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			Abstract: Adding new groups of voters should indicate a country’s move toward greater democracy. In this article, we turn that question on its head: could the addition of new voters be used to undermine rather than expand democracy? To answer this question, we examine the decision to grant prisoners the right to vote. We argue that the prison vote can be used as an indicator of regime willingness to play by the rules of the game– or not. This makes the prison vote a good barometer of elite support for democracy at a given moment and a subtle gauge of democratization and electoral integrity over time. Support comes from a qualitative study of prisoner enfranchisement in Poland and Ukraine and a comparative analysis of voting in legislative elections in all prisons in Poland (2005-2015) and Ukraine (2002-2014). Results from precinct-level voting in Poland and Ukraine show marked differences between these countries in the outcome of the prison vote. 

			The right to vote is sacrosanct in modern democratic theory and practice. Though definitions of democracy vary widely, all share one common reference point—the effective right to vote. Similarly, the core of democratization is a process in which citizens become able to participate in politics and governing, notably through exercising the right to vote. Thus, adding more voters to the political process should indicate that a country is moving toward democracy—a feature noted by countless scholars over time. In this article, we turn that question on its head: Could the inclusion of voters be used not to increase democracy, but rather to undermine it? 

			To answer this question, we examine the decision to grant prisoners the right to vote. As we explain below, the prison vote can be used as an indicator of regime willingness to play by the rules of the game and ultimately democratize—or not. In this article, we build on Stephen Hanson’s dynamic model of democratic consolidation.1 Following Hanson, regimes are democratic when elites and their underlings enforce democratic rules. This model recognizes an important fact: in many democratizing countries, the leaders’ hands are not tied. They and their subordinates have the opportunity to manipulate the vote, including the prison vote, for political or personal gain. This makes the prison vote a good measure of elite support for democracy at a given moment and a subtle gauge of democratization and electoral integrity over time. Support for this proposition comes from an examination of prison voting in new democracies and hybrid regimes, as well as a detailed comparative analysis of voting in legislative elections in all prisons in Poland (2005-2015) and Ukraine (2002-2014). 

			The article is organized as follows. First, we explain how the expansion of the prison vote compares to previous studies of electoral expansion, the bulk of which deal with class- and gender-based enfranchisement. Second, we introduce the cases of Poland and Ukraine, two countries that started on the path toward democratization at roughly the same time, and present a qualitative analysis of the institutional changes enacted in Poland and Ukraine that allowed prisoners to vote. Third, we provide a detailed analysis of the actual vote across time in all Polish and Ukrainian prisons. Finally, we discuss some of the implications of this study for the broader literature on democratization and electoral integrity.

			Though our examination focuses largely on the conditions under which elites may expand the electorate, this study also touches on important questions of democratic development and electoral fraud. If the results from prison precincts show a systematic bias in favor of the party in power, then there also exists some indication that democratization in practice is not working correctly. Similarly, if government subordinates believe they need to—and then actually do—deliver votes to those in power, then there is additional evidence of electoral fraud in practice. Ultimately, our examination encompasses all of these various strands of comparative politics research, and adds important insights to each of them. 

			Suffrage Expansion

			There is a voluminous debate surrounding the broad question of why elite actors choose either to constrain themselves in the political realm2 or to share political power and rights with actors who have heretofore lacked those rights.3 We focus here on the latter question: Why do political elites offer to expand the electoral franchise? As Przeworski notes, those who currently monopolize political power should be loath to expand those same political rights to other groups.4 Yet there are conditions under which voting rights might be expanded. Perhaps the most common argument involves social unrest and the threat of revolution by those who lack voting rights. Acemoglu and Robinson theorize that the elite will be most likely to grant expanded voting rights when the poor and disaffected can mount a credible threat of revolution and the elite find it less costly to simply expand voting rights than to repress.5 Przeworski provides broad empirical support for this revolution theory, as do Aidt and Jensen in their examination of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Europe.6

			Beyond revolutionary threats, other theories have focused on the need to tax—specifically, the sovereign’s need to tax in order to pay for the costs of war.7 Under these theories, the sovereign expands access to the levers of power in government to help raise tax revenue, often to pay for the sovereign’s warmaking. Yet the causal pathways in these works are sometimes abstract: Tilly suggests that wars created both modern states and the conditions for collective citizen rights, though he does not necessarily create a direct link between war and the expansion of the electorate.8 Other authors focus more directly on the democratic pressures created by interstate war. Ticchi and Vindigni propose that interstate war should lead political elites to expand voting rights so that the citizenry has an incentive to fight.9 Dinecco, Federico, and Vindigni provide some evidence that military build-up in nineteenth-century Italian states influenced the expansion of democracy.10 Finally, Hicks shows how pressures from interstate war greatly increased the likelihood that twentieth-century states would extend voting rights to women.11 

			In some circumstances, the expansion of the electorate could be a result of party competition.12 Przeworski’s own examination of the expansion of female suffrage in the twentieth century suggests that women were granted the right to vote by parties who saw an electoral advantage to expanding the franchise, though he also notes that “after the Second World War female suffrage became almost inevitable.”13 Thus, women’s voting rights could also have something to do with general norm diffusion.14 

			Yet these theories of suffrage expansion generally assume several things. First, they assume that voting rights are not willingly granted. Second, they assume that the elites who choose to offer these political rights do so under some constraint, or pressure, from an organized group. Voting rights are granted to the middle and lower classes when conditions require it, whether there is a credible threat of revolution by the lower classes or a need to increase the tax base to fund government and possibly fight wars. In short, the extension of the vote involves a likely negative cost to the franchise-granting group. A third assumption is that the expansion of voting rights occurs due to structural factors and demands fomenting within society. As we explain below, the expansion of voting rights seen in Poland and Ukraine fits none of these assumptions. 

			The decision to grant voting rights to prisoners in both Poland and Ukraine was not associated with a threat, credible or otherwise, from the prison population. Nor is there evidence that the prison vote was a major rallying cry within either society. Poland’s parliament expanded voting rights to prisoners soon after the end of communist rule. Ukrainian political elites offered to expand voting rights to prisoners in the late 1990s. Only Przeworski’s conclusion that women’s voting rights were a product of political parties seeking electoral advantage could possibly fit the environments we examine here. Yet, as detailed later, the circumstances surrounding the extension of prison voting rights in Ukraine suggest that the ruling regime expanded voting rights not to create new competition but rather to manufacture an electoral victory. 

			Though the literature on suffrage expansion does not directly speak to our question, there is a parallel literature on prisoner enfranchisement that has both theoretical and empirical strands. Traditionally, prisoner disenfranchisement rules have been tied to the classic retributive conception of punishment. Specifically, this view holds that breaking the laws of society also violates the larger social contract. Having violated the social contract, it is then justified for society to punish that person by denying them basic civil liberties, including the ability to participate in the process of choosing society’s leaders.15 In more recent times, however, a different conception of democracy has taken hold, one that favors including as many people as possible in the electorate.16 As Przeworski, Schmitter and Karl, and others have noted, restrictions on citizenship and the electoral franchise have waned in the modern era, with little to no evidence of formal restrictions on voting rights in the third wave of democratization and beyond—even for those who have broken society’s laws.17 However, as formal limits on the class of voters wane, it becomes all the more important to examine the informal arrangements that elites adopt to stay in power, particularly in newer democracies.18 Thus, increased access to voting in places such as prisons must be examined alongside the conditions on the ground in which citizens vote.

			Empirically, the findings of the prisoner enfranchisement literature indicate that adding prisoners to the voting rolls should indicate a country’s movement toward democracy.19 Using cross-national data, scholars have shown that prisoner disenfranchisement correlates with lower levels of development and democracy, higher levels of ethnic heterogeneity, and stricter criminal justice measures.20 In accord with these findings, it has long been true that the Council of Europe (COE) and the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) have taken steps to ensure that European prisoners do not categorically lose the right to vote while incarcerated.21 Though the first statement on prison voting from the COE was published in 1962, this concern for the electoral rights of the incarcerated has been particularly evident since the early 2000s.22 For example, the COE’s 2006 update to its European Prison Rules explicitly recommends that member states take action to ensure that prisoners do not unnecessarily lose the right to vote.23 As the table in Appendix 1 shows, prison voting is increasingly seen as a basic feature of democracy, suggesting that access to voting and the freedom to vote are core features of democracy today. All the same, some established democracies—including the United States—continue to withhold the franchise from prisoners,24 while countries that it would be hard to label democratic using any existing measure allow prisoners to vote.25 

			Though the prison enfranchisement literature provides interesting macro patterns, our focus in this article is different. We are specifically interested in prison voting in new democracies and hybrid regimes, and the choices made by elite actors to establish voting rights within this segment of society. While it is clear why more democratic regimes would allow prisoners to vote, it is less clear why new democracies and hybrid regimes would grant prisoners the franchise. Moreover, institutional safeguards might not be in place to prevent government officials and their subordinates from manipulating the prison vote for partisan or personal benefit. If prisoner enfranchisement encourages vote manipulation, elections become less free and fair, which ultimately undermines democracy. Studying the conduct of voting and actual vote results from prisons in new democracies and hybrid regimes provides us with an excellent, if novel, measure of elite support for democracy. 

