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  Preface to the Sixth Edition


  Since the publication of the fifth edition, Vladimir Putin was elected to a third (nonconsecutive) term in March 2012. Putin was inaugurated in May 2012 and will serve as president until 2018, the first time a president has a six-year term in Russia’s history. After a tumultuous beginning in which Putin was met with significant protest in Moscow, the domestic political situation has calmed. Nonetheless, Russia remains at a crossroads and critical questions are more important than ever. In the domestic sphere, the question is still out: what kind of society is Russia evolving into? Will oil revenues be sufficient to fund economic development and modernization, or will they hinder democratization, the so-called resource curse? Regarding Russia’s relations with the world, the major questions concern Putin’s adversarial relations with the West and the defense of its national security interests. The decades-old schism between Westernization and Russian exceptionalism continues to resonate today.


  Analyzing wide-ranging policy issues requires the combined efforts of an excellent group of scholars. Because trends in Russia are often difficult for nonspecialists to discern, the book presents analysis by some of the best scholars and analysts who work on Russia. Most of the authors who wrote chapters for the fifth edition are included in the sixth edition. Building on the success of previous editions, a decision was made to widen the scope of coverage so the sixth edition adds two new contributors: Kathleen Hancock, who writes on energy; and Janet Johnson, who writes on gender relations. I am deeply grateful to all of the authors who contributed to this sixth edition.


  In addition, I would like to thank several people at Rowman & Littlefield: Susan McEachern for her continued enthusiasm for this project; Audra Figgins for discovering the book cover and for general production support; and Jehanne Schweitzer, for her excellent editorial skills in producing this book. I also thank Christine Carberry for her expert preparation of the index.


  Finally, this book is dedicated to our collective students so that they may better understand the riddle, wrapped in a mystery, inside an enigma that we call Russia.


  Introduction


  Putin’s Challenges


  Stephen K. Wegren


  The sixth edition returns to its original title, Putin’s Russia, marking the reelection of Vladimir Putin to his third (nonconsecutive) term in March 2012. Despite the return of Putin to the Kremlin, the country continues to face critical questions. The purpose of this introductory chapter is to outline broad trends during Putin’s first two years back in office, leaving detailed analysis for the individual chapters. In particular, Putin faced three realms of challenges—in domestic politics, in the economy, and in foreign policy. Each is discussed in turn.


  DOMESTIC POLITICS


  In the lead-up to the 2012 presidential election, there was speculation in the West and Russia whether Dmitry Medvedev would run for reelection. Medvedev repeatedly stated that he wanted to run for reelection and had grown to like the job, but he nuanced his statements by saying that he and Putin would sit down and decide together what was best for the country. On September 24, 2011, the answer came before a Congress of United Russia: Dmitry Medvedev conceded to Vladimir Putin, who announced he would return to the presidency (thus anticipating an electoral victory). Putin in turn indicated that he would nominate Medvedev to be his prime minister. In March 2012 Putin was elected with 63.6 percent of the vote according to official statistics, and he was inaugurated on May 7, 2012. Putin will serve six years before the next presidential election, a result of the lengthening of the presidential term that occurred as one of Medvedev’s first acts as president. One day after Putin’s May 2012 inauguration, the Duma approved Medvedev as prime minister. The remainder of this section analyzes three political challenges that Putin faces in his current term as president.


  Popular Protest


  The political environment surrounding Putin’s return to power was quite different than the first two times he was elected. Mass protests originated with the December 2011 election for the State Duma over alleged electoral fraud. The official tabulation indicated that the Kremlin’s party, United Russia, received just under 50 percent of the vote, enough to maintain a majority of seats in the Duma. This result, however, represented a drop from the 64 percent of the vote and two-thirds of the deputies that United Russia received in the December 2007 Duma election. It is telling that in the December 2011 Duma election United Russia received less support in large cities, and more support in rural areas, a reversal from the early era of democratization under Gorbachev when democratic parties won the urban vote and communists gained support from rural areas.1 The 2011 voting pattern suggested the rise of an educated, prosperous middle class that extended its demands to include political freedom and a genuinely competitive political system.2 When that demand was violated, they protested.


  According to the Levada Center, a leading polling organization in Russia, one-third of the population thought the election had been “largely” or “entirely” honest, but almost one-half did not think that the Duma election was honest.3 Another authoritative source, Golos, estimated that United Russia received up to 15 million extra votes, which if true meant that it really obtained just 34 percent of the vote.4 Protestors demanded that election results be canceled and a new election held. That position was rejected, but afterward then-President Medvedev indicated that some concessions would be considered, such as reviving single-member district voting, restoring the right to vote “against all,” and allowing regional governors to be directly elected again. The latter came with significant restrictions, or so-called filters, whereby a candidate acceptable to the Kremlin was likely to emerge.


  Perhaps the political leadership was shaken by the December 2011 demonstrations. Unprecedented efforts were taken to make the March 2012 presidential election appear fair and honest. Acting upon the suggestion of Putin himself, web cameras were installed in all 93,000 polling places that recorded activities from 8am to 8pm. Some cases of fraud were caught and the results invalidated.5 During the presidential election, the vote in the city of Moscow was relatively clean, whereas electoral fraud was highest in ethnic minority republics.6 Although few questioned whether Putin actually won the presidential election, a large percentage of voters did not believe that the results were entirely honest.


  In the aftermath of the March 2012 election, there were demonstrations in nearly every region and more than 100 cities across Russia. The most notable protest occurred on May 7, 2012, when Putin was inaugurated. Protests broke out in Moscow and an estimated 400 people were arrested. For the first time, the Russian people protested against Putin as leader. Some protestors carried signs that read “Russia without Putin.” Coming on the heels of demonstrations in Moscow and elsewhere in December 2011 and into early 2012, it appeared that a genuine civil society had emerged in Russia. A passive population that had tolerated political games, manipulation, and dishonesty for twenty years suddenly awoke. As one Russian academic argued, “the decade of economic growth and sociopolitical stability led to the appearance of a layer within society that wants to have the right to its own voice and is ready to put pressure on the authorities.”7 The Russia of 2012 appeared to differ significantly from the Russia of 2000 when Putin first took power, marked by a willingness to be politically active, to protest, and to demonstrate. In June 2012, a demonstration estimated by supporters at 120,000 took to the streets in Moscow, the largest protest in Moscow since the August 1991 coup attempt against Gorbachev (official estimates were closer to 20,000). To be fair, however, outside of Moscow sentiments are often different and people are more supportive of Putin. But the demonstrations of 2011 and 2012 were not Russia’s dress rehearsals for an Orange Revolution.8


  In the early weeks and months of Putin 3.0 there was a feeling that whereas Russia needed Putin in 2000, that was much less true in 2012. The Putin regime, hated by Moscow liberals, was seen as the road to Russia’s collapse. Lilia Shevtsova, for example, argued that, “either the society succeeds in transforming the system of personalized rule that suffocates it, or Russia will lose its energy and end in rot or implosion. There is only way out of this civilizational trap, and that is through pressure from below.”9 By mid-2013, however, the protest movement had petered out, the consequence of the opposition being poorly organized and lacking a coherent, unified message that could galvanize national support. In mid-September 2014 demonstrations in Moscow were organized to protest Russia’s involvement in the conflict in Ukraine. The number of protestors was much smaller than in 2011 and 2012 and was policy specific, not directed at the system. Once a ceasefire took hold and Putin withdrew Russian troops from Ukraine in October 2014, the motivation for protest was removed.


  Western sources pounced on the fact that Putin’s popularity at the of 2013 was lower than at any time since 2000, but deemphasized the fact that his approval rating remained above 60 percent, a level of support that Barrack Obama could only dream of achieving.10 Moreover, during the “crisis” period of 2011–2013, two-thirds of Russians believed that conditions had gotten generally better during Putin’s rule, while less than 19 percent felt that things had gotten worse.11 Once Russia annexed Crimea, Putin’s approval rating soared above 80 percent as his nationalism resonated with the population.12 By early fall 2014, Putin’s approval rating had reached an all-time high above 85 percent, bolstered by the way Putin had handled the Ukraine situation. By the end of October, however, concerns about the economy and the decline of the ruble began to erode his popularity. In late October, the Levada Center reported that Putin’s popularity fell for the first time in 2014 and that fewer people were ready to reelect him again.13 A presidential spokesman brushed off the report as a reflection of normal fluctuations in ratings. Even so, the combination of seemingly endless violence in Ukraine, the precipitous drop in the price of oil, the decline of the ruble, and increasing inflation was of concern to Russia’s middle and upper classes.


  Loss of Willpower/Inability to Adapt


  Authoritarian regimes often fail when they lose the will to use coercion to remain in power or lose the ability to adapt. Putin showed that he has not lost the will to use force. The new Putin regime in the first months in office displayed an ability to adapt and use a combination of old techniques—police raids, intimidation, and arrests—along with the new legal maneuvers to quell protests. In the run-up to a planned massive demonstration in Moscow on June 12, 2012, police raided the apartments of protest leaders and summoned protest leaders to police stations to answer questions, methods of intimidation used in the past. In early June 2012, President Putin signed a law that increased fines for “violations” during demonstrations and protests to nearly a year’s salary (based on the average national salary) as a way to discourage participation.14 This law was dismissed as unenforceable by commentators in Moscow.


  Steps were also taken as part of a broad crackdown and demonstrated that the regime had not lost its will to use coercion. One measure, adopted in July 2012 that came into effect in November 2012 required NGOs that receive foreign funding to register as foreign agents. This step has a chilling effect because being a foreign agent is usually considered tantamount to espionage or treason. In June 2014 the Ministry of Justice was allowed to register an organization as a foreign agent without the participation of the organization, or presumably, its knowledge. Once an organization was on the foreign agent list, the law has no provision for its removal, even if the organization is found not to be a foreign agent, as with Golos. Organizations that are not NGOs but may receive money from abroad became reluctant to accept money for fear of being considered foreign agents.


  Additional steps in the broad crackdown included the recriminalization of libel; the expulsion of USAID (United States Agency for International Development) from Russia, which funded projects on democracy promotion in Russia; the creation of a list of “harmful” Internet sites; the expulsion of a Kremlin critic from the parliament; the expansion of the definition of treason; the imprisonment of three members from the punk band Pussy Riot (they were subsequently released just prior to the Sochi Olympics); and a succession of laws on extremism—the original law in November 2012, another in February 2014, and again in June 2014—each of which was broadly worded that allowed wide variance in interpretation and could be used against political dissidents and opponents. These and other actions were purportedly intended to reinforce “stability” and to bolster order, but they in fact reflect an insecure regime. The media in particular was targeted with renewed vigor. In October 2014 the opposition paper Novaia Gazeta received a warning from the Federal Service for Supervision in the Sphere of Telecom, Information Technologies, and Mass Communications (Roskomnadzor), about “extremist” material on its website, and was given ten days to remove the extremist material or face a possible block. The paper had actively covered Russia’s involvement in the Ukrainian crisis, and in September ran an article that criticized Russian lawmakers for their anti-Western stance.15 In early November the radio station Ekho Moskvy was warned about extremist coverage of the crisis in Ukraine, after which the transcript of the program was pulled from its website. Two warnings within a year can result in the station being shut down.16 Earlier in 2014 an independent station called Dozhd (Rain) was taken off the air. The crackdown also extended to physical persons. In August 2014, due to petty vandalism by passport control officials, Russian activists were prevented from leaving Russia to attend a conference organized by the UN. The activists had pages from their passports torn or removed, which rendered the passports invalid.17


  The two 2014 laws on extremism increased minimum prison terms and fines for engaging in or organizing extremist behavior, and extended the application of extremism to Internet and social media communication, an obvious reference to the Arab Spring in which social media was a key method for organizers to reach out. The February 2014 law allows Roskomnadzor to block access to a website without a court order, merely upon the request from a prosecutor. Many of the sites that were blocked have been critical of the Kremlin.18 In March 2014, access to oppositionist websites and the live journal blog of Aleksei Navalny were blocked. The explanation was that these websites called for participation in unauthorized rallies.19 In August 2014, it was announced that users of public Wi-Fi would be required to identify themselves, starting in September.20


  In September 2014 the Russian Security Council met to discuss ways to isolate Russia from the global Internet network during times of crisis in order to protect national security—in other words, to protect against the use of social media to broaden the base of protestors.21 In September 2014, Putin signed into force a law that lowered the permissible level of foreign ownership of a Russian media organization from 50 percent to 20 percent, the effect of which was to drive foreigners out (and their potentially critical views). Also in September, it was reported that Roskomnadzor had blocked access to more than 600 websites that had been deemed extremist since the February law. In September 2014 Russian legislators revived plans to curb the use of so-called over-the-top services, which charge local phone rates for long distance calls such as those used by Skype. The bill would allow phone companies to charge the full price of the long distance call, a move that would make the use of Skype prohibitive for most Russians. The pretext was to capture revenue for long distance calls, but Skype calls are untraceable by security services.22


  In addition to coercive actions, the regime adapted by seemingly offering concessions but undermined their impact (this was not unique to Putin or his administration). For example, the reintroduction of direct election of governors in 2012 did not really transfer power back to the voter because candidates had to obtain signatures from regional legislatures in order to be put on the ballot. The pro-Kremlin United Russia controlled all regional legislatures, and thus opposition candidates had virtually no chance of even making it onto the ballot. As another example, the reduction in the number of signatures to 500 for a political party to be placed on a ballot mainly fragmented the liberal left and other weak parties. The regime’s crackdown and its ability to adapt made the idea that Putinism would simply recede, or that Russia was on the brink of a genuine democratic revolution, naïve.


  Political Opposition


  The third political challenge concerns the rise of a political opposition. Putin had spent his first eight years in office creating a political system that centralized his own power and minimized the chance of political opponents to challenge him. Putinism contains inherent structural limitations on political opposition, all for the sake of stability according to Putin. In the “new” political environment after 2011 the question arose whether voters would deal United Russia and the Kremlin a defeat and start to change the composition of elected officials at the regional level. The first test, the October 2012 gubernatorial elections, witnessed loyalist governors to the Kremlin sweep to victory in all five elections, with nary a protest. The second test came in the regional elections in September 2013. There were isolated cases of political opponents pulling off an expected victory—the mayoral elections in Yekaterinburg and Petrozavodsk—and Aleksei Navalny getting 27 percent of the mayoral vote in Moscow, even though he lost the election. Navalny is important because he is one of the most outspoken critics of the regime and organizers of Moscow protests. He continued to be harassed by the police and was confined to house arrest in June 2014, and subsequently denied access to the Internet. The original thirty-day term for house arrest was subsequently extended. In December 2104, Navalny received a suspended sentence on the charge of embezzling money, but his brother was sentenced to three-and-a-half years on the same charge. “The authorities are torturing and destroying relatives of their political opponents. This regime doesn’t deserve to exist, it must be destroyed,” Navalny told reporters outside the court as he was escorted in a car for prisoners.23 The third test came in the September 2014 regional elections. Kremlin-backed governors and legislators swept to power, showing the continued strength of the regime and its ability to influence electoral outcomes to its benefit.24


  Thus, the dominance of United Russia and the Kremlin remained intact. United Russia retained control of every regional legislature in the country and all but a handful of governorships. Credible challenges to the Kremlin did not appear and the structure of electoral laws makes it extremely difficult for political challengers to arise in the future. The regime adapted the electoral institutions to ensure its continuance. In late 2013 the electoral law was modified to allow governors to appoint mayors (in 2006 the law had been changed to eliminate the position of mayor altogether and replace it with an appointed city manager). It is to be expected that loyal governors will appoint loyal mayors, thereby extending control over cities.


  THE ECONOMY


  The economic modernization that President Medvedev had emphasized was predicated on good relations with the West from whom Russia expected to obtain credit and technology. For Putin, modernization meant Russia would go it alone. In July 2014, after hostilities in Ukraine broke out, Putin called for more protection of the economy against a hostile West. Igor Yurgens, a former adviser to the Kremlin, summarized Putin’s choices as “either autocracy and isolation or modernization.”25 As the relationship with the West deteriorated, rapprochement with the West became increasingly unlikely given the severe damage to the relationship caused by the Ukrainian crisis. Before the war in Ukraine, analysts wondered how Russia’s economy would adapt to global competition after entering the World Trade Organization in 2012. In 2014, analysts wondered how Russia’s economy would fare as it withdraws from integration with the West and tilts toward a different constellation of economic partners. Thus, the changing international context increasingly influences economic prospects for Russia unlike any other time since 2000. Going forward, Putin faces four key challenges in the economic realm.


  The first challenge is economic growth. During his first year back in office, Putin embarked on a series of spending sprees to boost the economy more so than structural reform. Putin’s May 12, 2013, decree “On the State’s Long Run Economic Policy” postulated several longterm goals, including: 25 million new jobs were to be created by 2020; investment was to reach 25 percent of GDP by 2018; production of high tech products was to increase by 30 percent; labor productivity was to increase by 50 percent; and Russia’s global rankings were to rise. Putin wanted Russia’s ranking in the World Bank’s ease of doing business to rise to twentieth place by 2018.26 In 2013, Russia ranked sixty-econd.27 These initiatives require money, and that in turn depends upon energy revenue and economic growth. As the economy slowed, however, partly the result of Western sanctions, Russia has had to tap into its reserve stabilization fund and to reduce spending. In October 2014 Putin promised to support major companies and infrastructure development through injections of state capital, at the same time cutting state spending by up to one trillion rubles.28


  Russia experienced very high rates of economic growth during 2000–2007, around 7 percent a year until the financial crisis of 2008–2009. Coming out of the global financial crisis, at the start of 2011 Russia’s GDP was equal to US $1.52 trillion, growing to US $1.9 trillion by the beginning of 2012. GDP stood at US $2.01 trillion at the start of 2013 and US $2.09 trillion at the beginning of 2014, representing 1.3 percent growth from 2013.29 Going forward the outlook is more pessimistic.30 The Ministry of Economic Development originally forecast annual economic growth in the 4–4.2 percent range for 2013–2020. In reality, actual economic growth slowed considerably and by autumn 2013 the government estimated a growth rate of 1–2 percent for the next few years. By October 2014 estimated growth was at less than 1 percent.31 There was open talk of stagnation and even recession inside and outside of Russia, exacerbated by Western economic sanctions. Slower growth creates challenges for fulfilling economic goals in the government programs and affects prospects for modernization. In December 2014 the government announced that Russia’s economy had contracted by .5 percent in November, and unless the price of oil rebounded in 2015 the economy could contract another 4–5 percent. Despite the economic slowdown, inflation remained stubbornly persistent, a yearly rate of 6.7 percent in 2013 and estimated at 6.8 percent for 2014.32 In reality, inflation reached 8 percent in September 2014.33 By December, the combination of a plummeting ruble and Western sanctions led to inflation exceeding 10 percent. Further, Russia’s self-applied food embargo contributed to higher food inflation, reaching 13 percent by early December 2014 and was forecast to rise to 15 percent in 2015.


  Energy constitutes the second challenge. About 40 percent of Russia’s GDP comes from the energy sector; energy accounted for 52 percent of government revenues and 70 percent of export earnings in 2013.34 On the positive side, in Putin’s third term oil production reached a post-Soviet high of 10.37 million barrels a day (mbd) in 2012, only to be surpassed in 2013 at 10.5 mbd.35 For production of natural gas, production declined 2.3 percent in 2012 but rose 2.1 percent in 2013 to 668 billion cubic meters. On the negative side, Russia’s reliance on energy for growth and revenue creates certain dangers such as the resource curse. It is commonly argued that energy-dependent states are unlikely to democratize. An additional economic danger is that reliance on energy makes the country vulnerable to technological breakthroughs that change the paradigm. Specifically, the shale oil revolution has changed the landscape of the world’s energy outlook. The United States increased its production by 3.5 million barrels a day to 9 mbd and is on its way to producing 12 million barrels of oil a day, a level that can be sustained for a long time according to one analyst.36 America may overtake Russia and Saudi Arabia to become the world’s largest oil producer by the end of the decade, which along with lower consumption due to increased efficiency, puts downward pressure on global oil prices. Already the price of oil fell throughout the second half of 2014, dipping below US $60 per barrel by mid-December 2014, whereas the Russian 2014 budget was designed on the assumption of global prices between $105–$110 a barrel. Other estimates placed Russia’s need at US $115 in order to pay for investment in Crimea and the war in Ukraine, as well as higher social and military spending. In November 2014 Saudi Arabia reduced the price of its oil, which along with increasing production in the United States and weak global demand meant that the price per barrel would remain depressed for the foreseeable future. In December, the price of oil fell below $60, but OPEC decided not to reduce oil production in an attempt to shore up prices, and subsequently Russia followed suit. The price of oil continued to decline into 2015, falling to the low $40s by March 2015. With higher US production and decreased demand in Europe and Asia, especially China, global supply exceeded demand and the new reality for Russia was lower oil prices which would mean decreased revenue for both Russian oil companies and the Russian government. One economist at the World Bank predicted that Russia could avoid a recession if oil rebounded to $85 a barrel in 2015 and $90 in 2016, but that was unlikely to happen.37


  Concerning natural gas, the United States has already surpassed Russia as the world’s largest gas producer, and the use of fracking technology could lead to a 30 percent increase in production by 2020, a level that can be sustained for decades. The United States could become the world’s largest exporter of natural gas by 2020, thereby possibly supplanting Russia’s hold on the European market.38 The net effect of the energy revolution is to create a new set of winners and losers, and Russia appears poised to become a loser—a victim of more supply, lower prices, and market competition. Needless to say, the political and economic consequences of an energydependent state experiencing a significant decline in revenue and/or market share are enormous.


  The third economic challenge concerns personal incomes. During 2000–2013 the real incomes of Russians (adjusted for inflation) increased every year except 2009. During 2000–2007, the real increase was in double digits when the price of oil was climbing. The rise in real incomes outstripped growth in production, and as purchasing power grew Russia had to import more, particularly meat products. In nominal rubles, the average monthly income rose from R2,223 in 2000 to R29,792 in 2013; and increased to R30,057 in the first quarter of 2014.39 During this period, pensions were raised several times, as was the minimum wage and the cut-off point that defined the poverty line. A large portion of income increases for the working and nonworking population was attributed to revenues generated from energy exports, allowing the government to raise minimum income standards, fund development programs, and support domestic investment to create new jobs in advanced sectors of the economy.


  The slowdown in the economy combined with Western sanctions in the shortterm, and the likelihood of falling energy revenue in the medium and long-term, have to be a concern for Putin. Philip Hanson notes that the rate of growth of household consumption in real terms has slowed sharply. During 2002–2008 it was an astronomic 11.5 percent a year, 7.3 percent during 2010 to 2012, and only 4.7 percent in 2013.40 It does not appear that the income increases of past years will be duplicated. Inasmuch as the social contract between regime and population rested on rising standards of living and higher incomes, the prospect of income stagnation will impact consumption. Whether or not stagnating incomes and lower consumption have political consequences for Putin remains to be seen.


  The fourth economic challenge facing Putin concerns economic relations with the West. Economic relations with the West impact Russian investors and consumers. In the wake of Western sanctions, the Russian stock market fell and the Central Bank raised interest rates three times in the second half of 2014, from 5.5 percent at the beginning of the year to 8.5 percent in the summer, to 9.5 percent in October 2014, and then to 17 percent in December 2014 in an attempt to stem inflation and curb currency speculation that contributed to a declining ruble. The Central Bank wanted to combat rising inflation, but higher interest rates also make borrowing more expensive for consumers and businesses. Along with rising interest rates, at one point the value of the ruble fell more than 50 percent during 2014. In late November, the ruble passed an all-time low of 50 rubles to the dollar, thereby forcing the Central Bank to intervene in order to slow the decline.41 The Central Bank expended over $20 billion in October defending the ruble,42 and over $70 billion since the start of the 2014.43 The value of the ruble continued to fall and sank to an all-time low against the dollar of 80 to the dollar in December 2014 before rebounding to the mid-fifties by the end of the year. Russians responded to the decline of the ruble by pulling R52.6 billion (US $1.3 billion) out of ruble deposits in September 2014 according to Central Bank data. As the ruble fell, Russians rushed to convert to hard currency, leading to long lines and even shortages of dollars and Euros. To prop up the ruble, in December the government ordered five of the country’s biggest statecontrolled exporters to reduce their foreign currency assets to October 2014 levels and not raise them again until March 2015. Counting ruble and hard currency withdrawals, Russia’s banking system experienced a total withdrawal of R200 billion (US $4.9 billion) in September 2014 alone.44 The combination of a falling ruble and higher inflation drove Russians to buy cars, electronics, and home appliances in an attempt to preempt further price increases.


  Moreover, in order to diversify and modernize the economy Russia needs capital in the form of investment and loans. Although Russia signed investment agreements with Japan and China, the West has been the most important source of capital. Few people believe that Russia’s tilt to the East will be able to compensate for the loss of Western financing.45 Foreign direct investment into Russia increased to $94 billion in 2013, making Russia the third most popular destination for investment after the United States and China—a jump of six places compared to 2012.46 With economic sanctions and a general deterioration in relations between Russia and the West it is a virtual certainty that foreign investment will decline in 2014 and Russia’s ranking will drop.


  In addition to direct investment, Western banks have been an important source for borrowing by Russian banks. In 2013, for example, Russian banks borrowed 15.8 billion euro (US $21.3 billion) from the EU, equal to almost one-half of their capital loans.47 Western sanctions, however, prohibit any Russian bank that is 50 percent or more owned by the state from restructuring or acquiring new debt in US or European capital markets for a term longer than thirty days. Debt that would have been automatically renewed in the past no longer will be. If large Russian banks are shut out from raising capital abroad they will have to turn to domestic sources of capital, which in turn will reduce how much money is available for other purposes. In the second half of 2014 several Russian companies appealed to the government for funds from the national reserve, but so far were turned down.


  Foreign direct investment and loans from the West are important because capital flight from Russia remains high, reaching US $54.6 billion in 2012 and US $62.7 billion in 2013.48 In March 2014, the World Bank forecast an outflow of US $150 billion in 2014, but that level was surpassed by mid-year. In July 2014 the European Central Bank estimated that capital flight had reached US $220 billion since the start of the Ukrainian crisis.49


  Despite serious economic challenges that arise from Western sanctions and from internal processes within Russia, the Western hope that sanctions will modify, or moderate, Russian international behavior, specifically in Ukraine, is naïve. Brookings Institution economist Clifford Gaddy notes that Russia’s relatively primitive economic structure will allow it to withstand sanctions, whereas Western businesses actually stand to lose more. Anders Åslund disagrees, arguing that Russia suffers from a liquidity freeze that damages the Russian economy.50 Some also argue that Russians are more likely to rally behind Putin rather than press for leadership change or a new course in foreign policy.51 In December 2014, the US Congress adopted a fourth round of wider sanctions against Russia that provides military aid to Ukraine (but not lethal weaponry), targets Gazprom if it reduces gas supplies to Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, or NATO countries, and imposes sanctions on Russia’s main arms exporter, Rosoboronexport. President Obama signed the bill because Congress attached the sanctions to a spending bill that would keep the US government operating. Russia strongly criticized the new sanctions, as would be expected. Not only does this US action raise the possibility of a rift with EU allies, it seemed to galvanize Russian determination and played into Putin’s argument that the US government is acting aggressively with the hope for regime change. Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov stated that “Russia will not only survive but will come out much stronger. We have been in much worse situations in our history and every time we have got out of our fix much stronger.”52


  FOREIGN POLICY


  Putin has responded in a variety of ways to a changing global environment. The discussion to follow sets the context for more detailed discussions by Andrei Tsygankov and Jeff Mankoff. Relations between the United States and Russia began to turn south late in Medvedev’s term as president. The reset in the bilateral relationship that began in 2010 between presidents Obama and Medvedev came undone after Putin returned to the presidency. In December 2012 the United States adopted the so-called Magnitsky Act and immediately thereafter Russia retaliated as President Putin signed the Dima Yakovlev Law, which imposes a ban on the adoption of Russian children by US parents. In February 2014, Michael McFaul, US ambassador to Russia, announced his resignation following the 2014 Olympic games in Sochi. The atmosphere in Moscow turned so vehemently anti-American that McFaul felt that he was essentially driven from office.53 On March 18, 2014, following the annexation of Crimea, Putin delivered a speech to the Federation Council and State Duma in which he defended Russia’s actions in Crimea and lambasted the West and in particular the United States for its lies, hypocrisy, and hegemonic behavior that threatened Russia’s interests.54 As the relationship became increasingly bitter, President Obama indicated that Russia was a greater threat to global stability and order than Islamic State or the Ebola outbreak in Liberia, something that enraged Putin.55 He again lashed out at the West in an October 2014 speech in Sochi in which he excoriated the United States for its unilateral actions that threaten world peace, its continuation of a Cold War mentality, and its attempt to impose its will on other countries in a way that Putin considered to be unlawful international behavior.56 Dmitry Tenin, head of the Carnegie Center in Moscow, concluded that Putin “clearly does not trust America and sees no point in talking to it.”57 Continuing his theme in November 2014, Putin accused the United States of trying to subjugate Russia.58 In his annual address to the Federal Assembly in December 2014, Putin criticized the West’s “hypocritical statements on the protection of international law and human rights” as nothing more than blatant cynicism. He also argued that the United States is controlling its European partners in their relations with Russia, so that “we will have to protect our legitimate interests unilaterally and will not pay for what we view as erroneous policy.”59


  A series of events marked the erosion of cooperation between the United States and Russia. In late 2012, Russia withdrew from the Nunn-Lugar program, or the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) as it is often called, a program that helped to pay for the destruction of Russia’s nuclear weapons rendered superfluous by lower treaty limits. In November 2014, Russia informed the United States that it planned no new projects in 2015 to secure nuclear materials on Russian territory. The two countries had been cooperating for many years to ensure that Russia’s nuclear material did not fall into the hands of terrorists or a rogue state. In July 2014, Russia reopened a listening station in Cuba that had been closed in 2001 in order to eavesdrop on the United States. Throughout the second half of 2014, Russian bombers engaged in near-incursions near Alaska in order to test the resolve of the United States. In October 2014, allegations were made that personnel in the US embassy in Moscow were being harassed by Russian security forces at a level not seen since the end of the Cold War. Embassy staff reported being followed, and their possessions at home moved around when they were gone. Russia’s Foreign Ministry leveled similar charges of harassment against its personnel in the United States.60 Russia withdrew from the FLEX student exchange program, and in November 2014 the government announced that it was revising the program that allowed Russian graduate students to study abroad at the government’s expense. With worsening relations with the West, the new intent was to allow Russian students to study only in nations that were friendly to Russia.61 These events, along with a constant barrage of propaganda from the Kremlin contributed to a rising anti-American sentiment in the Russian population. In February 2014 only 18 percent of Russians had an unfavorable view of the United States, which grew to 37 percent by November 2014.62


  Military brinkmanship increased with countries on Russia’s borders as probes occurred in the Baltics and Finland. In the Baltic Sea, tensions rose to levels not seen since the end of the Cold War. According to one report, in 2010 only one Russian military vessel was spotted close to Latvian waters; by October 2014 that number exceeded forty. Russian incursions into Latvian airspace increased from five in 2010 to more than 180 by October 2014. Lithuania had to scramble interceptors 132 times by October 2014, up from four times in 2010. Finland experienced five violations of its airspace from Russia by October 2014, up from zero in 2010.63 In October 2014 a Russian spy plane violated Estonian airspace when it flew more than 500 meters into Estonia, the first such serious violation of a state in NATO since the fall of the Berlin Wall. The plane was intercepted and escorted out of Estonia airspace by Portuguese F-16 fighters based in Lithuania as part of NATO’s effort to police the Baltic’s airspace.64 At the end of October, more than two dozen Russian military aircraft, including six nuclear bombers, conducted “significant” military maneuvers on the borders of European NATO members, causing jets to be scrambled from eight countries. The most serious intercept occurred over the North Sea, where four Tu-95 strategic bombers and four refueling plans formed a convoy. The aircraft had not filed a flight plan, had turned off their transponders, and did not respond to radio calls from civilian or military controllers on the ground.65 The Russian sorties were also flying in formation and using unusual routes. Overall, the number of NATO fighters’ intercepts increased from forty during all of 2013 to one hundred during the first ten months of 2014.66 NATO assigned sixteen jets to be on high alert as they patrol the skies over the Baltic and Eastern Europe.67 NATO also deployed quick reaction fighters in Estonia and Poland. Pilots from the United States and Poland began to train together.68 Putin argued that Russia’s strategic bomber patrols near NATO countries were a response to the United States flying its bombers along Russian borders, a practice that had never stopped even after the Cold War ended.69


  To answer what was perceived as Russian provocation, NATO deployed additional forces as Russia stepped up military exercises along the Baltic border. As Baltic nations worried about Putin’s intentions, President Obama visited Estonia in early September 2014 and promised that the United States would respond to any Russian military action against Baltic nations. Finland began to consider joining NATO.70 As anti-Russian sentiment ramped up, Putin reminded the United States, and the world, in not so subtle terms, that Russia remains a nuclear power and implied that there are consequences to violating its interests.71 The government in Kiev went so far as to allege that Putin threatened the use of tactical nuclear weapons in Ukraine, but this claim was not verified and was initially denied by Russia. In March 2015, however, Putin admitted that he was ready to put Russian nuclear forces on alert if the West resisted Russia’s annexation of Crimea. Tensions continued throughout autumn 2014, as neither side was willing to break the cycle of provocation and hostility. In November, when leaders gathered in Beijing for the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation meeting, President Obama essentially gave Putin the cold shoulder. Immediately afterward at the G-20 summit in Australia, Russia stationed warships off the coast, claiming they were there to ensure Putin’s security. Western leaders severely criticized Putin’s actions in Ukraine. Putin responded with a defense that the West had reacted “inappropriately” by levying sanctions and left the meeting early, claiming that he had domestic business to address. Immediately after the meeting, Russia expelled numerous diplomats from Germany, Poland, and Lithuania, claiming that those nations had taken similar steps against Russian envoys who were accused of spying.72 A short time thereafter, Norway announced that it was canceling a joint military exercise with Russia and had suspended all high-level political contact with Moscow.73


  The deterioration in the relationship with the West led Putin to adjust his strategy by expanding partnerships with non-Western nations. In May 2014 Russia and China signed a thirty-year agreement for Russia to provide China with natural gas, a deal worth an estimated US $400 billion.74 China was already the single largest trading partner with Russia. In October 2014, the two governments signed thirty-eight agreements including projects in energy, infrastructure, agriculture, manufacturing, banking, and technology, thereby solidifying China as Russia’s most important economic partner in Asia. Prime Minister Medvedev estimates that Russia-China bilateral trade may increase from US $89 billion in 2013 to US $200 billion by 2020.75 In October 2014 the two countries agreed on a ruble-yuan swap between their national banks so that their trade transactions would not be based on US dollars but instead the national currency. In November, discussions began about funding a high-speed railway between Moscow and Beijing that could potentially carry 200 million persons a year. Bilateral relations also improved with Iran. In early August 2014, the  countries signed a  memorandum of  understanding on  increasing economic and trade ties in a number of areas, including the energy sector.76 At the end of September 2014 Iranian president Hassan Rouhani criticized Western sanctions and said that Iran was ready to provide assistance to Russia of any kind. In addition, in the wake of Putin’s August 2014 food embargo against countries that participate in sanctions against Russia, numerous countries not affected by the food embargo offered to increase their food trade with Russia, most notably from South America.77


  Multilaterally, Russia opened a new chapter with other BRICS by announcing in July 2014 the creation of a BRICS-funded development bank. This bank, which will rival the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), committed US $100 billion to a reserve fund. The five nations that constitute BRICS—Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa—account for nearly one-quarter of the world’s economy but have just 10 percent of the vote in the International Monetary Fund, and therefore this development bank would give those nations new clout in the world economic system. Unlike the World Bank, whose president is appointed by the United States, the BRICS development bank will have a five-year rotating presidency with each country getting a turn. Brazil will provide the first chairperson of the board of directors and Russia will provide the first chair for the board of governors.78 The other members—Brazil, India, China, South Africa—also offer political support for Russia in the international arena. In March 2014, Russia’s partners abstained from a vote in the UN that condemned Russia’s annexation of Crimea.


  The central challenge in Russia-West relations, of course, is Ukraine. The interesting aspect is how Putin maneuvered Russian foreign policy. Foreign Minister Lavrov alternated between statements that held out prospects for reconciliation with Russian exasperation toward the West. As the West tried to isolate Russia for its actions in Ukraine, Putin developed alternative relationships and pivoted away from the West. The essential meaning of Putin’s moves is the deintegration of Russia with the West, marked by cozying up to BRICS and China, as discussed above; by the signing of the Eurasian Economic Union treaty in May 2014, which came into effect in October 2014 and is intended to rival the European Union; and by the food embargo against Western food products, announced in August 2014. The food embargo was followed by talk of banning Western car imports, the withdrawal from the SWIFT bank transfer system, and replacing booking.com with a Russian travel search and booking application. The question is how, or even whether, Russia can be reintegrated at some point in the future, or has Russia been “lost” forever?


  Putin’s actions in Ukraine reflect a regime that is insecure with the prospect of a West-leaning Ukraine on its border, reminiscent of the requirement that border states be “friendly” toward the Soviet Union. While Putin’s claim that Ukraine and other border states are a natural sphere of influence for Russia, it is innate Russian insecurity that defines these relationships in zero-sum terms. Lost is the idea that a positive sum outcome is possible in Ukraine. Instead, the world is left with yet another “frozen conflict,” similar to Georgia, in which no final resolution appears possible. While some commentators may believe that Putin “won” by dividing Ukraine and thereby possibly precluding it from joining the European Union or even NATO, it is well to remember that Cyprus was admitted into the European Union in 2004 although it too is divided and jointly occupied by Greek and Turkish soldiers. Under new Ukrainian president Petro Poroshenko, who was elected in May 2014, Ukraine signed an economic integration agreement with the European Union in September 2014, similar to the one that former president Viktor Yanukovych had rejected in February 2014 that subsequently led to his overthrow. In the end, Putin lost any chance of a post-Soviet common economic space that would include Ukraine. Moreover, in December 2014 the Ukrainian Parliament passed a measure that removed the nonaligned status from Ukraine, which was expected to pave the way for Ukraine’s eventual membership in NATO. Russian officials immediately reacted angrily and promised to respond but it is hardly clear that Putin emerged a winner from the situation in Ukraine.


  CONCLUSION


  The challenges that Putin faces are unlikely to be resolved easily or to go away quickly. The challenges are significant and in some cases structural, such as an energy-dependent economy. In other cases, policy change could bring beneficial remediation, such as reducing the confrontational approach to the West, but the political climate and the personalities that are involved make such an occurrence unlikely anytime soon. Where, then, is Russia headed? It is always hazardous to predict Russia’s future, but the present constellation of challenges has given rise to a spate of pessimism. The Economist, for example, points to a private debt crisis, an emerging cash crunch, growing public dissatisfaction over the economy, and a “marauding” foreign policy that may exacerbate other problems.79 We should not, however, underestimate the resilience of the Russian people or the reservoir of support that Putin draws from resurgent nationalism. Russians are no different than other people in that they want to feel proud about their nation. This is not the first time in the post-Soviet period that the regime and nation faced significant challenges. Russia remains a nation with an imperfect past and an uncertain future.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What are the political challenges that Putin faces in his third term as president?


  2. What are the economic challenges that Putin faces in his third term as president?


  3. What are the foreign policy challenges that Putin faces in his third term as president?


  4. In your opinion, which of the three challenges is easiest to deal with, and which is the most difficult? Explain your answer.
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  I DOMESTIC POLITICS


  1 Political Leadership


  Richard Sakwa


  
    [I]t is clearly too early to assert that, this time, Russia will complete her real convergence with the West. But it is not too early to assert that, in the normal course, she hardly has anywhere else to go. . . . As has ever been the case since Peter, if Russia wants to be strong, she will have to Westernize. With her Communist identity gone, and with no other ideological identity possible, she has little choice but to become, as before 1917, just another “normal” European power, with an equally normal internal order.


    —Martin Malia1

  


  The Putin phenomenon remains an enigma. Putin studied law but then spent a large part of his formative adult years in the security apparatus, and then following the fall of the communist system in 1991 he threw in his lot with the democratic leader of St. Petersburg, Anatoly Sobchak. Elected president for the first time in March 2000, Vladimir Putin presided over the development of a market economy and constantly reiterated his commitment to democracy, yet following reelection for his second term in 2004 the system veered toward a type of state capitalism. Dirigisme in the economy was accompanied by suffocating restrictions on the free play of political pluralism and democratic competition in society. Putin came to power committed to the “normalization” of Russia, in the sense of aligning its internal order with the norms practiced elsewhere and establishing Russia’s foreign policy presence as just another “normal great power,” yet there remained something “extraordinary” about the country. Putin left the presidency as prescribed by the constitution in May 2008, and power was transferred to his nominee, Dmitry Medvedev, while Putin himself became prime minister and was thus able to ensure that “Putinism after Putin” would continue.


  The “tandem” form of rule during 2008–2012 ensured that neither the liberalizing aspirations of Medvedev nor Putin’s more conservative inclinations could be given free rein. This was a prescription for stalemate and stagnation, as well as frustration for those who hoped that Medvedev’s liberalizing rhetoric would be translated into more concrete action. His presidency was unable to reconcile the contradiction between the regime’s avowed commitment to the development of a modern capitalist democracy, accompanied by declarations in favor of “modernization,” with the consolidation of a power-hungry power system that absorbed all independent political life and suffocated the autonomy of civil society. The contradictions continued into Putin’s renewed presidency. On September 24, 2011, Putin effectively announced that he planned to return to the presidency, while Medvedev was to become prime minister. The parliamentary election of December 2011 and the presidential election of March 2012 formalized this decision, provoking massive protests against both the substance of the plan and the fraudulent elections through which it was achieved. A raft of political reforms was announced by Medvedev in December 2011, including the liberalization of the party registration laws and the restoration of gubernatorial elections.


  In May 2012 Putin returned to the Kremlin, while Medvedev swapped positions with him to become prime minister. The move was formally legitimized by elections, yet it was clear that Putin’s decision was decisive. The regime had become increasingly personalistic, focused on Putin himself, and in his third term his personality towered over every substantive decision. However, Medvedev’s continued membership of the reconfigured Putin team indicated that modernization and reform remained on the agenda. This was reflected in the relatively liberal composition of Medvedev’s cabinet, with a strong bloc of reformers leading the economic ministries. The task of this chapter is to indicate some of the dimensions of Russia’s continuing engagement with the problem of “becoming modern” and to present an analysis of the leadership dynamics accompanying this challenge.


  THE DUAL STATE AND POLITICS


  Under the leadership of Boris Yeltsin in the 1990s Russia emerged as a dual state. The divergence between, on the one hand, the formal constitutional order, the rule of law, and autonomous expression of political and media freedoms and, on the other hand, the instrumental use of law and attempts to manage political processes was already evident as early as the 1996 presidential election, which was effectively stolen by Yeltsin. Under Putin the gulf widened and became the defining feature of his system of rule. Putin’s administration was careful not to overstep the bounds of the letter of the constitution, but the system of “managed democracy” conducted itself with relative impunity and lack of effective accountability. It was firmly located in the gray area of para-constitutionalism, a style of governance that remains true to the formal institutional rules but devises various strategies based on technocratic (rather than democratic) rationality to achieve desired political goals. Putin’s para-constitutionalism did not repudiate the legitimacy of the constitution but in practice undermined the spirit of constitutionalism. For example, from 2012 regional governors were once again elected, but a “municipal filter” was introduced (requiring a candidate to be endorsed by a set proportion of local councilors) that allowed undesirables to be filtered out. This prevented a return to the situation of the 1990s, when all sorts of criminals and gangsters had become governors, but it also filtered out those who were politically undesirable, as seen from the perspective of the Kremlin. Equally, in most normal cases the legal system operates with a high degree of impartiality, but in a small number of political cases the judicial system is suborned.


  The interaction of real constitutionalism and nominal para-constitutionalism in Russia can be compared to the development of the dual state in Germany in the 1930s. Ernst Fraenkel described how the prerogative state acted as a separate law system of its own, although the formal constitutional state was not dismantled. Two parallel systems of law operated, where the “normative state” operated according to sanctioned principles of rationality and impartial legal norms while the “prerogative state” exercised power arbitrarily and without constraints, unrestrained by law.2 In a comparable way, the contrast between the constitutional state and the administrative regime defines contemporary Russia. To reflect the distinctive features of Russian development I use these terms in place of Fraenkel’s “normative” and “prerogative” states. The fundamental legitimacy of the regime is derived from its location in a constitutional order that it is sworn to defend, yet on occasion it applies the law in ways that subvert the independence of the judiciary. The most egregious case of such abuse was the attack on Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the head of the Yukos oil company. In October 2003 he was arrested, and in the following year Yukos was dismembered. Although the rule of law in Russia remains fragile and, as the Yukos affair amply demonstrated, is susceptible to manipulation by the political authorities, no fully fledged prerogative state has emerged. Instead, the administrative regime grants itself considerable latitude but formally remains within the letter of the constitution. Russia remains trapped in the gray area between a prerogative and a genuine constitutional state. The regime is able to rule by law when it suits its purposes, but the struggle for the rule of law is far from over.


  Two political systems operate in parallel. On the one hand, there is the system of open public politics, with all of the relevant institutions described in the constitution and conducted with detailed regulation. At this level parties are formed, elections fought, and parliamentary politics conducted. However, at another level a second para-political world exists based on informal groups, factions, and operating within the framework of the inner court of the presidency. This Byzantine level never openly challenges the leader, but seeks to influence the decisions of the supreme ruler. This second level is more than simply “virtual” politics, the attempt to manipulate public opinion and shape electoral outcomes through the exercise of manipulative techniques.3 However, by seeking to reduce the inevitable contradictions that accompany public politics into a matter of technocratic management, the contradictions between the groups within the regime itself are exacerbated. Putin places a high value on civil peace and thus opposes a return to the antagonistic politics typical of the 1990s, but this reinforces the pseudo politics typical of court systems. The suffocation of public politics intensifies factional conflicts within the regime. Putin’s political genius lies in ensuring that no single faction predominates over the others, but ensures that he remains the arbiter above them all.


  The divisions of the dual state were exacerbated by the modernization program pursued by Putin. His rule is committed to the development of Russia as a modern state and society comfortable with itself and the world. However, at the same time it seeks to overcome the failings of what it considered to be the excesses of the 1990s under Yeltsin, notably the pell-mell privatization, the liberalism that gave rise to inequality epitomized by the enormous wealth of a handful of “oligarchs,” and the “anarcho-democracy” characterized by the hijacking of the electoral process by business-dominated media concerns and regional elites. However, instead of strengthening the state, it was the administrative system that flourished. This encouraged officialdom to rule with arrogant high-handedness and the security apparatus to insinuate itself back into the control of daily life. While personal freedoms for the mass of the population flourish, including the free right to travel abroad, for intellectual, political, and business elites the suffocating hand of the administrative regime stifles initiative and restores elements of the atmosphere of the late Soviet years. Although Putin in his third term achieved his goal of improving the business climate, recognized by Russia’s sharp rise in the World Bank’s ease of doing business index, the business environment remained hazardous because of the weakness of the rule of law and the general indefensibility of property rights against the regime. This encouraged capital flight and inhibited inward investment, accompanied by an epidemic of “raiding” against companies. It also degraded the quality of governance, with the so-called vertical of power requiring a high degree of personal intervention to get anything done.4 Even the president’s word was far from law. Some 1,800 policy-relevant decrees issued by Putin during his first eight years as president were not implemented. This was the price to pay for the attempt to manage everything.


  Medvedev was committed to advancing the constitutional state, above all by strengthening the rule of law and tackling corruption, but he was afraid to openly challenge the prerogatives of the administrative regime. At the heart of Medvedev’s rhetoric was a different concept of reform, fearing that Putin’s commitment to stability was also a recipe for stagnation. Medvedev shared many of Putin’s concerns, but his program of liberal reform and openness to the outside world offered the prospect of an evolutionary passage out of the limitations of the Putin system. Medvedev was committed to continue the broad outlines of “Putin’s plan” (the term used in the 2007–2008 electoral cycle to describe Putin’s policy agenda, later called Plan 2020)5—economic modernization and the creation of a more competitive diversified economy, international integration, social modernization, and efficacious political institutions—but he changed the emphasis from “manual” management toward greater trust in the self-managing potential of the system. In his Civic Forum speech on January 22, 2008, he called for the struggle against corruption to become a “national program,” noting that “legal nihilism” took the form of “corruption in the power bodies.” Medvedev returned to this idea in his speech of January 29, 2008, to the Association of Russian Lawyers when he called on his fellow lawyers to take a higher profile in society and to battle “legal nihilism.”6 He clearly had two evils in mind: corruption in the traditional venal sense, characterized by the abuse of public office for private gain; and meta-corruption, where the judicial process is undermined by political interference, known in Russia as “telephone law,” and which had been most prominently in evidence during the Yukos case, which itself had given rise to the term “Basmanny justice.”


  In a keynote speech to the Fifth Krasnoyarsk Economic Forum on February 15, 2008, Medvedev outlined not only his economic program but also his broad view of the challenges facing Russia. He focused on an unwieldy bureaucracy, corruption, and lack of respect for the law as the main challenges facing the country. He insisted that “freedom is better than lack of freedom—this principle should be at the core of our politics. I mean freedom in all of its manifestations—personal freedom, economic freedom, and, finally, freedom of expression.” He repeated earlier promises to ensure personal freedoms and an independent and free press. He repeatedly returned to the theme of “the need to ensure the independence of the legal system from the executive and legislative branches of power” and once again condemned the country’s “legal nihilism” and stressed the need to “humanize” the country’s judicial system.7 However, as so often in Russian history, it was outside factors which derailed the program of gradual political decompression. Renewed confrontation with the United States and the West in general was evident in the Five-Day War of August 2008 with Georgia, which threatened to derail Medvedev’s aspirations as the country once again, as in Soviet times, was faced with a choice between modernization and militarization.


  The dilemmas were reflected in Medvedev’s programmatic article “Forward, Russia!” which was published in September 2009.8 The article reflected Medvedev’s growing conviction that continued political drift was no longer an option, but it also suggested uncertainty over what was to be done. The article was presented as a discussion document for the president’s annual state of the nation address to the Federal Assembly, but the harshly critical tone went beyond what would be acceptable on such a formal occasion. He characterized Russian social life as a semi-Soviet social system, “one that unfortunately combines all the shortcomings of the Soviet system and all the difficulties of contemporary life.” The underlying thinking was that the rent-extraction model of Russian political economy was unsustainable in the long run. This model had been sustained by windfall profits from a booming natural resource sector, above all high oil prices, but this only inhibited diversification away from excessive reliance on raw materials toward a more sophisticated economy. The fundamental question was whether Russia, with its “primitive economy” and “chronic corruption,” has a future. Medvedev attacked not Putin but the system that Putin represented, a balancing act that blunted his message.


  “Forward, Russia!” listed a devastating series of problems, although it did not offer much in the way of a program to remedy the situation. First, Medvedev argued that the country was economically backward and distorted by dependence on extractive industries. Who would act as the modernizing force, however, was not clear: the state or private enterprise? Second, corruption had long been one of Medvedev’s bugbears, and here he once again condemned the phenomenon. It would require a wholly impartial and independent judiciary to achieve a breakthrough, yet as the endless cases of judges working closely with business “raiders” demonstrated, little progress was made in the Medvedev years. Third, Medvedev condemned the “paternalist mindset” prevalent in Russian society, with people looking to the state to solve their social problems.


  At the Fifteenth St. Petersburg Economic Forum on June 17, 2011, Medvedev once again set out his goals. He insisted that


  
    modernization is the only way to address the many issues before us, and this is why we have set the course of modernizing our national economy, outlined our technology development priorities for the coming years, and set the goal of turning Moscow into one of the world’s major financial centers.

  


  The fruits of this, he admitted, were small, “but they are there.” He went on to condemn over-centralization:


  
    It is not possible in the modern world to run a country from one single place, all the more so when we are talking about a country like Russia. In fact, we have already gone through the kind of system when everything operates only on the Kremlin’s signal, and I know from my own experience that this kind of system is not viable and is always adjusted to suit the particular individual. We therefore need to change it.

  


  He also stressed that reform of the judicial system would continue and the struggle against corruption would be intensified.9


  Putin limited Medvedev’s freedom of action, but when Medvedev ordered senior state officials to relinquish their directorial posts on the boards of state companies by July 1, 2011, which meant that Putin’s allies would have to leave their posts, Putin reacted calmly. Even instances of divisions, as over the Khodorkovsky trials, the Domodedovo airport bombing in January 2011, and the UN resolution on Libya, were not enough to tear the tandem apart. However, they did expose real differences in style and political personalities. These were all trumped by Putin’s démarche on September 24, 2011. Putin was back, and there would no longer be any ambiguity over who was really running the country. Nevertheless, it was a chastened Putin who returned to the Kremlin. The whole system had been rocked by the mass demonstrations against electoral fraud, and Medvedev’s reformism was now reinforced by clear popular demands for change.


  The usual charge against Medvedev is that he was loud in rhetoric but achieved very little. There is some substance to this, since undoubtedly there was a mismatch between what he promised, or at least implied, and what he was actually able to do. However, the major achievement was to have outlined something different from what had preceded his presidency; but since this modified program was rooted in the system shaped by his predecessor, it was caught in a logical trap that prevented a radical breakthrough. Although the list of reforms begun by Medvedev is impressive, none were carried through to any sort of logical completion. In part this was because of his inherently cautious approach, with the experience of the chaos and disintegration of the perestroika years and the 1990s acting as a salutary warning of what could happen if liberalization was too radical and speedy. Hence there would be no “perestroika 2.0,” no repeat of Mikhail Gorbachev’s runaway reform process from 1985, which ended up with the dissolution of the communist system and the disintegration of the country in 1991. A new ideology of reform was developed that abandoned the postulates of “sovereign democracy” and instead advanced a range of ideas based on “humanism,” greater freedoms for business, restraints on the use of the coercive power of the state, attempts to strengthen the rule of law, and a softening of the harsh regulations constraining the opposition and civil society associations. Medvedev sought to mitigate the harsh environment for entrepreneurs, but he was unable seriously to restrain the prerogatives of the army of officialdom that continued to “nightmare” business (as he put it).10 The tandem format was mutually constraining, allowing neither Putin nor Medvedev to show their true colors. Medvedev did not launch a revolution against Putin, something that his critics would have liked to see but that was never in the cards.


  Four main themes emerge from this. The first is the remedial element. Putin’s policy agenda emerged not only out of the legacy of seventy-four years of communism and the way that it was overcome, notably the disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991, but also the need to overcome the perceived excesses of the 1990s, above all the development of inequality, mass poverty, oligarch domination of the media, and the excessive ambitions of the new business elite. The second feature is the type of developmental program that Putin ultimately favored, with a strong role for the state to ensure that the business of business remained business, and not politics, and to remain firmly in control of economic policy making, accompanied by support for national champions in the energy, military defense, and manufacturing sectors. The third feature is the political managerialism designed to counter what was perceived to be the irresponsibility engendered by an untutored democratic process, a theme that provoked an obsession with security by the siloviki (representatives of the security and military) in Putin’s team. These three elements combined to create a profoundly tutelary regime that was in some ways reminiscent of the “trustee” democracy practiced in Singapore.11 However, the fourth theme should not be forgotten: the ability of the regime itself to generate plans for reform. The duality of the system was starkly revealed by Medvedev’s plans for reform, and this impulse was carried over into Putin’s third presidency.


  There is a profound historical reality behind the emergence of the guardianship system. As in so many other “third wave” countries that have embarked on the path toward greater political openness since 1974,12 democracy in Russia was forced to create the conditions for its own existence. This is a type of giant boot-strapping operation described by Ernest Gellner in his work on the development of civil society in Russia and other postcommunist countries.13 The social subjects of capitalist democracy were being created in the process of establishing capitalist democracy, a circular process that engendered numerous contradictions. The relationship between the various subsystems of a dynamic democracy, notably a functioning multiparty system, still has to be devised. Instead, the tutelary role of the administrative regime tended to become an end in itself, and its developmental functions came to substitute for and impede the development of autonomous structures in society. Thus there was a profound ambivalence about Putin’s leadership and the nature of his developmental agenda, an ambivalence that is characteristic of Russia’s long-term modernization in which adaptation to the technological and economic standards of the West has been accompanied by resistance to political Westernization.


  All these contradictions were vividly in evidence in Putin’s third term.14 His leadership from 2012 was shaped by a combination of domestic and external factors. The political reforms launched by Medvedev were not repudiated, although they lost their transformative edge. It now became much easier to form parties and to participate in elections. By 2014 there were some 170 registered parties, and about a dozen were represented in regional legislatures. Some opposition figures were elected as mayors (notably in Ekaterinburg, Petrozavodsk, and Novosibirsk), but overall the regime maintained its firm grip on political life. This was reflected in the process known as the nationalization of elites, forcing top officials and legislators to withdraw their assets from abroad and to commit themselves to Russia. Trumpeted as a measure to reduce corruption, this reduced their political independence. Overall, early plans to introduce pluralism from below were derailed by the sharply deteriorating external environment. The Ukraine crisis from November 2013 in the end led to the overthrow of president Viktor Yanukovych in February 2014. In highly controversial circumstances, Putin then supported the referendum in Crimea that saw the territory returned to Russian jurisdiction (it had been part of Russia until 1954, when it had been transferred to Ukraine). Shortly thereafter, an uprising in two of Ukraine’s regions, Donetsk and Lugansk (together known as the Donbas) against the new Kiev government sucked Russia in, and provoked a further deterioration in relations with the West. Four waves of sanctions were imposed on Russia, affecting individuals close to Putin, and the banking and oil sectors. Putin’s domestic popularity soared, but the poisonous relations with the West reinforced the process that had long been in train of building links with the East, above all China. Putin’s plan to achieve deeper Eurasian integration continued in rather less ambitious forms than originally envisaged, and on January 1, 2015, the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) was born. Finally, the personalization of Russian politics was intensified, with Putin likely to remain president beyond the 2018 election and up to 2014. The constitution had been changed to allow him two more successive terms, and there was no one who could come close to challenging his preeminence. A whole epoch in Russian history would be stamped by this one man.


  PROBLEMS OF POWER CONCENTRATION


  Democracy in Russia is faced with the task of creating the conditions for its own existence; to this postulate Putin has implicitly added that this cannot be done by following the logic of democracy itself. Therein lay a further level of duality—between the stated goals of the regime and its practices, which permanently subvert the principles that it proclaims. Putin’s team dismantled the network of business and regional relationships that had developed under Yeltsin, and although in policy terms there was significant continuity between the two periods, where power relations are concerned, a sharp gulf separates the two leaderships. Putin recruited former associates from St. Petersburg and the security forces, and on this he built a team focused on the presidential administration in the Kremlin that drove through the new agenda.15 The power of the most egregiously political oligarchs was reduced, and from their exile in London and Tel Aviv they plotted their revenge, further stoking the paranoia of the siloviki. With the fear of the oligarchic Jacobites abroad, continuing insurgency across the North Caucasus, and the specter of color revolutions, it is not surprising that the regime exhibited all the symptoms of a siege mentality, and its legitimism took an ever more conservative hue.


  The Putin administration initially drew on staff from the Yeltsin team, notably Alexander Voloshin at the head of the presidential administration and Mikhail Kasianov as prime minister. At the same time, a parallel administration was built up in the Kremlin, and gradually it dispensed with the services of Yeltsin’s old guard. This was accompanied by a shift in policy priorities in the middle period of Putin’s leadership. The “over-mighty subjects” had been tamed, and now the Kremlin went on the offensive, not only to ensure its own prerogatives in economic policy and political life but also to forge a new model of political economy where the state’s preferences predominated. The Yukos affair represented a major disciplinary act, not only ensuring that the business leaders stayed out of politics, but also bringing the state back into the heart of business life.16 This was achieved not so much by renationalization as by “de-privatization.” Economic policy was no longer a matter for autonomous economic agents but had to be coordinated with the state, while the state itself became a major player in the economic arena (in particular in the energy sector) through its “national champions,” above all Gazprom and Rosneft.


  The equivalent of de-privatization in the political sphere was “de-autonomization.” The ability of political actors to act as independent agents was reduced through a notso-subtle and at times brutal system of rewards and punishments, while the economic bases of independent political activity were systematically dismantled. The “imposed consensus” of Russia’s elite, as Gel’man notes, was achieved through the Kremlin’s use of “selective punishment of some elite sections and selective co-optation of others.”17 As long as the Kremlin had adequate resources, in material, political capital, and authority terms, to rein in potentially fractious elites, the system could continue, but there was an ever-present threat of defection. An unprecedented decade-long economic boom, accompanied by windfall energy rents, reinforced the position of the power elite. This allowed a new type of “neo-Stalinist compromise” to be imposed: a type of “social contract” whereby the government promised rising standards of living in exchange for restrictions on independent popular political participation, a pact that could only be sustained, as Gorbachev discovered to his cost in the late 1980s, as long as the economy could deliver the goods. The country weathered the economic crisis of 2008–2009 because of the healthy financial reserves it had built up in the good times, and these reserves would once again help the regime survive the sanctions from 2014.


  Putin also reengineered the domestic political system. Yeltsin had tried several times to create a “party of power” that would serve to push through the regime’s legislative agenda in parliament, but it was Putin who succeeded in this task. In 2001 he forced the merger of a number of political parties to create United Russia (UR), which increasingly dominated the party system but was not allowed to challenge the prerogatives of the executive. The establishment of UR created a structure in whose name a government could be formed.18 Fear of the autonomous development of an independent political force in the past ensured that no party of power managed to make a credible showing in a second election, but UR’s triumph in the December 2003 elections indicated that a new pattern of politics was emerging. This was confirmed by its even more convincing victory in the December 2007 Duma elections, and although it lost its constitutional majority in 2011, it remains by far the single largest party. Amendments to the law on parties in the wake of that election made registration of new parties extremely easy, but the emergence of numerous small parties did not threaten the party’s dominance. Putin headed the party from April 2008, but he had demonstratively not joined it. But in May 2012 Medvedev not only became UR’s leader, he also became a party member. The creation of the All-Russia People’s Front (ONF) in May 2011 was a typical Putin move, creating a nonparty body whose work paralleled that of UR but in core respects did not duplicate its electoral and parliamentary functions. The ONF rallied public activists and social organizations to Putin’s banner, while not sharing in the opprobrium that had now befallen UR. The leading oppositionist, Aleksei Navalny, had in the 2011–2012 electoral cycle greatly popularized the slogan that UR was “the party of thieves and scoundrels.”


  The system survived the economic shock of 2008, but in the long term a decline in primary commodity prices threatened the support basis of the regime. Even before this, it was clear that the Putinite social contract—stability, security, and regular wages in exchange for political exclusion and passivity—was vulnerable to internal and external shocks. Medvedev as president was well aware of the problem but failed to negotiate a new social contract, and this remained on the agenda when he became prime minister. The fundamental problem of a concentrated power system is to ensure adequate renewal to avoid rendering itself so inward-looking as to become dysfunctional. The reliance on a small coterie of trusted followers and the result-ing weakness of competent personnel leads to reduced governmental capacity and poor policy performance. The Putin years were marked by a remarkable “stability of cadres,” with some cabinet ministers serving for nearly the whole period. Medvedev promised “substantial renewal” as he took up office as prime minister in May 2012, and over two-thirds of the cabinet was changed. Many of these ministers simply moved over to the Kremlin to serve as advisors to Putin or went on to occupy top posts in the system.


  THE CHARACTER OF LEADERSHIP


  Two decades after the fall of the Soviet regime there is no consensus about the nature of the Russian political system. A whole arsenal of terms has been devised in an attempt to capture the hybrid nature of Russian reality, including “managed democracy,” “managed pluralism,” “electoral authoritarianism,” and “competitive authoritarianism.”19 Following the Orange Revolution in Ukraine in late 2004, Russia’s presidential administration launched the term “sovereign democracy” to indicate that Russia would find its own path to democracy and that democracy in the country would have Russian characteristics. This was a theme Putin stressed in his state of the federation speech on April 25, 2005. He took issue with those who suggested that Russia was somehow not suited to democratic government, the rule of law, and the basic values of civil society: “I would like to bring those who think like that back to political reality. . . . Without liberty and democracy there can be no order, no stability and no sustainable economic policies.” Responding to Western criticism, however, Putin stressed that the “special feature” of Russia’s democracy was that it would be pursued in its own way and not at the price of law and order or social stability: “Russia . . . will decide for itself the pace, terms and conditions of moving towards democracy.”20 In other words, while the content of policy would be democracy, its forms and the tempo of development would be a directed and managed process, a division that helped sustain the dual state in Russia.


  Under Medvedev the notion of sovereign democracy was dropped from public discourse, although it remained in the background as the general sentiment that Russia would have to do things in its own ways and would not take kindly to foreign interference in its domestic politics. With Putin’s return, the theme of Russia’s autonomy in domestic and foreign policy was reinforced, but this did not mean that Russia would turn its back on foreign engagement. Putin’s return did strengthen the voice of critics, who now argued with greater confidence that Putin was a dictator and Russia an authoritarian country.21 If Russia had indeed taken an unequivocal turn toward authoritarianism, then this only reinforced the necessity of explaining why this was the case. Did the cause lie in the political culture of the people, who perhaps needed to be guided by an external authority in the absence of developed traditions of selfreliance, active citizenship, and civil society? Was it the “natural resource curse” that was to blame, whereby energy rents allowed the political system to insulate itself from popular control? Or did the problem lie in a flawed institutional design, namely, the excessive powers granted the presidency by the 1993 constitution?


  No doubt a combination of these factors all contributed to the crisis of Russian democracy. However, this chapter argues that it is still too early to write off Russia’s development as a democracy. It is too easy simply to label the country as an “autocracy.” Instead, the dual state model suggests that the Russian polity is multilayered and dynamic, with a constant interplay between the constitutional and administrative levels that prevents Russia becoming a fully-fledged democracy, but by the same token there are systemic obstacles to Russia becoming an outright dictatorship. A further factor is Putin’s own personality. Russia’s development as a democracy was already stunted under Yeltsin in the 1990s, but Putin’s charismatic personality and extraordinary rapport with the Russian people undermined the autonomy of the institutions of democracy (notably parliament and elections) while allowing a complex and dynamic system to emerge. Putin constantly emphasizes the need for evolutionary development, renouncing the “revolutionary” jumps that in his view had inflicted so much damage on Russia in 1917 and 1991. Evolutionary politics are by definition contradictory, since instead of trying to resolve contradictions by the revolutionary methods, gradualism means that contradictions remain as constitutive elements of the political system. Hence the fundamental contradiction identified in this chapter between the constitutional and the administrative state remains unresolved, but instead imbues the system with a chameleon-like character. Some people see authoritarianism, others democracy, but in fact the system is an unresolved combination of the two.


  The continuing debate about the character and direction of Russia’s leadership reflects a broader debate about the nature of the system. Is the country still in “transition” to an arguably more democratic system, despite numerous detours and reverses, a perspective that can be dubbed the “democratic evolutionist” view? Or is what has emerged under Putin more or less “it,” stuck in some postcommunist syndrome where democratic accoutrements adorn a society and polity that mimic the authority patterns of the earlier order, although aware that there can be no return to the previous system, the “failed democratization” approach?22 In the latter camp Steven Fish is unequivocal: “By the time of Vladimir Putin’s reelection as president of Russia in 2004, Russia’s experiment with open politics was over.”23 One of the main reasons in his view for the recreation of a monocratic system was the failure to free the economy from the grip of the bureaucracy. This inhibited the development of a vibrant economy, notably in the small and medium business sector. Contrary to what critics of the privatization of the 1990s argue,24 Fish insists that more liberalization was required. The stunted development of an independent business sector deprived political life and the media of the sources of independent support, accompanied by widespread corruption and a corrosive venality in public life. The Yukos affair was a clear manifestation of the attempt to achieve economic goals by administrative means, using the law to achieve political purposes. While Putin’s administration was clearly in favor of the creation of a capitalist market integrated into the world economy, it feared the free operation of market forces. In his 1997 doctoral dissertation Putin had argued for the creation of national champions, and this longstanding policy goal was reinforced by the concerns of the siloviki in Putin’s team.25 This allowed healthy economic growth in the good years, but from 2013 it was clear that the economy was beginning to stagnate, while sanctions from the following year threatened living standards as a whole.


  The institutional choices embedded in the 1993 constitution, above all the establishment of a “super-presidential” system, are considered by many to have driven Russia toward monocracy. On the basis of his Parliamentary Powers Index, Fish finds that Russia is a super-presidential system, with little evidence suggesting semipresidential. Only the right of the lower house to approve the president’s nominee as prime minister gives it a tenuous claim to be semi-presidential, but the costs of rejecting the nomination three times are so high, namely dissolution and all the risks associated with a new election, that parliament would have to be suicidal to exercise its formal powers. However, defenders of the constitution, such as one of its authors, Viktor Sheinis, counter by arguing that the letter of the constitution has little to do with the issue; the key problem is that the spirit of constitutionalism is lacking. Democratic evolutionists see plenty of potential for the development of a more robust adherence to the spirit of legality, despite present setbacks.


  The tutelary role of the regime helped stabilize the state, but the quality of democracy suffered. The system in formal institutional terms is a liberal democracy, and this is what endows the present system with its legitimacy, but practice clearly often falls short of declared principles. The constitution of 1993 is a liberal document enshrining fundamental human rights, the rule of law, separation of powers, federalism, and accountable governance, but the powers of the executive are enormous and allow the emergence of a relatively autonomous power center unconstrained either vertically or horizontally. The dual state model calls this power center the administrative regime, to a degree unlimited by the constitutional constraints of the formal state order from above and relatively unaccountable to the representative system from below.26 Nevertheless, the administrative regime can only survive in its present form by drawing on the normative and practical resources of the constitutional order. Without at least formal obedience to liberal constitutional norms, the regime would be exposed as little more than a dictatorship. The Constitutional Court remains an authoritative body, and there have been sustained attempts to give muscle to the independence of the judicial system, including the widespread introduction of jury trials. However, in practice the various Putin administrations, while certainly remaining within the letter of the constitution, undermined the motivating spirit of democracy, political pluralism, and judicial impartiality. There is thus rich ground for disagreement, since partisans of both the democratic evolutionist and failed democratization camps can always find evidence to support their case.


  A number of countries can be described as “para-democracies,” where real power lies not with the constitutionally vested authorities but with groups outside the formal power system. This was the case, for example, in Greece following the end of the civil war in 1949 up to the military coup of 1967, with the formal democratic procedures vulnerable to interference from forces not subservient to the democratic process. Local bosses were able to carve out fiefdoms, and central government was prey to endless crises, with more than thirty governments between the end of the German occupation and 1967, and at all levels patronage relations prevailed. As in Russia, this system of controlled democracy was characterized by weak political parties, which were based on personalities rather than coherent programs. However, a fundamental difference with Russia is that in the latter there is no equivalent to repeated interventions by the military and the monarchy. Instead, in Russia the interventions come from within the dual system itself, and this endows both the formal institutions of the state and the administrative regime with a softness that inhibits either the constitutional or the administrative systems hardening into more or less autonomous structures. Instead, the two pillars of the dual state are in a condition of permanent tension. This degrades the coherent operation of both and undermines effective long-term strategic governance, but it does provide space for ambiguity and resistance. The inner logic of the operation of the constitutional state cannot be given free rein, but at the same time, the authoritarian and corrupt inclinations of the administrative system are kept in some sort of check.


  The logic of duality is reinforced by the international context in which Russia finds itself. The geopolitical dilemmas facing Putin and Medvedev have a strong historical resonance. Frustrated by the failure to achieve a viable framework for political relations between the post-Soviet states in Eurasia, the resolute geopolitical struggle with external great powers (America, the European Union, China) in the region, and his exasperation with domestic liberal and democratic forces, Putin became ever more a conservative legitimist of the type that Alexander I turned into in his final years before his death in 1825.27 Putin’s innate antirevolutionism was revolted by the emergence of social movement “network” revolutions, which adopted a number of colors (rose, orange, and tulip) but which in all cases threatened his sense of the proper order of things. It is for this reason that he failed to recognize the underlying credibility of the demands of the “white” movement in the winter of 2011–2012 (the white ribbon became the symbol of the protest movement) and suggested that the demonstrators were in the pay of foreign governments. As befitting a person from the security apparatus who had witnessed the chaotic fall of communism in the German Democratic Republic in 1989, he had a deeply conservative view of how political change should take place. At the same time, Putin was unable to understand why Russia was not treated as just another of the great powers; since in his view there was no longer anything to fear from Russia, he assumed that the West would have “the serenity of spirit to understand her more.”28 Putin believed, with justice, that Russia was developing according to the same universal laws as the West, but at its own pace. The combination of disasters and achievements of the Soviet years continued into the Yeltsin period, and now Putin sought to stabilize the system to allow civil society to develop, the industrial and service economy to get back on its feet, and in general for civic and political life to regain its texture. The decline in ideological hostility of the communist sort made possible a qualitatively better relationship with the West, but instead the Cold War spirit on both sides intruded. The breakdown of relations with the West following the Ukraine crisis was only the culmination of the long-term failure to create an inclusive and mutually equitable security system since 1991.


  Fears of external intervention and the continuing competitive dynamic to relations with the West is one of the reasons for the enduring “extraordinary” elements in Russian politics. Another is the cultural problem of adaptation to contemporary modernity. We can briefly characterize this as a process of partial and dual adaptation.29 Political adaptation is necessarily a partial process, since only in postcolonial and postwar contexts can one country try to copy wholesale the institutions of another. It is the nature and parameters of this difference that is important. Traditionalists of all stripes, including neo-Eurasianists, neo-Soviet imperialists, and Russian nationalists, insist that the gulf separating Russia from the West is enormous and therefore favor yet another Sonderweg (own path) that would affirm Russia’s distinctive native traditions (samobytnost’). The security-focused part of the elite points to the danger to national security and national interests from full adaptation to external models. For economic liberals the elements of difference are precisely dysfunctional, and hence in their view Russia should adapt fully and unreservedly to the global economic order. These two worldviews are in rough balance, allowing a centrist authority to consolidate itself in the middle. The essence of Putin’s leadership is the attempt to negotiate a new balance between adaptation and affirmation. Over time a system of “partial adaptation” emerged, appealing to Russian political culture and shaped by security concerns while at the same time integrating into the international economy (notably, by joining the World Trade Organization in 2012). The partial nature of Putin’s adaptation strategy was derived in part from the belief that excessive adaptation could be as dangerous as too little. While committed to a certain type of democratization, the Putin leadership insisted that democracy needs to be rooted in, and congruent with, national conditions.


  The strategy of partial adaptation is therefore a balancing act torn by its inherent dualism. On the one hand it looks to the norms and standards prevalent in the countries of advanced modernity; on the other, it seeks to root the adaptive process in a native discourse (managed and interpreted, of course, by the regime) while refusing to succumb to traditionalist insularity. This dualism characterizes most democratic institutions and processes in Russia and provides the framework for the dual state. The Putin strategy for political and economic modernization could not depend on the strata or institutions traditionally relied on by modernizing regimes, such as the army or Western-educated elites, and while forced in part to adapt to the social milieu in which it finds itself, it feared above all being absorbed by that milieu, in particular the social forces created by the transition process itself (notably, the oligarchs). By the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century it was clear that new forces were emerging, notably a more active class of citizens who demanded inclusion in the political system on an equal and universal basis. Even before the political mobilization provoked by the flawed elections in December 2011 and March 2012, there had been clear manifestations that the Putinite system of tutelary politics was being challenged by groups who demanded more unequivocal adaption to Western patterns of modernity. However, these in turn were challenged by the traditionalists, who argued that the process of adaptation had gone too far. Putin steered a middle course but, with the wave of patriotic enthusiasm released by the return of Crimea to Russia, he was in danger of becoming hostage to the very forces that he had unleashed.


  Putin’s centrist modernizing technocratic regime was in danger of becoming isolated, bereft of substantive support from abroad and unable to rely on the emerging sociopolitical structures domestically (above all, the rising class of entrepreneurs, intelligentsia, and service workers). Instead, it became reliant on traditional sources of power, above all the security apparatus and the bureaucracy, both of which were oriented to the power system itself. The existence of this bureaucratic mass provided scope for innovation since it furnished critical support to the modernizing leadership, but at the same time it subverted the development of the autonomous agents of a genuinely modern society. The striving for regulation and control by the securitistas threatened liberty itself. The room for maneuver of the centrist regime was rapidly declining. As he entered office for his third presidency it looked like the fundamental choice facing Putin was whether to strengthen the constitutional state and with it enhanced political pluralism, free and fair competitive elections, and the consolidation of independent courts, or whether to turn to administrative regulation, micromanagement of politics, manipulation of the state-owned media, and a combative foreign policy. Instead, in a classic Putinite manner, he continued to balance between the two, drawing authority from both but failing to give either victory over the other.


  CONCLUSION: THE POWER OF CONTRADICTION


  Putin appealed to the principles of stability, consolidation, evolutionary development, and the reassertion of the prerogatives of the state. However, the concepts of consensus, centrism, and the idea of “normal” politics were beset by a number of fundamental contradictions. These contradictions are reflected in the central problem facing any analysis of Putin’s leadership: the nature of his statism. Putin came to power promising to restore the state after the depredations of the Yeltsin years, yet his focus from the first was on building up the resources of the administrative regime. He did not entirely neglect the state, undertaking a liberal reform of the judicial system in his early years and ensuring that government workers were paid on time, and that the army and security apparatus received increased funds. But instead of letting the state, together with its broader representative institutions such as parliament, get on with its business, his leadership constantly intervened in manual mode to ensure that his centrist administration could govern and perpetuate its power. The regime sought to insulate itself as far as possible from ideological and popular pressure, but by the same token it was in danger of losing touch with popular aspirations.


