voters of the relevant council”. For the Kharkiv city
council and mayoral candidates, this amount will be
approximately 2 million hryvnias (1,045,000 / 10,000
* 4 * 4723), for the regional council — twice as much.

The wording “4 minimum wages for N voters” was
taken from the old Law, according to which the 2015
elections were held — they only changed the ratio by
erasing one zero (instead of 4 “minimum salaries” for
every 100 thousand voters they made “10 thousand
voters”). A tenfold increase of the deposit (plus al-
lowance for a fourfold increase in the minimum salary
compared to 2015 — that is, the de facto “40-fold in-
crease of the deposit”) — will not beat the large rating
parties, as the deposit is returned to parties that have
overcome 5% threshold, but all the rest (especially
non-parliamentary forces) will be forced to think three
times about the practicability of their participation in
such an increase in the price of the “entrance ticket”.

It is interesting to compare the amount of the de-
posit for the local (225" article) and parliamentary
(156" article) elections: if the formula “4 minimum
salaries for every 10 thousand voters” is introduced for
local councils, then for the lists to the Verkhovna Rada
the deposit is fixed at the rate of “1 thousand minimum
salaries”. In practice, this means that, for example,
submitting a list to the Dnipro Regional Council elec-
tions will cost a little more than participating in par-
liamentary elections. A party that wants to submit lists
to all regional councils of Ukraine will spend about
56 million hryvnias on the deposit — 12 times more
than it would cost to participate in the parliamentary
elections.

Open lists. The most delighted representatives of
civil society in the Electoral Code were the “abolition
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of the majoritarian vote” and the “introduction of open
lists”. As already shown above, the majoritarian sys-
tem is maintained for many levels of local elections,
but the so-called “open lists” left several wide gaps
for the parties to control the order in which their can-
didates get a seat.

How will the mandates be distributed in local
elections? To illustrate the work of the new elec-
toral system in the regional and large city councils,
we will conduct modelling. As a basis, we take the
results of the elections to the Verkhovna Rada of
2019 [1] in the context of the districts of Kharkiv
and calculate how 84 mandates would be distribut-
ed for the parties that are the subjects of the elec-
tions. Of course, in the 2020 local elections, the list
of participating parties will be different, they will
have a different level of support, moreover, there
may be other contours of districts / districts (admin-
istrative-territorial reform may affect the districts of
Kharkov - at least in the bill “On the fundamentals
of the administrative-territorial structure” it is stip-
ulated that districts cannot have less than 150 thou-
sand people) [2].

However, the purpose of this simulation is not to
predict how mandates are distributed between parties
(this requires up-to-date sociological data), but to eval-
uate the ratio of the “open” and “closed” level of the
system (that is, how many parties can their parties cir-
cumvent open lists).

In the parliamentary elections of 2019 in Kharkiv,
5 parties overcame the 5% barrier. We calculate how
84 mandates of the city council would be distributed
with such indicators. Hereinafter, for calculations, we
will need to calculate the “election quota” — the num-
ber of votes required to obtain one mandate. It is cal-
culated by the formula: all votes cast for breaking the
party’s barrier are divided by the number of council
mandates. In our simulation, the electoral quota = 413
160/84 = 4918 votes.

% of

Party Votes mandates
votes
Sluha Narodu 188 242 38.90 38/84
Opozytsiina
platforma — Za 124 093 25.65 25/ 84
Zhyttia
Opozytsiinii Blok 42 408 8.77 9/84
Yevropeiska 31 801 6.57 7/84
Solidarnist
Partiia Shariia 26 616 5.50 5/84

Let’s move on to the first stage of the distribution
of mandates — among district party lists. We divide the
number of votes of each district list by the electoral
quota in order to get the number of seats for the party
in this constituency (all rounding is performed towards
a smaller integer). For example, the district list “Sluha
Harodu” in the Shevchenkivskyi district of Kharkiv
will receive 5 mandates (M = 5.61) as part of the indi-
cated simulation, and 2 (M = 2.90) in Kholodnohirskyi
district. And, for example, at the “Partiia Shariia”, not
a single district list will receive a single mandate (all
M <1), since in all areas of the city the party won fewer
votes than the election quota (<4918 votes).
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Thus, at the first stage, 33 out of 38 mandates of
the “Sluha Narodu”, 20 of the 25 mandates of the
“Opozytsiina platforma — Za Zhyttia”, 4 of the 9 man-
dates of the “Opozytsiinii Blok”, 3 of the 7 “Yevro-
peiska Solidarnist” mandates, 0 of the 5 “Partiia Shari-
ia” mandates.

In total, 60 mandates are distributed at the first
stage, and 24 mandates - at the second stage accord-
ing to the system of “closed” lists. Moreover, the pro-
portional representation of the districts is significantly
distorted — small districts that do not receive their man-
date quota are in a losing position. We also see that
each party has about 4-5 mandates that go to distribu-
tion among “closed” city lists. This number according
to probability theory will be equal to the number of
districts divided by 2, regardless of the level of support
for the party. Thus, each party that overcomes the bar-
rier is likely to be able to hold a “closed” four or five
candidates. Is it guaranteed with absolute probability?
No — if the sum of the residuals after the decimal point
in the quotas of the district lists is less than one, then
all party mandates will be distributed at the first level.