			In this context, we adopt a controlled or most-similar comparative design.26 Poland and Ukraine represent ideal cases to test the adoption of prison voting and its use or abuse by the actors in charge of government. The two countries share important cultural and historical similarities, as well as remarkable institutional similarities in the voting process that should help remove extraneous variance and allow for a better focus on the conduct of the electoral process.27 Notably, Poland and Ukraine share three key voting rules: first, individual prisons act as polling places; second, prisoners’ votes are counted in the district where the prison is located and not in their home constituencies; third, the voting results for individual prisons are—with a certain amount of patience and determination—publicly available for recent elections. The first two factors effectively mean that each prison’s cumulative vote will be concentrated in one electoral district, rather than dispersed among the many electoral districts from which prisoners originally hail. Thus, these rules provide a potential incentive for government officials—including prison wardens—who would like to deliver votes at the margin for the party in power.

			Even with these institutional similarities in the electoral process, Poland and Ukraine have long differed on one crucial measure: their level of democracy, which serves as the main independent variable of our study.28 Despite current concerns—many valid—about authoritarian retrenchment by Poland’s governing Law and Justice party [Prawo i Sprawiedliwość – PiS], Poland has remained within the democratic camp throughout the postcommunist period. Ukraine’s democratic transition, meanwhile, has remained in the partially free category in that same period, with movement up and down as the country oscillated between bouts of people power and tepid reforms, on the one hand, and periods of authoritarian retrenchment and democratic disillusionment, on the other.29 In the next section, we describe how each country’s electoral rules developed, with a particular focus on the enfranchisement of the prison population. To preview, our analysis shows that differing motivations among the leaderships of these two countries led to different outcomes. In Poland, enfranchisement decisions were made with an eye toward entering Europe, while prison voting in Ukraine was initiated to help deliver votes to an increasingly autocratic president.

			Elite Motivations for Prisoner Enfranchisement in Poland and Ukraine

			We begin our investigation with Poland, where prisoners have had the ability to vote while incarcerated since the beginning of the post-communist era. Our analysis of the early Polish electoral laws and the parliamentary debates surrounding the creation of those laws shows that legislators understood the need to liberalize the electoral process in order to speed up the anticipated “return to Europe.”

			The first election law adopted after the fall of the Communist regime, the September 27, 1990, law on presidential voting, included an expansive conception of voting and of potential voters. The law broadly states that “elections are universal; the right to vote is held by every Polish citizen” 18 years and older. Found in Article 3 of the election law, this comprehensive right to vote is limited by only three exceptions: individuals who have been deprived or disqualified from voting by a court ruling, individuals who have been deprived or disqualified from voting by a ruling of the Court of State, and individuals judged “legally incapacitated” by a court of law due to mental illness do not have the right to vote.30 

			Notably, there is no ban on voting by individuals held in prison.31 In fact, the inclusion of voting rights for prisoners appears to be an intentional choice made by those who drafted the first post-communist election law. In its language and in its basic outline, the 1990 presidential election law is similar to the April 7, 1989, electoral law for parliamentary elections created after the historic Roundtable Agreement between the Communist Party and reformers. The 1989 law—one of the last acts taken by the Communist regime—gave all Poles age 18 and older the right to vote. However, Article 14 of that same law specifically excluded those in penal institutions and those in temporary detention from voting.32 Given that those who drafted the 1990 democratic presidential election law retained most elements of the 1989 law, it is all the more notable that the scope of eligible voters was altered to remove the categorical exclusion of prisoners.

			The need for democratic change, and particularly the need to expand the Polish electorate, can be seen throughout the initial parliamentary debates on the 1990 Polish presidential election law. A deeper examination of this change can be seen in the minutes of the parliamentary Stenogram, which provides a legislative history of debates and votes in the Polish Sejm going back to 1989. The legislative history reveals that legislators debated many issues within the draft law over an eight-day period from September 20 to September 27, 1990. Most notably, Sejm deputies vigorously debated Article 2, which allows non-Polish citizens to vote in national elections if they have been living in Poland for at least five years. Other protracted debates focused on Article 78, which outlines the time, place, and manner of elections, and on the need for legislators to begin the creation of a similar electoral law for parliamentary elections. 

			Yet, curiously perhaps, few legislators discussed the expansive right to vote defined in Article 3. It appears that only one Sejm deputy, Henryk Michalak, discussed the expansion of the electorate seen in Article 3 in any detail. Michalak addressed the three minor limitations on voting rights in the context of the generally expansive voting rights in the bill, including sections of the law that enfranchised Polish military personnel stationed at military bases, as well as to Polish citizens on sea-going ships and Polish citizens not residing in Poland. He also focused on the purpose of the new law: to model Poland’s electoral rules on those of established Western European democracies.33 

			In fact, much of the legislative debate surrounding the draft electoral law focused on both the need and desire for Poles to “return to Europe.” For example, Sejm deputy Wiesław Kaczmarek from the Warsaw-Ochota district noted that the “return to Europe is a realization of a long ambition.”34 Similarly, Deputy Jan Łopuszański from Gdansk stated that a proposed rule expanding the ability of some non-Polish citizens to vote in national elections was dictated “by the intention to open up to the world, to Europe, and of course I intend to do so.”35 It appears that within a political environment concerned with Poland’s return to Europe and “the West,” legislators unreservedly accepted this broad franchise as a liberal reform required to re-enter the European fold. 

			Subsequent election laws have continued to allow prisoners to vote. The Polish parliament has adopted five new comprehensive electoral laws since the 1989 agreement, the most recent of which was adopted in 2011, and all have used identical language to the 1990 presidential voting law.36 Similar to the 1990 debates, the 1991 law on parliamentary elections saw little parliamentary debate over the broad right to vote. Instead, most debate centered on how candidate lists would operate in the new proportional representation system, as well as on elections to the Polish Senate.37 Overall, the arc of these laws, and the parliamentary debates over them, show an intention by political elites in the 1990s and 2000s to create conditions that would allow Poland to quickly reenter and stay in the European democratic fold. 

			The decision to adopt strong voting rights can be seen in the wider context of Poland’s institutional development in the early years of democracy. In fact, Poland was an early developer of strong governmental institutions—including independent offices like the Ombudsman, the Constitutional Tribunal, the Supreme Audit Office, and the National Election Commission—that were intended to limit the discretion of elected office holders.38 (It is worth noting that PiS has attempted to limit the independence of many of these entities since winning office in 2015, not least the National Election Commission, which will be comprised primarily of political nominees following the 2019 parliamentary elections. Thus, it is currently an open question whether the impartiality of the electoral system will survive PiS rule.)

			The right to vote has not been subject to significant legal conflict in the Constitutional Tribunal. Though there are a large number of cases (54 in total) deciding aspects of Polish electoral law in the Polish Constitutional Tribunal, there is no constitutional court ruling that discusses the right of prisoners to vote in either a positive or negative light, nor that questions the size or extent of the electoral pool.39 Instead, most cases focus on more technical matters, including the constitutionality of electoral thresholds and restrictions on electoral campaigning. The last major case heard by the Constitutional Tribunal concerned the introduction of two-day voting, proxy voting, and postal voting, as well as the introduction of single-member districts in Senate elections.40 

			The path to prisoner enfranchisement in Ukraine has been more circuitous, and presents both a more complicated set of circumstances and a more cynical set of choices by the elite actors who established prison voting. Just like Poland’s 1989 electoral law, electoral legislation in Ukraine initially excluded prisoners from the franchise. For example, Article 3, Section 6 of the 1997 electoral law, which governed elections to the Verkhovna Rada, explicitly barred prisoners from voting: “Citizens who, as a result of a court decision, are held in places of confinement [v mistsiakh pozbavlennia voli] lose the right to vote and to be elected during the time that they are held in these places.” Section 7 of the same Article barred current members of military formations [viis’kovykh formuvan’] from voting unless they held contract or civilian posts.41 Similar restrictions on the voting rights of prisoners can be found in legislation governing local42 and presidential elections, including Article 2, Section 4 of the Law on Elections to the President of Ukraine, which governed the 1991 and 1994 presidential elections.43 

			Unlike the case of Poland, where voting rights were extended by legislative change, Ukraine’s prisoners were granted the right to vote through a decision made on February 26, 1998, by the Ukrainian Constitutional Court. The case was brought before the court by constitutional appeals made on November 19 and December 4, 1997, by six current members of parliament, one former member of parliament, an executive-branch official, an academic consultant, and two members of the Central Election Commission. The appellants asked the court to declare sections of the September 24, 1997 Law on Elections of People’s Deputies of Ukraine unconstitutional, arguing that the sections of the law that barred voting by prisoners were incompatible with key sections of Ukraine’s new 1996 Constitution, as well as international norms enshrined in the United Nations’ 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Council of Europe’s 1950 Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. And while the appellants focused their attention on provisions of the 1997 election law, they further argued that similar restrictions on the right to vote in local and presidential elections should also be declared unconstitutional.44 