  Putin’s centralism carried both a positive and a negative charge. The normative resources of the constitutional state were balanced against the arbitrariness of the administrative regime managed by a security-minded centrist authority. Putin emphasized “the dictatorship of law,” and thus encouraged the development of a genuine rule of law state, but it did not subordinate itself to the pluralistic political process enshrined in the constitution. Once again traditions of the “revolution from above” were perpetuated, and patterns of lawlessness and arbitrariness were replicated. Putin insisted that the 1993 constitution established a viable framework for the development of a new governmental order, but his leadership was characterized by the absence of the spirit of constitutionalism, and this in turn undermined faith in the evolutionary potential of the constitution. There were few restraints on presidential power, and parliament and society were unable to call the authorities to account. Medvedev sought to overcome the gulf between the constitutional (normative) state and the administrative regime, but his halfhearted (although far from negligible) reforms were unable to achieve not rule by law but the rule of law.


  It is not difficult to identify tensions in the “project” espoused by Putin, but, paradoxically, these tensions themselves are the source of much of his power. Putin was able to appeal to a variety of constituencies, many of whom would be exclusive if his ideas were enunciated more clearly. The essence of Putin’s centrism is the ability to reconcile antagonistic and contradictory social programs. He transcended narrow party politics and affiliation with either left or right not by evasion, but by a distinct type of political praxis that was itself transcendent of the classic political cleavages of modern age. It would be hard to label Putin’s policies as president, prime minister, and once again president as either “left” or “right,” and the same applies to Medvedev. The latter declared himself a “conservative,” while Putin has been described as a “liberal conservative,” an oxymoron that typifies the contradictory nature of his leadership. In an age when politics is based less on interests or ideologies than on identities and values, Putin reconciled policies and groups that in an earlier period would have been in conflict. Putin’s style was antipolitical, although as a leader confronted by the need to reconcile conflicting interests and views, he proved a highly adept politician. The self-constitutive character of democracy in Russia imbued political processes with a contradictory dynamic. These contradictions became increasingly exposed, forcing Putin in his third presidential term to find new ways of ruling.


  The characteristic feature of modernity is the emergence of autonomous civic actors accompanied by attempts by the state to manage various transformative projects that entail the management and reordering of society. In this respect Putin reflected the larger contradiction within modernity. It is a contradiction exacerbated in Russia by the clear tension between liberal democratic aspirations and the state’s inability to act as a coherent vessel in which these aspirations can be fulfilled. It is for this reason that a strong state is often seen as an essential precondition for the development of liberalism,30 while others continue to see it as the greatest threat to those liberties. However, it is more dangerous when the state is challenged by an administrative system that it can barely constrain, and when power is exercised by a technocratic, but often corrupt, elite that sees its own perpetuation as synonymous with stability, security, and development. At that point only the evolutionary but rapid consolidation of the constitutional state may avert the onset of a renewed era of revolutionary upheavals. There is a natural cycle to leadership—of rise, consolidation, decline, and fall—but Putin so far appears to have been able to defy the laws of political gravity. It will be a supreme test of his leadership to maintain the balancing act while retaining vision and purpose for the country.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What is the dual state and how does it affect the dynamics of Russian politics?


  2. To what degree do external factors shape the evolution of the Russian polity?


  3. If drawing up a balance sheet of Putin’s leadership, list the features that would go into the pro and contra columns.
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  2 Parliament and the Dominant Party Regime


  Thomas F. Remington


  One of the most important constitutional reforms in Russia after the end of the communist regime was the establishment of the principle of separation of powers. Article 10 of the 1993 constitution stipulates: “State power in the Russian Federation shall be exercised on the basis of the separation of the legislative, executive and judiciary branches. The bodies of legislative, executive and judiciary powers shall be independent.” The reason this provision is so significant is that under the Soviet system, constitutional theory held that state power was “fused” in the soviets and that there could be no separation between the branches of state power: “all power to the soviets” meant that state power was unitary. All state power, though exercised through multiple instruments, derived from a single source and served a common purpose. In reality, state power did not flow from the soviets, of course; it was exercised by the Communist Party in the name of the soviets. But the party and state officials nonetheless adhered to the doctrine of the unity of state power, itself a legacy of tsarist absolutism. For this reason, the doctrine of constitutional separation of power represented a revolutionary break from the traditional model of Russian state power.


  In the 1990s, there was some separation of powers in fact. To a large degree this was due to the weakness of the executive under Boris Yeltsin and the fact that the opposition forces were well represented in the legislature. The president’s inability to impose control over all parts of the executive and to enforce his will throughout the regions (in part because of the sharp divisions within the political elite) permitted opposition forces to exert influence over policy through parliament. It also allowed the Constitutional Court a degree of independence in adjudicating disputes arising between the other branches.1 At one point in 1998, in fact, president Boris Yeltsin backed down in the face of adamant opposition from the Duma to his proposed candidate for prime minister and chose a figure more acceptable to the Duma. Therefore, there is no starker contrast between the Putin and Yeltsin presidencies than in the steady aggrandizement of presidential power at the expense of legislative and judicial autonomy under Putin. The pronounced centralization of power continued during the four years of Dmitry Medvedev’s presidency and has grown still stronger since Vladimir Putin’s return to the presidency in 2012.


  Under the constitution, Russia’s parliament, the Federal Assembly, has two chambers. The lower chamber is the State Duma and the upper is the Federation Council. In the State Duma, the authorities have achieved total dominance on the basis of an absolute majority of seats occupied by the loyal United Russia (UR) faction. In the Federation Council, the Kremlin’s managers have seen to it that only individuals loyal to the president are selected as members of the chamber and potential opponents are co-opted or intimidated. Similarly, the independence of the judiciary has been sharply restricted by the overwhelming concentration of administrative power in the hands of the presidential administration, so that no significant measure of the president is blocked by the courts. Like the parliament, the courts have become instruments for the endorsement of presidential prerogatives and the suppression of political opposition.


  This chapter will concentrate on two closely related developments: the subjugation of parliament to the executive branch, and the creation of a party system in which United Russia dominates federal and regional legislative elections. During the Yeltsin and Putin eras, Russia’s political system evolved from one in which “superpresidentialism” tended to undermine incentives for politicians to form competing programmatic parties to one in which politicians have a strong incentive to join the dominant pro-Kremlin party, United Russia.2 In some respects, the model resembles that of Mexico’s political system in the 1950s and 1960s, when the dominant party, PRI, was intertwined with all institutions of government, which it used to maintain its dominance. The PRI’s organizational strength and large majority in the legislature ensured that any laws submitted by the president were rubber-stamped; opposition parties faced a variety of legal and extralegal forms of repression but were allowed to win minor electoral victories for the sake of preserving the façade of democracy; and the country’s president headed a system of patron-client networks through which he dispensed rewards and punishments intended to keep him and his supporters in power. Such a system can be stable for decades—although, in Mexico’s case, the dominant party system broke down in the 1990s.


  There are some differences between the Mexican and Russian cases. Although United Russia is the premier political institution linking executive and legislative branches and the federal government with regional governments, the United Russia party has much shallower roots than its Mexican counterpart did, and Putin is far stronger than any of the Mexican presidents. In Mexico, the presidents all adhered to the rule that they must step down after a single term, and could not return for another term. Putin is already serving a third term (after the four-year interregnum when Dmitry Medvedev was president) and might well serve a fourth starting in 2018. In Russia, power is much more personalized, therefore, than was the case in Mexico. United Russia is a convenient mechanism for delivering parliamentary majorities, but it offers few political resources of its own to the president.


  Putin’s team created this configuration of power through a succession of skillful institutional maneuvers and the intimidation of opposition forces in the 2000s. Moreover, Putin benefited from a spike in world oil prices that began almost at the same time he became president and continued through mid-2008; like the oil prices, his domestic popularity reached extremely high levels (especially impressive in view of Russians’ generally cynical view of their leaders). His strategy for taming parliament and building a dominant “party of power” had four elements.


  First, beginning in January 2000, when he became acting president, Putin worked to create a loyal majority in the Duma that would ensure passage of any legislation he proposed. He was relatively successful in the Third Duma (2000–2003), when the pro-Putin parliamentary faction Unity formed an alliance with three other factions and gained control over the agenda. He was spectacularly successful with the Fourth Duma, which convened following the December 2003 parliamentary election. The Fifth Duma elected in December 2007 continued the same pattern. The Sixth Duma elected in December 2011 gave Putin a reduced but still absolute majority for United Russia. Figure 2.1 shows the breakdown.


  Second, Putin established direct control over the upper chamber of parliament, the Federation Council, through a reform of the way its members were chosen. The reform, enacted in summer 2000, removed the regional governors from the chamber and replaced them with permanent representatives appointed by the regional governors and legislators. The Kremlin oversaw the appointments process, ensuring that the new members would be faithful to the president’s wishes. Since then, the Federation Council has voted by overwhelming margins for all of the president’s initiatives. Putin is further tightening his control over the Federation Chamber through a pending constitutional amendment allowing him to appoint up to 10 percent of the members of the chamber directly.
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  Third, Putin moved to make United Russia the dominant party at all levels, controlling not only the State Duma in Moscow but regional parliaments as well. He did this through a series of legislative acts making it more difficult for other quasi-party structures (such as governors’ or oligarchs’ machines) to enter the political arena, by pressuring officials at all levels to affiliate with United Russia, and by dividing and diverting the followings of rival parties, such as the communists. These moves gave United Russia a resounding advantage in Duma elections in 2003, 2007, and 2011. The authorities also used a great deal of fraud and manipulation to ensure the desired outcomes of elections. With United Russia enjoying solid majorities in the Duma and manifesting tight party discipline, the president and government did not need to ally with any other forces in the Duma to exercise full control over the agenda and the outcome of all voting.


  Finally, Putin created a set of consultative bodies that parallel some of parliament’s deliberative functions. These diverted policy-making expertise from the parliament to structures that the president can consult or ignore at his pleasure. To the extent that the president grants these “parallel parliaments” the right to advise him on a particular policy matter and to develop policy proposals, the Federal Assembly loses its constitutional monopoly on lawmaking and executive oversight and simply becomes one more consultative body lending the president political support. Among these parallel structures are the State Council (formed in 2000 as part of the reform of the Federation Council) and the Public Chamber (formed in 2005 as one of the reforms Putin proposed following the terrorist attack in Beslan in 2004). In addition, Putin sometimes also uses the Security Council, a constitutional body that advises the president on national security matters, as a vehicle to draft policy measures in a wide range of areas. Taken together, these steps reflect a coherent strategy to ensure that the president can exercise power unchecked by parliament or by opposition forces. Let us examine more closely what Putin has done with the power he has accumulated.


  PRESIDENT AND PARLIAMENT


  Although the Russian constitution gives the president far-reaching political prerogatives, he must nonetheless obtain the consent of parliament if he seeks to pass legislation. In all cases, the Duma must approve draft legislation before it can be signed into law. There are certain categories of legislation that the Federation Council must consider, and it can consider any bill if it takes it up within two weeks of passage by the Duma. The Federation Council’s vetoes of legislation, however, can be overridden by the Duma. The two chambers can also override a presidential veto by a concurrent two-thirds vote. Therefore, if the president wants to enact a law, he must obtain the consent of a majority of the Duma members. The president can enact measures by edict if a law is not already in force, but even then, experience has shown that a law is more stable and therefore more authoritative than a decree, which can be more easily reversed. Putin and Medvedev have preferred to operate by the normal legislative process, in contrast to President Yeltsin, who often relied on presidential decrees (ukazy) to enact important policy changes, particularly in 1992–1994. Under Putin, the number and importance of presidential decrees continued to decline. Most presidential decrees tend to concern appointments or classified issues such as military procurement rather than broader economic or social policy.3 Still, the president does sometimes use his decree power to lay out ambitious policy goals, often calling on parliament to follow up with legislation.


  Thanks to a reliable base of support in the Federal Assembly, Putin has enacted a comprehensive body of legislation, some of it aimed at stimulating economic growth and some at restricting the political rights of potential opposition. Putin’s success in enacting his legislative agenda is due not only to his control over lawmaking in parliament but also to his ability to control the policy development process as bills are drafted.


  One of Putin’s first steps as acting president was to institute a more orderly process for developing policy than had been the case under Yeltsin. The loose and fragmented nature of policy making in the Yeltsin regime meant that many interests, both inside the state’s official bodies and outside them, initiated policy. For instance, well-connected business tycoons occasionally pushed through presidential decrees or pieces of legislation, and often presidential initiatives were successfully blocked by powerful but anonymous resistance from within the government bureaucracy.


  Putin demanded a much more centralized approach to policy development, and in his first term, he used it to advance a far-reaching agenda of economic and institutional reform. In his first message to parliament in July 2000, Putin listed several ambitious policy measures that he wanted to enact into law. These included a flat income-tax rate, lower taxes on profits, a lower social tax, firm protections on property rights, less intrusive regulation of business, banking reform, property rights in land, labor relations, reform of the customs regime, and a new law on political parties. In his April 3, 2001 message he called for new legislation on federal relations and criminal and civil procedure, administrative reform, reducing the regulatory burden on business, further tax cuts, reform of the pension system, a system of mandatory federal health insurance, a new labor code, and intellectual property rights protection.


  His 2002 message was still more ambitious. He called for legislation that demarcated the jurisdictions of the federal government and federal territorial subjects, reform of local government, a series of judicial reforms (including delineation of the jurisdictions of general and arbitration courts, reform of the criminal code, new codes of civil and arbitration court procedure, a law on arbitration tribunals [treteiskie sudy], amendments to the law on the procuracy, and penal reform), reform of the structure of the state bureaucracy and the rules governing state employment, reform of banking, reform of bankruptcy law, a law allowing the sale of agricultural land, and legislation harmonizing Russian trade law with WTO standards. Moreover, he advocated breaking up the large natural monopolies (the gas industry, electric power, and railroads) and for reform of the housing and utilities sector. This was the most ambitious program of his first term.


  Then, beginning in the spring and summer of 2003, there was a marked slowdown in the pace of economic reform and a turn to a more state-oriented economic policy. The president’s 2003 message made very little mention of new legislative priorities, calling only for acceleration of the development of reforms of the state administration and development of a new law on citizenship. A few months later, in summer 2003, the campaign to destroy Yukos began. Putin’s 2004 and 2005 messages likewise touched only lightly on economic and institutional reform and emphasized instead the need to improve state services in health, education, and other spheres of social policy. Thus, even as his control over the legislative process grew, his interest in using it to advance a radical reform agenda decreased. The “liberal” (that is, market economy-oriented) phase of Putin’s presidency, therefore, ended even before his first term was over. As many observers have pointed out, the shift away from a liberal agenda coincided with a period of high world oil prices, which reduced the pressure on the government to encourage competition, innovation, and investment.


  Still, in his first term, Putin won some significant victories in enactment of the liberal agenda. The first several bills of his package of tax reform passed by the end of the spring 2000 term. In the spring 2001 term alone, the Duma passed the first reading of the land code; the first of a series of pension reform bills; a new labor code; comprehensive tax reform, including a low flat income-tax rate, a unified tax for all social assistance funds, a lower excise tax, a lower profits tax, a lower rate on transactions in hard currency, a new sales tax, and a lower tax on production-sharing agreements; the first bill in a package of judicial reform legislation; part 3 of the civil code, liberalizing inheritance rights; a set of reforms lowering the regulatory burden for business, including laws on the registration of businesses, licensing of businesses, regulation of stock companies, money laundering, and three laws on banking reform; and a law on the regulation of political parties. The spring 2002 term was similarly productive from the standpoint of the government. The Duma passed legislation on standards and on bankruptcy, elimination of the last remaining turnover tax, reduced taxes on small businesses, a new code of procedure for arbitration courts, and a law on sales of agricultural land. All of this legislation would have been difficult if not impossible to pass in the Yeltsin-era Duma. Putin’s success reflected both the changed balance of political forces in the parliament and the Kremlin’s skillful management of its relations with parliament in building majorities for its policy program.


  On the other hand, Putin’s early reform efforts were not always successful. Resistance came not from the parliament, however, but from the state bureaucracy, which has long experience in quietly torpedoing initiatives aimed at increasing its efficiency and accountability. For example, reform of the state bureaucracy was a theme emphasized in Putin’s 2002 message, but eventually the impetus for a major overhaul of the organizational structure of the state bureaucracy died completely. A presidential commission worked for two years to come up with an ambitious plan to restructure the federal executive, eventually dusting off an old reform scheme originally developed under Yeltsin. This plan, called “administrative reform,” was implemented in March 2004. Rather than the sweeping overhaul of procedures for recruiting, training, and promoting federal civil servants, enforcing discipline and accountability within the bureaucracy, and rationalizing the organizational structure of the executive branch by eliminating redundancies, the new plan simply reshuffled responsibilities of officials at the top. Observers noted that although the ostensible purpose of the reform was to make the executive branch more streamlined and efficient, it instead increased the number of federal-level executive bodies from fifty-seven to seventy-two. This reorganization plan is widely recognized to have caused confusion to the participants and embarrassment to its sponsors. Since then, Putin has quietly shelved the project of administrative reform.


  The key to Putin’s success in enacting his legislative agenda is his control over the United Russia party. The members of its parliamentary faction depend heavily on Kremlin support for their spots on the party list; disloyalty to the party is punished by exclusion from the faction, the consequence of which is the loss of the member’s seat in parliament. Under these circumstances, United Russia deputies prefer to air their demands in the intimate settings of party discussions rather than to defect from the party line in voting on the chamber floor. Duma deputies who belong to United Russia certainly lobby hard for the interests of the firms and regions that support them, but, much like British MPs, they vote cohesively once the party’s position has been decided. The sharpest policy debates therefore occur among ministries in the government rather than in parliament. Once a bill reaches the parliament, it usually undergoes only minor revisions.


  REMAKING THE FEDERATION COUNCIL


  At the same time Putin was maneuvering to win control of the Duma, he also took steps to take control of the Federation Council. Although Putin’s strategy for the Federation Council was quite different from that used to tame the Duma, it was equally effective. The law that he succeeded in getting passed in both chambers in the summer of 2000, which overhauled the method by which the members of the Federation Council are chosen, had the result of giving him a secure base of support in the upper house. Under the new procedure, the Federation Council comprised members chosen by the chief executives and the legislatures of the territorial subjects of the federation.4 Previously, the chamber’s members were the chief executives and chief legislative officials of the regions, who held their seats ex officio.


  Under the constitution, of the two representatives from each federal region, one must come from the executive branch and the other from the legislative branch. This odd provision has created endless difficulties as Russia has tried to reconcile the goal of choosing senators by election with the constitutional restriction that they must somehow also represent the executive and legislative branches. (Curiously, no one has proposed simply dropping that provision from the constitution!) As a result, the law on selecting members of the chamber is constantly subject to revision. Amendments in 2009 provided that Federation Council members must be elected to local councils in the region which they represent in the Federation Council, ostensibly a democratic measure. However, the new provision made little difference in fact—elections to local councils were easily arranged for those individuals whom the Kremlin wished to see as members of the Federation Council, and the Kremlin could still ensure that no one was named whom it opposed. A further change in 2012 stipulated that candidates coming from the legislative branch must be members of their respective legislative chambers. Another amendment in 2014 allowed former ambassadors to become senators (thus circumventing the rule that they come from the region they represent). The frequency with which the law governing the Federation Chamber’s composition is amended is a good indication that under Putin, the authorities regard formal institutions as instruments for achieving their short-term political goals.


  Federation Council members closely follow the direction of the presidential administration. Tight coordination between the Kremlin and the chamber is achieved through weekly meetings between the chamber’s first deputy chair and the committee chairs. At these meetings, the Kremlin’s position on pending legislation is communicated, and the chamber’s position is established. As a result, the chamber votes with remarkable efficiency to back the Kremlin on almost every issue: the chamber meets only one day every two weeks, speeding through dozens of bills each time and providing large, lopsided majorities on almost every bill. Moreover, even on matters where many governors have registered their dissatisfaction or overt opposition, the Kremlin’s influence is sufficient to ensure that members faithfully follow the president’s line. Although members can be and sometimes are recalled and replaced, most governors appear to accept the political expediency of allowing their representatives to vote the president’s line in the Federation Council as the price for giving them policy influence through lobbying on more particularistic issues. This system has succeeded in guaranteeing overwhelming majorities for almost every piece of legislation that the Kremlin supports.5


  Thus, in both chambers, Putin helped to engineer the formation of standing majorities through which the presidential administration and government could obtain support for their major legislative priorities, trading off privileged access to the Kremlin in return for reliable voting support. The number of bills that the president vetoes dwindled in the latter half of the 2000s to almost zero. The current (Sixth) Duma, elected in 2011, has passed 1,194 bills as of mid-November 2014; the president has vetoed just one of them.


  BUILDING A PARTY OF POWER


  The United Russia party began its ascent to dominance in the Duma by dedicated coalition-building. In the 2000–2003 Duma, lacking a majority of its own but trading on the president’s support, the Unity faction, predecessor to today’s United Russia, was the pivotal member of nearly every legislative majority. It delivered the president and government a string of victories, but at a price. The government had to make concessions on a number of policy issues in order to win passage of its highest-priority legislation, such as the modifications to the annual budget, and tax reform. On land reform, for example, the government simply dropped the provisions that would have legalized the buying and selling of agricultural land as a condition for winning passage of this landmark law. The separate bill dealing specifically with agricultural land then passed the following year, in 2002. The convergence of interests of the government and the key pro-government factions in the Duma led to their efforts to create a more durable alliance structure that would lower the bargaining costs of building a majority.


  Putin’s team moved methodically to create a permanent coalition supporting Putin and the government in the Third Duma consisting of Unity and three allied factions. In spring 2001, this coalition formed an organizational structure for coordinating positions on major legislation, although they faced continuing difficulty in imposing voting discipline. Unity, which boasted a high level of voting discipline even in comparison with other party factions, sometimes had a difficult time holding its coalition partners in line on divisive votes.6 Forming majorities for individual pieces of legislation required ad hoc bargaining and concessions—a costly and inefficient procedure from the president’s standpoint. Putin’s parliamentary managers looked for more direct methods to give Unity a political monopoly. The next step therefore was for Unity to swallow the Fatherland/All-Russia party and its parliamentary faction and become, under the new name United Russia, the dominant party in Russia.


  From the Kremlin’s point of view, there were three main benefits from using a dominant party as an instrument of rule. First, it would ensure solid, consistent, reliable majorities in legislative voting, both in the Duma and in regional legislatures. Instead of having to cobble together piecemeal majorities for each bill, the Kremlin could instruct its party followers in the legislature how to vote and could let the party deploy the necessary sticks and carrots to enforce party unity on the floor. Second, the party would be the Kremlin’s face to the country at election time, advertising the party as a team of politicians faithful to the popular President Putin and devoted to the country’s well-being. Success in mobilizing the electorate would discourage the party’s opponents, symbolize the party’s popularity, and reveal which local officials were not performing up to expected standards. Finally, the party helped to manage the careers and ambitions of politicians. It would decide which politician would get which spot on the party list, who would run for governor, mayor, or local legislator, and who would not be given a party endorsement. A dominant party in an authoritarian regime can be a useful instrument for exercising power, even though the rulers have to give up some of their prerogatives in order to attract sufficient commitment from other interests.7


  In order to make United Russia into a dominant party, the Kremlin sponsored a series of legislative measures that made it difficult for governors’ machines or big business to sponsor candidates and further squeezed small parties to the margins of the system. Putin put through legislation raising the requirements for registration of parties, so that a party must have 50,000 members (this has since been reduced) and branches in at least half the regions of the country to be legally registered. Moreover, only registered parties (and not other kinds of public organizations) were given the right to run candidates in elections. These provisions made it harder for small parties to compete. The tough registration requirements also give federal and local authorities more legal grounds for denying parties access to the ballot. Parties that support the authorities are routinely registered in regional and local elections; opposition parties find signatures on their petitions disqualified or their candidates removed from the ballot for various alleged administrative violations. The new rules resulted in a massive drop in the number of parties. Then in 2012, party legislation was liberalized again somewhat, in order to allow small parties easier access to the ballot. However, the effect of this reform is effectively negated by the authorities’ extensive controls over the entire electoral process.8


  Under Putin, the law on the election of the Duma has also been changed repeatedly. A law passed in 2005 eliminated single-member district seats from the Duma, so that all 450 seats in the 2007 election were filled by party lists. Parties had to collect large numbers of signatures or put down sizable deposits to qualify to run, and they had to win at least 7 percent of the vote to win seats. As a result, in the December 2007 election, only four parties cleared the threshold to representation; seven parties (including all the democratic parties) fell below it. The same outcome occurred in the December 2011 election: once again, the “big four” parties cleared the election threshold and won seats in the Duma, and their smaller rival parties all fell below the 5 percent threshold. In 2014, the Duma election law was changed yet again so as to return to the previous mixed system, half party list proportional representation, half single-member district representation, which is to take effect in the 2016 election. Each reform reflects an effort by the authorities to increase central control over the Duma while simultaneously claiming that the reform increases accountability.


  The constitutional amendments enacted in 2008 also reflect the regime’s instrumental attitude toward formal institutions. One lengthened the term of the presidency from four to six years, and the other lengthened the term of the Duma from four to five years. Both sailed through the parliament—most of whose members welcomed having longer terms—and ratification by the subjects of the federation. So strong was support for the amendments, in fact, that all 83 federal subjects approved them even though the constitution requires ratification only by two-thirds of the subjects.


  The regime has resorted more frequently to large-scale manipulation of elections in recent electoral cycles in order to ensure strong results for United Russia in Duma elections and for Putin in presidential elections. Among the techniques used are highly unequal access to the media for parties, court decisions that disqualify particular candidates from running, pressure on business to support United Russia materially, administrative pressure on various groups of the population (such as military service members, government employees, students, farmers, and others) to vote the right way, and in a growing number of regions, outright falsification of results.9 The election process is thus a mixture of electoral mobilization techniques plus coercion and fraud, all to ensure that United Russia wins by large margins in national and regional races. For example, the official results in December 2011 gave the United Russia party just over 49 percent of the vote. More realistic estimates, based on close analysis of the patterns of falsification, put United Russia’s actual total at under 40 percent.10 The scale of the manipulation provoked exceptionally largescale demonstrations in Moscow and other cities around the country in December 2011 and early 2012 calling for fair elections and Putin’s resignation.


  The United Russia faction has taken pains to share powers and perks in the Duma with the other three factions. These are often termed “opposition” factions or “systemic opposition” but they are better seen as partners in power. They are given carefully rationed access to the policy agenda and to some patronage benefits that come with membership in the Duma. Sometimes they voice criticism of the government on the floor of the Duma and during elections (although they criticize the president far less often). Sometimes in floor votes, they vote against a government bill or simply refrain from voting for it. Therefore occasionally United Russia must pass a bill with its own members only. More often, other factions join it in passing laws. United Russia is never defeated on an issue that the government or president cares about. As noted above, once the government has submitted a bill to the Duma, it is guaranteed passage. Now and then, the government may withdraw a bill if it discovers a problem in the language or anticipates intense public opposition to its enactment. But such cases are rare, and it is the government’s initiative rather than the Duma’s that provokes the action.


  This mixture of control and co-optation vis-à-vis the other party factions explains the fact that the steering body of the Duma—the Council of the Duma—gives six of its twelve seats to United Russia deputies (one is the chair of the Duma) and the other six to the other three factions—two to each. Likewise, of the thirty committees, fifteen are chaired by United Russia deputies, and the other fifteen by members of the other three factions in rough proportion to their representation on the floor. This pattern of co-optation and control helps to ensure that the other three factions remain loyal to the regime even while voicing criticism of one or another policy.


  Yet for all United Russia’s power in the Duma, the party has virtually no influence over the president; the president-parliament relationship is asymmetric. United Russia contributed almost no members to the new government in 2004, 2008, or again in 2012. The oddity of the situation is made even more piquant by the fact that Vladimir Putin headed the party’s list in the December 2007 election—thus contributing his own popularity to the party—but did not join the party. As soon as Putin announced that he would head the party list in October 2007, the party’s approval rating rose 6 percent. He publicly stated on several occasions that he wanted United Russia to win a large victory so that the parliament would be capable of working effectively to pass the laws the country needed. As prime minister, he said he needed a solid majority of support in parliament. Finally, in April 2008, as he was preparing to step down from the presidency, Putin agreed to become party chair—still without formally joining the party!—and thus attached his prestige and stature to the party in the eyes of the political elite and electorate.


  The asymmetry between party and Putin was clear again when in September 2011 Putin announced at a United Russia congress that he intended to return to the presidency and make Medvedev his prime minister. He claimed they had agreed on this arrangement years before. (This was probably not true, considering the truly miserable expression on Medvedev’s face when Putin made the announcement.) In keeping with the logic of this “castling move,” as Russians dubbed it, Putin declared that Medvedev, not Putin, would head the party list for the December 2011 election and then would replace Putin as party leader. The party publicly welcomed these proposals, although privately, party leaders were dismayed that they would lose their close association with the still-popular Putin. As prime minister, Medvedev went on not only to become the party’s leader but even, in stark contrast to Putin, chose to join the party. Thus Putin as president enjoys the freedom of being unaffiliated with any party, while United Russia has to accept whatever terms Putin offers for the relationship.


  PATRONAGE AND POWER


  As noted above, Putin’s legislative agenda changed beginning in 2003, concentrating on centralizing power in the executive branch at the expense of civil society and other branches of government, and he created a number of new structures and programs increasing state social spending and state control over the economy. Taken together, these measures had the effect of giving the government and United Russia more opportunities to cultivate patronage relations with regional governments and big business, and to tighten the Kremlin’s control over the political system. After the large wave of protests in 2011–2012, Putin used the legislature to pass a raft of politically repressive legislation. Thus the legislative agenda at any given time reflects the president’s larger political agenda.


  In the mid-2000s, among the measures Putin and the government sponsored, and the parliament passed, were increased subsidies to mothers for having children, a higher minimum wage, ceilings on rate increases for power and heating utilities for homes, higher pensions, new special economic zones, higher spending on the “national projects,”11 increased spending on highway construction and maintenance, and creation of new state corporations in aviation, shipbuilding, nuclear power, nanotechnologies, and other fields, as well as the establishment of large new state investment funds to direct public funds into promising new fields. The steady, large increases in federal budget revenues—which owed to soaring world oil and gas prices—allowed the Putin regime to raise spending in a number of politically beneficial ways. Parliament and United Russia shared in the general glow of public good feeling. Putin’s own approval ratings rose steadily. In effect, Putin and the Duma entered into an implicit exchange: the Duma approved a range of initiatives expanding executive power at the expense of the legislature, the media, parties, governors, and opposition forces in return for lucrative patronage opportunities to spread state resources around to their own client groups.12


  President Putin took the occasion of the Beslan incident in September 2004 to propose several pieces of legislation further centralizing power in the state and in the executive branch; the Duma duly enacted all of it, some of it virtually without debate.13 Included was a proposal to eliminate direct popular election of regional governors in favor of a system whereby the president would nominate candidates who would be confirmed by the regional legislatures. Second, he proposed changing the law on elections of Duma deputies by eliminating all single-member district seats, another measure intended to strengthen the role of political parties in elections, and United Russia in particular. Finally, he proposed forming a new body, the Public Chamber, to serve as a forum for public discussion of policy and oversight of the bureaucracy.


  All three of these measures had the direct or indirect effect of weakening parliament’s role in the political system. The new system of appointed governors eliminated regional executive elections, which gave national parties some opportunity to participate in regional politics. The end of the mixed electoral system for the State Duma meant that no deputies in the Duma would represent single-member districts. This reduced the representation of local interests in the parliament and therefore much of the autonomy that Duma had had vis-à-vis the executive branch by virtue of their local bases of support. Finally, the creation of a Public Chamber as a forum for the representation of state-sanctioned nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) effectively weakened parliament’s role in deliberating on matters of national policy. None of these specifically addressed the challenge of Islamic terrorism or Chechen separatism. Moreover, they had been discussed before the Beslan incident and were consistent with Putin’s policy of strengthening presidential power, imposing strict regulation on party competition, weakening the autonomy of governors, and coopting civil society. For that reason, it is clear that Beslan provided a politically opportune moment to advance them but that political centralization rather than fighting terrorism was their actual goal.


  Beslan also spurred other legislation aimed at fighting terrorism. Security legislation was at the top of the priority list when United Russia drew up the legislative agenda for the fall session. The heads of four Duma committees (security, defense, legislation, and state organization) agreed to propose new legislation to strengthen security at sites where large numbers of people congregated and to tighten rules on immigration, residency registration in cities, and registration of automobiles. United Russia introduced a comprehensive new counterterrorism bill, prepared by the Federal Security Service (FSB), giving the police wider powers to prevent acts of terrorism.14 If they believed that an act of terrorism was about to be committed, the FSB could declare a “regime of terrorist threat” and place the media and society under control, using wiretapping and mail intercepts, limiting travel, and prohibiting meetings and strikes.


  Putin also used Beslan and the terrorist threat as a rationale for other bills that limited political freedom and expanded the discretionary rights of the security services. For instance, in December 2005 Putin defended a bill sharply limiting the autonomy of NGOs as being necessary “to secure our political system from interference from outside, as well as our society and citizens from the spread of terrorist ideology.” Still another law authorized the president to send armed agents abroad to fight terrorism on foreign soil; this legislation was used as the basis for an operation to find and kill those responsible for killing four members of the Russian embassy staff in Iraq.


  Putin’s return to the presidency in 2012 led to yet another shift in his legislative agenda. Perhaps shocked by the large scale of public protest against election fraud and against him personally in 2011–2012, Putin moved to enact several measures intended to create a new grounds for legitimating his rule and to make it still harder for opposition groups to mobilize. These combine harsher limits on political expression with laws enforcing conservative moral values in society. One of the most notable of the first was a law passed in late 2012 requiring that NGOs engaged in “political” activity (which can of course be defined broadly) and receiving money from overseas sources had to reregister as “foreign agents.” The term is as odious in Russian as in English, and is intended to discredit NGOs working in spheres such as election monitoring and human rights advocacy. Many NGOs were then subjected to searches and warnings. Some shut down; some complied; some fought the rulings in court. Overall, the law has created considerable fear and consternation on the part of many NGOs. In February 2014, and again in June 2014, the parliament passed and Putin signed amendments to legislation directed against “extremist activity.” The definition of extremism is extremely broad, including appeals that are deemed to be “incitements to social discord.” Legislation against hate speech is on the books in many democracies, and the degree to which it is used for political repression depends on whether the authorities abuse it for political ends and whether the courts can resist such abuse. In Russia, the authorities have wide leeway to shut down a website, publication, or organization for extremism, with little fear that the courts might overturn their actions.


  Other laws reflect Putin’s efforts to build support by appeals to traditional conservative values. In June 2013, Putin signed two pieces of legislation. One—known as the “Pussy Riot law”—imposed criminal penalties for publicly insulting the feelings of religious believers. 15 The other banned “propaganda of nontraditional sexual relations among minors.” Both laws could be broadly interpreted. For example, appeals for tolerance of homosexuality might be interpreted as “gay propaganda.” Likewise, public criticism of the Russian Orthodox Church might be prosecuted as insulting to the feelings of Orthodox Christians. Putin has followed up this legislation with other bills in a similar vein. One, passed in June 2013, allowed the police to detain anyone suspected of being homosexual—or even “pro-homosexual”—for up to fourteen days. Another, passed in July 2013, bans the adoption of Russian children to any gay couple, or in any country where same-sex marriage is permitted. These laws are intended to signal Putin’s support for traditional morality; politically, they reflect Putin’s effort to build support among the more conservative segments of society. They also neatly complement his turn to a nationalistic and anti-Western, anti-liberal ideology.


  In enacting this body of legislation, Putin has met with enthusiastic support in parliament. For example, the bill banning “homosexual propaganda” passed the Duma with 436 yea votes, 1 abstention, and zero nay votes. Likewise, parliament has given Putin solid backing for his actions in Ukraine. In March 2014, parliament gave overwhelming approval to the annexation of Crimea to Russia (the vote in the Duma was 443 to 1), and authorized Putin to use Russian federal troops in Ukraine. Putin can therefore count on solid parliamentary backing for his actions. In turn, parliament can count on public support for its loyalty to Putin. Public opinion surveys showed that the Duma’s public image rises with Putin’s, as table 2.1 shows.


  Note that confidence in all institutions rose after the events in Ukraine—Putin rose 24 percent, the Duma rose 12 percent. By contrast, the US Congress ranks lowest in public confidence of all American institutions. As of June 2014, only 7 percent of the American public expressed “a great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in Congress.16 In Russia, therefore, parliament’s public standing depends on Putin; in the United States, Congress shares in the general mistrust of government.


  PRESSURE FROM BELOW FOR REFORM


  This chapter has described a set of arrangements in which Vladimir Putin dominates the political system, using his control over United Russia and his command of the means of coercion to ensure electoral victories at the federal and regional levels, and solid legislative majorities to back his policy agenda. As president, Putin has frequently altered the rules governing the election of members of the Duma and selection of members of the Federation Council, and he has used his commanding power over parliament to pass legislation embodying his political agenda. His control over the Duma through the domination of United Russia ensures that he faces no obstacles in parliament to his policies. Policy debate certainly is vigorous with respect to many serious issues—but it goes on within the government, not on the floor of parliament. Yet, for all that Putin controls parliament today, there are at least two reasons to question whether this control can continue indefinitely.
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  First, the large-scale protest movement that sprang up in December 2011–January 2012 indicates that there is a potentially large body of public opposition to Putin’s rule. The protest movement had been building as local activists in many cities mounted protests against local abuses of power (for example, they launched Internet campaigns against destruction of the environment or demanded justice for officials who tried to avoid prosecution for crimes). But the simmering discontent of the socially networked, politically savvy urban classes came to a head when Putin announced in September 2011 that he would return to the presidency, and then boiled over when Putin resorted to heavy election fraud and manipulation in the December 2011 and March 2012 elections. In Moscow, St. Petersburg, and dozens of other cities around the country, large-scale demonstrations were held against Putin and demanding fair elections: upward of 100,000 people marched on a few occasions in Moscow, numbers not seen since the late 1980s and early 1990s. The protesters organized a large-scale election observers’ movement, which registered tens of thousands of people to monitor the parliamentary and presidential elections and report violations of the law. The authorities, remarkably, allowed many of these protests to pass without massive arrests and beatings, lending confidence and a sense of momentum to the protesters. The protest movement has no formal leaders or structure, but a number of well-known bloggers, writers, artists, and television celebrities have given a personal face to the movement. Following the protests, activists worked to run candidates in local elections around the country, winning some small but notable victories. If the authorities were to resort to massive electoral fraud again, perhaps in the 2016 Duma election, there might once more be a large-scale political opposition movement. As Henry Hale has shown, in the post-Communist states, those with presidentially dominant political systems tend to be both authoritarian and stable. But they rest on networks of personal relations to the top leader. Such systems lose their stability when there is uncertainty among the powerful clans of insiders over who is the top leader.17


  Second, Putin’s actions have exacerbated Russia’s deep economic vulnerabilities. Annexation of Crimea has cost at least as much as the Sochi Olympics, and the continuing hostilities in eastern Ukraine are a drain on Russian resources. The sanctions imposed on Russian banks, oil, and gas companies have sharply increased borrowing costs for Russian firms. Even before the Ukrainian conflict, Russia’s economic growth rate had slowed almost to zero. Yet at the same time, Putin has substantially increased military spending and is trying to raise salaries for civil servants, teachers, doctors, and others paid out of the state budget. Inflation has not been tamed despite the slowing of the economy so that real wages are starting to fall. A local economic crisis or protest over unpaid wages or pensions could provoke wider social protest. At some point, Putin’s high popularity ratings, which soared after the annexation of Crimea, might tumble, provoking a full-scale political crisis. United Russia’s base of support is wide but thin so, in a crisis, its ability to command the loyalty of political leaders at the center and in the regions is likely to vanish overnight.


  In such a crisis, it is possible that new elections could drastically alter the balance of forces. Because parliaments are often an arena for political contestation when a state undergoes a major political transition, it is likely that Russia’s Federal Assembly would once again wield power. Formal institutions would become more important than personal loyalty and informal understandings. For that to happen, however, Russia’s party system would need to open up to genuine political competition among nationally organized, programmatically oriented political parties. And the concentration of political power in the presidency and the executive branch would need to give way to a system of shared powers.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How did the political role of the Russian Federal Assembly change when Vladimir Putin became president? By what means did he bring about those changes?


  2. What is a “dominant party regime?” In what ways does Russia exemplify a dominant party regime?


  3. How has President Putin’s legislative agenda reflected his policy priorities?
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  3 Regional Politics


  Nikolai Petrov and Darrell Slider


  In the course of 2014, the topic of federalism and decentralization returned to the Russian political vocabulary, but not in reference to the relationship between the regions and Russia’s federal government—it was Putin’s prescription for a solution to the conflict in Ukraine. In fact, Russian protesters who called for the “federalization” of Russian regions were arrested on charges of extremism. As with many other aspects of Putin’s rule, the attempt to achieve control by the Kremlin over all aspects of politics in Russia has turned Russia’s federal structure into a legal fiction.


  When Vladimir Putin was first elected president in 2000, one of the first areas he identified for attention was the relationship between Russia’s regions and the central government. Former president Boris Yeltsin, in the face of political and financial weakness, was forced to make considerable concessions to the regions. Regional leaders increasingly took on responsibilities that would normally be carried out by federal agencies, and they used these opportunities to entrench themselves in power while often willfully flouting federal laws and presidential decrees.


  Putin came to the Kremlin after having spent the early part of the 1990s as a regional government official. He witnessed the extent of regional-center problems from a different perspective when he supervised Russia’s regions for Yeltsin from March 1997 to July 1998. At that time Putin was head of the department within the presidential administration (called the Main Oversight Department, or glavnoe kontrol’noe upravlenie) that gathered evidence on violations of federal laws and policies in the regions. Interestingly enough, Putin’s predecessor as head of the department was Aleksei Kudrin, who was elevated to minister of finance and deputy prime minister, and his successor was Nikolai Patrushev, who became head of the Federal Security Service (FSB), which had replaced the KGB, and was later promoted to head the Kremlin’s Security Council in 2008. Both men were key figures in implementing elements of Putin’s policy toward the regions. All three, not coincidentally, were from Russia’s second city, St. Petersburg.


  This chapter examines the policies toward regional leaders. Center-region relations continued to be a key area of concern in Putin’s second term and during the Medvedev presidency. Instead of attempting to develop or refine federalism in the Russian context, Putin aggressively pursued an antifederal policy designed to take away or circumscribe many powers exercised by regional leaders. His goal was to establish a unitary, centralized state under the guise of “restoring effective vertical power in the country,” to use Putin’s own description of his intentions. In keeping with Putin’s background in the KGB (the secret police in Soviet times and early post-Soviet Russia), the main emphasis was on discipline and order. These institutional and personnel choices, however, produced a number of negative consequences. As early as 2005, some Russian officials began to propose what might be described as “re-decentralization” in order to correct some of the deficiencies in a centralized model. The period of joint rule by Medvedev and Putin from 2008 to 2012 did not respond seriously to these challenges, and the centralized model was further entrenched. By mid-2011 the Kremlin appeared to be shifting toward a path that would restore elements of a federal system, though reluctantly and with as many braking mechanisms as the political situation permitted.


  BEFORE PUTIN: FEDERALISM BY DEFAULT


  Even after the other fourteen former Soviet republics became independent, Russia remained the world’s largest country; thus, it is perhaps inevitable that there would be serious problems in administering its far-flung territories. This was true both before and after the establishment of the Soviet state. The traditional approach of Russian rulers was to tighten control from the center. Despite some outward trappings of federalism (the Russian republic, for example, was called the RSFSR—Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic), the Soviet Union was in essence a unitary state supplemented by parallel hierarchies—the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and an extensive state bureaucracy. Even under Stalin, however, “family circles” or cliques based on personal relations and patronage ties arose in the regions, insulating local politics from Moscow and allowing regional elites a free hand in many matters.1


  In many of the former communist states of Eastern Europe—particularly in countries whose leaders embarked on a reformist agenda—a comprehensive redrawing of subnational administrative boundaries took place. In Poland, the Czech Republic, the former German Democratic Republic, Hungary, and Croatia, communist-era regional entities were eliminated or replaced with new ones. In part this was done to meet European Union (EU) entry requirements, but often another important motivation was to break up political and economic power at the regional level that had emerged under communist rule.2 No radical redrawing of the political boundaries took place in Russia, with the consequence that political-economic elites of the communist era remained intact at the regional level. Russia’s administrative structure closely mirrored that of the Russian republic under communism. Republics within Russia, designated “autonomous republics” in the Soviet period, received elevated status because they were home to a non-Russian ethnic group. Most often, though, Russians were the largest ethnic group even in republics; the exceptions were Dagestan, Chuvashia, Chechen-Ingushetia, Tuva, Kabardino-Balkaria, North Ossetia, Tatarstan, and Kalmykia. The most numerous administrative entities were oblasts (provinces) and krais (territories). The cities of Moscow and St. Petersburg also had the status of “subjects of the federation.” Starting in the first Putin presidency, smaller autonomous okrugs (districts) located within the territory of other entities began to be merged with larger entities; this was done for the purpose of simplifying control from the center. As a result, Russia went from having eighty-nine administrative entities in 2000 to eighty-three by 2008.


  Russian and Soviet history had never seen an attempt to apply a federal model as the basis for organizing the relationship between national and regional authorities. In this regard, the policies of president Boris Yeltsin represented a revolutionary break from past methods of rule. The Yeltsin constitution of 1993 made federalism a core component of the Russian political system. Article 71 of the constitution defines the areas of federal jurisdiction, Article 72 defines joint jurisdiction, and Article 73 grants all other functions to the regions. Many of these relationships remained to be defined by legislation, however, and Yeltsin did not take the goal of developing federal principles seriously. What prevented Yeltsin from building a more balanced system of federalism was the center’s political and economic weakness. This weakness was exploited by republic presidents and governors to carve out substantial autonomy. By the time Yeltsin resigned from office at the end of 1999, Russia’s federal system remained very much a work in progress, the result of an improvised series of steps and compromises.


  In the late Soviet period the regions became an arena for political struggle. In 1990–1991 there was the battle that took place over the fate of the Soviet Union. Both Gorbachev and Yeltsin sought the support of regional elites, particularly those in the ethnically based autonomous republics within the fifteen union republics that became independent in late 1991. It was in the context of the struggle with Gorbachev for the loyalty of republic leaders that Yeltsin in 1990 famously encouraged them to “take as much sovereignty as you can swallow.” In most of the republics, local leaders followed Yeltsin’s lead and created the popularly elected post of president, thus giving them a status and legitimacy lacked by heads of Russia’s other regions at that time.


  Almost immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Yeltsin faced a new and lengthy conflict—this time with the Russian legislature. Their disputes covered a wide range of issues but centered on the relative powers of the parliament versus the president and on the strategy of economic reform that the country should pursue. In this struggle, Yeltsin sought the support of regional executives—the governors whom he had the right to appoint and dismiss—and the republic presidents. Ruslan Khasbulatov, the speaker of the Russian parliament who became Yeltsin’s nemesis, appealed to the regional legislatures in an effort to build an alternative national power base. Since republic leaders had more independence than governors, Yeltsin rewarded the republics with larger budget subsidies and greater relative autonomy.3 These concessions were often codified in the form of bilateral agreements signed by Yeltsin and individual leaders. The most generous terms were granted to Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, and Yakutia, the republics with the most potential leverage because of their economic assets.


  This battle culminated in the events of September–October 1993, when Yeltsin issued a decree dissolving the parliament. When Khasbulatov and Alexander Rutskoi, Yeltsin’s appointed vice president, resisted and attempted to seize power by force, Yeltsin responded by having tanks shell the building. The new political context led to fundamental changes in regional politics.


  First was the drafting of the 1993 constitution that enshrined the concepts of federalism, including the creation of a new legislature with an upper house to represent the regions—the Federation Council—with the right to veto laws passed by the lower house—the State Duma. A second consequence of the 1993 events was the dissolution of regional legislatures (though not in the republics) that had been elected in 1990. As a third consequence, political power in the regions shifted dramatically toward the executive branch of government. Executive power in the regions was further strengthened in the mid-1990s when Yeltsin gave in to the demand by regional executives for popular elections of governors. Yeltsin’s last set of appointments to the post of governor took place in late 1995–early 1996, when he appointed thirteen.4 After that, all governors were elected to office. This gave governors added legitimacy and made their removal by Yeltsin almost impossible.


  In 1994–1995, new regional legislatures were elected. The new assemblies were smaller in size than the soviets of 1990, and their powers were substantially reduced. With just a few exceptions, the new deputies tended to be local officials, employees from sectors funded by the government (education and health care), or the regional economic elite—all groups that were dependent on the executive. Only a small proportion of deputies were full-time legislators, and in their legislative role they were both unwilling and unable to challenge the region’s governor or president. Very few legislatures had more than token representation by national political parties.5


  A year after the October 1993 attack on parliament, Yeltsin once again attempted to use force to solve a political problem—this time in Chechnya. Unlike republics such as Tatarstan and Bashkortostan, Chechnya refused to enter into a dialogue with the Kremlin and instead pressed for full independence. Under the leadership of General (and President) Dzhokhar Dudaev, Chechnya created its own military forces and expelled representatives of virtually all central Russian ministries, including the FSB and the Ministry of Finance. It should be said, however, that the Russian leadership did not make a serious attempt to achieve a negotiated solution to Chechnya’s complaints, which contributed to the Chechens’ resolve to secede. In December 1994, Yeltsin ended several years of neglect of the Chechen problem and ordered Russian Army and Interior Ministry troops into Chechnya in hopes of a quick military victory. The result was a disaster: the army was ill-prepared for a guerrilla war and suffered many casualties while directing much of its military might against the civilian population.


  The war in Chechnya and ineffective policies in a number of other areas threatened defeat for Yeltsin in the 1996 presidential election, and he again turned to regional leaders (as well as the business elite) for help. With the help of regional “administrative resources” such as control over the local press, government workers, and simple vote fraud in some cases, Yeltsin came from behind to win reelection in 1996. Following his victory, Yeltsin further strengthened the status of regional leaders by initiating a change in how the Federation Council was formed. From 1996 to 2000, governors and the chairs of regional legislatures would automatically have seats in the Federation Council.


  These serial political crises took place against a background of persistent economic emergencies that were stabilized in the mid-1990s only by resorting to “virtual” economics and financial trickery. These schemes eventually collapsed in the August 1998 devaluation and default. One common mechanism to formally balance tax receipts and expenses, which was used both by central agencies and regional governments, was sequestering funds—in other words, reducing expenditures by not paying salaries and not meeting obligations to suppliers of goods and services. In this way, the federal government effectively lost control of many of its agencies in the regions. Shortfalls in tax collection and nonpayment meant regional leaders were almost forced to step in to provide funds or in-kind payments (office space, transportation, heat, hot water, electricity, and even food) in order to support the continued operation of federal institutions such as the criminal police, tax police, prosecutors, courts, and even Yeltsin’s presidential representatives (created in 1991 to serve as his “eyes and ears” in the regions). Inevitably, federal entities in the regions shifted their loyalty from the center to the regions. Even the Russian military became increasingly dependent on regional leaders for logistical support. The result was “a sustained trend towards increasing compartmentalization and regionalization of military structures, driven primarily by the shortage of resources and underfinancing.”6 It should be emphasized that this was not a power play by regional leaders. In the face of the failure by the Kremlin to carry out its responsibilities, the regions were simply trying to cope. The result was federalism by default.


  Another feature of Yeltsin’s policies toward the regions was the personalized and bilateral nature of many of the center-region relationships. This was in many ways a continuation of the informal operation of regional lobbying of the central institutions during the Soviet era; both Yeltsin and most regional leaders had practical experience dating back to the Brezhnev era. Some of this bilateralism was formally institutionalized in treaties negotiated between the Yeltsin administration and regional leaders. The first of these agreements was with republics; it provided a set of exceptions and exemptions that went far beyond what other regions were allowed under the “1992 Federation Treaty” and the 1993 constitution. In the mid-1990s over twenty new bilateral treaties with oblasts and krais were signed. These agreements had the effect of making Russian federalism extremely asymmetrical, but in a way that was unsystematic and nontransparent.7 Much of the enabling documentation at the ministerial level was kept secret. Later, most oblasts and krais also negotiated bilateral treaties with the center, though under less favorable terms. The personalization of politics meant that Yeltsin often turned a blind eye to violations in a region as long as its leader demonstrated loyalty to him in federal elections.


  Overall, the institutional framework and dynamics of “federalism, Russian style” had a number of dysfunctional elements and allowed regions control over other areas of federal responsibility that were atypical of a normal federal system.8 The nature of federal relations also undermined efforts to democratize the political system as well as efforts to marketize the Russian economy. Governors and republic presidents obstructed the development of a national party system and used their powers to harass political opponents and independent news media. In an effort to protect local industries and markets, regional leaders created barriers to free trade between regions. They also preserved an economic climate that was hostile to outside investment and the rise of small business.9


  PUTIN’S RECENTRALIZATION


  In contrast to Yeltsin, Vladimir Putin began his first term with the advantages of both firm control over central political institutions and an economy that was beginning to prosper. The improvement of the Russian economy after the August 1998 crisis cannot be overestimated in this regard. Growing oil revenues, the result of skyrocketing prices on the world market, provided Putin with resources to remold Russian government structures. This led to enhanced tax collection and greater budgetary resources that could be used to pay off past debts and to finance federal institutions. Putin’s election to the presidency was closely linked to the second Chechen war (1999–2004), which eventually restored federal control over that region by brute force. At the same time, he began a more sophisticated, multipronged strategy to restore central control over all Russian regions. One early change was in budgetary policy. Since the center had easy access to a larger revenue stream, it quickly revised the tax code to increase the center’s share, from roughly a 40/60 split in favor of the regions to 60/40 in favor of the center. As a result, regions became much more dependent on the central authorities for budgetary allocations—a factor that greatly increased their vulnerability to pressure from the Kremlin.


  Federal Districts and Presidential Representatives


  The first major institutional change adopted by Putin was the creation of a new level of administration between the center and the regions in the form of seven federal administrative districts (federal’nye okruga) headed by specially appointed presidential representatives. Each of these “superregions” was headed by a presidential envoy, called the plenipotentiary presidential representative—pol’nomochnyi predstavitel’ prezidenta, or polpred for short. The ultimate purpose of this new structure was not to replace existing regions, but rather to increase the ability of the center to coordinate the operation of federal agencies in the regions through a framework that was totally controlled by Putin’s Kremlin. The federal districts were not drawn anew based on any particular political or administrative purpose; they corresponded completely to the regional command structure of the Soviet/Russian Interior Ministry troops.10 The “capital” or administrative center of each district in every case corresponded to the location of the headquarters of the corresponding Interior Ministry district.


  The term polpred had been used by Yeltsin in 1991 to designate his personal representative in each region. Putin abolished this post in the regions, replacing them with “chief federal inspectors” who would be directly subordinate to (and appointed by) the presidential representative for the corresponding administrative district. The decree creating presidential envoys provided for their direct accountability to the president. Yeltsin had initially given the same degree of access to his representatives, but later they were subordinated to a department within his administration.11 In practice, though, while Putin appointed each of his representatives, they did not report solely to the president. The polpreds were still part of the presidential administration, which meant they were supervised by the head of Putin’s staff. This was a source of consternation among the presidential representatives, since they wanted to be closer to the ultimate source of authority at the top of the administrative ladder. A symbolic indicator of the status of the seven representatives was Putin’s decision to give each a seat on his Security Council, a body that has been important in establishing strategic priorities in government policy, both foreign and domestic. The polpreds were also allowed to participate in the regular meetings of the Russian government chaired by the prime minister.


  Putin’s “magnificent seven,” as they were initially referred to with some irony in the media,12 were drawn for the most part from the siloviki or “power ministries”: FSB, military, police, and prosecutors (the FSB is the successor to the KGB). The contrast with the early Yeltsin period could not be more vivid. Many of Yeltsin’s polpreds were drawn from the ranks of radical democrats who had worked with Yeltsin in the Soviet and Russian parliaments. In effect, the early Yeltsin appointees to this post were the type of people that several of the Putin appointees had worked to put in prison camps or psychiatric wards! Later though, Yeltsin replaced his initial appointees with career bureaucrats, including several FSB officials, a trend accelerated by Putin on becoming acting president in January 2000.


  From the beginning, presidential envoys were denied many of the instruments of real power to control developments in the regions—the right to direct financial flows from the center, for example, or the power to appoint federal officials in the regions. Depending on their skills and resourcefulness, many presidential representatives found other ways to attain leverage. Polpreds worked to expand their links with important regional actors, such as the business community. Polpreds influenced personnel decisions by federal agencies and the president in their district through their recommendations for promotions. Over time, they were able to create a web of cadres in the district that facilitated the center’s “penetration” of the regions.


  Much of the work performed by presidential representatives was secret; as a result, their actual role remained hidden.13 The functions of the office changed over time. An early assignment to the polpreds was to restore the preeminence of federal law. They devoted considerable effort to overseeing the process of bringing regional legislation (including republic constitutions and regional charters) into conformity with federal law and the Russian constitution. Given that Russia has yet to address seriously the problem of establishing the rule of law, a massive effort to improve the content of laws appeared to be premature. Russia, and this is even truer of the regions, is a country where the letter of the law often counts for little in the face of arbitrariness, incompetence, politicization, and corruption in the judicial system and in the bureaucracy.


  Another task the Kremlin assigned the polpreds was to redivide powers between the center, regions, and local government to the advantage of the center. Starting in the latter part of 2001, a major effort was undertaken to standardize relationships between center and regions. Part of this initiative was to diminish the role of the bilateral treaties that had been signed between regions and Yeltsin. Cities and rural districts, the third level of government, were also subjected to increasing restrictions on their autonomy in the interest of restoring top-down control. Under Yeltsin, the constitution had proclaimed “local self-management,” which meant that popularly elected mayors enjoyed considerable powers, often leading them into conflicts with governors. Putin’s 2003 “Law on Principles of Organizing Local Self-Management” increased the control of regional authorities over local officials, gradually pushing mayors into the “vertical of authority.” Many mayors of big cities resigned their posts, frustrated both by these changes and inadequate budgetary resources. For those who didn’t get the message, prosecutors began targeting mayors with corruption charges in an apparent campaign of intimidation. Another innovation introduced under Putin replaced elected mayors in favor of “city managers” chosen by city councils—bodies that were more easily manipulated by governors and the Kremlin. By 2011 the capital cities of over half of all regions had shifted from popularly elected mayors to appointed city managers. In 2014 a new “reform” of local government permitted regional parliaments (all of which have United Russia majorities) to eliminate popular election of mayors of large cities, replacing them with city managers appointed by regional assemblies or a commission of regional and local deputies. In effect, governors and the ruling party will be allowed to determine who will become the mayors of cities in their regions.


  The accretion of other Kremlin-initiated policy instruments to control regional decision making changed the functions and the status of the polpred. In general, the power and prestige of the office varied depending on the degree to which the Kremlin viewed a region as problematic. Over time, the Kremlin has introduced additional institutional changes in an attempt to grapple with problems in regional economic and political development. The lack of progress in bringing stability to the North Caucasus led former President Medvedev to create a new, eighth federal okrug in January 2010 that encompassed the non-Russian republics of the North Caucasus along with the predominantly Russian Stavropol region. Alexander Khloponin, former governor of Krasnoyarsk with previous business experience in the metals industry, was appointed polpred. Khloponin was given additional powers to coordinate federal activities by virtue of a joint appointment as deputy prime minister. In contrast to earlier silovik appointments to this post, his mandate was primarily to facilitate improved governance and economic development in the region. Similarly, the Kremlin appointed a long-term former governor, Viktor Ishaev of Khabarovsk, to serve as polpred in the Far East region in 2009. The region was stagnating economically and dramatically losing population. In May 2012 the Kremlin enhanced Ishaev’s status by creating a new ministry for him to head, the Ministry for Development of the Far East. This gave him a large staff both in Moscow and Khabarovsk and his own budget, to supplement the political and coordinating functions that are typically performed by polpreds. Like Khloponin, Ishaev was given some levers to coordinate the activities of federal ministries in the region. In September 2014, the federal Ministry of Regional Development was abolished; in part because its functions in key problem regions had been taken over by new, specialized ministries.


  The prominence and level of experience of other appointees to the position of polpred declined over time, reflecting a drop in prestige and power. By the beginning of Putin’s third term in 2012, the status of the position had fallen so low that Putin felt comfortable naming a total novice, Igor Kholmanskikh, as polpred for the Urals region. Kholmanskikh had been a foreman at the Uralvagonzavod tank factory in Nizhnii Tagil. He gained national prominence in December 2011 when he told Putin on a televised call-in program that he and “his boys” were ready to come to Moscow to break up anti-Putin demonstrations. Putin brought him into his reelection campaign, and the appointment appeared to be Putin’s way of thanking a supporter. Kholmanskikh had no previous administrative or political experience. By late 2014 the composition of polpreds had changed significantly, with over half drawn from the siloviki. This implies a return to viewing the post as mainly responsible for discipline and order, rather than political and economic development.


  Parallel Vertical Structures


  An important element of Putin’s centralization was the expanded role of central government and political institutions in regional decision making. The idea was to coordinate and optimize federal agencies’ activity in regions “from above” rather than allowing federal officials to be “captured” by governors. A key element was regaining control over appointing and monitoring personnel in federal agencies in the regions. The strategy was to strengthen the vertical chain of command from the Moscow-based ministries or agencies to the federal district agencies and from there to ministry officials in the regions. This process of centralization was accompanied by a massive expansion in the number of federal officials in the regions. Between 2001 and 2006, the number of federal executive-branch employees in the regions (not including law enforcement agencies) grew from 348,000 to 616,000, according to the Russian statistical agency.


  New territorial structures were established in the seven federal districts by the most important federal agencies and ministries—in all, about twenty federal agencies. To illustrate, within a year of Putin’s reform, there were nineteen federal agencies represented in the Volga federal district. These included the prosecutor’s office, the Ministry of Justice, the Tax Police, the Federal Tax Service, the Federal Agency on Governmental Communication, the Ministry of the Interior for Internal Troops, the Federal Criminal Police, the Federal Service on Financial Restructuring and Bankruptcy, the State Courier Service, the Committee on State Reserves, the Federal Securities Commission, the Property Ministry, the Federal Property Fund, the Ministry on Publishing and TV and Radio Broadcasting, the Ministry of Natural Resources, the Pension Fund, the Ministry of Transportation, the Health Ministry, the State Committee on Statistics, and the Ministry of Anti-Monopoly Policy (the latter two had other regional branches within which they established federal district departments).14


  First priority was given to returning central control over military, police, and security organs. This had been largely accomplished by 2002. Central control was rapidly increased over other federal organs in the regions including courts, prosecutors, election commissions, and even the mass media. Some of the most important changes in administrative subordination took place in the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD). When Putin came to power, there was a symbiosis between police generals and regional leaders that seemed to be unbreakable. Putin employed chess-like maneuvers to reassert dominance over this key lever of control. A change in the law in June 2001 eliminated governors’ effective veto on appointments of regional MVD chiefs. Instead of immediately appointing his own men as the top police official in each region, he began by establishing a new intermediate level that separated the regional bottom from the central top. Seven MVD district directorates were created, headed by high-ranking police officials who were directly subordinate to the minister of internal affairs and appointed by decrees issued by Putin.15 It took a year of personnel transfers at the regional level to disentangle existing networks of relationships, with the polpreds providing a mechanism for restoring control by the central ministry over regional police chiefs. In subsequent years, Putin and Medvedev maintained these gains by forcing high rates of turnover among regional police heads, regularly moving officials from region to region.


  It should be emphasized that none of the heads of the new district agencies were subordinate to the polpred. While such a change would make sense from the standpoint of a clear and single vertical chain of command, it would represent a major assault on the prerogatives of the Moscow-based ministries. Ever since Khrushchev’s attempt to undermine the ministries and transfer their powers to regional economic councils (the sovnarkhozy), the ministries have effectively fought reorganizations that would decentralize power to the district or regional level. The polpred typically could not order the federal agencies in his district to do anything, though he could complain to Putin if they ignored his advice.


  The FSB was one of the few federal ministries that did not create a new territorial structure based on the federal districts. However, in February 2006, Putin announced the creation of a new federal structure, the National Anti-Terrorism Committee, headed by the FSB chair. Each region’s anti-terrorism committee (none were created at the federal district level) would be headed by the governor or president of the region. The result was a new “anti-terror vertical.” On matters concerning terrorism and its prevention, which can be broadly construed, governors were subordinate not just to Putin but also to the chairman of the FSB. In each region, the local FSB head (also subordinate to the FSB chief, not the regional leadership) served as the head of the operational staff for anti-terror operations and preparations. In 2007, an “anti-drug vertical” was added as well, under the State Committee to Combat Narcotics. It paralleled the anti-terror vertical, and some analysts concluded that it was designed to act as a counterweight to the FSB or at least allow Putin to monitor its regional activities.


  Another vertical hierarchy established to increase central control over the regions was the new political party that Putin helped found, United Russia. While it got off to a slow start in many regions, United Russia rapidly expanded its regional party structures after 2004. Following the pattern of its predecessor “parties of power,” United Russia was spread into the regions by recruiting key officials at all levels. It was not accidental that the party was called United Russia. The party was highly centralized, always under the control of Putin loyalists, and designed as a kind of straitjacket to bring under control what had been autonomous or governor-controlled regional political institutions. There was virtually no intraparty democracy; major party personnel decisions were made by the party’s curators in the Kremlin. Putin himself served as chairman of the party from 2008 to 2012 while serving as prime minister. Medvedev took over as party leader in May 2012 when he too was prime minister.


  Political parties that had significant support among regional elites were undermined or forced from the playing field. As a result of the 2001 law on political parties, regionally based parties were not allowed to register and compete in national elections, thus reducing the role of governor-dominated political organizations. In 2003, the Kremlin changed the rules on electing regional legislatures to require that at least half the deputies be chosen by a proportional representation system—by party list. Polpreds and federal officials provided United Russia with enormous advantages in elections. This mobilization of “administrative resources” allowed United Russia to establish a dominant role in most regional legislatures by 2006 and in virtually all regions by 2010.


  The popular election of governors gave them a status that was difficult for the Kremlin to overcome. In some cases before 2005, the Kremlin succeeded in preventing incumbent governors from winning reelection. Methods included exerting influence on elections by instructing or pressuring the election commission or the local courts to remove a candidate from the ballot. In some cases, kompromat (compromising material) gathered on regional leaders was employed to persuade them not to seek another term in office. In 2003–2004, for the first time, serious criminal investigations were launched against a number of sitting governors, most typically those the Kremlin labeled as weak and ineffective. While none of these cases were brought to trial, they helped Putin establish his primacy in the period before he began appointing regional leaders. Over one-third of Russia’s regional leaders were replaced during Putin’s first term. (See table 3.1 later in the chapter.)


  A critical component of Putin’s policy restoring central control over regions was the decision to end direct popular elections of regional leaders. This occurred in the aftermath of the terrorist attack in Beslan, North Ossetia, in September 2004. Rebels, mostly from the neighboring republic of Ingushetia, took over a school on the opening day of classes, and the poorly coordinated effort to save the hostages resulted in over 300 deaths.


  In order to deflect criticism that Russia was abandoning democratic principles, the appointment process was fitted with a veneer of democratic choice. Three candidates had to be nominated, initially by the presidential envoy in the federal district in which the region was located, and they were expected to consult with major political forces in the region. From the beginning the authenticity of the process was brought into question when outsiders who were unknown in the region ended up as nominees and then governors. Another element of formal democracy was that the president’s choice, once nominated, had to be approved by the regional legislature. In every case, however, regional legislatures ratified the president’s choice. If they did not, the law provided for the dissolution of the legislature and new elections. After Putin began appointing governors, most of those who had not yet become members of United Russia rushed to join. By the time of the 2007 Duma elections, almost all governors had become members of the party, and they had a direct interest in ensuring the best possible performance for United Russia in subsequent regional and national elections. Governors who organized massive vote fraud were rewarded for their actions and never faced punishment.


  Perhaps because of his dependence on regional leaders who could produce the electoral results he needed, Putin was extremely cautious in his dealings with strong, popular regional leaders. During his second term, governors and republic presidents who had been elected to their posts prior to 2005 and were perceived to be “loyal” were allowed to remain in power. A procedure was adopted that allowed governors to seek Putin’s “vote of confidence,” most often through a personal meeting with him, prior to the end of their term in office. In the vast majority of cases, Putin responded favorably without even considering other candidates and submitted the current governor’s name to the regional assembly for reappointment. An important consequence of the end of elections was the de facto suspension of term limits for Russia’s regional leaders. There was some speculation that this was the main purpose of the change: it would permit the reappointment of leaders viewed by the Kremlin as hard to replace.


  With appointments replacing elections, a new mechanism for evaluating regional performance was instituted in January 2006. Regular sessions of the government would review socioeconomic conditions in a different region each month. At these meetings the governor or republic president was brought before assembled government ministers and provided an overview of his or her region and its problems. On the one hand, governors could use this opportunity to lobby for special projects for their regions with the chief decision makers all in attendance. At the same time, the sessions allowed Putin to assess the performance of governors and hold them to account for failings in their work. Starting in April 2008, regions that were developing at a slow pace or underperforming compared to other regions became the chief focus of these sessions. A system of detailed statistical reporting was developed as well to assess the performance of governors. The system comprised forty-three socioeconomic indicators, among which were economic output totals, new housing construction per capita, education expenditures per pupil, crime rates, and the percentage of the population that engages in physical exercise or sports. Polls would also be conducted to determine the level of satisfaction with education, health care, and the performance of regional government, including access to information. Meetings between Putin and governors continued after Putin moved into the post of prime minister. They were often characterized by detailed reports and questions about which indicators showed progress and which were lagging in a particular region. In effect, the purpose was to provide an accountability mechanism that would substitute for popular election—only now accountability was to the Kremlin rather than to the voters.


  As president, Dmitry Medvedev introduced a change in the system for nominating candidates for governor that provided further gloss to the democratic veneer. Starting in 2009 the nomination of the three candidates was transferred from the polpred to the largest party in the regional assembly. This meant turning the nomination process over to United Russia, since it had become the largest party in every regional parliament. Given the Kremlin’s leverage over all these political actors, the charade that unfolded was obvious to all. Each of the actors in the spectacle would dutifully follow the Kremlin’s script, and nominees became candidates who became governors. As a rule, the decisions about who would be nominated and who would be approved were made by the internal politics department of the presidential administration in the Kremlin.


  It was Medvedev who presided over the most significant change in the corps of Russia’s regional leaders. The so-called regional heavyweights who had won election many years earlier and had consolidated control over regional political and economic institutions were systematically targeted for removal starting in 2009. The victims included some of the most prominent figures on the Russian political scene, including Yegor Stroev, Orel oblast leader since 1985, Mintimir Shaimiev, who had led Tatarstan since 1989, and Murtaza Rakhimov, head of Bashkortostan since 1989. Most governors quickly saw the writing on the wall and agreed to resign quietly. The exception was the powerful mayor of Moscow, Yury Luzhkov, who resisted efforts to force him out in October 2010. Luzhkov, who had been mayor since 1992, was relieved by Medvedev with the formulation that he had “lost confidence” in Luzhkov. Later, Medvedev would claim that a number of the governors had been removed because of evidence against them of corruption, though none were subjected to criminal prosecution. Many had held leadership positions in United Russia until the end and had repeatedly demonstrated their loyalty to the Kremlin.


  Massive popular protests in the aftermath of elections to the Duma in December 2011 led Putin and Medvedev to reverse themselves on the issue of popular elections of governors. Only a couple of years earlier, Medvedev had said that gubernatorial elections would not be reinstated even in “a hundred years.” A law was quickly passed in early 2012 that again made the post an elected one. Almost immediately, though, steps were taken to minimize the impact of the new law. One provision, the “municipal filter,” required that candidates get signatures of support from as many as 10 percent of the deputies in local legislatures. Given the high percentage of local deputies affiliated with United Russia, the chances for opposition candidates to qualify were severely limited. In most regions, only a candidate supported by the Communist Party could easily pass through this “filter.” Another tactic demonstrating the Kremlin’s fear of regional elections was the flurry of new appointments made in early 2012 (see table 3.1). The new law on elections went into effect on June 1, 2012, but by appointing new governors or reappointing old ones ahead of schedule, elections could be delayed in those regions for another five years. As a result, the number of elections that were scheduled to take place in the fall of 2012 dropped from eleven (based on the initial timetable of governors’ terms in office) to only four regions—Amur, Belgorod, Novgorod, and Briansk. In each region, none of which is considered critically important, the Kremlin was reasonably sure it could manage the outcome to prevent an opposition candidate from winning. Results from gubernatorial elections during 2012–2014 showed that the Kremlin was firmly in control: in over 42 elections for governor not a single incumbent was defeated. Several regions were allowed to opt out entirely from gubernatorial elections starting in 2013, in order to preserve ethnic harmony or “stability.”
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  At first, the republics in the North Caucasus were the only ones to opt out, and the de facto presidential appointment process remained in place in Dagestan, Ingushetia, and Kabardino-Balkaria. The elimination of popular elections for governor was later extended to autonomous okrugs “nested” within Tiumen’ and Arkhangel’sk oblasts, all of which are rich in oil and natural gas—Khanty-Mansi, Yamalo-Nenetsk, and Nenetsk.


  KRYM—NASH (CRIMEA IS OURS)


  When Maidan protesters and demonstrations forced Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovych to seek asylum in Russia in February 2014, Putin took advantage of the disorder. Russian state television stoked fears of a new, anti-Russian regime in Kiev, and the predominantly ethnic Russian region of Crimea was encouraged to separate from Ukraine. A pro-Russian government was installed and a hurried referendum was held, both aided by the presence—denied at the time—of Russian special forces. In a surprise move, Putin decided that Crimea should be immediately incorporated into Russia without any negotiations and without regard to Ukrainian law. Ukraine had had jurisdiction over Crimea since 1954, and the Russian argument was that annexing the region constituted the righting of an historical injustice.


  The incorporation of Crimea added 2.2 million people to the Russian population and resulted in two new subjects of the federation, Crimea and the “federal city” of Sevastopol’. (Previously, only two other cities had this status, Moscow and St. Petersburg.) The process of integrating Crimea into Russia brings to mind the post-war redrawing of Soviet borders to encompass the Baltic states and western Ukraine, as well as parts of Romania (Moldova) and Tuva. Stalin telescoped the implementation of Soviet policies that had taken decades into a few years in these newly acquired territories, stirring local resentment that is still tangible seventy years later.


  Incorporation of Crimea into Russia presented a whole series of unanticipated difficulties for the Kremlin. Kiev ruled Crimea under a set of laws and institutions that were substantially different from those operating in Russia, and virtually every institution needed to be restructured to conform to Russian standards.


  The international community—most vocally the United States and the European Union—rejected the annexation of Crimea as a violation of international norms governing the sovereignty of established states and their territorial integrity. Sanctions and future legal action vastly complicate the process of integrating the new entities. Crimea’s airports, critical to the region’s tourist economy, cannot accept international flights, since they are formally under the jurisdiction of Ukraine in the eyes of international aviation authorities. Russian banks and companies have to be concerned about possible economic sanctions should they decide to operate in Crimea. Even Crimea’s football (soccer) teams are in limbo, not allowed to compete in Russian leagues: the major world soccer organizations have agreed with complaints by Ukraine that these teams remain Ukrainian. Any violation could jeopardize Russia’s hosting of the World Cup in 2018.


  Crimea will also demand significant new economic resources, inevitably at the expense of other Russian regions and other priorities. Water, fuel, and electricity must all be supplied from Russia, and past infrastructure—including the railroad—came through Ukrainian territory. Building a bridge for automobile and rail traffic across the Kerch Strait would provide a solution, but the estimated cost would make this the most expensive bridge ever constructed, and it will take years to build. Mean-while, the economy of Crimea requires substantial Russian financial support, including pensions promised at the rate paid to Moscow residents, which is significantly higher than the Russian average.


  Following the same pattern previously outlined, the annexation of Crimea was accompanied by administrative changes—the creation of a new Crimean Federal District (the ninth), a polpred was appointed, and the creation of a new Ministry for Economic Development of Crimea. Putin placed overall supervision of Crimean developments in the hands of Dmitry Kozak, the presidential trouble-shooter who previously had been tasked with the North Caucasus and the Sochi Olympics.


  Russia gained not just Crimea, but two new, potentially restive minorities: Ukrainians living in Crimea who did not want to become Russian citizens, and Crimean Tatars. Repression and intimidation were the initial responses by Russia’s newly appointed regional leaders. Prominent leaders of the Tatar Mejlis, or people’s assembly, were banned from the region and protest demonstrations were prohibited. Crimea and Sevastopol’ were also added to the list of regions that would not hold popular elections for the post of governor.