“Half-open lists” in constituencies. We return
to the first stage, in which 60 mandates are distribut-
ed according to the so-called. open list system. Here,
the key blocker of “open lists” is 259" article of the
Ukrainian Electoral Code [3]. The traditional model
of “open” lists implies the following: candidates take
places on the list in decreasing order of the number of
votes cast by voters. However, the 259" article de facto
claims that the list is closed by default (the order of
the district list established by the party congress when
nominating remains), and changing the list is possible
only for those candidates who gained 25% of the elec-
toral quota. In our simulation, these 25% of the elec-
tion quota (4918 votes) = 1230 votes. If the candidate
does not gain this threshold of the votes cast personally
for him, then he cannot take a higher position in the
district list than that which the party determined during
his nomination.

The key question is — how many candidates will be
able to get such a number of personal votes, or at the
first (district) stage, will the mandates also be distribut-
ed among those who are higher on the list? Recall that
in the district list there can be from 5 to 12 candidates.
We calculate how many personal votes the “average”
candidate would receive in the district list of each par-
ty (i.e., with an equal distribution of votes between the
candidates).

At the same time, an important variable is the per-
centage of voters who will generally vote for specific
candidates (and not limit themselves to voting for a
party) — we will make three modelling options — for
25%, 50% and 100% of voters voting for any candi-
dates. We will also proceed from the fact that all par-
ties will compile complete lists of 84 candidates, dis-
tributing them according to district lists in proportion
to the number of voters in the city’s districts (taking
into account the range prescribed by law — 5-12 can-
didates).

Each of these numbers (“personal votes of the” av-
erage “candidate on the party’s district list”) should be
compared with 25% of the election quota - that is, with
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. Opozytsiina I .
cons.tltu.ency Sluha platforma — Za Opozytsiinii Yevropels‘ka Partiia Shariia
(district) Narodu Zhviti Blok Solidarnist
yttia
Votes M Votes M Votes M Votes M Votes M
Shevchenkivskyi 27582 5,61 18173 3,69 6657 1,35 6679 1,36 4420 0,90
Kyivskyi 25779 5,24 16687 3,39 5705 1,16 5303 1,08 3889 0,79
Kholodnohirskyi 14253 2,90 9118 1,85 3196 0,65 2148 0,44 1829 0,37
Novobavarskyi 18387 3,74 11214 2,28 4247 0,86 2488 0,51 2059 0,42
Osnovianskyi 13536 2,75 8515 1,73 3240 0,66 1972 0,40 1627 0,33
Slobidskyi 14243 2,90 9176 1,87 3270 0,66 2056 0,42 1917 0,39
Industrialnyi 22607 4,60 16201 3,29 5233 1,06 2824 0,57 3244 0,66
Nemyshlianskyi 20313 4,13 13954 2,84 4349 0,88 3075 0,63 3028 0,62
Moskovskyi 31542 6,41 21055 4,28 6511 1,32 5256 1,07 4603 0,94
In total 188242 38,27 124093 25,23 42408 8,62 31801 6,47 26616 5,41
Mandates 38 25 9 7 5
At stage | 33 20 4 3 0
Go to the stage II 5 5 5 4 5
cor:ls.tittu.e;lcy (;;*:Z‘sdi‘n Sluha Narodu (38,9%) Og‘;z%tlf'y‘;f‘a"(lzastfgsr,fza)‘ Opozytsiinii Blok (8,77%)
(district) the list 25% 50% | 100% @ 25% 50% | 100% @ 25% 50% | 100%
Shevchenkivskyi 12 575 1149 2299 379 757 1514 139 277 555
Kyivskyi 12 537 1074 2148 348 695 1391 119 238 475
Kholodnohirskyi 6 594 1188 2376 380 760 1520 133 266 533
Novobavarskyi 7 657 1313 2627 401 801 1602 152 303 607
Osnovianskyi 7 483 967 1934 304 608 1216 116 231 463
Slobidskyi 9 396 791 1583 255 510 1020 91 182 363
Industrialnyi 10 565 1130 2261 405 810 1620 131 262 523
Nemyshlianskyi 9 564 1129 2257 388 775 1550 121 242 483
Moskovskyi 12 657 1314 2629 439 877 1755 136 271 543
C"(‘(‘fi‘s‘ttr‘;‘c’:‘)cy ﬁ;‘sd:n Yevropeiska Solidarnist (6,57%) Partiia Shariia (5,50%)
the list 25% 50% 100% 25% 50% 100%
Shevchenkivskyi 12 139 278 557 92 184 368
Kyivskyi 12 110 221 442 81 162 324
Kholodnohirskyi 6 90 179 358 76 152 305
Novobavarskyi 7 89 178 355 74 147 294
Osnovianskyi 7 70 141 282 58 116 232
Slobidskyi 9 57 114 228 53 107 213
Industrialnyi 10 71 141 282 81 162 324
Nemyshlianskyi 9 85 171 342 84 168 336
Moskovskyi 12 110 219 438 96 192 384

1230 votes. Thus, we see that it is extremely difficult
for candidates from parties with less than 10% to get
1230 votes in the district, even if we proceed from the
optimistic scenario that all 100% of voters will vote
for a particular candidate. But for large parties (25%
or more of the rating), the system can really work like
a model with “open” lists at the district level, and even
the “average” candidate can accumulate 1230 votes
from the party electorate in the district.