			In its decision, the Constitutional Court found in favor of the appellants, declaring unconstitutional the various provisions of Ukrainian electoral law cited by the appellants—including, in addition to the 1997 law, legislation governing local and presidential elections.45 In the court’s judgment, various sections of these laws violated key fundamental principles of the 1996 Ukrainian Constitution, including Article 71, which grants citizens “free and direct voting rights through secret ballot.” The court also allowed prisoners to run for office, as Article 70 of the Constitution only barred those individuals from running for office who had been declared incapacitated [nedi’ezdatnyi] by a court. Citing equal protection guarantees in Article 27 of the Constitution, the court also granted the franchise to members of military organizations and took away limitations on the rights of the leaders of such organizations to run for office.46

			What is striking about the Constitutional Court’s 1998 decision is the lack of any discussion of potential concerns that the constitutional guarantee of “free and direct voting rights through secret ballot” might be more difficult to achieve in the context of Ukrainian prisons, in which inmates’ rights are limited and ballot secrecy is more difficult to achieve than in traditional polling places. A concurring—and anonymous—opinion of the Court questioned only the timing of the Court’s decision, which was issued just weeks before the scheduled March 1998 parliamentary elections. In that justice’s opinion, important changes to legislation governing elections should by law be made no later than one year before an election, allowing parties to construct their lists of candidates and campaign for office.47 

			On March 3, 1998, less than a week after the Court’s decision was announced, an article appeared in the Den’ (The Day) newspaper under the headline “Election Campaign Maneuvers.” In this short piece, the journalist criticized the independence of the Court and the timing and logic of its decision to grant prisoners and soldiers the franchise. Explaining the Court’s decision, she wrote: “It is worth remembering that the President has people loyal to him [svoi liudy] in the Constitutional Court and parliament.” In her opinion, the real motivation behind the decision was the voting reserve of some 300,000 prisoners for upcoming elections. She adds that it was “completely understandable” how President Kuchma’s “subordinates” [pidlehle] in the prisons and military would control not just the conduct of the vote, but also the outcome of the vote in the polling places under their control. To illustrate the control that prison wardens would have over prisoners’ votes, the article included a photo of a soldier standing in front of a desk with a commander pointing at a piece of paper. The caption under the photo reads “The boss knows whom to select” [nachal’nyk znae, koho vykreslyty], suggesting that prison wardens would determine the election results under the new ruling.48

			The timing of the Court’s decision does raise doubts about elite motivations for prisoner enfranchisement in Ukraine. President Kuchma’s political fortunes looked uncertain at best in early 1998, with parliamentary elections scheduled for March 1998 and presidential elections for October 1999. Kuchma’s efforts to belatedly reform Ukraine’s economy and his decision not to honor a campaign promise to make Russian a second official language had lost him support among his electoral base in eastern and southern Ukraine. He subsequently reached out to centrist and Ukrainian nationalist parties with electoral bases in central and western Ukraine to form a pro-presidential parliamentary majority in order to enact reforms, rewrite Ukraine’s constitution, and increase executive power.49 

			The lineup of appellants seeking the introduction of voting rights for Ukrainian prisoners is also curious. The list of individuals who appealed to the Constitutional Court to grant prisoners the right to vote looks, at first glance, like a cross-section of the Ukrainian political elite. Two of the parliamentarians were members of the Communist Party (Oleksandr Steshenko and Valerii Mishura), one was from the Ukrainian nationalist Rukh (Oleksandr Lavrynovych), and three were independents (Vadym Hetman’, Vladyslav Nosov, and Borys Ol’khovs’kyi). The former parliamentarian (Oleksandr Barabash) was another independent. Anatolii Zae’ts, the political consultant, worked in the Ukrainian parliament. Even more unusual was the presence of two members of the Central Election Commission who were appointed under Kuchma (Viktor Alsuf’ev and Vasyl’ Spivak). The final appellant, Bronislav Stychyns’kyi, worked in the Kuchma Ministry of Justice, i.e., in the executive branch.50 

			Like the transcript of the debate in the Polish Sejm in 1990, the transcript of the debate over the September 17, 1997, electoral law in the Ukrainian parliament fails to mention the voting rights of prisoners. None of the parliamentarians objected to provisions that barred prisoners from voting. It was not until after the bill garnered the necessary votes to become law that Oleksandr Moroz, the Speaker, alerted his colleagues that someone had voiced concern about the infringement of the voting rights of soldiers [viis’kovosluzhbovtsi] and referred the complaint to the parliament’s legal department. Instead, the majority of the discussion was about what electoral rules would govern the upcoming elections: the existing majoritarian model, proportional representation, or a mixed system. Valerii Mishura—the head of the special committee overseeing the electoral law and one of the appellants to the Court—used a set of test votes to gauge support for the various electoral systems. Absent here are the grand allusions to a “return to Europe” captured in the Polish stenogram. Members of Ukraine’s parliament were—unsurprisingly—most concerned about how electoral reform would affect their reelection. The divide was mainly between independents, who preferred the existing majoritarian system, and partisans, who favored a move to a PR or mixed system.51 Nosov—another appellant to the Court—argued that PR systems discriminate against nonpartisans. Lavrynovych—another appellant and a member of Rukh—spoke forcefully against the existing majoritarian system, which he said fostered the criminalization of Ukrainian politics.52 No roll call data exist for the September 17 vote, but the same divisions among the appellants to the Court are reflected in the roll call data from the first reading of the law on March 5, 1997. Two of the three independents voted against, while the third was not present. Two of the three partisans voted in favor, while the third voted against.53 

			It is not, however, difficult to show links between the appellants to the Court and Kuchma. Five of the six members of parliament who launched the court appeal voted in favor of at least one of the final key votes on the 1996 Constitution: bill 2282 on June 27 and bill 2283 on June 28. None voted against either bill.54 The appellants’ political fortunes also subsequently flourished. In 1998, Nosov was asked to join the Presidential Administration in a newly created post as the president’s representative to the Constitutional Court. At least eight of the eleven applicants to the Court received national medals or awards for their service from Kuchma.55 In short, the vast majority of the appellants were rewarded by the Kuchma government after their successful court petition. 

			One might argue that prisoner enfranchisement in Poland and Ukraine had international rather than domestic roots. As the scholarly literature on Europeanization has documented, membership in transnational organizations helped smooth the transitions for many of the countries of postcommunist Central and Eastern Europe.56 This assistance, however, came with strings attached in the form of conditionality requirements.57 Both Poland and Ukraine sought and received membership in the Council of Europe. As previously stated, one of the ongoing concerns of the Council of Europe is prison reform, including prisoner enfranchisement. We could not, however, find any mention of prison voting in the pre- and immediate post-accession documents of the Council of Europe or Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) relating to Poland or Ukraine. Poland was not praised for its recent enfranchisement of prisoners when its application was accepted in October 1990.58 Upon Ukraine’s accession in 1995, the Council called on the country to live up to its commitments to move control over the Prison Administration to the Ministry of Justice, but did not reference any commitment to allow prisoners to vote.59 In 1999, PACE threatened to revoke Ukraine’s membership over its continued use of capital punishment, but neglected to mention that Ukraine had enfranchised its prisoners the year before.60 We have not found stenograms for parliamentary debate over joining the Council of Europe in Poland and Ukraine. It is possible that nudging by the Council of Europe and other international organizations influenced the actions of politicians in Poland and Ukraine. Perhaps this is what the Polish lawmakers were referring to in their abstract discussions of Poland’s joining Europe. Likewise, Ukraine’s enfranchisement of prisoners could have been meant to provide evidence of reform to the Council of Europe. If this was the case, these efforts went unacknowledged. Thus, at least in the Ukrainian case, the domestic political argument seems much stronger. President Kuchma, an embattled incumbent, had lost his main base of support and faced looming parliamentary and presidential elections. The prison vote was, as the Ukrainian journalist contemporaneously suggested, a strategy for improving his electoral chances. How did the government use this new voting segment? Below, we detail the outcomes of the prison vote in both Poland and Ukraine.

			Prison Voting in Poland and Ukraine 

			To examine the question of prison voting in greater detail, we compiled precinct-level data for four parliamentary elections in Poland (from 2005 to 2015) and five parliamentary elections in Ukraine (from 2002 to 2014), with a particular focus on the reported tallies from all prisons and pre-detention facilities.61 In describing why prisoners vote the way they do, and the extent to which prison officials interfere in the voting process, we consider the wise counsel of David Garland, one of the leading scholars of the sociology of penology. Garland stresses the importance of understanding the social and cultural context in prisons: “the instrumentalities of penal power, which Foucault describes, always and necessarily take place within a framework of social values, culture and mentalité.”62 Support for our precinct-level data analysis comes from the detailed information that we have collected on prison voting, including an interview with an investigative journalist in Ukraine, together with our broader understanding of conditions in the two countries. As the analysis shows, the context of prison voting and the actual voting results from prisons differ greatly in Poland and Ukraine. 

			In Poland, prison voting works in a substantially similar manner to voting done in the regular Polish population. Polish electoral law requires that local communities [gminas] create smaller voting precincts, each of which contains 500 to 3,000 people. However, the law also allows separate voting precincts to be created within health care facilities, care homes, and prisons [zakład karny] and detention centers [areszt śledczy]. Prison wardens are responsible for requesting the creation of a voting district within the prison they oversee. After that request is made, the prison or detention center becomes its own voting precinct within the gmina, on a par with the elementary schools and town halls that serve as precinct centers for other sections of the local community.