  IS REFORM POSSIBLE UNDER PUTIN?


  The state of center-region affairs under Yeltsin was not sustainable—the regions had become too strong at the expense of the center. But Putin swung the pendulum too far in the opposite direction. His policies curtailed both federalism and democratic development in Russia.


  The methods used by Putin and his team were in large part derived from the standard operating procedures of the KGB and its successor organization, the FSB. These included gathering compromising materials against “targets,” using this information to blackmail the targets in order to gain their cooperation, planning and carrying out extralegal operations with a maximum degree of secrecy, and using diversions and feints to direct attention away from the real purpose of an operation. In the case of the shift of powers to the federal districts, a part of Putin’s strategy seemed to be to create new institutions that at first seem merely to duplicate functions of existing institutions, but that could later take their place. The emphasis on discipline, carrying out orders without question, and strict hierarchical relations also reflects the internal ethos of the KGB. The Putin approach to the regions seemed to suffer from a set of limitations that reflected his life experiences and background. There is a Soviet-era joke about a machinist from a defense plant who made Kalashnikovs (machine guns). When he retired from the factory, he decided to make toys for the children in his neighborhood. But whatever he tried to make, whether it was a rocking horse, a doll, or a model ship, it always came out looking like a Kalashnikov! Putin’s choice of instruments and personnel made it almost inevitable that his policies for dealing with the regions would end up “looking like a Kalashnikov,” a recentralized, unitary system.


  Russia’s leaders from the outset had only a hazy notion of what constitutes federalism or liberal democracy. To an extent this paralleled Soviet-era misunderstandings about the nature of a market economy. The absence of a planned or command system for allocating resources was equated with chaos and anarchy. Democracy and an effectively operating federal system rely on political institutions for resolving disputes with an emphasis on transparent, lawful action and the use of methods such as negotiation, persuasion, and compromise. If one sets aside the obvious exception of Chechnya, the Yeltsin presidency relied heavily on compromise and negotiation to achieve settlements with the regions. Putin, with much higher levels of public support, an effective working majority in the Duma, and a much more favorable economic and budgetary situation, could dispense with democratic procedures and still get results. Putin preferred to use his strength to force the changes he wanted largely without bargaining and without employing constitutional mechanisms.


  How did Putin’s policies work in practice? The evidence is contradictory. On the one hand, the new policies did remove some gubernatorial control over the military, police, and federal agencies that rightfully belonged under federal jurisdiction. On the other hand, there was little recognition among Putin’s inner circle that this strategy could go too far, or that excessive centralization was one of the weaknesses of the Soviet system. It is clear from Putin’s statements on “restoring” vertical power that his main reference point was the USSR. To someone who was a product of the Soviet system, the elimination of checks and balances appears to increase the manageability and effectiveness of the political system. This may have been true in the short run, but there was a serious downside. A highly centralized system runs the risk of collapsing in the face of a crisis or rapidly changing conditions.


  A high degree of centralization is problematic in any political system, but this was especially true of a country as diverse as Russia. Natalia Zubarevich has argued that there are in effect four different Russias.16 First there is the Russia of big cities (from 21 to 36 percent of the total population), where the middle class is concentrated and where skilled, white-class professions dominate. Second is what remains of industrial Russia (around 25 percent of the population), where regions are dominated both by blue-collar workers and budzhetniki—pensioners, teachers, and others dependent on the federal and regional budgets. This Russia includes an important subset of “monocities,” dominated by one large factory or industry, that is especially vulnerable to changes in state contracts or subsidies. The third Russia (about 38 percent of the population) is poor, peripheral, and mostly rural. It is less dependent on government policy and survives on the natural economy. Finally, a fourth Russia is made up of the poorest republics of the North Caucasus and southern Siberia (Tuva, Altai). Dominated by clans, these regions are highly dependent on direct transfers from the federal budget.


  One could argue that the default option for the Kremlin was to create a set of policies designed to respond to the worst-case scenario in the regions; in practice, this meant the North Caucasus republics. This region suffered from serious economic and political difficulties, such as low levels of development, high unemployment, inequality, and poor governance. At the same time, there was an active insurgency under way that threatened a collapse of the entire system. One could make the case that Putinism in regional policy was an attempt to bring to the entire country the “successful” lessons learned from dealing with Chechnya after the war there:17 forgoing elections to put in place a hand-picked regional leader (Ramzan Kadyrov) who restored order by dealing ruthlessly with his opponents, demonstrated total loyalty to the Kremlin, shamelessly manipulated election results to the advantage of United Russia, and implemented a state-dominated reconstruction program financed both from central and local resources. Yet, centralized policy making was simply not capable of formulating policies that would be effective in the varied settings that comprise the Russian Federation. It was proving more difficult to mobilize voters under the banner of United Russia. Chechnya-type policies applied in Moscow in 2010 and 2011 alienated a significant stratum of the population, producing massive anti-Putin demonstrations starting in December 2011. The protest mood changed dramatically overall in the immediate aftermath of the Crimean annexation, and even the populations of large Russian cities came to view protests through the lens of Ukrainian events—as a factor that could precipitate instability or even civil war.


  What are the prospects that Putin could adopt policies that would begin the process of returning the pendulum in center-region relations back toward the regions? Dmitry Medvedev, who played the role of a loyal protégé of Putin as president, only gave lip service to the need for political reform as an element in modernizing the country. It took until mid-2011 for part of the ruling elite to begin to recognize that overcentralization was a serious problem that could threaten its hold on power. There were several signs that a reassessment was under way. Working groups headed by two of the most important officials tasked with regional policy, deputy prime ministers Dmitry Kozak and Alexander Khloponin, headed commissions to develop proposals that would reallocate government functions and budgetary resources from the center to the regions. Nothing of substance resulted from this effort. Similarly, efforts to reform the Federation Council in ways that would increase regional interest representation also produced nothing. In the end, Putin’s desire to maintain control exceeds his willingness to pursue reforms that would allow regions to govern themselves more effectively.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How did the basic institutional framework of region-center relations change from Yeltsin to Putin?


  2. What elements of Russian federalism were incompatible with Putin’s approach to governing?


  3. Why is it that administrative complications arose after Russia annexed Crimea in 2014?


  4. How likely is it that Russia will attain true federalism under Putin? Give evidence to justify your answer.
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  4 The Role of Law


  Kathryn Hendley


  Law has had a checkered history in Russia. The rule of law, as evidenced by an independent judiciary that applies the law in an even-handed manner to all who come before it, has been mostly absent. During the Soviet era, the leaders of the Communist Party used law in a blatantly instrumental fashion, a situation that began to change in the late 1980s when Gorbachev put forward the goal of a pravovoe gosudarstvo or a “state based on the rule of law.”1 The leaders of post-Soviet Russia have reiterated this goal, yet their actions reflect ambivalence. The heavy-handed prosecutions of political opponents of the Kremlin suggest that the willingness to use law as a weapon to achieve short-term goals is a vestige of Soviet life that lives on in post-Soviet Russia. Though these prosecutions have become the most well-known feature of the Russian legal system, both domestically and internationally, they do not tell the whole story. They have occurred within a legal system that has undergone remarkable institutional reforms over the past two decades.


  The contemporary Russian legal system is best conceptualized as a dual system, under which mundane cases are handled in accordance with the prevailing law, but under which the outcomes of cases that attract the attention of those in power can be manipulated to serve their interests.2 To put it more simply, justice is possible and maybe even probable, but cannot be guaranteed. This lack of predictability is unfortunate, but does not make Russia unique. Law is inherently messy. Many countries aspire to the rule of law, but none has yet achieved it in full measure. Articulating the rules is always easier than applying them to concrete circumstances. Some gap between the law on the books and the law in practice is inevitable. The efforts to bridge this gap in Russia are the subject of this chapter.


  HISTORICAL OVERVIEW


  The role of law in any society is not dependent solely on written law and formal legal institutions, but is also influenced by how these laws and institutions are understood and by how they are used (or not used) by both the powerful and the powerless within that society.3 These attitudes, often referred to as legal culture, are neither uniform nor consistent. They are influenced by many factors. Primary among them are the common perceptions of the responsiveness of law and legal institutions to the interests of society. For some, these perceptions are shaped by their own experiences. But in Russia, much as in the rest of the world, the vast majority of citizens have had no first-hand encounters with the formal legal system. For them, their attitudes toward the legal system are influenced by beliefs about how law has worked in the past as well as by mass media accounts about how the legal system is presently functioning and/or anecdotal accounts of the experiences of friends or family. As a result, making sense of the role of law in contemporary Russia requires some knowledge of what came before.


  The Soviet Union is often referred to as a lawless society. Taken literally, this was not true. The Soviet Union possessed all the elements of a typical legal system.4 It had a complex body of statutory law as well as a series of constitutions. It had a hierarchy of formal courts that mirrored what would be found in any Western democracy, as well as a well-developed system of alternative dispute resolution that allowed for neighborhood mediation in so-called “comrades’ courts.” But all of these institutions were firmly under the thumb of the Communist Party. Though the constitution prominently proclaimed their commitment to the principle of judicial independence, the absence of judicial review made the constitution largely symbolic. The legislature, though composed of representatives who were ostensibly popularly elected, operated as a rubber stamp for decisions made by Party leaders. Likewise, judges tended to follow the Party line.5 All understood that anyone who diverged would not be invited to stand for reelection and the short five-year terms ensured that judges were kept on a short leash. At the same time, this should not be taken to mean that Party officials dictated the outcomes of all cases. Judges were left alone to resolve many (perhaps most) of the cases they heard in accord with the law and their consciences.6 But judges knew that at any moment the telephone might ring and they might be told how to decide a specific case. The specter of “telephone law” hung over all cases and gave rise to a culture of dependency within the judiciary. Over time, fewer and fewer calls were needed as judges developed an instinct for what the Party wanted. Not surprisingly, ordinary citizens grew skeptical of the power of the law to protect their interests. This legal culture of distrust persists to some extent to the present day and has stymied efforts to reform the legal system. Whether Russians are firmly committed to a governmental structure in which the courts enjoy full institutional independence is unclear. Recent public opinion polls indicate that only about a quarter of those surveyed believe that the courts should be totally free from the influence of the executive branch.7


  Gorbachev was the first Soviet leader to make a systematic effort to change the role of law.8 He regularly invoked the goal of creating a rule-of-law-based state or pravovoe gosudarstvo in his public statements. Moreover, he took concrete actions to that end. His reforms to the electoral system brought an end to the era of the rubber-stamp legislatures. Under his tenure, the judicial selection system was overhauled, eliminating the Communist Party’s stranglehold and granting judges life tenure. Though these reforms were certainly necessary to achieving judicial independence, they were far from sufficient. Judges could not shake off the mantle of dependency so easily. Citizens were likewise slow to abandon their skepticism regarding the capacity of judges to rule in an even-handed manner without clear proof of a shift in judicial behavior. Along similar lines, Gorbachev introduced the principle of judicial review to Russia for the first time. He created the Committee on Constitutional Supervision, which, while not a full-fledged constitutional court, was empowered to review acts of the executive and legislative branches, making it an early (albeit feeble) attempt at checks and balances. Its impact was largely symbolic. How far Gorbachev would have pushed the legal reform had he not lost power is unknowable.


  Reform to the legal system was less of a marquee issue under Boris Yeltsin, but continued throughout the 1990s. In some ways, the challenges were mitigated by the disintegration of the Soviet Union. No longer did reformers have to concern themselves with how reforms would play out in all the republics, which became independent countries in 1992, but the immense size of Russia as well as the wholesale nature of the transformation left reformers with their hands full. Yeltsin’s decision to abandon the halfway reforms that characterized perestroika and to embrace the goals of creating a democracy and a market economy meant that comprehensive reforms were needed. The institutional infrastructure for both democracies and markets is grounded in law. Much of the Soviet-era legislation and legal institutions were inadequate to the task. Russian reformers turned to Western advisors for assistance in writing the new laws and creating the necessary institutions. Many of these advisors approached Russia as if it was a tabula rasa, disregarding what existed on paper as well as the prevailing legal culture. Almost no area of law was left untouched by the legislative whirlwind of the 1990s. The top-down nature of these reforms and the unwillingness to pay attention to the needs of those who would be impacted felt familiar to Russians, who recognized the modus operandi from their Soviet past, albeit under a new banner.9 The result was a continued skepticism toward the usefulness of law; a sentiment that was only deepened as the new institutions were rocked by a series of corruption scandals.


  Snapshots of the judicial system taken at the beginning and end of the 1990s would reveal dramatically different pictures. Though the basic court system remained intact and continued to handle the bulk of cases, other more specialized courts were introduced. The most well known is the stand-alone constitutional court, which represented a dramatic break with Russia’s autocratic tradition. Through its power of judicial review, the court could declare legislative and executive acts unconstitutional, thereby making the judicial branch an equal partner for the first time in Russian history. In its early days, the court took some highly controversial positions, most notably siding with the legislature against Yeltsin in the lead-up to the October Events of 1993.10 Yeltsin disbanded the court during this crisis and, when it was reconstituted in early 1994, the justices, having learned their lesson, shied away from disputes with political overtones. Less well known, but essential to the development of a market economy, was the emergence of the arbitrazh courts in 1992. These courts were not created out of whole cloth, but were built on the foundation of the Soviet-era system for resolving disputes between state-owned enterprises. Critical changes were made in terms of the status of the decision makers (raised from arbiters to judges) and jurisdiction (expanded to include disputes involving private firms as well as bankruptcy), but the arbitrazh courts represent a creative adaptation of Soviet-era institutions to serve the needs of the new Russia.11


  In addition to the structural innovations, the depoliticization of the judicial selection process was consolidated under Yeltsin.12 The constitution, approved by popular referendum in December 1993, provides that judges be appointed by the president, with the proviso that nominations to any of the top courts be confirmed by the Federation Council. The seemingly unchecked power of the president to select lower level judges might seem to be an example of the expansive powers granted to the president by this constitution. In reality, however, it constituted the final step in a system designed to preference competence over political reliability, a noteworthy reversal from the previous system in which judges served at the pleasure of the Communist Party. Under the reformed system, which persists to the present day, open positions are publicized and anyone with a law degree who is at least twenty-five and has five or more years of work in the legal profession could apply. Their applications are assessed by judicial qualification commissions (JQCs), who forward their recommendations up the bureaucratic chain, culminating in a presidential appointment. All Russian judges, other than justices of the peace, enjoy life tenure, subject to a mandatory retirement age of seventy. Justices of the peace have five-year terms, which can be served consecutively until they reach seventy. Allegations of judicial corruption and other malfeasance are handled by the JQCs, which has the power to sanction and remove judges.


  Yeltsin’s successors, Putin and Medvedev, came to the presidency with legal training. Their attitude toward law was undeniably shaped by their work experiences. Putin’s years in the KGB seemed to have taught him the importance of discipline and predictability. Not surprisingly, he has consistently espoused a philosophy of “supremacy of law” (gospodstvo zakonnosti) that complements the “power vertical” and emphasizes the importance of law and order over the protection of human rights.13 Medvedev, by contrast, spent several years on the law faculty at St. Petersburg State University, and has a subtler view of law. While president, he proved more willing to meet with rights’ activists and his rhetoric was notably less bombastic than Putin’s. In terms of action, however, Medvedev rarely challenged Putin.


  LEGISLATIVE REFORMS


  Putin’s consolidation of power within the Duma and his emasculation of the Federation Council allowed for legislative reforms that eluded Yeltsin. During the 1990s, a number of key pieces of legislation stalled due to opposition within the Duma. As a result, those affected had to hobble along using either the stop-gap presidential decrees or Soviet codes, which had been amended so many times that they had come to resemble a patchwork quilt. Not only did this undermine the predictability of law by making it difficult to discern what the rules were, but it left the guiding principles of the Soviet era in place, at least on paper. During Putin’s first two terms, this legislative logjam was broken. The manner in which they were passed seemed to signal a return to the Soviet style of rubber-stamp legislatures. Under both Putin and Medvedev, United Russia (the Kremlin-affiliated party) was able to take advantage of both its numbers and the ability of its leaders to enforce party discipline and build coalitions to enact the Kremlin’s legislative agenda.


  The criminal procedure code in effect when Putin took office was originally passed under Khrushchev. A new code, which enhanced the rights of judges at the expense of the police, got bogged down in the Duma in the latter years of Yeltsin’s tenure. This new code was finally passed and came into effect in 2002.14 Under its terms, the police are required to obtain warrants for investigative activities that previously could be carried out without judicial supervision. The code also limits the circumstances under which the accused may be kept in pretrial detention. Whether all of these procedural niceties are being observed in practice is a different question. The question of whether judges do a better job of safeguarding individual rights has also come into question. The Khodorkovsky case, in which the Yukos chief was jailed while awaiting trial on fraud charges despite not meeting the prerequisites of the code, shows that the rules regarding pretrial detention can and will be disregarded when convenient for the Kremlin.15 Judging a system solely on high-profile cases can be dicey. The extent to which the state lives up to its obligations in more mundane cases is unclear, but the strong culture of back-door dealings between judges and procurators (or prosecutors) creates grounds for suspicion.16 The procuracy is a uniquely Russian component of the legal system that is not only charged with prosecuting crime, but also with supervising justice more generally. It has stubbornly held out against numerous reform efforts aimed at making its activities more transparent.17


  Under both Putin and Medvedev, a Soviet-era tactic of drafting laws with intentionally vague language reemerged. Such legislation offers maximum flexibility to officials and minimal predictability to citizens. Examples of this practice include amendments introduced in 2012 to the law governing Russian NGOs, which required them to register as “foreign agents” if they received financial support from outside Russia. NGOs resisted identifying themselves as “foreign agents,” finding the Cold War connotations of the label to be distasteful. Authorities used the law as a pretext to conduct unscheduled audits of the records of NGOs that were not supportive of Kremlin policies. Although activists challenged the law, the constitutional court upheld its constitutionality.18 Likewise the law on extremism, which was passed in 2002 to fight terrorism, has been used to outlaw political parties not in sync with the Kremlin. The seemingly innocuous requirement that candidates submit the petitions supporting their candidacy as well as for permits authorizing demonstrations have been used to stymie opponents of the Kremlin. These actions demonstrate the Kremlin’s willingness to use law instrumentally.


  JUDICIAL POLITICS


  The dualistic nature of the present-day Russian legal system can undermine the independence of the courts. “Telephone law” did not disappear with the Communist Party, and continues to hold sway in cases with political resonance as well as in cases where the economic stakes are high.19 When such cases arise, court chairmen take care to assign them to pliant and politically reliable judges. Judges who fail to heed the signals tend to get hauled before the JQC on vague charges of having dishonored the courts and are typically removed from the bench.


  Judicial Selection and Supervision


  The method of selecting judges and supervising them once they are on the bench has profound implications for the independence of the judicial system. Ideally, judges should look only to the law in resolving disputes; politics should not factor into their decisions. But when judges feel beholden to a political benefactor for their appointments, their impartiality can be compromised. Lifetime tenure is a potential solution, but runs the risk of creating a judicial corps detached from society, answerable to no one. Judges, even those with lifetime appointments, must be held accountable for misbehavior. Some oversight is necessary. Yet it requires a delicate touch; otherwise it risks undermining independence. As this suggests, the mechanics of maintaining an independent judicial system are excruciatingly difficult and highly political. Striking an acceptable balance between independence and accountability can be elusive.


  Locating this equilibrium point in post-Soviet Russia has proven to be particularly vexing. Under Putin’s leadership, concerns about the lack of judicial accountability gave rise to subtle but important changes in the selection system.20 The composition of the JQCs was altered. Judges no longer enjoyed a monopoly, but still made up two-thirds of the membership of the JQCs at all levels. In theory, opening JQC membership to nonjudges might seem to be democratic, in that it creates an avenue for societal concerns to be expressed. Judges saw it differently, fearing an effort by the Kremlin to exert more control over the courts. While it is true that the change allows other voices into the decision-making process, it is also true that most other European countries with organs analogous to the JQCs include a mixture of judges and laypeople. Russian civil society activists have complained bitterly about their lack of influence in the judicial selection process.


  In addition to selecting judges, the JQCs have sole responsibility for disciplining judges. This brings some level of accountability into the mix. Possible sanctions range from private reprimands to dismissals. The number of complaints grew by over 70 percent between 2005 and 2012. Although litigants raised almost 49,000 complaints before JQCs in 2012, this represented less than 0.3 percent of the cases brought before Russian courts. 21


  In contrast to the judicial system in the United States, where legal professionals go onto the bench after a fairly lengthy career in some other legal arena, becoming a judge in Russia is a career choice made at a much earlier stage of life. There are two basic career paths for those interested in becoming a judge. Judges who handle criminal cases are drawn from the ranks of criminal investigators and prosecutors, whereas judges who handle noncriminal cases typically go to work for the courts as an assistant to a judge immediately after completing their legal education in order to gain the necessary experience to apply for a judicial post. Once they get onto the bench, most stay for their entire work life. The gender makeup of the Russian judiciary has shifted from being primarily female during the Soviet era, to being more evenly divided (though women still dominate the ranks of the justice of the peace courts).22 Though the prestige of the judiciary has risen considerably since the demise of the Soviet Union, it remains lower than in the United States. This is not unique to Russia, but is a common feature of countries with a civil law legal tradition.23 Recognizing that status is linked to salary and workload, both Putin and Medvedev consistently pushed for increased funding for the courts. Even so, recruiting a sufficient number of judges to staff the courts remains difficult. Institutional efforts aimed at enhancing the status of the judiciary represent a starting point, but are effective only if accompanied by societal trust. This has been slow to develop, as evidenced by public opinion polls indicating that most Russians approach the courts with skepticism.24


  As part of an effort to build legitimacy for the courts, a law was passed mandating that, as of July 2010, all courts create websites on which judicial decisions as well as schedules for hearings are posted. Such websites have been created, though their quality varies widely.25 Notwithstanding the fact that lower court decisions do not constitute binding precedent, some litigants have made active use of the information posted to investigate how the judges assigned to their cases have ruled in previous analogous cases. They believe that compiling this information helps them to persuade judges to be consistent in their rulings.


  Constitutional Court


  The Constitutional Court is a post-Soviet innovation. Its purpose is to ensure that the constitution remains the preeminent legal authority in Russia. To that end, it is empowered to invalidate legislative and/or executive acts as unconstitutional. From a technical legal point of view, the Constitutional Court stands on equal footing with the Supreme Court (see figure 4.1), but it is unlike the Supreme Court in several important respects. First, it does not stand at the apex of an elaborate hierarchy of courts that stretch across Russia. It is a stand-alone court.26 Second, it is a much smaller court, with only nineteen judges. The background of these judges is quite different from that of their counterparts on the other two top courts, most of whom have worked as judges for their entire careers. By contrast, many members of the Constitutional Court are drawn from the top ranks of legal scholars and come to the bench only after several decades of working in universities or research institutes. This means that they are free of the legacy of dependence that hangs over the rest of the Russian judiciary. Because they mostly come from a scholarly background, their opinions are longer and more literate, providing a clearer window into their thinking than is possible with opinions from the other courts. This is facilitated by the fact that only this court enjoys the right to write dissenting opinions. Finally, the decisions of Constitutional Court constitute a source of law and, as such, are binding on the other branches as government as well as on other courts. As is the norm in other European countries that share Russia’s civil law legal heritage, the decisions of the courts of general jurisdiction and the arbitrazh courts are typically binding only on the parties to the specific cases.27


  Between 2007 and 2013, the number of petitions sent to the Constitutional Court ranged between 16,000 and 20,000 per year.28 Almost all come in the form of individual complaints centering on alleged violations of constitutional rights. The remaining cases stem from claims initiated by the president, a group of legislators (at least 20 percent of the members of either chamber), or regional governments. Its decisions take several forms. Not all involve an up-or-down vote on the constitutionality of a particular law or regulation. Many of its rulings lay out the justification for legal norms’ constitutionality. These so-called “authoritative interpretations” can have the effect of rewriting the law under the guise of ensuring its constitutionality. They have given the Court tremendous influence in many areas of law (including tax, contracts, and social benefits) that would not appear to fall under its jurisdiction. The Court has further expanded its jurisdiction by issuing rulings that declared contested legal norms “noncontradictory to the constitution,” but their interpretations of these laws are considered binding on all Russian courts.29


  Since its reconstitution following the October Events of 1993, the Constitutional Court has been reluctant to immerse itself in political controversy. Its ability to do so has been institutionally constrained by the decision to limit its jurisdiction to cases brought to it; the Court can no longer take up cases on its own initiative. The Court has also adopted a more deliberative pace for resolving cases. In contrast to the chaotic practices of the early 1990s, when decisions were sometimes issued on an overnight basis, cases now take eight or nine months to wind their way through the system, allowing time for the sorts of back-and-forth discussions among the judges that is familiar to students of the US Supreme Court.30 In terms of the substance of its decisions, the Constitutional Court has consistently been supportive of Putin’s agenda to curtail regional power, including the elimination of popular elections for governors.31 Even when the regions prevail, as in the March 2003 case brought by the legislatures of Bashkortostan and Tatarstan, the court is careful to note that regional governments are entitled to expand their powers only to the extent that they do not infringe on the federal system. The Court seemed to feel emboldened by the Kremlin to bring the regions to heel. One member of the Court noted, “We struck down the key clauses of 7 constitutions of the republics in June 2000 only after President Putin announced his crackdown on recalcitrant regions; we would not have been brave enough to do this under Yeltsin.”32


  [image: Figure 4.1. The Russian Court System]


  Getting its decisions enforced is a problem that the Constitutional Court shares with the courts of general jurisdiction and the arbitrazh courts. Enforcing judgments is not just a problem in Russia; it is a problem that plagues courts everywhere. For the most part, litigants are expected to live up to the obligations imposed by the courts out of a combination of respect for the institution and a fear of being identified as noncompliant and shamed. The lack of societal trust in courts turns these assumptions upside down in Russia. Flouting judicial orders brings no disgrace. The Constitutional Court has attempted to remedy the problem by creating a department charged with monitoring its decisions. But the small size of the department (four people) and intransigence of the underlying political issues have hampered efforts at improving the record on implementation.


  The Courts of General Jurisdiction


  The courts of general jurisdiction are the workhorses of the Russian judicial system. Any case that is not specifically allocated to the constitutional court or the arbitrazh courts lands in their lap. In 2013, the workload of these courts, constituting over 19 million cases, was almost sixteen times greater than that of the arbitrazh courts. They handle all criminal cases as well as any civil or administrative case that affects an individual (rather than a firm). The number of cases heard by these courts more than tripled between 1995 and 2013. The increase has been driven by civil cases; the number of criminal cases has actually decreased in recent years. The rise in civil claims is particularly intriguing, given that these are cases brought by individuals. Whether this reflects a fundamental shift in attitudes toward the legal system, namely a greater willingness on the part of Russians to use the courts to protect their interests, is unclear.33


  The courts of general jurisdiction can be found in every administrative district, making them the most accessible of the Russian courts. This has only increased under Putin with the introduction of a new layer of court, the justice of the peace (JP) courts (see figure 4.1). The JP courts were first authorized in late 1998, and were intended to provide a way to siphon off simple cases, thereby alleviating the burden on the already-existing courts.34 Creating thousands of new courts proved to be easier said than done. When Putin took over in 2000, none existed but by 2009, JP courts could be found in every part of Russia. From an institutional perspective, they have lived up to their promise. In 2013, 88 percent of administrative cases, 70 percent of civil cases, and 46 percent of criminal cases originated in these courts.35 Thanks in large measure to this, delays throughout the entire system have been lessened.36 The JP courts have also benefited litigants by making courts more accessible, both geographically as well as in terms of the simplified procedure. As figure 4.1 indicates, those dissatisfied with the JP courts are entitled to appeal the judgment to a higher court.


  Most cases that have not been diverted to the JP courts originate in the district courts, which are located in each rural or urban district. More serious matters are heard for the first time by the regional courts (which also serve as courts of appeal for the district courts).37 The court of last resort for this system is the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation. In addition to its pure judicial function of reviewing individual cases, the court is also charged with overseeing the general development of judicial practice. To this end, it periodically issues guiding explanations of legislation that has been interpreted in contradictory fashion by lower courts. These explanations are binding on the lower courts. Ironically this gives the Russian Supreme Court greater institutional latitude than that enjoyed by the US Supreme Court, though few would argue that the political clout of the Russian court approaches that of its American counterpart.


  Putin’s control of the legislature allowed for thorough reforms of the three procedural codes (administrative, civil, and criminal) that govern the day-to-day operations of the courts of general jurisdiction. Some of the innovations of the new criminal procedure code have been discussed above. The code also changed the operation of the courts by institutionalizing jury trials throughout Russia. Defendants charged with serious felonies can opt for a jury trial, and have been doing so with increasingly frequency. Jury trials accounted for 16.5 percent of such trials in 2010, compared with 8.3 percent in 2003.38 Defendants tend to fare better with juries than with judges. While less than 1 percent of defendants are acquitted in bench (nonjury) trials, about 15 percent of defendants in jury trials are acquitted.39 Jury verdicts, including acquittals, have been subject to appeal from the outset. After the Kremlin was embarrassed when juries acquitted defendants in several politically sensitive cases, the law was changed in 2008 to eliminate the right to a jury trial in cases of espionage, treason, terrorism, and other crimes against the state.


  The broader impact of the availability of jury trials on Russians’ attitudes toward the legal system is unclear. Elsewhere, juries have been justified on the grounds that they allow defendants to be judged by their peers and that they provide jurors with hands-on experience in how a democratic system operates. The relatively small number of Russians who have served on juries undermines any argument that they are building support for democracy. Russians themselves seem ambivalent about their merits. A series of public opinion surveys fielded between 2004 and 2013, suggests that Russians’ confidence in juries is declining. In 2004, 34 percent saw juries as fairer and more independent than judges, whereas 29 percent viewed them as less knowledgeable and experienced than judges and more likely to be influenced by the parties. By 2013, respondents had grown more cynical about juries, with only 23 percent viewing them as fairer than judges and 32 percent fearing that jurors could be swayed by the parties. (The remainder of respondents saw little difference between having cases decided by judges or juries.)40


  The Arbitrazh Courts


  The jurisdiction of the arbitrazh courts is threefold: (1) disputes between firms (irrespective of ownership structure), (2) disputes between firms and the state, and (3) bankruptcies. At the outset, almost all cases fell into the first category but, over time, the docket has shifted. Comparing the case distributions for 1997 and 2013 illustrates the point well. In 1997, disputes between firms dominated the docket, constituting over 80 percent of the cases decided by these courts. By 2013, these disputes accounted for less than two-thirds of the cases decided, and the number of cases involving the state had increased dramatically. This change can be partially explained by the general economic recovery under Putin, which has led to fewer debt collection cases. Given that the vast majority of cases involve tax disputes, this shift also indicates that citizens are becoming less tentative about suing the state and that the state is becoming more aggressive in collecting what is owed to it. As plaintiffs, both taxpayers and the state generally prevail, suggesting that arbitrazh judges may be guilty of a pro-petitioner bias, but contradicting the common wisdom that they are in the pocket of the state.


  The number of cases brought to the arbitrazh courts grew by over 300 percent from 1996 to 2013.41 The willingness of economic actors to submit their disputes to the court is driven by the comparatively low costs and speed of the process. This is not to say that litigation is the only or even the preferred mechanism of resolving disputes. For Russian managers, much as for their counterparts elsewhere, turning to the courts is a last resort, used only when efforts at negotiation have failed. Rather, the point is that litigation is a viable option for commercial disputes in Russia.


  The continued viability of the arbitrazh courts came into question with the decision to merge the Higher Arbitrazh Court with the Supreme Court (see figure 4.1). Putin announced this plan in mid-2013, prompting immediate protests from the business community, who had come to respect the competency of the arbitrazh courts. Disregarding these protests, the legislature moved with lightning speed to achieve Putin’s goal, pushing through changes to the procedural codes and initiating the necessary amendments to the constitution. By August 2014, the Higher Arbitrazh Court was only an institutional memory. The Supreme Court has created two separate chambers to handle final appeals from the courts of general jurisdiction and the arbitrazh courts. At present, the arbitrazh courts continue to operate according to their own procedures, but the legislature has begun the process of creating a single set of rules to govern all the courts.42


  The European Court of Human Rights


  With Russia’s accession to the Council of Europe in 1996 and its ratification of the European Convention on Human Rights in 1998, it now falls within the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) in Strasbourg. Were Russians as nihilistic about law as is typically assumed, this would have made no difference. But Russians have flocked to the ECHR in record numbers. More petitions to the ECHR originated from Russia than from any other country.43 This tells us that Russians still believe justice is possible and that they are searching out ways of holding their courts and government to account. At the same time, the fact that less than one percent of these Russian petitions are declared admissible reveals that Russians remain unclear about the precise function of the ECHR. Moreover, a 2008 public opinion survey revealed that only 7 percent of respondents would appeal to Strasbourg if their rights were violated.44


  The Russian government has a mixed record at the ECHR. When the decisions have gone against it, they have been accepted and paid without question. But when the court calls for changes in policy, Russia’s record is less impressive, as the many cases brought to challenge Russian policy in Chechnya illustrate.45 On the other hand, the availability of recourse to the ECHR has undoubtedly affected judicial behavior. Russian judges, worried that their opinions will become the subject of appeals to the ECHR, are taking more care to live up to their procedural obligations. Though it might be more gratifying if such behavior stemmed from a commitment to the rule of law, fear of public humiliation can be a powerful stimulant and perhaps the behavior will become habitual over time. Regardless of the incentive for the behavioral change, it inures to the benefit of litigants and the legal system.


  THE POLITICS OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION


  In many countries, lawyers are potent catalysts for legal reform. Their comprehensive knowledge of the law makes them well qualified to identify where changes are needed. Such changes may be either iterative or fundamental. Their willingness to embrace these changes and to operationalize them through their clients can have a profound impact. Merely passing a law is only a first step. More difficult is integrating new norms into daily life. Lawyers can be integral in this process.


  The legal profession in Russia has not traditionally performed this sort of role. The reasons are complicated. As in other countries with civil law traditions, lawyers tend to act more as technicians than as social activists. The divided nature of the profession in such countries also contributes to its political passivity. In Russia, for example, there is no single organization that speaks for lawyers, nor is there any uniform system for licensing lawyers. This inevitably gives rise to a fragmented profession. The Soviet heritage, under which lawyers were heavily regulated and their independence was constrained, only deepened this natural instinct.


  Young people have been increasingly drawn to legal education. The number of law schools has increased from around 100 in the 1980s, to over 1000 today. In a 2013 speech, Medvedev estimated the number of Russian lawyers at over 1.3 million.46 Most of the Soviet-era regulations governing lawyers have been eliminated and/or ignored in practice. The traditional distinction between litigators (advokaty) and business lawyers (iuriskonsl’ty) broke down during the 1990s. Private law firms, which had been outlawed during the Soviet era, sprang up and included both varieties of lawyers. Courts treated them similarly. This permissiveness was viewed with dismay by many advokaty, who had long viewed themselves as the elite of the legal profession. Becoming an advokat had always required persevering through a rigorous and selective process, in contrast to becoming a iuriskonsul’t, which simply required advanced legal education. Iuriskonsul’ty have taken advantage of the laxness of the regulatory regime to establish themselves as experts in business law, a specialization that had been more-or-less nonexistent during the Soviet era and an area of law not much exploited by advokaty (who tended to focus on criminal defense work). Prosecutors and judges are separate categories of lawyers. The disaggregated nature of the legal profession makes it impossible to determine the total number of Russian lawyers. The number of advokaty has been increasing by 1,300 per year. As of 2012, there were approximately 60,000 Russian advokaty.47 This reflects the growing popularity in legal education, as evidenced by a tenfold increase in the number of law schools over the past two decades.48


  Drafts of a law that would restore the advokaty to their preeminent role were floated, but never passed during the 1990s. Under Putin, this state of affairs changed. His legislative dominance allowed for the passage of a law dealing with the legal profession in 2002. Though the law did not create a monopoly on courtroom practice, as desired by advokaty, it certainly made them the default option. In criminal cases, for example, defendants must use an advokat unless being represented by a family member. The law also established a standard process for becoming an advokat. Much like judges, prospective advokaty must satisfy the requirements of a qualifications commission, which include an oral exam. Though the questions come from a pre-approved list, some have argued that the subjective nature of evaluation leaves the door open for preferential treatment and for discrimination.49 The law takes an important step toward institutionalizing the independence of the legal profession by establishing a privilege for attorney-client communications.50


  CONCLUSION


  This review of the role of law in contemporary Russia illustrates that easy conclusions are not possible. The reasons for criticism of his regime on this score are obvious. Under both Putin and Medvedev, the Kremlin’s legislative agenda was pushed through with a heavy hand and often had the result of curtailing human rights. Putin’s willingness to use the courts as a weapon for punishing his political opponents quite rightly calls their independence into question. Such policies would be troubling in any context, but are particularly disquieting in post-Soviet Russia. They are disturbingly reminiscent of problem-solving tactics employed by Soviet leaders that would seem to have been renounced as part of the transition to a rule-of-law-based state (pravovoe gosudarstvo). On the other hand, the post-Yeltsin era brought critical institutional innovations. The introduction of the JP courts increased the responsiveness of courts to citizens and eased the strain on the district and regional courts. The use of courts has continued to grow, suggesting a societal willingness to turn over disputes to the courts.


  These seemingly contradictory indicators make sense only when the Russian legal system is analyzed as a dualistic system. The institutional progress cannot be dismissed as mere window dressing. After all, the vast majority of the millions of cases heard each year within the Russian judicial system are resolved on the basis of the law on the books, as interpreted by the judge, and without any interference from political authorities. Justice is not out of reach in Russia; it is the likely outcome in most cases. But the continued willingness of those with political power to use law in an instrumental fashion to achieve their short-term goals means that justice can sometimes be out of reach. It also means that the commitment to the basic principle of the rule of law, namely that law applies equally to all, irrespective of their power or connections, is not yet complete. A gap between the law on the books and the law in practice exists in Russia, as in all countries. Surely it has receded from the chasm it was during the Soviet era. But whether it will increase or decrease as time goes on remains to be seen.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What are the advantages to the Putin regime of vaguely-worded legislation?


  2. How has the institutional structure of the courts changed since the collapse of the Soviet Union? What impact have these changes had on citizens’ access to justice?


  3. What efforts have been made to enhance judicial independence in post-Soviet Russia? Is judicial independence possible in present-day Russia?
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  5 Civil Society and Protest


  Alfred B. Evans Jr.


  Scholars in the social sciences think of civil society as the sphere of activity that is initiated, organized, and carried out primarily by citizens, and not directed by the state. Larry Diamond, for example, characterizes civil society as “the realm of organized social life that is voluntary, self-generating, at least partially self-supporting, autonomous from the state, and bound by a legal order or set of shared rules.”1 Diamond’s definition suggests that organizations in a civil society accept common norms and operate under the rule of law.2 We also may see civil society as located between the family and the state, and as distinct from the sector of businesses that are oriented primarily toward making a profit. The principal reason for scholars’ interest in that subject is the widespread acceptance of the argument that a thriving civil society exerts a favorable influence on the growth and consolidation of democratic political institutions.3 In other words, civil society is generally regarded as a crucial part of the structures supporting a democratic political system. The purpose of this chapter is to examine the development of civil society in Russia today. In particular, because the right and ability to protest governmental action is a key aspect of civil society, considerable attention will be given to protest movements in Russia.


  HISTORICAL BACKGROUND


  The political regime of the Soviet Union was hostile toward the idea of civil society because its leaders saw any independence of organized groups as threatening their monopoly of power. Russian historians have confirmed that even during the earliest years of the Soviet system, the Communist Party wanted to eliminate independent groups, and that the party intensified its control of social organizations from the 1920s to the 1930s.4 By the height of the Stalin period civil society had been suppressed in the Soviet Union. After Stalin’s death, during the 1950s and 1960s, a variety of informal and unofficial social groups did come into existence quietly, and there are reports that the number of groups that were not sponsored by the Communist Party increased during the 1970s and early 1980s.5 A dissident movement voiced open criticism of the Soviet regime by the 1960s, often at great personal cost for its members, but the active participants in that movement were a tiny minority of the intelligentsia in the USSR. It seems likely that most people in the Soviet Union who had heard of the dissenters were indifferent or even hostile toward them, so that dissidents “failed to strike a responsive chord among the masses at large.”6


  Most Soviet citizens satisfied their daily needs under a highly authoritarian political regime, not by openly challenging authority, but by working their way around it. Under the surface of a monolithic system there was a complex, officially unrecognized society in which people exerted remarkable ingenuity and energy in solving the key problems that they encountered in everyday life. For Soviet citizens the constraints imposed by detailed regulations and institutionalized privileges were relieved by the opportunities presented by informal relationships of mutual benefit. An enormously important factor in the unofficial society was blat, which was defined by Hedrick Smith in the 1970s as “the influence or connections to gain the access you need.”7 Alena Ledeneva points out that reliance on informal contacts was necessitated by the shortages of goods and services created by the centrally planned economy of the USSR.8 For the exchange of favors a person could turn to people in two circles: first, that of family members and close friends, and second, those contacts who would provide assistance on a pragmatic basis, with the awareness of the implicit potential that such favors might be reciprocated. As Ledeneva puts it, “Blat articulated private interests and ‘human’ needs against the rigid constraints of the state order, allowed people to meet harsh conditions, to maintain their social comfort, and enjoy a sense of ‘beating the system.’”9 Such informal connections and exchanges not only made the command economy more tolerable for citizens but also made it possible for it to function, yet at the same time the prevalence of such unofficial practices made it clear to people that the ideology of the system did not correspond to daily reality.10


  After he came to power as head of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev opened the way for a major shift in the relationship between the state and society. Part of his program of radical reform, or perestroika, allowed citizens to create “informal” groups (neformalye), which were not controlled by the Communist Party. The number of those groups grew very rapidly; in 1988 the party newspaper Pravda estimated that there were about 30,000 informal groups in the USSR, and in 1989 that newspaper said that around 60,000 of those groups had come into existence.11 Those groups were devoted to a wide range of activities, but many of them asserted demands for change in the policies of the state, and some called for change that was more basic than Gorbachev had wished. Soon some Western scholars spoke very optimistically about the emergence of civil society in the Soviet Union, even suggesting that the shift in power between society and the state could not be reversed.12


  CIVIL SOCIETY IN POST-SOVIET RUSSIA


  Assessments of civil society in Russia several years after the collapse of rule by the Communist Party and the breakup of the USSR painted a more negative picture than one might have expected before 1991. Among Russian and Western scholars there was a consensus that the boom in civil society organizations under perestroika had been followed by a slump in the activity of such organizations in post-Soviet Russia in the 1990s.13 It had become apparent that the legacy of the Soviet system on the level of political culture was a source of major problems for organizations that sought to unite groups of Russian citizens for the pursuit of common interests. Ken Jowitt contends that the experience of living under communist rule led citizens to see a dichotomy between the official realm and the private realm.14 In the unofficial culture of such citizens, the sphere of political life was regarded as “suspect, distasteful, and possibly dangerous,”15 and sharply distinct from the sphere of private life, the only area where intimacy could be found and ethical conduct was possible.16 In consistency with that thesis, Marcia Weigle reports that post-Soviet Russians have a high level of distrust for public figures and public life.17 She adds that the lack of legitimacy of the public sphere has reinforced the importance of “a network of informal relations as the dominant form of social integration.” Nongovernmental organizations are seen as part of the public sphere, since all social organizations in the Soviet Union were subjected to control by the Communist Party and were expected to mobilize citizens to assist in achieving the goals of the political regime. On the basis of an extensive analysis of data from surveys, Marc Morjé Howard reached the conclusion that “most people in post-communist societies still strongly mistrust and avoid joining any kind of formal organizations,”18 and showed that the rate of membership in voluntary associations is lower in postcommunist countries than in the older democracies, or in postauthoritarian countries that had not been under communist control.19 In Russia during its first postcommunist decade, as Sarah Henderson puts it, many citizens “viewed NGOs with hostility, mistrust, and—at best—indifference.”20


  Another serious problem for Russian social organizations in the post-Soviet period was a result of the deep dislocation in the economy of that country during the 1990s. Because of interruptions in the payment of wages and pensions and a high rate of inflation, most people in Russia were preoccupied with the struggle for economic survival, and did not have the means to offer financial support for nongovernmental organizations, even if they had wanted to do that. Thus it is not surprising that most of those organizations did not even attempt to engage in raising funds by expanding the ranks of their dues-paying members or soliciting donations from potential supporters. Valerie Sperling’s research on women’s organizations in Russia in the 1990s found that few of those organizations had tried to expand the number of their members or to carry out fund-raising drives, in sharp contrast with familiar activities of NGOs in Western countries.21 In surveys, the leaders of nongovernmental organizations in Russia often said that their biggest problem was a lack of financial support for their activities.22 During the 1990s a few of those organizations received grants from foreign sources, but that kind of support had mixed effects, on the one hand raising the level of professional competence of the leaders of the organizations, but on the other hand discouraging the leaders of such groups from seeking to build a base of support among groups in their society.23 In summary, civil society in Russia was weak, on the whole, by the end of the 1990s, and the two main reasons for the marginal condition of the vast majority of organizations in civil society were found in a culture of distrust of the public sphere and the unfavorable economic circumstances for social organizations.


  CIVIL SOCIETY UNDER PUTIN


  State-based obstacles were not among the major barriers to the growth of organizations in civil society in post-Soviet Russia while Boris Yeltsin was president in the 1990s. The political regime no longer prevented the creation of independent groups in society, since the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the force that had controlled all social groups for several decades, had disappeared, and the state no longer prohibited the founding of organizations that challenged a particular ideology. After Vladimir Putin became president of Russia in 2000, however, he pursued a change in strategy, deliberately consolidating control over the political system and subordinating the parliament, regional governments, political parties, and television networks to domination by the national executive leadership. Within a few years Putin turned his attention to bringing civil society into an integrated system of support for the centralized state that he headed.24 While his speeches frequently mentioned the importance of civil society, they made it clear that he envisioned social groups as assisting the state in addressing tasks that serve the needs of the whole nation.25 Putin is suspicious toward nongovernmental organizations in Russia that receive funding from abroad, especially if those organizations are at all involved in politics. In his address to the parliament in May 2004, he charged that for some social organizations the priority is “obtaining funding from influential foreign or domestic foundations,” and for others it is “servicing dubious group and commercial interests.”26 In 2006 the parliament passed changes in legislation on the framework of regulations for NGOs. Some groups complained that the requirements for registration and reporting under the new laws were onerous, but it is not clear whether the new procedures forced any genuinely active organizations to close down.27 There did seem to be a consensus that some of the procedures mandated by that legislation were burdensome, and those regulations were revised in 2009.28


  Putin also has enhanced positive incentives for organizations in civil society to provide the kinds of services that the state considered most valuable. In 2006 the federal government began to award grants to Russian NGOs through a competitive process, offering an alternative to Western funding.29 The political regime also took the initiative in forming groups that some scholars have called “government-organized nongovernmental organizations,” or GONGOs. Perhaps the most prominent of those were a series of state-sponsored youth groups on a national scale, the best known of which currently is Nashi (Ours),30 which has been distinguished by its adulation for Putin, its contempt for his critics, and its tendency toward outbursts of xenophobia. Another innovation of the Putin leadership that was intended to ensure a closer relationship between the state and civil society was the Public Chamber of the Russian Federation.31 In 2004 Putin proposed the establishment of a public chamber, “as a platform for extensive dialogue, where citizens’ initiatives could be presented and discussed in detail,”32 and a law adopted by the parliament made it possible for that body to begin functioning in early 2006. The president plays a major role in appointing the members of the Public Chamber, who are said to be representatives of organizations in civil society. Though some of the members of that body have spoken out as individuals on some controversial issues, over time there has not been enough of a consensus among the members to make it possible for them to attempt to exert influence on the resolution of any major question that has aroused excitement in the nation. There has been a decrease in the degree of independence of the national Public Chamber since Putin was reelected as president in 2012. Those who have been chosen as members of that body recently have been less likely to raise issues that would create discomfort for the political leadership, and when a new head for that chamber was elected in 2013, the first person to occupy that post, a prestigious physicist, Evgeny Velikhov, was replaced by Alexander Brechalov, a co-chair of the All-Russian Popular Front,33 whose main function is to drum up support for the candidates of the ruling party in elections across the country.


  THE ANTI-MONETIZATION PROTESTS OF 2005


  Although there were protests in Russia during the 1990s, which were similar to some that had taken place during the last years of the Soviet system, scholars disagree on the level of protest activity in Russia during the 1990s. Most analysts have depicted the population of Russia as politically passive in that period, in terms of a low level of participation in strikes, demonstrations, and other acts of protest, despite the economic hardships suffered by most Russians during those years.34 However, some other scholars contend that relatively large numbers of Russians took part in protests in the 1990s, mostly in connection with strikes by workers in reaction to wage arrears.35 Graeme Robertson has found that there was a sharp decline in protests in Russia in 1999, and that the level of protest in that country remained low during Vladimir Putin’s first term as president, from 2000 to 2004.36


  The situation was to change dramatically, however, in early 2005. The protests that erupted on a startling scale at that time arose in response to change, or “reform” in certain social benefits, or l’goty, to large numbers of Russians. The l’goty that had been inherited from the Soviet system and expanded under Boris Yeltsin were entitlements that guaranteed their recipients certain services, such as public transportation, medicines, housing, and utilities, either free of charge or at reduced rates.37 Those benefits were provided for people in certain categories, including pensioners, veterans, the disabled, single parents, and orphans, altogether comprising about one-quarter of the population of the country. The Putin administration proposed to eliminate those entitlements and replace them with cash payments to those who had been eligible for the l’goty. The legislation instituting that change was adopted by the federal parliament in August 2004 after little debate, and came into effect on January 1, 2005.38 Those who had been eligible for such entitlements lost their access to free transportation and medications, and lost the subsidies for housing and utilities, on the first day of 2005, but they would not receive cash payments until the end of January. In addition, the funding that the federal government allocated for assistance to the regional governments was only a fraction of that which would have been sufficient to compensate individual recipients for expenses that they would now have to pay, and the regional governments did not have the means to cover the difference.


  The result was an explosion of discontent and anger, coming mainly from elderly Russians, which rapidly took on alarming proportions. Protest meetings were held in and around Moscow and St. Petersburg on January 9 and 10 and almost immediately took place in other cities. The first protests were largely spontaneous, organized by elderly citizens themselves, and political parties were caught by surprise by those protests.39 In the assessment of Susanne Wengle and Michael Rasell, “What was surprising about these events was their grassroots and uncoordinated organization; opposition parties and movements only became involved in the protests at a later stage.”40 Within a few weeks similar protests had broken out in eighty of Russia’s eighty-nine regions. The number of Russians who took part in those protest actions cannot be known, but it consisted at least of tens of thousands of people, and probably hundreds of thousands. There is a consensus that the demonstrations of discontent against the replacement of entitlements were the largest protests to take place since Putin had become president, by a wide margin,41 and the first on a nationwide scale under Putin.42 In many places the protesters blocked traffic on streets or high-ways, and in some cities there were physical clashes with bus drivers who refused to allow pensioners to ride for free.43


  The intensity of the reaction to the replacement of l’goty seemed to catch the authorities by surprise. Generally, local police forces responded passively to the protests, as they did not attempt to hinder the movements of protesters, even when they blocked streets, or to break up their demonstrations.44 In his first speech after the protests began, President Putin defended the benefits reform in principle, but criticized the government for its alleged mishandling of the reform and tried to shift the blame to regional and local leaders.45 He also began to offer concessions to the opponents of the reform, calling for the acceleration of an increase in pensions and the allocation of additional funds to regions for compensation payments.46 Many regional leaders also offered concessions that were intended to placate the protesters. Officials of the federal government and broadcasts on national television networks alleged that a few “instigators” or “provocateurs” had been behind the demonstrations, and had manipulated the masses in the streets to serve particular political objectives.47 Though police refrained from using force to disperse demonstrations, after some protests, indictments for administrative violations were issued to the organizers of the events.48 The political elite also mobilized thousands of its followers to march in the streets in support of the monetization of social benefits. By the middle of March 2005, the wave of protest actions had largely subsided.49


  The spontaneous protests of citizens in January and February of 2005 did not leave a substantial organizational legacy.50 Nonetheless, those demonstrations did leave a distinct imprint in the memory of members of Russian society. Many thousands of ordinary people had risen up to take part in a bold, angry confrontation of the political authorities. The regime had not carried out massive repression of the protesters; most of those who took part in those public rallies returned safely to their homes afterward. In addition, when it was confronted with vehement discontent, the political leadership had backed down, making concessions in an effort to placate those who expressed their rage in public protests. Maria Lipman, who worked in the Carnegie Center in Moscow at the time, said in January 2005, “The people have got it; you just blockade a highway and the authorities will cave in.”51 Though that was an oversimplification, the adaptation of policies had given partial rewards for those who had poured into the streets to join in demonstrations. The example of the protests against the monetization of social benefits in early 2005 has served as a model for many groups that have resorted to public protests to urge changes in policies on various levels in Russia since that time.


  The protest movement of early 2005 concentrated consistently on concrete, specific policy demands, calling for the repeal of the reform of entitlements. During the first protests, RFE/RL’s Newsline reported that the “chief demand” of retired people taking part in rallies in diverse cities across Russia was “that free public transportation be reinstituted.”52 Protesters demanded the restoration of the benefits that they had enjoyed before, especially the free use of local public transportation.53 In other words, demonstrators “called for a return to the old system of in-kind benefits.”54 At rallies in various cities, protesters’ slogans urged the government to bring back the benefits that people had received before the reform.55 The policy-related demands of the protest movement were narrowly focused and reflected a fundamentally defensive orientation. They were conservative in nature, in the sense that they sought a return to a previous state of affairs that was viewed as having been normal, predictable, and acceptable.56


  PROTEST MOVEMENTS FROM 2005–2011


  The importance of public protests has grown in Russia during the last several years, reflecting a trend that has been evident roughly since 2005.57 Since most Russian citizens in the postcommunist period have been reluctant to take part in activities in the public realm, it may be surprising that a substantial number of citizens have been willing to take part in protests. Yet, after the beginning of 2005, the Russian press reported on many examples of protest activity. In 2010 the Ministry of the Interior of Russia said that the number of protests in that country had grown and the number of people taking part in protests had increased during 2009–2010.58 That trend was raised to another level when unusually large crowds assembled for protests in Moscow in December 2011 and February 2012 over the December 2011 Duma election and in March and May of 2012 in protest action that was related to the presidential election. Smaller groups took part in demonstrations in the streets of other cities in Russia on the same days. Clearly, protests have become a more common means of expressing the demands of groups of Russian citizens, posing open challenges for the political regime. The mass protests in December 2011 and early 2012 received considerable attention in the Western media, but there is a prehistory that is not as well known. This section discusses some protest movements in the years leading up to 2011–2012.


  Evgeniia Chirikova and her husband own a small business and have two daughters. They live in the city of Khimki, a suburb of Moscow. In 2007 she learned that the federal government planned to build a new highway between Moscow and St. Petersburg, whose route would go through the forest near their town. Ms. Chirikova objected vigorously to that plan, since it would require cutting down large numbers of trees in the Khimki Forest.59 After sending letters to officials, she took the lead in forming a movement of the defenders of the forest. In August 2008 the Defenders of the Khimki Forest set up a camp in the proposed route for the highway, to protest against the planned removal of trees. When work crews began cutting down trees in July 2010, the events in the Khimki Forest attracted a great deal of attention from the mass media in Moscow. In August a rally was held in Moscow to support the defenders of the forest, with Yury Shevchuk, a famous rock singer, as the main performer. On August 26 the United Russia Party, the majority party in the national parliament, asked president Dmitry Medvedev to suspend the construction of the highway through the Khimki Forest.


  Medvedev ordered the suspension of the clearing of the route through the forest, and said that public hearings would be held and experts would be consulted on possible routes for the highway to St. Petersburg. Evgeniia Chirikova thought that the president’s statement signaled “a great victory,” but her sense of triumph would not last for very long. In December 2010 a commission headed by deputy prime minister Sergei Ivanov published its report, which recommended that the new highway follow the route through the Khimki Forest, as had been planned before August. President Medvedev’s office promptly announced that he had approved that recommendation. At the same time Ivanov disclosed that some measures would be taken to mitigate the highway’s impact on the environment, such as making the area to be cleared narrower than previously planned, installing sound barriers along the highway through the forest, and planting 500 hectares of new trees to compensate for the trees that would be cut down. Some of those who had supported the cause of the defenders of the forest regarded the government’s decision as a significant compromise that included “substantial concessions.” The leaders of the movement to block the route through the forest said that they had been betrayed, however, and Ms. Chirikova promised that she would carry on with the struggle to defend Khimki Forest. Soon she began to take part in demonstrations calling for the removal of the political leadership of Russia, including Medvedev and prime minister Vladimir Putin.


  Another movement that engaged in protests against a decision by government officials came into existence in Russia’s second largest city, St. Petersburg. Gazprom, Russia’s giant natural gas monopoly, planned to build a new office center in that city, to be called the Okhta Center, with a tower over 400 meters high. The government of the city had relaxed the regulation that had been in effect for many years that had restricted the height of buildings to no more than forty meters in order to allow the construction of Gazprom’s skyscraper. Some residents of the city were angered by that change, since they believed that the new tower would have a negative effect on the architectural character of that historic city. They used public protests, among other means, to call for a reversal of the decision by the government of St. Petersburg. In May 2010 Medvedev’s office sent a message to the governor of St. Petersburg, Valentina Matvienko, urging that she consider the recommendation by UNESCO’s World Heritage Committee that all work on the project be suspended. In December 2010 the governor disclosed that Gazprom’s tower would not be built in the location that had been selected earlier. Later Gazprom announced that its new office complex would be erected in another location, much farther from the center of St. Petersburg. Even though the new plan called for the tower to be even taller—500 meters—and there were complaints about that feature, there was a feeling that the opposition to the Okhta Center had won a victory.


  In 2009 groups of owners of automobiles in Russia began to express their indignation about the large number of cars of government officials and business executives that were equipped with blue lights (migalki) on the roof, allowing their drivers blatantly to violate the laws of the road and bypass vehicles that were moving slowly or stuck in traffic jams. The members of the Blue Buckets movement taped plastic blue buckets, designed as toys for children, to the roofs of their cars, in protest against the use of privileges of those whose cars had genuine migalki. Protests by drivers in that movement took the form of processions of cars with blue buckets, moving slowly on the major streets of Moscow and other cities. The police usually have not greatly impeded such demonstrations, and when penalties have been imposed on any of the drivers in such protests, only small fines have been involved. A poll in Moscow in 2010 showed that 68 percent of those surveyed approved of the blue bucket demonstrations. In May 2012 Vladimir Putin as president of Russia signed an order sharply reducing the number of officials’ cars that are allowed to have blue lights.60


  Many groups in Russia have used protest tactics since the anti-monetization movement arose in 2005. The protests that have been mentioned here are only a few of those that have been covered in the national press in Russia since 2005, and those are probably only a small fraction of many others that have taken place in various localities around the country. It appears that the protest movements that have been most successful in winning support from their potential base in a social group, or from the majority of the members of Russian society as a whole, have been influenced by the protest movement of early 2005.61 When citizens in Russia have been moved to protest against a decision, it has been evident time and time again that they usually have objected to a change that threatened to disturb a situation that previously had seemed to be stable and acceptable. In each case the demands of the protesters with respect to government policies have been concrete and specific, and in each case the orientation of the protest movement has been essentially defensive, in the sense that the movement sought to return to a state of affairs that had existed before a change was initiated and to restore benefits that people had assumed they enjoyed as a matter of right.


  Thus, the anti-monetization movement of 2005 left a legacy that has influenced many groups that have carried out protests in Russia in recent years. Typically, such groups have not called for the radical transformation of Russian political institutions; instead, they have sought to defend features of their existence that they have regarded as normal. We should be aware, however, that some other movements that have engaged in public protests in Russia in recent years have supported goals that would entail more fundamental changes in their country’s political system in accordance with liberal democratic values. Yet, experts on Russian society and politics point out that the organizations that have carried out demonstrations on behalf of broad, abstract political principles, such as freedom of speech or the right to assemble, have a very narrow base of support among the people of Russia. Denis Volkov of the Levada Center for the study of public opinion has said that demonstrations by those organizations “do not come into the field of view of the basic mass of the population.”62 Even though Maria Lipman has been a persistent critic of the Putin leadership, she acknowledges that in Russia “today there is a shortage of public demand” for such principles as freedom of the press and the accountability of government, and she argues that the majority in the country “does not care much about human rights violations or compromised democratic procedures.”63 The organizations that have not accepted the general outlines of the master frame of protest movements that emerged from the anti-monetization movement of early 2005 have not really sought a broad base of support within Russian society.64


  In contrast, the groups engaging in protests have focused on issues that are relevant to the everyday lives of most people, and usually are grounded in the self-interest of average citizens. Denis Volkov stresses that for ordinary Russians it is important to feel that “someone is ready to be occupied with their problems.”65 Former ambassador James Collins agrees that in Russia in recent years, “successful activists have seized on local issues that have affected people personally and left them feeling that government has exceeded the bounds of decency.”66 The 2012 annual report from Russia’s Public Chamber affirmed that the mass inclusion of citizens in protests “is observed when restrictions or infringements of rights directly touch on their lives or interests.”67 There is reason to believe that the anti-monetization protests resonated very well with the culture of Russian society. As we have seen, most Russians distrust the public sphere, which includes not only the state but also social organizations, and they are profoundly skeptical about the possibility of transforming the basic features of the operation of the political system of their country. Most of them do not believe that any form of popular participation in politics could produce fundamental improvement in the working of political institutions. Though they see themselves as powerless to bring changes in the larger public sphere, they have developed strategies of coping with the challenges of everyday life, which include reliance on informal networks of family members and friends. When the authorities intervene in a way that threatens the effectiveness of citizens’ strategies for survival, the average people are likely to feel that an informal social contract has been violated. When that happens, as Maria Lipman and Nikolai Petrov have phrased it, “an invasion of ‘the citizens’ space’ is perceived as a violation of a secret treaty of nonaggression” between the state and society.68 The examples of many protest movements show that Russians can be moved into action when the state takes actions that damage their interests, and that they are likely to sympathize with fellow citizens of their country who try to defend themselves against abuse. We may conclude that the themes of the antimonetization protests of 2005 resonated strongly with the values and attitudes of most Russians, which helps to explain why those protests left a strong impression on the outlook of many protest movements that followed.


  LARGE-SCALE PROTESTS IN THE WINTER OF 2011–2012


  In December 2011 protests in Russia rose to a new level of magnitude, in terms of the number of people taking part in them, and perhaps in terms of their political significance. Certainly they presented more serious challenges to the national political regime than any previous protests since Vladimir Putin had first become president of Russia. The demonstrations that began after the parliamentary elections of December 4, 2011, which attracted several thousand participants, focused on the charge of election fraud and demanded new elections.69 What was more surprising was that on December 10, tens of thousands took part in a demonstration in favor of “honest elections” (chestnye vybory) on Bolotnaia Square, which is not far from the Kremlin.70 The consensus of the press was that the crowd that assembled on December 10 was the largest that had attended any protest in Russia since the early 1990s. Even larger crowds gathered for protest rallies in the capital on behalf of the same cause on December 24, 2011, and February 4, 2012.71 For years, each rally protesting against infractions of democratic political principles drew a small number of people, often fewer than fifty, and at best around 200. Thus it was startling that from 40,000 to 80,000 or 100,000 people attended each of those three protests in Moscow in favor of fair elections during the winter of 2011–2012, with smaller numbers of people taking part in protests that were held by that movement in other cities across Russia on the same days. After the presidential election was held in early March 2012, the number of people taking part in demonstrations decreased, until a large crowd came together in Moscow again for a protest on May 6, 2012, on the eve of Putin’s inauguration.72 Events on that day and on the days that have followed have shown that the protests have not gone away, and that they can change form in unexpected ways.


  In some ways the themes of the new wave of protests were similar to those of the protests that had concentrated on social and economic issues from 2005 to 2011. The protesters’ characterization of themselves as victims of illegitimate treatment by leaders in government, their voicing of anger and contempt toward key leaders in positions of authority, their accusation of a betrayal of trust, and the demand that responsible officials (such as the head of the federal election commission and Vladimir Putin) leave office closely resembled the major themes in the frames of movements that had engaged in protests over policy issues in Russia since the time of the anti-monetization protests of 2005. What then was new? The answer is that the demonstrations that began in December 2011 brought the same themes to bear on an issue in the political realm—the question of fairness in democratic elections—even though that issue did not have a direct impact on the delivery of social benefits, the protection of a forest, the location of a skyscraper, the behavior of the drivers of the vehicles of the elite, or other matters that have an obvious effect on people’s daily lives. Now the words and actions of a large number of people communicated that they regarded fraud in elections as an unacceptable violation of an unwritten contract between the political regime and the people.


  It was evident that the “fair elections” movement gave voice to the frustration that a feeling of powerlessness had generated among a substantial segment of the population of Russia. Many of those who took part in protests said that they had been reminded of their utter lack of control over the future of their country in September 2011 when it was announced that Vladimir Putin would run for president in 2012, on the basis of an arrangement that had been made with Dmitry Medvedev. In an instant it was clear that the crucial decision about the selection of a president had already been made, and might have been made several years earlier. Since everyone was aware that if Putin would be the candidate of the United Russia Party, which seemed quite certain, it could be taken for granted that Putin would serve as president until 2018, and it was possible that he might stay in that post until 2024. So even before the parliamentary elections were held, a substantial number of citizens of Russia felt that they had been treated with implicit contempt. During the parliamentary election in early December 2011 many people believed that irrefutable evidence of fraud had been shown, in large part through the use of digital cameras and smartphones at polling places, furnishing visual images that were disseminated very rapidly through the Internet. Many Russians said that the impact of those images intensified their feeling that they had been treated with blatant disrespect. Though fraud in elections was not new, a critical mass of resentment had gathered enough force to send tens of thousands of Russians into the streets to express their anger over the perceived violation of their sense of dignity.


  It was clear that those who took part in the protests in favor of honest elections had certain characteristics. Surveys reported in the Russian press showed that a majority of the protesters were young or middle-aged adults who had higher education, lived in large cities, and worked as professionals.73 Since December 2011 there has been much discussion in the Russian media about the mood and the wishes of the “angry urbanites” (rasserzhennye gorozhane). Most of the participants in the largescale protests also use the Internet, which gives them access to information that does not come from the national television networks, which are controlled by the government and are the main source of news for most Russians. Many of the protesters also are plugged into social media such as Facebook, VKontakte, and Twitter, which makes it possible to inform large numbers of people almost instantaneously about events that have just been planned, and makes it easier to assemble large crowds for protests.74 The stereotype of the participants in the new wave of protests, which of course is oversimplified, is that they belong to the iPhone and Facebook movement. As that information implies, another large segment of the population of Russia is quite different in terms of its sources of information and its attitudes, and the base of support for Putin is found mainly in that part of the people, which consists particularly of those with lower levels of education and those who live outside the largest cities in the country.


  RECENT TRENDS


  The number of people taking part in protests against the political regime in Russia decreased after the presidential election in March 2012. In 2013, Olga Kryshtanovskaia, a Russian sociologist, estimated that the number of those taking part in major demonstrations in Moscow had gone down from its highest point by a factor of about five times.75 She argued that the commitment of some of the people who participated in earlier protests had wavered, and it seems likely that fear of persecution by the state may have had an effect on those people. Another problem that may have discouraged participation in political protests is the widespread perception that such actions have not produced any concrete accomplishments. A survey of those taking part in a protest in Moscow by the Levada Center in January 2013 found that only a very few of those people thought that such actions had obtained concessions from the state.76


  Yet thousands of Russians still show up for demonstrations in Moscow, and smaller numbers take part in rallies in other cities. For instance, a credible source has estimated that over 26,000 people participated in the march in September 2014 that protested against Russia’s policy toward Ukraine.77 Kryshtanovskaia believes that in the demonstrations since the winter of 2011–2012 a core or nucleus of protesters has formed, including 8,000 to 10,000 people.78 Denis Volkov agrees with that observation, saying that, “the core of active opponents of the political regime has grown and also has increased its activism.”79 The goals of the most dedicated protests have become more fundamental, expanding from criticisms of Vladimir Putin to a repudiation of the entire political system of Russia. Though the Kremlin’s efforts to intimidate its critics may have discouraged some from taking part in protests, it is evident that those efforts also have intensified the hostility toward the regime among the core of political protesters.80


  The Putin leadership has responded to the large-scale protests that began in December 2011 by progressively tightening the regulation of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in a way that is designed to eliminate or marginalize organizations that criticize actions by the state or associate with opposition to the political authorities. In 2012, a new law required organizations receiving financial support from abroad and engaging in political activities to register as “foreign agents.” In 2013, the Ministry of Justice began to examine the records of NGOs that were suspected of having received grants from abroad. In some cases, along with inspectors from that ministry, officials from other divisions of the state, such as those responsible for taxation and the enforcement of regulations on health and safety, descended on the offices of an organization at the same time, in force. In 2014 that law was amended so that the Ministry of Justice could classify an NGO as a foreign agent without that organization’s involvement or consent.81


  The definition of “political activity” in the law is highly ambiguous, and has been interpreted very broadly in practice. For example, the Levada Center for the Study of Public Opinion, a Moscow-based research institute, has been labeled as a foreign agent because it has received a small amount of foreign funding, and it regularly publishes the results of its surveys on trends in public opinion on political subjects. It seems likely that the real reason that research center was stigmatized by the regime is that it is independent from the state, and its researchers have been very frank in discussing facts that reflect shortcoming in the regime’s performance. According to the consensus of experts, funding from abroad for organizations in civil society in Russia has dwindled in recent years, partly because the laws adopted by the Russian state since 2006 have discouraged international donors from trying to assist groups in Russia, and also because interest in Russian civil society on the part of most foreign governments and foundations has waned in recent years.82 The current scarcity of funding from abroad has created serious problems for some NGOs in Russia, such as those devoted to the protection of human rights, but it has not had much impact on many other organizations that never received grants from foreign sources. As the political regime took steps to close opportunities for political opponents, a law that was published in June 2012 sharply increased the fines for individuals and organizations that take part in protests without permission from local authorities. Fines for such activity were increased in July 2014, with a provision for a penalty of prison time for repeat offenders.83


  There are also other ways in which the state can place the existence of a nongovernmental organization at risk. In 2014 the Ministry of Justice went to court in Moscow, seeking to close the human rights organization Memorial, ostensibly on the grounds that it did not have enough regional branches to justify its claim to be a national federation.84 While money from sources outside their country has slowed to a trickle, funding in grants to NGOs in Russia from the state has increased substantially. The total of presidential grants to NGOs in Russia has increased from R500 million in 2011 to R2.66 billion in 2014,85 and there also are other grants from the state to social organizations. Though some grants have been awarded to organizations that often have criticized actions by the central leadership, the general effect of discouraging foreign support for groups in Russian society and encouraging greater reliance on money from the Russian state is to ensure that most NGOs in that country will accept the boundaries of a national consensus of the sort that Vladimir Putin regards as critically important.


  Since the time of the largest demonstrations in the winter of 2011–2012, Putin has depicted those taking part in political protests as a minority drawn from the urban intelligentsia, and has sought to isolate that vocal minority from the rest of Russian society. He has increasingly appealed to the “silent majority” of Russians to reject the criticism that is voiced by the political opposition and to rally around the political regime that he heads. From 2004 to the present, he has warned against a “fifth column” of Russian citizens who allegedly accept funds from foreign governments and dedicate themselves to the service of their foreign masters. Of course, the regime has used the mass media, especially national television networks, to depict the protesters in the most negative terms possible. In 2014, the political leadership and the media have taken advantage of the opportunity to characterize the opponents of the state’s policy toward Ukraine as disloyal to the Russian nation. At the same time, Putin has praised the majority of Russians for their patriotism and devotion to traditional values. Widely publicized incidents like the performance in a cathedral in Moscow by the punk rock group Pussy Riot, which was protesting support for Putin by the Russian Orthodox Church, have played into the hands of the regime by reinforcing the impression that the opponents of the leadership are mocking the norms of the majority. The government of Russia and the hierarchy of that denomination have had a close relationship from the beginning of the post-Soviet period, but Putin has extolled the merits of the Orthodox religion even more enthusiastically since the protests of late 2011 and early 2012. He consistently has insisted that the Orthodox Church is one of the main sources of Russia’s national identity.


  At the local level, protests against actions by local governments and businesses have continued. For example, there have been protests in Moscow against the closing of many hospitals, clinics, and schools as part of programs of consolidation of medical facilities and of educational institutions.86 There frequently are protests in the regions around Moscow, in which local residents object strenuously to new construction that takes out green space near their homes and intensifies crowding in their neighborhoods. In November 2014, Vladimir Kashin, a member of the national Duma, reported that the number of acts of protest in Russia in 2013, including strikes by workers, hunger strikes, and the blocking of streets or roads, had grown from 2013 to 2014.87 In most of those demonstrations the demands advanced by the protesters have focused on economic problems rather than political issues, in reaction to factors such as inflation, wage reductions, and layoffs of workers. A reading of the Russian press would suggest that the figures given by Mr. Kashin do not include many of the small-scale (but strongly motivated) protests across the country that probably have occurred even more often than he reported.


  Scattered reports suggest that there has been an increase in organized efforts by some citizens in Russia to tackle problems on their own initiative, reflecting growing confidence among some people that they can take action without prompting from the state.88 Large numbers of Russians were mobilized to fight huge wildfires in central regions in the summer of 2010, and to assist the victims of flooding in the southern city of Krymsk in July 2012 and in the Far East in 2013. Some citizens have created new organizations in recent years in response to challenges that the state is not able to handle on its own. For example, the NGO “Liza Alert” recruits and organizes volunteers to assist in the search for people who have disappeared.89 In 2013, Liza Alert carried out searches for over 700 people who were missing in Moscow and the surrounding area, with successful results in most cases. In November 2014 it was reported that local branches of Liza Alert had conducted searches in almost thirty regions of Russia, and had searched for 2,761 missing people in various locations, with success in finding 2,185 of those people alive.90 However, it appears likely that only a small proportion of the population of Russia is willing to serve as volunteers in such efforts.


  CONCLUSION


  The protests that call for change in the nature of the country’s political regime express the attitudes of a minority of Russians. For that minority to win broader support, it would need to appeal to groups that are skeptical about the possibility of fundamental political change. We might suggest that in any society, culture usually changes more slowly than economic conditions, and major elements of culture are carried over from one period of history to another. Also, cultural change is likely to move faster among some groups in the population than others. In Russia today those who are most dissatisfied with the Putin regime have not yet linked up with the majority of the Russian people. We should recall that one feature of the old intelligentsia of tsarist Russia was its lack of interest in winning support from the narod, the less-educated mass of the population. That tendency of the intelligentsia carried over into the Soviet period and beyond.91 If there is any chance that the protests of the “new intelligentsia” can strike a responsive chord among other groups that make up a majority of the people of Russia, the protesters of the intelligentsia probably would have to make a common cause on behalf of goals that are important in the lives of most citizens. Some commentators have argued that if the energy of the larger demonstrations of the past winter is to be sustained, and if it is to have a lasting po-litical impact, it will have to support efforts to address specific, local problems that are important in people’s everyday lives.92 Undoubtedly those commentators know that in recent decades, Russians of a wide variety of groups in society, including retired people, factory workers, residents of small towns, and young urban professionals, have used protests to try to defend their interests. If the activists from the recent large-scale protests could identify issues that are important in the eyes of the majority of their fellow citizens, that would be an indication of change in the outlook of the intelligentsia. But so far, little change of that sort has been evident, and those who support the demand for major political transformation remain in the minority. Most of the growth of independent initiative in civil society in Russia, and most of the protests by citizens who object to actions by officials and businesses at the local level, have not attracted the attention of people in the West.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How were the problems faced by organizations in civil society in the Soviet Union different from those that civil society organizations have faced in Russia since the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991?


  2. The author describes two types of protests in Russia in recent years: those protesting against perceived violations of political principles, and those related to issues that have an impact on the everyday lives of groups of citizens. What are the similarities and differences between those two types of protests? Which type of protests does the current political leadership of Russia see as more dangerous, and why?


  3. Since large-scale protests were held in Russia during the winter of 2011–2012, how has the relationship between the protesters and the Putin regime evolved? Trace the interaction between those two sides, and try to explain the reasons behind the thinking of those on each side.
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  6 The Media


  Maria Lipman


  In early 2000, when Vladimir Putin became the president of the Russian Federation, the Kremlin took control of all news and political broadcasting on national TV networks. The smaller-audience outlets, however, could exercise relative freedom of expression and pursue nongovernment editorial lines. During the “tandem rule” of 2008–2011 the government grew a bit more permissive, and the nongovernment media took advantage of a more auspicious environment.


  Since Putin’s return to the Kremlin in 2012, Russia has been going through a dramatic transformation both on the world stage and domestically. Internationally, it has shifted toward confrontation with the West. Domestically, Putin’s regime has opted for a counter-modernization course, radically anti-Western and increasingly isolationist; it has become more deeply deinstitutionalized and more personalistic. The Kremlin has pursued a zero-tolerance policy toward various forms of civic and political activism and imposed new constraints on the public realm. In 2014, the political crisis in Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea further exacerbated this transformation. The mass-audience broadcast media have been turned into ruthless propaganda machines. The nongovernment media that heretofore remained relatively free have fallen under ongoing pressure. Some have ceased to exist, others have adjusted their editorial lines to the new political environment. The few that remain defiant are seriously at risk.