Conclusions. So, as we can see, not only in rela-
tion to parliamentary, but also in relation to local elec-
tions, the Electoral Code in its current version doesn’t
introduce a clear system of “open lists”. By the way,
in addition to formal levers of control over the order
of candidates in the lists, there is a threat of informal
ones, if, like in 2015, some parties will oblige their
candidates to write statements about the rejection of
the mandate at the nomination stage. A vivid illustra-
tion is “Novak’s case”: when the order in the Kharkov
city list “Vidrodzhennya” was changed ex-facto for
passing the secretary of the City Council [4].

The system includes at least two powerful “open
list” blockers. First of all, we are talking about the sec-
ond level of distribution of mandates among the single
city/oblast party lists. Modelling for the Kharkiv City
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Council showed that almost a third (24 out of 84) of the
mandates are distributed exactly at this level according
to the “closed lists” system. Each party that overcomes
the 5% barrier is likely to be able to conduct several
candidates on the “closed side” (on average, this num-
ber is equal to the number of districts divided by two).
This loophole would not have happened if, at the stage
of the distribution of mandates in the districts, round-
ing had not been prescribed towards the nearest lower
integers. At the same time, there is some probability
that the first numbers of the lists may fail (condition-
ally, if the sum of the balances in all districts is less
than 0.5). So, even candidates with high numbers on
a single list, but not willing to risk, albeit with good
chances, should take care of the set of “personal votes”
and try to get a mandate at the district stage.

The second blocker is the “threshold of personal
votes”, which is established by 259" Article: to ad-
vance up the “open” district list, it’s not enough for a
candidate to get more votes than his\her party mem-
bers — he\she will need to get 25% of the election quo-
ta (in our simulation — 1230 votes). This threshold
is the same for all candidates, regardless of party or
constituency. So, it will be more difficult to overcome
this threshold for candidates from parties with poor re-
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sults in these constituencies: it’s difficult to get 1230
“personal votes” when 2-3 thousand votes are cast for
the entire list, in which there are 4-11 more competi-
tors-members of the same party.

Modelling shows that at the district level, the lists
are “more open” for the more “rated” parties. Obvious-
ly, of the 84 conditional candidates for the City Coun-
cil, only a few will be able to count on the “loopholes”
of closed lists — what should the rest do in this situa-
tion? Unlike in 2015, the strategy of choosing a district
traditionally favourable for the party and the “identifi-
cation effect” with it will no longer work — votes for
the party in the district are now the subject of com-
petition for 5-12 candidates nominated by it. So, the
candidates will have to go from the opposite — to find
and collect “personal votes” for themselves, which
will automatically go to the “party’s piggy bank”. It
is critically important for candidates to explain to the
constituency the new system in order to maximize not
only the turnout, but also the percentage of those who,
besides the “checkmark” opposite the party, will enter
the number with the number of the candidate at the
bottom of the ballot. So, few will be able to “sit out” on
the “right” numbers, and the rest of the candidates will
need to build up work and communication with voters
with radically new “rules of the game” with external
and internal party competition even more than before.

The version of the Electoral Code that came into
force on January 1, 2020 (which may be subject to
new changes) involves two electoral systems for the
election of deputies of local councils: for the level
of regional councils and cities with a population of
90 thousand or more — a proportional representation
system with party lists in multi-member districts and
5% threshold; and a multi-member majoritarian sys-
tem (2-4 mandates per district) with the possibility of
self-nomination for district, city (up to 90 thousand
population), township and village councils.

A multiple increase in money deposit, which is re-
turned only to parties that will get seats in the council,
can be a powerful “filter”, leading to a decrease in the
number of participating parties. From the point of view
of democratic standards, such a “rise in price of en-
trance ticket” and the lack of equal opportunities for
parties is an extremely negative phenomenon — it was
possible to realize the same idea of a “filter” through
a mechanism for collecting signatures for registration,
rather than an absurdly expensive deposit for partici-
pating in local elections. In addition to the deposit, the
Code contains several other norms that demotivate the
democratic party building — for example, the ability
to use the regional party organization as a universal
subject of nomination (without the need to register dis-
trict or city cells), as well as expanding election levels
where candidates have the option of self-nomination.

Abstracting from candidate strategies, the effects
of “open lists” in this form can greatly disappoint those
who believe that the “grid”, “buckwheat” and the ad-
ministrative resource are attributes of an exclusively
majority system. If the candidate’s goal is to search
conditionally in the district with 100,000 voters for
1230 votes for himself (and incidentally for the party),
then the “open lists” themselves do not insure against
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such unfair voting practices. Eradicating the various
forms of voter bribery and “controlled voting” is im-
possible only through reforming the electoral system,
without changing the political culture as a whole.
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