			Table 1 provides an overview of turnout and vote choices in the prison population and the general electorate over the last four parliamentary elections in Poland. The number of voting precincts in Poland changes slightly from election to election. However, in the parliamentary election of 2015 there were 27,859 voting precincts, of which 165 were precincts in prisons and detention centers. Within those 165 precincts, 62,893 prisoners were eligible to vote. As Table 1 shows, prison turnout roughly mirrors turnout in the general population, with the exception of one year (2007). The percentage of bad ballots (those thrown out for incorrectly filling out the ballot) is always higher in prisons and detention centers. 

			Table 1 also lists the vote percentages received by the two main parties competing for power from 2005 to 2015—Civic Platform [Platforma Obywatelska – PO] and Law and Justice [Prawo i Sprawiedliwość – PiS]—as well as the vote percentages for an additional third party on the ballot in each election. The third party is added for purposes of comparison, on the assumption that those in the penal system would be more likely than average voters to support an anti-system or radical alternative party. Given the volatility of the Polish party system, new anti-system or protest parties generally appear with each new parliamentary election. In the 2015 parliamentary election, for example, Kukiz’15 (led by former punk artist Paweł Kukiz) developed as the primary anti-system or protest party. In 2011, it was Palikot’s Movement [Ruch Palikota] that emerged as the new alternative to the mainstream parties, while in 2007 and 2005 the populist-nationalist Self-Defense [Samoobrona] party played that role. However, these parties rarely develop the stability needed to become viable actors over multiple elections.

			Perhaps most important, the results in Table 1 show no overt sign of vote manipulation by those in charge of operating the prison system. In particular, there is no sign of unusual voting returns for the party in power, though there are some general trends that can be observed. First, the main anti-system party generally does unusually well in prisons and detention facilities, clearly outperforming its overall vote percentages. Again, this result lines up with the assumption that the prisoners are particularly likely to support the message of these parties. Second, PO consistently garners a large percentage of the vote, regardless of whether they are in power or in opposition. In fact, the ratio of the prison vote to the overall vote for PO was roughly the same in 2007, when they were in the parliamentary opposition, as it was in 2015, when PO was the main party in government. Notably, PO’s lowest rate of support within prisons occurred in the 2011 parliamentary election, when the party was in government. 

			The third observation from the voting results is equally important: PiS consistently underperforms in Polish prisons, pulling in much lower vote totals than in other precincts nationwide. In many prison precincts, Samoobrona, Kukiz’15, and other fringe parties dramatically outperform PiS. Again, though, this underperformance holds true regardless of whether PiS is in government or in opposition. In sum, our examination of the four elections shows no precinct-level pattern in which the prison vote appears to be manipulated by the party in power. Instead, several consistent patterns emerge among the prison population: anti-system parties do very well, PO does well, and PiS always performs poorly regardless of whether they are in government or out of government. 

			The 2007 parliamentary election illustrates this trend well. The 2007 election took place while PiS was in government, yet that election saw a landslide in favor of the opposition PO within the Polish prison system. Over 81% of voters within the Polish prisons and detention centers voted for PO, with no prison precinct seeing less than 53% supporting PO. Meanwhile, less than 3% of prisoners voted for PiS, with some precincts reporting no votes cast for the party at all. Despite holding the levers of power, PiS never received more than 9% of the vote in any prison voting precinct (see High and Low figures in Table 1). PiS’s junior coalition partner, the scandal-rocked Samoobrona party, received only 2% of the prison vote. In short, despite PiS’s formal grip on governing power, the numbers show that the officials in charge of the prison system did not attempt to intervene to deliver votes for PiS. Though the overwhelming response of Polish prisoners to PO was not mirrored in the overall electorate, the 2007 election did see PO emerge as coalition formateur after receiving the highest number of votes and seats in the Polish Sejm.

			Why does PiS fare so poorly in the prison population? It is likely that much of this poor performance is due to PiS’s message, which has been (as the party’s name implies) focused on law and order. PiS generally advocates for tougher prison sentences for criminal acts, and has called for the reintroduction of the death penalty in Poland. For example, the party’s 2005 and 2007 electoral platforms called for “severe punishments” as a way to deter both “the most dangerous crime, as well as … minor recidivism,” and emphasized the need for a new criminal code that would increase prison sentences, provide for the hiring of more police officers, introduce 24-hour courts that would better ensure criminals are put behind bars, and give “more rights for victims of crimes, fewer for bandits.”63 Similarly, PiS’s 2014 platform focused on the need for “effective prosecution” of criminal offenses and the need for strong criminal sanctions for serious crimes committed in Poland.64 It is this message that likely fails to resonate behind the walls of Polish prisons and causes the party’s poor showing. Ultimately, it appears that the simple rules of political campaigning—in this case, creating a message that resonates (or fails to resonate) with a specific audience—led to the vote outcomes in Polish prisons. 




			Table 1. Prison and National Vote in Polish Parliamentary Elections, 2005-2015

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Prison turnout

						
							
							Overall turnout

						
							
							% bad ballots (prison)

						
							
							% bad ballots (total)

						
					

					
							
							2015

						
							
							46.8

						
							
							50.9

						
							
							13.8

						
							
							2.5

						
					

					
							
							2011

						
							
							50.0

						
							
							48.9

						
							
							13.9

						
							
							4.5

						
					

					
							
							2007

						
							
							67.4

						
							
							53.8

						
							
							5.5

						
							
							2.1

						
					

					
							
							2005

						
							
							48.0

						
							
							40.5

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							3.7

						
					

				
			

			Poland 2015: Prison vote total by precinct







			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Prison vote % 

						
							
							Overall vote %

						
							
							Ratio

						
							
							High %

						
							
							Low %

						
					

					
							
							PO (I)

						
							
							52.0

						
							
							24.1

						
							
							2.2

						
							
							73

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							PiS

						
							
							11.1

						
							
							37.6

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							38

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Kukiz’15

						
							
							15.3

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							51

						
							
							4

						
					

				
			

			Poland 2011: Prison vote total by precinct







			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Prison vote %

						
							
							Overall vote %

						
							
							Ratio

						
							
							High %

						
							
							Low %

						
					

					
							
							PO (I)

						
							
							41.5

						
							
							39.2

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							68

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							PiS

						
							
							8.6

						
							
							29.9

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							25

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Ruch Palikot

						
							
							37.6

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							74

						
							
							11

						
					

				
			

			Poland 2007: Prison vote total by precinct







			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Prison vote %

						
							
							Overall vote %

						
							
							Ratio

						
							
							High %

						
							
							Low % 

						
					

					
							
							PO

						
							
							81.2

						
							
							41.5

						
							
							2.0

						
							
							91

						
							
							53

						
					

					
							
							PiS (I)

						
							
							2.9

						
							
							32.1

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							9

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Samoobrona

						
							
							2.3

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							1.3

						
							
							9

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Poland 2005: Prison vote total by precinct







			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Prison vote %

						
							
							Overall vote %

						
							
							Ratio

						
							
							High %

						
							
							Low % 

						
					

					
							
							PO

						
							
							39.9

						
							
							24.1

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							70

						
							
							14

						
					

					
							
							PiS

						
							
							2.8

						
							
							27.0

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							15

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Samoobrona

						
							
							28.9

						
							
							11.4

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							65

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			(I) = incumbent party (in government).




			Source: Authors’ calculations using precinct-level data taken from the website of the

Polish National Electoral Commission, pkw.gov.pl.




			A different picture emerges in Ukraine. Table 2 provides an overview of the proportional representation (PR) vote for pro-government parties from each prison [vypravna koloniia] and pre-trial detention facility [slidchyi izoliator] in the 2002, 2006, 2007, 2012, and 2014 parliamentary elections. As in Poland, the number of voting precincts changes from election to election. In the 2012 election, there were 33,646 precincts, of which 207 were prisons or pre-trial detention centers. Some 149,139 prisoners could vote in 2012. Contrary to the results seen in Polish prisons, readers will note that prisoners voted for pro-government parties at higher rates than the general population in every election. Commenting on allegations that the prison vote was manipulated for partisan benefit, Petro Symonenko—the leader of the Ukrainian Communist Party (KPU)—asked rhetorically why prisoners would be so enamored with governing parties that locked them up.65 

			


Table 2. Prison and National Vote in Ukrainian Parliamentary Elections, 2002-2014




			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Governing Parties

						
							
							Prison Party Vote 

						
							
							National Party Vote 

						
							
							Ratio (Prison/National)

						
					

					
							
							2002 Election

						
					

					
							
							For a United Ukraine (Pro-presidential party)

						
							
							84.5%

						
							
							11.8%

						
							
							7.16

						
					

					
							
							2006 Election 

						
					

					
							
							Our Ukraine (Pro-presidential party)

						
							
							16.7

						
							
							14.0

						
							
							1.19

						
					

					
							
							BIUT (PM party)

						
							
							26.5

						
							
							22.3

						
							
							1.19

						
					

					
							
							Governing Party Total

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							36.3

						
							
							1.19

						
					

					
							
							2007 Election 

						
					

					
							
							Our Ukraine (Pro-presidential party)

						
							
							15.1

						
							
							14.2

						
							
							1.06

						
					

					
							
							BIUT (PM Party)

						
							
							39.7

						
							
							30.7

						
							
							1.29

						
					

					
							
							Governing Party Total

						
							
							54.8

						
							
							44.9

						
							
							1.22

						
					

					
							
							2012 Election

						
					

					
							
							Party of Regions (Pro-presidential Party)

						
							
							67.1

						
							
							30.0

						
							
							2.23 

						
					

					
							
							2014 Election 

						
					

					
							
							BPP (Pro-presidential party)

						
							
							39.3

						
							
							21.8

						
							
							1.80

						
					

					
							
							People’s Front (PM Party)

						
							
							19.1

						
							
							22.1

						
							
							0.86

						
					

					
							
							Governing Party Total

						
							
							58.4

						
							
							43.9

						
							
							1.33

						
					

				
			

			Source: Authors’ calculations using precinct-level data taken from the website of Ukrainian Central Electoral Commission, cvk.gov.ua.