  This chapter focuses on media outlets operating in, or broadcasting from, Moscow. Moscow is the center of Russia in more ways than most national capitals: it is a powerful magnet for anyone with ambition, whether it be making money, a career in government or management, academic or artistic pursuits, in literature, or in fashion. Media is no exception.1


  PUBLIC/PRIVATE SPHERES IN POSTCOMMUNIST RUSSIA


  After the collapse of Soviet communism and the establishment of an independent Russian state, President Boris Yeltsin’s reforms created new opportunities for independent political, social, and economic activity. The new Russian media were developing professionally and commercially, guided by Western editorial standards. As they remember the early days of the post-Soviet media, their founders and top editors commonly mention the aspiration to inculcate Western media standards on Russian soil.2 In the early stages, however, commercial viability was often of lesser concern than the principles of editorial independence, objectivity and accuracy, or the emulation of the best Western editorial models. Insufficient concern about solid business models made it much harder for the media to sustain their independence in the early postcommunist period.3 Kommersant, originally a weekly paper, was the only outlet that from the start relied on commercial viability as a basis of editorial independence.4


  The 1990s witnessed a largely unconstrained press, though the causes of this freedom were many. During the political turmoil of the last years of the Soviet Union, Yeltsin evolved as a fierce anticommunist, and this turned him into a proponent of an independent press. He did not intervene to mute criticism of himself or the exposure of abuse of authority by government. Very early in his tenure, Yeltsin’s government succeeded in passing a very progressive law on mass media.5 In addition, during the years leading up to the 1996 presidential campaign, Yeltsin and the press were allies against a common threat—a comeback by the Communist Party.6 But the Yeltsin government was also weak. Fighting many political and economic battles simultaneously, the Russian state simply did not have the capacity to control the media even if policy makers had wanted to.


  THE RISE OF PRIVATELY OWNED MEDIA


  Market reforms initially helped to stimulate the growth of media outlets not controlled by the government, including, first and foremost, television.7 NTV, the first private television network, was launched in 1993 by one of Russia’s major first-generation business tycoons, Vladimir Gusinsky.8 NTV emerged as a source of independent information that reached beyond Moscow.9 NTV quickly earned its credentials as a serious news organization when it provided critical coverage of the first Chechen war (1994–1996). This coverage shaped the Russian public opinion of the war in much the same way that the coverage of the Vietnam War shaped opinions of the US audience. Every day, the horrible scenes from Chechnya appeared on television screens in Russian homes and generated broad antiwar sentiments. In the end, Yeltsin was forced to initiate a peace process with Chechnya; otherwise, he had no chance for reelection in 1996. NTV also produced the puppet show Kukly (Puppets), a political satire that spared no one. Yeltsin’s chief of staff called NTV managers to ask them to stop Kukly, but they would not listen. NTV quickly achieved a new level of post-Soviet professionalism, quality, and style that the rival state channels Ostankino and RTR lacked. Evgeny Kiselev, NTV’s cofounder and host of Itogi (Results), a Sunday-night wrap-up show on politics, became a national celebrity.


  Before starting NTV, Gusinsky already had launched his own daily newspaper, Segodnia (Today). He also bought a stake in a popular radio station, Ekho Moskvy (Echo of Moscow), that began broadcasting in 1990 and gained prominence during the days of the attempted communist coup in August 1991. In 1995 he founded a weekly magazine, Itogi, published in partnership with Newsweek, making his company, Media-Most, a media powerhouse. Other financial tycoons followed Gusinsky, believing that the media, especially television, were an important political tool.10 Through an inside deal arranged by the Kremlin, Boris Berezovsky acquired part ownership and de facto control of Ostankino, Russia’s largest television network, which was renamed ORT (Obshchestvennoe Rossiiskoe Televidenie, Russian Public Television).11 Since there was no law on public television, this “public” status hardly meant anything, except the emergence of another powerful media tycoon and another national television asset under private control. Berezovsky also obtained a major stake in a smaller channel, TV-6. Russia’s small group of financial houses and oil and gas companies also gobbled up most of the Moscow-based, mainstream daily newspapers.12


  In the Russian media environment of the 1990s adherence to the high principles professed by editors and journalists soon grew problematic. Russia’s media tycoons who emerged during Yeltsin’s presidency were not consistent advocates of a free and independent press. Rather, they were profit seekers with questionable business ethics and controversial political agendas. As a result, media outlets were not unbiased, and the new tycoons would use them to pursue their own political and business goals. Yet the very fact that they were owned or controlled by nonstate actors endowed those post-Soviet media with immense importance: after the decades of tight ideological control by the communist state they could offer alternative coverage, not guided by the interests of the government. Besides, tycoons were permanently engaged in fierce rivalry because their interests were different. So if the media environment of the 1990s did not meet high democratic and ethical principles, at least it ensured pluralism of coverage and opinion.13


  However, in the aftermath of Russia’s unprecedented transition from a centralized economy to market capitalism, the “private” ownership of the media was shaky, and formal rules and institutions were weak or missing. As a result, Russia’s early entrepreneurs operated in largely unchartered territory, and they took advantage of the new opportunities of enrichment in ways similar to those of the nineteenth-century American robber barons, not of their contemporaries in Western market democracies. Their questionable practices yielded huge profits, but made the new magnates potentially vulnerable to government oversight. The state—or more aptly in Russian, vlast’ (the power)—may have been dramatically weakened after the political turmoil following the collapse of the USSR and the ensuing economic meltdown, but it retained some leverage in different strategic sectors, including the national broadcast media. For example, the Russian federal government remained the majority shareholder in ORT and owned 100 percent of RTR, while regional administrative leaders still controlled the major television networks in their territories and subsidized most local print media. In 1998, as the Kremlin was preparing for the election cycle of 1999–2000, the government began to slowly reclaim the media territory it had lost to the oligarchs in the 1990s. The first major step was the creation of a government agency in charge of the media and a consolidation of state broadcasters under federal auspices. In 1998, regional TV stations, which until then had been controlled by local governors, were brought together and subordinated to VGTRK (All-Russian State Radio and Television Company), whose main asset was the national channel RTR, renamed Rossiia in 2001.14


  RECONSOLIDATION OF THE STATE


  When Vladimir Putin emerged as Russia’s new president in 2000, his primary goal was to reassert the power of the state. This implied, first and foremost, reinstating the dominant authority of the nation’s top leader. In his book of interviews, Putin said, when referring to the 1990s, “At some point many people decided that the president was no longer the center of power. I’ll make sure that no one ever has such illusions anymore.”15 During his presidency, Putin effectively fulfilled his pledge. Since the outset of his presidency, all political power has been steadily concentrated at the top of the executive branch, the government decision making was sealed from the public eye; gradually Putin emerged as Russia’s uncontested and unchallenged leader.


  As for the media, state-owned television was strengthened organizationally and financially for the upcoming election cycle of 1999–2000. The oligarchic media played a very significant role in that political campaign. But unlike the 1996 presidential election when the media tycoons Gusinsky and Berezovsky combined their TV resources in the effort to get Yeltsin reelected,16 this time they ended up on different sides. Berezovsky committed his channel, ORT, to support the Kremlin.17 Gusinsky’s channel, NTV, however, would not support the Kremlin’s hastily masterminded party Edinstvo (Unity) in the parliamentary race, nor would it back Yeltsin’s anointed successor, Vladimir Putin, in the March 2000 presidential election.


  In the end, the pro-Kremlin Edinstvo outperformed the party of the Moscow mayor Yury Luzhkov and former prime minister Evgeny Primakov, and Putin was elected president. The Kremlin thus defeated its rivals. This made Berezovsky the winner (and Putin’s kingmaker) and Gusinsky the loser. But the consequences for their media properties, as well as for themselves, were similar. Soon thereafter, both ended up in exile, stripped of most of their media assets.


  THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST OLIGARCHIC MEDIA


  Expanding state control over mass-audience media was one of Putin’s major goals; his campaign against privately owned national television was launched within days of his inauguration in May 2000. Gusinsky and his media holdings were occasionally attacked as early as 1999, but it was after Putin’s inauguration that attacks were launched in full force.18 The Kremlin, however, carefully avoided harassing or persecuting journalists or editors. Instead, the campaign was mostly disguised as business litigation against Gusinsky’s businesses. In late 2000, Gusinsky was forced to flee abroad and he never returned to Russia. Finally, in the spring of 2001, Gusinsky’s media company was taken over by the state-controlled giant Gazprom. Media-Most, once the biggest privately owned media group in Russia, was dismantled. Eventually, though not immediately, the editorial line of NTV was taken under control and kept firmly in line with the Kremlin’s political goals.


  Putin’s longer-term objective with regard to the media was much more ambitious, however, than eliminating a defiant tycoon and taming his media: he sought to bring under state control all national television networks with political broadcasting. This task was greatly facilitated by the fact that the majority of the Russian public would not see the attack at NTV/Media-Most as a threat to freedom of the press, and, more generally, was not opposed to the reinstatement of the government control undertaken by Putin.19 Neither would the journalistic community show solidarity with their Media-Most colleagues.20


  ORT, the channel controlled by Berezovsky, was reclaimed by the state at about the same time as NTV. Ironically, it may be argued that Berezovsky’s significant role in Putin’s election was one of the reasons Putin wanted to get rid of him. Putin likely wanted no powerful kingmaker by his side, especially since Berezovsky was beginning to oppose some of the new president’s moves. Regaining control over ORT took much less time than the takeover of NTV and was mostly hidden from the public eye. It was not until litigation in the High Court of London in 2011 between two major Russian tycoons, Berezovsky and Roman Abramovich, that the story was finally revealed to the public. According to testimony at the hearings, Berezovsky had been pressured to sell his 49 percent stake in ORT. Those who testified in High Court differed only in the degree of pressure, but nobody denied that the sale was not Berezovsky’s own desire. At that time, Berezovsky had already left Russia, so Putin’s emissary had to travel to Europe to negotiate the terms of the deal with the exiled tycoon. At some point Putin himself also traveled abroad to meet (for five minutes) with Berezovsky. The whole transaction was kept secret; the appointed buyer was Abramovich who had earlier done special, secret, and costly favors for Putin, and therefore could count on protection against unwelcome scrutiny of his own business deals. Buying ORT on Putin’s, or the Kremlin’s, behalf was one of such favors. Berezovsky was paid at least $150 million for his stock in ORT. Abramovich did not claim control over the channel, so the Kremlin could use this political resource as it saw fit.21


  In 2001–2002, there were two failed attempts to launch new, privately owned, national television channels. Through various techniques, the Kremlin made sure that both projects would be short-lived.22 In 2002 the NTV highly popular Kukly show was closed. By the middle of 2003, the Kremlin had virtually full control over all major national television networks whose programming included news coverage. Federal channels, whose outreach far surpasses all other Russian media, were turned into a political tool of the government.23


  MANAGED TELEVISION COVERAGE


  The coverage of three tragedies—the 2000 sinking of the submarine Kursk, the 2002 terrorist siege of a Moscow theater, and the 2004 terrorist attack on a school in Beslan—illustrates the Kremlin’s expanded control over television broadcasting. Back in 2000, the media, including national television, tried their best to cover the sinking of the Kursk, which took the lives of all 118 sailors on board. Russian officials, both uniformed and civilian, sought to cover up the inefficiency of the rescue operation and the poor condition of the Russian Navy and made conflicting statements. Russian journalists undertook thorough investigations to report what the government sought to hide. Putin was furious: he lashed out at “people in television” who “over the past ten years have destroyed that same army and navy where people are dying today.”24 Yet no steps were taken against reporters or TV stations. Instead, Putin took over ORT as a whole.25


  In 2002, a group of terrorists seized a Moscow theater with over 800 people inside. In a badly bungled rescue operation, at least 129 hostages were killed, almost all of them by the poisonous gas used by the rescuers. This time, federal television was mostly tame, but the journalists of NTV, though taken over by Gazprom the previous year, still retained their professional instincts. They tried to produce professional coverage of the tragic developments, even as government officials instructed the channel’s top manager to temper the journalists’ investigative zeal. Once again, Putin was infuriated.26 Within three months of the event, the NTV top manager was fired.


  In September 2004, over 1,100 people, most of them children, were taken hostage in a school in Beslan, in the Caucasus region of North Ossetia-Alania (in southern Russia). During the siege and subsequent attack on the terrorists, at least 334 hostages were killed. The rescue operation left serious doubts about the competence of those in charge. By 2004, however, the government had secured full control over all three major federal television channels. For their top managers, cooperation with the government had become a much higher priority than professional skills or ethics.27 As soon as the rescue operation was over, a lid was put on their coverage. No eyewitness accounts, independent experts, survivors, or victims’ relatives appeared on the screen. In the aftermath, Putin made no remarks about the coverage or TV reporters’ performance.


  TIGHTENED CONTROL OVER POLITICAL AND PUBLIC SPHERES


  The government used the tragedy at Beslan as a pretext to tighten controls, launching what eventually amounted to full-blown political reform that endowed the Kremlin with an unlimited capacity to bar any unwelcome force or figure from Russian political life.28 With all government institutions radically weakened or eviscerated, the Kremlin had the ability to make the rules, oversee their implementation, and exercise selective enforcement in order to get rid of unwanted political actors.


  The end of 2004 was also marked by the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, which deeply alarmed the Kremlin and Putin in particular. Events in Ukraine were perceived as a Western plot to install a pro-Western regime on Russia’s border with the help of foreign-funded nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). In addition, Putin had become personally involved in Ukraine’s presidential campaign in an attempt to achieve a desired election result, only to see his effort dramatically fail. The frustration over this failure further aggravated the sense of alarm. Putin and his inner circle feared that the spirit of the Orange Revolution would reach Russia and challenge their power. The “orange scare” pushed the Kremlin to further tighten its grip on power and to expand control to the public realm. The primary target of this campaign was NGOs sponsored from abroad. Putin’s message was that there is no such thing as disinterested funding: He who pays the piper, calls the tune, he repeatedly reminded the audience.29 State-controlled media picked up the message and engaged in portraying foreign-funded NGOs as agents of the West seeking to do damage to Russia.


  By the middle of Putin’s second term, his power reached a monarchical scope. He stood at the top of a deeply deinstitutionalized political system; he did not have to worry about political competition or public accountability. National TV channels steadily and effectively generated a sense that Putin was a leader with no alternative. By the 2007–2008 election cycle, the remaining independent political groups and activists were scarce, fragmented, or marginalized, and generally reduced to irrelevance. Putin’s approval rating hovered around 80 percent.30


  The dominant mood of the people was quiescence. The state-society relationship that took shape during Putin’s presidency and especially during his second term may be described as a tacit pact: the government ensures better living standards (which the government was able to deliver thanks to the high and growing price of oil), and the people stay away from politics; their political participation was reduced to casting ballots for the pro-Kremlin forces.31 For the more modernized minorities—the better educated and the entrepreneurial—the government offered another deal, that of nonintrusion: you do not meddle in government affairs, and we do not interfere with your individual pursuits, whether in making money, creative or academic professions, or other forms of self-fulfillment. Though political action or organization opposing the government was strongly discouraged, this constituency was granted the opportunity of critical expression limited to smaller-audience or niche liberal media. Both pacts, the broader one with the majority and that of nonintrusion for the minority, were almost universally accepted. Both constituencies assumed that government officials were corrupt, self-seeking, and commonly abused their authority; both agreed that they shouldn’t bother because there is nothing they can do about it anyway.32


  CONTROLLED TELEVISION AS A TOOL OF POLITICAL CONTROL


  Control over national television networks constituted a major element in the political system and the pattern of state-society relations that Putin built. The mass-audience channels, especially Channel One (ORT was renamed Channel One in 2002) and Rossiia, as well as NTV, were effectively used as tools to shape public perceptions in a way best suited to the Kremlin’s goals (the above-mentioned media campaign against foreign-funded NGOs is but one example out of many of how the Kremlin can use state-controlled media to further its political goals). The political and public affairs coverage of the federal channels mostly targeted the less urban, conservative majority that constituted the electoral base of Putin’s political regime.33


  The 2003 State Duma election, which further consolidated the Kremlin’s control, was criticized by the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) monitoring mission, which pointed to biased media coverage favoring the incumbent.34 Putin’s reelection in 2004 was a heavily manipulated affair with a preordained result: Putin won handily, with 71 percent of the vote.35


  As the 2007–2008 election cycle approached, Putin faced no challengers—nobody came even remotely close to him in popularity. But the election was to be a challenge in a different way. Putin was not eligible to run: the Russian constitution prohibits the same person from running for president for more than two consecutive terms. Yet Putin had to stay in charge because in the deinstitutionalized political system that he created, he stood as the only safeguard of stability. He had presided over a major redistribution of power and property, and he alone was recognized as the arbiter by the competing power-and-property clusters. To the extent that politics is about reconciling conflicted interests, Putin was Russian politics.


  The trick that Putin figured out so he would stay in charge even after he had vacated the presidential post as the constitution required came to be called a “tandem” rule. Before he formally stepped down in the spring of 2008, Putin had handpicked a successor, his protégé Dmitry Medvedev. Because the Kremlin held sway over Russia’s political life, Putin had Medvedev easily voted into the presidency, and the latter promptly nominated Putin as prime minister, who was then approved by a quiescent Duma. Though technically his position was inferior to Medvedev’s, in fact Putin remained the most powerful man in Russia. Like in previous national campaigns, the national TV networks played an essential role in Medvedev’s smooth election and in the transition to the tandem rule.36


  The coverage of the three major TV channels was deftly adjusted to tandem rule. Their main political message was: whatever problems Russia may be facing, the tandem leadership is firmly in charge, and any political alternative is inconceivable. This TV operation helped maintain high approval ratings for both leaders. From October 2008 through February 2010 Medvedev’s approval rating never dropped below 68 percent; Putin’s stayed between 76 and 86 percent—despite the ongoing economic crisis.37 During the tandem rule the three major channels continued to shape public opinion by boosting, playing down, or ignoring issues, figures, or groups, and maintaining the general mindset of quiescence and political nonparticipation.38


  What made this operation especially effective is that national television was a successful business model. While the three federal broadcasters did not compete in news coverage—generally bland and hardly different channel to channel—the competition for viewers and thus for advertisers’ ruble was fierce. Channels sought to win audiences by offering a broad choice of entertainment shows, some of them high quality, some playing to lowly tastes. Viewers were glued to the screens and stayed on the same channels for the news coverage shaped in a way that best fit the government goals. Advertisers attracted to large audiences eagerly committed their budgets to government-controlled TV. And since the federal TV operation was a key element in the structure of state power, the national networks were also assured of government subsidies.39


  ECONOMIC RISE


  In the 1990s there was still hope—or a dream—that the Russian media would evolve as a public institution holding the government to account. During the first decade of the 2000s the Kremlin thoroughly eliminated any chance that the media would fulfill this public mission. But as an industry and as lucrative business it flourished. In order to impose state control over the media, Putin had drawn on redistributing the assets, so major media would be either state owned or held in loyal hands. This redistribution, launched in the early 2000s as Putin’s political stratagem, continued as market-driven developments and greatly intensified in the following years.


  The growing price of oil boosted economic growth and eventually led to a steady rise of the advertising market (it reached R131 billion in 2011),40 making media a promising and prestigious property.41 Russian media groups perfected their business models and expanded to include movie production, printing and distribution businesses, and telecommunications.42 Channel One and Rossiia were by far the largest in terms of advertising revenues and capitalization. In 2010 these two major federal television channels received about 40 percent of all the TV advertising revenues in Russia. Gazprom’s media subsidiary, Gazprom-Media, evolved as one of the largest media holdings in Europe—possessing the third biggest national TV channel (NTV), a unique political radio talk show called Ekho Moskvy, as well as other TV channels, magazines, and radio stations.


  While Putin’s government took pride in ridding Russia of oligarchic media, media assets amassed during Putin’s tenure were enormous and substantially exceeded those held by Gusinsky or Berezovsky in the 1990s. The difference, however, is that the media magnates are fully loyal to Putin. Some of those who made their billion-worth fortunes in the energy sector or banking are members of Putin’s inner circle. Among the media magnates who came to the fore under Putin is banker Yury Kovalchuk. Numerous press reports indicate that he and Putin have long-term personal ties. The National Media Group (NMG), in which about 35 percent are held by “companies controlled by Yury Kovalchuk,”43 includes two national media channels (REN TV and Channel Five) and an entire range of print and Internet resources. The abovecited investigation maintains that three other major tycoons belonging to Putin’s inner circle—the Rotenberg brothers and Gennady Timchenko, as well as Putin’s friend of many years musician Sergei Roldugin—also have stakes in NMG. In early 2011, NMG vastly increased its holdings by purchasing a 20 percent share in Channel One.44 In addition to media assets, Kovalchuk has taken an active interest in advertising. In 2010 his affiliated business interests became 100 percent owners of Video International, a major company that sells advertising on TV and, in particular, on Channel One.45 In 2014, Alina Kabaeva, Putin’s rumored girlfriend,46 became the board chairperson of NMG.47


  BEYOND DIRECT CONTROL, BUT AT THE KREMLIN’S DISCRETION


  By 2008 already, the critically minded, modernized audiences came to dismiss news coverage of national TV broadcasters as heavy-handed and boring propaganda. This constituency had an array of alternative sources of information on which to draw. Government control over media beyond the federal television channels remained much less tight. A range of outlets—print, radio, Internet, and smaller-audience television channels—pursued editorial independence of varying degrees. The list of such outlets included dailies such as Kommersant, Vedomosti (a business daily published jointly by the Wall Street Journal and the Financial Times), or Novaia Gazeta; weeklies, such as The New Times, Kommersant-Vlast’, or Russian Newsweek (closed on the initiative of its German publisher in 2010); and radio stations, first and foremost, Ekho Moskvy. (The list is not exhaustive.) A variety of websites offered a combination of news, analysis, and opinion unconstrained by censorship or other modes of state control (at that point the Internet in Russia remained free). REN TV, a channel with a sizable audience, had at least one show called Nedelia (The Week) with an independent voice (the show is a weekend wrap-up of news hosted by Marianna Maksimovskaia). These and other outlets ran reportage, opinion pieces, and blog posts criticizing the government operation. Some journalists even engaged in investigative reporting and exposed abuses of offices by high-ranking government officials. The picture of Russia that emerged from those outlets was entirely different from the image offered by federal TV channels.


  The problem with media freedom in Putin’s Russia was, therefore, not the absence of alternative sources of information, quite unlike the Soviet Union where a system of preliminary censorship made sure that every word on paper or on air was in conformity with the Communist party line. In the new system of securely controlled politics, the Kremlin could afford not to stifle every voice. In fact, the media that pursued editorial independence could even be useful for the Kremlin as an element of the nonintrusion deal—a safety valve that helped the critically minded to let off steam. In a more open political environment, some of the stories reported by those relatively independent media would become the subject of a parliamentary discussion or probe; others would generate political scandals. But in Putin’s Russia competitive politics had been thoroughly eliminated, the legislature had been turned into an arm of the executive, judicial rulings bent to the Kremlin’s will, and autonomous public activism thoroughly marginalized. In these conditions, existing elements of free media could not make a difference in policy making but instead remained politically irrelevant.48


  Political apathy by the public—part of the nonintrusion pact—was another serious obstacle to having a political impact. Further, as the critically minded audiences read media reports about the latest abuses by state officials, with habitual cynicism they shrugged their shoulders—“What else is new?”49 The lack of impact was a discouraging factor for many journalists. Some opted for nonpolitical beats or even other occupations; others adjusted to the controlled political environment and engaged in self-censorship.50


  The Kremlin tolerated a degree of free expression, but it made sure that the nongovernment media stayed marginal lest it stir unwanted passions among the broader public. First and foremost, the nongovernment media had been insulated from mass-audience television. Reports by smaller-audience media were not picked up by federal TV broadcasters. Nongovernment print, Internet, and radio reporters were barred from federal TV news shows. These generally liberal media “islets” were mostly preaching to the converted—the critically-minded liberal constituencies (“ghettos”) concentrated in Russia’s large urban centers, first and foremost in Moscow.


  If marginalization was not enough, the Kremlin had an array of tools, administrative, legal, and otherwise, on which to draw in order to crack down on the media. Control over lawmaking and law enforcement was an important element of the Kremlin’s toolkit. For example, shortly before the 2007–2008 election cycle, new amendments infringing on the operation of the media were made in the antiextremism and antiterrorism legislation. These amendments enabled the government to suspend media outlets or even shut them down. Though the antiterrorism legislation was infrequently used against media, nobody could feel secure, and media that dared to challenge government policies were aware that they were at the Kremlin’s discretion: if they go too far and inflict the anger of the powerful upon themselves, there will be nothing to protect them.51


  By the end of Putin’s second term the nongovernment media had a reasonable degree of freedom of expression, that is the freedom to convey uncensored messages, report news, or voice opinions. But freedom of expression is different from freedom of the press: the latter implies that free expression is but one element in a whole network of democratic institutions that helps citizens hold the government accountable. In other words, press freedom cannot be exercised in the absence of independent judiciary and legislature or when freedom of assembly is constrained.


  TANDEM RULE: GROWING PERMISSIVENESS


  The inhabitants of the intellectually comfortable liberal “ghettos” shared free expression, modernized attitudes, and independent life pursuits. They were not concerned about being divorced from broader Russian constituencies. Nor did they seem to mind that they remained unrepresented and made no difference in the political or public affairs.52


  Things began to change with the transition to tandem rule. Medvedev as president remained inferior to his mentor Putin and was hardly seen as an independent figure. The more cynical even regarded Medvedev’s presidency as merely a public relations trick—putting a “soft face” to Putin’s authoritarian regime. But Medvedev’s liberal rhetoric (he famously said that “freedom is better than nonfreedom”; the word “modernization” became the mantra of the tandem period), his younger age, and his enthusiasm for gadgets and the digital world appealed to younger Russians. Besides, the very fact that there were two men at the top instead of just one loosened the system a bit and emboldened some of the marginal opponents of the regime. The phrase “political thaw” entered the political lingo of the tandem’s early period.53 “The new reality legalized in part by Medvedev began to live its own life,” a Russian political commentator wrote in late 2010.54


  The new permissiveness unleashed more criticism by the media.55 Though federal television networks remained fully under state control, their broadcast began to look just a little less bland. Beyond the everyday operation on federal TV, a mild degree of audacity could be found in the television community. For instance, annual TV awards were repeatedly granted to “non grata” TV journalists who had been barred from television, or to those from smaller-audience TV channels who had retained a relatively independent voice. At the awards ceremony in 2010, Leonid Parfyonov, a top TV star forced out of NTV in 2004, gave a speech in which he harshly denounced federal broadcasters:


  
    For a correspondent of federal television the top government executives are not newsmakers, but the bosses of their bosses . . . a correspondent is not a journalist, he is a bureaucrat guided by the logic of allegiance and subordination. . . . Nothing critical, skeptical or ironic about the president or the prime minister can be aired on federal channels.56

  


  Tandem rule was also marked by the emergence of new media outlets, or the politicization of those that heretofore remained largely nonpolitical. Kommersant, which since its inception back in 1990 had become a well-established print media holding, in 2010 launched a radio station, Kommersant FM. Drawing on the vast journalistic resources of the print holding, Kommersant FM quickly rose to prominence as well-informed news and analysis radio. TV Dozhd, a small operation started in 2010 as an Internet-TV outlet, was included in cable packages and substantially increased its outreach. It eagerly invited political and public figures whom federal channels kept on their “black lists.” Several thick glossies, such as GQ, Citizen K, or Esquire also turned to political themes (Esquire made this choice even earlier)—apparently responding to an emerging interest in social and political matters among their wealthy, well-traveled, Westernized audiences. Bolshoi Gorod (Big City), a biweekly magazine about Moscow city life, was reformatted and offered strongly politicized, sometimes angry coverage. Afisha (Billboard) magazine, originally focused on arts and culture, now developed a defiant political voice. Though television remained the main (or only) source of news for a majority of Russians, a growing number of people in big urban centers drew on the Internet. In 2012, 24 percent of Russians relied on the Internet for news,57 up from 11 percent less than one year earlier.58


  The newly energized nongovernment media realm was filled with reportage, critical policy analysis by experts, as well as angry opinion and poisonous jokes. A weekly radio/video/Internet project called Grazhdanin Poet (Citizen Poet) launched in spring 2011 offered biting satire on the latest political events. For almost one year every Monday brilliant satirical verse from Dmitry Bykov performed by a no less brilliant actor Mikhail Yefremov were appreciated by a vast and admiring audience. Neither the author nor the performer treated their political characters, including Putin and Medvedev, with the slightest reverence.59


  It was also during the tandem period that most major print and radio outlets rapidly developed Internet platforms; Web, print, audio, and video were also merging. Advanced Web users in greater numbers switched to Facebook to search for references to the media publications. The number of social network users was growing faster in Russia than anyplace else in Europe.60 The Internet was awash with reports, submitted by professional journalists and ordinary citizens writing about lawlessness, injustice, or abuse by government or police authority. The number of bloggers increased, some of them gaining huge popularity and becoming voices of authority for tens of thousands of regular readers. The popularity of social networks facilitated the exchange of information, social linkages, and promoted interest in civic causes. Civic activism was on the rise.61 The fragmented “islets” seemed to be merging into something of an archipelago. Then Putin announced that he was returning to the presidency.


  THE SHIFT TO A COUNTER-MODERNIZATION COURSE


  In all likelihood, Putin had decided to move away from modernization and permissiveness even before he was inaugurated for a third time in May 2012. A major reason for this choice was economic. The resource-based economy was no longer generating growth, and Putin knew he would no longer be able to generously deliver to the people in order to buy their loyalty. One option was to open up and unleash people’s energies in order to give the economy a boost. But this would mean to loosen control over the society and eventually weaken Putin’s grip on power. Since control has always been Putin’s top priority, this option was not acceptable. Instead, Putin shifted to even more authoritarian policies. Some observers suggest that another reason for this shift was the US-led operation in Libya and the death of Muammar Gaddafi which left Putin deeply exasperated and angry with the West and pushed him closer to those in his inner circle who had long lobbied for a more conservative and isolationist course.62


  Yet another reason for the policy change was that the fall of 2011 marked the end of political quiescence. An upsurge in public anger was stirred by Putin’s comeback to the presidency orchestrated as a “trading-places” trick. Medvedev announced that he would not run for a second term, abdicating in Putin’s favor. When he also mentioned that the two of them had made that decision a long time ago, this trick was seen by many in Russia as the government’s utter contempt for the people. The ensuing unfair campaign and fraudulent parliamentary election in December 2011 became a trigger that transformed angry mood into action. People in Moscow (to some extent also in other cities) took to the streets protesting against election fraud, the government’s manipulative politics, lies, falsehood, and lawlessness. What began as a demand for a new, free, and fair election evolved into an anti-Putin movement; the protesters carried signs such as “Putin, Go!” or “Russia without Putin.” Many among the new generation of journalists were at the very center of the rally activism.63 The Internet and social networks were excellent tools to organize the mass rallies and disseminate information among the protest community; they also became the venue for heated discussions of the tactics and strategy of the protest movement. The new media covered the protests and streamed online sessions of the rallies’ organizing committee.


  In response to the protests whose core was the non-Soviet, modernized, and westernized Russians, the Kremlin shifted still further toward a counter-modernization course. As soon as Putin had the presidential election behind him, the Kremlin launched a counteroffensive against the newly politicized and defiant Russian citizenry. The state-controlled TV networks played a major role in this onslaught: the political coverage was no longer bland; instead it was viciously pitting the conservative majority against their excessively modernized compatriots. The TV smearing campaigns and “documentaries” attacked the anti-Putin protesters, civic and political activists, as well as liberal journalists. Terms such as “national traitors” and “fifth column” entered the language of the TV news and talk shows.


  THE CRACKDOWN ON NONGOVERNMENT MEDIA


  The government’s permissiveness ended in late 2011 at the time of the Duma election campaign. Several publications posted the “Map of Violations,” which were reports of campaign fraud put together by Golos, an election monitoring NGO. Golos’ websites became the target of Distributed Denial of Service attacks (DDoS), most likely organized by the government’s special forces. A DDoS attack blocks access and renders a website inaccessible. The same issue—the publication of the Map of Violations—caused a major scandal between a senior editor and the management of gazeta.ru, a prominent political website. A large group of gazeta.ru staffers quit as a sign of protest.64


  Control through ownership had proved to be an efficient tool back in early 2000s when the Kremlin had orchestrated a redistribution of mass-audience media assets to loyal owners. In the following years this process continued, and huge media holdings were concentrated in the hands of just a few loyal tycoons. According to the estimate of The New Times weekly magazine, NMG, by the end of 2013 the Kovalchuk media empire de facto controlled eleven of the largest Russian TV channels, 60 percent of the television audience, and 80 percent of the television advertisement revenues.65 Besides NMG, the largest media owners include the state itself, Gazprom-Media,66 and Alisher Usmanov, Russia’s richest man according to Forbes magazine. Usmanov’s media assets include, among others, the publishing house Kommersant; in recent years Usmanov has greatly expanded his Internet holdings.67 In 2014 the founder of the Russia’s most popular social network, VKontakte, was forced to sell his network to a partner of Usmanov.68 Another important development was the 2013 appointment of Mikhail Lesin as general director of Gazprom-Media. Back in 2001 Lesin earned a reputation as a cynical and ruthless operator after he had played a key role in the destruction of the Vladimir Gusinsky’s media group and the takeover of its major assets by Gazprom-Media. In mid-December 2014, Lesin resigned as head of Gazprom-Media, reportedly to spend more time with his family, although political power machinations behind the scene cannot be excluded.


  Control through ownership may differ depending on whether the owner is a billionaire tycoon or somebody much smaller, but neither can claim independence because their wealth and well-being is in Putin’s hands. The big ones are concerned about their vast holdings in nonmedia spheres and so can be fully relied on to adjust the editorial line to the Kremlin’s interests and to get rid of unwanted writers or editors even before the Kremlin’s request. Beginning in 2012 quite a few leading editors lost their jobs—the managers or the owners themselves came up with nonpolitical pretexts with little concern for their credibility. The first one to lose his job was the editor in chief of Vlast’, the Kommersant weekly magazine which dared publish a photograph of a voting ballot with an expletive applied to Putin. Then the general director of the Kommersant publishing house was replaced, as well as the editor in chief of Kommersant FM radio. In short order, Kommersant, until recently a high-quality mainstream daily, lost a few more prominent journalists, grew tame, and fell below its own editorial standards. The editor in chief of Bolshoi Gorod had to go, and since then the magazine has generally avoided sensitive political subjects. In 2014, Marianna Maksimovskaia’s weekly show Nedelia was closed by the REN TV network.


  Among the major blows on the media realm was the liquidation of the Russian government news agency RIA-Novosti announced in late 2013. The liquidation implied that RIA-Novosti would be replaced by another agency that would target foreign audiences and join the propaganda effort with television network RT. RIA-Novosti had been a successful operation headed by a highly professional and respected manager who was now replaced by Dmitry Kiselev, a TV host known for his raving attacks on air at anyone whom the Kremlin regards as an enemy of Russia: Ukrainian politicians, gays, Americans, and so on. One month later, TV Rain (Dozhd), a privately owned cable TV network, fell under pressure. The pretext used against TV Rain was an unfortunate question asked on its website, and even though the question was promptly removed and TV Rain apologized, one after another all cable operators terminated their contracts with the channel (there is every reason to believe that the operators’ decisions were prompted by the Kremlin).69 The TV Rain’s audience that had been steadily growing and reached about 17 million has dramatically dropped to about 2 million, as have its revenues. But that was not the last trouble: the Duma passed a law that prohibits commercial advertisement on paid channels; before too long the TV Rain was told that its rent contract would not be extended and it had to vacate its offices. As of this writing TV Rain’s financial situation is dire and its chance of survival is slim.


  Just a couple months after TV Rain fell under pressure, Galina Timchenko, the editor in chief of Lenta.ru, a political website, was fired by Lenta’s owner.70 Timchenko and her team had turned their outlet into a must-read for those interested in high-quality news coverage. It was quickly gaining popularity—which may be one reason why the owner decided to get rid of Timchenko. Almost all members of her team quit as a sign of protest. With a group of her former Lenta staffers, Timchenko has recently launched a new Website called Meduza.71 Meduza, however, is operating from Latvia. Precedents of political émigré media aimed at an audience at home can be easily found in the nineteenth century and throughout the twentieth century, but this is the first time it is happening in post-Soviet Russia.


  In the end of 2014, Ekho Moskvy got in serious trouble. A morally dubious Tweet posted by one of its journalists nearly led to the dismissal of Aleksei Venediktov, Ekho’s legendary top editor for over fifteen years. Ekho Moskvy is the most popular information talk radio in Moscow. Without Venediktov, Ekho, as its loyal audience has known it, would no longer exist. The station had survived back in 2001 when Lesin helped destroy Gusinsky’s media group (Ekho was one of that group’s assets taken over by Gazprom). Thanks to Venediktov’s unique talent to maintain good relations with the Kremlin and yet not to compromise too much on his editorial integrity, Ekho was able to overcome repeated attacks. But it may not be so lucky this time. With Lesin back in Gazprom-Media, the pressure has become harder and more persistent. “We should understand,” Venediktov said in November 2014, “that [if] Lesin gets an order to crush Ekho, he’ll crush it. And he does not even try to conceal it. He will take the order. . . . And he’ll say that nobody gave him that or-der.”72 Dmitry Muratov, the top editor of Novaia gazeta, said that “Ekho Moskvy and other remaining free media have been the target of poaching.” Novaia gazeta has also repeatedly been in trouble with government officials for its defiance.


  As can be seen from the above-cited examples of the government’s crackdown, Internet resources are no less vulnerable than print or broadcast ones. According to the Internet experts, the Russian authorities have made substantial progress in imposing constraints on the Web73 and are taking steps aimed at forcing global platforms, such as Google, Gmail, or Facebook to register as Russian legal entities.74 But the Russian way of controlling the Internet still relies primarily on intimidation and self-censorship and less on sophisticated technologies.75 Free communication is still possible in the social networks, but the government continuously creates new tools that can impose restrictions on the Russian segment of the World Wide Web. Over the past couple of years several new legal norms have been passed that can be used to tighten control over online communication. One of them is the nonjudicial blocking of websites. In theory the administrative decision to block a website can be appealed in court. In practice, however, when a few websites that were blocked in 2014 have tried to appeal, the court hearings were a travesty of justice.


  After the eruption of the crisis in Ukraine in late 2013, the national television channels launched a raw and aggressive campaign of jingoistic propaganda which grew still more intense after Russia’s annexation of Crimea and Russia’s involvement in the armed conflict in Ukraine’s east. National TV networks have now descended upon Ukrainian “fascists” and their Western “masters,” reminiscent of the ways they previously were used to discredit the Russian liberals, anti-Putin protesters, and gays as agents of the West. The TV coverage framed the crisis in Ukraine as an evil western plot eventually aimed at regime change in Russia. The TV news shows have become longer than usual and almost entirely focused on Ukraine, with just a small fraction of airtime devoted to Russia proper.


  Public demand for nongovernment sources of information is arguably as important a factor in media coverage as is government permissiveness or even the institutional safeguards of media freedom. In Russia only a small minority is interested in alternative sources; since the annexation of Crimea even this limited interest has further declined. In 2014 over 90 percent “most often” rely on national TV as their source of news; over 80 percent regularly watch government news shows and a solid majority trusts them.76 This is a peculiar kind of trust: over 70 percent see no problem if media withhold information “in the interests of the State”; over 50 percent don’t mind if the information is distorted “in the interests of the State.”77


  The TV propaganda effect on the public opinion is immense: over 80 percent in Russia believe that Russia has enemies; the anti-American sentiments have shot up to unprecedented levels. An overwhelming majority has rallied behind Putin, the leader of a resurgent Russia; since the annexation of Crimea in March 2014 and as of this writing his approval rating has been over 80 percent. The dominant mindset is that of a fortress under siege.


  In the age of the Internet and social networks it is hardly possible to build a Sovietlike “iron curtain” and block the information exchange. Right now the Russian Facebook remains a venue of mostly unconstrained public discussion. But it would be wrong, of course, to assume that social networks are the domain only of liberals. Given the gigantic role of national TV in shaping perceptions, those of the Internet user constituency are not too dissimilar from the society at large.


  There are still media outlets that defy the stifling and menacing atmosphere and struggle to pursue a nongovernment editorial line, but their number has become much smaller. Some of them—the best Russian business daily Vedomosti and the Russian Forbes appear doomed because they belong to non-Russian owners. A recently adopted legal norm mandates that foreign stakes in media holdings be reduced to a maximum of 20 percent. There is no doubt that the Kremlin will see that the change of ownership ensures an editorial policy that would not conflict with “the interests of the State.”


  The crackdown on the freedom of expression is part of a broader policy of “zero tolerance” toward any manifestations of civic autonomy. The state has steadily moved to cleanse the public realm of unwanted elements and enforce unquestioning loyalty in the society. Putin’s regime has gone too far on the path of isolationism and a nationalistic mobilization against Russia’s external and internal enemies. This course appears irreversible as long as Putin remains in office. From here, the likeliest direction is toward a more repressive, dictatorial regime which would push Russia to another political crisis.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What constitutes media freedom? How is media freedom different in Russia from that in western nations?


  2. How was the oligarchic media of the 1990s different from the concentration of media assets of late 2000s–early 2010s?


  3. The two major crackdowns on media in Putin’s Russia are ten years apart. What are the causes, methods, and results of these two campaigns?


  4. What was distinctive about the way the media was treated when Medvedev was president?


  5. What are the identifiable trends in the way the media has been treated since Putin resumed the presidency in 2012?
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  II THE ECONOMY AND SOCIETY


  7 Population Trends


  Timothy Heleniak


  With recent economic growth and stability, Russia’s steep post-Soviet demographic decline seems to be ending. Population trends in Russia, however, continue to have a number of underlying problems that belie its status as an upper-middle country. These unfavorable demographic indicators will continue to affect the Russian economy and society and its standing in the world into the foreseeable future. Russia’s population peaked in 1993 at 148.6 million and declined by nearly 6 million to a nadir of 142.7 million in 2009 before increasing by nearly 1 million to 143.7 million at the beginning of 2014.1 The recent stabilization and actual increase in the total population is due to a combination of an increase in the number of births, decrease in the number of deaths, and an increase in immigration. In 2013, the number of births exceeded the number of deaths for the first time in the post-Soviet period. Deaths had begun to exceed births in 1992, and it is only coincidental that that was the first year of Russia’s independence. A combination of declining fertility, high mortality, and an aging population contributed to negative natural increase (when deaths exceed births). Over the two decades from 1992 until 2012, the number of deaths exceeded the number of births by 13.4 million. The fertility rate has increased to 1.7 children per woman from a low of 1.16 in 1999. Though it remains below the replacement level of 2.1 children per woman that a society needs to retain a stable population size, it is trending toward that level and the increase is both impressive and somewhat unexpected. Part of the recent increase in the number of births is the result of a temporary demographic dividend of a larger cohort of women moving into the peak childbearing ages. While life expectancy remains below levels of countries at similar income levels, there have been recent impressive gains and in 2012, life expectancy was over 70 years for the first time in Russian history. While female advantage in life expectancy has narrowed somewhat, women in Russia live eleven years longer than men, a gap that is one of the largest in the world. Part of the recent population increase is due to increased immigration (or better counting of immigrants), though Russia remains wary of large numbers of non-Russian, non-Slavic populations.


  In the future, an aging population will contribute to natural decrease and net immigration will be insufficient to stem population decline; therein is the demographic dilemma that Russia faces. To avoid the decline, Russia needs to raise fertility, lower mortality, or increase immigration, while some question whether attempting to reverse population decline is even the wisest policy to pursue. The term population decline can refer to many different phenomena: a decline in the size of a population; a decline in the rate of growth or the fertility rate; an aging of the population; a decline in the proportion of the majority or dominant ethnic group; or a decline in attributes often attributed to a growing population, such as innovation, mobility, risk taking, and optimism, for which are substituted conservatism, immobility, risk aversion, and pessimism.2 Russia is hardly the first country to fear population decline, nor is this the first time that Russia has worried about declining or negative rates of growth.


  This chapter has several aims. The first is to analyze Russian demographic trends from the late Soviet period to the present and into the future. The second is to determine what these demographic trends herald for Russia’s political and economic future. The third is to assess the effectiveness of population policy in Russia. The chapter examines fertility, mortality, composition of the population, migration, and the spatial distribution of the population in Russia, ending with a discussion of population projections and population policy.


  FERTILITY


  By the 1960s, Russian women had completed the fertility transition and adopted the two-child family as the norm. The total fertility rate declined to replacement level in the early 1960s and stayed at that level throughout the Soviet period.3 In 1989, of the cohort of women who had just completed their childbearing, only 3.5 percent had never married and only 7.9 percent were childless.4 Thus, fertility in Russia at the beginning of the transition period was characterized by nearly universal marriage and childbearing, both of which occurred at relatively young ages. Because of these trends of early marriage and childbearing, there was a much larger contribution of younger cohorts to total fertility than in Western countries, where women delayed childbearing while pursuing education or careers. Russian women typically had children relatively early and then relied on abortion for future fertility regulation, as contraceptive rates were rather low.


  The number of births fell from a recent peak of 2.5 million in 1987, during a period of pro-natalist policies, to a low of 1.2 million in 1999, then increased to 1.9 million in 2013 (see figure 7.1). The mortality increase in Russia has been well publicized, but the fertility decline actually has had the largest numerical impact. The fertility rate in Russia also peaked during the pro-natalist period in 1987 at 2.194 children per woman, the last time it was above the replacement level. Thereafter, it declined sharply, reaching a low of 1.157 in 1999 before increasing to 1.707 in 2013, only partially influenced by a package of pro-natalist measures put into place by the government. During the ten-year period from 1995–2005 the fertility rate in Russia placed it among what demographers refer to as “lowest-low” fertility, along with a group of countries in Western and Eastern Europe that includes a number of other former Soviet states with fertility rates below 1.3.5 Most analysts believe that lowestlow fertility is not merely a short-term phenomenon in Russia and other Central and East European states. The fertility rate in Russia remains below replacement level but is trending upwards and reached the highest it has been in the post-Soviet period in 2012.


  [image: Figure 7.1. Number of Births and Total Fertility Rate, 1950 to 2013 Source: Rosstat, Demograficheskii ezhegodnik (various years).]


  As the trade-off between children and education/careers shifts in favor of the latter, the fertility pattern in Russia is shifting toward that seen in Europe, where the highest fertility rates are among women ages twenty-five to twenty-nine, and overall rates are lower. Between 1989 and the nadir of fertility in Russia in 2000, women at all ages had fewer children, with the largest decline among women ages twenty to twenty-four. Three-quarters of the increase since then is attributable to increased births among women ages twenty-five to thirty-four, with the fertility of women ages twenty to twenty-four declining. The mean age at childbearing increased from 24.6 in 1994 to 27.9 in 2012.6 Changes in annual total fertility rates can reflect changes in the average number of births, which is known as the quantum effect, or they can reflect shifts in the timing of births, which is known as the tempo effect. The main factor driving the decline in Russia is the reduction in the quantum of fertility, in particular the low propensity to have a second child, as studies show evidence of a shift to a one-child family norm in Russia.7 During the transition period in Russia, there was a rapid increase in the return to education, which played a role in the fertility decline.8 The number of children that Russian women had at each level of education stayed roughly the same between the 1989 and 2010 censuses. What explains much of the decline in fertility is the increase in the number of women pursuing higher education, with the largest increases among young women aged sixteen to twenty-nine, which are prime fertility ages. There is little evidence to support the “catching up” hypothesis that women who postponed childbearing during the economic downturn of the 1990s would have children later during the 2000s.9 While the percent of Russian women who are childless has only increased slightly, the percent who give birth to more than two or more children has declined considerably. Based on data from the 2010 census for women ages thirty to thirty-four, it seems quite likely that they will have fertility rates below that of previous cohorts of women.


  One issue that Russia is confronting is that the smaller cohorts of women born in the late 1980s are now entering their peak childbearing years. The number of women of childbearing age peaked in 2003 at 40 million and is expected to fall to 32 million by 2020. More crucial is that the number of women aged twenty to twenty-nine peaked at the end of the 2000s at 12 million and will decline to 7 million by 2020. In Russia, women of these ages give birth to 65 percent of the children who are born. Without a massive increase in fertility levels, the number of births in Russia will decline from its current level of 1.9 million to less than one million per year in 2025.


  Demographers have identified four determinants that account for the majority of the differences in fertility levels among societies and within societies over time: the share of women who are married or in a union; the prevalence of contraceptive use; abortion rates; and level of postpartum breast-feeding.10 Social and economic factors work through these determinants to influence the fertility rate. In Russia, this includes the steep income declines in the 1990s and increases in the direct costs of children during the transition period.


  The annual number of marriages fell from 1.4 million in the late 1980s to a low of 850,000 in 1999 before increasing to an average of 1.2 million in the years 2007 to 2013. The ratio of divorces to marriages has also recently fallen. Both factors increased the share of women who are married and the length of marriage, when they are engaging in regular intercourse and may become pregnant. This is important for fertility levels because of the continued importance of marital fertility to the overall fertility level in Russia. From the peak of fertility in 1987, the annual number of marital births fell by 1.1 million while the contribution of nonmarital births increased by only 114,000. Though marriage and childbearing are no longer as synonymous as they once were, the decline in the number of marriages in Russia can still explain a significant portion of the overall fertility decline.


  With the economic transition and the opening of the Russian economy, the levels of contraceptive use have increased considerably, from 31.5 percent in 1990 to 73 percent in 1999.11 The bulk of this increase was greater use of more effective, modern contraceptive methods (for example, the pill, IUDs, condoms, sterilization). Soon after the Bolsheviks took power in 1917, abortion was legalized. Over time, an abortion industry emerged, and abortion became the cheapest and most readily available form of fertility regulation. From 1960 to 1990, the abortion ratio—the number of abortions per 100 births—averaged about 220.12 The abortion ratio fell from 205 in 1989 to 56 in 2012.13 However, the historical legacy of reliance on abortion remains as this ratio means that over half of all conceptions are terminated in abortion. Legislation enacted during the 1990s further increased the grounds under which a woman could obtain an abortion upon request. Russia continues to have among the highest abortion rates in the world, and abortion remains a major fertility-inhibiting factor.14


  Like other low-fertility countries, Russia would prefer to raise fertility rates rather than increase the flow of migrants. Starting in January 2007, a new package of pro-natalist policies was introduced, designed to halt or reverse the steep decline in Russia’s birth rate. The package included large child benefits of $113 a month for a second child, longer maternity leaves of eighteen months at 40 percent salary, and a payment of $9,000 to each woman who had a second child.15 Russian women are increasingly reluctant to leave the labor force to have and care for children, and the policy has clauses to guarantee reentry into the labor market. There are also components that seek to address the poor social status of parents, to make having children more desirable. The long-term effectiveness of these policies remains to be seen, but the leadership should be commended for adopting positive measures rather than negative ones, such as reduced access to contraception or restrictions on abortion. However, empirical evidence has shown that pro-natalist programs typically encourage couples to have children sooner but not to increase the overall number of children born.16


  MORTALITY


  The mortality situation in Russia has received considerable attention and for good reason. Mortality levels and patterns of death and disease in Russia are far out of line for a country at its level of development. Russia is a literal “point off the curve” in combining relatively low child mortality levels with very high adult mortality levels.17 It is the exceptionally high working-age mortality where Russia differs, with mortality three to five times that for males and twice for females among countries with similar income levels.18 Studies have shown that the key factor driving increases in mortality during the transition period in Russia is acute psychosocial stress, brought about when individuals are called upon to adjust to new situations for which they have few coping mechanisms.19 This is evidenced in the pattern of causes of death: increases in deaths due to cardiovascular diseases, suicides and accidents, and ulcers and cirrhosis of the liver. The transition period in Russia and the other transition countries was marked by unemployment, rapid labor turnover, job insecurity, family instability, distress migration, and increased social stratification. Less-educated and more socially marginalized groups tended to have much higher mortality levels, as there was widening of the life expectancy gap during the 1990s between those with high and low levels of education. Most studies have demonstrated that absolute deprivation, the collapse of the health-care system, and environmental pollution were not major contributing factors.20


  There was a temporary decline in deaths during the anti-alcohol campaign of the late 1980s, which saved an estimated 930,000 lives over the years 1985 to 1992 (620,000 male lives and 310,000 female lives).21 There was a sharp upturn between 1990 and 1994, when the number of deaths increased from 1.7 million to 2.3 million, at the time the Soviet Union was breaking up and the economic transition began. There was a decline after this until 1998, the year of the financial crisis, when deaths increased again, peaking in 2003 at 2.4 million. Since then, there has been a steady decline in the number of people dying in Russia and in 2013, there were only 1.9 million deaths.


  Life expectancy in Russia rose from quite low levels in the first part of the twentieth century, and levels approached those of the United States and other developed countries in the mid-1960s (see figure 7.2). After that time, life expectancy in Russia remained stagnant (for females) or declined slightly (for males), while in the rest of the world it continued to rise. One noticeable feature that keeps overall life expectancy in Russia low is the large female advantage. Globally, women live three years longer than men, but in Russia women’s life expectancy was eleven years longer in 2012.22 Aside from the anti-alcohol period of 1986 to 1988, the highest life expectancy that Russian males achieved was in 1964. Following the peak in 1988, when life expectancy was 64.9 years for males and 74.4 for females, it plunged for both to lows in 1994 of 57.5 for males and 71.1 years for females, at which time the female-male gap reached its apex of 13.6 years. After 1994, life expectancy rose to 1998 and then fell following the ruble crisis. If there is any hopeful sign, it is that life expectancy has increased by six years since 2003 to the highest level in Russia history and the female-male gap has narrowed to the lowest level in the post-Soviet period. It appears that there is a growing middle class in Russia who not only care about the future of their own country but also about their own future and are emulating the habits of their counterparts in other developed countries by taking better care of their own health.


  [image: Figure 7.2. Life Expectancy at Birth in Russia, 1897 to 2013 Source: Rosstat, Demograficheskii ezhegodnik (various years). ]


  More so than in other countries, life expectancy in Russia seems to be influenced by short-term fluctuations in economic and social currents. Long-term mortality trends in Russia are influenced by cardiovascular disease, while external causes (suicides, murders, accidents, and poisonings) tend to be responsible for short-term fluctuations.23 Periods of mortality increase in Russia are marked by increased deaths from heart and circulatory system diseases and external causes among working-age males, while during periods of decrease, deaths from these causes among males decline the most. The fluctuations for working-age females are usually somewhat less than for males, and females typically have larger increases in deaths from circulatory system causes and less from external causes. Death rates among children and the elderly account for very little of the fluctuation in life expectancy in Russia. Infant mortality has steadily declined from twenty-one infant deaths per 1,000 births in 1985 to eight per 1,000 in 2013. While Russia does not have anywhere near the lowest infant mortality rate in the world, it is not high enough to have a very significant impact on overall mortality levels, though the poor health of newborns and children affects the population later in life. The improved education and health of Russian children is critical to developing the well-educated and skilled human capital needed for Russia’s economic and social development.


  Poor diets with an abundance of protein-rich, fatty foods with high cholesterol content have increasingly marked the Russian diet since the 1970s.24 High blood pressure, high cholesterol, and tobacco account for 75 percent of all deaths in Russia. Low fruit and vegetable consumption, high body-mass indexes, alcohol consumption, physical inactivity, and urban outdoor air pollution are other leading risk factors. Noncommunicable diseases and injuries account for the ten leading causes of death in Russia. There are substantial gains to be made, both demographic and economic, from reducing these causes of death.25


  In a country where 54 percent of physicians continue to smoke, the anti-tobacco movement in Russia lags far behind that of the West. Russia is one of a handful of countries that has not signed the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control. The tobacco lobby in Russia has hampered measures that have been effective elsewhere, such as advertising limits, price increases, warning labels on cigarette packages, bans on marketing to children, and restrictions on public smoking. Russian females rank twenty-seventh of 131 countries in terms of smoking prevalence, while Russian males have the highest smoking rates in the world.26 The smoking rates among teenagers aged thirteen to fifteen also place Russia among the top twenty countries in the world, a sign that the problem of smoking and smoking-related morbidity and mortality show no signs of abating soon.


  High and increased levels of consumption of alcohol have played a major role in explaining changes in mortality levels in Russia over time and between Russia and other countries, as Russia ranked fifth in the world in levels of alcohol consumption.27 A substantial portion of the increase in mortality in the early 1990s can be attributed to alcohol.28 Alcohol consumption in Russia is characterized by high levels of binge drinking, drinking large amounts of high-alcohol-content samogon, and higher levels of consumption of spirits. Three-quarters of alcohol-caused deaths were either binge drinking or alcoholic cardiomyopathy—chronic long-term abuse of alcohol leading to heart failure.


  HIV-AIDS came late to Russia, but over the past few years, Russia has had among the highest incidence rates in the world. According to official data from the Russian Federal AIDS Center, at the end of 1995, there were barely 1,000 reported HIV-AIDS cases in the country and only 364 deaths from the disease.29 By October 2012, the number of persons living with HIV-AIDS had skyrocketed to 703,781 and the number of reported deaths was 90,396, while other estimates put the true prevalence level at 940,000 to 1.3 million.30 There is a different epidemiology of transmission of HIV-AIDS in Russia, with intravenous drug use becoming a major mode of transmission in the late 1990s. This helped fuel a major increase in the incidence rate in Russia in 1996. The epidemic is now growing among the non-drug-using heterosexual population, and over 80 percent of those infected are under age thirty.31


  Many attribute at least part of the health problems in Russia to an inadequate response of the health-care system, stemming from the legacy of the output-oriented Soviet health-care system. The health-care system plays a role in explaining differences between Russia and Western European countries, but it cannot explain a majority of the differences. With infusions from the National Priority Health Program, spending levels have now risen to pre-transition levels. But even with increased health spending, the system is very inefficient, with too many resources aimed at hospitalization and too few devoted to primary and preventative care. Estimates are that in 2005, 150,000 deaths could have been prevented by referrals to primary prevention.32 There have also been increased funds available for HIV-AIDS prevention, including a twentyfold increase in spending since 2006, targeted in part toward scaling up access to antiretroviral drugs. A World Bank policy note on the Russian health situation suggested four key interventions: controlling excessive alcohol consumption, controlling tobacco consumption, promoting changes in diet and physical activity, and improving road safety. In addition to the quantitative decline of the population acting as a deterrent to economic growth, the qualitative decline in terms of poor health is also a factor.


  COMPOSITION OF THE POPULATION


  While the quantitative aspects of Russia’s demographic situation are important, so is the qualitative. This section examines four important aspects of Russia’s population: sex ratios, age structure, educational levels, and ethnic composition.


  Sex Ratios


  In the 2010 census, there were 76.7 million females versus 66.2 million males, a difference of 10.5 million and a slight increase over the 1989 and 2002 censuses, when females outnumbered males by 9.6 million caused by the increasing female-male gap in life expectancy during the 1990s. A large excess of females over males has persisted in Russia for quite some time. Males suffered the brunt of the devastating losses during World War II, and at the end of the war the sex ratio was 74.7 males per 100 females, among the lowest ratios ever recorded for a sizable population. The sex ratio gradually increased to a peak of 88.4 males per 100 females in 1995, before declining again to 86.1 males per 100 females in 2010, making it among the lowest in the world.33 Russia, along with several other states of the former Soviet Union (FSU) with large Slavic populations (Ukraine, Belarus, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia) have the lowest male-female sex ratios in the world. There are more males than females until age thirty-three, so there is limited effect on the marriage market. From that age onward, higher male mortality continues to pull down the sex ratio, so that over age eighty-five, there is only one male per every five females.


  There are several implications of this unequal sex ratio for Russian society and the economy. The primary one is that the population would obviously be a lot higher if not for the large male mortality. The effects of Russia’s unbalanced sex ratio are akin to a country involved in war or experiencing large-scale emigration of males. One study examining the effects of war on Russian women who were in their twenties during World War II found that women in cohorts or regions with lower sex ratios had lower rates of marriage and fertility, and higher rates of out-of-wedlock births and abortions than those less affected by the war.34 While current male mortality in Russia is not at levels found during wartime, it is extremely high, which might impact marriage and fertility decisions, as Russian women can expect to spend much longer portions of their lives as widows.


  Age Structure


  The median age of the population of Russia increased from thirty-two years in 1989 to thirty-eight years in 2010, a rather substantial increase in such a short time.35 As in many countries, the population of Russia is aging, though Russia does not appear on a list of the world’s oldest countries because so many Russians, especially males, do not live long enough, and there is a substantial non-Russian population with a younger age structure and higher fertility. The median age for Russia in 2010 of thirty-eight years is comparable to that for more developed countries in the world including a number of other countries of the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. It is less than that of other FSU states such as Estonia (median age of 40.5) and Ukraine (39.4) and older European states such Italy (43.3) and Germany (44.3), or Japan, which has the oldest median age in the world at 44.9. The significant age differences and population growth rates between Russia and the other more demographically advanced countries of the former Soviet Union and Central Asia is evident as Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan have median ages of between 22 and 24 years. Regardless of the future trend in fertility and mortality, this will ensure continued growth in these countries with implications for labor supply and migration patterns within the region.


  Because fertility was at or above replacement for most of the twentieth century, the size of the working-age population was growing as a share of the total population, contributing to overall economic growth.36 As the smaller cohorts of the past two decades replace larger cohorts that are retiring, the size of the working-age population peaked in 2007 and will continue to decline. The size of the labor force will decline from its peak of 90 million to 70 million in 2050. To maintain economic growth, labor productivity will have to match or exceed this labor force decline. Further exacerbating this problem is that even within the working-age population there is aging; 95 percent of the decline in the working ages of 11 million persons between now and 2025 will be in the fifteen to thirty-nine age group. Thus, to avoid further declines, labor participation rates will have to increase among those in the older working ages, or among other groups with traditionally lower participation rates.37 The challenge will be to sustain economic growth through improved productivity and to manage the fiscal costs associated with aging.


  The World Bank labeled the demographic transition of rapidly aging and shrinking populations in Russia as the “third transition,” after the political and economic transitions that have taken place. What makes Russia unique is that the demographic transition is going on at the same time as the other two. This will lead to further economic decline unless productivity and labor-force participation are raised and health care, elder care, and pension expenditures are reduced. Because of aging, Russia’s challenges are more complex and less demographically deterministic than suggested by conventional wisdom. First, the impact of aging on total expenditures in health is low, as many drivers of increased expenditures are technological, independent of aging. Second, aging is one factor that affects level of pension spending, but so do pension-system parameters. One suggestion is to equalize retirement ages between men and women and to perhaps increase them, as the duration of working careers are four years less than in countries of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). With women living much longer than men in Russia, there is little reason other than tradition for maintaining this. The study’s conclusion is that changes in population size and composition are not highly influential factors in overall health-care expenditures over the medium and long runs.


  The various kinks and echoes of Russia’s turbulent demographic past can be seen in the age-sex structure of the population in January 2013 (see figure 7.3). The results of world wars, famines, and other disasters cause the smaller-than-expected cohorts and also a smaller cohort a generation later. In 1987, a package of profertility measures put in place by the government in the late Soviet period resulted in a peak cohort of 2.6 million persons aged twenty-five in 2013. The post-Soviet fertility decline resulted in subsequent smaller cohorts reaching a low of less than 1.3 million for those born in 1997, who were fifteen years of age in 2013. As can be seen in the figure, following that trough, each cohort is larger and the birth cohort of 2012 was 1.9 million. The increase in cohort size is due to a combination of actual fertility increases and the larger size of cohorts a generation earlier now entering prime reproductive ages.


  [image: Figure 7.3. Age-Sex Structure of Russia, January 1, 2013 Source: Rosstat, Numbers of People in the Russian Federation by Sex and Age on January 1, 2013.]


  One area where the decline in births will be felt most keenly is the military, where current plans seem to be at odds with demographic reality.38 Since the mid-1980s the decline in male births has reduced the conscription pool by one-half, at a time when the government plans to maintain the armed forces at 1.1 million persons. Simultaneously, the plans call for reducing the term of conscription from two years to one year, which implies doubling the number of conscripts annually. A number of the current deferment categories are to be abolished, but this will not likely matter much, since at present about 70 percent of recruits are rejected at the medical-board stage. It appears that the change to a one-year conscription will cause a manpower crisis of an unprecedented scale and a host of security, social, economic, and policy consequences.


  Educational Levels


  At the beginning of the transition period, Russia could be rightly proud of the achievements of its education system. As part of the education reforms in Russia, there has been a move away from rote learning toward problem solving and lifelong learning. There has been a decreased demand for technical training in vocational schools and engineering at higher levels, and an increased demand for courses in the humanities, economics, finance, languages, and other skills needed for new labor markets. The wage structure under the Soviet economic system was rather narrow but has widened considerably under market conditions, causing a large increase in returns to education.39 The increasing returns to education brought about by the economic changes of the transition period are evident in the increased shares of the population obtaining higher-level degrees. Those with a higher or graduate degree increased from 11.3 percent in 1989 to 23.4 percent in 2010. However, there are worrying signs that while overall levels of education are rising, outputs as measured by scores on standardized tests are declining. Russia’s scores in mathematics and science in the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) for grade 8 students declined between 1995 and 2003. And its scores declined in both absolute and relative terms on the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) assessment between 2000 and 2003.


  Nationality Composition


  The complex ethnic mosaic that was the Soviet Union was always difficult to manage and played a part in its demise. There were fears before the last Soviet census that Russians would lose their demographic majority, but they just managed to cling to it as they made up 50.8 percent of the population in 1989.40 One of the fears of population decline is the decline of the titular ethnic group, but according to official census data, the ethnic Russian population only declined from 81.3 to 80.9 percent of the population between 1989 and 2010, a share that has not changed much since the first Soviet census in 1926 when Russians made up 78 percent of the population.41 Russia has always had an uneasy relationship with the Muslim world of which it is part by virtue of having a larger and growing Muslim population of its own, and having Muslim states along its southern periphery, which figure prominently into Russia’s internal and foreign policy agenda. The Muslim population in Russia increased from 7.9 to 10.2 percent of the total population between the 1989 and 2002 censuses.42 Russia already has troubled ethnic and religious tensions, and if it needs to recruit non-Russians from the other states of the former Soviet Union and beyond to compensate for its demographic shortfall, this will only exacerbate the situation.43


  INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION


  The breakup of the Soviet Union added 28 million persons to the world stock of migrants, and Russia, with 12 million, has the second largest stock of migrants after the United States.44 There was actually an increase in the percentage of “foreign born” in Russia between the 1989 and 2002 censuses, from 7.8 to 9.3 percent of the population, due to continued immigration of nonnative groups and a natural decrease of ethnic Russians.45 International migration has become a major domestic issue for population and economic growth as well as social cohesion in Russia. It is also an international issue in Russia’s relations with other former Soviet states, as the treatment of migrants is often seen as a form of soft power that Russia exerts over its neighbors. The sheer number of migrant workers from Central Asia and the Caucasus seeking work in Russia has forced these other former Soviet states to maintain contacts with what had been the imperial center.46


  Net migration into Russia rose from 136,000 in 1991, just prior to the breakup of the Soviet Union to a peak of 978,000 in 1994.47 Much of this large flow was a one-time historical event resulting from the breakup of the country. Since 2000, net migration into Russia has averaged about 300,000 annually. The first decade after the breakup of the Soviet Union was a period of porous borders with visa-free travel among the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Most of what is recorded in migration statistics are movements for permanent migration, and a considerable portion of the movement into Russia is temporary and quasi-legal. One problem that Russia confronts in formulating migration policy is that it has not fully developed a migration statistics system adequate for the new flows that are taking place.48 The broad pattern of migration by country for Russia is one of net immigration from the other former Soviet states and net emigration to countries outside the former Soviet Union. The bulk of the net immigration from within the former Soviet states has come from Central Asia and the Caucasus. Most emigration to outside states has been toward Germany, Israel, and the United States. However, while Russia is gaining people, they are less educated. Russia is losing its more educated to emigration abroad.


  One issue facing Russian migration policy is that current migration into the country, both documented and undocumented, is extremely ethnically homogenous. Since 1989, ethnic Russians made up two-thirds of the recorded migration into Russia.49 If undocumented migration were included, the majority would be non-Russian. In the immediate post-Soviet period, many of the migration movements across the post-Soviet space were ethnically motivated, people returning to their ethnic homelands or fleeing ethnic violence. More recently, the motivations have been economically motivated, driven by the large income disparities between Russia and the non-Russian former Soviet states. For persons from the low-income former Soviet countries, the returns to migration are large. Moldova, Tajikistan, and Armenia are among the top countries in the world in terms of remittances as a share of GDP, most earned in Russia.50 The shares of the labor forces of some non-Russian states of the former Soviet Union working permanently or seasonally in Russia are quite significant, with estimates ranging from 10 to 30 percent of the labor forces of Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan.51 Current estimates put the number at 4 to 5 million illegal workers in Russia.52 As in other migration magnet countries, a dual labor market is developing in Russia, with migrants occupying large sectors of the workforce in trade, construction, transport services, and agriculture, and working quite separate from local residents. Being illegal or quasi-legal, these migrants are subject to the same abuses and exploitation as in other migrant-destination countries, perhaps more so in Russia with its history of discrimination against “others.”


  The first formative phase of Russian migration policy during the years 1992 to 1994 was characterized by assistance toward involuntary migrants from the other former Soviet states, the establishment of the Federal Migration Service, passage of key migration and refugee laws, abolishment of the propiska system, and the signing of key international migration and refugee conventions. The second half of the 1990s saw further passage of key migration legislation such as laws on labor migration. This period of more liberal attitudes toward migrants ended in 2000 when the Federal Migration Service was abolished and its functions transferred to the Ministry of Internal Affairs, and the overall thrust of migration policy became one of combating illegal migration. In 2002, a somewhat restrictive Citizenship Law was passed. Russia quit the Bishkek Agreement allowing visa-free travel among the former Soviet states and began to negotiate entry and labor migration on a bilateral basis. The years after 2006 have seen a shift in migration policy and legislation toward a realization of the inevitability of migration into Russia and its possible benefits both demographically and economically. There was also the realization that efforts were needed to better regulate and protect those migrants who were in the country. Regulations have been passed to increase enforcement of policies toward illegal migrants but also to make the process of registering for work permits easier. As a result, there was a surge in the number of work permits issued in 2007, to four times that of the previous year.53


  This policy shift is partially the result of the increased necessity for “replacement migration,” the use of migration to compensate for declining populations or labor forces. According to a set of UN simulations of replacement migration, for Russia to maintain the same population size over the first half of the twenty-first century, there would have to be a net migration of 25 million people, and to maintain the same labor force size, there would need to be a net migration of 36 million. This would require immigration levels to exceed those of the 1990s, when there was a net immigration of 4.5 million.54 For centuries, and most of the Soviet period, Russia was a major sending state and is making an uneasy transition to being a major migration destination.


  SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION


  Just as the rise in GDP disparities among the former Soviet states was a major driver of post-Soviet migration among the states, rising income disparities among Russian regions drove internal migration patterns. The Soviet Union attempted to equalize incomes among all regions through centrally administered wages, prices, and subsidies that made disparities lower than what they would have been under market con-ditions. Between 1990 and 2002, the ratio of regions with the highest gross regional product per capita to the lowest rose from five to thirty-six.55 The restructuring of the regional economic geography of Russia has caused two major internal movements. The first is out of Siberia, the Far East, and the North toward central Russia, and the second is movement up the urban hierarchy (see figure 7.4).


  Between 1989 and 2013, 22 percent of the population moved out of the regions that make up the Far North.56 At the extreme were the two regions in the far northeast, Magadan and Chukotka, which respectively had net out-migration of 57 and 74 percent of their populations. According to Fiona Hill and Clifford Gaddy, the overpopulation of Siberia and the North was one of the mistakes of Soviet central planners when it came to determining the spatial allocation of population and economic activity.57 Among others were the lack of medium-size cities, which are often the engines of economic growth, and the lack of connectedness among urban centers. Since the transition, the city of Moscow has grown from 8.9 to 12.0 million persons, and from 6.0 to 8.4 percent of the population in 2013.58 This trend of population growth in the primate city during the period of economic transition also occurred across many of the former Soviet Union and Eastern European countries. Within Russia, there has been a trend of population concentration into the oblast centers and the dying out of many smaller villages, as the cost of living in smaller and more distant settlements has became prohibitively expensive with the withdrawal of subsidies on transport.


  POPULATION PROJECTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS


  Population projections for Russia are routinely done by four different agencies: Rosstat, which is the state agency for statistics in Russia,59 the United Nations Population Division,60 the World Bank,61 and the US Census Bureau.62 The projections extend to the year 2050. Three different projections are examined by Rosstat and the UN Population Division, a high, medium, and low, and one each from the World Bank and US Census Bureau. The amount of detail presented in these projections differs. Deviations from replacement-level fertility of 2.1 children per woman greatly influence rates of population change. For Russia and other low-fertility countries, there is little expectation that fertility will ever rise above replacement level. Most projections for developed countries like Russia project an asymptotic rise in fertility to some level below 2.1 children per woman. Projections of the fertility rate for Russia in 2050 range from 1.495 in the Rosstat low scenario to 2.193 in the Rosstat high scenario children per woman, with those of the others projecting a fertility rate of about 1.75 children per woman in 2050. However, even a year or two into the projection period (the base year or starting year of the projections differ), the actual fertility in Russia is already above the projected fertility. As discussed above, the recent rise in fertility might only be temporary due to a package of pro-natalist measures and that completed fertility of recent cohorts of Russian women seems to be declining. It is these differing assumptions regarding future fertility levels that explain much of the difference among the projections of Russia’s future population size by different organizations and among the different variants. Similar to fertility, assumptions are made regarding the future levels of life expectancy and the age distribution of mortality. The general assumption is that with improvements in wealth, health care, and technology, life expectancy will continue to rise. All agencies project improvements in life expectancy for Russia, albeit to different levels. The range of projections of life expectancy in 2050 is from 66.6 to 73.7 years for males and from 78.2 to 83.2 years for females. All of the projections contain the assumption that the wide female-male life expectancy gaps will persist. Until recently, little in Russia’s recent demographic past or current social policy would have pointed toward improvements in life expectancy of the magnitudes embedded in the projections. The rise of life expectancy over the past decade gives some hope that future levels will exceed those of the projections. The levels of life expectancy in 2013 were the highest in Russian history, albeit still below other countries at comparable levels of development.
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  The impact of HIV-AIDS on Russian population change, economic growth, and society has been the subject of considerable speculation. The modeling work done at the US Census Bureau uses adjusted data on AIDS to produce likely scenarios based on paths of transmission seen elsewhere in the world.63 The study starts with an infected population of 1.3 million in 2004 and projects that the number of infected persons will peak at about 2.6 million between 2010 and 2015 before gradually declining to 870,000 in 2050. HIV-AIDS-related deaths will increase to 250,000 annually in 2015 before declining to about 100,000 annually in 2050. Overall, HIV-AIDS is expected to account for 8.6 million deaths in Russia in the first half of the century and 8.3 percent of total deaths. The study concludes that HIV-AIDS will have a relatively minor impact on the Russian population and that the disease will not be as catastrophic as in some parts of Africa, though its impact will not be insignificant.


  Like most other countries in the world, the Russian population is also projected to age considerably. In 2000, the percent elderly exceeded the young population for the first time.64 In 2012, the youth made up 17 percent of the population, those in the working ages 61 percent, and the elderly 23 percent. Based on the Rosstat medium scenario, in 2050, the percent youth will rise slightly to 18 percent, the working-age population will decline to 50 percent of the population, and the percent elderly will rise to 32 percent. The absolute size of the working-age population peaked in 2007 at 90 million and will decline from 87 to 70 million between 2012 and 2050. While not catastrophic, it does imply that Russia will both need to increase labor productivity but also need to make adjustments to its pension system to accommodate an elderly population that is larger in both absolute and percentage terms.


  Migration is the most volatile and difficult-to-project component of population change because it involves so many exogenous economic, political, and social factors. It is also the component that could have the most significant impact on the Russian economy and society and Russia’s relations with its neighbors. Since the breakup of the Soviet Union, net migration into Russia has averaged 378,000 annually. Barring unforeseen political events, economic differentials between Russia and its neighbors will determine future levels of migration into the country, as well as rates of population growth. The UN projects that net migration into Russia will decline from 220,000 in 2015 to 90,000 in 2050 but remain positive, and the World Bank projects a similar level of immigration. The Rosstat low scenario projects a decline in migration to 174,400 in 2050, the medium scenario projects a rise to 405,000 in 2050, and the high migration scenario projects a rise to 555,000 in 2050. The latter two scenarios project that net migration into Russia will exceed the average levels in the post-Soviet period and will require a difficult incorporation into Russian society of large numbers of non-Russian and non-Slavic peoples.


  In 1946, after the devastation of World War II, Russia’s population was 97.5 million, rising steadily to a peak of 148.6 million in 1993 before declining until recently. The three different Rosstat projections range from 115.0 million to 165 million in 2050, the latter being the only one of the eight scenarios to project a population increase.65 The three different UN projections range lower than the three Rosstat projections, from a low of 103 million to a high of 141 million in 2050. The low UN projection scenario shows the largest decline of any, indicating a population decline of 23 million or 28 percent. The World Bank and US Census Bureau also project declines to 120 million and 130 million respectively. While nearly all of the scenarios envision declines to varying levels, the declines are not as steep as past projections based on demographic trends in Russia in the early 2000s. Nonetheless, Russia will need to adjust to a smaller and older population in the future.


  GLOBAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE POPULATION DECLINE


  For the last several centuries, the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union was the third largest country in the world in terms of population size, behind China and India, and just ahead of the United States. When the Soviet Union broke apart, Russia became the sixth most populous country in the world; by 2008, it had fallen to ninth.66 Russia is expected to fall to fourteenth by midcentury. Population size is just one determinant of a state’s capabilities. Others include size of economy, territory, technological level, size and equipment of armed forces, and qualitative attributes such as organizational effectiveness and morale, as well as location, climate, and topography.67 The relative weights of these factors change over time, and having a large territory is less important than factors such as size of economy and technological capability. Classifying countries as a function of the size of territory, population, and GDP, the Soviet Union/Russia has fallen out of the category of super-giants where it had been during the Soviet era (others were Britain, China, and the United States), and is now classed as a sub-giant, with the United States and China being the only remaining super-giants.68 This is not just because Russia has declined in population rank but more because its economic size has fallen from second to tenth in the world. One source, speculating broadly on global trends in the first half of the twenty-first century, notes that Russia has an unmatched treasure trove of energy resources, but its current weaknesses, including overall population decline and decline in ethnic Russian majority, might keep it on the sidelines of the great-power game.69


  One study identified six security implications of global population change, many of which apply to Russia.70 These include disproportionate growth in large and Muslim countries, shrinkage in population in the European Union and former Soviet states, differential age structures between developed and developing countries and increased migration between those groups, and the impact of AIDS. As the report points out, given these trends, leaders of affected countries, including Russia, must concentrate on mitigation measures, none of which will be easy.


  Russia seems destined to fall to about fourteenth place among the world’s populations by midcentury, when it will have a population just over one-quarter the size of the United States. How Russia deals with this new demographic reality and how well it deals with the other elements of state power and national wealth will determine its future place among great powers.


  CONCLUSION


  During the 1990s, demographic issues were largely ignored by the Russian government, but in his 2006 state of the nation address, Putin identified the demographic decline as the country’s largest problem. His speech addressing population policy is without parallel by a European head of state.71 He laid out programs to lower the death rate, increase the birth rate, and more effectively manage migration. Following that speech, Putin issued a decree to adopt the “Concept on Demographic Policy of Russia until 2025.”72 The program was implemented during 2008–2010 and came at a time when Russia has the financial resources to commit. It is too early to fully measure the effectiveness of these policies, but it is a positive sign that the government is taking the dire demographic situation seriously and taking concrete steps to address them.


  Not surprisingly, new president Putin is likely to continue the demographic policy agenda laid out by him in his first administration and expanded upon by former president Dmitry Medvedev. In his first state of the nation address in November 2008, Medvedev reemphasized the importance of increased education, healthy lifestyles, ethnic tolerance, internal mobility, and regulation of immigration, including recruitment of those highly skilled.73 However, there is only so much a government can do to affect fertility, mortality, and migration trends. The federal government, regional governments, business, the media, and most importantly, the population itself all must contribute, and success depends on social and economic factors outside government control. Empirical evidence has shown that there is a two-way relationship between economic growth and improved health.74 Russia needs to use its recent economic prosperity to improve its dire demographics, lest it fall into a spiral of demographic and economic decline.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What are the possible domestic and international implications of Russia having a smaller population?


  2. In what ways does mortality in Russia differ from other countries at the same income level?


  3. What is the primary characteristic of Russian fertility and why is that important?


  4. What have been the major international and internal migration trends in post-Soviet Russia?
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  8 Economic Policy


  Pekka Sutela


  The decade of the 1990s was not kind to the Russian economy. According to official statistics, during the decade the economy contracted up to 50 percent in industrial output, and another 40 percent of agricultural production was lost. In all, from 1990 to 1995, Russia’s GDP declined by an estimated 50 percent, although some analysts argue that the true decline may have been somewhat less. Unemployment and labor unrest spiked. Russia experienced mass poverty. Inflation peaked at 2,509 percent in 1992, when most consumer prices were freed, and declined thereafter but failed to reach single digits during the remainder of the decade. The Russian government ran up enormous debt. The federal budget deficit fluctuated between 5 and 10 percent of GDP. As the decade wore on, budget deficits were financed by issuing short-term ruble-denominated government debt (GKOs). Due to the size of the financial need, together with political and economic uncertainty, the GKOs could only be sold with very high yields, which ultimately reached 100 percent annually. The debt spiral was clearly unsustainable. Worse, about one-third of GKOs were held by foreigners, which added to exchange rate risk. The litany of economic troubles culminated in the ruble crisis of August 1998, when the state had to announce a partial default on its debt, and the ruble collapsed against foreign currencies. The ruble crisis had two main effects. First, Russia’s credibility as a borrower was lost. Second, the crisis changed the framework for Russia’s macroeconomic policy. A political consensus for macroeconomic stabilization had been reached in principle by 1995, but turning the consensus in principle into consistent practical policies had proven impossible.


  The 1998 crisis marked an end to one phase in Russia’s economic transformation. Thereafter, a new and stronger consensus emerged on economic policy. The new approach was introduced by the leftist Primakov-Masliukov government in 1998–1999 (against their early announcements), and continued to the end of the Yeltsin period. The new economic consensus had several ingredients, which defined the political economy of Putin’s Russia.1 The purpose of this chapter is to examine the elements of the post-1998 economic stabilization consensus.


  TASKS FOR THE 2000S


  The first task facing the new Putin regime in 2000 was that the budget had to be balanced. Continued accumulation of debt was not only potentially destabilizing but also in conflict with the goal to attain economic sovereignty. Russia needed to do away with the need to finance its debt from external lenders. The only way to do that in the short term was to reduce expenditures, in particular the complex and nontransparent web of subsidies that had emerged behind the veil of economic liberalization in the 1990s at the federal, regional, and local levels. From 1997 to 2001 a fiscal adjustment of some 10 percent of general government balance was enacted, primarily by cutting expenditures, especially subsidies to companies.2 In the short term there was little alternative to this fiscal shock, as a return to monetizing deficits was excluded by the bitter experiences of the early 1990s. There was still a fiscal deficit of 4 percent of GDP in 1999, but thereafter the country experienced surpluses until the financial crisis of 2008–2009. Public foreign debt shrank from 66.8 percent of GDP in 1999 to 2.7 percent in 2007; total public debt remained less than 10 percent of GDP after 2006.3 Russia, one of the grandest fiscal failures of the 1990s, emerged as a model for fiscal conservatism in just a few years. Necessity caused by failure was turned into virtue.


  Russia’s quest to balance the budget was helped by traditional export commodities—oil, gas, minerals, and later, agricultural production. Exporters reaped great benefits from the cheap ruble and later from high prices, although their export volumes were often constrained by production and transport capacity. Russia was able to increase exports of oil and some minerals while exports of pipeline-tied gas stagnated. The world had an unprecedented golden period of economic growth during 1992–2008. Russia, with its newly privatized companies, was at last able to join booming global markets. From the trough of early 1998 to the peak in summer 2008 the export price of oil increased by ten times. Russia’s other export commodities also increased, though generally not as much. Economists Clifford Gaddy and Barry Ickes estimate that in the second half of the 2000s the oil windfall alone reached up to 30 percent of GDP annually.4 The price of oil was important for Russian incomes and budgets, but Russia was not able to live on oil revenue alone. Distributing the revenue windfall became a key policy issue that had not existed in the 1990s because of low oil prices.


  The second task was to fix the tax system. The state had fought a losing battle for more effective company taxation in the 1990s, especially under minister of finance Boris Fyodorov. The true state of company finances was hidden in nonmonetary exchanges and webs of implicit subsidies, especially at the regional level. It is estimated that only one-fifth of all transactions in and around the domestic energy sector were conducted in rubles. The state routinely accepted nonmonetary clearing of tax obligations. A construction company could have its tax arrears offset by contributing to a public construction project. What prices were used in calculating a proper offset remained unclear. With a ballooning export revenue windfall, this situation could no longer be accepted. Oligarchs, regional governors, and others had to be subordinated to an emerging “power vertical,” to use Putin’s words.


  The share of the federal government in tax revenue increased and most regions became dependent on tax transfers from the Moscow center. A stiff oil revenue taxation regime was introduced: the average tax rate rose to 60 percent, and the marginal tax rate even surpassed 90 percent.5 The former figure is not exorbitant in international comparison, but the latter was, and left hardly any incentives to increase upstream oil production. The confiscatory tax rate was corrected only years later. In 2014 the burden of oil sector taxation shifted from taxing export revenue to taxing oil production.


  The state also needed to decide what to do with the tax revenue from the energy sector, which had reached one-half of all federal tax revenue. Logically there were three alternatives. The first alternative was that monies could be distributed among the population, to be used for consumption or private investment as households wished. In view of the income decline and hugely increased income differentials in the 1990s this would have been a politically popular solution, but it was abandoned by the regime as populism. Many resource-rich countries had shown evidence of the “Dutch Disease” due to using high export revenue to increase money and wealth of the population presumably for the general good, but actually leading to high inflation, an overvalued exchange rate, and lost competitiveness in nonresource production. The Putin regime was politically strong enough to avoid this alternative.


  A second alternative had stronger political support and suggested using oil-sector tax revenue for investment in the economy at large. Though investment ratios were very high under Soviet socialism, evidence showed that much of the money used by the state had actually disappeared in hidden inflation, with little if any impact on actual production capacity. Russia thus inherited a capital stock that was smaller, older, and more worn out than official statistics claimed. What had been inherited from the Soviet Union was not what the emerging market economy needed. In addition, while official GDP had dropped by almost one-half in the 1990s, the collapse of investment was even steeper, some four-fifths. The country badly needed high real investment to grow in a sustainable way. Moreover, there was a need to close plants in and around the military sector, which produced very little of what was needed in a market economy. This side of capitalist creative destruction was, however, hardly raised in Russian debates. Protecting existing jobs has always been a priority that constrained economic choices in the Putin regime. One key question for the future is whether this basically conservative attitude will continue.


  Because there was little optimism that foreign investment was sufficient to fund modernization, the argument was made that export revenue windfall should be invested into the economy, not only in roads, railways, and airports, but also in health, education, housing, innovation, and other such purposes that were seen as the responsibility of the state. This argument for development was made, not surprisingly, by the Ministry of Economic Development. Investment in the economy was to receive a major boost by the introduction of four “national programs” that took effect in 2006 with great fanfare, in health, housing, education, and agriculture. Dmitry Medvedev, as first deputy prime minister, was responsible for their implementation. Looking not at the budget plans but at their actual implementation, however, shows that the national programs’ share as a proportion of all state expenditures never increased.


  A final alternative proved the winner of policy debate. Russia opted for a fiscal conservative strategy of maintaining a budget surplus, paying back most public debt, and accumulating reserve funds. This course was pursued by Aleksei Kudrin, who served as the minister of finance from May 2000 to September 2011. The decisive voice for fiscal conservatism was that of Vladimir Putin. Steep taxation of oil export revenue was in place by 2004. Accumulation of a stabilization fund was started the same year. By the end of 2007 it amounted to $156.8 billion and a year later to $225.1 billion.6 The growth was stupendous. As part of the official reserves of the country—peaking at just over $600 billion in mid-2008—these monies had a key role in combating the 2008 crisis. Just before the crisis, the stabilization fund had been divided into a reserve fund (for stabilizing fiscal revenue) and a national welfare fund (mostly for supporting the pension system).


  The third task was that Russia had to be transformed from an economy based on barter to one based on rubles; in other words, the economy had to be monetized. A monetized economy increases the productivity of labor compared to an economy based on barter. In Russia, barter chains could have a number of participants, and the transaction costs involved in establishing and maintaining such chains were great. Barter has little transparency, exchange pricing could be arbitrary, avoiding taxation was easy, and the whole barter economy was prone to corruption. When barter was used in lieu of taxation, the efficiency of public finance obviously suffered. Goods obtained in barter can only be used for limited purposes. On the other hand, money facilitates risk control, saving for investment, and economic growth. There is considerable evidence that monetary and financial systems contribute to economic growth. Berkowitz and DeJong show that financial development has been the key domestic driving force for Russia’s economic growth.7


  States usually wish to have complete or at least shared (in currency unions) control over the money circulating within their borders. It is a matter of prestige—sovereign currency being one of the defining features of a state—but more important is the economic benefit. Beyond that, sovereign currency opens up the possibility of monetary policy; its scope depends on foreign trade and trade payments. Russia liberalized its foreign trade in the early 1990s, but capital mobility was officially announced as a major achievement of economic policy only in 2006 and this attitude remains to today. Russia has not introduced capital controls in face of the macroeconomic adversity of 2014, as shown in table 8.1.


  [image: Table 8.1. Russian Monetary Indicators 2003�2013 (in percent, end of year) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Consumer price inflation 12.0 11.7 10.9 9.0 11.9 13.3 8.8 8.8 6.1 6.6 6.5 Broad monetary (M2) growth 50.5 35.8 36.8 48.8 47.5 1.2 16.3 28.5 22.6 11.9 14.6 Source: BOFIT Russia Statistics, www.suomenpankki.fi/bofit_en/seuranta/venajatilastot/Pages/default.aspx (accessed November 11, 2014).]


  There was some speculation in the 1990s that Russia’s nonmonetary market economy was nationally specific, an outcome of the Soviet economy. However, as predicted by standard economic theory, the Russian economy monetized and de-dollarized quickly as inflation was brought under control and the exchange rate stabilized. At peak in late 1998, barter accounted for 61 percent of manufacturing turnover. In a few years the ratio normalized to about 10 percent.8 Correspondingly, Russian financial indicators show extremely fast ruble growth since 2001.


  Table 8.1 shows no correlation between ruble growth and inflation. The ruble had lost much of its credibility in the early 1990s, and continued high inflation made it difficult to reestablish. Savings held in rubles were lost in 1992, to some degree in 1994 and again more widely in 1998. Dollars remained for a few years rare in Russia, but the share of foreign currency deposits as a percentage of all deposits peaked at more than 40 percent after 1998.9 From 1999 to 2007 deposit dollarization declined gradually, especially after 2003 when the ruble began to appreciate due to high export revenue. In early 2008 deposit dollarization hit the minimum of 12 to 13 percent, but the possibility of dollarization remains real. This was seen at the peak of the financial crisis and again in 2014, when lower oil prices and economic stagnation led both to a weaker ruble and avoidance of using it as a currency reserve.


  MONETARY POLICY


  Russia’s transformation into a money-based economy was one of the major positive changes of the early 2000s. However, Russian financial markets still remain small and underdeveloped relative to the size of the economy, which has implications for the conduct of monetary policy.


  Inflation


  Turning first to inflation, table 8.1 indicates that inflation was on a downward trend, from 12 percent in 2003 to 9 percent in 2006. In 2007 and 2008 it again increased. Some of the increase may be explained by external factors: the global economy was in overdrive, global food prices increased, and though Russia is among the three biggest exporters of grain, it imports many other foodstuffs. There was also domestic overheating with excess demand for skilled city-based labor and construction materials in particular. Fiscal policy was procyclical as it targeted the budget surplus. As revenue was increased by higher export tariff incomes, expenditures increased as well. The ruble devaluation of fall 2008 raised import prices.


  After 2008, inflation continued to decline to 6 percent in 2011, an inflation level Russia has been unable to go below. Many Russians blame inflation on the monopolized structure of the economy, but that is a valid explanation only if monopoly profits increase continuously or the efficiency of monopoly producers keeps declining. Some of the stubborn level of inflation is due to needed hikes of tariffs for gas, electricity, and transportation. More importantly, fighting inflation has not been the only priority of the Central Bank.


  Most central banks concentrate on inflation control, perhaps together with maintaining an acceptable level of employment, as the Federal Reserve does. The Russian Central Bank has targeted both keeping inflation on a downward trend and stabilizing the ruble exchange rate. The latter has been desirable due to the continuing risk of dollarization. In practice, as long as export revenue kept increasing, the Central Bank increased ruble supply, as shown in table 8.1. Booming ruble supply should preferably have been sterilized, that is, withdrawn from the market by selling government or Central Bank bonds. As bond markets remained very small—and the state did not need them for financing budget deficits—this option did not work. The Central Bank did issue its bonds, but not so much to sterilize as to offer an asset in which to park excess liquidity. There has been no distinct effect on the financial markets stemming from Central Bank issuance of bonds.10


  The Central Bank of Russia first shifted its strategy to inflation targeting and full exchange rate flexibility as longer-term goals around mid-decade. The shift to inflation targeting implies a shift from rough policy instruments like reserve ratios to more market-based policy instruments like interest rates. Russia had the conditions for interest-rate-based monetary policy, which was peculiar for a country that has announced the introduction of a floating exchange rate regime due to segmented markets, lack of trust, and excess liquidity in the banking system. Existing studies offer little if any evidence on the effectiveness of Central Bank policy so far. Russia finally announced that inflation targeting would take place in the beginning of 2015. As the ruble came under pressure in the currency market, the shift was brought forward to November 2014. The change was facilitated by the weakening of the ruble during 2014.


  Exchange Rate Policy


  Turning to exchange rate policy, until 2009 the Central Bank chose to maintain a stable nominal exchange rate first pegged to the dollar and to a bicurrency basket that reflects the structure of Russia’s foreign trade—55 percent USD/45 percent euro. Exchange rate stability was maintained by interventions in foreign exchange markets. There was pressure on the ruble to appreciate, as much of the ballooning export revenue was exchanged into rubles, thus strengthening demand for domestic currency. The Central Bank sold rubles and bought foreign currency. There is no hard evidence that the ruble was overvalued in 1998, but it was clearly undervalued after the devaluation. As no country with an open economy can choose a real exchange rate of its liking, real appreciation of the ruble was inevitable in the 2000s. As the nominal exchange rate was kept stable, real appreciation had to happen through domestic inflation that was higher than abroad.


  Targeting the nominal exchange rate was understandable given Russia’s history of dollarization and the goal of de-dollarization. Shifts in asset allocation between the ruble and foreign currencies have been sensitive to the real exchange rate between currencies, a matter of rational market behavior. Targeting the exchange rate may also have been inevitable as the Central Bank did not have a monetary policy channel through which to choose suitable money supply. There was a lot of uncertainty about demand for money. Fine-tuning money supply was also impossible as the behavioral patterns of the small but fast-growing banking sector were largely untried. The Russian Central Bank has mostly concentrated on fighting money laundering and other violations of regulation, in the process learning little of actual bank behavior. There has been a target for annual money growth, but that has been traditionally missed by wide margins with no negative consequences for the Central Bank. Nor could the Central Bank easily use interest rates to regulate demand for money. With little market for interest-bearing assets, real interest rates were negative, and the interest rate channel has been of little importance. Therefore, there is really no overall liquidity of the market that could be regulated by the Central Bank.


  Beginning in 2009 the Central Bank gradually withdrew from foreign exchange markets, and the exchange rate policy moved to a managed float. The width of the corridor has changed over time. Within the corridor the exchange rate is allowed to move freely. If it approached one or another of the set borders of the corridor, the Central Bank intervened. If a change in markets was deemed permanent, the corridor itself would be shifted. This situation has now changed, as monetary policy has shifted to inflation targeting. Most central banks, and Russia as well, combine inflation targeting with a floating exchange rate. The policy task ahead is not an easy one. The ruble exchange market volatility has increased since 2009, reaching a critical period in fall 2014 when the Central Bank adopted an on and off policy of intervention to support the ruble which began a precipitous decline along with the fall in the price of oil. The Central Bank spent several tens of billions of dollars in a vain effort to support the ruble, then let it float, and then when the ruble continued to decline, it intervened again. Overall, the worse of all worlds resulted: a Central Bank that looked impotent and incompetent, a decline in the ruble to historic lows, emerging inflation, and a need to drastically increase interest rates which the Central Bank did in December 2014.


  FISCAL POLICY


  Taxation


  Before 2010 the main responsibility for fighting inflation remained with fiscal policy. Most windfall oil export revenue was and still is taxed by the state. As noted above, energy sector taxation—including export tariffs and natural resource exploitation payments—has accounted roughly for about one-half of federal fiscal revenue. Russia is dependent on energy for exports and tax revenue, but not directly for jobs. Less than 2 percent of all Russian jobs are in extracting and transporting basic energy.11


  Taming the oil sector for taxation has been a major challenge. Oil companies have been able to minimize their taxation by using such vehicles as transfer pricing and on- and offshore tax havens. As a consequence, many analysts have estimated that the true share of GDP from the energy sector has been grossly underestimated in official statistics. The actual share has not been less than 10 percent, as in official statistics, but rather somewhere between 20 and 30 percent.12 Tax authorities have been unable to trust the bookkeeping values and profits of oil companies. Company taxation has therefore not been based on profits but on trade turnover.


  Taxation of oil and oil companies is also complicated by the changing structure of production. As long as almost all production was in basically similar conditions in the traditional Western Siberian super-giant fields, the taxation system did not matter too much. Production must now increasingly move into high-cost and widely differing far eastern and northern conditions. Taxation by turnover discriminates severely against investment in such fields, which are needed for maintaining national production levels. Consequently, both oil and gas producers have received tax exemptions, first in the Far East and in the North as well. Turnover-based taxation that was supposed to be similar for all has thus given way to negotiated taxation, a certain recipe for influence peddling and outright corruption in the heart of Russia’s export and tax revenue. This situation helps to explain why energy sector taxation has been in turmoil for decades. The current shift from export revenue taxation toward a key role of natural resource exploitation payments hardly changes the situation.


  Contrary to most advanced market economies, Russia receives only a little revenue from the taxation of personal income, accounting for only a couple of percent of GDP; most government revenue comes from foreign trade, commodity taxes, and profit tax, as well as from social security contributions. Income tax avoidance has traditionally been rife. Russia therefore did not engage in a huge fiscal risk when it was one of the first Central and Eastern European countries to introduce a flat tax of 13 percent on all income in 2001. The goal was to decrease tax avoidance. Studies show that the impact on tax avoidance was much greater than that on labor supply.13 Flat income tax is seen as one of the major economic policy achievements of the Putin regime. Introducing progressive income taxation regularly figures in further tax reform proposals, especially in those coming from experts with a European egalitarian value orientation. The prospects for abandoning the flat income tax, however, remain weak. It is a feature of Russian capitalism to remain.


  Regional Revenue


  Russia is, according to the 1993 constitution, a federation. Since 1992, relations between the center and regions have changed thoroughly. During the Yeltsin years, regions were much more independent and less beholden to the center. In the 1990s regional revenues as share of total state revenues increased from 40 percent in 1992 to about 55 percent in 1997–1998.14 One might have expected the regions to do their utmost to widen the tax base by promoting new entrepreneurship. Instead, incumbent plants captured the state. Both regional and local authorities tended to protect existing jobs through taxation, regulation, and corruption.15 This situation was partly due to the importance of several hundred one-company towns, usually based on military industrial companies, that had little future. Simultaneously, regional expenditures as a share of total expenditures also rose from less than 30 percent to about 55 percent.


  The relationship between the center and regions changed in many ways when Putin came to power. Putin took several steps to reestablish the primacy of centralized power beginning in 2000. Establishing “the vertical of power,” the Putin regime aimed at controlling regional political and economic elites. The share of regional expenditures declined only slightly, to about one-half of total expenditures. In contrast, the share of regional revenues fell significantly, to about 35 percent.16 On average, therefore, regions became dependent on transfers from the center. Only a few socalled donator regions remained relatively independent: Moscow and a few resourcerich regions. Thus, building the power vertical was largely successful, although in practice the division of revenue between the center, regions, and municipalities remained an issue for negotiations. Lobbying power in Moscow once more came to dominate in the outcomes. “Loyal” regions often received preferential treatment.


  The traditional thinking is that fiscal revenue will rise simultaneously with other revenue. Budget expenditures increase when the economy is booming. This was clearly the case in Russia in the 2000s.


  As shown in table 8.2, budget expenditures contributed to the overheating of the economy during the second half of the decade. The International Monetary Fund has argued that fiscal policy should be based on maintaining a constant “non-oil” deficit, defined as expenditure minus revenue, assuming some “normal” oil price and ensuing revenues. Before the 2008 crisis Russia did in fact adopt a medium-term non-oil deficit target of 4.7 percent of GDP. The “normal” oil price was defined as the average for the preceding ten years. The 2008 crisis, however, intervened and the actual non-oil deficit surged to almost 14 percent of GDP in 2009.17A budget rule was adopted after the crisis, stipulating that federal expenditure should depend on oil price in previous years. When oil prices continue to increase this is an appropriate rule for fiscal federalism. When oil prices decline for several years, as seems to be the case in the 2010s, it leads to public expenditure cuts when they would be least needed, at least from the usual aggregate demand maintenance viewpoint.


  Current expenditure decisions often imply longer-term spending commitments. Basing expenditure decisions on temporarily high, but intrinsically volatile, oil revenue is fiscally irresponsible. The argument in favor of using a non-oil deficit constraint on expenditure commitments is thus a strong one. The simplicity of the non-oil deficit concept is, however, deceptive. In spring 2012 Russian authorities debated whether the “normal oil price” should be the average of the past ten years (as the fiscally conservative Ministry of Finance argued), or the past three years (as preferred by the high-spending Ministry of Economic Development). This seeming technicality does not have a self-evident answer, but implies huge differences in expenditure levels, as the average oil price of 2010–2012 is much higher than that of 2001–2012. An even weightier difference in interpretation lurks behind the number of years to look at. The fundamental argument in favor of using the non-oil deficit concept is based on the supposed volatility of oil price in the future. A few years ago, an IMF Working Paper argues that the price of oil may almost double within the next decade.18 More recently, many analysts argue that the world may be entering a period of cheap oil due to fracking and other technologies, exacerbated by reduced demand in Europe, China, and throughout Asia. Thus, the issue is whether high and even higher oil prices are here to stay or not. A world of permanently high oil prices, which seemed so certain a few years ago and that would represent a huge transfer of income to the next Russian generation, is no longer so likely. It should be remembered that even oil prices of $80–$100 USD per barrel are very high in historical perspective.


  [image: Table 8.2. Russian Central Government Financial Indicators (percent of GDP) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Revenue 19.5 20.1 23.7 23.4 23.6 22.3 18.8 18.7 20.9 21.0 19.2 Expenditure 17.8 15.8 16.3 16.0 18.1 18.2 24.7 22.7 20.1 21.0 19.6 Balance 1.7 4.4 7.5 7.4 5.4 4.1 −5.9 −4.1 0.8 0.0 -0.5 Source: BOFIT Russia Statistics, www.suomenpankki.fi/bofit_en/seuranta/venajatilastot/Pages/default.aspx (accessed November 11, 2014).]


  THE 2008–2009 FINANCIAL CRISIS


  The global financial crisis that started in late 2008 extended through 2009, and still affects the Russian economy in three ways. The first impact was on export prices, led by oil and followed by minerals and then gas. When the crisis hit, there was a lot of uncertainty about the coming pattern of the crisis. Although some expected a fast dip followed by an equally fast global recovery (a V-form crisis), the majority opinion in Russia, as elsewhere, foresaw a long recession (a U-form crisis). Amidst the uncertainty, the collapse of global commodity prices occurred faster and deeper than was justified, in retrospect. When fears of a U-form recession gave way to optimism on a V-form, global oil prices also recovered quickly.


  The second impact was on Russia’s export volumes. For example, steel exports were cut in half practically overnight, as European construction activity was curtailed. More important for the long run, in the beginning of 2009 Russia and Ukraine got involved in another dispute over gas prices, transit tariffs, and the settlement of accumulated Ukrainian debt for gas. Four-fifths of Russian gas exports to Europe cross Ukrainian territory, and supplies to Central Europe were disrupted exactly at the time when relatively cheap liquefied natural gas (LNG) was entering markets in large amounts. Russia’s reliability as gas supplier was compromised, and its gas export prices seemed inflated. The Russian-Ukrainian crisis has further devalued Europe’s willingness to depend on Russia for a quarter of its gas consumption. The third and arguably most important impact was that global investors started pulling their monies out of all peripheral markets. Russian public and private entities were not deep in debt, but existing debt was short term, it had increased quickly, and investors grew pessimistic about Russia’s overall economic prospects since they tended to see them through the prism of oil prices. Foreign short-term finance had maintained what existed as interbank markets, and now that it was withdrawn the wheels of Russian finance were fast slowing down. Another full-scale financial crisis was threatening Russia, and were financial markets to stall, the impact on production, incomes, and employment would be drastic as well.


  In responding to the 2008–2009 financial crisis, Russia chose an expensive policy alternative. Some $200 billion of official reserves were used to satisfy demand for foreign currencies. But this money did not just disappear. Some of it was used to service private foreign debt, which declined by about $100 billion dollars during the crisis.19 The remainder of the reserves that were expended was shifted from public reserves into private assets. Most important, devaluation did not lead into a continuous spiral fed by further expectations of further devaluation, as experts had expected. What had failed elsewhere somehow succeeded in Russia.


  Russia also supported both the financial sector and real economy, similar to other countries. Not only did the non-oil deficit widen to almost 15 percent of GDP, large commitments were left as a fiscal burden for future years.


  CONCLUSION: TOWARD RUSSIA IN 2020


  By 2006, Russia’s leadership became convinced that Russia’s economic development could not be based on oil and gas. Experts projected that production would increase little, if at all. Maintaining current export volumes demanded major improvement in the notoriously low energy efficiency of the economy. Gas prices in particular had to be increased to reach international levels. Households and jobs could no longer be subsidized by artificially low energy prices. Modernization and diversification were badly needed. That was the message of the first “Russia 2020” economic program that was passed in late 2008. The 2008 global crisis, however, postponed most attempts to implement the program, whose target of making Russia an innovationbased society by 2020 was utopian at best.


  The problems were real enough, and another attempt was needed. In January 2011, then prime minister Vladimir Putin gave the Russian economic expert community, under the joint chairmanship of the rectors of two leading Moscow economics universities, the task of “writing the economic program of the post-May 2012 government.” The document produced by more than one thousand experts was published in March 2012.20 At 864 pages it is not a policy program but rather a wide-ranging survey of policy tasks, many of them complex and demanding. According to underlying program assumptions, the growth model of the 2000s is no longer relevant, as many of the drivers of growth then were transient and the world economy can no longer be expected to be as benign an environment for Russia as it was then. Russia’s social policy framework also needs to be reformed. Additional finance is needed, especially for health, education, and the infrastructure, but what is needed even more is private initiative and public-private partnerships. The Putin regime believes in state-led development, but also in harmony between public and private initiatives.


  Space does not allow a detailed discussion of the huge, far-reaching, and uneven document. Nonetheless, the document is remarkable, and several underlying themes emerge. The most important theme is that Russia can no longer rely on utilizing capacities inherited from the Soviet Union. Instead, future growth must be based on investment. Vladimir Putin has accepted the goal of increasing investment in GDP from the pre-crisis peak of some 20 percent to 25, and then 28 percent.21 In this respect the approach is closer to reality than in the original Russia 2020 program that was adopted in 2008. The goal is feasible, but it raises fundamental issues. Where can financial resources be raised? How can the business environment be improved to facilitate long-term investment? And where should investment be made? Currently, Russia has a competitive advantage in the resource economy, agriculture, and—potentially at least—in mathematics-based services.


  In monetary policy, the new “Russia 2020” program aims at inflation targeting (keeping inflation low), and a floating currency. It proposes that the share of public expenditure in GDP is stable, with modest budget deficits and some debt finance. Pension reform is badly needed, but also difficult to plan and implement, something that is also true for many other needed reforms. To find new and better sources of growth than those that were exhausted in the 2000s, Russia would need a strategic view on how to prosper in the future, but this strategic view has been completely lacking after 2012. The Ukrainian crisis has made this much less probable than the optimists wished. Current and future challenges are complex and difficult, and Russia is highly unlikely to match its growth performance of the 2000s. Investment rates are not increasing, labor force is declining for demographic reasons, and the international environment is much less benign than before. For most of this Russia has only itself to blame. Most importantly, the Putin regime has failed to make the reforms and adjustments needed.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What were the three economic tasks that the Putin regime had in 2000 to put the Russian economy on the right track?


  2. How have Russia’s fiscal policies changed over time?


  3. How have Russia’s monetary policies changed over time?


  4. Is your assessment of Russia’s economic future optimistic or pessimistic? Why?
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  9 Crime and Corruption


  Louise Shelley


  More than two decades after the collapse of the Soviet Union, organized crime and corruption remain intractable problems for the Russian state. Violent crimes rates are high, especially for homicide. Organized crime is no longer as visibly violent and gang wars are no longer fought for the control of the aluminum industry, as was the case in the 1990s. However, the extent of the crime problem has not diminished, and its form has merely transformed over time. Powerful organized crimes groups are no longer so powerful as the functions and activities of organized crime have been subsumed by the increasingly authoritarian Russian state and the president’s political cronies.


  With the enormous growth of Russia’s drug markets, its crime groups are now more deeply involved in the narcotics trade than in the past. Moreover, the pervasive problem of corporate raiding,1 by which valuable businesses are taken over by force and legal manipulation, reflects the fact that organized crime often serves as the enforcers for powerful officials who seek to obtain the property of political rivals and competitors.2


  The Russian state, because of an absence of political will and pervasive high-level corruption within its ranks, has been ineffective in dealing with these problems. Moreover, the long-term rule of President Putin and his close associates has proven the adage that “Absolute power corrupts absolutely.”3 Compounding the problem is the political-criminal nexus and the fact that politicians who assume political office have legal immunity from investigation and prosecution.4 The police reform launched under former president Dmitry Medvedev failed. The specialized police units to combat organized crime were abolished in September 2008 without any alternative enforcement strategy.5 Moreover, the problem of corruption has become a highly political issue that drove tens if not hundreds of thousands of Russian protesters to the streets. The anticorruption efforts of blogger Aleksei Navalny make him a popular political figure within Russian society.6 President Putin restricted this challenger by placing Navalny under house arrest and trying to isolate him.7


  Russia’s crime problems are not just national, they are international. Russian criminals were among the first to take full advantage of globalization.8 Many criminals who initially set up operations overseas were the so-called vory-v zakone (thieves-in-law), or the traditional elite of the Soviet-era criminal world who lived according to rigidly established rules.9 In addition, many smaller groups of criminals from the former USSR are operating within Western Europe, involved in serious organized crime, tax evasion, and money laundering.10 The groups often combine Russian criminals with their compatriots from other post-Soviet states. Whereas their activities were once focused primarily on the acquisition of key sectors of the Russian economy, more recently they have become greater participants in the international drug trade, complementing their international role in the trade of women, arms, and endangered species and timber.11 Moreover, the technical capacity of the criminals has pushed them to the forefront of computer crime with major involvement in the production of child pornography marketed through the Internet, “phishing,” and even wholesale coordinated attacks on the Internet and websites of foreign countries such as Estonia and Georgia viewed as unfriendly to Russia.12 The largest generator of spam on the Internet was an online pharmaceutical business run by Russian criminals.13 There are some indicators that the cyberattack on JP Morgan and other leading US banks in summer 2014 was done by Russians in retaliation for US-backed sanctions on Russia.14


  In Russia, there is a unique integration of the licit and illicit economies. Key sectors of the economy are controlled by oligarchs with criminal pasts or close ties to organized crime. But the parallels that many commentators have tried to draw between the oligarchs and the robber barons have been proven invalid. Robber barons used corruption and coercion to eliminate competition and to intimidate laborers. In Russia, the order was reversed. Criminality was crucial to the acquisition of key sectors of the energy sector, aluminum, and natural resources. Then violence was used to eliminate competitors.


  Russia’s licit and illicit economies operate on a natural resource model, which is not surprising, as illicit business is shaped by the same cultural and historical factors that shape the legitimate economy. The illicit economy mirrors the patterns of the legitimate one. Historically, Russia was never a society of traders. Before the 1917 revolution, Russian trade was dominated by non-Russians, Armenians, Greeks, Germans, and others who lived in distinct districts of Moscow. Russians did not trade. Instead they sold natural resources such as fur, timber, and the natural mineral wealth of their vast empire. With the reintroduction of capitalism in 1992, old patterns of business quickly reemerged. Oil sales represent almost one-half of the national economy, bringing into question the economic future of Russia, especially as oil prices fell in the second half of 2014. Russia may suffer from the natural resource curse, as do other oil rich countries that lack the rule of law.15


  The trafficking of women operates on the natural resource model. Russian criminals sell off the women like a raw commodity, selling them to other crime groups who will exploit the women in the destination countries, maximizing their profits.16 The Russian state shows little will to protect its citizens even though it is facing a severe demographic crisis, and the export and sale of its women of childbearing age threatens the very survival of the Russian nation. The natural resource model of both licit and illicit trade is extremely harmful to the long-term health of the Russian economy and the Russian state.


  This chapter is based on a wide variety of sources, including analyses that have been carried out in Russia by researchers affiliated with TraCCC (Terrorism, Transnational Crime and Corruption Center) centers in Russia. Over the past decade centers have existed in all the major regions of Russia. At first, the centers concentrated on the largest cities in Russia—Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Ekaterinburg. But more recently, research has been conducted in smaller cities throughout Russia such as in Saratov on the Volga, Chelyabinsk near the Kazakh border, Stavropol in the conflict-ridden North Caucasus, and in Vladivostok, a crime center in the Far East.17 Research has also been carried out in Siberia and many other regions that face serious and distinctive crime problems, thereby facilitating analysis of regional differences in crime. Insight has been obtained from the sponsored research of these centers that has resulted in the publication of dozens of books and hundreds of articles since the mid-1990s. The multidisciplinary research has focused on particular aspects of crime, such as human trafficking, money laundering, the role of crime groups in the process of privatization, overall crime trends, and many other topics.18


  Interviews have been conducted with large numbers of law enforcement in Russia and in other parts of the world concerned with post-Soviet organized crime. Legal documents of criminal cases in Russia and abroad have been studied to understand the mechanisms of organized crime activity. Civil litigation in the West among key industrial figures with criminal pasts has also been examined to shed light on the acquisition of businesses through criminal tactics.19


  In addition, the chapter draws upon the Russian press and national and regional data to understand the evolution and geography of crime in Russia. The chapter also uses Western scholarship on crime and policing in Russia, which has increased in recent years.20 Analysis of crime data reveals striking regional differences from west to east, in part a legacy of the Soviet era where labor camps were concentrated in Siberia and new industrialized cities gave rise to particularly high rates of criminality.21


  OVERALL TRENDS IN CRIME


  The growth of crime and the absence of an effective law enforcement response have affected the quality of daily life, the longevity of the population, and the economy. Beccaria, the Enlightenment thinker, wrote that the certainty of punishment is more important than its severity. In Russia, at the present time, there is no certainty of punishment although there is severity for those who are caught and either cannot pay the bribes to get out of the criminal justice system or who are subjects of particular political concern to the government, such as the former oil magnate Mikhail Khodorkovsky.22 Khodorkovsky was released from his second prison term in December 2013, but not pardoned.23 His release on the eve of the Sochi Winter Olympics was widely viewed as an attempt by the Kremlin to avoid political criticism from abroad.


  The following trends characterize Russian crime and organized crime:


  • High rates of homicide.


  • High rates of youth crime and child exploitation.


  • Very high rates of drug abuse and a rapidly escalating problem of international drug trade.


  • Large-scale human smuggling and trafficking from, into, and through Russia.


  • Corporate raiding resulting in insecure property rights and undermining entrepreneurship.


  • Organized crime involvement in all sectors of the economy.


  • Significant complicity of organized crime and law enforcement.24


  • Organized crime involvement in the foreign policy of Russia.25


  These trends are discussed in more detail below.


  Homicide


  In the immediate post-Soviet period, Russia had very high rates of homicide, the result both of high rates of interpersonal violence and the contract killings associated with organized crime. Increased violence was also explained by the availability of weapons, which had been tightly controlled during the Soviet period.26 The availability of arms, facilitated by the small-weapons trade of Russian organized crime and former military personnel, made many ordinary acts of crime more violent than in the past.27 The decline in Russian medical care meant that many individuals who were merely assault victims in the past now became homicide victims. Even though contract killings have declined, intrapersonal violence remains very high, partly explained by enduring problems of alcohol abuse. A scholar of Russian violence has written, “Post-communist Russia’s homicide mortality rate has been one of the highest in the world, exceeding that of European countries by a factor of 20–25, and for most of the post-communist period has also been significantly higher than that of other ex-Soviet states.”28 Homicide rates differ enormously by region, as low as 7 per 100,000 persons in Kabardino-Balkaria (North Caucasus) to 118 per 100,000 persons in the Republic of Tuva (Siberia).29


  Youth Crime and Child Exploitation


  Youth crime and child exploitation are enduring problems in Russia, explained by the high rates of abandoned children, street children, and the number of institutionalized children whose parents have left them or whose parents have been declared incompetent to raise their children.30 Parents have been determined unfit parents because of alcoholism, drug use, domestic violence, and child sexual exploitation. The number of homeless or abandoned children is estimated to be at the same level as after World War II. There are 700,000 orphans and 2 million illiterate youths.31 According to the Prosecutor General’s office in 2010, over 2 percent of Russian children were homeless, totaling over 600,000.32 Children exposed to high levels of violence in their youth often replicate these patterns in adolescence and adulthood. Moreover, the absence of programs to help deinstitutionalized youth after eighteen return to their communities has made many of the females susceptible to sex traffickers.


  Commercial sexual exploitation of children is recognized as an increasing problem, and the State Duma has not yet passed adequate legislation to combat all aspects of this phenomenon.33 Much of the child pornography marketed on the Internet is produced in Russia and sold internationally. Russia now assumes second place in the production of marketed pornography, contributing 23 percent of international production.34


  There are now fifty transit homes throughout Russia, but these are intended only to provide temporary shelter for children who are found abandoned or begging on the streets. Many children are not able to enter these homes because they are forced to beg or prostitute themselves by organized crime. Sometimes collusion between the criminals and the police prevents children from being brought to the transit homes. The huge influx of migrants from the former successor states has contributed to the large number of abandoned and homeless children who are not Russian and may have a poor knowledge of Russian, making them even more vulnerable to exploitation.35


  Drug Abuse


  Drug addiction has skyrocketed in Russia. This increase has occurred in the number of users, the geographical reach of the problem, and the variety of drugs used. As the market has grown, there appears to be also a presence of large and more powerful organized crime groups involved, although no monopolization of markets has yet emerged. According to the head of the Federal Service for the Control of Narcotics, the last decade has seen a fifteen-fold rise in the number of drug-related crimes and a tenfold increase in the number of drug users.36 A designer drug called krokodil or crocodile, related to morphine, spread rapidly in Russia.37 More recently, a powerful narcotic based on codeine, called Spice, has spread within Russia.38


  According to the Ministry of Internal Affairs, there are 4 million youth who use drugs, starting as young as age eleven. The rate of drug abuse is 2.5 times higher among youth than among adults. By 2005, mortality connected to drug abuse was 42 times higher for youth than in the 1980s, while the comparable figure for adults was 12 times higher.39


  Russian official statistics reveal an alarming trend in the quantity and the distribution of the drug trade. For example, in 1985, the Ministry of Internal Affairs had identified only four regions in Russia with over 10,000 serious abusers of drugs. By the beginning of the twenty-first century, that figure had climbed to over thirty regions. Today there is hardly a city in Russia in which there are not drug addicts.40 Drug abuse is not evenly distributed.41 Whereas 310 addicts were registered per 100,000 people in Russia as a whole in January 2004, the figure in the Russian Far East was 542 per 100,000.42 With approximately 500,000 registered users, and millions of unregistered users, representing 2 to 4 percent of the Russian population, narcotics now assume a notable share of the $15 billion of the Russian shadow economy.43 In 2013, the federal agency responsible for narcotics reported that there were 8.5 million drug addicts with almost no treatment programs available.44 In a very short period, Russia has developed one of the world’s most serious problems of drug abuse.


  The drug problem in Russia does not consist of only one commodity. Krokodil is just the latest of a variety of synthetic and natural drugs that plague Russia. According to the 2014 US State Department’s Report on Drugs, Russia is a market for heroin and opium, hashish, marijuana, synthetics, and other dangerous illegal substances. It is also a major transshipment route for drugs out of Afghanistan.45 According to the Russian Federal State Statistics Service, Russia was the world’s largest market for heroin produced in Afghanistan, and 1.5 million users consumed 70,000 kilos of heroin.46 Opiates in particular are highly problematic. The Russian domestic opiate market has been valued at $12 billion, or roughly one-fifth of the world market, explained by Russia’s proximity to Central Asia and drug production in Afghanistan. Synthetic drugs enter Russia from Western Europe (coming through Ukraine, Belarus, and the Baltic States) and Asia. Cocaine enters from Latin America.47


  The drug business appears to be employing an ever-larger number of Russian citizens annually. Not only are crime groups more actively engaged in the drug trade, but many impoverished Russian citizens serve as drug couriers. Russian governmental sources estimate that the number of organized criminal groups involved in the drug trade have increased by 85 percent since 1993.48 By 2004, 950 criminal groups were estimated to be involved in the drug trade.49 Other explanations for the growth lie in the political-criminal nexus and the links that Russian organized crime has formed with crime groups in many other parts of the world. In the early 1990s, 30 percent of the drugs in Russia came from abroad, whereas the comparable figure at the beginning of the twenty-first century is more than double that. In several regions of Russia, for example, Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Khabarovsk, 80 percent of the confiscated drugs are of foreign production. The range of countries supplying drugs to Russia includes not only Central Asia and China but also more remote countries such as Peru, Colombia, and the Netherlands.50


  Russia is also increasingly a transit country for drugs from Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iran into European markets.51 In the past decade, the so-called northern route of heroin smuggling has linked Afghanistan via Central Asia to Russia and Europe.52 Approximately 25 percent of Afghanistan’s drug production exits along the northern route. This route has become an ever more important part of the drug route out of Afghanistan and has assumed an ever larger share of Afghan’s drug exports. Perhaps first intended as a transshipment country, Russia’s main importance in the global heroin industry is now as a consumer. Many of the consumers are young, and some are former military personnel who were previously deployed on the borders in Central Asia and in the Chechen conflict.


  The actors in this illicit economy range from Russian military personnel, law enforcement, and ordinary criminals to Soviet ethnic crime groups and illegal immigrants from Asian countries. Corrupt relationships that exist among the drug traffickers and local and regional officials allow these crime groups to operate throughout Russia, even in the capital. Furthermore, crime groups from many other countries are active in Russia. These include crime groups from not only the neighboring states of the former USSR but also Eastern Europe, Japan, China, South and possibly North Korea, Vietnam, Nigeria, and Latin America.53


  The Russian situation also recalls the Colombian situation, where drug trafficking is used to finance nonstate violent actors, including separatist and terrorist movements.54 Dagestan, a region adjoining Chechnya, is now a major entry point for drugs into Russia.55 Although the links between insurgencies and the drug trade is not as strong in Russia as in Colombia, there is an important link in both drug markets between drugs and violent conflict. Organized crime including drug trafficking has been a factor prolonging the war in Chechnya, providing income and the motivation to continue warfare on both sides of the conflict.


  Human Smuggling and Trafficking


  Human trafficking persists on a large scale. Trafficking is not just of Russian women exported for sexual exploitation abroad; there is also a large importation of trafficked women from poorer states of the former Soviet Union. Moreover, there is a significant illegal migrant population. Many of the workers are exploited. There is also an increasing problem of the exploitation of the children of illegal migrants who have no legal status and cannot attend school.56


  Even as the Russian economy has grown and the middle class has expanded, the problem of sex trafficking of Russian women persists on a large scale because of poverty, vulnerability, and hopelessness. Adolescents are also affected, as many youth live in poorly supported children’s homes. Others are living in the streets, having been abandoned by their parents or having run away from drunken and violent parents. Even teenagers from intact families can be victims of trafficking. In 2007, a pit was found outside Nizhnii Tagil, in the Urals. Young girls were lured by a group of criminals who invited young women for ice cream and then tried to compel them into prostitution. Many of the girls resisted and were murdered. Forty women who had been missing were found in the pit, including the daughter of one of the traffickers. Many of the murdered young women had previously been reported to the police as missing by their families, but there had been no follow-up. When the facts became known, a public outcry ensued.57 This episode is just a small element of trafficking victimization in contemporary Russia.


  With its increasing affluence, labor shortages, and a male population reluctant to do hard physical labor, a rapid influx of illegal immigrants into Russia occurred, primarily from impoverished countries in Central Asia such as Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, comprising approximately 21 percent of the 10 million foreigners who are estimated to be residing in Russia.58 Russia estimates that there are now 5 to 10 million illegal migrants in Russia. This figure is in addition to legal migrants, a new category of workers recently introduced in Russia that gives temporary work permits for up to three months. Despite this new category of legal migrants, 80 percent of all migrants are employed in the informal or “shadow” economy, receiving a fraction of the wages paid to Russian workers. Survey research reveals that one-quarter of those surveyed knew migrants who had been enslaved: their passports were taken away, their wages withheld, and they were kept in confinement. The number of those subject to labor trafficking is now estimated to exceed the number of victims of sex trafficking.59 Despite this massive exploitation, aiding these people is not a priority for either Russian citizens or the state. Significant numbers become victims of labor and sexual trafficking although some Russian businesses are trying to set up and abide by labor standards.60 There is very little concern for individual rights, a legacy of the Soviet period and even prerevolutionary traditions. An estimated 60 percent of the population is not ready to help migrants.


  Corporate Raiding


  Corporate raiding combines the use of illegal acts and the misuse of criminal law to deprive business owners of valuable property. It exists on a broad scale in Russia. The problem of corporate raiding is not merely a problem of insecure property rights, but also involves significant threats to the life and welfare of individuals whose property is sought by highly protected and connected individuals. Reiderstvo (raiding) is often initiated at the behest of powerful government people and is often executed by law enforcement officials. Therefore, its victims are not just threatened by private citizens but are persecuted with the full force of the state. As the longserving US Department of Justice prosecutor assigned to the American embassy in Moscow, Tom Firestone, explained:


  
    “Reiderstvo” differs greatly from the U.S. hostile takeover practice in that it relies on criminal methods such as fraud, blackmail, obstruction of justice, and actual and threatened physical violence. At the same time, though, “reiderstvo” is not just simple thuggery. In contrast to more primitive criminals, Russian “reideri” rely on court orders, resolutions of shareholders and boards of directors, lawsuits. In short, it is a new more sophisticated form of organized crime.61

  


  The problem of corporate raiding remains pervasive in Russia. In 2009, the highly reputable director of the Audit Chamber of Russia, Sergei Stepashin, reported that there were 40,000 cases of raiding annually in different sectors of the economy throughout Russia. Of these, only fifty-five cases were investigated, according to then-President Medvedev, revealing the almost total impunity of the raiders.62 Some Western sources estimate the number of raiding cases is as high as 70,000 annually.63 This impunity points to high-level complicity in corporate raiding. Victims of corporate raiding are the least protected in the Caucasus region.


  The most notable recent case of corporate raiding was against the Russian oligarch Vladimir Evtushenkov in September 2014. He was placed under house arrest for money laundering in a “case linked to Bashneft, an oil producer controlled by his AFK Sistema.”64 In return for his freedom, he surrendered this valuable asset.


  Organized Crime


  Post-Soviet organized crime is distinct from organized crime in many regions of the world because it initially focused on the legitimate economy and only more recently assumed a larger role in the drug trade and other aspects of the illicit economy.65 Organized crime was able to grow so rapidly in the first decade of the post-Soviet period because of pervasive corruption among government officials, the incapacity of the demoralized law enforcement, and the perception by the criminals that they could act with almost total impunity.66 During the Soviet period, party sanctions placed some curbs on government misconduct; but with the collapse of the Communist Party, and in the absence of the rule of law, there were no limits on the conduct of government officials. The crime groups could function effectively because they corrupted or co-opted government officials and were rarely arrested and incarcerated.67 Corruption, bribery, and abuse of power escalated rapidly, but there was a sharp diminution of prosecutions for these offenses.68


  The law enforcement system was decimated by poor morale and dangerous work conditions, as well as the dismissal and departure of many long-term personnel. For these reasons it was ill-equipped to deal with the increasing number of serious crimes. Moreover, law enforcement’s inexperience with investigating and prosecuting crimes in a market economy gave organized crime groups the opportunity to expand their financial reach enormously. A whole business of private protection evolved, often staffed and run by organized crime, and crime groups extracted payments from those in need of protection rather than actually providing a service. They have been named “violent entrepreneurs” by the Russian researcher Vadim Volkov.69


  The diversity of post-Soviet organized crime is one of its hallmarks. Crime groups are multiethnic and often involve cooperation among groups that are antagonistic outside the criminal world.70 Foreign groups not only operate on Russian territory but also provide partnerships with Russian crime groups to carry out their activities. For example, Japanese Yakuza work with Russian organized crime in the Far East to illegally secure needed timber in exchange for used Japanese cars for the Russian market.


  Organized crime groups are not involved exclusively in one area of criminal activity. Crime groups may specialize in drug trafficking, arms trafficking, or auto theft, but most crime groups are multifaceted, spanning many aspects of the legitimate and illegitimate sectors of the economy simultaneously. In any one region of the country, most forms of illicit activity will be present. There are regional differences as well; for example, organized crime involvement with environmental crime will be greater in Siberia and the Far East than in the more densely populated regions of western Russia.


  The involvement of Russian organized crime in the banking sector undermined the integrity of the banking system and facilitated massive money laundering out of Russia during the 1990s. Russian money laundering, as distinct from capital flight, was so significant in the 1990s that it drained Russia of much of its investment capital.71 Only after the Russian financial collapse in 1998, and after Russia was cited by the Financial Action Task Force for noncompliance with international money laundering standards early in the following decade, were substantial improvements made in the banking sector.72 But there are still problems with organized crime having influence over some banks and capital flight associated with it.73 Russians continue to launder money through countries such as Moldova, Latvia, and Cyprus. This problem has not ended, in fact, the pace of capital flight has exacerbated since the imposition of economic sanctions on Russia after the Ukraine invasion, with $85 billion leaving Russia during the first nine months of 2014.74


  THE GEOGRAPHY OF CRIME


  The vastness of Russia’s enormous territory results in significant variations in crime by region. Compounding these geographical differences is the fact that many regions of Russia, such as the North Caucasus, Tatarstan, and parts of the Volga region, have strong ethnic influences that also shape the characteristics of crime. Furthermore, there are certain regions characterized by particularly high rates of crime, such as the major cities of Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Ekaterinburg, as well as the regions of Siberia and the Russian Far East. The Crimea since annexation by Russia in March 2014 is also the locus of crime and smuggling. Many Russian crime groups have moved to Ukraine.75 Crime rates escalate as one moves from the western part of the country to the east. This phenomenon is a legacy of Soviet-era policies of strict population controls, a massive institutionalized penal population that often settled in Siberia after release close to their former labor colonies, and the development of new cities east of the Urals without necessary infrastructure and social support systems.


  Siberia and Urals


  During the Soviet era, new cities were established, particularly in Siberia, which were populated primarily by young men, and there was no planning to attract women to the same communities. With the existing internal passport and registration system that restricted mobility, women could not move to these communities without employment. Therefore, these new cities quickly became areas with high rates of alcohol consumption, violent crime, and other forms of criminality.


  At the end of the Soviet period, these communities that were the basis of Soviet industrial production went into significant decline. The rich natural resources of the Urals and Siberia, however, provided large revenues for the corrupt bureaucrats and crime groups that appropriated this state property as their own. Furthermore, the Urals region was a major center of the Soviet Union’s military-industrial complex. With the decline of Soviet military production, many of these factories ceased to function, leaving many citizens without jobs or incomes. The economic crisis that hit this region helps explain the large number of children-at-risk. Although economic prosperity has come to many cities in the area after 2000, serious problems endure. The Nizhnii Tagil case of teenage girls who resisted prostitution and were found dead in a pit is illustrative of the problem of poverty. High levels of drug addiction characterize Siberia, especially the area around Irkutsk.76


  There is an enormous diversity of organized crime groups operating in Siberia. The Trans-Siberian railroad that traverses Russia is a key area for crime groups to operate. Moreover, the railroad’s proximity to China contributes to the active presence of crime groups, facilitated by serious problems of corruption along the border. In addition to such powerful local crime groups as the Bratsk criminal society, there are groups from Central Asia and the Caucasus, including Ingush and Chechen organizations.77


  The Russian Far East


  The Russian Far East has seen a significant decline in population since the collapse of the Soviet Union. The absence of economic development in the region and its isolation from more populous western regions of Russia have provided an enormous incentive for citizens to leave. The region had extremely high crime rates in the 1970s, and the region continues to be characterized by very high rates of crime and violent crime. Exacerbating the criminality of the region has been the criminalization of the region. Epitomizing this problem was the former mayor of Vladivostok, Vladimir Nikolayev, an organized criminal with the “klichka” or criminal name of Winnie the Pooh, who was elected in 2004.78 His ouster in 2007 was made all the more difficult because he held the second position in United Russia Party for the Russian Far East. Sergei Darkin, the criminalized governor of Primorskii krai in the Russian Far East, was forced out in 2012.79 His removal was not the result of an increase in integrity in Russia, but rather due to the fact that his criminality was undermining Russia’s credibility in the advance of Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) meetings. Funds allocated for development of the region were being siphoned off by a criminalized and corrupt regional elite. This diversion of resources means that little money remains for real infrastructure improvement or capital investment leading to a better financial climate.


  Organized crime groups from the Russian Far East work with South Korean, Japanese, Chinese, and Vietnamese crime groups. Much of the criminality is connected with the ports and the massive shipping that flows through this region. Many of the shipping and fishing companies are dominated by organized crime.80 The impoverished military in the region has contributed to massive unauthorized arms sales to foreign governments and organized crime groups. A sale of Russian helicopters to North Koreans was averted in the late 1990s only when members of the police, who were not part of the scheme, stumbled on the helicopters just prior to delivery.81


  Much of the crime is connected with the exploitation of natural resources. Fish and timber represent 93 percent of the exports from the Russian Far East. Overfished waters, according to crime data from the organized crime authorities in the Russian Far East, wind up in Japanese and Korean markets.82 Since the fall of the Soviet Union, there has been a fourfold decline of forested land.83 Half of the hardwood in the Russian Far East is illegally harvested either by corrupt officials or by gangs in the communities. Japanese and Chinese crime groups are actively involved in the illegal purchase of timber. In an investigation documented in the New Yorker, the illegally harvested timber was used in Chinese factories to make furniture for Wal-Mart.84


  Crime in Major Urban Centers


  Moscow, as Russia’s largest city and economic powerhouse, is home of the largest and most important crime groups such as Solntsevo and Izmailovo. These groups had penetrated the most lucrative sectors of the economy such as banks, real estate, and raw materials. But the power of these groups has diminished as they have been pushed out from the lucrative sectors where they have operated by Kremlin insiders.


  The crime groups are part of a very diverse picture of criminality in the city. Ethnic crime groups have been deeply involved in the consumer markets for food and consumer goods. Restaurants, clubs, and casinos have been centers of criminal activity and investment. But in this rich investment environment, it is often hard to differentiate where the criminality ends and the corruption of government officials begins.


  Moscow has become one of the most expensive cities in the world. The absence of competition, the large sums extracted by organized crime as their share of profits, and the domination of real estate by organized crime groups in cooperation with corrupt officials help explain the extremely high cost of business and of daily life. The wife of former Moscow mayor Yury Luzhkov was a billionaire, with much of her fortune made from real estate before her husband’s ouster.85 Corruption in the real estate sector also exists in St. Petersburg, with many of Putin’s associates from his St. Petersburg days benefiting.86 The criminalization of real estate continues, even though its form has evolved over time. In the past, many citizens simply lost their apartments and disappeared without trace. No protection was available from the government to protect tenants who were threatened by high-level organized crime. High-level officials in Moscow and St. Petersburg demanded significant bribes for information about the availability of property for rent and purchase. Construction companies that built much of the new construction often have organized crime figures as major shareholders or financiers. Corporate raiding of valuable urban real estate remains a serious problem.


  Moscow is still a major center of money laundering, despite enhanced controls. The close relationship between the banks and powerful individuals, the cash-reliant economy, and the lack of effective regulation of financial markets still make it relatively easy to move illicit funds from the very large shadow economy.87


  CONCLUSION


  Crime rates were suppressed in the Soviet years, a consequence of its high levels of social control, high rates of incarceration, and controls over places of residence. With liberalization during the Gorbachev era, fundamental changes occurred in Soviet crime patterns. Crime rates rose rapidly, and organized crime became a formidable actor in the new economy. The 1990s were traumatic. Many Russians lost their life’s savings in bank failures. Unemployment rose dramatically, particularly among women. The social safety net collapsed. In the absence of effective state enforcement, organized crime filled the vacuum and became a visible force in society, not only through its displays of violence and its role in private protection but also through the key role it played in privatization and politics in the transitional period.


  The Putin-Medvedev years brought greater stability, but Russia was not able to eliminate the high rates of violent crime, endemic corruption, or pervasive organized crime. High levels of money laundering and export of capital have continued to deprive Russia of the capital it needs for investment, although the record profits obtained during the boom years of oil revenues masked the impact.


  As Putin has assumed sole leadership, even more sinister aspects of the crime problem have emerged. Criminals are increasingly used as tools of state policy, for example as hackers and cybercriminals who have been utilized to launch attacks against prominent Western targets. There are also indications that Russia used criminals in its invasion of Ukraine, especially in the Crimea.88


  Crime problems have evolved over the years, yet crime remains an important element of the structure of the Russian economy, society, and political system. The number of homicides associated with organized crime has declined, but homicide rates remain among the highest in the world. Conflicts over property are no longer decided by shootings but often instead by expensive litigation in the West, particularly London, where many of Russia’s richest citizens have placed their assets.89


  Two legal cases against Rosneft initiated by Yukos, whose assets had been appropriated by Rosneft in the largest case of corporate raiding, have recently been settled against the Russian government. Both the Permanent Court of Arbitration and the European Court of Human Rights in The Hague issued landmark decisions in 2014 declaring the original expropriation of Yukos to be unlawful. A $50 billion judgment was leveled against the Russians in the arbitration case, and over $1 billion by the Human Rights court.90


  Despite the centrality of the crime and corruption problem, there has been no concerted state action commensurate with the size of the problem. Rather, the administration of President Putin has attempted to exploit rather than try to eliminate the crime groups. Law enforcement and the courts are so corrupt and subservient to the state that they are unable to effectively address the problem. Without an effective law enforcement apparatus, an empowered civil society, or a free media, it is very difficult to curb the rise of organized crime or the pervasive corruption. The criminal trajectories set in motion in the early post-Soviet period have continued. Organized criminals have so much power because they assumed critical investment positions in key sectors of the economy in the transitional period. Massive collusion with and corruption of politicians have ensured this continued ownership. In fact, many criminals have sought governmental positions to acquire immunity from prosecution and hold government positions on the national and regional level.


  Crime in Russia is a major political and economic influence on society. The heavy involvement of criminals and corrupt politicians in the legitimate economy are key explanations for the absence of transparency in Russian financial markets. This contributed to the especially precipitous decline of the Russian markets relative to other international exchanges in fall 2008 and the massive capital flight and money laundering in 2014 is further evidence that needed change has not occurred. Furthermore, the existence of widespread monopolies as a result of organized crime and oligarchic dominance of the economy has led to high prices. Pervasive criminal activity is an enormous impediment to entrepreneurship and the emergence of small and medium-sized businesses that are crucial to long-term economic development and a middle class that could be the backbone of a more democratic society.


  Corruption also remains endemic. The long-term destabilizing influence of this corruption should not be underestimated. It has contributed to human brain drain, capital flight, and a disillusionment of many citizens with government not just in Moscow, but in many more remote regions as well.91 The invasion of Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea are motivated, in part, by Putin’s desire to distract the population from these structural problems and to increase support for the Russian state.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What are some of the macro-characteristics of Russian crime?


  2. In what forms is corruption manifest in Russia?


  3. Summarize the geography of crime—in which regions is the problem of crime and corruption the worst?


  4. How has the government’s approach to crime and corruption changed since Putin returned to office in 2012?
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  10 Gender and Politics


  Janet Elise Johnson and Alexandra Novitskaya


  Women have a huge presence in Russia, and not just because there are at least 10 million more women than men. According to a recent global survey, women make up a higher proportion of senior management positions in small to mid-size businesses in Russia—around 43 percent for the last decade—than anywhere else in the world.1 Oligarch Elena Baturina, who built a construction business into a net worth of more than $1 billion in 2013, is Russia’s richest woman and one of the richest women in the world. From 2004 to 2013, Svetlana Miroynuk headed RIA-Novosti, one of Russia’s largest news agencies. Former dissidents-turned-civil-rights-activists Liudmila Alekseeva, Natalia Gorbanevskaia, and Valeria Novodvorskaia have been championing human rights for decades. Gaining international fame after performing near the Kremlin in 2011, the feminist punk band Pussy Riot became the symbol of opposition in Russia, joining other women, such as Evgeniia Chirikova, an environmental activist, who had dared to criticize Putin’s rule. Once seen as a dilettante because of her good looks and connection to Putin (as daughter of his first patron), TV journalist Ksenia Sobchak has turned out to be a keen critic of the regime and an important face of the opposition. Not immune to violence, women politicians (Galina Starovoitova 1998), journalists (Anna Politkovskaia 2006, Anastasia Baburova 2009), and human rights activists (Natalia Estemirova 2009) have been prominent among those murdered for their activism.


  In politics, Valentina Matvienko governed Russia’s second city, St. Petersburg, from 2003 until 2011, when she became chair of the upper house, the highest government position held by a woman since Catherine the Great. Elvira Nabiullina, a long-time member of Putin’s government, is now the head of Russia’s central bank, the first woman to head a central bank of the world’s biggest economies. Other prominent women in politics include Tatiana Golikova (chair of the Accounts Chamber) and Olga Golodets (vice prime minister). Women candidates received 14 percent of the seats in the Duma in 2007 and 8 percent in the Federation Council in 2013, lower than the world average but the highest proportions in Russian history.


  During the Soviet Union, women had been heavily recruited into the labor force because of Marxist ideology’s promise of equality and the imperative of catching up with industrialization in the West. With pressure from Inessa Armand and the feminist Aleksandra Kollontai, who were the first two women to head the newly formed Women’s Department of the Communist Party, the Bolshevik government created what could be considered highly progressive legislation in support of women, such as paid maternity leave, subsidized daycare, legalized abortion, easily accessible divorce by either spouse, and restrictions on sexual harassment. However, women did not gain full liberation and equal rights. After World War II—when there were twice as many women aged twenty to twenty-nine than men—women were summoned to rebuild the ruined country and to replenish its lost population, to produce and reproduce. Throughout, Soviet women faced a triple burden of work, home, and procurement of scarce basic goods. In contrast to the propaganda of women on tractors, women were restricted from some of the most lucrative jobs on the pretense of protecting their fertility.


  While the Soviet system advanced women’s status in many ways—including into levels in local politics that surpassed their Western counterparts—women were rarely successful at getting to the pinnacle of power. One notable exception was Ekaterina Furtseva, who was a member of the ruling Politburo for four years (1957–1961), before being shifted to the much less powerful position of Minister of Culture. In the Soviet Union, women’s inclusion in politics was not about gender equality, but about equal mobilization of everyone in society.2 It was a bait and switch.


  In the post-Soviet period, gender equality has remained elusive. Observers assumed that, with some of the highest rates of women’s employment, democratization would bring real equality but new problems—such as sex trafficking and quid pro quo sexual harassment—emerged among the new freedoms. With the introduction of competitive elections, the proportion of women dropped by more than half. The shrinking of the welfare state put many women, especially single mothers, into poverty. Most precarious have been women migrants, who often lack legal residence rights and are often not ethnically Russian, making them more vulnerable to crime and corruption as well as subject to virulent xenophobia.3 As xenophobic rhetoric of Russia’s rightwing is aimed at migrant workers, often portraying men migrants as thugs and rapists, women migrants remain invisible to most feminist and human rights groups. The intersection of gender- and ethnicity-based discriminations leaves them in a more dangerous place. But, even middle class women have had trouble making ends meet, as families were put on a roller coaster ride of economic insecurity.


  Since Putin came to power in 2000, there have been no dramatic improvements, even as there has been the appearance of more inclusion of women in politics. Russia is the only postcommunist country not to have adopted gender equality or domestic violence legislation. Instead, abortion has been increasingly restricted since 2003, for the first time since Stalin, and motherhood promoted as the best choice for women. The most prominent policy is the “maternity capital,” introduced in 2007, in which the government promised a contribution to children’s education, housing, or mothers’ retirement to women who have more than one child.4 Such a payment—about $10,000 in 2014—may provide a small kind of assistance to mothers, but ignores the underlying problems of healthcare, childcare, and irresponsible fathers that contribute to Russia’s declining population.


  The repressive legislation passed in the aftermath of the 2011–2012 protests has had negative consequences particularly for women. The 2012 law requiring organizations engaging in political activities and receiving foreign funds to register as “foreign agents,” which was strengthened in 2014, has been used against feminist and lesbian organizations, incurring great costs for the organizations even when they then win in court. The 2013 law banning “gay propaganda” toward minors has been used particularly against young women, but may serve as a limit on all women whose sexuality does not fit the standard established by the government.


  Moving beyond this map of important women and key problems facing women in Russia today, this chapter explains the limitations placed on women in politics and the importance of feminism in opposition. We also make a deeper critique, arguing that gender constitutes the essential, internal supports of the edifice of the hybrid regime that has been consolidated under Putin.5 It is not just that Putin has embraced a particular type of masculinity as a clever tactic, as some have alleged.6 As Pussy Riot explained, “Putin is a symbol of sexism and patriarchal attitudes . . . present in every unit of the society.”7 We argue that only by seeing gender can Russian politics be understood.


  MALE DOMINANCE OF POLITICS


  Over the last decade, political science has moved beyond the transition paradigm with its focus on Russia’s level of democratization.8 With Putin’s rise to power, observers labeled Russia as a hybrid regime, but increasingly recognized that such a regime was not “simply . . . half of what we would see in a democracy plus half of what we would see in an autocracy.”9 The attention turned toward informal politics, the informal institutions and practices that undermine the formal institutions and procedures laid out in the Russian constitution.10 Instead of a meaningful formal political system, Russia like other Eurasian countries has a hybrid of empty rules and regulations mixed with the institutionalization of informal rules and practices that sometimes use the formal rules, but more often subvert them. The system is neopatrimonial, characterized by personalistic relations such as nepotism (favoring relatives) and cronyism (favoring friends), even as the formal-legal sometimes matters.


  This new regime dynamics paradigm is more ideologically neutral and promises much insight into how hybrid regimes work; however, most political scientists who study Russia are blind to gender. By gender, we mean rules about how men and women are to behave that operate as central organizing forces in intersection with other structures of power such as class, ethnicity, and sexuality. While the first generation of gender scholars thought more about women, more recent theorizing considers the role of masculinity and how gender gets embedded in social and political institutions in the form of male dominance.11 Extending the scholarship showing that postcommunism is gendered, we argue that gender is embedded in and essential to Russia’s informal politics.12 Our intent is not about blaming men, but to see how gender can stabilize regimes, something that is especially important for hybrid regimes like Russia, where formal constitutions cannot provide predictability.


  Most obviously, the high-glossed image of Putin illustrates the power of “hegemonic masculinity,” the masculine ideal for political leaders.13 More so than in most other countries, the Kremlin has been explicit in its attempt to establish Putin as the ideal man-leader. Pictures of tough-guy Putin, often with a bare sculpted chest or illustrating his manly prowess hunting, racing, or practicing judo are propagated, but they are mere phantasms as Putin is never in real danger.14 His image has also been sexualized to show that he is the only man that women—and the whole country—should want. As a result, his masculinity is unlike other statesmen who must appear with their wives (and children) at their sides. Putin’s former wife was virtually invisible, and most Russians saw no problem when his divorce was made public in 2013. Even his alleged long-term dalliance with a much younger former gymnast and Duma deputy Alina Kabaeva, perhaps even fathering her children, has been unremarkable.


  This informally constructed masculinity, not the typical symbols of constitutionalism and the flag, has been central to rationalizing Putin’s leadership and the post-Soviet regime.15 More than in most nationalisms, Putin has condemned “the other”—the West—as perverted, allowing Putin to prove his own masculinity as a crusader against liberal values. This hegemonic masculinity helps explain Putin’s warmongering in Georgia and Ukraine, which, because of the financial costs, do not seem rational. Russia had never got rid of its imperial ambitions, but Putin’s land grab in Crimea reads as reassertion of his masculinity through imperialist lenses: history would have never “forgotten” him for failing to act, so he had to act. The masculinity is hegemonic in the pressures put on all Russian (male) citizens to conform. These attempts to impose hegemonic masculinity on the nation through the ideology of “traditional” sexual relationships became formal with anti-gay legislation in 2013.


  Despite the assertions that this hegemonic masculinity with its embrace of heterosexuality is traditionally Russian, this masculinity is revisionism. This new hegemonic masculinity offers alternatives to what many saw as the powerless, emasculated Soviet man. At the same time, this masculinity is based on an old myth of sexual innocence of Russians, a new conservatism, where homosexuality is viewed as foreign. Hegemonic masculinity also uses the Soviet model of gender discourse in which sexuality was silenced and conflict within heterosexual relationships was hidden.16 That the Kremlin has had to do this much cultural work shows that hege-monic masculinity is more precarious in hybrid regimes because elites are in more precarious positions.17


  Russia’s hybrid regime also illustrates the power of “homosociality,” how being of the same sex can help individuals “understand and thus [can] predict each other’s behavior.”18 In most places around the world, elite networks have historically been “predominantly accessible for other men as well as more valuable when built between men.” Homosociality protects networks and provides predictability, rational goals for elite men in any regime, but especially ones that do not have predictable formal institutions. In Russia, homosociality is most evident in the key elite networks that dominate Russian politics and which have included very few women. This is particularly true among the siloviki. The dominance of men is essential to the network: they draw personnel from the Soviet coercive structures such as the KGB that were predominantly men. In addition, the silovik mentality is about hegemonic masculinity and homosociality. They call for more order engineered by a strong state staffed by men, with imported cultural traditions, such as secrecy that help keep women out.19 Putin’s relationship with the siloviki may be uneasy at times, but his idealization on the KGB culture—a homosocial experience virtually impossible for women to share—began in his early childhood.20 Putin has even been open about the importance of homosociality, asserting, at the 2011 International Women’s Forum, that it was easier to work with men than women.21


  While seeing that informal elite networks—made up of those with economic and/or political power—have proven more reliable than Russia’s unclear institutions and weak parties,22 most political scientists of Russia have missed the importance of hegemonic masculinity and homosociality to the building and maintenance of the personal relationships within the networks. For example, Alena Ledeneva has pointed to the Kremlin’s revival of the tradition of enforced solidarity and mutual cover-up (krugovaiia poruka), but failed to note the gender of this practice, as evidenced in her illustrative political cartoon: men in suits stand in a circle with guns pointed at each other.23 Similarly, the use of compromising materials (kompromat) by the Kremlin has been seen as a key strategy to keep elites from stepping out of line, but this observation has missed the way kompromat tends to mix allegations of abuse of office, disloyalty, or incompetence with titillating questions about sexual behavior, orientation, or sufficient masculinity. For example, in 1999 when Putin was head of the FSB (the post-Soviet successor to the KGB), a video of Russia’s prosecutor general—or someone who looked a lot like him—in bed with two women was shown on TV, causing the prosecutor to lose his job; he had been investigating corruption in Kremlin. Putin’s job at the KGB, as the Soviet Union collapsed, was not as a spy, but as a case officer who gathers information about people in order to be able to manipulate them, a skill he appears to have translated into the post-Soviet era.24


  The threat of kompromat works so well now that the actual use of it against the inner circle is rare. In one recent case where kompromat was deployed and not just threatened, the former defense minister Anatoly Serdiukov’s affair was made public, in order to undermine his protection from his father-in-law (Viktor Zubkov), a former deputy prime minister and friend of Putin. The critics and opposition leaders fare worse, several of whom have been caught in a “honey pot” by a woman who offers herself up and then bring out drugs or bondage to catch them on video in compromising positions. Similarly, a video was circulated of journalist, Putin satirist, and one-time politician wannabe Viktor Shenderovich masturbating, framed as something shameful for “real” men.


  WOMEN IN POLITICS UNDER PUTIN


  In addition to holding the regime together, hegemonic masculinity and homosociality establish a bulwark of male dominance that restricts women in politics. Feminist theorists point out that hegemonic masculinity comes with “emphasized femininity,” ideals of women who are compliant to male dominance.25 Russia’s emphasized femininity is illustrated most colorfully in Putin’s comments about Hillary Clinton. In a remark understood as a derisive penis joke, he questioned her ability to lead: “At a minimum, a head of state should have a head.”26 Later, responding to Clinton’s comparison between Putin and Hitler (for annexing Crimea), Putin said that “it’s better not to argue with women,” adding that Clinton had never been “too graceful” in her statements, and that strong accusations usually illustrate weakness, but “maybe weakness is not the worst quality for a woman.”27 Putin has indicated similar notions in comments about Pussy Riot, stating that he pities the imprisoned members, not for serving under harsh conditions, but for losing their “feminine dignity” by their protest.28 For Putin, a woman who would participate in a demonstration or even worse, facilitate protest action, is a deviant, and does not possess “real” or “proper” femininity.29


  While made about an American politician and the Russian opposition, these comments serve as oblique, public threats to women participating in Russian politics. The threat is also under the pseudo-respect about how Russian women are the most beautiful and in sexist assumptions, such as the allegations that Matvienko slept (earlier in her career) or drank (later in her career) her way to the top, that resurface periodically.30 In the early 2000s, public chastisement of women seeking political positions was more obvious, such as when a party campaigned against Matvienko with the slogan “Being Governor Is Not a Woman’s Business.”31 Elsewhere, a male deputy asked if women entering politics were “preparing to breastfeed the electorate”; other candidates where publicly slandered for being “loose.” By 2014, these informal rules of the gender game are so institutionalized in Russia that they are less obviously and less directly deployed, even as there remain severe consequences facing women who do not stay in line.


  The result is that male dominance has simultaneously empowered a small number of women to positions of some power, while severely limiting their opportunities to represent women and push for gender equality. As in other countries, women tend to be excluded from the more “powerful” positions on issues related to law enforcement, military, and international diplomacy, and relegated to what are traditionally viewed as a care-related issues of family, children, health, and welfare. This has been especially true for social and health policy issues in which heads of ministries and legislative committees are informally reserved for women. But, instead of being “workhorses” on these issues, as they are in more democratic regimes, elite women in Russia serve as “stand ins . . . a demonstration without meaning,” brought in during periods of status quo and then moved out when real changes are made.32


  Outside of these “feminized” ministries, women are brought in as “cleaners” to sweep messes under the rug so that the men leaders look good. For example, to insiders, Matvienko was an ineffective leader, shuffled around when she failed to keep corruption under wraps (that is, to keep up Putin’s cover story of bringing order to Russia). Her final landing place, chairing the Federation Council, is a position that provides few patronage perks. In other cases, women famous for achievements outside of politics are used as “showgirls”—to use the Russian nomenclature—to enlist support for the regime’s political party. This is a feminized version of the Russian practice of “locomotives,” nominating big names such as celebrities, singers, and athletes (including an opera singer, a rhythmic gymnast, and a former playboy model), to attract voters, who only sometimes serve.33 Their roles are portrayed as being kissed on the hand by their male counterparts, putting on makeup, or acting beautiful and silly.34


  Other deputies, most notably Irina Yarovaia, Elena Mizulina, and Ekaterina Lakhova, have been “loyalists,” known for sponsoring hastily conceived, ideological bills to signal their allegiance with Putin; Mizulina and Lakhova are particularly striking because they once identified as feminists. Mizulina, who has changed her party affiliation several times and is currently head of what is left of the Duma Committee on Family, Women, and Children’s Affairs, authored laws restricting abortion and banning gay propaganda, while proposing taxing divorce, taking children away from same-sex parents, and adding Orthodoxy to the preamble of the constitution. Lakhova, once head of the woman-only faction Women of Russia, championed the law banning adoption of Russian children by Americans, helping secure a move to the Federation Council in 2014. Yarovaia coauthored the “foreign agent” law that threatens nongovernmental organizations and then became an outspoken proponent of Putin’s incursions in Ukraine. Former gymnast and alleged-girlfriend-of-Putin Kabaeva, has been both a showgirl and a loyalist, helping to initiate several of these bills. Instead of having to demonstrate loyalty to the regime, men MPs are more likely to leave the Duma to go into private or state-owned enterprises, indicating their greater access to the long-term spoils of patronage and political entrepreneurship.35


  In all these roles, women must have powerful (male) patrons or demonstrate ultimate loyalty to the regime. Even head of the Central Bank Elvira Nabiullina, with strong economist credentials and mostly supported by an economically liberal coalition, is the protégé of Putin’s close friend and married to a chief theorist for Putin’s economic policy. All these roles come with limited power, and are often akin to throwing women off a “glass cliff” by bringing them into failing businesses.36
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  Looking at the inclusion of women in Russian political arenas also indicates the relative power of these arenas in the hybrid regime (see figure 10.1). There have been increases of women in the Duma, the Constitutional Court, and the Public Chamber, arenas that are showplaces of constitutionalism or representation. At the top of the regime, the president and the prime minister have never been women. As of 2014, there have only been five women governors total since the end of the USSR and only one super-governor (head of the federal districts), Matvienko, for six months. In other bastions of informal power, the State Council and the Security Council, there have been virtually no women.


  FEMINIST ACTIVISM RESISTING MALE DOMINANCE


  Perhaps unsurprisingly given these limitations on women and representation, the primary arena of resistance to male dominance in Russia’s informal politics has been outside the political system. In the first decade after Soviet collapse, feminism gained only a small toehold in Russia, in some gender studies centers and women’s crisis centers where the former focused on academic apprehension of feminist theory and gender studies, and the latter addressed violence against women.37 Feminism in Rus-sia never became mainstream or even properly understood by masses. Many Russians embraced “traditional” gender roles—in theory more than practice—because of the Soviet bait and switch of women’s “emancipation.” While women tended to staff the nongovernmental organizations that proliferated after communism, many were focused on social issues, extending women’s traditional caregiving roles from their own children to the broader society, and most did not see themselves as organizing as women, let alone as feminists.38 Those that were interested in promoting gender equality tended to use the weaker language of “women’s rights” common in the Western donor community rather than the confrontational or radical feminisms that had emerged in the 1960s and 1970s in the West.39


  This situation began to change with the growth of social media and increased availability of Internet access across the country. Russia’s largest online feminist platform, Feministki (http://feministki.livejournal.com), founded in 2006, grew to several thousand subscribers and prompted lively debate, including over whether women should live separately from men. “Radical intersectional feminists” founded the Moscow Feminist Group (http://ravnopravka.ru) in 2008 as a virtual consciousness-raising group, with a blog, Facebook, and website presence.40 Womenation, the largest self-proclaimed “radical feminist” online community, is focused on promoting the ideas of separatist feminism, consciousness raising, and attacking other feminist groups.41 With similar online venues, Za Feminizm (Pro Feminism), founded in 2010, advocates for women’s human rights and against gender violence and sexism in the media, bridging the early feminist NGOs and these, new informal feminisms.42


  Although they have small memberships—mostly networked online and with some overlap—these groups signal a more radical critique linking gender and the repressive regime, including the gendered informal politics. Za Feminizm, for example, challenges simple calls for more women in politics, demanding that “women form their own representation . . . [in order for a woman leader to be] an independent political figure, not a marionette.”43 Some feminists have discussed the possibility of establishing a feminist political party, while others eschew direct involvement in politics while still being political. The Moscow Feminist Group, for instance, recognizes the essence and dynamics of power and wants to confront it: “Every power . . . is grounded in decreasing the value of one individual and increasing it in another. This is what power doesn’t like: self-knowledge, education, independent point of view, independent life and willingness to claim one’s demands. It is true for both the repressive mechanism of a state and a patriarchal family.”44 Some opposition political groups include feminists and feminist projects. The Russian branch of the International Workers Committee (KRI), a Marxist pro-workers rights movement, includes women’s rights and LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) rights in their manifesto.45 The democratic party Yabloko has an active “gender faction” headed by a self-identified feminist.


  At the same time as these developments, the regime’s obvious use of gendered informal politics spurred the emergent, small dissident groups to mock and satirize the hegemonic masculinity, especially that which had been embraced by pro-Kremlin groups.46 In 2009, for example, anti-Kremlin My (We) passed out badges in a Lysistrata-like action, “We don’t sleep with Putinists.”47 In 2010, the radical performance art group Voina (War) painted a giant penis on a drawbridge in St. Petersburg to visually challenge the coercive measures of the Federal Security Service (FSB). During the Russian winter of protests against electoral fraud, 2011–2012, protesters carnivalized Putin’s comments about how the white ribbons used by the protesters looked like condoms, proudly attaching condoms to their clothes or dressing as condoms. Anti-Kremlin activists shouted “All the Nashists are prostitutes” while, when the opposition demonstrators were corralled by the police, pro-Kremlin youth exclaimed, “The riot police are hot.”48 Not identifying as feminist, these groups chose to politicize gender and sexuality because direct dialogue about politics and policy had been limited by the regime. As demonstrated in the use of kompromat and Putin’s sexist comments, such discourse had become the stand-in for real political discourse.


  The 2011–2012 protests also brought about a change in public awareness of LGBT issues. As the “gay propaganda” legislation was introduced in one region after another, the emerging LGBT movement hit the streets together with the various opposition groups, rallying against the Putin regime. For the first time, their demands and very existence were taken seriously, and even opposition leaders such as Aleksei Navalny included some of their issues (possibility of solving inheritance and civil union issues, permitting pride marches) in the agenda.49 His promises, while incomplete, were strikingly different from the way Russian politicians had dealt with LGBT issues. This is a significant change in a society where both pro- and anti-regime forces readily used homophobia as a successful tactic of demeaning the political enemy.50


  The feminist-identified protest punk band Pussy Riot arose at the intersection of these developments.51 In December 2011, in multicolored balaclavas that covered their faces, they took the stage near Red Square and then, in February 2012, briefly occupied Moscow’s showplace church calling on the “Mother of God [to] Drive Putin Away.” Their lyrics explicitly took on Putin, homophobia, sexism, and the regime’s alliance with the Russian Orthodox Church, the first feminist-identified group to openly and directly confront the regime. The regime felt threatened, arresting the three members of the group that they could find and then, after a show trial reminiscent of the Soviet period, sentencing them to two years in a labor camp. The trial of Pussy Riot also showed how the gender of the persecuted artists could be used against them (from accusations of being bad mothers and losing their feminine dignity, as Putin stated, to being somebody else’s puppet, since such young women could not possibly have come up with all those profoundly critical ideas by themselves).52 While much of the Russian public was swayed by the show trial, the prosecution gave Pussy Riot international prestige, making this feminist punk band an international symbol of resistance to Russia’s hybrid regime.


  Since the 2011–2012 protests and the crackdown, feminisms have become more present, but the pockets of collective and confrontational resistance have become smaller. Feminists marched in their own column in an October 2012 protest for the first time in post-Soviet Russian history, and have continued to do so, such as in the 2014 May Day parade.53 As the regime passed laws limiting street protests and targeted regular protestors (not just the leaders), some returned to art as a vehicle of social change. In 2012–2013, a group of feminist activists organized such exhibitions of feminist art as the “Feminist Pencil” in Moscow and in St. Petersburg, uniting women artists from various regions and artistic traditions. V-Day, an international campaign against gender violence, reached Russia in 2013–2014. In 2014, Eve Ensler’s The Vagina Monologues play ran for three days with a great success (all three performances were sold out), with all proceeds going to support crisis centers for women. Both events brought issues of gender violence and widespread sexism to the public space, safer issues than directly challenging the regime. The most vibrant resistance to the hegemonic masculinity has come from LGBT groups, some of which include feminism. Side by Side, which runs an annual LGBT film festival and successfully fought a “foreign agent” allegation in the courts, has even had feminist and women’s organizations come to them for advice.54


  These pockets of feminist resistance have been noticed by the regime. In 2013, dozens of feminist and women’s rights organizations were raided under the “foreign agent” law. Most have avoided or fought off sanctions, but the Justice Ministry, with expanded powers, added the Center for Social Policy and Gender Studies in Saratov and the Union of Women of the Don region to the list of “foreign agents” in June 2014.55 During the 2013 International Women’s Day protests, sixteen feminists were detained by the police and one was accused of assaulting a police officer.56 According to the head of Yabloko’s gender faction, some reactionary members of the Orthodox Church had started the commotion; afterwards, they broke into Yabloko’s office, absconding with their materials which they lit as a bonfire and then posted a video accusing her of killing babies.57 Patriarch Kirill, the head of the Russian Orthodox Church, declared feminism to be a “dangerous phenomenon,” promising women only “pseudo freedom outside of marriage and family.”58 Although not formally part of the government, the Church has a lot of informal authority in Russia, supporting existing authorities and empowering hegemonic masculinity and requiring emphasized femininity.


  After Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2014, there have been more restrictions on independent political expression, with laws limiting even social media and access to public Wi-Fi, but for women and gender, the most profound effect has been the omnipresent nationalist propaganda predicated on hegemonic masculinity and emphasized femininity. Feminist ideas challenging these norms have been branded as more anti-Russian. The two Pussy Riot members, who served time and then were released right before Russia’s Olympic showcase, have tactically retreated from full-out confrontation, focusing on advocacy for inmates’ human rights.59 Political repression in Putin’s third term, they admitted, has turned out stronger than they had anticipated and they see no room left for activism in the form of performance art.


  CONCLUSION


  Scholars and students of Russian politics often do not see gender, a blindness that the Russian regime cultivates even as it uses gender. Gender, along with other differences such as ethnicity and nationality, is cast as natural and thus outside of politics. Bringing gender into focus helps observers grasp the operation of informal politics—bolstered by supporting beams of hegemonic masculinity and homosociality—underneath the increasingly thin veneer of constitutionalism and democracy. Understanding these gendered informal politics also helps explain the increase in the number of women in formal politics since Putin came to power. As feminist political scientists have been arguing, the mere presence of women in formal political arenas does not secure gender equality because the practices and norms of male dominance remain. In Russia, the regime restricts women’s positions and limits their opportunities, reserving only a few options—regime-worshipping loyalists, workhorses in fields typically understood to be feminine, temporary political cleaners in messy situations, or mere showgirls—and often requires a powerful (male) patron.


  Seeing gender also helps explain the emergence of Pussy Riot, with its seemingly crass lyrics designed to counter the regime’s crass masculinity and homosociality politics, as well as the regime’s overreaction to these “girls” whom most Russians do not support. Contesting the regime’s consolidated male dominance challenges the regime’s institutionalized corruption—the issue that drove the 2011–2012 protests—much more so than anticorruption legislation, which has often been used against the regime’s opponents. The regime’s crackdown on feminist and LGBT protests reveals just how limited are the opportunities for any political expression on Russia today.


  All these gendered informal politics help explain the paradox between increasing women under Putin’s rule and the lack of gender equality progress. The maternalist policies, such as restrictions on abortion and maternity capital, fit the emphasized femininity, while tackling structural gender inequality does not. Policies limiting the rights of LGBT citizens also fit the gendered informal politics of this kind of regime. The gender of informal politics also explains why the regime only cursorily attends to society’s problems, while leaving most women, men, and their families on a rollercoaster of financial instability. Facing traditionalist propaganda, women in Russia remain under the burden of not only work, but also housework, childbearing, and childrearing, in conventional (if not always married) heterosexual relationships.


  The informal obstacles in Russia have implications for explaining weak gender equality across postcommunist states, even as most have passed gender equality and domestic violence legislation. Russia, with its reenergized military and foreign policy, does not even need the appearance of gender equality represented by these legislative reforms. But, while some countries have taken small steps, real equality remains elusive, a puzzle in a world with some visibly powerful strong women, such as Germany’s chancellor Angela Merkel. Raising questions about how hegemonic masculinity and homosociality get institutionalized, even in ostensible democracies but especially in hybrid regimes, uncovers new layers in this equality paradox of formal laws but weak implementation.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. What are the main achievements of women in Russian politics?


  2. What are the main obstacles to women’s participation and representation in Russian politics?


  3. How does “seeing gender” clarify the way in which Russia’s politics work?
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  III RUSSIA AND THE WORLD


  11 Foreign Policy and Relations with the United States


  Andrei P. Tsygankov


  The return of Vladimir Putin as Russia’s president in March 2012 signaled a critically important change in foreign policy since the presidency of Dmitry Medvedev. Russia revived the assertive course that had culminated in the war with Georgia in August 2008. Under Medvedev, the country’s approach to the outside world was dictated by the need to modernize the domestic economy and reach a new understanding with the Western nations. Because Russia was seriously affected by the global financial crisis during 2008–2009, it was keenly interested in developing economic and technological ties with Western nations.


  This chapter documents the new policy shift away from the Kremlin’s rapprochement with the West, explaining it by its renewed pressures on Russia’s political system by the United States and Putin’s perception of those pressures as threatening his power. Contrary to some common views that attribute Russia’s foreign policy to the nation’s traditionally imperialist and anti-Western political culture, the primary drivers in the Kremlin’s foreign policy have remained contemporary and domestic. Confronted with new challenges to his rule, Putin reached out to nationalist constituencies at home and sought to strengthen Russia’s position in the former Soviet region. The crisis in Ukraine resulted in part from Russia’s attempt, as well as efforts by the European Union and the United States, to pull Kiev into their sphere of influence. The Kremlin also sought to capitalize on new international opportunities by establishing stronger ties with non-Western countries.


  CHANGED CONDITIONS


  Three factors—the global financial crisis, revolutions in the Middle East, and especially strained relations with the West—served as global conditions that have shaped Russia’s current foreign policy perspective. During 2008, Russia’s economy was hit by the global financial crisis. The crisis ended an era of unprecedented growth that lasted nine years (1999–2008), during which time the economy grew at an annual pace of about 7 percent and caught up with 1990 levels. The 2008–2009 global economic crisis revealed the tenuous nature of Russia’s recovery and the remaining weaknesses of its power base. During the crisis, Russia, which is heavily dependent on energy exports, experienced a decline in GDP by about 9 percent in 2009, while China and India continued to grow, albeit at a slower pace. Russia had to spend a considerable portion of its financial reserves to bail out domestic enterprises, including noncompetitive ones, and to scale back its activist foreign policy in Central Asia and the Caucasus.1 During the crisis Russia met some of its economic and security challenges, but the downturn also perpetuated an insufficiently diversified economic structure and failed to address some serious gaps in its social infrastructure.


  Another important factor that affected Russia’s foreign policy had to do with transformations in the Middle East, from regime changes in Egypt, Tunisia, and Libya, to rising instability in Syria. From Russia’s perspective, changes in the Middle East had the potential to destabilize the region and contribute to growing terrorist violence even inside Russia. Russia’s domestic ties with 20 to 25 million Muslims were far from balanced, constantly testing the relationships between ethnic Russians and residents from the Islamic republics of the Northern Caucasus. For example, two terrorist bombings at a train station and a trolleybus took place in Volgograd in December 2013 that killed more than thirty people. The Kremlin viewed such terrorist attacks in context of global terrorist threats that required a global response by the international community.2


  Finally, Russia was affected by the Western nations’ criticism of the Kremlin’s actions. Opponents of deep engagement with Russia have always been strong in the West. Many in Europe and the United States do not believe that Moscow is interested in deepening cooperation with the West and advocate a tougher approach to Russia. In the United States, proponents of such views were loud under president George W. Bush. The rhetoric of “aggressive” Russia was also heard during the United States’ presidential election in November 2012, when several prominent politicians called for cancelling the “reset” and severing ties with Russia, who is “without question our number one geopolitical foe.”3 During his first term, despite Russia’s 2008 war with Georgia, president Barack Obama quickly moved to “reset” relations with Russia and establish strong ties with Russia’s president Dmitry Medvedev in early 2009. The “reset” diplomacy alleviated the Kremlin’s fear of NATO expansion and the region’s destabilization. Members of Obama’s administration rarely engaged in criticisms of Russia under Medvedev during 2009–2011, as the United States worked to strengthen relations with him at the expense of Putin.4 Nevertheless, such criticisms of Russia grew stronger since Obama’s reelection in 2012. In addition to the shift of power back to Putin, this was a response to new policies by the Kremlin that Washington found difficult to accept. In particular, Western nations reacted critically to Putin’s attempts to reassert power in Eurasia and the Middle East.


  CRITICISMS BY THE UNITED STATES AND THE KREMLIN’S RESPONSE


  With respect to Russia’s domestic politics, Western leaders voiced their disagreement with the handling of protesters by the Kremlin. For example, a Russian court sentenced members of the punk band Pussy Riot to two years in jail for hooliganism. Three members of the group danced near the altar of Russia’s main cathedral by calling on Mother of God to “chase Putin away.” Western governments expressed their strong disagreement with the decision almost immediately after the verdict. The US State Department called the punishment “disproportionate” and urged Russian authorities to “ensure that the right to freedom of expression is upheld.” Strong criticism was also issued by heads of European governments.5


  Another expression of US disagreement concerned the case of Russian lawyer Sergei Magnitsky, who, while defending a foreign firm, was arrested and died in detention. In December 2012, the US Congress, while normalizing trade relations with Russia, passed a bill named after Magnitsky that imposed visa bans on and froze assets of human rights violators in Russia. The Russian State Duma retaliated by passing the “Anti-Magnitsky Act,” which targets US citizens who Russia considers to be violators of human rights, and bans the adoption of Russian children by American parents. The crisis provoked speculation of a new Cold War, with relations being jeopardized by a weak presidency in Washington.6 Obama did not initially support the Magnitsky Act, but signed it because the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amendment was attached to it and because there was so much support in both chambers of Congress for the bill.


  The United States also expressed disappointment with Russia’s new law against “propaganda of nontraditional sexual relations among minors” passed in June 2013. According to the Kremlin, the law does not seek to police adults but aims to protect children from information that rejects “traditional family values.” It was reported that 88 percent of Russians supported the law.7 However, many human rights activists in the United States and Europe saw it as “anti-gay law” and called for boycotts of Russian vodka and the 2014 Winter Olympics in Sochi, Russia. President Obama publicly spoke against the new legislation and declared that he has “no patience for countries that try to treat gays, lesbians or transgender persons in ways that intimidate them or are harmful to them.”8 Overall, the issue added to the American image of Russia being disrespectful of minority rights.


  Since Putin’s return to the presidency, Russia’s foreign policy has had a decidedly ideological dimension, which has occurred partly in response to US criticism. Before Putin’s third term as Russia’s president, the Kremlin’s discourse was largely shaped by ideas of adjustment to the international community and protecting national interests. Since 2000, Putin was commonly dismissive of calls for a “Russian idea” by instead filling his speeches with indicators of Russia’s economic and political successes. In his 2007 address to the Federation Council, Putin even ridiculed searches for a national idea as a Russian “old-style entertainment” (starinnaia russkaia zabava) by comparing them to searches for a meaning of life.


  During his 2012 election campaign, however, Putin began to promote a vision of Russia as a culturally distinct power, committed to defending particular values and principles relative to those of the West and other civilizations. In July 2012, in his meeting with Russia’s ambassadors he called to actively influence international relations by relying on the tools of lobbying and soft power.9 In his December 2012 address to the Federation Council, Putin’s spoke of new demographic and moral threats that must be overcome if the nation is to “be preserved and reproduced.”10 He further stated, “In the twenty-first century amid a new balance of economic, civilizational and military forces Russia must be a sovereign and influential country. . . . We must be and remain Russia.”


  Putin’s return to the Kremlin meant a continuation of the effort to carve out a new role for Russia in the international system by challenging the established position of Western nations. The 2008 Foreign Policy Concept already recommended that Russia remain true to a “balanced multi-vector approach” in light of the West’s gradual departure from the world’s economic center.11 In February 2013, Russia released a new Foreign Policy Concept that further developed the ideas of transition toward a multipolar structure of the international system and the emergence of new threats outside of those connected to nuclear weapons. The Concept began by stating that “[t]he capabilities of the historically established West to dominate the global economy and politics continue to decline” and “[t]he global potential of strength and growth is dispersing and shifting eastwards, particularly towards the Asia Pacific region.”12 The document also emphasized global economic competition, in which different “values and development models” would be tested and “civilization identity” would obtain a new importance. In this context civilization was understood to be a distinct cultural entity, not a universal phenomenon. Russia was beginning to see itself as culturally and politically independent from the West.


  Putin’s priorities inside the country included strengthening Russia’s traditional values and articulating a new idea uniting Russians and non-Russian nationalities. Since early 2012, he advanced the idea of state-civilization by recognizing ethnic Russians as “the core (sterzhen’) that binds the fabric” of Russia as a culture and a state.13 While proposing to unite the country around Russian values, Putin also argued against “attempts to preach the ideas of building a Russian “national,” “monoethnic state” as “contrary to our entire thousand-year history” and “the shortest path to the destruction of the Russian people and the Russian state system.”14 Another theme developed by Putin in his 2012 inaugural address to the Federation Council and other speeches is the theme of a strong state capable of addressing “corruption” and “flaws of the law enforcement system” as root causes of ethnic violence. Finally, being especially concerned with national unity, Putin pointed to “deficit of spiritual values” and recommended strengthening “the institutions that are the carriers of traditional values” especially family and schools. In multiple statements, he further criticized what he saw as Europe’s departure from traditional religious and family values. In his October 2014 Valdai Club speech, he quoted Russian traditionalist thinkers and declared “the desire for independence and sovereignty in spiritual, ideological and foreign policy spheres” is an “integral part of our national character.”15 In his December 2013 address to the Federation Council, Putin further positioned Russia as a “conservative” power and the worldwide defender of traditional values.16


  The emphasis on distinct civilizational values has affected Russia’s foreign policy, expressed as opposition to Western global hegemony, special relations with Asian and Middle Eastern countries, and building the Eurasian Union. These initiatives are not only considerations of balance of power and economic development, but also mark Russia’s resurgence as a state-civilization. Instinctively, Moscow is seeking to defend what it views as traditional family values, national unity, and sovereignty in foreign affairs.


  Putin’s ideological turn resonated domestically. Global uncertainties and Western pressures have stimulated a resurgence of nationalist thinking in Russia. Pro-Western elites that argue for modernization and integration with the West grew progressively weaker. Until Putin’s return to presidency, the discourse of modernization was actively promoted by former President Medvedev, which was based upon a cooperative, not confrontational, relationship with the West. In response to the global financial crisis, Medvedev grew critical of Russia’s domestic conditions by pointing to “a primitive economy based on raw materials and endemic corruption,” a “semi-Soviet social sphere, fragile democracy, harmful demographic trends, and unstable Caucasus.”17 His proposed solutions included the modernization of the economic and political system, technological changes, strengthening of the judiciary to fight corruption, and retooling of foreign policy to establish “modernization alliances” with the United States and other Western nations.18 Modernization thinking is often supported by the middle class and the business community who are critical of what they view as an excessively centralized and energy-oriented model of development. These groups instead prefer the country’s integration with the world economy and Western institutions. Foreign policy analysts with ties to the West also support this thinking and encourage the Russian state to go further in developing a pro-Western orientation. Experts working at leading foundations and universities, such as the Carnegie Moscow Center, Higher School of Economics, and Moscow State Institute of International Relations, frequently argue that Russia is not a distinct civilization and must align itself with European and American-led security institutions.


  In contrast to pro-West modernization, those viewing foreign policy in terms of defending Russia’s sovereignty and cultural distinctiveness have grown increasingly influential in political and policy circles. Officials such as Vladimir Yakunin, Minister of Railroad Transportation, advance the notion of Russia-civilization in speeches and public writing.19 A number of Orthodox priests, including Patriarch Kirill, endorse the idea of Russia’s religion-centered civilizational distinctiveness. Politicians from the relatively marginal to the well-established, such as the Communist Party leader Gennady Zyuganov, regularly argued that Russia’s national interests are tied to Eurasian geopolitics and self-sufficiency. Several clubs were established to promote the idea of Russia’s distinct civilizational values. For example, on September 8, 2012, the Izborsky club was founded to serve as an umbrella organization that combines intellectuals, experts, and politicians of Eurasianist, neo-Soviet, and Slavophile convictions affiliated with the Russian Orthodox Church and various nationalist media and think tanks. The Minister of Culture, Vladimir Medinsky, was present at the inaugural meeting of the club. Further, Executive Secretary of the Eurasian Economic/ Customs Union  Commission, Sergei Glazyev, holds membership (the Customs Union was replaced by the Eurasian Economic Union starting in January 2015).


  Putin’s own views have been closer to those promoting the state’s ability to respond to external threats to Russia’s security. He equated successful foreign policy with a strong independent state. Although statists frequently emphasize the importance of cross-cultural dialogue for the purpose of preserving political stability, they are ambivalent with respect to Russia’s cultural or civilizational affinities. Some of them advocate stronger ties with the West, whereas others call for bandwagoning with non-Western countries, such as China. Those with strong ties to the defense and security establishment tend to read modernization-based priorities as insufficient, potentially excessively pro-Western, and detrimental to the nation’s sovereignty. Their foreign policy priorities differ from those with commercial and political ties to the West and include the preservation of a global strategic balance and influence in Europe, Eurasia, and other regions. Statist modernization priorities are also distinct and include the development of the energy and military sectors, as opposed to economic diversification that was favored by Medvedev. Beyond the Kremlin, people living outside large cities or who are dependent on state assistance for survival tend to be supportive of statist views.


  Consistent with his statist priorities, Putin used the ideas of civilization as a rhetorical tool for shaping Russia’s values in the Kremlin’s desired direction. These ideas assist Putin in forging a greater loyalty among elites by serving as an additional source of legitimation and loyalty to the state. The language of national unity appeals to various elite strata, in particular statists and supporters of Russia’s cultural distinctiveness. The language of national unity helps to deflect the domestic appeal of ethnic nationalism, appears supportive of a dialogue with Islam, and remains critical of Western human rights pressures at the same time. It also strengthens the Kremlin’s bond with the masses by identifying the conservative majority that is sympathetic with Russia’s distinct values and is opposed to the more cosmopolitan and West-leaning middle class.


  DISAGREEMENT WITH THE WEST


  Given the discussion above, it is not surprising that Russia and the West diverge on several foreign policy issues. One such disagreement concerned former Soviet republics and Russia’s sphere of influence in them. In response to Putin’s initiative to build a new union among the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), former secretary of state Hillary Clinton referred to “re-Sovietization” and promised to find “effective ways to slow down or prevent it.”20 Speaking for many in the political elite, Republican senator John McCain called the proposed Eurasian Union “an old idea that the Russians have had dating back to the days of the tsars.”21 Even though Putin emphasized the open nature of the proposed union and laid out economic incentives for joining it, European leaders also perceived the idea as threatening. They were especially concerned about Ukraine being pulled into a Russia-centered union. European leaders worked against the union by characterizing the proposed arrangement as anti-European and instead offered Kiev an opportunity to sign an association agreement with the European Union. Western leaders were also supportive of the overthrow of Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovych in February 2014, and recognized the new government in Kiev despite Russia’s objections to an anti-constitutional coup by radical nationalists. According to Putin, Western nations were behind the revolutionary change of power in Ukraine without understanding their destabilizing consequences. In justifying his intervention in Crimea, Putin said that he acted on behalf of overthrown but still legitimate President Yanukovych, and that Russia’s action was necessary to safeguard Russia’s military fleet in the Black Sea and prevent violence and violation of human rights in the region by the “rampage of Nazi, nationalist, and anti-Semitic forces.”22 When Putin intervened in Crimea by sending additional troops to the region on February 28, 2014, the United States and Canada threatened to apply a broad range of sanctions against the country and its officials; subsequently, Russia was expelled from the G8. President Obama referred to Russia’s intervention as a clear violation of the independence and sovereignty of Ukraine that was “deeply destabilizing” and would incur “costs.”23 European governments at first found sanctions to be unnecessary and potentially counter-productive.24 However, following Russia’s growing involvement in Ukraine throughout the spring and into the summer, and then the downing of the Malaysian civilian airplane over Ukrainian territory in July 2014, the European Union too implemented sanctions against the Russian economy that targeted Russia’s energy and banking sectors. In December, 2014, the US Congress attached more sanctions against Russia to a government spending bill that President Obama was expected to sign.


  Russia and the West also disagree sharply on Syria. As Western nations supported the military opposition to Assad, the Kremlin expressed concerns about instability in the country and the wider region if Assad were to be overthrown. The Kremlin strengthened ties with those within the Syrian opposition interested in working with Russia. Putin blamed European and American leaders for spreading instability in the Middle East, “Our partners . . . have already created chaos in many territories, and now they are continuing the same policy in other countries, including Syria. . . . We did warn that prudent action was needed and that it would be wrong to try to achieve anything by force, otherwise chaos would ensue. And what do we see today? Chaos prevails.”25 When the United States accused Bashar al-Assad’s regime of using chemical weapons against military opposition, Russian officials responded by rejecting such accusations and characterizing them as an effort to derail a planned peace conference on Syria.26 Since the appointment of John Kerry as the Secretary of State, the United States and Russia tried to organize such a conference. However, negotiations in Geneva in February 2014 proved unsuccessful in part due to lack of a unified approach by the United States and Russia. Washington again raised the issue of regime change by refusing to recognize Assad, whereas Moscow insisted on negotiations between Syria’s existing government and the opposition.


  In addition, there was no progress on nuclear issues. The United States indicated that it was interested in further nuclear reductions, but not in establishing the joint Missile Defense System (MDS) preferred by Russia. President Obama wrote a long letter to the Kremlin explaining his interest in reducing strategic nuclear warheads by an additional one-third beyond the START treaty. Russia, however, did not want to consider any further cuts, viewing nuclear force as the basis of national defense and international stability. In the words of Russia’s deputy foreign minister Sergei Riabkov, “Before discussing the necessity of a further reduction of nuclear weapons we need to arrive at an acceptable solution of the ABM [anti-ballistic missile] problem.”27


  In June 2013 Russia and the West had to confront the problem caused by former CIA employee Edward Snowden. Snowden, who fled Hong Kong with numerous classified documents, landed in Moscow with the intent to transfer to a flight going to South America. But the US State Department canceled Snowden’s passport, stranding him in Moscow. In the eyes of the US government, Snowden was a traitor for making public the surveillance activities of the US government over its citizens in the fight against terrorism. Washington therefore expected Moscow to turn Snowden over to the United States.28 When Putin refused to comply, the United States threatened a full range of retaliatory steps, from canceling Barack Obama’s trip to Moscow, to expanding the Magnitsky list and severing economic and military ties with Russia. The threats were not effective as, on August 7, 2013, the Kremlin granted Snowden temporary asylum for one year, which was subsequently extended. President Obama expressed his disappointment with the Kremlin’s decision and canceled a bilateral summit with Putin scheduled for September 2013 in Moscow. As of mid-2015 Snowden remained in Moscow.


  Developments since Putin’s return to the presidency revealed the extreme fragility of Russia’s relations with the United States and the West in general. The cancelled summit of September 2013 ended the era of reset, revealing the lack of an agenda for moving forward. Rather than being merely a result of Obama’s “disappointment” with Russia’s handling of Snowden, the decision reflected the fears of returning from the summit empty-handed. On all major issues, Russia and the United States had little to agree on. What was missing in the West was the leadership and ability to offer a bold vision of tackling the world’s problems jointly with Russia. In the late 1980s, such a vision by presidents Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev helped jointly to end the Cold War, moving the world toward a new era. Rather than trying to offer such vision, Obama continued to be driven by anti-Russian views shared by many in the West. Critics of Russia were especially strong in the US Congress and media circles.29 Obama indicated a desire to work with Russia on a number of issues from nuclear nonproliferation to counterterrorism, regional stability and economic development, but he expected the Kremlin to be a junior partner in his plans and was not willing to risk relations with domestic constituencies over Russia.


  Russia’s response to the new challenges posed by the West indicated that the Kremlin was no longer motivated by the same vision articulated by Putin in the early 2000s.30 That previous vision assumed the need to gain recognition of Russia’s interests through the preferential development of economic and political ties with the Western world. Since then, the world had changed in the direction of a new power balance. The West’s ability to project global power was challenged in two principal ways. The Russia-Georgia war undermined the United States and Europe’s monopoly on the use of force in world politics; and the global financial meltdown revealed the West’s economic vulnerability. Although Russia was hit hard by the global economic crisis, it is the altered position of the Western nations in the international system that is likely to affect the world for many years to come. The Kremlin took notice and began to act assertively in promoting Russia’s values and interests. Medvedev’s effort to “normalize” ties with the West was the last attempt to do so while ignoring the changing structure of the international system.


  By assuming an end to Western domination and the United States’ “unipolarity” in the international system, the Kremlin developed new expectations about the West. In particular, it expected Western nations to stop with their assertive projection of power and values. Projects such as NATO expansion and democracy promotion were to be replaced by the coordination of Western policies with other powers and their recognition as equal participants in shaping world order. The Kremlin anticipated growing international opportunities for promoting its interests and values outside Europe and the United States, and was prepared to exercise its options independently should the West chose to ignore Russia’s new international ambitions. Therefore Moscow’s new international posture assumed a dual response to the challenge posed by the West: limited cooperation in areas of mutual interests, and assertiveness/active promotion of alternative international ties in those areas where such cooperation was not possible.


  Areas of Cooperation


  Despite fundamental differences over several key foreign policy issues, the Kremlin continued to cooperate with Western nations on issues of stabilizing Afghanistan, counterterrorism, and economic development. The Russian leadership remained concerned that the US military withdrawal from Afghanistan could have grave consequences for the security of the country and the broader Central Asian region. For its part, Russia helped Afghanistan with training its military, police, and anti-drug specialists, as well as offering economic aid. On counterterrorism, Russia provided intelligence for Western nations. In particular, Russian intelligence services warned the FBI and the CIA about the radicalization of Zubeidat Tsarnaev, who became involved in the Boston Marathon bombing in April 2013. Tsarnaev sought ties with radical Islamists in Russia and became further radicalized upon his return to the United States.31


  Russia also maintained intelligence contacts with Western countries in the Syrian civil war. Despite its sharp disagreement with the West’s understanding of the conflict, the Kremlin kept looking for ways to engage in a joint process of stabilizing the region. In August 2013, the United States accused Assad of using chemical weapons against opposition on a mass scale—alleging 1,400 casualties including women and children—and announced its preparedness for a military intervention in Syria. In explaining the decision, Secretary of State Kerry remarked that intervention was necessary to prevent the future use of chemical weapons by Damascus because Assad was unwilling to destroy his weapons. In response, Russia proposed to develop an international process of monitoring and eliminating Syrian chemical weapons. The Kremlin disagreed that it was Assad who used chemical weapons, but it wanted to initiate a new dialogue with Western nations on the Middle East. In September 2013, Kerry and Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov reached an agreement on a phased elimination of Syria’s chemical weapons. Russia also supported the UN Security Council binding resolution demanding that Syria abandon its weapons stockpile and that the chemical weapons experts be given full access to their sites.32


  In addition, Russia continued to be interested in the development of economic relations with Western nations. The Russian economy needed foreign investment, and the Kremlin was well aware of the negative perception of Russia’s business climate by Western investors. Indeed, in Putin’s view, problems in relations with the West were strongly influenced by weak economic cooperation: “the main problem is that bilateral political dialogue and cooperation do not rest on a solid economic foundation. The current level of bilateral trade falls far short of the potential of our economies. The same is true of mutual investments. We have yet to create a safety net that would protect our relations against ups and downs. We should work on this.”33 To improve the situation, the Kremlin hired PR agencies in the West, funded radio and TV programs with pro-Russian news coverage, and established organizations and rating agencies to combat the negative perception of Russia. Putin ordered the government to improve Russia’s ranking in the World Bank’s Doing Business Index from 120th in 2011 to 20th by 2018. Russia also hired Goldman Sachs to strengthen the image of the country’s investment potential abroad. In addition, Russia’s role as a successful host of the Sochi Olympics in February 2014 was meant to improve the country’s international reputation.


  Despite these examples of cooperation, the Kremlin stood firm on issues it saw as vital to Russia’s national security. Immediately after being reelected as president in 2012, Putin indicated his displeasure with the United States’ stance on the Missile Defense System by cancelling his trip to the NATO summit in Chicago. He insisted on Russia’s distinct position on Syria and the Middle East by refusing to support the West-sponsored United Nations Security Council resolutions. He further placed emphasis on Russia’s insecurity as a result of the West’s nuclear policies. For example, he refused to renew the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program, which experts viewed as a response to the United States’ insistence on continuing with its MDS program. Although Putin expressed a willingness to cooperate on nonproliferation issues, he said that a more pressing priority was to address MDS plans in Europe.34 When the United States cancelled the bilateral summit with Russia over Snowden in September 2013, Moscow expressed a formal readiness to continue the dialogue but showed few signs of being disappointed. The Kremlin also seemed unaffected by Western criticisms of Russia’s political system and human rights record, pressing ahead with the “Anti-Magnitsky Act.” Further, the Kremlin was not reluctant to place more restrictions on the activities of Western NGOs and radical opposition inside Russia. The decision to provide Snowden with asylum reflected Putin’s preparedness to accept the consequences of worsening relations with the United States. Finally, the Kremlin was defiant over its right to intervene in Ukraine. As the United States and the European Union were considering various steps to isolate Russia internationally in response to its intervention in Ukraine, Putin was defiant that his action was fully legitimate. He argued that, “if we see such uncontrolled crime spreading to the eastern regions of the country, and if the people ask us for help, while we already have the official request from the legitimate president, we retain the right to use all available means to protect those people.”35 Thus, despite cooperation on a few international issues, the relationship between the West and Russia became more confrontational.


  DIVERSIFYING AWAY FROM THE WEST


  In one of Putin’s landmark speeches, delivered to Russian ambassadors and permanent representatives in international organizations shortly after resuming the presidency in 2012, he called for collective solutions to the world’s problems, yet he also made it clear that “the foreign policy of Russia was, is and will remain independent [which] reflects a unique role that . . . this country plays in world affairs.”36 In his December 2012 presidential address, Putin insisted on Russia’s “geopolitical relevance,” which the country must increase further: “Russia must not only preserve its geopolitical relevance, it must multiply it, it must generate demand among our neighbors and partners. I emphasize that this is in our own interest. This applies to our economy, culture, science and education, as well as our diplomacy, particularly the ability to mobilize collective actions at the international level. Last but not least it applies to our military might that guarantees Russia’s security and independence.”37 In October 2014 speaking at the Valdai international expert forum, Putin was again critical of the United States’ “destabilizing” role in world affairs and further insisted on Russia’s significance and “special responsibility for maintaining peace, stability, and prosperity” in the world.38 Consistent with such a worldview, Putin not only continued bilateral pressures on Ukraine and other former Soviet states in an attempt to build upon Russia’s influence in Eurasia, but also worked on strengthening its relations with China, Iran, and India, and to exploit non-Western institutional vehicles, such as the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) and SCO (Shanghai Cooperation Organization).


  Russia sought to take advantage of its strategic proximity to Asia for the purpose of modernizing its economy. China and the Asia-Pacific region were important because of the potential of becoming a gateway for Russia’s entrance to the global economy. With one-half of the world’s population and accounting for one-fifth of global trade, the Asia-Pacific region was viewed by many as a success story of modernization and globalization. Rich in natural resources, Russia was poised to satisfy the region’s growing demand for energy while modernizing its own domestic economy along the way. Russia moved from primitive accumulation of capital to the stage of generating a stable flow of investments in the economy, and it was turning its forward-looking vision and growing resources into a more active foreign policy. Russia’s interest was to increase its role in solving vital security issues in East Asia. For years, Russia’s officials argued for the development of a multilateral security framework in the region and beyond. The Kremlin insisted that security problems could only be solved through the systematic coordination of state efforts and not through use of force by ad hoc coalitions. For instance, it developed the Shanghai Cooperation Organization with China and four Central Asian states for addressing threats from terrorism and the security vacuum in the area. In addition, the region faced some long-standing security challenges, such as the nuclear ambitions of North Korea. Moscow advocated multilateral solutions to the nuclear crisis with North Korea, and contributed to creating the six-party format for dealing with the crisis. It is critical for Russia that changes in the region, such as reunification of the two Koreas, be orderly and not destabilizing in nature.39 Russian analysts considered a unified Korea a potential strategic partner, provided that the shape of unification was not overly determined by the United States. For these reasons, Russia insisted on preserving even-handed relations with both Koreas.


  Russia’s most important priority remained economic modernization, and that required determination to win markets in arms and energy. China and India remained Russia’s largest buyers, purchasing more than 90 percent of Russia’s annual arms exports. Russia viewed itself as connected with Asia in an economically open region, in which Russia, due to its richness of natural resources, occupies an important role and reaps considerable economic, as well as political, benefits. Although Russia’s main energy market remained in Europe, accounting for about 50 percent of foreign trade, Russia continued to aggressively promote itself as an energy pipeline hub connecting Asia, Europe, and North America. Russia’s sales of weapons and energy to China decreased, yet the two nations’ economic and political interests are compatible and there is hardly an alternative to their growing cooperation in the future. In September 2010, Russia completed an oil pipeline connecting to northeastern China, and two gas pipelines are planned.40 Since then, Russia’s ties with China, especially those energy-related, have continued to progress. In May 2014, Putin traveled to Beijing to sign a $400 billion agreement about supplying almost 40 billion cubic meters (bcm) of gas annually to China, thereby further diversifying Russia’s trade away from Europe. In November 2014, Russia signed another massive gas deal by pledging to supply an additional 30 bcm starting 2019.41


  But Russia also faced an important constraint on advancing its influence in Asia, having to do with progressive power differentials. As Russia continues to supply China with energy and weapons, and as China continues to grow at a considerably higher rate than its northern neighbor, the risk of Moscow becoming a junior partner in a Beijing-led coalition increases. However, a way out of this “relative gains” dilemma is not to reduce bilateral interactions, but rather to continue strengthening multilateral security institutions and be versatile in developing economic relations in the region.


  Elsewhere in Asia, Russia tried to promote trilateral cooperation with South Korea and North Korea by hosting a trip by North Korea’s leader Kim Jong-Il (his son, Kim Jong-Un became Supreme Leader of North Korea in December 2011 following the death of Kim Jong-Il). The two nations agreed to create a bilateral commission to investigate the possibility of constructing a trans-Korean pipeline. Russia pledged an annual supply of 10 bcm of gas for the projected pipeline, two-thirds of which would go through North Korea.42 In 2014, Moscow wrote off $10 billion of North Korean debt on the condition of building a gas pipe and rail link into the south.43 Russia also increased diplomatic contacts with Japan in order to eventually solve the territorial issue and open a new page of economic relations with the eastern power. In fall 2013, Putin visited Japan to make progress on the issue and sign a number of investment and trade agreements. Moscow also increased its level of participation in regional arrangements and forum such the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summits in June 2012 and November 2014. Such participation had the potential of helping Russia’s regional integration and development in the Far East.


  In the Middle East, Russia has worked to develop relations across the region, sustain its influence on Iran, and has considerably expanded ties with Turkey, Israel, and Afghanistan. Russia sought to restrain Western leaders from military intervention or imposing additional sanctions on Iran, while welcoming negotiations. In February 2012, Putin warned that the consequences of a military strike on Iran “will be truly catastrophic.”44 In 2014, following Western attempts to impose sanctions on Russia over its annexation of Crimea and position on Ukraine’s crisis, Moscow and Tehran increased their level of economic relations. In particular, they discussed an energy deal worth $10 billion that would involve a barter trade of oil in exchange for building electricity stations in Iran.45 In Afghanistan, Russia attempted to introduce its own policy by appointing a presidential special representative for the country, fostering ties with its official leadership, and establishing separate lines of communication to the Taliban leadership.46 Despite Russia’s traditionally strong ties with Syria, Palestine, and other Arab states, the Kremlin also deepened its relations with Israel. For example, the two sides signed a $100 million deal for Israel to provide Russia with unmanned aerial vehicles, thereby enabling the Russian security forces to tighten surveillance over Georgia.47 In addition, Turkey has emerged as especially important to Russia, with the two nations converging on perceptions of world order, developing ambitious energy plans, and cooperating on improving security in the Black Sea area.


  The pragmatic orientation of Russia’s leadership assisted in making adjustments in the Middle East following the revolutionary period during 2011–2012. During the NATO airstrikes on Libya in 2011, the Kremlin sought to distance itself from Muammar Gaddafi by not vetoing the United Nations Security Council resolution on the use of force against him.48 At the same time, Russia was worried about revolutions in the Middle East, and Russian officials continued to voice concern about the possible radicalization of Middle Eastern states. Acting jointly with China, Russia vetoed the US- and European-sponsored United Nations Security Council resolutions regarding Syria. Fearful that such resolutions would lead to a military intervention and regime change in Syria, as happened in Libya, the Kremlin instead pushed for negotiations between Bashar al-Assad and the military opposition. Russia also supported negotiations on Syria at BRICS summits, such as the one that started in Geneva in February 2014.


  Russia’s Middle East activism had roots in both global and domestic developments. Globally, the Kremlin was seeking to increase political influence and commercial gains. Domestically, Russia remained concerned about the potential reverberations of the Middle Eastern destabilization. An explosive environment emerged from growing influence of radical Islamist ideologies, rising immigration from Muslim ex-Soviet republics, and insufficient state policy on the Northern Caucasus’ economic and political integration. Terrorist violence remained an important issue in Russia, especially in the south.


  RUSSIA’S NEAR ABROAD


  In former states that once comprised the Soviet Union, Russia insisted on its own sphere of influence. The regional component of Russia’s policy was supposed to reinforce the global one, moving Russia on the path of becoming an independent center of power and influence in the world. Russia’s foreign policy consensus assumed the importance of domination in the region by remaining “pragmatic” and avoiding the use of brute force in achieving its objectives. Although the Kremlin was unapologetic about using force against Georgia and recognizing the independence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia in August 2008, Russia assumed that it had sufficient economic, diplomatic, institutional, and cultural capacity to regionally negotiate the preferred international postures of the former Soviet states.


  Political Influence


  In Kyrgyzstan, following the 2010 “Tulip” revolution that the Kremlin had helped to foment,49 Russia sought to bring to power a pro-Russian coalition and establish a political system with a strong central authority.50 In early November 2010, the pro-Russian candidate Almazbek Atambayev was elected new president in the first round of elections. Even in Georgia, the Kremlin found a way to influence events without relying on force—by developing ties with Georgian opposition to former president Mikhail Saakashvili, who was barred for running for a third term and was replaced in 2013.51 After the new Georgian president Giorgi Margvelashvili took office, the relationship began to thaw and the trade embargo and travel restrictions were rescinded.


  By capitalizing on high oil prices, Russia strengthened its presence in neighboring countries and contributed to reversing the color revolutions in Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan, which the Kremlin viewed as dangerous for Russia and destabilizing for the larger region. In both countries, anti-Kremlin governments were replaced with those in favor of stronger ties with Russia. Following a change in government, Russia negotiated new terms for its political influence. In April 2010 Ukraine and Russia agreed to extend the lease on Russia’s Black Sea fleet for twenty-five more years in exchange for a reduction in natural gas prices by 30 percent.52


  Russia’s influence in the region would not have come without support for its policies from established powers in the West and rising non-Western powers. For example, the Kremlin would not have been as successful in its offensive against American “unilateralism” were it not for France’s and Germany’s tacit support that had resulted from the three’s opposition to the invasion of Iraq. Were the two Western European states to support NATO membership for Ukraine and Georgia, it would have taken longer for the Orange and Rose revolutions to run out of steam (in Ukraine and Georgia, respectively). In addition, Russia probably could not have been as successful in its war against Georgia were China to take a strong critical stance toward it. Although Beijing refused to endorse Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s independence, the Chinese informally supported Russia during the crisis in the Caucasus, and the issue has not complicated the two nations’ relations.53


  That said, Russia’s influence has not translated into stability. Evidence of instability has included the tense atmosphere in the Caucasus following the war with Georgia, renewed terrorist attacks, the persistent failure of Western forces to stabilize Afghanistan, the inability of Central Asian rulers to rein in local clans and drug lords, and political weakness in Moldova and Ukraine.


  Economic Influence


  Having reversed the color revolutions in Eurasia, Russia sought to gain economically. In addition to gaining control over the most valuable assets abroad and increasing Russian shares in foreign companies, the Kremlin’s general economic objective remained strengthening its energy position in world markets by coordinating its activities with other energy producers, building pipelines in all geographic directions, raising energy prices for its oil-and gas-dependent neighbors, and moving to control transportation networks in the former USSR. In Ukraine, Russia was primarily interested in gaining control over energy infrastructure. In order to overcome the dependence on Ukrainian transit in transporting natural gas to European markets, the Kremlin developed a dual-track approach, a strategy that worked with Turkey and Southern European states in order to obtain their permission to build the southern pipeline that would deliver Russian energy to Europe via the Black Sea by circumventing Ukraine. On the other hand, Moscow continued to pressure Kiev to agree to joint ownership of Naftogaz, Ukraine’s state-controlled gas company.54 In Central Asia and the Caucasus, Russia sought to obtain valuable assets and renegotiate price arrangements with oil-and gas-rich states, such as Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan, leaving them with less incentive to sell to Europe and China. With attractive prices and an energy transportation system in place, the Caspian states would be less likely to construct new pipelines that are favored by non-Russian nations. In the energy-poor Kyrgyzstan, the Kremlin worked to gain controlling stakes in valuable companies.


  Russia has also worked to facilitate economic cooperation and integration among several former Soviet states. The creation of a Eurasian Customs Union was guaranteed by three different treaties signed in 1995, 1999, and 2007. The first treaty in 1995 guaranteed its creation. Russia and Belarus were original members; it was subsequently joined by Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan. The second treaty in 1999 guaranteed its formation, and reached agreement on a Common Economic Space. In 2000, they entered into agreement to form the Eurasian Economic Community (EAEC). The third treaty in 2007 announced the establishment of a common customs territory and the formation of the Customs Union. The Customs Union began to operate in 2010. In 2011, Russia invited Ukraine to join the Customs Union, promising another major discount for gas prices.55 Going beyond the Customs Union, in fall 2011 Putin as prime minister proposed to create a new Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) by 2015.56 Putin emphasized an open nature of the proposed union and laid out economic incentives for joining it, including increase in trade, common modernization projects, and improved standards of living. In 2014, Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan became founding members of the EEU. In October 2014, Armenia joined the EEU, and Kyrgyzstan was expected to follow. The EEU entered into force on January 1, 2015, replacing the Customs Union and EAEC, which were terminated. Ukraine was invited to join the EEU, but the Ukrainian Parliament adopted a course to draw closer to the European Union, and thus membership is unlikely.


  Military Influence


  The Kremlin also wanted to consolidate its military presence in the region. In Kyrgyzstan, Russia sought to create a new antiterrorism center under the auspices of the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) in the southern part of the country.57 In Tajikistan, Moscow negotiated redeployment of 6,000 troops to patrol the border with Afghanistan in exchange for a promise to rearm the Tajik army. Finally, the Russia-controlled CSTO, which also includes Armenia, Belarus, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan, amended its mission by pledging to defend its members from internal “unconstitutional disturbances.” In an apparent response to Arab-like uprisings, the CSTO also conducted ambitious military exercises by imitating defeat of an attempted coup in Tajikistan.


  The Ukrainian Crisis


  The Ukrainian revolution served as a powerful example of instability in the region. In November 2013, following president Viktor Yanukovych’s decision not to sign an association agreement with the European Union, mass protests took place in Kiev pressuring Yanukovych to reverse his decision. Russia and the European Union pulled Ukraine in different directions by promising benefits for joining their politicaleconomy arrangements. With the Ukrainian economy in recession, Yanukovych declined the EU offer because Putin gave Ukraine a major discount on energy prices and pledged $15 billion in aid. In the meantime, the Ukrainian protest movement was gathering momentum. Opposition was critical of Yanukovych’s policies at home and favored the country’s pro-European development. Yanukovych refused to accept the opposition’s conditions, but also declined to use force to restore order. As a result, the country continued to slide toward violence and disintegration. On February 21, 2014, the compromise agreement between the president and opposition, brokered by the European Union, collapsed. For unknown reasons, suddenly Yanukovych left the office, fled to the east of Ukraine and then to Russia.


  Following the removal of Yanukovych from power, the situation in Ukraine continued to worsen. The new government in Kiev lacked popular support and legitimacy in the absence of popular elections. Many residents in the East and South of Ukraine did not accept Kiev’s rule and demanded more independence. Assisted by Russia, they took control of government buildings, proclaimed “popular” local governors in several regions (Donetsk, Lugansk, Nikolayev, Khar’kiv, Odessa, and others) and refused cooperation with the government in Kiev. The government’s attempt to execute “anti-terrorist” operations against the protesters served to exacerbate tensions and to heighten mistrust in the government. The absence of agreement among the key countries outside Ukraine further complicated the situation. Russia blamed Western governments for collapse of the compromise agreement and refused to recognize the new government in Kiev. The Kremlin demanded that Kiev refrain from using force and initiate new constitutional changes, guarantee protection of Russian speakers, and decentralize political governance in the country. In March 2014, Russia also annexed Crimea and began to provide various forms of assistance for protesters in the eastern Ukraine, two moves that were widely condemned in the West and led to the first round of sanctions against Russia. In addition, Russia amassed around 30,000 troops on Ukraine’s border, although no actual invasion occurred and eventually these troops were withdrawn. Furthermore, the Russian government raised prices for natural gas deliveries to Kiev despite the fact that Ukraine was already heavily indebted to Russia’s gas company Gazprom and was in no position to pay.


  The United States and the European Union adopted an opposite position by endorsing the new government of Ukraine and its new president Petro Poroshenko, who was elected in May 2014. The West promised its economic and political support, and demanded that Russia withdraw its troops and cease assistance for rebels inside Ukraine. Western governments, led by the United States, implemented sanctions against Russia’s key officials and threatened to apply stronger sanctions against the Russian economy. The Geneva accord negotiated on April 17, 2014, stipulated that all illegally armed units of Ukraine must disarm. However, the agreement did not hold, as separatists in the eastern and southern parts of Ukraine refused to honor it. Violence and instability in these regions intensified. On May 2, forty people were burned alive in Odessa. The summer saw especially intense fighting between the eastern rebels and Ukrainian army. Despite the latter’s successes in July and into the first half of August in regaining territory and pushing the rebels back, the rebels persevered. In the second half of August, assisted by Russia, they launched a counter-offensive. They encircled important divisions of the Ukrainian army and paramilitary and regained control of territories to the south of Donetsk. On August 26, 2014, a meeting between Putin and Poroshenko in Minsk produced no results. Both presidents expected concessions from the other side based on their show of force on the eastern front. However, a new military escalation soon took place in eastern Ukraine with involvement by Russian troops. The Ukrainian army suffered crushing defeats and on September 3, 2014, Poroshenko called Putin to negotiate a cease-fire and conditions for peace.58 A cease-fire was in place from September on, but was widely violated by both sides throughout the fall and into the winter. On the eve of the new year, however, rebels and the Ukrainian government exchanged prisoners. Fighting intensified in early 2015, followed by yet another ceasefire brokered in February 2015. This one too was violated, but the level of violence lessened somewhat. It became clear that Putin would not retreat from Ukraine, and although Russia formally denied any military involvement, evidence suggested otherwise.


  The situation within Ukraine remained highly unstable. The Ukrainian government faced an uphill struggle in building national unity due to deep cultural divisions between West, Center, and the East-South. In addition, the post-Soviet years witnessed little real reform and led to degradation of the economy. The country stood on the brink of collapse as the hryvnia lost 80 percent of its value and the government was virtually bankrupt, dependent on the West for financial support. Russia applied pressure by raising natural gas prices.


  CONCLUSION


  Russia’s foreign policy has undergone important changes toward both Western and non-Western nations. Following the difficult months after its military assertiveness in Georgia, Russia revived its relations with Western nations and embarked on a “reset” with the United States. With respect to Asia and the Middle East, Russia continued to develop economic and political ties across the two regions by prioritizing relations with China and Turkey. In the former Soviet world, the Kremlin capitalized on “pragmatic” economy-driven ties represented by the Eurasian Economic Union.


  Since the return of Putin to the presidency, however, and especially since the Ukrainian revolution in 2014, Russia has embarked on a risky course of asserting its interests. As Ukraine was descending into a civil war, soft power was no longer an option to Russia. To defend its core interests in Ukraine, Moscow now had to rely on various forms of political, economic, and military pressures on Kiev. The Ukraine crisis challenged Russia’s foreign policy in the former Soviet region in a fundamental way. It remains to be seen whether a resolution of the crisis can be found. In the meantime, the Eurasian Economic Union will develop without Ukraine. Russia’s relations outside the West did not suffer and in fact have become more important. At the same time, the Kremlin’s ties with Western nations have declined to an unprecedented low level.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How has Russia’s foreign policy changed from Dmitry Medvedev to Vladimir Putin?


  2. How would you characterize Putin’s worldview?


  3. What are some of the criticisms of Russian behavior by the United States?


  4. What, in your opinion, is the US-Russian relationship going to look like during the next few years? Give specific examples to justify your answer.
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  12 Relations with the European Union


  Jeffrey Mankoff


  Russia’s relationship with the European Union (EU) is deeply paradoxical. The European Union is simultaneously Russia’s most important economic partner and a multilateral, sovereignty-questioning, value-based organization that fits uncomfortably with Moscow’s state-centric view of international relations. Though Russia is deeply tied by history and culture to Europe, and all three of its post-Soviet presidents (Boris Yeltsin, Vladimir Putin, and Dmitry Medvedev) have described Russia as part of Europe, the organizing principles of Russian politics and foreign policy are far removed from those at the heart of the EU.


  The political and moral gap between Russia and the EU has expanded in recent years, especially since Putin’s return to the Kremlin in May 2012. Europe’s attractiveness as a model suffered in the aftermath of the 2008–2009 financial crisis and subsequent years of recession and slow growth. Nevertheless, the Medvedev years saw the expansion of an urban middle class in Russia that increasingly looked to the West for inspiration and an alternative to Russia’s oil-fueled kleptocracy. Some in this middle class strongly opposed Putin’s return and the electoral manipulations undertaken to secure it, provoking large demonstrations over falsified parliamentary elections in December 2011, and again around Putin’s reelection the following spring.


  Putin and his cohort saw this middle class as disloyal. In addition to crackdowns at home, the Kremlin began asserting the fundamental incompatibility between an allegedly decadent Euro-Atlantic West and a Russia that remained a bulwark of supposedly “traditional” values. Ahead of his reelection, Putin called for the establishment of a Eurasian Union allegedly modeled on the EU, but espousing an illiberal creed sharply at odds with European values. This Eurasian Union (now officially the Eurasian Economic Union, or EEU) is designed to represent an alternative to Euro-Atlantic integration for Russia’s post-Soviet neighbors, several of whom have found themselves caught between a desire to further integrate themselves with Europe and pressure from Moscow to look to “Eurasia” instead. While promoting this Eurasian alternative, Russia has also begun trying to undermine liberal Europe from within, pursuing a campaign of disinformation through its media outlets, and supporting a range of populist, nationalist, and anti-EU groups across the continent.


  Ukraine has been affected the most, with Russia’s annexation of Crimea and military intervention in Donbas a direct consequence of Kiev’s attempt to sign an association agreement with Brussels that would effectively preclude membership in the EEU for good. Similar, if less dramatic, dynamics are at play in Armenia, Moldova, and Georgia, which are also being asked to choose, perhaps irrevocably, between moving toward Europe or a Russian-dominated Eurasia. Underlying what has become a geopolitical competition over the post-Soviet periphery is Russia’s own failure to find a secure path to Europe, and the resulting effort to build up the EEU as an alternative geopolitical pole based on values incompatible with those of the Euro-Atlantic West. The result has been a deepening confrontation between Russia and the EU, one only partially mitigated by economic ties and Moscow’s traditional friendship with Berlin, Paris, Rome, and a few of the other major West European capitals.


  While the struggle over Ukraine and its neighbors remains the most critical issue in relations between Moscow and Brussels, the relationship has also been profoundly shaped by the deep economic and institutional crisis affecting all of Europe, including Russia itself. The crisis hit Russia hard too, but Russia’s economy returned to growth much faster than those of its European neighbors, thanks largely to rising oil prices. Russia’s recovery, coupled with the continued dynamism of developing economies in Asia, helped strengthen a perception that the global center of gravity is shifting away from Europe, even though Russia’s economy remains closely tied to Europe and would be negatively affected by a renewed economic crisis in Europe.1 Russia’s belief in Europe’s growing irrelevance underpins Russian efforts to promote a Eurasian alternative, as well as its calls to reconfigure the framework of global governance to give non-Western powers a larger say.


  Within the EU, the crisis precipitated a fundamental debate about the nature of European integration, while forcing governments and EU institutions to focus relentlessly on limiting the consequences of the worst economic downturn since the 1930s. The crisis made Europe less attractive as a model for Russia to emulate and undergirded Putin’s contention that the West had fallen into decadence. At the same time, difficult economic circumstances have, if anything, made the economic connection between Europe and Russia more vital for both sides. With relations deteriorating over Ukraine, European leaders continue to face a difficult choice, between aggressively sanctioning Russia in ways that might harm their own economies, and failing to aggressively defend the values and principles they have been seeking to implant in Ukraine.


  The crisis has also reinforced the disparity between Europe’s core and periphery, as it is the large Western European states that have the most developed economic relationships with Russia and whose security is least affected by Russian revisionism. The postcommunist states of Eastern Europe, especially Poland and the Baltic states, have been most alarmed at the emergence of a more aggressive Russia, one that is not only deploying troops in Ukraine, but also carrying out provocations in many other European states.


  This chapter focuses on the dilemma facing Europe, between a carefully cultivated interdependence with Russia and the challenge of an aggressively revisionist Russia that increasingly sees the EU—in addition to NATO—as a rival.


  RUSSIA’S PLACE IN EUROPE


  The EU’s very existence challenges some of the fundamental assumptions underpinning official Russia’s view of the world—namely, that states reign supreme and that cold calculations of national interest trump the abstract values driving European integration. The EU’s emphasis on liberal values has often put it at odds with Russia, whose foreign policy has always been driven much more explicitly by the pursuit of narrowly defined interests and the personal profit of its elites.2 The EU has pursued varying degrees of integration toward both Russia and its neighbors to promote democratic transition in Russia itself, even as many EU member states maintain a more realpolitik approach to Moscow.


  For much of the early post-Soviet period, engagement between Russia and the EU was limited. Boris Yeltsin’s administration paid more attention to cultivating a special relationship with the United States, even as Europe focused much of its effort on getting its own house in order after the formal establishment of the EU in 1993. Brussels’ recognition that expansion into the old Eastern Bloc would make Russia a close neighbor laid the foundation for the first attempt at formally defining the relationship between Russia and the EU. The result was the 1994 Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), which granted Russia most-favored nation status with the EU and created an institutional framework for interactions between Russian officials and their European counterparts.3 The highly structured dialogue that resulted ensured regular interactions, keeping channels of communication open even during moments of tension, and creating a habit of consultation that over time helped to stabilize the relationship. Even if Russia would never join the EU itself, Brussels pursued a course whose outlines conformed with Willy Brandt’s concept of “Wandel durch Annäherung,” or “change through engagement.”


  Even though the PCA was signed in June 1994, it was not ratified until 1997. The delay was largely due to European unease over the war in Chechnya, where Russian troops were acting with great brutality. The basic aim of the PCA was to use the prospect of improved access to European markets as an inducement for the post-Soviet countries to assimilate European values relating to human rights, democracy, and respect for international law—principles that Russia appeared to be blatantly violating in Chechnya.4 Similar agreements were signed with a range of post-Soviet countries on the assumption that with the proper mix of incentives, the EU could bring about their gradual adoption of European values. Even if Russia was never seriously considered for potential EU membership, Brussels pursued the PCA and similar steps to promote convergence around EU standards out of a belief that Russia would eventually follow the path toward political and economic liberalization being trod by Poland and other postcommunist states of Eastern Europe.5


  In practice, Russia’s postcommunist transition did not follow the smooth path many Europeans foresaw during the institution-building boom of the early 1990s. Partially in consequence, the PCA and related EU initiatives have tended to take a back seat to calculations of political and economic interest in day-to-day interactions, which has favored the EU’s member states over the more value-driven EU apparatus in Brussels.6 The institutionalization of ties through agreements such as the PCA have nevertheless provided a forum for continuing engagement at multiple levels, even if the resolution of specific problems continues to depend on decisions by national political leaders.


  The spat over Chechnya also provided one of the first indications that, even in its post-Soviet guise, Russia did not share many of the fundamental values driving the process of European integration. This values gap would be a recurring theme, one that was in many ways more problematic in the context of EU-Russian relations than in Moscow’s relationship with the United States, which like Russia remains jealous of its sovereignty and more comfortable with the use of large-scale military force. Since the EU is as much a moral community as a geopolitical entity, Russia’s rejection of the liberal principles underlying European integration remains a barrier to further integration.


  Yet the establishment of a superstructure for EU-Russian relations under the auspices of the PCA, coupled with the EU’s relative weakness as an international security actor in the 1990s, allowed Moscow to see the EU as a generally benign force, in contrast to the hostility with which it continued to view NATO. While each round of NATO expansion provoked a crisis in relations, Moscow was comparatively sanguine about EU expansion, which in any event lagged several years behind NATO expansion. Russian officials went out of their way to emphasize that Moscow did not object to new states joining the EU. Indeed, as eight former communist states in Eastern European states prepared to join the EU in March 2004, Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov noted that the only difficulties expansion would pose for Russia had to do with the extension of EU regulations to new members and the potential impact on trade with Russia.7


  The EU’s new members did push Brussels into taking a more assertive stance toward Russia, for instance on renewal of the expiring PCA (which Poland and the Baltics vetoed until Moscow lifted politically motivated boycotts), and on relations with Georgia, steps that exacerbated intra-EU tensions between old and new members. And if Russia did not initially raise much objection to “widening” of the EU, it was generally more concerned by the parallel process of “deepening,” particularly insofar as it entailed the development of the EU into an autonomous security player. Attempts to create an integrated European Defense and Security Policy (EDSP) and Common Foreign Policy (CFP) forced Moscow to confront the possible emergence of a united, powerful Europe with close links to Washington on its borders.8


  With Russia’s turn toward authoritarianism following Vladimir Putin’s ascension to the presidency in 2000, the gap between Russian and EU political practice continued to widen. European officials and multilateral institutions frequently condemned Russia’s seeming retreat from democratic liberalism and its still spotty record on human rights. The Council of Europe has been especially outspoken on these issues, criticizing Moscow for the long-running detention of former Yukos oil company chairman Mikhail Khodorkovsky, who finally was released from prison in December 2013 but never pardoned; the killing of Russian journalists such as Anna Politkovskaia, and ongoing human rights abuses in the North Caucasus.9 In 2011–2012, the European Commission, the Council of Europe, and several national governments condemned Russia’s failure to hold free and fair elections for the Duma and the presidency, along with the Kremlin’s occasionally heavy-handed response to the protests that broke out after the results were announced.10 These criticisms have mounted as Putin steered Russia in a more authoritarian direction since his return to the Kremlin.


  Yet both Medvedev and Putin have been firm in emphasizing Russia’s sovereign right to organize its internal affairs as it sees fit—rejecting the implication that European values enjoy universal applicability.11 This gap between the EU’s promotion of what it views as universal rights and Russia’s invocation of sovereignty as an absolute principle remain among the most significant barriers to integration as a model for structuring relations between Russia and the EU.


  THE RUSSO-EUROPE ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP


  A deep chasm in values and institutions overlays increasingly extensive economic ties between Russia and Europe. In recent years, this chasm has widened dramatically as Putin has emphasized Russia’s Eurasian (as opposed to European) identity, while openly challenging such pillars of European security as the now-suspended Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, and the 1990 Charter of Paris. Yet Russia and the EU are nevertheless bound together in a number of ways, notably through an interdependent economic relationship.


  Taken as a whole, the EU is by far Russia’s most important economic partner, both as a source of investment capital and as a trade partner. The EU as a whole is Russia’s largest trading partner, accounting for 43.6 percent of Russian foreign trade turnover in 2013.12 Individual EU countries, including Germany and the Netherlands, are themselves among Russia’s leading trade partners and sources of foreign investment as well. Russia is the third largest trading partner for the EU as a whole—though trade has been severely impacted by the sanctions imposed over the Ukraine crisis, as well as Europe’s own economic malaise.13


  These economic ties provide ballast in relations with countries such as Germany and Italy, especially in the difficult economic climate Europe currently faces. Economic ties are at the same time a source of Russian geopolitical leverage (while Russia is dependent on this trade to a significant degree as well, its authoritarian political system makes it less susceptible to economic pressure, as the inability of sanctions to end the conflict in Ukraine appears to demonstrate). A broader objective of policy in both Brussels and Moscow has been to deepen mutual economic dependence, creating a community of interests within both the political elite and the business community.14 Of course, such interdependence can be a double-edged sword, as the current sanctions debate demonstrates.


  Energy remains the most important component of the Russia-EU economic relationship. Energy and mineral fuels are Russia’s major export to Europe (comprising almost 80 percent of total exports to the EU). Postcommunist states in Central and Eastern Europe in particular rely heavily on Russia as a supplier of oil and gas. This dependence has been the source of repeated problems, as deliveries from Russia have been curtailed on multiple occasions as a result of tensions between Russia and transit states Ukraine and Belarus or, during the winter of 2011–2012, because of inadequate supplies. More recently, several European states have accused Moscow of politically motivated cutoffs connected to the crisis in Ukraine and the push for sanctions in European capitals.


  As Ukraine was long the site of major energy disputes (related to unpaid bills for Russian gas, but underpinned by Kiev’s efforts to break out of the Russian geopolitical orbit), for close to a decade now, Russia has sought to minimize Ukraine’s importance to its lucrative energy relations with Europe. To cut Ukraine (and Belarus) out of the picture, Moscow has built one offshore bypass pipeline (Nord Stream) and proposed another (the recently shelved South Stream). Meanwhile, in the face of Russian opposition, the EU has sought to build its own new pipelines carrying non-Russian gas and bypassing Russian territory. This planned Southern Corridor aims to bring Caspian gas to Europe through pipelines across the South Caucasus and Turkey. The EU is also working to liberalize its own energy markets to weaken Gazprom’s market power, and to develop alternative sources of energy.


  Nord Stream and especially South Stream have exacerbated tensions within the EU, especially between countries that would directly benefit from the new pipelines, such as Germany and Italy, and those that fear being further marginalized, such as Poland and the Baltic states. Indeed, tensions between the large Western European states that are no longer accustomed to seeing Russia as a direct threat to their security, and many of the EU’s newer Eastern members with a more recent history of Russian invasion and occupation, have frequently impeded Brussels’ ability to present a united front in its dealings with Moscow. At least until the outbreak of conflict in Ukraine, Germany, Italy, and France in particular sought to promote mutually beneficial economic cooperation with Russia, downplaying the idea that Russia continued to represent a real threat to European security, to the frequent consternation of their postcommunist neighbors in Eastern Europe.


  In the long run, though, the expansion of Europe’s liquified natural gas (LNG) import capacity and the discovery of new energy supplies, including shale gas in the United States, holds the long-term potential to lessen the importance of energy as a source of EU-Russian discord. The economic crisis accelerated this process by reducing European gas demand, even as new sources of supply continued coming online. These developments all hold the potential of further undermining Gazprom’s hold on the European market and fundamentally altering the current interdependent economic relationship in Europe’s favor. So too does the collapse in oil prices that began in mid-2014, largely due to a mix of increased production in the United States and slowing demand in China and other emerging markets.


  SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS


  Given its own state-centric worldview and the fact that the EU itself has been in continuous flux since its creation in 1993, Russia has frequently preferred dealing directly with individual European states to working through Brussels. Russia’s special relationships with many of the larger EU states, as well as the deep economic ties that resulted, have long been a source of tension within Europe, but with the onset of the crisis in Ukraine, have become especially salient.


  Germany has always been the key player among the European states, and Berlin’s importance has only grown as relations with Moscow have worsened. Not only is Germany the largest economy in the EU and one of Russia’s top trade and investment partners, its economic success relative to the rest of Europe during the crisis, along with its long tradition of Ostpolitik, have in many ways allowed Berlin to eclipse Brussels as the main driver of European policy toward Russia. Of course, Germany has possessed another asset during the most recent period of confrontation with Moscow: Chancellor Angela Merkel, whose upbringing in the German Democratic Republic, coupled with her political dominance inside Germany and unmatched standing among European leaders, has left her singularly equipped to understand and address the challenge posed by a more revisionist Russia on Europe’s doorstep.15


  The special relationship between Russia and the Federal Republic has a long history, dating back to the original iteration of Ostpolitik under chancellor Willy Brandt in the 1970s. When the Cold War ended, German officials and companies were well placed to take advantage of the opportunities emerging in the new Russia. Former chancellor Helmut Kohl took the lead in seeking Russia’s integration with European structures, even while down-playing Germany’s relations with its postcommunist neighbors in Eastern Europe. Even after German unification and the decision to anchor the united Germany in NATO, Moscow did not see Berlin as a potential political-military threat in the same way it viewed nuclear-armed Britain and France. Germany’s pacifist constitution and forceful rejection of nuclear weapons made it appear unlikely to emerge as a geopolitical rival, no matter how strong its economy became in the aftermath of unification.16


  Though German-Russian ties traditionally flourished under Social Democratic governments in Germany, Merkel’s election to the chancellorship in 2005 did not initially have major implications for relations with Russia. Yet as Russia has emerged as an increasingly revisionist power in Europe, it has been Merkel who has played the largest role in building consensus for a more assertive response, both within Germany and in Europe as a whole.


  For much of the past decade, Germany has been among the states that most benefited from trade with Russia, and German politicians (including former chancellors Helmut Schmidt and Gerhard Schröder), businessmen, and others have been among the most prominent of Europe’s “Russlandversteher.” Given the baleful consequences of Russo-German collaboration in the twentieth century, from the Treaty of Rapallo to the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, Russia’s neighbors have at times voiced suspicion about the development of closer relations between Berlin and Moscow. The controversy surrounding the Nord Stream gas pipeline, which bypasses Poland and other current transit states (and whose shareholder consortium is headed by Schröder), is perhaps the most salient example, but is symptomatic of a broader concern shared in particular by many of the EU’s newer Eastern members, who have frequently voiced their displeasure over Germany’s modern-day Ostpolitik.17 These criticisms were pronounced in the early stages of the Ukraine crisis, when German commercial interests strongly opposed sanctions that would impact their business with Russia, but faded as Merkel succeeded in forging a more united front in both Germany and wider Europe.