			And despite prisoners’ continued preference for pro-government parties, the extent of difference between the vote for governing parties in prisons and among the general population varies markedly over time. In the 2002 election, prisoners were seven times more likely than the average voter to support For a United Ukraine [Za edynu Ukrainu]—the pro-presidential party of Leonid Kuchma. Some remarkable results occurred in the prisons. In the eastern Luhans’k region, all 13,800 good ballots from the region’s prisons were cast for the pro-government party. This outcome points to manipulation of the prison vote by politicians or prison officials at the regional level. It is clear to us that the authorities never thought that the voting results of individual prisons would be available for all to see. The difference between the pro-government parties in prisons and the general population decreased sharply after the 2004 Orange Revolution. Prisoners were more than twice as likely to support Viktor Yanukovych’s Party of Regions [Partiia rehioniv] in 2012. This can be read either as evidence of Yanukovych’s creeping authoritarianism or as an acknowledgment of the fact that in this election prisoners were able to vote for one of their own: Yanukovych served two prison sentences in his youth. Those hopeful that Ukraine’s 2013-2014 “Euro-Maidan” revolution has finally ushered in a democratic government should take note of the fact that prisoners are now voting for pro-government parties at higher levels than after the Orange Revolution. The 2014 vote in prisons—here notably just those under the control of the Ukrainian government—shows prisoners to be nearly twice as likely to support the pro-presidential Blok Petra Poroshenka. 

			Tables 3 and 4 present data on turnout and protest voting in Ukraine’s prisons over time. Turnout in Ukraine’s prisons is nearly universal and does not vary much over time. This differs markedly from Poland, where turnout in prisons was 50% or below in three of the four elections under study. As in the Polish case, the protest options for Ukrainian voters varied depending on the election. In 2002, 2006, and 2007, Ukrainian voters could cast their ballot against all political parties—perhaps the ultimate protest vote. A larger percentage of prison voters than the rest of the population chose this option in 2006 and 2007, but not in 2002. More striking are the results for antisystemic parties on the extreme left and extreme right. The vote for the Communist Party of Ukraine (KPU) in prisons is a fraction of what we find in the voting population, reinforcing Petro Symonenko’s concerns about the manipulation of the prison vote.66 The extreme right Svoboda (Freedom) Party underperformed in prisons in every election that it contested, and markedly in 2012.  

			


Table 3. Turnout in Ukraine’s Prisons 

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Prison (%)

						
							
							Ukraine-wide (%)

						
					

					
							
							2002

						
							
							99.4

						
							
							65.2

						
					

					
							
							2006

						
							
							98.6

						
							
							69.8

						
					

					
							
							2007

						
							
							99.2

						
							
							65.0

						
					

					
							
							2012

						
							
							93.5

						
							
							58.0

						
					

					
							
							2014

						
							
							98.4

						
							
							60.2

						
					

				
			

			Source: Authors’ calculations using precinct-level data taken from the website of Ukrainian Central Electoral Commission, cvk.gov.ua.

			





Table 4. Vote for Extreme Left, Extreme Right and Against All Parties (%)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Communist (KPU)

						
							
							Freedom (Svoboda)

						
							
							Against All Parties

						
					

					
							
							Year

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Ukraine

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Ukraine

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Ukraine

						
					

					
							
							2002

						
							
							1.3

						
							
							20.0

						
							
							---

						
							
							---

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							2.5

						
					

					
							
							2006

						
							
							0.9

						
							
							3.7

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							0.4

						
							
							7.7

						
							
							2.7

						
					

					
							
							2007

						
							
							0.9

						
							
							5.4

						
							
							0.6

						
							
							0.8

						
							
							8.7

						
							
							2.7

						
					

					
							
							2012

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							13.2

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							---

						
							
							---

						
					

					
							
							2014

						
							
							1.4

						
							
							3.9

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							---

						
							
							---

						
					

				
			

			Source: Authors’ calculations using precinct-level data taken from the website of Ukrainian Central Electoral Commission, cvk.gov.ua.

			


The voting results from prisons raise important questions about how and why Ukrainian authorities manipulate the prison vote. Kostiantyn Usov, an investigative journalist, explained in an interview with the lead author that prison authorities make clear to the prisoners whom to vote for. And while political agitation is banned within prisons—with the exception of short party programs and candidate biographies that are hung in all Ukrainian polling places—individual candidates are able to smuggle campaign literature into prisons. Officers also distribute gifts from candidates (including cigarettes, sweets, and food products) and make certain to tell the prisoners that the goods come from candidate X. Prisoners are further required to show their ballots to officers before placing them in the ballot box. Failure to do so can lead to disciplinary action, from the loss of visitation privileges at one end of the spectrum to the placing of someone with tuberculosis into one’s cell at the other end. If it is not possible for prisoners to show their ballots to officers—due, for example, to the presence of election observers—then the officers simply change them. Control of the vote by prison authorities is made more straightforward by the absence of the video cameras that are present in regular polling places. Prison authorities also do everything in their power to keep out election observers—for example, by citing security concerns—or restrict their movement.67 Ukrainian and international election monitoring groups have made similar complaints.68 

			Yet prisoners are not a large electorate and cannot swing even a close election. For example, prisoners made up less than 1% of total voters (0.7%) in 2012. Why would prison administrations go to such efforts to bolster the pro-government vote? It is possible that prison wardens or regional officials in the penitentiary service are sending signals to the government about their loyalty to the regime. As the literature on voting manipulation suggests, this exchange of information may be as important a goal as affecting the outcome of the election.69 The potential electoral benefits of voter manipulation increase if one considers the prison vote together with voting in other state institutions. Herron and Johnson discuss voting manipulation in the universe of special precincts during the 2002 Ukrainian parliamentary elections—which, in addition to prisons, included hospitals, embassies and maritime vessels.70 

			Moreover, the prison vote might matter in single-member district (SMD) races. Ukraine used mixed-member electoral rules in the 2002, 2012, and 2014 elections. In these elections, half of the seats—225—were selected through PR and another 225 from SMD races. And while some districts have no prison or just one, a few have four or five. Thus, the results from the single-member district races in prisons allow us to get at the question of why prison officials manipulate the vote and to gauge whether the prison vote is enough to swing individual contests. 

			Table 5 shows the voting results for the SMD vote in Ukraine’s prisons. As was the case for the party vote, we compare the prison vote to the overall vote in the districts that included prisons. The first row of the table compares the winner’s margin, turnout rate, and percentage of bad ballots in prisons and the districts as a whole. Prisoners are more likely than other voters to vote for the winning candidate in the SMD races. The difference in the voting margins was more than 40% greater in prisons in the 2002 election. We also see nearly universal participation in the SMD races. This is itself a remarkable finding, as one would expect prison participation in the SMD races to be lower than for the party vote. Unlike choosing a party, selecting a candidate demands a lot more information—and interest—from prison voters. Additionally, in the 2002 elections, prisoners were less likely than other voters to cast bad ballots. One would expect prisoners to make more, not fewer, mistakes on ballots, or to intentionally spoil them

			The data in the second row of Table 5 help us to investigate whether the prison vote benefited candidates from the president’s party and whether the prison vote was ultimately decisive to the victory of SMD candidates. In districts where the candidates from the president’s party were district  

			


Table 5. SMD Election Results in Districts with Prisons

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Districts with prisons

						
							
							Winner’s Margin

						
							
							Turnout

						
							
							Bad Ballots

						
					

					
							
							
							
							Dist.

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Diff.

						
							
							Dist.

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Diff.

						
							
							Dist.

						
							
							Prison

						
							
							Diff.

						
					

					
							
							2002

						
							
							104

						
							
							.364

						
							
							.769

						
							
							.404

						
							
							.70

						
							
							.994

						
							
							.294

						
							
							.054

						
							
							.036

						
							
							-.018

						
					

					
							
							2012

						
							
							125

						
							
							.452

						
							
							.679

						
							
							.227

						
							
							.581

						
							
							.977

						
							
							.396

						
							
							.037

						
							
							.076

						
							
							.039

						
					

					
							
							2014

						
							
							100

						
							
							.351

						
							
							.497

						
							
							.146

						
							
							.526

						
							
							.924

						
							
							.398

						
							
							.044

						
							
							.115

						
							
							.071

						
					

				
			

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Districts in which candidate from president’s party was district winner or runner-up

						
							
							Districts in which prisons voted for candidate from president’s party who was not district winner or runner-up

						
							
							Victories for candidates from president’s party in districts with prisons (% of districts with prisons)

						
							
							Number of districts in which prison vote was decisive for the district race

						
					

					
							
							
							Prisons voted for candidate from president’s party (% of such districts)

						
							
							Prisons did not vote for candidate from president’s party (% of such districts)

						
							
							
							
					

					
							
							2002

						
							
							36 (90%)

						
							
							4 (10%)

						
							
							7

						
							
							43 (41.3%)

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							2012

						
							
							75 (93.8%)

						
							
							5 (6.25%)

						
							
							10

						
							
							85 (68%)

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							2014

						
							
							38 (60.3%)

						
							
							25 (39.7%)

						
							
							2

						
							
							40 (40%)

						
							
							1

						
					

				
			

			Source: Authors’ calculations using precinct-level data taken from the website of Ukrainian Central Electoral Commission, cvk.gov.ua. SMD results missing for some prisons in the 2002 elections.




			winners or runners-ups, prison voters supported the pro-presidential candidate in 90% or more of districts in 2002 and 2012 and 60% of districts in 2014. The prison vote also went to the candidate from the president’s party in a number of districts where the candidate was not the winner or runner-up. In several of these cases, the candidates from the president’s party were quite marginal—garnering less than 5% of the district vote—yet ended up winning the prison vote. In such instances, the manipulation of the prison vote again looks more like signaling on the part of prison wardens or officials in the penitentiary service than activity meant to determine the outcome of elections. The prison vote, however, was arguably decisive in multiple races: the winner’s margin of victory was less than the prison vote for the winner in two districts in 2002, six in 2012, and one in 2014. 

			Could the judiciary or monitoring institutions in Ukraine provide the oversight of the electoral process needed to ensure fair results? The reality is that the Ukrainian judiciary has long been considered to be dependent on the political elite for its survival, with judges subjected to pressure to produce outcomes that will keep the elite in power. In fact, Maria Popova has demonstrated that the absence of judicial independence in Ukraine can been seen most clearly in cases involving electoral disputes—those over redistricting, polling station organization, and electoral outcomes.71 Even recent reforms by the Ukrainian legislature to create a “more European” judiciary have failed to provide better judicial performance, largely due to elites’ shallow commitment to the rule of law.72

			Conclusions

			The wave of democratization that characterized the second half of the twentieth century also created a host of questions. Above all, how can we tell that a country is democratizing? To put it another way, how can we tell the qualities or goals we want from democracy are being realized in practice? In this article, we observe the process of electoral expansion and democratic consolidation in a novel way: by examining the outcomes of prison vote returns. In both Ukraine and Poland, prisons and detention centers serve as voting precincts in national elections, and prisoners who are being held by the state are able to vote in the prison. Within this environment, elected actors and their underlings have opportunities and incentives to manipulate the prison vote for their own electoral gain. 

			Over five elections in Ukraine from 2002 to 2014, we observe evidence of vote manipulation on a consistent basis. The prisons regularly deliver votes for the party or actor in power, regardless of which party is in government. Moreover, in several cases the prison vote was decisive at the district level, tipping the balance in favor of the governing party. However, an examination of four elections in Poland from 2005 to 2015 finds no evidence of inconsistent vote patterns. There, we see a higher than average number of votes for minor anti-system parties, along with a consistently low number of votes for the “law and order” party, PiS. Importantly, PiS receives low vote totals regardless of whether they are in or out of power, which accords with the low support we might expect in the prison population from a party that wants tougher prison sentences and a reintroduction of the death penalty. 

			Why might we see these divergent outcomes in neighboring countries? Poland expanded suffrage to prisoners early in the process of democratization, which reflected their desire to return to Europe, and particularly to join the EU. In Ukraine, prisoners were granted the right to vote in a dramatically different context. There, the motivation for allowing prisoners to vote centered on the need to deliver votes for an increasingly unpopular president. Kuchma allies in parliament, and likely in the constitutional court, provided this new reservoir of voters not as a way to open the democratic process, but rather to supply votes. Kuchma subordinates then knew, in the words of the Den’ newspaper, “whom to select.” Thus, it is at the ground level, where democratic ideals have to be turned into practical realities, that we see the difference between the successful democratization that took place in Poland during the 1990s and 2000s, and the lack of success in Ukraine. 

			Prison voting is increasingly seen as a basic part of modern democracy, particularly in Europe. Council of Europe prison guidelines strongly suggest that prisoners retain the right to vote, and European Court of Human Rights decisions have given additional strength to the idea that voting remains a core right, even for the incarcerated. The competing narratives in Poland and Ukraine do not challenge the value of expanding voting rights. Rather, they show that the core values of voting in modern democracy, expressed through the twin ideals of access to voting and freedom to vote, must be considered in light of the motivations of the leaders who create these rules. As the case of Poland shows, expansion of the franchise can and should be a positive for democratic development. The outcome in Ukraine shows that the promise of electoral expansion can be turned on its head by actors who seek to use the democratic process for their own ends. 

			The prison vote provides a powerful and subtle gauge of democratization and electoral integrity in Poland and Ukraine. Importantly, we are able to observe the extent to which politicians’ rhetorical commitments to democratic ideals are reflected in the conduct of voting in prisons, an arena in which leaders’ hands are not tied. In Ukraine, both pro-Russian and pro-Western politicians have used the reservoir of prison votes to benefit their electoral chances across multiple election cycles, although to varying degrees. Our analysis also gives us an insider’s look into the relative independence and resilience of democratic institutions over time. Despite relatively high electoral volatility and regular transitions in parliamentary power, the institutions of the Polish state have so far continued to guarantee the sanctity of the vote in Poland’s prisons. In contrast, Ukrainian institutions appear weak and subservient to the state despite multiple domestic reform efforts and significant external pressure and support.
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			Appendix 1. Prison Voting Rights in New Democracies and Hybrid RegimesSources: Ispahani 2009; Rottinghaus 2003; Uggen, Van Brackle & McLaughlin 2009; Enikolopov et al. 2013. 

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Countries

						
							
							PR Score

						
							
							Restrictions, if any

						
							
							Status

						
					

					
							
							Belize

						
							
							1

						
							
							No voting for sentences over 1 year

						
							
							Free

						
					

					
							
							Croatia

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Cyprus

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners can vote in most elections

						
					

					
							
							Czech Republic

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners can vote in most elections, unless a judge rules otherwise

						
					

					
							
							Lithuania

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Poland

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Slovakia

						
							
							1

						
							
							Only in presidential elections

						
					

					
							
							Slovenia

						
							
							1

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Benin

						
							
							2

						
							
							No voting for sentences of 3 and more months

						
					

					
							
							Jamaica

						
							
							2

						
							
							No voting for sentences over 6 months

						
					

					
							
							Latvia

						
							
							2

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Lesotho

						
							
							2

						
							
							No voting for life sentence and death row

						
					

					
							
							Peru

						
							
							2

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Romania

						
							
							2

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote, with restrictions

						
					

					
							
							Sao Tome

						
							
							2

						
							
							Certain offenses banned

						
							
							Free

						
					

					
							
							Serbia

						
							
							2

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							South Africa

						
							
							2

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Trinidad & Tobago

						
							
							2

						
							
							No voting for sentences over 1 year

						
					

					
							
							Albania

						
							
							3

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
							
							Partially Free

						
					

					
							
							Montenegro

						
							
							3

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Turkey

						
							
							3

						
							
							No voting for sentences over 1 year and for offences of involvement in “ideological or anarchistic activities”

						
					

					
							
							Ukraine

						
							
							3

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Bangladesh

						
							
							4

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Bosnia

						
							
							4

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote, with restrictions

						
					

					
							
							Kenya

						
							
							4

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Kosovo

						
							
							4

						
							
							Convicted felons cannot vote

						
					

					
							
							Macedonia

						
							
							4

						
							
							No voting for those who are prohibited from “practicing their profession”

						
					

					
							
							Pakistan

						
							
							4

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Papua New Guinea

						
							
							4

						
							
							No voting for sentences of 9 months or more

						
					

					
							
							Mali

						
							
							5

						
							
							No voting for sentences over 1 month

						
					

					
							
							Zimbabwe

						
							
							5

						
							
							No voting for sentences of 6 months or more

						
					

					
							
							Azerbaijan

						
							
							6

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
							
							Not Free

						
					

					
							
							Iran

						
							
							6

						
							
							Prisoners have the right to vote

						
					

					
							
							Iraq

						
							
							6

						
							
							No voting for sentences of five years or more 

						
					

					
							
							Russia

						
							
							6

						
							
							Those in pre-trial custody can vote

						
					

					
							
							China

						
							
							7

						
							
							No voting on death row

						
					

					
							
							Laos

						
							
							7

						
							
							Certain offenses banned
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			Abstract: After the annexation of Crimea in 2014, many proposed that this state-generated, ethnically loaded “nationalist boost” enhanced the state’s legitimacy by replacing the previous social contract between the Russian state and the people. This article argues for a more nuanced understanding of nationalism in contemporary Russia by asking how exactly the state leadership has portrayed the Russian nation in 2012–2019. Analyzing presidential speeches in this period, the article traces three distinctive but closely interconnected narratives of “Russianness”: the narrative of the victorious nation; the narrative of the moral nation; and the narrative of the multinational but ethnically hierarchical nation.