  While Germany has been Russia’s most important partner within the EU, other West European states have also forged strong bilateral relationships with Moscow that have at times been the source of tension with their postcommunist neighbors in Eastern Europe, and with the European Commission in Brussels. Like Germany, Italy, under Silvio Berlusconi, sought to position itself as something of a mediator between Russia and Europe, while in the process developing mutually beneficial economic ties. This partnership received a boost from the peculiar personal relationship that developed between Putin and Berlusconi, but it also reflects the mutual interests of Russian and Italian business. Just as Germany is the European linchpin for the Nord Stream pipeline, Italy plays a similar role vis-à-vis South Stream, which Moscow planned to run across the Black Sea and the Balkans to Central Europe via Italy (Italian energy company Eni was a major investor, alongside Gazprom).18 Italy was also the European country most supportive of Russia during the war with Georgia. Italy and Russia have also signed a series of agreements on defense cooperation, including contracts for Russia to purchase Italian armored vehicles, along with an agreement to conduct joint military and naval exercises in 2011.19 While the commercial ties between Rome and Moscow remain strong, Berlusconi’s scandal-plagued departure, along with Italy’s economic struggles, have cooled the ardor.


  France too has often pursued an independent policy toward Russia that frustrated many of its European allies, most prominently with its agreement to build up to four Mistral-class amphibious assault ships for the Russian navy—an agreement that became a political lightning rod during the crisis in Ukraine. Paris was long keen to emphasize the economic benefits of the Mistral deal, but at times geopolitical considerations have underpinned close Franco-Russian relations. Former president Jacques Chirac’s government shared Russian concerns about the consequences of an American-dominated world order and joined with Germany and Russia in 2003 to spearhead opposition to the invasion of Iraq.20 After replacing Chirac in 2006, Nicolas Sarkozy touted France’s modernization partnership with Russia, which included participation by French companies in Nord Stream and South Stream, and a partnership between Renault and troubled Russian automaker AvtoVAZ.21


  Sarkozy also approved the sale of two Mistrals (with two more to be constructed at Russian shipyards), over vociferous protests at home, elsewhere in Europe, and in the United States.22 Of course, some European countries eager to sign their own arms deal with Moscow, such as Spain and the Netherlands, welcomed the deal for the precedent it set.23 Sarkozy dismissed the concerns of Georgia and others, arguing that “if we expect Russia to behave like a partner . . . we should treat it like a partner,” an approach that Sarkozy’s successor, François Hollande, was also eager to maintain as long as possible, especially given the large number of French shipyard jobs at stake.24 That said, in the wake of Western sanctions against Russia over Ukraine, France suspended the delivery of the first Mistral in the fall of 2014. Russia indicated that it would sue to get its money back if the warship were not delivered. As of this writing, the issue is stalemated, with France not agreeing to delivery but also not canceling the deal altogether, apparently hoping that if political tensions with Russia recede the deal may go through at some point in the future.25


  If Germany (and France and Italy to a lesser degree) has served as Russia’s bridge to the EU, Poland and the Baltic states have been the most wary of European attempts to engage and integrate Russia. A long history of Soviet (and in many cases, tsarist) occupation inclined the newly sovereign states of Eastern Europe to seek rapid integration with Euro-Atlantic structures following the 1989 revolutions to guard from any renewed danger from the East. Many of them continued to regard Russia as an ongoing threat to their independence, and urged the EU and NATO to play a more active role in defending them from this perceived threat. They were instrumental in the development of new policy instruments to engage postcommunist states that remained outside the EU and NATO, including the Yugoslav successor states in the Western Balkans and Russia’s European post-Soviet neighbors (Belarus, Ukraine, and Moldova). They also frequently pushed Brussels into taking a harder line with Moscow, for instance, over the 2008 war between Russia and Georgia.


  While the newer EU members have been frequent critics of the special relationships with Moscow pursued by Paris, Rome, and Berlin, these special partnerships have not been all bad for the Eastern Europeans. Germany’s demand that Russia drop its politically motivated boycott of Polish meat imports (in place from 2005 to 2007) as a condition of pursuing a replacement for the expiring PCA convinced Moscow that its attempts to split Warsaw from its EU allies had failed and contributed to the Kremlin’s decision to pursue a wide-ranging reconciliation with Poland. This rapprochement took on additional momentum in the aftermath of the April 2010 plane crash near Smolensk that killed Polish president Lech Kaczynski and several other members of the Polish political-military elite, but it started earlier when Moscow realized that even the Germans would prioritize intra-EU solidarity over their bilateral partnership with Russia. Still, it is mainly Germany’s credibility as an interlocutor with the Kremlin that has also allowed it to deliver tough messages credibly over the course of the Ukraine crisis.26


  Russia’s cultivation of the leading Western European states is in part an effort to cut through the bureaucratic maze of European politics. In recent years, it has also taken on a more menacing cast, as Moscow has come to realize that a united Europe is capable of pushing back much more effectively than a coalition of squabbling nation states. Russia’s energy policy has long aimed at provoking divisions within Europe, using differential pricing and destination clauses to pit consumer states against one another. Moscow’s hand also appears behind various environmental NGOs that have spoken out against hydraulic fracking (which would reduce Europe’s need to import Russian gas).27 Support for pro-Russian and anti-EU populist parties like France’s National Front, Hungary’s Jobbik, and Greece’s Golden Dawn plays a similar role.28 To the extent that these parties entrench themselves in national or European politics, the more “Europe” itself becomes the topic of debate, rather than Russia itself.


  RUSSIA, THE EU, AND THE SHARED NEIGHBORHOOD


  The ability of the EU to confer prosperity and security on its members has made integration an appealing prospect for nonmembers, including Russia’s post-Soviet neighbors. Knitting these states into the European fabric has in recent years become the single most contentious issue in relations between Moscow and Brussels. Russia’s turn to a more revisionist foreign policy and elaboration of a Eurasian alternative are intimately connected to the challenge of preventing these states’ drift into the EU’s orbit. For many years, Russia argued strenuously against NATO’s eastward expansion. Yet it remained sanguine about the prospect of a wider European Union that would both enhance the economic prospects of Russian trading partners, but also thanks to the EU’s free trade rules, improve Russian companies’ access to the wider European market. Hostility to the EU, encompassing both a geopolitical struggle over states like Ukraine and Moldova, as well as efforts to undermine EU institutions from within have emerged more starkly since Putin returned to power. The crisis in Ukraine grows directly out of this confrontation.


  At the heart of this confrontation are competing narratives about the post-Soviet states, and about Russia’s own position vis-à-vis Europe. While Brussels argues that it is in Russia’s interest to have secure and prosperous neighbors, Moscow fears that Brussels’ gravitational pull represents a threat to Russian influence in countries like Ukraine and Belarus (of course, this fear sits awkwardly with Russia’s portrayal of a decadent, declining Europe).29 The ten eastern EU members (the original eight would be joined by Bulgaria and Romania in 2007) have in particular pushed Brussels to pay more attention to the still unstable area between the EU’s new eastern borders and Russia.


  Too often, both Moscow and Brussels have approached this gray zone in essentially zero-sum terms. Europe’s “neighborhood” policies have focused on reforms that would erode the institutional links between Russia and its former dependencies, while Moscow’s idea of Eurasia is portrayed as an alternative to direct integration with Europe. For Brussels, part of the problem has been a lack of strategic vision driving the process of outreach to the post-Soviet East. Bureaucratic inertia is one challenge; so too though are the divisions between European states about the importance of this region relative to all of the other security and economic challenges facing the EU. To Poland and other Eastern European EU members, this lack of attention to the “neighborhood” has both weakened Brussels’ hand in dealing with Moscow and undermined European security by allowing corruption and misgovernance to flourish just beyond EU borders, while many Western European powers see the main threats to their interests emanating from elsewhere.


  Brussels has often struggled, however, to engage the region in a coherent way, given the competing interests of member states and a lack of clarity regarding ultimate goals. For much of the post–Maastricht Treaty era, Brussels crafted agreements with neighboring states on a bilateral basis, relying on PCAs. These accords were designed as an à la carte menu of steps to promote cooperation between the EU and former Eastern Bloc states. For some, the PCAs were portrayed as a stepping-stone to full EU membership, whereas for others they were more limited agreements designed to address specific problems but lacking the force of law.


  The European Neighborhood Policy (ENP), which Brussels elaborated in 2003, was the first attempt at developing a unified strategy for the countries East (and South) of the EU. Designed to standardize the existing patchwork of PCAs, the ENP highlighted Russia’s anomalous position relative to the institutional Europe of the EU. While the association agreements signed under the auspices of the ENP would be tailored to the interests of each partner state, they were all governed by the principle of encouraging convergence on the basis of the EU’s acquis communautaire (that is, the basic statutes defining the obligations of EU membership).30 Brussels extended the offer of ENP membership to Moscow as well. The Russians categorically refused, however, believing that Russia’s large size and special role in Europe would not allow it to accept a partnership that would put it on par with its smaller neighbors.


  Moreover, the ENP was explicitly designed to bring partner states’ legislation—and values—into harmony with the EU. Since Russia was not an aspiring EU member, it rejected the argument that it should adjust its legislation in line with the acquis, particularly given that Moscow had no role in writing them. Instead of being rolled into the ENP, Russia instead agreed with the EU on the creation of the so-called four Common Spaces, covering economics, freedom/security/justice, external security, and education/culture. The Common Spaces laid the foundation for convergence of Russian and EU practices in the four covered fields, but without the implication that Russia was being forced to adopt EU standards as the price of cooperation.31


  Meanwhile, Brussels was coming to the conclusion that the ENP was insufficient as a mechanism for integrating its Eastern neighbors into a Europe that was increasingly viewed as coterminous with a zone of peace and prosperity. During its 2008 European Council presidency, France had pushed for the adoption of a targeted strategy for engaging the countries of the Mediterranean and North Africa, many of which were former French colonies. As several of these states were already ENP members, the establishment of what would become the EU’s so-called Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) seemed to imply that Brussels would henceforth be prioritizing the Southern vector of its foreign policy over the Eastern (the EU already had a parallel Northern Dimension covering relations with Norway, Iceland, and—on the basis of the Common Spaces—Russia). Germany, Poland, and other non-Mediterranean states objected to the French proposal for a special Mediterranean club, especially since Sarkozy’s original plan envisioned that only states along the Mediterranean coast would be included, an arrangement that seemed to violate the principle of EU solidarity.


  Largely to balance this perceived tilt toward the South, Poland and others proposed a similar program for engaging the EU’s Eastern neighbors. The result was the Eastern Partnership (EaP), a Polish-Swedish initiative unveiled in May 2008 focusing on the six post-Soviet states around Russia’s borders: Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia. The EaP sought to channel EU funds into these six countries to promote economic and institutional development, improve border management, and enhance EU energy security. Among the proposed steps on energy security was the formation of the so-called Southern Corridor to bring gas from the Caspian region to Europe through new pipelines bypassing Russia (the largest of which, Nabucco, was designed to run from Turkey through Southeastern Europe to Austria), thereby reducing Gazprom’s hold over European economies.32


  The EaP also held out to partner countries the opportunity to sign association agreements with the EU that would create a platform for deeper convergence with EU norms and standards. The association agreements would also contain language on the creation of a so-called Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA) between the partner state and the EU. The six EaP countries all had extensive economic ties to Russia; one consequence of a DCFTA would be to reorient their trade toward Europe. While the direct effects of this reorientation on Russia’s economy would be small, the political consequences could be significant. Reforms demanded as part of the association agreement process would help sever the institutional ties between Russia and the EaP states, while the reorientation of trade would weaken one of the principal levers of influence Moscow has retained over these states.


  The Kremlin was somewhat slow to perceive a danger in this process, but once it did, Moscow exerted enormous pressure on its neighbors to reject the promised asso-ciation agreements in favor of affiliation with the Russian-sponsored Customs Union and Eurasian Union. Russia used a variety of inducements to make its case, including offers of discounted energy and financial assistance, as well as various types of threats. In the run-up to the EU’s November 2013 Vilnius Summit, Russian pressure succeeded in convincing Armenia to backtrack from its association agreement and instead opt for the EEU. Similar pressure was applied to Ukraine, leading president Viktor Yanukovych to also announce a last-minute change of plans just weeks before Vilnius. It was Yanukovych’s change of heart that sparked the first protests on Kiev’s Maidan Nezalezhnosti (Independence Square), ultimately leading to Yanukovych’s fall from power, followed by Russia’s annexation of Crimea and military intervention in eastern Ukraine. Russia viewed the EaP as an attempt by the EU to carve out a new sphere of influence and weaken Russian access to European energy markets.33 This skepticism was not entirely off the mark. The Russo-Georgian war had increasingly led EU members to overlook their concerns about the poor state of political freedom and human rights in several of the EaP states out of a growing belief that Moscow had rejected the post-1991 territorial status quo, and that consequently Moscow and the West were again engaged in a contest for influence across the whole post-Soviet region.34


  From the beginning, European leaders argued that Moscow was overreacting, and that the EaP would actually benefit Russia by stabilizing conditions along its own borders—an argument that overlooked Russia’s view that its primary interest in the region was as a zone of political influence and a strategic glacis against the West. The EaP (or any successful EU attempt to bring about political change in Russia’s post-Soviet neighbors) would moreover break the link between corrupt elites in Russia and other post-Soviet states, undermining the very notion of the “post-Soviet space” as a coherent geographical and political expression. It was this geopolitical significance of the EU’s outreach that alarmed Moscow, though Brussels continued asserting, however disingenuously, that the EaP and its association agreements were simple bureaucratic arrangements to facilitate trade.


  UKRAINE AND THE FUTURE OF EUROPE


  Ukraine, by far the largest and most consequential of the eastern neighborhood states, was always a source of particular tension. Sharply divided between a Ukrainian-speaking West, much of which was under Austro-Hungarian or Polish rule until World War II, and a Russian-speaking East and South that was long part of the Russian Empire, Ukraine continues to live up to its name (the word Ukraina means “borderland”). Within the Ukrainian elite, relations with Russia and the EU served as a proxy in power struggles between competing regional factions, at least until the Maidan protests, the fall of Yanukovych, and Russia’s military intervention consolidated support for deeper integration with Europe across the population. In the aftermath of the 2004 Orange Revolution, Ukraine’s new leaders sought a rapid path to Euro-Atlantic integration, in part to secure their hold on power against a Russian-backed opposition. Until his sudden reversal in September 2013, even Yanukovych and his Party of Regions supported deeper economic integration with the EU as the key to the country’s future development and prosperity, as well as a hedge against overweening Russian influence.


  Discussions over an EU-Ukraine association agreement commenced following Ukraine’s 2008 accession to the WTO, and continued even after Yanukovych took over the presidency in 2010. The proposed association agreement and DCFTA aimed not just at eliminating tariffs, but at harmonizing Ukraine’s domestic regulations with EU standards in areas such as intellectual property protection, customs regulations, and government procurement.35


  Around the same time, the EU began negotiating an agreement (signed in March 2009) to modernize the Ukrainian gas transportation infrastructure, to reduce the waste and corruption that left Kiev vulnerable to Russian pressure over payment arrears and had contributed to the 2006 and 2009 gas crises. This deal too had an underlying geopolitical component, as Brussels feared that the Ukrainians would transfer control of the country’s pipeline network to Moscow to settle the outstanding debts that had precipitated the gas crises in the first place (following years of pressure, Moscow reached just such a deal with Belarus in November 2011).36 Brussels worried that Russian control of the Ukrainian pipelines, coupled with the construction of Nord Stream and South Stream, would strengthen Gazprom’s monopoly over gas supplies, along with Moscow’s political influence in both Kiev and the EU itself. Russia argued that any attempt to bring in foreign assistance to modernize the pipeline network would threaten the interests of Gazprom and make further disruptions more likely. Kiev meanwhile suggested a tripartite consortium that would keep the network in Ukrainian hands while tamping down pressure from Russia.37


  Though Russian sensitivities were heightened by the presence of a strongly pro-European leadership in Kiev before 2010, the election of Yanukovych (whom Russia had assisted in his earlier, botched attempt to seize the presidency in 2004) did little to ameliorate tensions. Yanukovych continued talks on the association agreement while refusing to transfer control of the Ukrainian pipeline system to Moscow. Yanukovych even called for Ukraine’s eventual membership in the EU itself.38 Though negotiations on the association agreement were completed in October 2011, the deal was soon put on hold following the conviction and jailing of former prime minister Yulia Tymoshenko after what the Europeans argued was a politically motivated trial. The Yanukovych government nevertheless maintained its rhetorical commitment to deeper integration with the EU, even as it moved further away from EU standards for governance, democracy, and human rights.39 Yanukovych apparently believed that Brussels wanted the agreement badly enough for its own geopolitical reasons that it would eventually give way on the jailing of Tymoshenko (indeed, the question of how much weight to give to Tymoshenko’s fate was an important point of discussion within the EU).


  In any event, it was not the jailed former prime minister who created the principal stumbling block to implementation of the association agreement but the objections of Putin’s Kremlin. After offers of discounted gas and direct financial assistance failed to change Yanukovych’s mind, a single meeting with Putin in Moscow in November 2013 sufficed, with Yanukovych announcing on his return to Kiev that the agreement would be postponed. The Maidan protests began that same night. For perhaps the first time ever, tens of thousands of protesters took to the streets waving the blue and yellow EU flag, calling on Yanukovych to embrace the European future he had long promised.


  Over the course of subsequent months, Ukraine plunged into a state of near collapse due to a combination of its leaders’ own mismanagement and deliberate Russian provocations. At the same time, relations between the EU and Russia deteriorated to levels not seen since the Cold War. After Russia’s February 2014 seizure of Crimea, Brussels followed Washington in imposing sanctions, even though the interdependence of the Russian and EU economies made sanctions more difficult for the Europeans. EU measures were initially limited to suspending talks on the new PCA and a planned visa agreement, while halting preparations for a G8 meeting scheduled for June in Sochi.40


  The escalation of Russia’s involvement in the crisis led to further sanctions, including individual travel bans and asset freezes imposed in response to the annexation of Crimea, which were extended to cover Putin’s “inner circle” following the start of Russian operations in the Donbas.41 As the crisis in Donbas worsened, Brussels finally imposed “sectoral” sanctions on the Russian economy in July, expanding them in September. Targeting whole sectors of the Russian economy was designed to raise the pressure on Moscow, but doing so also affected European economies accustomed to doing substantial business with Russia, and stretched the ability of Merkel and other leaders to attain consensus within Europe. Notably, Gazprom was exempted from all sanctions, despite its importance as a source of political leverage over both Ukraine and Europe.


  Europe also played a central role in trying to bolster Ukraine against the mix of internal and external risks it faced, though many Europeans questioned whether their interests were sufficient for the level of commitment their leaders were asking them to make. Ambivalence expressed in opinion polls diminished as the confrontation deepened, but Europeans remained concerned about the economic consequences of the crisis, especially as many EU states face the possibility of renewed recessions.42 Despite its own vulnerabilities, the EU pumped more than €3 billion of financial aid into Ukraine’s economy, along with another €8 billion in development assistance in 2014.43 European states and the EU also worked to shore up Ukraine’s energy security, by reversing the flow of Russian gas from EU member states (especially Slovakia) and pressing for energy pricing reforms that would chip away at the mountain of debts Kiev owes to Gazprom.


  Yet under substantial Russian pressure, Brussels conceded on one of its strongest tools for influencing Ukraine’s future direction, agreeing in mid-September to push implementation of the association agreement and DCFTA (which the government of new president Petro Poroshenko and prime minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk signed in May) back a year. The delay removes one of the principal carrots for Kiev to implement reforms and creates new uncertainty ahead which Russia can exploit. The drama over Ukraine’s pipeline network and association agreement highlight some of the dilemmas facing European policy makers over their outreach to the countries between the EU and Russia. While the EU does not want this region to turn into a geopolitical and legal gray zone, its attempts to use the tools of integration to stabilize the region and draw it closer to Europe continue meeting resistance from Moscow, which sees its influence in the region as the foundation for Russia’s existence as a major global power and recognizes the importance of trade and investment for Russia’s own economy. At the same time, states like Ukraine suffer from many of the same political and institutional shortcomings as Russia itself. The EU consequently faces a chicken-and-egg dilemma: integration is designed as a tool to promote reform, but (as with Russia itself), the EU is wary of pursuing even limited integration with countries that have not fully embraced European values and practices. The result is that Ukraine and its neighbors remain on the periphery, subject to the competing ambitions of Brussels and Moscow.


  CONCLUSION


  The crisis in Ukraine will ultimately determine much not only about the nature of EU-Russian relations, but about the EU itself. As the EU has suffered from a democratic deficit and rising populism at home, the Maidan protesters’ willingness to face down Yanukovych’s goons as well as the Russian military speak to the continued attractiveness of the European ideals in at least part of the continent. Ensuring that Ukraine’s transition succeeds and that Kiev remains on a glide path to Europe is in the EU’s vital interests. Not only will instability (never mind active conflict) on Europe’s borders eviscerate Europe’s security, but failure to make good on its promises to Kiev will damage the soft power that Europe continues to enjoy in its wider neighborhood. Failure would also reinforce Russia’s narrative about European decadence, and raise the likelihood of additional challenges from Moscow in the years to come. Already, Russia’s actions have left its planned Eurasian Economic Union on thin ice, with actual and prospective members seeing more and more the essential element of compulsion driving it. Brussels has been slow to articulate the stakes in this struggle, however. The institutional EU has never been great at harnessing member states to put aside their parochial interests to act in the greater good. Amid a rising tide of bad news at home, Ukraine provides an opportunity for Europe to assert itself on the international stage. Despite the challenge posed by Ukraine, the EU and Russia will continue to have a complex, interdependent relationship. Russian leaders may talk about Asia’s growing importance, especially as Moscow seeks to reduce its vulnerability to Western sanctions, but Europe will remain Moscow’s indispensable economic partner for the foreseeable future, including in energy. Similarly, Europe’s quest for diversification is beginning to bear fruit, but given existing infrastructure and future uncertainty, Europe for now has little choice but to continue buying large quantities of Russian gas. Nor can Europe’s major security challenges be solved without Russia playing a constructive role. In addition to Ukraine, these include the protracted conflicts in Moldova and the South Caucasus, the status of conventional forces in Europe, and the ongoing dispute over European missile defense. For Russia, mounting uncertainty along its Southern and Eastern borders provides a powerful argument for keeping tensions in Europe to a minimum.


  Moscow’s ambivalent position with respect to Europe reflects in some ways a centuries-old dilemma of Russian identity. Russia is in Europe, but not of it. The EU’s challenge lies in learning to reconcile values and interests in its dealings with Russia—a task for which the strategy of integration it has pursued for much of the past two decades appears inadequate.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. Why has Russia’s attitude toward the EU, and especially the expansion of EU influence in the post-Soviet region, become more hostile over time? Was this development inevitable?


  2. What were the goals of the EU’s Eastern Partnership (EaP)? Are these goals incompatible with Russian interests? What are the prospects for greater EU-Russian cooperation in the post-Soviet region?


  3. Has the EU strategy of change through engagement (Wandel durch Annäherung) with Russia failed? What other approaches could the EU take today?


  4. What impact has Europe’s economic crisis had on relations with Russia? How lasting will these effects be?
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  Kathleen J. Hancock and Taylor René Lane


  Russia has long been an energy powerhouse. Its relationship with oil and natural gas dates to the birth of the petroleum industry in the mid-1800s. While fossil fuels played a critical role in developing the Russian empire and then the Soviet Union, their position as a political actor has been most pronounced since the Soviet collapse, particularly under president Vladimir Putin’s leadership. In this chapter, we are particularly interested in how oil and gas have intersected with the international politics of the Russian government. We begin with a brief review of energy resources and then move to an historical overview of petroleum in Russia to demonstrate how embedded energy issues are in Russia’s history. We then turn to a discussion of the current structure of the oil and gas sectors. Russia demonstrates the importance of segregating oil from natural gas analysis, a mistake too many social scientists make. While both fossil fuels are often found in the same fields, they have different properties that affect how, where, and at what cost producers and consumers pay for the commodity. Drawing on the economic concept of relation-specific assets, we then make the case that oil and gas pipelines are relation-specific assets that bind together states, affecting relations between Russia and its neighbors. Here, we discuss in particular detail the case of Belarus and Russia and then the ongoing crisis between Ukraine and Russia and the role that energy resources play in this crisis. We pay particular attention to Ukraine’s and the European Union’s dependence on Russian imports, but also Russia’s dependence on European money in exchange for the oil and natural gas, as well as the role of energy in Russia’s illegal annexation of the Crimean peninsula. Finally, we discuss the ways in which Russia’s ability to use fossil fuels as an international political weapon may be declining. In the conclusion, we summarize the findings and suggest energy factors to be watched as events continue unfolding in the Eurasian region.


  THE NATURE OF OIL AND GAS


  Oil, natural gas, and coal are the dominant types of fossil fuels used in energy consumption. Derived from the fossil remains of plants and animals, these fuels are nonrenewable over the timeframe of civilization. Renewables include wind, solar, nuclear, biofuel, hydro, and geothermal (heat from the Earth) energy. Humans use energy for three primary purposes: transportation, electricity, and heating. Countries use different fuels for different purposes, based on their endowments, economic costs of extraction, production, and transportation, and technological development. For example, primary sources for electricity in the United States are coal (39 percent), natural gas (27 percent), and nuclear (19 percent), with a mere 1 percent coming from oil.1 In Russia, the primary sources are natural gas (47 percent), coal (18 percent), hydropower (17 percent), and nuclear energy (16 percent). Crude oil is processed for a variety of transportation, heating, and manufacturing needs. Refined products include gasoline, kerosene (the first refined product, used in the late nineteenth century for oil lamps; used today as jet fuel), propane and butane (collectively known as liquefied petroleum gas), lubricating oils, and bitumen, used for road construction and waterproofing for roofs.2


  The term petroleum refers to natural gas and oil. The two fuels are often found in the same reservoir, but there can be significantly different amounts of each in a single field, which means production might focus on extracting one or the other fuel. Oil is purchased on an international market, with many delivery options (pipelines, oil tankers, roads, and railways). As a result, states can buy and sell from distant countries with relatively low cost in infrastructure. Natural gas, on the other hand, mostly travels through pipelines. The exception is liquefied natural gas (LNG). To get LNG, natural gas must be cooled to -260° F, which shrinks the volume of the gas 600 times, which makes it easier to store and transport, including using tankers. Regasification plants return the liquid to its gaseous state. Crude oil needs to be refined to turn it into usable products. Some states have high refinery capacities while others rely on other states to refine their oil. In contrast, natural gas is cleaned of impurities, mostly methane, at the wellhead.


  The properties of oil and natural gas affect the global economics of the two commodities. Oil is traded on a global level, whereas gas is more of a regional market. As such, there are mostly global oil prices, but regional natural gas prices. This becomes important when we discuss how Russia has used the promise of low and the threat of high natural gas prices to pull Belarus and other states closer to it. In addition, we discuss toward the end the importance of the US developing LNG export capacities and how this may change the global energy market, potentially harming Russia.


  HISTORICAL BACKGROUND


  In 1848, Russia developed the first relatively deep oil wells in Baku, Azerbaijan, which was then considered a technological triumph of its time. Russia quickly began exploiting additional reserves in the Central Asian region.3 Since the tsars permitted private ownership of resources, Western businesses flocked to Baku to further develop the rich petroleum basin.4 The most legendary investor and innovator was the Swedish businessman Robert Hjalman Nobel (1829–1896), brother of Alfred Nobel of Nobel Prize fame. Nobel revolutionized extraction in the Baku basin through technological advances and infrastructure development. Thanks to his innovations, companies could drill as deep as 1,800 feet by the late 1800s. Furthermore, he conceived of the world’s first oil tanker, the Zoroaster, which was crucial for the commercial feasibility of Central Asian oil. Nobel’s innovations gave isolated, landlocked Azerbaijan access to northeastern Europe. Under his leadership, more than 250 oil terminals were built along the Volga River by 1910, which expanded exporting capabilities to St. Petersburg, Moscow, and Riga.5 Nobel’s contributions led to the first major stream of Russian petroleum exports, with Baku producing 40,000 barrels per day. The Russian Empire had evolved into an international power player and by the turn of the century its production had surpassed that of the United States, generating approximately 30 percent of global supply.6


  Russia’s position as a global industry leader came to a halt in the wake of the Black Hundreds campaign. The labor strikes that transpired as a result of the civil unrest caused Russian production to drop off to 9 percent of global supply by 1913. Then, only a few years later, the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution completely altered the structure of the Russian petroleum industry. The Bolsheviks eliminated private ownership across all sectors, and consequently, multinational corporations were forced out of the Baku region. Initially, there was hope that the British would gain control of Azerbaijan and reestablish private exploration and production rights. Several multinationals, including Standard Oil and Shell Oil, purchased new fields and exploration rights from the newly independent state in 1917. However, in 1918, the Bolsheviks again formally nationalized all Azerbaijani resources, integrating Central Asian oil wealth into the Soviet system and leaving international investors with nothing. The multinationals affected by this move fashioned an association to boycott “illegally-produced” Russian oil, but in 1922 the association’s instigator, Shell Oil, broke the ban.


  Even with the return of Western buyers, the newly formed state company of the Soviet Union failed to boost production rates to levels of the late nineteenth–early twentieth century. The Soviets lacked the technological expertise required to explore, drill, and refine. Soviet leader Vladimir Lenin recognized that the Soviet gap in industry knowledge would inhibit the state from efficiently exploiting its vast reserves; therefore, when the New Economic Policy was drafted in 1921 he outlined plans to again allow foreign multinationals to participate in the petroleum sector. British Petroleum (BP), Standard Oil, and smaller independents responded to the call, but the window for multinationals in the Soviet Union closed quickly. The industry was recovering and output had been revived as a result of improved systems (developed with Western assistance). Consequently, from 1930 to approximately 1945, the Soviet Union cancelled the concession contracts it had signed with multinational corporations.7


  Under Stalin, Five Year Plans (FYP) were intended to achieve independence from foreign companies as soon as possible. In the first Five Year Plan (1928–1932), R1.6 billion was allocated to technical equipment, new pipeline construction, and drilling footage. In the second FYP (1933–1937), R2.5 billion was allocated to new refineries. In the third FYP (1938–1942), special attention was devoted to the exploration of Central Asia, Siberia, and the Ural-Volga region where a large portion of industrial production was occurring. Finally, in the fourth FYP (1946–1950), 5,500 additional wells were drilled, which brought the number of Soviet wells up to 19,000 by 1950.8 By this time, the Federal Ministry of Petroleum Production could fully function without the intervention of foreign corporations and could generate enough energy to fuel the industrial revolution at home. The only core difficulty still to overcome was the lack of infrastructure within the USSR and also links to nearby export markets.


  To overcome this gap, in the 1960s, the Soviets invested heavily in pipeline infrastructure. The Soviets built these quickly to meet current demand, which reached its peak in the late 1960s.9 In 1964, the Bratstvo pipeline, now Russia’s largest gas pipeline with a capacity of 3.5 trillion cubic feet (tcf), was commissioned. It originally carried gas from the Shebelinka field in Ukraine to Czechoslovakia and Austria, but then in the 1970s, the pipeline was extended to reach West Germany, Italy, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Hungary.10 At the same time, the Soviets built the Central Asia-Center pipeline, which fully connected Russia to the core Central Asian pducers: Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan.11


  With better-developed infrastructure and decent production methods, Soviet production and exports soared. The mid-1970s were especially profitable for the Soviet Union due to the oil embargo of 1973. When the immediate shortage hit the West, the Soviet Union was in a perfect position even though it was not a member of OPEC and therefore free to profit from higher oil prices. For several years, the Soviet Union collected exceptional windfalls, but this was ultimately short-lived. Due to poor investment in exploratory drilling, the Siberian fields were not able to sustain output. In 1977, Brezhnev declared that the country was on the precipice of an oil crisis. Government-sponsored aid helped Siberian production to recover, but not until 1986.


  The real oil crisis hit the Soviet Union in the 1980s. After record-breaking prices in the early 1980s, oil prices plummeted in the second half of the decade. It was the Soviet’s bad luck that after peaking in price in 1986, fuel prices plummeted to $10 a barrel.12 Oil was the main export and source of hard currency for the USSR. Insufficient investment and lack of the modern technology needed to harness hardto-reach oil fields prevented it from expanding production, and in fact Soviet oil production began to decline in the second half of the 1980s. The Soviet government was also borrowing heavily to modernize its economy. These two factors—falling revenue from oil sales and increased borrowing—led to a rise in Soviet external debt.


  Soviet oil output peaked in 1988 at 624 million tons but declined thereafter. The Soviet economy continued to grow during the 1980s albeit at a slower rate. Total energy output continued to increase, led by a large expansion in the production of natural gas. Oil production, however, fell. At the end of 1990 the Soviet Union was producing only 95 percent of the volume of oil it did in 1980.13 The biggest decline, however, occurred after 1988. In 1991 when the Soviet Union collapsed, oil production was down nearly 20 percent from 1988 levels. In terms of borrowing, in 1985 oil earnings and net debt were $22 billion and $18 billion, respectively; by 1989, these numbers had become $13 billion and $44 billion, respectively. By 1991, when external debt was $57 billion, creditors (many of whom were major German banks) stopped making loans and started demanding repayments.14 The decline of the oil sector, therefore, was a contributory cause for economic stress and the eventual collapse of the USSR in 1991.15


  CURRENT DOMESTIC STRUCTURE OF OIL AND GAS INDUSTRIES


  To legitimize the new direction and world position of the newly established Russian Federation, which emerged out of the former Soviet Union, policymakers opted to privatize part of the former Soviet petroleum sector. The natural gas portion remained a centralized, state-owned entity called Gazexport (renamed Gazprom in 2006);16 however, the oil sector was mostly privatized. The state initially created a group of federal holding companies, which would maintain majority shares in the privatized subsidiaries. The intention behind this policy was to ensure that state control in the oil industry would be preserved in the free-market. However, as time went on, the state’s stake in privatized oil companies oscillated between more and less. As a result of the privatization process, Russia ended up with a mixture of state conglomerates, privately owned independent companies, and thirteen large vertically integrated corporations.17 Table 13.1 shows the major Russian-owned oil and gas companies, while table 13.2 lists the major multinational corporations involved in the Russian oil and gas industry.


  [image: Table 13.1. Major Oil and Gas Russian-Owned Companies Company Name Ownership Structure Production (Natural gas: billion cubic feet/day; Oil: thousand barrels per day) Petroleum Reserves and Operations Gazprom 50+% stateowned Oil: 314 Natural gas: 47.1 Extensive natural gas reserves in Russia, operations in four regions and 12 countries Rosneft 70% stateowned, 30% private Oil: 2,448 Natural gas: 1.2 Oil reserves in Russia, specialized operations in three regions, six countries Lukoil Private company (Russia) Oil: 1,670 Natural gas: 1.6 Oil and gas operations in Africa, Europe, the Middle East, and Russia Sources: Tara Patel and Stephen Bierman. 2014. �Total Agrees to Lukoil Shale Deal, Brushing Off Russia Sanctions.� Bloomberg, May 23, 2014; Lukoil. 2013. �History of Share Capital.� Accessed November 14, 2014. http://www.lukoil.com/; Lukoil. 2014. �Overseas Projects.� Accessed November 30, 2014. https://lukoil-overseas.com/projects/; Pauline Jones Luong. 2012. �The Limits of International Expansion: Russian National Oil Companies & Global Markets.� PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo 238 (2); Gazprom. 2014. �About Gazprom�Production.� Accessed November 14, 2014. http://www.gazprom.com/about/ production/projects/deposits/; U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014. �Russia.� Accessed November 24, 2014. http://www.eia.gov/countries/analysisbriefs/Russia/russia.pdf.]


  Today, the structure of corporate governance within the Russian oil and gas industry has slightly shifted. The largest state companies, such as Gazprom and Rosneft, have warmed to the idea of partnerships with foreign corporations, both state-owned and privately owned. However, the property rights of formerly privatized oil corpora-tions have been very much reduced and in multiple cases completely violated. The nationalization of private corporations and the expansion of the core state conglomerates could be considered evidence of a recentralized oil and gas industry in Russia.


  [image: Table 13.2. Major Foreign Oil and Gas Companies Doing Business in Russia Company Name Home Country Ownership Structure Petroleum Reserves and Operations British Petroleum U.K. Private 19.75% of Rosneft shares Royal Dutch Shell Netherlands Private As of Dec. 2014, suspended due to economic sanctions: Joint venture with Gazprom Neft to explore tight oil Exxon Mobil U.S. Private As of Dec. 2014, suspended due to economic sanctions: Joint venture with Rosneft in the Kara Sea (Arctic) Statoil Norway 67% state-owned, 33% private Joint exploration with Rosneft: Russian Barents Sea, Sea of Okhotsk (Arctic) Eni Italy 30% state-owned, 20% other EU states, 50% private Joint exploration with Rosneft: Russian Barents Sea, Black Sea Total France Private As of Dec. 2014, suspended due to economic sanctions: Joint shale venture with Lukoil in Western Siberia Sources: Tara Patel and Stephen Bierman. 2014. �Total Agrees to Lukoil Shale Deal, Brushing Off Russia Sanctions.� Bloomberg, May 23, 2014; Eni. 2014. �Eni Shareholders & Major Shareholders.� Accessed November 1, 2014. http://www.eni.com/en_IT/governance/shareholders/eni-shareholding/eni-shareholding .shtml; Statoil. 2010. �Major Shareholders.� http://www.statoil.com/annualreport2010/. Accessed March 20, 2015; Lukoil. 2013. �History of Share Capital.� Accessed November 14, 2014. http://www.lukoil .com/static_6_5id_2162.html; Lukoil. 2014. �Overseas Projects.� Accessed November 30, 2014. https:// lukoil-overseas.com/projects/; Pauline Jones Luong. 2012. �The Limits of International Expansion: Russian National Oil Companies & Global Markets.� PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo 238 (2); Gazprom. 2014. �About Gazprom�Production.� Accessed November 14, 2014. http://www.gazprom.com/about/ production/projects/deposits/; U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014. �Russia.� Accessed November 24, 2014. http://www.eia.gov/countries/analysisbriefs/Russia/russia.pdf.]


  The two largest state-owned petroleum corporations in Russia are Gazprom and Rosneft. Gazprom, often referred to as the Russian gas giant (producing 73 percent of domestic supply), is the largest natural gas producer in the world. The company is estimated to hold 35.7 thousand cubic meters (tcm) in natural gas reserves and produces approximately 13 percent of global supply on an annual basis.18 In 2012, Russia was the second largest producer of natural gas, with the United States as the largest. Gazprom’s transmission system, the Unified Gas Supply System of Russia (UGSS), is the largest pipeline network in the world. Its gas lines cover 168.9 thousand kilometers, reaching from the most remote areas of Russia well into Asia and Europe.19 Gazprom is a publicly traded company, but ownership of its shares is limited. The Federal Agency for State Property Management maintains around a 40 percent stake in the company, while Rosneftegaz holds 11 percent and Rosgazifikatsiia has 1 percent. This endows the state with a more than 50 percent stake in the firm. Legal entities, private domestic shareholders, and foreign American Depositary Receipt holders account for the remainder of company shares. (An ADR is a stock that trades in the United States but represents a specified number of shares in a foreign company. Gazprom established the ADR Program in 1996 to protect it from undervaluation in the stock market, but also from foreign dominance.) The stocks are among the most liquid in Russia, accounting for about 20 percent of daily trades at the Moscow Exchange.20


  [image: Figure 13.1. Top Natural Gas Producers Note: Measured as dry natural gas production, which is marketed production minus gas lost at the extraction site, for example due to gas flares. Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014. �International Energy Statistics.� http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm.]


  [image: Figure 13.2. Top Natural Gas Exporters Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014. �International Energy Statistics.� http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm.]


  Gazprom’s corporate governance has been accused of being not only inefficient, but also corrupt. Historically, Gazprom has not functioned as a typical profit-seeking corporation, but as a political arm of the Russian government. Since 1991, according to economist Anders Åslund, the Russian government via Gazprom has used natural gas prices, deliveries, and contract manipulation 36 times as a punishment for political purposes.21 Like president Boris Yeltsin before him, president Vladimir Putin consistently appoints allies to powerful positions in Gazprom. In 2004, Dmitry Medvedev, Russia’s former president and current prime minister, was elected as the chairman of Gazprom’s board of directors. Additionally, Timur Kulibaev, the head of KazEnergy and son-in-law of Kazakhstan’s permanent president, Nursultan Nazarbayev, sit on the same board.22


  Rosneft’s ownership structure is similar to Gazprom’s. Approximately 70 percent of the company is owned by the Russian government and 30 percent by private shareholders. About 65 percent of the privately held shares are held by British Petroleum (BP), which gives the multinational corporation 19.75 percent of the total holdings in Rosneft.23 BP acquired its stake in the state-owned firm after selling its 50 percent stake in TNK-BP to Rosneft, which at the time was the third largest vertically integrated petroleum company in Russia.24 It is hypothesized that BP opted to partner with Rosneft in hopes of gaining access to the vast reserves of the Arctic, which are reserved strictly for state conglomerates.


  The BP-Rosneft partnership prominently shows that the state is once again willing to partner with foreign entities in the petroleum sector.25 Similar to the period of Lenin’s New Economic Policy (1921–1928), the state is partnering with foreign firms to acquire technological expertise and additional capital. However, BP’s 20 percent stake in Rosneft suggests Russia’s commitment to the partnership and its likely longevity. It is a significant step toward greater integration into the global petroleum industry and toward a more advanced petroleum sector in Russia.


  In addition to BP, Rosneft has developed partnerships with several other major multinational oil and gas companies. Exxon Mobil, Shell, Eni of Italy, Total of France, and Statoil of Norway have all entered into exceptionally significant joint ventures with Rosneft. Contract stipulations vary from venture to venture, but virtually every agreement states the importance of technology transfer and staff exchange. In the Eni contract, the agreement also allows for Rosneft’s participation in Eni’s international projects.26 These contracts clearly illustrate Russia’s revived interest in learning from multinationals, from both a technical and management standpoint.


  Russia aims to internationalize both Rosneft and Gazprom by establishing vertically integrated operations around the world and to successfully compete with privately owned international oil corporations.27 As of December 2014, Gazprom was operating in South America (Venezuela and Bolivia), North Africa and the Middle East (Libya, Algeria, Iraq), and Asia (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Vietnam). It is constructing its first LNG plant in Vladivostok with hopes of increasing its share of the global market or at the very least retaining its present share in the face of the US shale boom. The Japanese government is helping fund Russia’s plant in exchange for guaranteed deliveries in the future. Rosneft, although expanding at a slower pace, now controls approximately 20 percent of German refining capacity, and has launched upstream ventures in four countries: Algeria, the United Arab Emirates, Venezuela, and Kazakhstan.28 Both Russian firms are explicitly preparing for expansion and increased production.


  RELATION-SPECIFIC ASSETS AND EURASIAN INTEGRATION


  In this section we explore how Russia is using oil and gas for international political purposes. An overlooked aspect of Putin’s economic policy is the Eurasian economic integration project, in which energy interdependencies have played a role. In the immediate aftermath of the Soviet Union’s collapse, Russia and other Eurasian states created the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), which included all the former Soviet states minus the Baltics (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), which had unequivocally embraced Europe. The Baltic states subsequently became members of NATO and the European Union (EU) in 2004. The CIS remained a largely paper organization. Starting in 1995, Russia focused on a smaller group of more willing participants, creating first a Customs Union (1995) and then the Eurasian Economic Community (2000) with Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, and Tajikistan.29 Most recently, the states formed the Eurasian Development Bank (EDB) and the 2010 Customs Union, which includes Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. In 2014, the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) agreement was signed, which includes ambitious goals of liberalizing markets for services and some goods (for example, energy and medicines), although with a substantial delay of up to ten years. In 2015 the Eurasian Economic Union came into effect, thereby replacing the Customs Union. These accords set off the conflict with Ukraine when Putin pressured Ukraine’s president to join the Eurasian project and reject the European Union, or face increased energy prices and being shut out of the Russian market, an issue we discuss in a subsequent section.


  What explains why some Eurasian states signed integration agreements while others have not? No explanation is complete without understanding energy issues, particularly oil and gas pipelines and the fuel they deliver. As noted above, while oil is purchased on an international market, with many delivery options (pipelines, oil tankers, roads, and railways), natural gas travels almost exclusively through pipelines, which are expensive sunk-cost assets that link together buyers and sellers. While less important for oil, given the other means of transportation, oil pipelines also link states together. As such, pipelines fit the definition of a relation-specific asset (RSA).


  Economists define RSAs as durable investments made for particular transactions and for which their value is significantly lower in best alternative uses, or by alternative users, should the original transaction be prematurely terminated.30 More succinctly, these are “durable transaction-specific sunk investments.”31 All aspects of the definition are critical. The investments must be durable, of significance, and the value of alternative uses must be substantially lower outside of the relationship. Economists have identified three types of specific assets as having significant explanatory power: site, physical, and dedicated. Site specific assets are those that are too heavy or large to easily move to a new location. Physically specific assets contain design characteristics specific to the transaction and have lower values in alternative uses. These assets are physically tailored for a certain project. Unlike site specific assets, they might be easily transported to another location, but their next best use is of very low value. Dedicated assets involve substantial general purpose investments that would not have been made if not for a particular relationship. If the exchange were discontinued, the investor would be faced with excess capacity. Oil and gas pipelines (and electricity grids) have all three features: They are extremely heavy, making them site specific assets; they contain specific design characteristics making alternative uses prohibitively expensive, a feature of physically specific assets; and states build them for a particular customer base and therefore assumed demand, qualifying them as dedicated assets.


  While Eurasia is a vast network of pipelines, as shown in table 13.3, the Eurasian states with the most significant RSAs with Russia are Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine. Belarus and Kazakhstan have been the most consistent in integrating economically with Russia, due in part to the tight energy linkages. To demonstrate how Putin used energy RSAs to create stronger regionalism, we discuss in some detail the tug-of-war between Russia and Belarus, which finally resulted in Russia owning Belarus’ pipelines, thereby securing Belarus’ future with Russia.32 There are several RSAs binding Belarus to Russia. First, Belarus has always relied heavily on Russian oil and gas. In 2000, Belarus produced only 41,600 barrels per day of oil, a small percentage of what it required to meet the demand of about 180,000 barrels per day. Russian oil made up the shortfall, as it still does today. Belarus inherited from the Soviet era two oil refineries, based in Naftan and Mazyr. These refineries depend on Russian crude oil, which they refine into gasoline, bitumen, and lubricants. The refineries have a combined capacity of about 493,000 barrels per day, more than double what Belarus consumes. More than 60 percent of these products are exported, primarily to Europe, accounting for a significant percentage of Belarus’ hard currency earnings.33 In addition, Belarus depends on Russian natural gas for consumers and for its energy-intensive economy. In 2001, Belarus produced only 10 billion cubic feet, hardly sufficient for the 598 billion cubic feet the state consumed.


  [image: Table 13.3. Russia’s Export Pipelines Oil Pipelines Name Route and Notes Length (miles) Capacity (million barrels/day) Druzhba (Friendship) Northern route: Belarus, Poland, Germany Southern route: Ukraine, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Hungary 2,400 2.0 Baltic System 1 Timan Pechora (Northern Russia) to Primorsk Terminal (near the border with Finland) 730 1.5 Baltic System 2 Unecha (near borders with Belarus and Ukraine) to Ust-Luga Terminal (Gulf of Finland) 620 1.0 Northwest Pipeline System Polotsk (Belarus) to Bu¯tinge˙ (Lithuania) and Ventspils (Latvia) 500 0.3 Caspian Pipeline Consortium Tengiz (Kazakhstan) to Novorossiysk (Russian Black Sea port). Planned expansion to 1.4 million bbl/day by 2016 940 0.7 Baku-Novorossiysk Pipeline Sangachal Terminal (Azerbaijan) to Novorossiysk (Russian Black Sea port) 830 0.1 Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean (ESPO) Pipeline Taishet-Skovorodino-Kozmino Bay (with a 60-mile spur running from Skovorodino to Daqing in China) 270 0.6 Purpe-Samotlor Pipeline Oil fields in the Yamal-Nenets and Ob Basin (including Vankor field) to the ESPO Pipeline 266 0.5 Natural Gas Pipelines Capacity (billion/trillion cubic feet) Yamal-Europe I Belarus to Poland and Germany. Proposed Yamal-Europe II would expand the existing pipeline by 1 1,300 1.2 tcf Bratstvo (Brotherhood) Russia to Ukraine to Slovakia, splits into two branches to Czech Republic, Austria, Italy, Hungary, Slovenia, and Croatia 3.5 tcf Blue Stream Russia to Samsun, Turkey via the Black Sea 750 560 bcf North Caucasus Georgia to Armenia 350 bcf Uzhgorod Pipelines Four pipelines carrying Russian gas to Europe, mostly Germany, Italy, and France, via Ukraine 700 bcf�1 tcf Gazi-Magomed-Mozdok Russia to Azerbaijan. Used to send Russian natural gas to Azerbaijan but has been reversed to send Azerbaijani gas to Russia 400 200 bcf Nord Stream Russia to Germany, along the Baltic seabed 760 1.9 tcf South Stream Pipeline project cancelled by Putin (Dec. 1, 2014). Construction started in Dec. 2012. Russia, under the Black Sea, to several destinations: Bulgaria, Serbia, Hungary, Austria, Slovenia, Greece, and Italy. Designed to avoid Ukraine TBD TBD Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration 2014, �Russia.� Accessed November 24, 2014. http://www .eia.gov/countries/analysisbriefs/Russia/russia.pdf; Gazprom. �Gazprom Projects.� http://www.gazprom .com/about/production/. Accessed December 1, 2014.]


  Second, during the first decade of the 2000s, Belarus counted on Russian fuel to fill its oil and gas pipelines that serve as conduits to Europe. The northern branch of Russia’s Druzhba pipeline passes through Belarus, delivering crude oil to a Latvian Baltic seaport as well as to Germany and Poland. Germany relies more on Russian oil than any other foreign producer, with Russian exports accounting for about one-third of Germany’s imported oil. Poland relies even more substantially on Russian oil, comprising about one-half of its imports. While the pipelines offered Belarus the opportunity of transit fees, they also further bound Belarus to Russia, given that Russia is the only exporter using the pipelines. Without Russian supply, the pipelines have no value.


  The RSAs reveal that Belarus significantly depends on Russia, a dependence that carries a high cost should the relationship end. In turn, some of these RSAs left Russia vulnerable to Belarus. Specifically, Belarus’ geographic position along with the pipelines that traverse that geography make Belarus an important conduit for Russian fuels destined for Europe. In other words, the states were mutually vulnerable. Mutual vulnerability allows a state to take hostages, threatening to harm the partner in one arena should it threaten harm in another arena. This hostage taking can occur between or within arenas. For example, if Putin threatened to cut off cheap energy to Belarus, Lukashenko could threaten to stop fuel from flowing through Belarus’ pipelines, or to dramatically raise transit fees.


  When there are significant RSAs between two companies, economists predict that the larger one will buy out the other, creating a hierarchy. This same logic can be applied to states. Indeed, in the early 2000s, Russia began aggressively pursuing a very specific hierarchy: control of Belarus’ key pipelines. In November 2002, Belarus exceeded the gas imports that Russia allowed under a prior agreement. In retaliation, Russia cut supplies by 50 percent, a dramatic reduction for a state that depends wholly on Russian imports. The Belarusian government subsequently paid Gazprom $11 million of the $282 million it owed, resulting in a slight increase in supplies a few days later. Several days passed before the Belarusian and Russian prime ministers met to discuss the dire situation. Following the meeting, the leaders announced that once again Beltransgaz, Belarus’ state-owned pipeline company, and Gazprom would form a joint venture. The two sides had signed an agreement to merge the companies in July 2002, vowing to seal the deal within one year. In November, the Belarusian prime minister promised to put before Belarus’ legislature a bill calling for the joint venture’s creation no later than July 2003, one year past the original deadline. With the legislature under Lukashenko’s thumb, the administration’s promise melted seamlessly into action. About one week later, the legislature removed the legal ban on privatizing Belarus’ natural gas pipelines, thus paving the way for the joint venture. Selling off his state’s major bargaining asset would seem a poor decision on Lukashenko’s part. Yet, the deal was designed to relieve Russian pressure. The compact granted Gazprom 25 to 30 percent of Beltransgaz as payment for Belarus’ debts to the gas company.


  The deadline passed without action. As the end of 2003 neared, the Russian prime minister threatened Belarus with an ultimatum: push through the joint venture or Gazprom would start charging Belarus full market prices for natural gas. If enacted, Belarusians would suffer serious penalties. At this time, Russian natural gas prices varied significantly depending on the client. In 2002, Belarus paid $30 per 1000 cubic meters, while Ukraine paid $50; the Baltic states, $70–80; and Poland and Slovakia, $100 for the same quantity. For years, Russia had privileged Belarus by charging the same prices offered to Russian companies, so-called wholesale prices. If carried out, the Russian threat would significantly cripple Belarusian companies and literally leave Belarusians in the cold. Rather than buckling, Belarusian officials announced on December 30, 2003, that they refused to discuss a joint venture with Russia. The following week, Beltransgaz reported that its value stood at about $5 billion. The Russians scoffed at this figure. In the Russian assessment, $600 million more accurately reflected the pipeline company’s “book value.”


  The competition between the Slavic states heated up; classic mutual hostage-taking ensued. Belarus noted it was considering raising transit fees for Russian oil flowing through Belarusian pipelines to Europe. Ukraine had been charging 73 cents per 100 kilometers, while Belarus offered the low fee of only 51 cents. Belarus now threatened to match Ukraine’s higher rates. In response, Russia vowed to reduce its quotas for Belarusian oil products. Hoping for reconciliation, the two states’ prime ministers met in Moscow. Binding together two issue areas, the leaders discussed integrating their gas industries and their currencies. They made little progress.


  Unable to seal a deal, Gazprom stopped supplying Belarus on January 20, 2004. Gazprom offered to resume the flow if Belarus agreed to jump its payments from $30 to $80 per 1000 cubic meters, a 167 percent increase in fees. Belarus’ president Alexander Lukashenko refused. With their states’ relationship in tatters over these critical RSAs, the two presidents sat down at the bargaining table. Though media reports do not indicate what transpired at the meeting, the outcome was quickly announced. On January 23, 2004, just three days after Gazprom’s audacious act, the gas again began to flow. Putin subsequently decreed that the Russian government would give Belarus a gas credit. Though his decree counteracted existing law, the Russian president prevailed.


  Despite the presidential intervention along with numerous meetings and negotiations between the various economic and political parties, the states failed to reach a lasting accord. In mid-February, with temperatures plunging to -4° F, Gazprom again ceased gas supplies to Belarus. It promised to resume the fuel flows only if Belarus agreed to sell 50 percent of its Beltransgaz shares to Gazprom. The Russian company went so far as to offer paying double the current transit fees. Again, Lukashenko’s administration held firm, refusing to relinquish its most valuable asset.


  Forced into a corner, Lukashenko fought back with cries of blackmail and cruelty. Adding to his arsenal, Lukashenko used the RSAs to corral allies into his camp. Without gas coming to his own state, the president halted flows to wealthier neighbors. Poland now confronted Putin. The Polish opposition demanded that the Polish Infrastructure Minister resign his post for failing to diversify fuel sources. The Polish Prime Minister turned on Russia. With German supplies similarly threatened, the European Commission dispatched an official letter to Moscow demanding to know why Russia was cutting critical gas supplies. Russia finally heeded Belarus, Poland, and the European Commission’s combined cries. On February 20, 2004 Russia resumed exporting gas through Beltransgaz’s pipelines, charging $46.68, higher than the original $30 but lower than Gazprom’s initial demand of $80.


  This agreement turned out to only forestall the inevitable. Pushed one more time, Belarus finally agreed in 2011 to sell the entire pipeline to Russia. In 2011, Belarus was poorly positioned and forced to sell the remaining 50 percent of Beltransgaz to Gazprom, which transferred complete control of the national pipeline transit company to Russia, giving Gazprom complete control of their Nord Stream exports. In exchange, Belarus was offered gas prices of $164 per 1,000 cubic meters during the high season and average prices of $165–$166 for the rest of the year.34


  ENERGY AND THE RUSSIA-UKRAINE CRISIS


  In contrast to Belarus, since its independence Ukraine has been politically and economically straddling Russia’s Eurasia and the EU. Russia has tried to pull Ukraine into the Eurasia accords, in much the same way it did Belarus. In 2006, Gazprom presented Ukraine with an ultimatum: pay market-level European prices (three to four times higher) or allow Gazprom to buy significant shares in the Ukrainian national pipeline network. Ukraine opted to pay higher prices, but indicated that the country was incapable of paying for an immediate price jump. Ukraine requested a gradual progression to market-level prices, but was given only three months. On January 1, 2006, after failing to make full market-level payments to Gazprom, Russia cut off gas flows to Ukraine. Additionally, Russia also purchased Turkmenistan’s complete gas output for the first quarter of the year, which would have been Ukraine’s only method of substituting Russian gas. The cancellation of deliveries lasted until January 4, 2006, when Gazprom and Naftogaz announced an accord.35 However, again in January 2009, Gazprom cancelled deliveries to Ukraine. This time, gas flows were cancelled for nearly three weeks and European customers were much more severely impacted. The winter crisis of 2009 seems to be less politically motivated and more about economics given that Ukraine did in fact owe Gazprom more than $2 billion dollars in back payments, and falling oil and gas prices had severely impacted Gazprom’s bottom line. The company was stretched for revenue and had limited options.36 However, Gazprom’s decision to again cut gas flows to Ukraine in the wake of the 2014 Ukrainian-Russian conflict demonstrates that the Kremlin does indeed still use gas, looming national debts, and price manipulation as a political tool.37


  Second, in annexing Crimea in March 2014, Russia gained even more energy resources through the annexation. Reservoirs under the Black Sea are thought to rival the North Sea, the great discovery that boosted Britain, Norway, and other European states starting in the 1970s. That said, deep-sea exploration is required that requires high technology; Russian access to technology may not be as easy to gain with Western economic sanctions.


  POTENTIAL DECLINING INFLUENCE


  For several reasons, Moscow’s ability to use energy as a political weapon may be declining. First, the United States is undergoing a boom in natural gas due to hydraulic fracturing, known as “fracking.” Although hydraulic fracturing is not a new technology, new fields are being discovered in the United States and the number of wells has increased dramatically over the last five years. This boom is reshaping the global energy market. In addition, the United States is producing more oil from so-called tight formations. Depending on technological advances and the support of the population for continued fracking, the United States could become a major exporter of fossil fuels, a scenario that seemed very unlikely just a decade ago. The United States is already building ports to export liquefied natural gas that can be moved on tankers, creating a very different natural gas market. Some have suggested that United States’ exported LNG could significantly undermine Russia’s power in the region, particularly if those exports went to Europe. However, there are a few caveats. United States citizens have been enjoying lower natural gas prices; in fact, prices are markedly lower than in most of the rest of the world, due to an increase in supply. If the domestic supply declines due to exports, domestic prices would increase at a time when many in the United States want to see the nation move to cleaner energy options. Natural gas can provide the same stability for electricity that coal provides, making it an attractive option for reducing coal consumption. Moreover, it will be several years before the United States can put the technology in place to export significant amounts of LNG such that they would undermine Russia. Still, the natural gas boom in the United States presents long-term challenges to Russia’s ability to manipulate through gas prices and exports.


  A second reason for declining influence is that the Kremlin’s use of natural gas as a political weapon has cost Gazprom its reputation. As a result, the company’s largest consumer has set out on a path to diversify its supply in order to reduce its dependency on Russian imports. The EU, which in 2009 imported 34 percent of its natural gas from Russia, has outlined a series of goals in the Energy 2020 initiative to ensure competitive, sustainable, and secure energy supply.38 The strategy aims to reduce energy consumption within the EU, but also to advance domestic energy production.39 By 2012, Russian natural gas accounted for only 23 percent of the EU’s supply. Norwegian imports rose by 11 percent and supplies from Algeria and Qatar also helped to ease the deficit.40 Dependence on Russian natural gas varies among the European states, however, with some significantly reliant on Russian imports, as shown in figure 13.3.


  Third, increasing Central Asian oil and gas production may weaken Russia’s grip the region. The commissioning of the Southern Gas Corridor in 2003 was an active move on the part of the Europeans to diversify their supply. The corridor, which comprises three main pipelines: the Trans-Adriatic pipeline, the Interconnector Turkey-Greece-Italy pipeline, and the Nabucco pipeline, will link the thriving gas fields in the Caspian region directly to the EU without ever crossing Russian borders. The corridor is expected to become fully operational by 2018.41 States within the Caspian region are ideal suppliers for the EU given their vast reserves and limited markets. The region is estimated to have a total of 292 tcf of proved and probable natural gas reserves, of which 51 tcf are located in Azerbaijan, 19 tcf in Turkmenistan, 7 tcf in Uzbekistan, and 104 tcf in Kazakhstan.42 The geographic restrictions posed to Central Asian states leave producers with limited options: continue exporting to Russia at a discounted price or redistribute exports to the West and East (principally Europe and China).


  [image: Figure 13.3. Historical Oil Prices Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014. �Russia.� http://www.eia.gov/countries/analysisbriefs/Russia/russia.pdf.]


  Finally, on December 2, 2014, Putin admitted that Russia was falling into a recession, due to the falling price of oil (see figure 13.3) as well as to economic sanctions imposed by the West following Russia’s controversial activities in Ukraine.43 Following the annexation of Crimea, the United States and Europe issued a first wave of sanctions aimed at punishing President Putin’s inner circle44 and released Russia from the G8.45 The sanctions have forced joint ventures to an abrupt halt. Royal Dutch Shell has temporarily suspended its project with Gazprom Neft to explore Siberian shale; Exxon Mobil has temporarily suspended all ten projects with Rosneft; and French Total has temporarily suspended its venture with Lukoil. The tax breaks that the state had set in place last year to entice multinationals presently seem wasted.46 Rosneft, the largest oil company in Russia, was hit with sanctions in the fall of 2014. These sanctions put in place by both the United States and Europe ban Rosneft from conducting financial transactions with Western institutions, thereby limiting its ability to obtain new lines of credit and cope with corporate debt.47 Furthermore, a year prior to these sanctions, Rosneft had publicly announced its plans to acquire the oil trafficking branch at Morgan Stanley, which went up for sale following the full implementation of the Frank-Dodd legislation. The merger has since been delayed by the US Committee on Foreign Investment, which has requested additional information before approving or denying the sale.48 Without the purchase of the oil merchant branch at Morgan Stanley, Rosneft will remain incapable of mobilizing its products and further expanding its market. Russia does not have the technology to extract from less accessible basins and likely will not efficiently proceed with the projects until sanctions have been lifted.


  CONCLUSION


  Russia and petroleum have been partners since the beginning of the oil and gas industry. It is impossible to understand the Russian economy without understanding the energy component. Since the Soviet collapse, Eurasian and European states’ dependence on Russia’s oil and gas has allowed Russia to pull some states closer into its orbit, essentially using the pipelines for politics. At the same time, Russia needs these states to buy its oil and gas, in the case of Europe, and to use pipelines transiting their territory to deliver the oil and gas, in the case of Belarus and Ukraine. Kazakhstan initially relied on Russia to deliver its own oil and gas to other states, including to Russian refineries. Russia used oil and gas to tighten that relationship with Belarus. For a time, Belarus was able to use its transit status to fight back. Eventually, however, Russia won that battle. The ongoing Ukraine-Russia crisis also has a major energy component, particularly related to Moscow’s illegal annexation of the Crimean peninsula, where a key export port is based. Furthermore, Russia wants Ukraine in the Eurasian Customs Union and Eurasian Economic Union in part because of its strategic position as a conduit to Europe’s energy consumers. With Ukraine’s signing of an economic memorandum with the European Union in September 2014, and the Ukrainian Parliament dropping Ukraine’s nonaligned status in December 2014, the prospect of Ukraine joining the Eurasian Economic Union is highly unlikely.


  While Putin has wielded the energy weapon quite astutely throughout his years in office, his ability to dominate is being challenged now more than ever. Kazakhstan has built an export pipeline to China that gives it another outlet, bypassing Russia. The natural gas boom in the United States threatens to undermine Russia’s dominance in the European energy market, if not now, further down the road. The dropping oil prices are causing a recession in Russia, and will undermine many of Russia’s economic and political projects. Western sanctions are finally doing some damage, including leading to the suspension of some contracts and cancellation of pipeline projects. Where all this will lead remains highly uncertain. In addition, whether Putin is responding to crises as they come his way, or whether he orchestrated the crisis with Ukraine will remain unknowable for some time to come. For now, following the energy story will be at least one of the keys to understanding Russia’s future.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How does the ownership of oil and gas companies in contemporary Russia differ from the Soviet period?


  2. What are RSAs and why are they important to energy politics in postcommunist Europe?


  3. What are the motivations why Russia wants Ukraine to join the Eurasian Economic Union?


  4. What are some examples of how and why Russia uses energy as a political weapon?


  5. What impact will fracking in the United States have on Russia’s ability to use energy as a political weapon?
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  14 Nationalism and Food Security


  Stephen K. Wegren and Alexander M. Nikulin


  Putin’s return to power was accompanied by an increase in Russian nationalism, even before the Ukrainian crisis of 2014.1 Food security policy and nationalism mutually reinforce each other, and this pattern is likely to continue, and that is important because Russian leaders approach food security differently than most other nations in the world. There are three main differences. First, Russia’s leaders view food security through the prism of realism, that is, national interest that competes with other nations’ national interests. Specifically, Russian leaders define food security, or lack thereof, according to the percentage of food that is imported and monetary expenditures on food imports.2 This view differs from other countries, where food security is an attempt to guarantee access to food and ensure sufficient caloric and nutritional intake. Second, Russian food security is more than an economic policy, it represents a world view that is simultaneously opportunistic and suspicious. Third, Russia’s food security policy is mostly, though not exclusively, designed to support large farming enterprises. The reason is both strategic and political. Large farms produce a wider variety of food products that feed the urban population, whereas households and private farmers are niche producers; and regional political elites have formed synergistic relationships with large farms. Large farms receive the most financial support and the vast majority of government subsidies. The flow of resources to large farms supports the state bureaucratic apparatus that regulates and monitors those streams, and also gives the government leverage over large farms. In contrast, in many developing nations the pursuit of food security places emphasis on household and village food production. The combination of nationalism and the desire to attain food security influence Russia’s engagement with the rest of the world.


  Food security has both domestic and foreign dimensions. This chapter focuses on the foreign aspect, that is, international food trade. The importance of Russia’s international food trade policy lies in the fact that Russian leaders view food imports as a weakness. Consequently, Russian leaders adopted policies to protect domestic producers, increase domestic production, and limit imports even in the pre-Ukrainian crisis period. The longstanding emphasis on food security, combined with the Ukrainian crisis of 2014 and the imposition of Western sanctions led directly to the adoption of the August 2014 embargo on food imports from countries that support sanctions against Russia. The August 2014 embargo marks the start of a broader food trade war and a new chapter in Russia’s food security strategy.


  POST-SOVIET FOOD INSECURITY IN THE 1990S


  During the 1990s there was no coherent government policy to limit food imports into Russia. Although some legislative acts were passed that theoretically could be used to limit food imports, the Yeltsin regime pursued a relatively open food trade policy out of necessity to feed the Russian population.3 During the 1990s, conditions arose that facilitated food insecurity. Russia’s food production fell precipitously, measured in ruble value and in physical volume. The drop in food production represented an important post-war anomaly. During the post-war Soviet period in the Russian Republic food production increased faster than total population growth. In contrast, in the post-Soviet period through 1999, food production decreased faster than the decline in the Russian population. Large farms (state and collective farms and their legal successors) experienced the biggest decrease in food production in the 1990s. By president Boris Yeltsin’s last year in office, agricultural production on large farms had declined to 36 percent of its 1990 level based on an index of physical volume of output (1990=100).


  Moreover, the structure of output changed so that by 1997 it was households and not large farms that produced the most food (measured in ruble value). The emergence of households as the largest food producer did not result merely from falling output on large farms. During the first half of the 1990s, food production from rural households actually increased, a result of rural dwellers expanding their land holdings and production. Even urban dwellers with dachas (dachniki) also increased their output. Increased food production from the population, however, did not compensate for the decrease in production from large farms. The decline in domestic food production led to several consequences.


  1. As a result of the decline in domestic food production, Russia’s largest cities were importing as much as 70 percent of their food.4 Just two years into the post-Soviet transition, the term “food insecurity” began to appear in newspapers and specialized journals for the first time.


  2. Per capita food consumption levels fell. Russians ate less in the 1990s than in the 1980s, measured in per capita consumption and caloric intake. This occurrence alarmed conservatives and led them to point to a decrease in per capita daily intake from a norm of 3,550 to 2,100 calories.5


  3. The dietary structure of Russians changed. Russians ate less meat and dairy products and more inexpensive products such as bread and potatoes.6 The consumption of carbohydrates increased because households attempted to manage food costs. The drop in demand for proteins is reflected by the decrease in per capita consumption of meat and meat products. According to official statistics for the nation, the average meat consumption fell from 75 kilograms (kg) in 1990 to 57 kg in 1994; consumption of milk and milk products declined from 386 kg to 278 kg during the same period. Conversely, statistics for the nation show that per capita consumption of low-value commodities such as bread products and potatoes rose from 119 to 124 kilograms and 106 to 122 kilograms during the same period, respectively.7


  4. Conservative opponents to Yeltsin’s market reform pointed to an alarming rise in undernourishment and malnutrition, as many as one-third of Russians. Hunger became a persistent problem, primarily among the old who lived on insufficient pensions. The former head of the Committee on Agrarian Policy in the Federation Council maintained in 1995 that Russians consumed 75 percent of the protein and 50 percent of the vitamins that minimum health levels dictated.8 Remembering the days of World War II, the former chairman of the Duma’s Committee on Labor and Social Welfare claimed that, “Today [in 1995] there are entire categories of Russians who are living at the level of the ‘blokadeniks’ in Leningrad and cannot avail themselves of even 500 grams of bread per day.”9


  5. Finally, Russia was forced to import large quantities of food, particularly meat products. Even as average consumption levels were declining, from 1993 through 1997 total meat imports grew more than 300 percent. Meat imports increased from 4 percent of total supply in 1993 to 19 percent in 1997. Following the collapse of the ruble in August 1998, consumers reacted to the sharp increase in imported meat, and imports declined significantly in the third and fourth quarters of 1998. Overall, imported meat declined to 15 percent of total supply for the year. In 1999, however, meat imports (not including poultry) surpassed their pre-crisis August 1998 levels and comprised 22 percent of total supply.10 After 1999, meat imports increased rapidly as people began to realize real gains in their standard of living and income. By 2002, the quantity of imported meat was more than double the level of 2000, and meat imports as a percentage of total supply increased from 12 percent in 2000 to 24 percent in 2002.11


  The Yeltsin era ended with the agricultural sector in chaos. An extraordinarily bad harvest in 1998—the worst since the 1950s—prompted regionally imposed price controls on food products in the fall of 1998 and winter 1998–1999. To prevent starvation, some regions received Western food aid well into 2000. In November 1998 the United States set up a US $1 billion food aid package consisting of US $600 million as humanitarian assistance and a US $400 million line of credit at 2 percent interest for 20 years to purchase additional food. Food aid from the United States began to arrive in Russia in March 1999. In November 1998, the European Union offered a US $480 million package of food aid, including one million tons of wheat and 150,000 tons of beef, for free. The International Red Cross and Canada also provided an aid package, although not as extensive.12 In January 1999, the United States donated additional seed for Russia’s spring sowing. Western food aid sparked a backlash in Russia, which angrily denied that it needed Western assistance.13 Prime minister Evgeny Primakov, who had assumed the post in September 1998 and served until being fired in May 1999, is best remembered for the splash of nationalism that he brought to the office, his anti-Westernism, and his opposition to actions by the United States in the Balkans. His nationalist bent spilled over into international relations with the West and Russia’s food policy.


  As Yeltsin left office it did not appear that Russia’s agricultural sector could rebound quickly because rural infrastructure was crumbling at an accelerated rate, capital investments had dried up, and large farms, which were starved for capital, were de-mechanizing because they had no money to replace worn out or broken machinery. The federal government was completely ineffective in fulfilling spending allocations or directing resource flows to large farms. These, then, were the underlying conditions for food security policy as Vladimir Putin assumed the presidency.


  FOOD SECURITY POLICY


  The emergence of food security as a centerpiece of agrarian policy is traced to Vladimir Putin, although he did not enter the presidency in March 2000 with a clearly defined policy in this realm. Instead, his first priority was to stabilize the agrarian sector and increase domestic food production.14 Putin’s first term, 2000–2004, was devoted to helping large farming enterprises get back on their feet, which Putin saw as the key to the revival of food production. As Russia’s agricultural sector began to rebound after 2000, it adopted the model used by Japan after World War II and by other emerging Asian economies in the 1980s to protect domestic food producers. In his first term, Putin introduced selectively higher tariffs and import quotas on food commodities that directly competed with domestic production. Food products that did not constitute a threat were not targeted. Thus, there were some early steps toward protectionism as import quotas for meat were introduced, but overall during Putin’s first term agricultural trade did not become significantly closed. The dollar value of food imports increased from US $7.4 billion in 2000 to US $13.8 billion in 2004, reflecting both the relative openness and the rise in personal incomes in Russia, which translated into higher demand for food.


  During Putin’s second term the first of three governmental development programs was introduced that increased financial support for agriculture.15 Starting in 2006, the Russian government poured hundreds of billions of rubles into the agricultural sector—for commodity price support, for the subsidization of inputs and transporta-tion, for the construction of rural infrastructure, for the rebuilding of animal stock, and for other purposes to support domestic production of food. The explicit intent was to achieve national food security by reducing dependence on food imports on the one hand, and to become a major global food supplier on the other hand. Government financial assistance facilitated healthy growth in food output, although other factors were also at play such as favorable weather and an increase in productivity. The growth in output is measured by the increase in nominal value of agricultural production, which rose from R1.36 billion in 2004 to R2.60 billion in 2008. At the same time, personal incomes in Russia were increasing even faster, outstripping production growth, and thus Russia imported even more meat. The dollar value of food imports grew from US $13.9 billion in 2004 to US $35.8 billion when Putin left office in 2008. Table 14.1 illustrates the growth in dollar expenditures of food imports.


  Prior to 2014, tariff-rate quotas, or TRQs, were the primary policy instruments to limit food imports and thereby constituted a main component of Russia’s food security policy.16 TRQs are intended as a form of protectionism. TRQs apply lower tariff rates up to an established quota, and apply much higher tariff rates above the threshold. Discussing TRQs as prime minister in 2011, Vladimir Putin bluntly admitted that quota tariffs are “essentially a prohibitive import duty that will be very difficult to overcome. We are doing it, naturally, in the interests of domestic producers.”17 Under WTO regulations TRQs are permitted. Prior to the Ukrainian crisis, Russian policymakers indicated that they intended to retain TRQs on meat and poultry imports until at least 2015. Former minister of agriculture Nikolai Fedorov indicated a desire to protect the animal husbandry sector until 2018. After that, tariff rates were scheduled to decline and the Ministry of Agriculture expected that TRQs would be replaced by tariffs alone perhaps by 2020 when domestic meat production had increased and fulfilled a larger percentage of consumer demand.
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  National Food Security under Medvedev


  During Dmitry Medvedev’s first full year as president, Russian agriculture was in much better shape than in 2000, marked by a record harvest of 108 million tons in 2008. Nonetheless, concerns over food security were growing, reflected in the comment from Duma member Sergei Abel’tsev in 2009 that, “the most important strategic question for us in these conditions is the attainment of food independence for the Russian Federation.”18 The National Security Strategy to 2020, adopted in May 2009, explicitly states the intent of government to achieve national food security and to reduce dependence on foreign food imports by strengthening domestic producers.19 In June 2009, President Medvedev went so far as to argue that high levels of imported foreign meat and poultry were “dangerous.”20


  Taking the cue from presidential statements and the National Security Strategy, in January 2010 former minister of agriculture Elena Skrynnik identified food security as a central problem in Russia’s national security.21 At the end of January 2010 then-President Medvedev signed a doctrine of food security after many months of discussion over a draft released by the Ministry of Agriculture.22 Article 1 of the doctrine states that food security is part of the National Security Strategy to 2020. Article 4 states that the doctrine serves as the basis for development of the agro-industrial complex. The doctrine calls for “food independence of the Russian Federation” based upon quantitative and qualitative measures. Article 8 establishes quantitative indicators for food supply that domestic production should fulfill. For example, to achieve food security Russia aims to produce 95 percent of the grain it consumes, 95 percent of its potatoes, 85 percent of its meat and meat products, 80 percent of its fish products, and 90 percent of its milk and milk products.23


  The food security doctrine should not be dismissed as mere political rhetoric. Public statements by Medvedev, Putin (as Prime Minister), Viktor Zubkov (former vice premier in charge of agriculture under Medvedev), and former Minister of Agriculture Skrynnik referred to the food security doctrine as a guide for policy. For example, both Zubkov and Skrynnik were explicit that food security was driving their actions during the 2010 drought (see next section).24 It might be the case that the food security doctrine was used as justification for the measures that were undertaken. But at the same time, political leaders just as easily could have avoided reference to the doctrine without political consequence, so the fact that leaders often made reference to doctrine is meaningful. Thus, it is reasonable to believe that this doctrine is taken seriously as a paradigm for food policy and agrarian strategy.