			After Vladimir Putin began his third term as Russian President in 2012, and in particular following the annexation of the Crimean peninsula in the spring of 2014, media and, to some extent, scholarly analyses have turned to nationalism to explain the seemingly abrupt change in Russian politics.1 However, nationalism as a label does not sufficiently illuminate the self-presentation of the Russian state because it is a concept of several—even conflicting—meanings that often remain undefined. Moreover, the purely instrumentalist interpretation of the concept fails to cover the full complexity of nationalism as a source of legitimacy for a political actor. In order to add an original and empirically tested argument to the scholarly discussion, the current article sets out to analyze references made to the nation in presidential discourse over the past eight years, that is, after the “wave of nationalism” hit the shore. It explains how the Russian state leadership has formulated its nationalist argument in 2012–2019 by asking what constitutes “Russianness” in the narratives produced by the president, and who, on those accounts, belongs to the nation? With the help of the scholarly literature, I contextualize this argument by discussing key policy shifts and societal attitudes related to the narratives.

			The past and present of Russian nationalism(s) remains a well-studied theme. Scholars have focused, among other topics, on ethnic Russian nationalism and radical nationalist movements in Russian history,2 state nationalism as a consolidating policy,3 and the role of memory politics and media in the nation-building process.4 In many of these studies, an overarching theme has been the tension between state nationalism and “bottom-up” nationalism. Helge Blakkisrud and Pål Kolstø, leaders of the extensive research project NEORUSS, note that ”a ‘nationalist turn’ in Russian state policy makes sense only if we can also assume that there exists a pool of nationalist sentiment in the Russian population the rulers believe they can tap into,”5 a view endorsed in this article. According to Luke March, in order to study nationalism in Russia in a holistic manner, research considering both the “ideational influence of nationalism and policy contents of its proponents” is needed.6 The “influence” of the narratives remains outside the scope of this article, but the way in which these narratives are constructed reflects the state actors’ reasoning as well as their assumptions about popular moods.  

			The term “social contract” has often been used when analyzing regime legitimacy in post-Soviet Russia.7 The contract was seriously tested in 2011–2012, when tens of thousands of Russian citizens gathered to protest against Vladimir Putin’s plans to return to the presidency. As a result, after Putin’s third term as president began in 2012, the state authorities not only limited possibilities for political contention in the public space and in the media but also sought to appeal to the conservative part of the society by promoting traditional, “spiritual-moral” values as the core of Russian national identity. Simultaneously, efforts to connect these values to national security intensified.8 This change in politics, often described as an “authoritarian” or “conservative turn,”9 serves as the start of this study’s time frame: it focuses on state nationalism after that turn, which encompasses another watershed, the annexation of Crimea in the spring of 2014. The annexation created a wave of patriotism that many interpreted as a new form of the social contract: on this view, instead of economic security, the people were given a “boost” of nationalist great-powerness in exchange for loyalty to the state in a time of a crisis.10 However, “increasing” nationalism in order to enhance the legitimacy of the incumbent is a risky strategy, the potential success of which does not necessarily endure.

			Moreover, as Henry E. Hale et al. argue, Russia’s political system should be understood as inherently dynamic. The Kremlin employs both structural and ideational improvisation, and this process by no means reached its end after the “Crimean consensus.”11 In a similar vein, Magnus Feldmann and Honorata Mazepus point out that the social contract can be re-negotiated.12 As of the time of writing, it is clear that even if the majority of Russians still support the annexation of Crimea, the “patriotic boost” no longer serves as a significant source of legitimacy for the current leadership. Indeed, challenges related to state legitimacy have become even more acute in recent years, as socio-economic problems, corruption, and electoral fraud have triggered widespread protests. In the near future, the repercussions of the global Covid-19 pandemic will exacerbate these challenges. The process of “re-negotiating” the social contract between the state and the people is not over in contemporary Russia; by analyzing the narratives of the nation produced by the political leadership, we can gain some insight into the forms it may take in the future.

			Political Narratives as a Way to Generate Meaning

			The article draws on critical nationalism studies that treat the nation as a result of a deliberate construction process. As Yitzhak M. Brudny points out, shared beliefs about a nation’s distinctive origins, culture, and history, among other things, are not immutable.13 These beliefs are also subject to manipulation. To a large extent, the construction of a nation is innately political, which is why I have found John Breuilly’s concept of nationalism as an argument useful. The nationalist argument consists of three assumptions: that there exists a nation with an explicit character; that the interests of this nation take priority over those of other nations; and that the nation must be as independent as possible.14 Thus, I approach state-produced narratives on “Russianness” as a means of formulating and defending the nationalist argument. It is important to study this process because it has real political implications: nationalist discourses create the conditions for domestic and foreign policy decisions and maintain boundaries that recognize those who belong and exclude the Others.15

			Nationalist ideologies, like any ideologies, aim to become “common sense”—unnoticed, naturalized knowledge. This process takes place via language. Political actors often rely on the narrative form, since it is embraced by the public as a natural way of thinking.16 This article adopts a minimal definition of narrative, understanding it as a socially produced account of events that contains aspects of temporality and causality.17 Narratives are means to tell about experiences of the past and link them to the present in a meaningful way, so whether the narratives are “true” is less important than whether they are embraced by the people.18 Public narratives of the nation, produced by the political leadership, are understood as stories told to the people about their shared characteristics that emphasize selected historical continua. 

			For the purposes of this article, a set of 35 presidential addresses from the years 2012–2019 was collected for close reading. The selection includes the president’s annual addresses to the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation,19 which have served, since 2014, as strategic planning documents for the country;20 addresses to the annual Valdai discussion forum (from the year 2013 onwards, when forum discussions became public); greetings at the annual Victory Day Parade; the speech given on the day of the annexation of Crimea in 2014, as well as the brief commemorative remarks made on the anniversary of the annexation in each subsequent year; and speeches delivered at the festivities for the Day of National Unity. The material encompasses both speeches outlining Russian state policy and addresses of a more ceremonial character that were given on occasions emphasizing national unity. The criteria for selection were that the speeches were widely reported in the domestic media and served a slightly different function from any other speech in the sample. Political leaders shape their message to their audience, so the goal was to map the main contents of the narratives that emerge in various settings. Russia’s political system is highly president-centric both in legislative terms and in practice, and in this article, the president is understood as the embodiment of the highest political power in Russia.

			In order to answer the main research question—how the Russian state leadership has formulated the nationalist argument in 2012–2019—the primary textual material was subjected to qualitative content analysis. The primary material was read in Russian, searching for specific references to the Russian nation (russkii/rossiiskii narod/natsiia), to “us” as a nation, or to “our” national character. Most often those were excerpts in which the president described “us” Russians in a certain way, portrayed the Russian nation in general terms or in comparison to its Others, or depicted the history of the nation. In analyzing the references, words and expressions that appeared particularly frequently were taken into account. However, no statistics were produced, nor were the meaning units quantitatively grouped, because it was possible to process the material manually. The references were organized into thematic categories depending on the temporal and causal ways in which the nation was defined. This produced three distinct narratives. This is not to say that these are the only possible narratives, nor that they are consistent and univocal throughout time, but taken together, they portray the explicit character of the Russian nation as expressed by state leadership. 

			Narrative of the Multinational Nation 

			In post-Soviet Russia, striking a balance between (broadly understood) ethnic and civic nation-building strategies has been a key challenge. From the authorities’ viewpoint, Russia’s ethno-federal structure has complicated civic nation-building, but ethnic variants cannot be openly endorsed because of their potential to encourage ethnic tensions, separatism, and disintegration.21 Partly for this reason, Boris Yeltsin, despite his emphasis on the civic vocabulary and the interpretation of Russians as “a multinational nation” (mnogonatsional’nyi narod), took an imperial view of ethnic Russians as the most important, “state-forming” (gosudarstvoobrasuyushchey) nation of the country.22 These concepts feature in several key documents, such as the 1993 Constitution of the Russian Federation and the 1996 Concept on Nationalities policy.23 As Oxana Shevel shows, the ambivalence between the concept of multinationality and the “special role” of ethnic Russians both in the Russian Federation and in the former Soviet Union persisted during Putin’s and Dmitri Medvedev’s presidential terms.24

			Indeed, Putin has emphasized “multinationality”—in the sense of ethnic and confessional diversity—as one of the most consistent characteristics of the Russian nation since the beginning of 2012, when he published a series of newspaper articles as part of his presidential campaign. In one of the texts, focusing explicitly on nationality politics, Putin explained his vision of multinationality as a crucial part of Russian statehood: “Historical Russia is not an ethnic state, nor is it an American ‘melting pot’ […] Russia developed in the course of centuries as a multinational state.”25 

			In the same article, Putin stressed the view of ethnic Russians as a state-forming nation whose mission is to unite the civilization. Later in 2012, Putin again presented multinationality as an inherent characteristic both of the Russian state and its people—it is Russia’s “strength and beauty.”26 At the Valdai forum in 2013, Putin explained that “polycultural” and multi-ethnic features (polikul’turnost’, polietnichnost’) live in “our historical consciousness” and that questioning “our multi-ethnic character […] means that we are starting to destroy our genetic code.”27