  The food security doctrine is also important because it reflects a worldview that it is dangerous to depend upon foreign nations for food, a view that does not lend itself well to global integration. Harking back to the Soviet era, autarky is perceived to provide greater national security, however unattainable true food independence may be in reality. In that respect the doctrine represents a perspective that sees food policy and food trade as national security issues rather than ways in which the diet of Russian citizens may be enriched.


  Test Case: The 2010 Drought and Heat Wave


  The 2010 drought and heat wave, which decimated the harvest and caused panic in the futures market, was a test case for the seriousness with which Russian policymakers approach food security. The government’s reactions reflect the centrality of food security as a guiding principle in agricultural policy. Government responses encompassed both immediate steps and longer-term measures to ensure food security. In the immediate term, a main priority was to protect the gains that had been achieved in previous years. In particular, the government’s policies were intended to protect livestock herds in order to avoid increasing meat imports. Former vice premier Viktor Zubkov stated, “I consider one of the most important tasks in this difficult period to be protecting ongoing growth in the production of animal husbandry. Under no circumstances should we permit a reduction in the number of cattle or poultry.”25 Zubkov’s intent was to lessen dependence on meat imports as stipulated in the food security doctrine.


  The importance of livestock and meat production was addressed at the presidential level as well. Visiting Belgorod oblast in July 2010, Medvedev remarked that livestock and meat production had to be preserved. He indicated that several issues had to be resolved, the first of which was “a reduction in the dependence on imports of animal husbandry.” The main issue was “to increase the volumes of our own production, meet our own consumption needs, and develop possibilities for our own exports.”26 The seriousness with which the government approached animal husbandry was reflected by the introduction of a government program in mid-July 2010 called “On Measures for Accelerating the Development of Animal Husbandry as a Policy Priority for Attaining Food Security in Russia.”27


  Medvedev also approved several long-range measures, including the formulation of national and regional strategic plans for the development of animal husbandry to 2020. The strategic plans were intended to: (1) stimulate remodeling and modernization of animal husbandry complexes and enterprises; (2) provide support for pedigree livestock; (3) stimulate the production and use of high quality feed; and (4) attract highly skilled workers to animal husbandry and modernize the materialtechnical base of scientific institutes.28 In late October 2010 former Minister Skrynnik indicated that R1 billion of supplementary monies had been allocated to finance regional programs for the development of the meat and milk industries for the remainder of 2010, to be followed by R3 billion in 2011 for these programs and an additional R4.5 billion for pedigree cattle.29 The development of animal husbandry continued to be a priority in subsequent years as the government introduced several federal subprograms to facilitate development of animal husbandry. For example, the government not only continued production subsidies for milk, it subsidized the acquisition of pedigree livestock purchased from abroad, subsidized the construction of cattle sheds, and provided financial resources to increase poultry and pork production. It also introduced financial support for starting family milk farms. Animal husbandry continues to be emphasized in the 2013–2020 agricultural development program and is scheduled to receive the most funding of any branch of agricultural production.


  FOOD SECURITY UNDER PUTIN 3.0


  By 2012 the economy and the agricultural sector had mostly recovered from the 2008–2009 financial crisis and the devastating drought of 2010. Although the 2012 grain harvest was down from 2011, 94 million tons to 71 million tons due to poor weather, the country had ample reserves to meet domestic demand and to continue grain exports albeit at a lower volume. The nominal value of agricultural production increased to R3.3 trillion in 2012, up from R2.5 trillion in 2010. In fact, the 2012–2013 production averages for sugar beet, sunflower seed, meat and poultry, and eggs were the highest since 2000, and grain production was the second highest. Average production levels for two-year cycles are shown in table 14.2.


  In 2012 Putin’s course for agriculture seemed to be assured: continue to develop domestic production through financial support, and use TRQs to protect domestic producers by limiting food imports. Thus, Russia employs a dual strategy that encompasses both protectionism and production. In mid-2012 the government approved a new program for agricultural development for 2013–2020, one that envisioned retaining support for projects begun in the 2008–2012 program and adding several new projects.30 The 2013–2020 program attempts to bolster food security by increasing domestic production. The government’s strategy is not only to use TRQs to limit imports, but also to assist domestic producers in increasing their market share by becoming more competitive with imports.


  The 2013–2020 program contains six broad subprograms devoted directly to food output, and another four targeted subprograms.31 The first-order goal of the 2013–2020 program is to “attain food independence of Russia within the parameters contained in the Food Security Doctrine.” According to the program, food production should rise by almost 21 percent by 2020 compared to 2012. The production of processed food should expand by 35 percent by 2020. In addition, investment into agriculture by 2020 should increase by 42 percent compared to 2012.32 To meet these goals the government program envisions expenditures of R1.5 trillion from the federal budget.33 In 2014, as economic growth in Russia slowed and the prospect of a recession loomed, top leaders pledged to fulfill the monetary commitments to agriculture.


  The 2013–2020 program in particular devotes the bulk of the financial assistance to animal husbandry, which accounts for the bulk of food imports and is the sector that has been lagging in the agricultural rebound since 2001. Russia’s animal husbandry presents a mixed picture. The number of beef cattle, already greatly diminished compared to 1990, continues to decline, partly due to domestic slaughter that compensates for lower volumes of imports. Due to Russia’s food embargo, meat imports were projected to be flat in 2014. Domestic beef production was expected to rise by only a small amount. Consumers’ beef consumption was forecast to be flat, in part due to increasing food inflation.
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  For pork, the outlook is a bit better. For 2014 and through 2015 domestic pork production is expected to increase by 6.5 percent. The number of swine will increase by 2 percent due to the availability of affordable feed, investment in the domestic pork industry, and governmental support measures. Domestic pork consumption is predicted to increase by about one kilogram per capita by the end of 2015. In 2014 the importation of pork meat declined by more than 30 percent as a result of the food embargo, and in the future the import of live swine may be terminated altogether due to restrictions introduced by Russia’s Veterinary Service over concerns of disease. Whether the import of live swine is ended or not, pork meat imports will decrease as a result of rising domestic production and other import restrictions. The Ministry of Agriculture announced that it will retain support programs for domestic pork production until 2018.


  For more than twenty years Russia has been a significant importer of poultry meat. In March 2013 the Russian government introduced a poultry program to increase domestic production and achieve food security goals. Investment in the broiler industry in Russia and trade restrictions resulted in a significant contraction in poultry imports in 2014, up to a 30 percent decline, and is forecast to decline another 20 percent in 2015. The United States historically has been one of the main suppliers of poultry meat to Russia. As imports decline, domestic production of poultry meat is expected to grow, helped by a good 2014 harvest that will lower feed costs. Poultry production is predicted to increase by 6 percent in 2015. In addition, Russia’s Ministry of Agriculture announced that it will retain support programs for domestic poultry production until 2018.


  THE 2014 UKRAINIAN CRISIS AND FOOD SECURITY


  In 2013 the Russian harvest was about 92 million tons (mt), which allowed it to export 25 million tons of grain, including 18 mt of wheat during the 2013–2014 agricultural year (July 1– June 30). The sown area used for grain growing increased by 3 percent compared to 2012. Gross profitability (including production subsidies) was R122 billion, and the Ministry of Agriculture reported that 82 percent of agricultural enterprises (large farms) were profitable. Earnings from the export of food dropped a bit in 2013 to $16.2 billion compared to $16.8 billion in 2012, but Russia remained a significant global exporter of grain.34 The animal husbandry sector also showed improvement, with output increasing 5 percent in 2013 compared to 2012, most of which came from pork and poultry. The Russian Ministry of Agriculture, however, reported that Russia was only 77 percent self-sufficient in meat production, 8 percentage points below the target set in the food security doctrine.35


  Strong performance continued during 2014. In January 2015 the Ministry of Agriculture reported a final grain harvest of 105 million tons, after cleaning. Russia’s previous record harvest in the post-Soviet period was in 2008 with 108 million tons (mt). The 2014 yield was 24.1 centners per hectare, compared to 22.7 centners in 2013. The size of the harvest allowed the Russian government to start buying grain under its intervention program at the end of September. The government’s intervention is intended to provide a price floor so that grain production remains profitable and domestic producers do not suffer financial losses from a large harvest. By late November total grain reserves totaled almost 43 mt, or nearly 7 mt more than at the same time in 2013.36 By February 2015 Russia had exported more than 24 million tons of grain, and Russia’s Ministry of Economic Development predicted that Russia could export up to another 5 mt of grain during the 2014–2015 agricultural year.


  That said, the crisis in Ukraine and the subsequent introduction of three rounds of Western sanctions created economic concerns. Russia has the equivalent of $472 billion of hard currency reserves and nearly $1.5 trillion of assets overall—more than enough to keep banks and the economy going for about two years.37 The sanctions did, however, exacerbate the economic slowdown in Russia to the point where the Russian government had to lower its forecasts for growth. Western analysts predicted that a recession was likely which, combined with higher inflation, would lower demand for food. Further, Russian agriculture is affected by sanctions that limit access to Western credit markets to borrow in order to purchase agricultural machinery. In an attempt to slow the rise in inflation, Russia’s Central Bank raised the prime interest rate to 9.5 percent at the beginning of November 2014, thereby increasing borrowing costs for consumers and business. Later in November 2014, when interest rates were below 10 percent, private farmers in the Urals district complained about interest rates, as high as 17 percent.38 In mid-December the Central Bank raised interest rates to 17 percent, so borrowers faced even higher interest payments, making the cost of credit prohibitive for many small producers.


  Two main impacts of the Ukrainian crisis are Russia’s retaliatory food embargo and a broader food trade war. Each is discussed below.


  Russia’s Food Embargo39


  In July 2014 Putin lashed out at Western sanctions and warned that they will backfire, urging more protectionism against a “hostile” West. In retaliation against Western sanctions that target defense, energy, and banking sectors, on August 6, 2014 president Vladimir Putin issued Decree no. 560 that stated Russia would take “special economic measures” to protect its national security. Putin’s decree banned importation of food from Western nations that had imposed sanctions on Russia.40 A day later, the Russian government issued Resolution 778 that specified which commodities would be banned.41 The ban includes beef, pork, fruit and vegetables, poultry, fish, and cheese, milk, and dairy products from the European Union, United States, Australia, Canada, and Norway. Original estimates placed the monetary loss to European farmers alone at five billion euro, affecting more than 9.5 million European farmers.42 On August 19, Russia’s Ministry of Agriculture submitted modifications to the list of prohibited products, exempting certain products from the banned list. Among those items were seed for potatoes, peas, hybrid corn, onion, protein and protein mixture concentrates, food additives and lactose-free dairy products, and young salmon or trout less than two years of age.43 Two days later, the government issued Resolution 835 that allows members of the World Trade Organization (WTO) who are not participating in sanctions to export meat to Russia up to the TRQ level established by Russia.44 In mid-October 2014 the ban was expanded to include various kinds of animal fat and meat byproducts from countries participating in sanctions. The original term for the import ban was one year, although Prime Minister Medvedev held out the possibility of ending the embargo if Western sanctions were lifted. At the time this chapter was written, violations of the cease-fire in Ukraine and continuing allegations of Russian military involvement in eastern Ukraine make the lifting sanctions unlikely in the short-term.45


  The banning of food imports was a decision based upon a unique set of circumstances, however, the ban flows from a perception of food security that views food imports with suspicion. Russia’s food embargo reflects not only the severe deterioration in relations with the West, but also the degree to which Putin sees food trade as a strategic weapon. Even though the food embargo imposed some costs on Russian consumers in the form of higher food inflation, the embargo bolstered Putin’s popularity and brought Russian nationalism to the forefront. As one Russian economist explained, “If someone comes up to you on the street and insults you not once, not twice, but three times, the third time you are going to answer back. Pride is not just in a person, it is in a nation.”46


  Russia’s Food Trade War


  Under the radar is the fact that Russia was already limiting food imports from certain countries. Import bans were in effect prior to the August ban and additional bans were added thereafter, as shown in table 14.3.


  Attendant with the food import embargo is an agricultural trade war. Russia’s food trade war clearly targeted Ukraine. On July 25th, the agency responsible for food safety inspections in Russia (Rossel’khoznadzor) banned the importation of milk from Ukraine, effective July 28, 2014. This federal agency was previously accused of acting on political instructions from the Kremlin, for instance banning Georgian wine in 2006 when Tbilisi strengthened it ties with Washington. Also on July 25th, Ukraine retaliated by banning the importation of pork and pork products from Russia. Russia counter-retaliated by banning plant products from Ukraine carried in hand luggage, luggage, or by mail. On July 27th, Russia announced a ban on all dairy products from Ukraine, beginning August 4th. On July 29th, Russia added juice, including children’s juice drinks, to the list of banned items from Ukraine. In September, the export of confectionaries from Ukraine into Russia was banned. In October 2014, a temporary prohibition on the export of all fruits and vegetables into Russia was enacted because of deficiencies in labeling.47 In November 2014, Rossel’khoznadzor banned Ukrainian cheese and cheese products such as sandwich spreads, hard cheeses, and hard margarine.48
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  The trade war widened as agricultural trade became a hostage to politics. Moldova, which also had signed an integration agreement with the European Union and was tilting away from Moscow, was targeted. In early July 2014, meat exports from Moldova into Russia were restricted, and in October meat imports from Moldova were banned entirely. In July 2014 fruit from Moldova had been banned. The American icon in Russia, McDonald’s, was also targeted. More than 250 inspections of McDonald’s restaurants were conducted by Rossel’khoznadzor during July and August 2014. In mid-September 2014 McDonald’s announced the temporary clo-sure of twenty-two restaurants in Russia for “modernization.” The chain also revised its menu in order to address complaints about unsanitary salads. The story did not end there, however, as in early October 2014 Russian prosecutors announced that they were opening an investigation into the Ronald McDonald House Charities on suspicion of money laundering. In November 2014, McDonald’s announced it will press ahead with plans to expand into Siberia, but also will open its first restaurant in Kazakhstan in 2015.49 Finally, in mid-November the flagship McDonald’s on Pushkin Square reopened.


  Other American restaurant chains were also affected. In July 2014 the hamburger chain Wendy’s announced that it is pulling out of the Russian market. Wendy’s had originally planned to open 120 stores in Russia by 2020, but as of 2014 it had only eight. Wendy’s had already closed four of those restaurants and will close the remaining four as anti-American feelings grow among Russian politicians. In September 2014, a Burger King restaurant in Moscow was fined R100,000 by a Moscow court for health violations in its food storage practices that were discovered during an inspection by Rossel’khoznadzor in July.


  The combination of a desire for food security and deteriorating relations with the European Union and the United States resulted in a decrease in food imports. In October 2014 former minister of agriculture Nikolai Fedorov reported that the importation of pork meat had declined 12 percent, beef by 2 percent, poultry meat by 8 percent, milk and milk products by 10 percent, vegetables by almost 6 percent, and fruits and berries by almost 15 percent compared to a year earlier.50 From November 2013 to November 2014 the volume of food imports from the “far abroad” declined by almost 21 percent. Included were milk products which fell by 64 percent, vegetables which declined by 41 percent, fish by 33 percent, fruits by 31 percent, and meat and byproducts by 20 percent.51The reduction in imports is not intended as a short-term phenomenon. By 2017, the government plans to reduce the importation of pork and poultry meat to one-third the level of 2013.52 Further, by 2020 the government plans to cut the market share of imports even more—imported meat will fall from 21.6 percent to 7.7 percent of supply, imported milk and milk products will decline from 23.6 percent to 16.6 percent, and imported vegetables will be reduced from 14.6 percent to 10.1 percent of supply.53


  The introduction of Western sanctions in 2014 and Russia’s retaliatory food import ban raise the question of whether a country is permitted to introduce a total trade embargo under rules of the WTO. In August 2014, after Russia’s embargo was announced, Foreign Minister Lavrov asserted that Russia’s import ban does not violate Russia’s obligations to the WTO, arguing that a country has the right to protect its national security interests.54 Earlier that month, Putin argued that Western sanctions against Russia violated the principles of the WTO and that Russia was responding in order to defend itself.55 In Putin’s opinion, the terms of the WTO accession agreement that Russia signed in 2012 allow a country to restrict trade in order to ensure that security. In this crisis environment, Russia will continue to use TRQs, but the original allocations for Western imports are invalidated.


  Government Responses


  The Russian government characterized Western economic sanctions as “blackmail” and estimated their cost at US $40 billion a year. The sanctions boosted feelings of nationalism and a spirit of both defiance and independence.56 Putin’s October 2014 speech in Sochi typifies the sentiment. In that speech Putin argued that:


  
    Let me stress that Russia is not going to get all worked up, get offended or come begging at anyone’s door. Russia is a self-sufficient country. We will work within the foreign economic environment that has taken shape, develop domestic production and technology and act more decisively to carry out transformation. Pressure from the outside, as has been the case on past occasions, will only consolidate our society, keep us alert and make us concentrate on our main development goals.57

  


  One response was Russia’s tilt toward new sources of food trade away from the EU and US. In the wake of Russia’s food embargo, numerous countries indicated a willingness to fill the void.58 At the same time, the Russian government pursued a dual strategy by substituting imports with domestic production. In the immediate aftermath of the food embargo, then-Minister Fedorov promised additional resources for domestic agricultural producers.59 Further, speaking at the opening of the sixteenth exhibition called “Green Autumn” in October 2014, Prime Minister Medvedev stated that the turn to import substitution (importozameshchenie) in food production is a strategic decision of the government, the main goal of which is “to increase the production of [our] own agricultural production and reduce dependence on imports. . . . We intend to create a unified information system for attaining food security, [and] we plan to introduce changes in the state program for the development of agriculture. The program envisages the definition of not only new priorities, but also an increase in financing.”60


  In the wake of Western sanctions and Russian counter-sanctions, the Russian government budgeted an additional R25 billion to agriculture for import substitution in 2014 and another R20 billion in 2015.61 In 2014, R20 billion rubles subsidized investment loans, with R11.47 billion going to animal husbandry and R8.52 billion for investment in plant growing.62 With the additional allocation of money, the federal government subsidies to animal husbandry exceeded R50 billion.63 In addition, in September 2014 former minister Nikolai Fedorov asked for more than R640 billion rubles in additional money to 2020, but the Ministry of Economic Development placed the need closer to R580 billion.64 In October 2014 the Ministry of Agriculture revised its request to conform with the Ministry of Economic Development. Finally, in late December 2014 Prime Minister Medvedev signed government resolution number 1421 that revised the financial parameters of the state program for 2013–2020 and in particular increased funding to agriculture by R688.4 billion, bringing the federal obligation to R2.12 trillion during the program.


  As the original 2013–2020 program for development of agriculture was revised, greater emphasis was placed on building up animal husbandry and the development of private farms. The explicit goal is to facilitate import substitution. Prime Minister Medvedev instructed the Ministry of Agriculture to develop “a new strategy for the development of agriculture,” so that Russia can end its dependence on imports. In early October 2014 Medvedev signed instructions to work out a “road map” for substituting domestic production for imports. Later that same month, a draft of the new version of the government’s program to support agriculture prioritized animal husbandry and private farming. In October 2014 Medvedev convened a government meeting to discuss the development of these sectors.65 At the end of October, a governmental interagency working group met, chaired by Fedorov, in order to specify what the “road map” would look like. The working group discussed how to create “favorable conditions for the dynamic development of agricultural products, raw materials, and foodstuffs, and also accelerate the lessening of dependence of the domestic market on imported products.”66 In November 2014 a working group was formed within the Ministry of Agriculture to discuss a second round of financial revitalization for agricultural enterprises, the first of which occurred during 2002–2004 that wrote off penalties totaling tens of billions of rubles from overdue farm debt and extended terms for repayment of debt. This second round would allocate an additional R20 billion to the 2013–2020 subprogram “Development of Financial-Credit System of the APK.” The purpose of the second round of financial revitalization is to increase the competitiveness of Russia’s agricultural enterprises.67


  Thus, Russia’s government was interested in promoting domestic production, but it also wanted to enforce its embargo by preventing contraband food from entering Russia. The problem of smuggling could affect relations with other members of the Eurasian Economic Union (Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Russia are founding members, Armenia joined in December 2014, and Kyrgyzstan is expected to join by mid-2015). In late October 2014 Russia’s Federal Customs Service reported more than 825 attempts of smuggling food into Russia had occurred since August, equivalent to several tens of thousands of tons.68 A later report indicated that food imports from sanctioned nations via Belarus increased 80 percent during August and September 2014. Most of the contraband produce was milk, and much of it came from Latvia.69 In late November 2014, meat and milk exports from eight enterprises in Belarus were banned by Rossel’khoznadzor, ostensibly over concerns regarding the use of antibiotics, but the real motivation may have been political.70 In December 2014, Rossel’khoznadzor announced that it had detected 7.5 tons of pork and salo (salted pork fat) exports into Russia that had originated in the EU but were transported into Kazakhstan via Belorussia using Brazilian and Latvian veterinary documents.71 In response, some Russian regions such as Tambov oblast began to discuss introducing a system whereby food products would be certified for their quality and as produced in Russia that would assure buyers on the foreign and domestic food market.72


  To combat contraband food, Russia and Belarus announced the establishment of a task force to prevent the transit of illegal food products from nations subjected to Russia’s food ban. Concerns about illegal food trade led Russia to announce tight-ened restrictions on the transit of meat products from Belarus and Kazakhstan in November 2014.73 In December, however, the Minister of Agriculture from Kazakhstan indicated that his country had no desire to engage in three-party negotiations over the transit of food from sanctioned nations from Belarus through Kazakhstan and into Russia.74


  CONCLUSION: WINNERS AND LOSERS


  From 2004 onward Putin’s policy approach to agriculture was strategically broad-based, including identifiable contours of Russia’s international food policy. The core goals are to attain national food security, increase domestic food production, reduce food imports, and increase food exports. Inasmuch as Putin has ambitions for Russia’s international influence, agriculture is not to be the weak link. A strong agricultural sector is perceived to be an important component of global power. The increasingly “hostile” international environment has given new impetus to nationalism and the dangers of food imports. The rise of food security and its linkage to Russian nationalism has created winners and losers.


  Putin and other Russian nationalists are winners, at least in the short-term. Western sanctions and Putin’s reaction to them bolstered his approval ratings, which soared into the mid-80s. Putin has used the sanctions in an anti-West and specifically anti-American campaign. The Russian population is constantly told via the media that the United States is behind the fall of the ruble and the decline in the price of oil. The population is told that there is a grand conspiracy against Russia, led by the United States. There have also been increased appeals to Russian patriotism. For example, in August 2014 one food store advertised that it would sell only products that had been grown in Russia. Restaurants began to serve “anti-sanction” menus, and one Moscow restaurant, which previously had been a hot spot for foreign oysters, renamed itself the “No-Oyster Bar” to show solidarity with the food embargo. A Russian supermarket created a caviar salad that had the words “we don’t give a damn about the crisis” on the top. Retailers offered “sanctions discounts,” and some shops posted signs that they will not serve “enemies of Russia.”75 In December 2014, Putin spoke out against the “Latinization” of the Russian language, and wondered aloud “What country are we living in?”76


  The government’s reaction to Western sanctions and to the “hostile” international climate resonated with the population. Despite rising inflation and the likelihood of an economic slump in Russia, one poll showed that only about one-quarter of respondents thought that sanctions would harm the Russian economy, and 60 percent said the sanctions and counter-sanctions will benefit Russia’s economy.77 Food security policy also was salient, as another survey indicated that 59 percent of Russians approved of the food embargo.78 Further, although consumers make food purchases based on several factors, Russian consumers are paying more attention to quality and prefer food that does not have artificial additives. Survey data showed that 44 percent of urban respondents associate Russian products with high quality food, up from 32 percent in 2012. According to this survey, almost two-thirds of respondents are willing to pay more for “ecologically pure” products, which essentially means organic food, and 57 percent will pay more for food that is not genetically modified.79


  A second winner combines different domestic actors: (1) domestic producers of pork and poultry benefit from cheap feed, government support programs, and sharp increases in retail prices in the wake of the food embargo that boost their profit margin; (2) food retailers benefit from a plummeting ruble as consumers turn to domestic food products as foreign food skyrockets in price; and (3) domestic food processors benefit from the absence of competition with upscale products from other countries.


  Russia’s grain exporters are a special category. During the early fall months, grain exporters benefited not only from the record 2014 harvest but also the lower value of the ruble that increased the attractiveness of Russian grain to countries that import. By December 2014, however, as the ruble plummeted by more than 50 percent and inflation rose, food producers moved away from delivery contracts that locked in prices for 45 days and instead began to insist on weekly price adjustments.80 In December 2014 Belarus began to insist on payment for food products in dollars because of instability in the ruble and its declining value. That same month it was reported that grain-exporting companies had stopped buying grain until prices stabilized on the domestic market.81 The increase in grain prices had led to higher prices for flour and inevitably, bread. A few days after that report, Prime Minister Medvedev announced temporary “administrative restrictions” on the export of grain in order to ensure necessary reserves. Rossel’khoznadzor stopped issuing certificates that confirmed grain quality, and the government prepared to introduce export tariffs on grain.82 When the export tariff was announced a few days later, it would equal 15 percent of the customs price plus 7.5 Euros—in all, not less than 35 Euros per ton—and would extend from February 1, 2015 to June 30, 2015. The government had previously reasoned that the favorable harvest would permit export of 28 mt of grain during the 2014–2015 agricultural year. Moreover, the precipitous drop in the value of the ruble allowed foreign countries to buy Russian grain at incredibly cheap prices. There was an implicit fear that Russian reserves could become threatened. The export tariff would slow the rate of export and allow domestic reserves to be rebuilt, thereby stabilizing domestic grain prices.


  The export tariff was not popular with grain exporters. The head of the Grain Union, Arkady Zlochevsky, warned of consequences from export tariffs such as lower income for producers and a decline in their interest in producing grain, a loss of faith in Russia as a reliable grain supplier, a rise in world grain prices that would hurt consumers, and a higher risk that corruption and the shadow economy would affect the grain market.83 The National Association of Exporters of Agricultural Products (NAESP) asked that export tariffs be forbidden.84


  The emphasis on food security and nationalism also created losers. Limited access to foreign credit, higher borrowing costs, and the precipitous decline of the ruble affect the ability of farming enterprises to purchase new agricultural machinery—whether produced domestically or abroad—or to replace worn out machinery. As noted above, one of the subprograms in the 2013–2020 development program is technological modernization and innovation. The reality is that foreign agricultural equipment is preferred over Russian by large farms. That said, limited access to foreign capital due to sanctions and higher borrowing costs means that the acquisition of modern agricultural machinery has become increasingly difficult to afford.


  While all consumers lose because of higher food costs, the main loser is the lower income cohort of the Russian population. There are the 16 million Russians who live below the poverty line, 28 percent of whom are children aged 15 or less.85 According to official statistics, the poorest families spend more than 42 percent of their budget on food, whereas households in the upper 10 percent income bracket spend only 15 percent.86 Russia’s food embargo contributed to rising inflation, which is likely to affect food consumption. In October 2014 Russia’s Ministry of Economic Development forecast that food prices would increase 12–13 percent in 2014, compared to earlier projections of 7.2–7.4 percent.87 According to Russia’s statistical agency, pork and poultry were among the leaders in price increases, rising 23 percent and 22 percent respectively from January through mid-September 2014. During the first half of 2015, food prices were forecast to rise by 15 percent according to Andrei Karpov, the director of the Association of Retail Trade Companies.88 To protect the poor, in October 2014 Prime Minister Medvedev announced a system of food aid program for low-income groups of the population, which was launched in pilot programs in several regions. He indicated that state and municipal governments intend to purchase domestically produced food in order to allow the poor to buy local products at a lower price in specialized retail stores.89


  For the foreseeable future the course of Russia’s international food trade policy is defined. Bolstered by rising nationalism and a food security doctrine, Russia will reduce food imports and strive to increase domestic production. Whether this direction signals a broader retreat from global integration remains to be seen.


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. How do Russian leaders define food security in Russia?


  2. What steps have Russian leaders taken to achieve food security?


  3. Who was affected by the Russian food embargo of August 2014?


  4. What were the economic consequences of the August 2014 food embargo?


  5. What are some examples of the linkage between nationalism and food policy following the August food embargo?


  6. What is the likely trajectory for Russia’s international food trade policy for the foreseeable future?
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  15 Military Reform


  Dale R. Herspring


  
    Our armed forces remained in the 1970s–1980s level until recently.


    —Dmitry Medvedev (August 8, 2011)

  


  One of the questions facing both Russian decision makers and Western observers is what does the post-Soviet world hold for Moscow? Will the Kremlin adopt the values and organizational procedures common in the West, or will it revert back to traditional Russian values and organization? Recent actions by the Kremlin in Crimea and eastern Ukraine suggest a reversion to old style values and organization. This is especially true of the Russian military. There was no organization in Russia more interested in the West than the Russian Army. The military came close to collapse in the aftermath of the USSR’s demise and was ignored under former president Boris Yeltsin. In military terms it fell further and further behind the West, in general, and the United States in particular. When Vladimir Putin assumed the presidency, the generals and admirals hoped he would put resources into the military. Meanwhile, the generals and admirals began visiting foreign militaries, even sending Russian military officers to study abroad. While Putin began putting money into the Russian armed forces, it soon became obvious to the high command that the Russian defense industry was not capable of producing the kind of modern weapons systems demanded in this computer age.


  Efforts to produce a modern military force shifted from an attempt to Westernize the Russian military to one that increasingly relied on Western technology to improve its military capabilities, a change that inevitably had an impact on Russian civil-military relations. As Moscow purchased Western technology, a bitter fight ensured—how could the Kremlin permit the military to ignore Russian technology and let Russia’s defense industry lie fallow? Meanwhile, more traditional Russian officers objected to the importation of many Western personnel and organizational practices. The result: one of the clearest examples of the clash of Western and Russian ideas in the form of two defense ministers, Anatoly Serdiukov, the modernizer; and general Dmitry Shoigu, the traditionalist.


  Needless to say, Russian military officers at all levels have been confused by the arbitrary and contradictory directions that military reform has taken. Many officers who have devoted their lives to the Russian military were increasingly discouraged by the course of reform. In many cases they felt embittered at the way Serdiukov ignored their advice. Before looking at the changes Serdiukov introduced, the next section focuses on the background of Russian executive actions in areas such as structural change and modern military technology.


  WEAPONS AND TECHNOLOGY


  The conflict over weapons led to a difficult period in Russian civil-military relations. It resulted in open conflict between civilian and military elites over a variety of issues. This is not to suggest that the Russian Federation faced a crisis in civil-military relations. It did not. Vladimir Putin was in charge and senior military officers and civilians knew it.


  The problem facing Russian civilians and military officers in the design and procurement of weapons is complex. First, it is important to understand that historically the Russians have not had the kind of capitalistic structure common in the United States, where several companies compete to obtain a contract to build ships, planes, or tanks. The lowest bidder, provided the US government (USG) has confidence in its ability to deliver a quality product, wins the contract to build the item in question. Officers have been trained to deal with these civilian corporations.


  The Russian tradition has been much different. All weapons development and procurement take place within government bureaucracies. There have been two or three firms competing to build planes or ships but, in the past, competition has not revolved around cost but instead focused on a weapon’s performance. Competition existed but took place under the umbrella of the Soviet government. During the post-Soviet era most of these firms were privatized and with a new emphasis on consumer goods, many fell into disuse. The new world left the military more than a bit confused about how to manage development and procurement.


  With the exception of the war in Chechnya under Russian president Boris Yeltsin, acquiescence to Western interests meant that there was little chance of a major war, so he saw no need to pour money into the military industrial complex. In addition, Yeltsin’s primary concern was to keep the military from becoming too strong; he did not want it to pose a political threat to him. That is why he changed the relationship between the chief of the General Staff and the minister of defense (MoD). Traditionally in Russia, the chief of the General Staff worked for the defense minister. However, Yeltsin changed that relationship and made both men subordinate to the president. The result was a healthy dose of chaos in the upper ranks of the military as the defense minister issued orders, but could not ensure that the chief of the General Staff would carry them out.1 This served Yeltsin’s purpose perfectly—keep both men fighting each other so neither could represent an internal political challenge.


  From the standpoint of weapons and technology, Yeltsin largely ignored the military. He was not willing to spend money on the military, due in part to the collapse of Russia’s economy in the 1990s. Not surprisingly, morale among military officers plummeted, as one Russian author observed:


  
    The actual situation is as follows: the troops are manned by 45 to 50 percent; troops’ material provision has been cut by nearly 60 percent, as a result of which approximately 70 percent of games and maneuvers had to be scrapped; combat flying practice has been reduced sharply; from 100–120 hours to 30–35 hours a year; and only one to two divisions are deemed fully combat-ready in each military district, and one to two ships in each fleet.2

  


  In 1995 it was reported that only 20 percent of the entire fleet of tanks was usable, and that “the supply of combat aircraft had fallen twenty times.”3 In fact, by 1995 the number of aircraft declined 90 percent in comparison with 1991.4 The situation was so bad that pilots often spent most of their time sweeping runways. Indeed, many were reassigned to other branches because there was nothing for them to do.


  Weapons modernization and procurement was also a major problem under Yeltsin. For example, in 1991 the Air Force purchased 585 aircraft, but in 1995 it bought only two! 5 The same year the Army received only twelve new battle tanks. It should have received 300 just to keep its armor at its current level.6 To get an idea of how bad the situation was, consider that in most developed countries “between 60 and 80 percent of all weapons are new; in Russia the figure is 30 percent.”7 In fact, the situation would get worse.


  When Vladimir Putin became president, he was determined to reverse Yeltsin’s policy of neglect, and Putin began to pay attention to the military and its needs. He started by reversing Yeltsin’s starvation budget. The generals argued for 3.5 percent of GDP in accordance with a 1998 presidential decree. Putin was not prepared to put that much money in the military, but he did increase its budget. However, given the depth of the problems facing the military, the money allocated to it was not enough for it to catch up with the rest of the world. As one Russian analyst indicated, “There has been no mass production of new technology such as the KA-32 helicopter, T-90 tank, close-battle radar-location stations, and closed communications radio stations for the Russian Army.”8 General Yury Baluyevsky, then-chief of the General Staff’s Operations Department, underlined the seriousness of the problem in 2001 when he noted that arms procurement accounted for only 6 percent of total defense expenditures, compared to a “minimum of 20 percent in NATO countries. The greater share of Russia’s defense budget goes to wages, food, uniforms, and so on.”9 Russia was five to twelve years behind the United States in the production of weapons.10


  In an effort to deal with the situation, in January 2002 the Putin administration adopted a State Program of Armaments for the period up to 2010, which increased spending on arms and research. One key official stated that the procurement plan topped the preceding year’s expenditures by nearly 40 percent.11 In 2004, some new weapons began to appear, albeit in extremely small numbers. For example, in July the Army announced that it had obtained fourteen T-90S tanks, and it hoped to get another twenty to thirty in 2005.12 However, the next year, defense minister Sergei Ivanov announced that the Army would get only eighteen.13 Meanwhile, the Air Force announced that during 2005 it would purchase one Tu-160 strategic bomber and repair a second one. It planned “to modernize seven Su-27 fighters, to purchase four Topol-M strategic missiles, two Islander tactical missile systems . . . one warship and one diesel submarine.”14 Despite Putin’s efforts to treat the military more evenhandedly, the situation only worsened.


  STRUCTURAL MODIFICATIONS


  In the post-Soviet period it soon became clear that Russia’s military needed structural reform. One could not maintain the same kind of structure for a military that was soon reduced to two million, and would eventually number less than one million troops. Unfortunately, Yeltsin was of little help. There were two critical problems facing any effort to reform the armed forces. The first was money. It costs a lot to modify structure, especially moving from a conscript military to a professional military, which most of the generals wanted. Not only was there the problem of paying for those who left the service, there was also the need to provide a whole new infrastructure for the new professional force: apartments, schools, hospitals, playgrounds. Further, pay would have to be raised significantly so that the military could attract quality recruits.


  The second requirement was for leadership. If there were a military that was ultraconservative and resistant to change, it was the Russian Army.15 Nevertheless, the military would find good leaders, such as general Igor Rodionov, whom Yeltsin picked to be defense minister. Rodionov was a dynamic officer, one respected throughout the armed forces. He saw the need for change and was determined to create a new and different kind of military. To do that he needed support from the top—to help convince the many officers who were still living in the past of the need to change, a factor that was often ignored despite the problems exposed by the conflict in Afghanistan and the first Chechen war. Russia needed to develop forces capable of conducting substate conflict. Unfortunately, Yeltsin refused to back Rodionov. Combined with the structural arrangement mentioned above (having the chief of the General Staff work for Yeltsin rather than Rodionov), nothing was accomplished.


  When Putin took over, it was clear to him that chaos existed in the military. Defense minister Igor Sergeev was a gentlemanly missile officer whose focus was primarily on the nuclear balance between the United States and Russia. However, the Chief of the General Staff, Anatoly Kvashnin, was a very different type of individual, a rough and tough Ground Forces officer who had fought in Chechnya and who believed that the majority of the country’s military budget should be spent on conventional (that is, ground) forces.


  The tug-of-war between Kvashnin and Sergeev continued under Putin. Kvashnin wanted to reduce strategic forces while Sergeev wanted to build them up. After Putin attended a meeting on August 11, 2000, where he listened to the two officers battle over funds, he decided that something had to be done. As he put it at the meeting, “When pilots do not fly and sailors do not go to sea, can it be said that everything is right and proper in the structure of the Armed Forces today?”16 Kvashnin won the first round, as the Strategic Rocket Forces were downgraded. On March 28, 2001, Sergeev stepped down. He was replaced by Putin’s close confidant from his days in the KGB, Sergei Ivanov.


  Unfortunately, Sergeev’s departure did little to improve the relationship between the defense minister and the chief of the General Staff. Kvashnin continued to defy Ivanov just as he had Sergeev. By the end of 2003, it was clear that something had to be done. On June 14, the Duma changed Article 13 of the Law on Defense to read, “Oversight for the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation is carried out by the Defense Minister via the Defense Ministry.”17 Putin fired Kvashnin after seven years on the job. In addition, Putin increased the military’s budget. He promised that defense spending would be increased 20 to 25 percent a year, “remaining at 2.5 percent to 2.7 percent of GDP.”18 Although Putin had not provided the generals and admirals with the 3.5 percent of GDP that they had wanted, they now had the stability and predictability that is so critical in managing a military budget.


  In 2007, the bottom fell out of Putin’s plan to revamp the military. Ivanov commissioned an audit of the military budget. The audit discovered that corruption was even more extensive than he had anticipated. On April 3, 2008, the Audit Chamber announced that more than R164.1 million had been stolen from the ministry through fraud and outright theft. The report said, “The Ministry of Defense accounts for 70 percent of the budgetary resources used for purposes other than those officially designated.”19 Ivanov took this information to Putin, and they both decided that something had to be done.


  ENTER SERDIUKOV


  Putin felt it was time for a major shock to the military. He elevated Ivanov to the position of first deputy prime minister on February 15, 2007. In his place as defense minister he brought in Anatoly Serdiukov, a former furniture salesman and at that time head of the Tax Service. Serdiukov brought twenty civilian auditors with him. The job he faced was enormous: military morale was at rock bottom,20 corruption was out of control,21 and there was even anger among “officers, generals and the Russian public at large vis-à-vis the state the military found itself in.”22 The bottom line was that the military needed help—both financial and leadership—if it were to carry out the tasks assigned to it. If that were not enough, the military was facing a radical reorganization process. Indeed, it was literally being turned upside down. Everything was subject to change, and what may come as a surprise, under Serdiukov, even the country’s senior military officers knew little about the changes being introduced, a clear violation of military culture. Their civilian defense minister often just announced the changes, leaving it up to the uniformed military to adapt.


  Modernizing the Military


  Putin came to realize that if he expected to attract better qualified officers and noncommissioned officers (NCOs) he would have to begin by raising salaries and provide the military with the money it needed to modernize its forces. As prime minister, that is exactly what he did in 2012. Taking money from social programs, Putin announced that the government had decided to allocate R20 trillion to modernizing the military and an additional R3 trillion to modernizing the defenseindustrial complex. This meant that for the period 2012–2020, 2.8 percent of the country’s gross domestic product would be devoted to the military.23 New programs and/or weapons systems would be introduced in all branches of military service. In short, the Kremlin decided to follow Henry Kissinger’s advice that no foreign policy is worth much unless it is backed up by a strong military.24


  Dmitry Rogozin, a deputy vice premier, had been given the task of revitalizing the country’s defense-industrial establishment. The latter had equipment from the 1960s and 1970s and had a workforce whose average age was in the sixties. Modernizing this force would not be an easy task, especially at a time when the uniformed military had decided that Russian-produced weapons were of inferior quality and instead attempted to fill its needs with the purchase of weapons abroad.


  Realistically, before military reform could go any further, the dispute between Nikolai Makarov (then-Chief of the General Staff) and Rogozin had to be resolved, which involved more than personalities. The heart of the dispute went to the question of who would make Russia’s weapons for the next eight years. Would Putin give the money to domestic industries, or would part of it be spent on weapons from abroad as was the case most of the time? The most obvious example concerned the two French Mistral landing craft. The weapons systems would be Russian but the platform would be French. The problem facing the Russian military was enormous. As noted by a Russian admiral, “Russia is building too few ships and the US Navy has the advantage of ten times more.”25 However, the problem was not just one of numbers. Quality was a very serious issue, characterized by


  
    neglect and underfunding for the program to build new combat ships, the technological backwardness and dearth of production facilities, catastrophic losses of highly qualified engineering and technical personnel and a poor work ethic.26

  


  Quality is not just a problem for the Navy; it impacts all branches of military service. In the Air Force, for example, “In the USA the development of the F-35 fifth-generation is being completed, which could potentially become the main adversary for Russian aircraft in future conflicts.” Unfortunately, in the Russian Air Force, the authors noted, “Time seems to have frozen at the level of the mid-1980s both for fighter and other types of aircraft.”27 Makarov made similar comments about Ground Forces equipment. “Take the T-90 tank, about which much has been said, much has been written, and Israel’s Merkava. Compare its weapons system to our tanks, not to mention the T-72 tank and all the rest. Nor does our tank (T-90) provide any anti-mine protection. Take our artillery. Foreign armies everywhere have precision-guided munitions, and their range is longer. That is to say, this advance puts our Armed Forces at a disadvantage.”28 Faced with this technological disadvantage, Makarov argued that the Mistral was only the tip of the iceberg. As he commented in 2011, “The Russian Army will continue acquiring foreign weapons which will be manufactured under license on Russian territory.”29


  In fact, Moscow was importing a variety of weapons; for instance, Moscow has purchased Austrian sniper rifles,30 Italian armored vehicles,31 Israeli UAVs (unarmed aerial vehicle),32 French Panhard armored vehicles,33 Italian light helicopters,34 and French underwater breathing equipment,35 to name only a few. Indeed, the strongest slap in face of the Russian defense complex from the then-commander of Ground Forces, colonel-general Alexander Postnikov, who stated,


  
    The newest T-90 tank, which is a modification of the Soviet T-72, is unjustifiably expensive—118 million rubles. In the opinion of the commander in chief, it would be better for this money to buy three German “Leopard” tanks, meeting all the necessary requirements, than for it to be spent on the old domestic one.36

  


  Russian generals understood the problem. However, they also knew that they needed modern weapons if they were to field a military able to fight and win wars.


  The War in Georgia


  The 2008 war in Georgia demonstrated to everyone, but especially to Moscow’s conservative military, that Russia’s armed forces were inept and that it was time for some major changes. When the war began, the General Staff was in the process of moving from its building to the old Warsaw Pact headquarters. As a result, “many officers learned the news that Georgia had begun a military operation against South Ossetia from morning news publications.”37 As a result, the military operation was a disaster from the beginning. And it did not improve as time went on. A former airborne chief of intelligence reflected the views of most of his colleagues when he commented,


  
    Our army is still being trained based upon regulations which were written in the 1980s! The regulations, manuals, combat training programs, and the volumes of standards have become obsolete. An old friend recently sent me the volume of standards that is in force, which we wrote already in 1984, 25 years ago. This volume is a reflection of the operational and combat training of the troops and their operating tactics. If the Airborne Troops have remained at that prehistoric level, then we can confidently say that the General Staff and the rest of the troops continue to train for a past war.38

  


  In essence, this very war was a watershed for Russia and its military, fought exclusively with dated tactics, equipment, weapons, and structures more suited to waging large-scale conventional warfare than being deployed in a local, noncontact conflict.39 Even the country’s conservative generals realized that major changes were required.


  SERDIUKOV’S CHANGES


  While many people in and outside of Russia criticized the changes that took place under Serdiukov—and there was good reason for that criticism—the reality is that some of the changes introduced under Serdiukov’s “New Look” policy were long overdue and were a move in the right direction. First, let us consider some of those positive changes.


  Reduction in Size


  The heart of Serdiukov’s New Look policy was his decision to cut the Russian military from around 2 million to 1 million men.40 As noted above, the war in Georgia demonstrated that the mass armies of World War II were useless (even if some Russian generals had and still have a hard time understanding that).41 To face the problems of the post-Georgia world, the General Staff decided that Russia needed a smaller military. Ideally, they believed it should be one staffed by soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines who want to be part of it—that meant a minimum number of conscripts. In many ways, this bore a strong similarity to militaries in the West. For example, the original decision to reduce the officer corps to 150,000 was justified by the military because it would ensure an officer-enlisted ratio of 1:15, similar to that in Western militaries rather than the 2:1 common at that time.42


  Introducing Chaplains


  For many years, Russian military officers resisted the idea of chaplains; not surprising for an army that emerged from atheistic communism. However, there were also practical reasons for their hesitation. First was the issue of authority, as commanders were justifiably worried about having a new voice in the chain of command. Second, there was concern over the emergence of Muslim imams who might create a security problem.43 Both problems have been resolved (at least in theory). In 2010, there were nineteen chaplains serving in the military with the number shortly to triple to sixty.44 It is not clear if any of the chaplains were Muslim, Jewish, or Buddhist; they all appeared to be Russian Orthodox. Moscow clearly understood the morale problem and also increased the number of Army psychologists in military units to 3,000.45 But the military soon recognized that psychologists alone would not solve the problem. There are many instances where they could not resolve important issues, such as marital problems with spouses and children, not to mention drugs, dealing with the loss of a loved one, morale, and spiritual matters.


  Educational Reform


  Under Serdiukov the army also introduced a major reform of its military educational institutions. On the one hand, this change was driven by the reduction in the size of the military. From the early 1990s to 2009, the number of military educational institutions was reduced significantly. There were 166 military higher educational institutions graduating around 60,000 officers a year in the early 1990s. By 2009 the number of schools was down to sixty-four, and they turned out 15,000 to 17,000 officers a year.46 The abundance of schools and graduates at the pre-commissioning level meant that the military had many more officers than were needed. For example, the deputy head of the Defense Ministry’s Main Personnel Department commented, “Of some 15,000 graduates, only 4,000 to 5,000 of the best graduates will receive guaranteed placement” in military ranks as officers.47 As a consequence, many students after four years of undergraduate education at an academy were not commissioned, but were given the option of being released into civilian life, or placed in service as a noncommissioned officer until an officer position became available. In response, the military took the unprecedented step of closing the military academies for two years because there were too many officers, and producing more would only make the matter worse.


  Changing Logistics


  Serdiukov decided that instead of relying on military personnel to provide logistical support for the armed forces, he would outsource this task as in the West.48 This meant employing civilian commercial corporations to carry out jobs such as food preparation and procurement, assistance with barracks maintenance, and providing basic security such as that found on most Western bases. With the reduction of conscript service to one year the military could no longer expect them to take on preparing food (for example, peeling potatoes), standing guard duty, or cleaning the base. According to Russian military sources, as a result, “the norms of the provisions of the servicemen are determined by orders of the Defense Ministry, but the soldiers are fed by outside organizations, which conclude contracts with Voentorg (a civilian food services organization) who organizes the entire process, including the food delivery, preparation of the meal, and its distribution to the servicemen. Goodbye to poor meals!”49


  Military Police


  There was a long and lively debate over the decision whether to create military police.50 The major problem was command authority. While everyone agreed in principle that military police were needed to deal with issues such as dedovshchina (the process whereby junior recruits are harassed by more senior ones), no commander wanted to lose control over his unit to an outside force, even if it was military. The problem appears to have been solved.


  Pay


  Probably the most important recent action taken by the Kremlin was the decision to substantially increase pay.51 It was controversial and led to the resignation of the Finance Minister, Aleksei Kudrin, who preferred to stay within strict budget parameters. Kudrin was not happy that money would be taken from social programs to pay for the increase.52 Kudrin also opposed increased spending in other policy areas that would increase the budget deficit.


  Restructuring


  Moscow’s decision to create four large military districts based on a joint command was also a step forward. It helped to overcome service parochialism and did an excellent job of helping create an efficient military force. It helped ensure that the officer in charge had the right service background to help him make sound decisions based on the situation at hand. This meant he would not focus only on service loyalty. The key question was what group or which service (or which combination of them) would work best given the mission to be carried out.


  Physical Fitness


  In the past, outsiders often had the impression that the number of stars on the shoulder of a Russian General was related to his girth, the bigger around the middle, the higher the rank. However, many Russians believe that a commander should set an example for his troops. Serdiukov introduced a compulsory program for physical fitness, marking a major step forward in ensuring a high level of combat readiness.


  NEEDED CHANGES


  Let us now discuss areas where Serdiukov’s changes were insufficient, where additional steps needed to be taken.


  Personnel


  An army is only as good as its officers, NCOs, and enlisted personnel. The key is to have a fully manned unit led by highly trained officers and NCOs. But as everyone wearing the uniform of the Russian Federation knew, attracting “the best and the brightest” (to steal a term used by the US military) was not easy. Under Serdiukov, the Russian military was undermanned, but more about that below.


  Stability in the Upper Ranks


  There was a day when the senior ranks of the Russian military remained fairly stable. One learned their names and could follow their careers along a regular path. That changed under Serdiukov. Officers no sooner took a senior position than they were transferred—often to the retirement list. These frequent changes not only made it difficult for outside observers to keep track of who was who, it also undermined efforts to build cohesion and leadership, two factors that are key to the performance of any military force.


  The Draft


  It was clear that many senior officers in the Russian military would like to continue to rely on a draft. There were problems, however. Not only was the draft extremely unpopular, there were not sufficient numbers of young fit Russians. The reduction to one year of service was sensible, but it was not a panacea. According to Russian statistics, the military needs to recruit about 300,000 men during each draft to keep the number of personnel at the required level of one million. However, it was only possible to recruit 135,000 in the fall draft of 2011.53 In the meantime, the new training program that tried to train conscripts in six months so they would have some time to put their training into practice was commendable. But the realities of demographics meant the military was not going to be able draft 300,000 soldiers twice a year to fill its ranks in the future. (It could draft those with a criminal record as in the past.) The staffing problem was exacerbated by the number of young men who avoided the draft. For many, the idea of serving in the Russian military appeared to be the equivalent of a death sentence. In public opinion polls conducted in 2011, comments were negative. “They do not believe the army, where those who drive soldiers to suicide are shielded while attempts are made to prosecute officers who fight for the truth.”54 Or, as another source put it, “The current form of the army should not exist! The army maims and kills its soldiers.”55


  The General Staff was fully aware of the numbers problem. In response, the Kremlin came up with a new approach. The General Staff put renewed emphasis on the kontraktniki, those who have voluntarily signed a contract to become a professional. However, as everyone in Russian uniform knew, the kontraktniki program has had a checkered past. Under Serdiukov, the general consensus (including among senior generals) was that the program was not working. Instead of the best and brightest, the armed forces attracted individuals who were unemployable or had personal problems.


  The military stated that it needed 450,000 kontraktniki. The question was how to find that many volunteers in a country that has no history of a volunteer army. Furthermore, public opinion polling indicated that not only was morale low among those in the military, the military’s reputation among civilians had fallen precipitously since the days of the Soviet Army. More changes were needed. The military infrastructure had to be radically changed. Housing, kindergartens, schools, medical service, and leisure time activities would all need to be improved if the Russians expected to transition to a professional military.


  The NCO


  Another critical problem with which the Russians had to deal was the position of NCO. NCOs are the heart of Western militaries. They run the units or sections. They take care of minor disciplinary problems, and they are the ones who have daily contact with enlisted soldiers and who, in the field, sleep, eat, and train/exercise together with them. Platoons are commanded by and accompanied by a junior officer, but the life of the unit depends heavily on senior NCOs. In practice, they also train these junior officers, who are normally on their first assignment. The problem for Serdiukov was that the Russian military could not make up its mind what to do with NCOs. Were they technical experts (as in the Navy) or regular line/combat soldiers? A school was set up at Ryazan to train NCOs—the program was to take two years. Such a step is all well and good, but how does a private become a master sergeant (Starschina)?


  Since the end of World War II, the heart of the NCO problem has been the delegation of authority. Unfortunately, the Russians find the delegation of authority to be extraordinarily threatening. Delegating authority to an NCO does not necessarily mean giving him or her permission to use violence against his or her soldiers. An American Marine Corps drill instructor will get within millimeters of a recruit’s nose, and will yell in his face, but never touch him. There are other things one can do to get his attention—like one hundred push-ups, running at night, and extra duty.


  A Plan


  One of the biggest problems the Russian military faced under Serdiukov was the lack of a comprehensive plan. Actions, including important structural modifications, appeared to be done in an ad hoc fashion, decided upon in the spur of the moment. Chaplains were created. Why? How did they fit into the overall reform plan? Apparently, someone in Moscow decided that chaplains could help solve morale problems. Or consider officers. At first, there was a need for 150,000 officers. But then, just when the personnel offices in Moscow were getting used to dealing with these restrictions, including retiring around 200,000 officers, 70,000 more were added. One can only imagine the chaos and confusion that must have been created in every section of the military from housing, to pay, to personnel, to training, and so on, deciding what to do with these officers. It certainly conveyed the impression that no one seemed to know who was in charge or what the military would look like in five or ten years. Someone from the Defense Ministry needed to sit down in the General Staff and put all of these pieces together. This was one of the major causes of low morale among many officers. They had no idea what to expect. What about their families, their children, their wives? Would they have housing? Would there be schools and medical facilities? Then, of course, the question of their future loomed over them. Would they have a future in the years ahead?


  General Staff Academy


  The same sort of chaos existed at the General Staff Academy. First, it was stated that the General Staff Academy would have thirteen to fifteen students for two years at the 0–7 level (brigadier general or navy rear admiral), with the second year heavily involved in civilian subjects. Then, in 2011, it was announced that the term was reduced to ten months, which meant that the students then had to cover the two-year program in ten months. It meant that courses were being dropped (probably from the second year), and that what was taught was being simplified.


  Housing


  Housing is another problem facing the military. Under Serdiukov, horror stories abounded of families quartered in dreadful housing—for example, two former colonels and their families live in what used to be a chicken coop in Siberia! Fortunately, Putin took this issue on with a vengeance and promised to resolve it. If he does, and housing is at a decent qualitative level and located near a big city, I suspect that more than one officer will be more than ready to say, “God bless him!”


  Corruption


  Western sources called Russia one of the most corrupt countries in the world, and Russian sources openly admitted that there were more problems with corruption in the military than any other segment of society. As noted above, former Defense Minister Ivanov told Putin that 40 percent of the military budget was being siphoned off! Corruption impacted everything. Some Russians claimed it was so built into the system over the years, that despite former President Medvedev’s efforts to attack it, nothing serious happened. One cynical Russian commented to this writer, “Well, they will plan for ten frigates, but by the time corruption is over, there will only be enough money for seven, and they will call it a success.”56 It was equally shocking to read that the chief of medicine in the Russian military was arrested for corruption, at a time when Russian military medicine needed all the help it could get. About the only thing worse would have been to hear that the chief of chaplains was arrested for corruption. The military should have been one of the easier bureaucracies in which to attack corruption.


  Data


  Another problem that haunted the Russian military (and anyone who sought to understand it) was the lack of reliable data. If it hoped to be taken seriously by the outside world, it was critical that the Ministry of Defense develop better statistical and accounting procedures. This did not refer to classified information. There was no reason for the ministry not to know exactly how many service personnel were serving at any given time or what was being spent on particular items. Without good data, there was no way of setting valid benchmarks for military reform.


  Crime


  Military crime continued to be a problem under Serdiukov. According to Sergei Fridinsky, the chief military prosecutor, crime among enlisted men was up 15 percent during Serdiukov’s tenure. The Russian approach in dealing with crime or problems like dedovshchina (which continued to be a serious issue) was to blame the commanding officer (CO). Effective NCOs would help minimize the problem.


  Technology


  Technological backwardness remained a serious problem under Serdiukov. The Russian military continued to become increasingly decrepit and outdated. Only around 10 to 15 percent of its weapons were modern.57 According to an article by a Russian observer, if Russia did everything possible to raise the technological level of its military, by 2025 it would catch up with the West.58 The only problem was that the West would be far beyond that technological point by then. Purchasing new equipment from the West not only provided the Russian military with modern equipment, it also acted as a very strong incentive for the indigenous Russian defense-industrial complex to modernize, and it encouraged political authorities to support such an effort.


  The Military and Defense Industries


  One of the most intractable problems facing the Ministry of Defense (MoD) had been the effort to reach an agreement between the MoD and the military-industrial complex over production costs for various weapons systems. On the one hand, they had the most senior uniformed military officer—the chief of the General Staff at the time (Nikolai Makarov) and on the other a civilian—the aforementioned Dmitry Rogozin. In contrast to many who held his position, Makarov was not afraid to stand up to Rogozin, especially when it came to procuring weapons and equipment from the West.


  ENTER SHOIGU


  Serdiukov was removed as minister of defense in 2012. He was replaced by general Dmitry Shoigu. The latter immediately set about reforming, and in some cases disbanding, Serdiukov’s previous initiatives. Russia had and would follow its own course. It was not going to model itself on Western militaries. Below we survey some of the changes that Shoigu introduced when he became Minister of Defense.


  Education


  Shoigu attacked Serdiukov’s educational reforms. The General Staff Academy again became the most prestigious military educational institution in Russia. Serdiukov had cut the student body to eighteen students and cut eighteen departments to two. By 2013, the Academy had “returned to full-time status” with ninety-one students taking a two-year program, at the end of which they will be awarded a master’s degree.59


  Meanwhile, the regular education system was also reformed. General Nikolai Pankov reported on September 24, 2013 that the Ministry had “set new standards for all of the country’s educational institutions. . . . We deemed it expedient to elaborate new federal stated educational standards in twelve areas of officer cadre training.”60


  Modifying the Defense Industry


  One of the biggest problems standing in the way of Moscow’s attempt to master modern technology is the lack of qualified personnel. For example, one report indicated that the Uralvagonzavod corporation needed from 5,000 to 14,000 new workers.61 Moscow also put a ban on purchasing foreign-made equipment for the defense industry to increase the market for its indigenous supply.62 Finally, in addition to setting up programs to attract young workers, Moscow has also decided that Russian industry will cooperate with foreign companies as a way of attracting foreign technology.63


  Size


  The size of the Russian military has been an ongoing battle between Shoigu and the media. Shoigu claimed that there are 1 million men and women under arms. Some observers suggest that was an overstatement, claiming the actual size was 766,000 in 2013. The media maintained that almost one-fourth of the authorized positions were vacant.64


  Chaplains


  The number of chaplains increased. In 2013 there were about a hundred Orthodox priests, one Buddhist priest, and two Muslim imams serving in Russia’s military as chaplains.65


  Military Logistics


  Shoigu made some major changes in logistics. First, he pushed manufacturers to provide maintenance for the life of the weapon. “Today we would like to suggest to you a new system to repair the armaments and military equipment. It is mostly related to the fact that we should like to switch to, first of all, the life-time cycle contracts from manufacture to utilization.”66 Shoigu also decided to make use of outsourcing only in peacetime. Unit mess halls were converted into dining arrangements with smorgasbord elements for personnel.67 Finally, a two-year course to train logistic officers was introduced and there were short-term classes to train officers for special functions.68


  Pay


  As noted previously, compensation has always been a problem for the Russian military, not only levels of pay but wage arrears whereby officers’ payments were running five or six months behind. Under Shoigu, however, pay has improved. By March of 2013, it was asserted that military salaries reached a decent level for the first time in thirty years, which in turn elevated the prestige of military service. In 2013, an officer received an average of R60,000, which was nearly three times the average national salary.69 Military pensions were also increased by 7.5 percent in 2014.70


  Military Police


  Serdiukov’s introduction of military police has been implemented by Shoigu. Whether it will become a serious force against dedovshchina remains to be seen.71 Likewise, it is not clear how the division of authority between unit commanders and the military police will work out.


  Physical Fitness


  Shoigu reversed Serdiukov’s strong emphasis on physical fitness. The reason was simple. Conscripts now serve for one year, and there is not enough time for a serious physical fitness program.72 Nevertheless, the goal remains, but absent the kind of compulsory program administered under Serdiukov. It is questionable if the bulk of the military will continue to participate in the program.


  Draft


  The draft remains a major problem, primarily because of low popularity and the number of births. As noted above, there simply are not enough healthy bodies to conscript. The situation is worsened by draft dodging, which continues to plague the military. In 2013, nearly 263,000 conscripts evaded military service, while only 69.7 percent of those who reported to the draft board were physically eligible to serve.73 Another 10 percent had criminal records.74


  Housing


  Military housing has been an eternal problem. The difference under Shoigu is that Putin has entered the fray. A number of ideas on how to solve the problem have been considered. In the past, the government deducted a certain amount of money from an officer’s salary, matched it, and put it in a savings account. In late 2013, Shoigu suggested paying “lump-sum monetary assistance for purchasing housing.”75 Whether or not Shoigu will be able to solve this problem with his lump-sum proposal remains unclear. Putin has offered his support, but in the past the defense ministry has shown curious decision-making ability, for example building housing only to discover it is in the middle of nowhere, too far from major cities for officers to commute to, both now and when they retire.


  NCOs


  The development of a viable role for NCOs was a major issue during Serdiukov’s tenure and it continued to be one under Shoigu. The biggest problem remains the unwillingness of senior officers to delegate authority to NCOs. In essence, junior officers perform the functions of senior NCOs. The problem is that by pushing authority to the junior officers, unit cohesion is impacted. The officers are officers, and the enlisted often feel left out. The connection to the NCO is missing. There is no doubt that the defense ministry is making serious efforts to train and educate NCOs.76 Until the Russian military resolves the NCO issue, however, it will continue to have problems at the unit level.


  Corruption


  Despite special declarations and orders from Putin and others, corruption remains the most difficult problem for the military to deal with. One chief military investigator indicated that seven army generals and admirals were subjected to criminal probes in 2013.77 Each investigation was related to corruption. These investigations included senior officers: colonel general Yury Solovov, the former commander of the Special Forces; major general Yury Savanin, head of the Military Healthcare Directorate of the Interior Ministry Internal Troops; and rear admiral Sergei Kozlov, chief of the Military Topographic Directorate of the General Staff. These criminal charges occurred in spite of efforts by Putin and Shoigu to instill a sense of discipline among high ranking officers.


  Crime


  Finally, Shoigu came out strong on this issue, and it appears that his efforts are beginning to have a positive impact. For example, in 2013, it was reported that law violations by military personnel had decreased by 10 percent.


  CONCLUSION


  Serdiukov arrived as defense minister with a number of ideas on how to radically change the Russian military. No one doubted that change was required. If nothing else, the substandard role played by the Russian military during the war in Georgia made it clear that change, even radical change was critical. Generals and admirals are very sensitive when they learn that the new defense minister not only knows very little about the military, but intends to radically change it from top to bottom. Senior officers who have spent thirty years in uniform do not expect to be ignored. The boss may not decide in their favor, but they expect him to consult them and listen to their views.


  The problems were twofold: first, the continued importance placed upon Russian tradition within the military, and second, Serdiukov’s management style. He made it clear from the beginning that he was not interested in what senior officers had to say. He had his own ideas on how to introduce American-style changes into the Russian military. It did not take too long to observe that many of his suggested modifications fit the American model, but had little relevance when it came to the military of the Russian Federation.


  When Serdiukov found himself in the middle of a corruption scandal, Shoigu was the perfect candidate to replace him. A combat arms officer who had a good reputation among the rank and file, Shoigu came across as a serious individual who was prepared to get rid of many “silly” changes (as understood by Russian officers) that had been introduced by Serdiukov. Shoigu proceeded to make changes, as surveyed above. Putin supported these changes, as did Valery Gerasimov, the Chief of the General Staff. Shoigu’s reforms may not have been perfect, but they ensured that the rank and file received medical care and that the entire educational process was streamlined and respected by the rank and file, physicians, and professors.


  This leads us to the question: Who did a better job of modernizing the Russian military? On the one hand, one could argue that if Serdiukov had worked together with the generals and admirals, his changes might not have appeared to be so radical and some of the policies would have been accepted. On the other hand, Shoigu ap-pears more sensitive to the reality that the military is a “closed” bureaucracy. Unless it is completely out of control, the best way to deal with it is not to take it on as a foreign or hostile organization, but to see it as a part of the overall bureaucracy; find ways to work with it, while maintaining control over it.78


  DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


  1. Why do you think military officers resist efforts by politicians such as Serdiukov to introduce change in the armed forces?


  2. Shoigu has also faced opposition from some areas of the military, but compared with Serdiukov he has had a much better relationship with the military. Why?


  3. What were the successes and failures of military reforms under Serdiukov?


  4. What are some of the major problems that Defense Minister Shoigu has to correct within the Russian military?
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Figure 2.1. Russian Duma 2014: Party Faction Seat Shares
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Capacity
Length  (millon

Name Route and Notes (miles) _ barrels/day)
Druzhba Northern route: Belarus, Poland, 2400 20
(Friendship) Germany

Souther route: Ukraine, Slovakia,
Czech Republic, Hungary

Baltic System 1 Timan Pechora (Northern Russia) to 70 15
Primorsk Terminal (near the border
with Finland)
Baltic System 2 Unecha (near borders with Belarus and 620 1.0
Ukraine) to Ust-Luga Terminal (Gulf
of Finland)
Northwest Polotsk (Belarus) to Batinge (Lithuania) 500 03
Pipeline and Ventspils (Latvia)
System
Caspian Tengiz (Kazakhstan) to Novorossiysk 940 07
Pipeline (Russian Black Sea port). Planned
Consortium expansion to 1.4 million bbl/day by
2016
Baku- Sangachal Terminal (Azerbaijan) to 80 01
Novorossiysk  Novorossiysk (Russian Black Sea
Pipeline pory
Eastern Siberia.  Taishet.Skovorodino-Kozmino Bay 70 06
Pacific Ocean  (with a 60-mile spur running from
(ESPO) skovorodino to Daging in China)
Pipeline
Purpe-samotior Ol fields in the Yamal-Nenetsand Ob 266 05
Pipeline Basin (including Vankor field) to the
ESPO Pipeline
Natural Gas Pipelines
Capacity
blion/trillon
cubic feet)
Yamal-Europe | Belarus to Poland and Germany. 1300 12
Proposed Yamal-Europe Il would
expand the existing pipeline by 1
Bratstvo Russia to Ukraine to Slovakia, splits 35t
(Brotherhood)  into two branches to Czech Republic,
Austria, Italy, Hungary, Slovenia, and
Croatia
Blue Stream Russia to Samsun, Turkey via the Black 750 560 bef
Sea
North Caucasus ~ Georgia to Armenia 350 bef
Uzhgorod Four pipelines caying Russian gas to 700 bef-1 tef
Pipelines Europe, mostly Germany, laly, and
France, via Ukraine
Gazi-Magomed-  Russia to Azerbaijan. Used to send 400 200bel
Mozdok Russian natural gas to Azerbaijan
but has been reversed to send
Azerbaijani gas to Russia
Nord Stream  Russia to Germany, along the Baltic 760 19t
seabed
South Stream  Pipeline project cancelled by Putin T8O TBD

(Dec. 1, 2014). Construction started
in Dec. 2012. Russia, under the
Black Sea, to several destinations:
Bulgaria, Serbia, Hungary, Austria,
Slovenia, Greece, and Italy. Designed
to avoid Ukraine

Sources: U.S. Energy Information Adminisration 2014, “Russia.” Accessed November 24, 2014. g/
efa govicountries/analysisbriofsRussaussa pd;, Gazprom. “Gazprom Projects* igpsAwww gazprom
com/abouvproduction’. Accessed December 1, 2014,
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Table 3.1.  Replacement Rates of Governors
and Regional Police Chiefs (MVD) (percent of
total)

Year Governors Police Chiefs
2000 17 1
2001 7 25
2002 7 18
2003 8 27
2004 10 10
2005 15 23
2006 5 23
2007 13 19
2008 10 14
2009 1 7
2010 2 3
2011 7 2
2012 2 15
2013 8 13
2014 13 18

Source: hp/wwwpresidentkeemlinuacts. the 2014
data include new appointments to Crimea and Sevas-

1opol’
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Table 14.3. Food Bans or Limil

lions on Food Imports by Russia ir

Target
(alphabetical order)  Month Food Product

‘Albania December  Vegetables and fruits

Australia March Beef

Austria May Beef, milk

Belarus December  Meat, milk, poultry, meat byproducts
California April 90.day ban on poultry

U January  Pork

Y August  Fruit and vegetables

Hungary May Meat, Milk

Latvia April Pork meat products

Latvia May Pork and pork products

Lithuania January  Pork

Moldova July Fruit

Moldova October ~ Meat

Montenegro November  Meat

Poland April Pork meat products

Poland August  Fruits and vegetables

Ukraine March Animal husbandry products f Ukraine leaves CIS
Ukraine June Potatoes, pork

Ukraine July Dairy products, juice

Ukraine September  Confectionaries

Ukraine October Al plant products

Ukraine November  Cheese and cheese products

United states July Poultry

United states August Al food products

Sources: Agrofaki; Wegren, “Russia's Food Embargo.”
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Fully Does Not  Entirely Does
Deserves  fully Deserve  Not Deserve  Hard to Say

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

President 55 79 30 13 12 4 4 4

Church, religious 48 54 25 20 10 7 17 19
organizations

Army 4 53 3 30 13 9 10 8

Government 3% 4 39 35 25 10 6 8

Security organs 3% 4 32 32 14 9 18 14

Council of the 24 39 3 3 2 10 15 16
Federation

State Duma 5 37 4 42 2% 14 5 8

Media 24 3 50 40 19 14 8 1

Political parties 12 18 46 49 3 23 10 11

Source: Levada Cente, accessed November 25, 2014, hpi/wwawlovada./13-11-2014idoverie-nstittam
" Viast.
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Figure 13.2. Top Natural Gas Exporters
Sotre: U.S. Energy Information Admirisiaton. 2014, “International Energy Statsics” hp:/ww.ci gov/
clappsipdbprojectIEDIndex3.cim.
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igure 7.3, Age-Sex Structure of Russia, January 1, 2013
Soirce: Rosstat, Numbers of People in the Russian Federation by Sex and Age on january 1, 2013.
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Figure 7.1. Number of Births and Total Fertiity Rate, 1950 to 2013
Source: Rosstat, Demograiicheskii ezhegodik (various years)
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Table 13.2.  Major Foreign Oil and Gas Companies Doing Business in Rus

Company  Home Ownership Petroleum Reserves and

Name Country _ structure Operations

British UK Private 19.75% of Rosnet shares
Petroleum

Royal Dutch ~ Netherlands ~ Private As of Dec. 2014, suspended due
Shell o economic sanctions: Joint

venture with Gazprom Neft to
explore tight oil
Exxon Mobil - USS. Private As0f Dec 2014 suspended due

venture with Rosne in the Kara

Sea (Arctic)

statoil Norway 67% state-owned,  Joint exploration with Rosneft:
33% private Russian Barents Sea, Sea of

Okhosk (Arctic)

Eni ttaly 30% state-owned,  Joint exploration with Rosneft:
20% other EU Russian Barents Sea, Black Sea
sates, 50%
private

Total France Private As of Dec. 2014, suspended due

to economic sanctions: Joint
shale venture with Lukoll in
Western Siberia

Sources: Tara Patel and Stephen Bierman. 2014. “Total Agrees to Lukoil Shale Deal, Brushing OFf Russia
‘Sanctions” Bloomberg, May 23, 2014; Eni. 2014, “Eni Sharcholders & Major Sharcholders” Accessed No-
Vember 1, 2014, hup:/wwweni.comen_T/governancashareholdersien-shareholdinglenl.sharcholding
shum; Sttoil. 2010. “Major Sharcholders.” hitp:/www.sttoi. com/annualrepor2010/; Accessed March
20, 2015; Lukoll. 2013. “istory of Share Capital” Accessed November 14, 2014. hup:/wwwukoil
comysatic_, 5id_2162.hum; Lukoil. 2014, “Overseas Projecs” Accessed November 30, 2014, hpsz/
fukoll overscas comypeojects; Pauline Joncs Luong. 2012. “The Limits of Inermational Bxpansion: kus-
sian National Ol Companios & Global Markets* PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo 238 (2); Gazprom.
2014, “About Gazprom-Producion.” Accessed Novermber 14, 2014, htp/www.gazprom.com/about/
productonprojectsideposis’: US. Energy Information Adminisiaton. 2014, “Russia.” Accessed Novem-
ber 24, 2014, htp:www.cia govicounties/analysisbriefs Russi/russia pa.
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Table 14.1. Dollar Value of Russia’s Food Imports and Exports, 20002013

Expendiiure on Eamnings from Net Difference between
Food Imports Food Exports Expenditures and Earnings
($ billion USD) (8 billion USD) (8 billion USD)

2000 7.4 13 61

2001 92 19 73

2002 104 28 76

2003 120 34 86

2004 13.9 33 106

2005 17.4 45 129

2006 216 55 161

2007 276 9.1 185

2008 352 93 259

2009 30.1 100 201

2010 364 9.4 270

2011 5 120 305

2012 402 168 234

2013 3.0 162 28

‘Sources: Minisiry of Agriculture; Rosstat; author's calculations.
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Table 13.1. Major Oil and Gas Russian-Owned Companies
Production
(Natural gas: billion cubic
Company  Ownership ~ feet/day; Oil: thousand  Petroleum Reserves and.
Name  Structure barrels per day) Operations
Gazprom  50+%state-  Oil: 314 Extensive natural gas
owned Natural gas: 47.1 reserves in Russia,
operations in four
regions and 12 countries
Rosneft  70%state-  Oil:2,448 Ol reserves in Russia,
owned, Natural gas: 1.2 specialized operations
30% private in three regions, six
countries
Lukoil  Private oil: 1,670 Oil and gas operations
company  Natural gas: 1.6 in Africa, Europe, the
(Russia) Middle East, and Russia

Sources: Tara Patel and Sephen Bierman. 2014. “Toal Agrees 10 Lukoll Shale Deal, Brushing OF Russa
Sanctions” Bloomberg, May 23, 2014; Lukoil. 2013. “History of Share Capital” Accessed November
14, 2014. nup/hwwwwlukol com; Lukoil 2014. “Overseas Projects” Accossed November 30, 2014,
ips:ukoil-oversaas.com/project’; Pauline ones Luong, 2012. “The Limits of Inemational Expansion:
Russan National Oil Companies & Global Matkets” PONARS Furasia Policy Memo 238 (2); Gazprom.
2014, “About Gazprom-Production” Accessed November 14, 2014, hip:/Avww gazprom.com/about
producion/projectsdoposis;U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2014, “Russa * Accessed Novern-
ber 24, 2014. hip:/fwww e govicountres/analysisbriefsRussia/russia.pef.
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Figure 10.1. Overrepresentation of Men among Russian Political Elites, 2013

Sotrce: “Presidentof Rusia Major i June 18, 2012, onfin at htp:/eng state kemiin administaion/
about_adm (accessed 2/512013; “Gubematoriu,” online at hip/fgovemors r (accessed 172012013
*Sostav Soveta Bezopasnost” November 13, 2012, onfine at hp:/sate kremin r/security_council
sec_ structure (accessed 2/512013); “Gosurdarstvennyi sovet,” Novermber 15, 2013, oniine at ip/sate
Kremiin r/state_councillsrucure (accessed /772013 “Sosiav pravielsiva Ross” online at hupd/
‘ovemmentrugov/ (accessed 2/5/2013); “Women in National Parlaments” Ite-Paliamentry Urion,

Decomber 31, 2012, online a htp/Awwipu.oTgwn-oworld hm (accessed 2/7/2013); Konstusio
nyi Sud Rossskol Foderatsi” o at hip:/ww kSt runfoudges Pages dofaull aspx (112012013
“Obshchestyennaia Plata Rossiskoi Federasi” online at hitp:/Aw.0pt waboutchambermembers/
members2012/ (accessed 1/202013);*Soviot po realizasi prioietny natsionalnykih prookiov demoga-
fichekoi politke,” online at hep:/state kremilin.ru/council/35/staff (accessed 4/12/2013)
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Figure 7.2 _Life Expectancy at Birth in Russia, 1897 to 2013
Sotrce: Rossat, Demograficheski ezhegodnik (various years).
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