			With these references to multinationality, the temporal and causal aspects of a certain narrative begin to take shape. In an article written for the presidential campaign, Putin described the origins of the Day of the National Unity, a national holiday to commemorate the end of the “Time of Troubles”—or the Polish invasion of Moscow—in 1612, stating that it celebrates a moment when estates and nationalities realized themselves as one people. He added: “We can rightfully consider this holiday the birthday of our civic nation (rozhdeniya nashey grazhdanskoy natsii).”28 Putin returned to this theme on the Day of National Unity in 2014:

			Having formed a people’s militia, they [people of different nationalities and religions] liberated Moscow from invaders […]. More than four centuries have passed since then, but the dramatic events of that time remain an eternal historical lesson for us, a warning for all generations, a rule for us.29

			Throughout the period under study, multinationality recurs as a “historical” characteristic of the Russian nation, often connected to loyalty to the Motherland and patriotism. The combination of these features, the narrative suggests, has ensured Russia’s survival in the times of conflict. As will be discussed further in this article, presidential discourse often deploys parallels between events in the past and those in the present. The Day of National Unity is a case in point. Edwin Bacon notes that when the new holiday was established in 2005, films and television documentaries likened the “Time of Troubles” in the seventeenth century to the 1990s in Russia: “The implication was that just as the Romanov dynasty brought long-term stability in 1612, so the Putin regime brought long-term stability after the chaos of the Yeltsin years.”30 Thus, one of the main narratives of “Russianness” reads as follows: the historical unity of the multinational Russian nation was born in 1612, when the people organized to fight the foreign enemy. Since then, the unity of the multinational nation has been tested in several conflicts in which there was an external threat, including the Second World War, but it has persisted and remains Russia’s strength to this day. The inherent multinational character of the Russian nation guarantees the harmonious coexistence of various nationalities within the Russian state and makes it unique in relation to other nations, such as the Western European nations.

			Edwin Bacon describes subplots as alternative interpretations told by the regime itself. They provide flexibility to the actual narrative, as they can be employed simultaneously, but also allow future developments in alternative directions.31 Bacon’s concept of a subplot helps to analyze the “unique role” of ethnic Russians within the narrative of the multinational nation, often explained in the presidential discourse as a feature uniting “the civilization”:

			We must treasure the unique experience passed on to us by our forefathers. For centuries—from the very beginning—Russia developed as a multi-ethnic nation, a state-civilisation held together by the Russian people (skreplennoe russkim narodom), the Russian language and Russian culture, which are native to all of us, which unite us and prevent us from dissolving in this diverse world.32 

			Thus, the narrative is presented as ethnically inclusive, but it simultaneously embraces the idea of a certain type of ethnic hierarchy. In other words, all nationalities belong to the narrative of the multinational nation, but ethnic Russians have a special—that is, more important—role. The subplot within the narrative of the multinational nation stresses the decisive role of ethnic Russians in the religious and cultural history of the country. In contemporary contexts, the view of Russian ethnicity as “first among equals” has been reinforced both by representatives of the establishment and by the country’s highest-level leadership.33 

			Despite the emphasis on multinationality, the state apparatus has tested alternative approaches as well. In May 2012, as Stephen Hutchings and Vera Tolz have shown, an anti-migrant campaign began on federal TV: state-aligned broadcasters portrayed immigration, particularly Islamic immigration, as a threat to Russia’s sovereignty, security, and identity.34 By the end of 2013, the Kremlin-endorsed campaign had contributed to outbreaks of violent radical nationalism on the streets of Moscow suburbs, and the people expressed distrust in the state authorities’ ability to handle the situation. Xenophobic attitudes toward migrants were at a record high.35 During the campaign, Putin did not stress migration-related questions, but in October 2013, following an outbreak of violence, he addressed the issue in a speech to the Federal Assembly:

			It [interethnic tension] is not provoked by representatives of particular nationalities, but by people devoid of culture and respect for traditions, both their own and those of others. […] Together we must rise to the challenge; we must protect interethnic peace and thus the unity of our society, the unity and integrity of the Russian state.36

			By the end of 2013, the anti-migration campaign on TV had been toned down, while control of radical nationalist groups had increased. The Sochi Winter Olympics, the annexation of Crimea, and the war in Ukraine shifted the media’s attention elsewhere, affecting public opinion: xenophobic attitudes began to decrease after spring 2014.37

			The most significant shift in this narrative took place in 2014. Until then, the emphasis on historical multinationality had outweighed the references to ethnic Russianness in the presidential discourse. But in his speeches dealing with Crimea, Putin highlighted the ethnic connotation instead. In his March 2014 address, held after the referendum, he stressed “Russianness” as the decisive characteristic of the peninsula, saying, for example, that the residents of Crimea have always regarded it as “originally Russian land (iskonno russkaya zemlya).”38 In his speech to the Federal Assembly later that year, Putin reiterated that “our people” (nashi lyudi) are living in Crimea—and stated that the main motivation for the annexation was to defend their rights. Putin also referred to the Grand Prince of Kiev, Vladimir the Great, who was baptized there, and described Sevastopol as a holy place for “all of us.”39 

			By linking the nation to the Orthodox tradition and constantly referring to it using a term with an ethnic connotation, Putin emphasized ethnic Russianness as the key frame for the annexation. Yuri Teper interpreted this as “a remarkable ethno-national shift” in the official identity discourse: after a long and rather stable emphasis on statist nation-building, the annexation of Crimea marked the moment that the nation became the primary reference point for constructing Russianness.40 But in the years that followed, the “ethno-national” tone no longer dominated Putin’s speeches. Instead, the historical multinationality of the Russian nation figured prominently in presidential discourse until the very end of the period under study.41 Sofia Tipaldou and Philipp Casula note that “the people” to whom state actors appealed in 2014 was “a much more unstable, slippery, and problematic construct” than, for example, during the Chechen war, because Ukrainians are considered a brotherly nation. They posit that for this reason, the official discourse utilized “the populist and inclusionary elements” of nationalism.42 Moreover, I would suggest that the emphasis on ethnic Russianness as a historically “unifying” feature of the nation has served as a co-existing plot within the narrative of the multinational nation, both during and after the annexation of Crimea.

			In this regard, the conceptual choices are telling. For example, throughout his Crimea speech, Putin deployed the term russkii.43 Marlène Laruelle has noted that the widespread interpretation that russkii refers to linguistic and ethnic Russians, whereas rossiiskii encompasses citizens of the Russian Federation regardless of their ethnicity, is actually too narrow of a view on the matter. She posits that the term russkii reinforces the historical unity of the Eastern Slavs and emphasizes the “messianic” destiny of Russia.44 Kolstø and Blakkisrud suggest that by using the two concepts interchangeably, the Kremlin wishes to eradicate the difference between russkii and rossiiskii, and thus make Russia into a more “normal” nation-state.45 In the material of this study, Putin does not show sensitivity to these concepts in the sense of using them systematically. The motivation for the inconsistency (and the extent to which it is a deliberate choice) can be debated, but it is clear that russkii in the presidential discourse is a cultural-linguistic term rather than a narrow ethno-national one:

			Irecall one ofmymeetings with veterans. There were people of different nationalities: Tatars, Ukrainians, Georgians, andRussians, ofcourse. One oftheveterans, not a Russian by nationality, said, “For the whole world, we are one people, we are Russians (my odin narod, my russkie).” That’s how it was during the war, and that’s how it has always been.46

			The identity discourses concerning the annexation of Crimea mostly targeted domestic audiences.47 Yet the narrative of the multinational nation also has a strong foreign policy aspect. In the presidential discourse, multinationality is a sustainable policy, whereas the Western alternative, multiculturalism, is condemned. As early as January 2012, Putin stated that multiculturalism leads to a situation where people risk losing their national identity, and thus portends a crisis for European nation-states. He went on to say that Russia’s situation is “principally different.”48 Five years later, he stated that “on a global scale, the creation of mono-ethnic states (mononatsional’noe gosudarstvo) is not a panacea against possible conflicts, but just the opposite.”49 Putin portrayed the mono-national state, which is prone to conflicts, as an antithesis to the multinational state, which today’s Russia represents. In short, the multiculturalism adopted by the Western countries is perceived in the presidential discourse as a failure, whereas the multinationality of the Russian state results from a centuries-old tradition of “ensuring diversity in unity” and is, therefore, more durable and balanced.

			During the period under study, a political attempt to “clarify” the key concept of the narrative of the multinational nation surfaced. In a meeting of the Council for Ethnic Relations in 2016, the president endorsed the idea of drafting a law on the Russian nation (zakon o rossiiskoi natsii).50 One of the initiators of the idea, Vyacheslav Mikhailov, explained that a clear definition would reduce confusion stemming from two possible interpretations of the concept of nation (natsiia): a civic entity and an ethnicity.51 Both Mikhailov and another key figure behind the initiative, Valeri Tishkov, served as nationalities minister in the 1990s.52 An amendment they pursued was adopted in December 2018. Today, the Strategy of Nationalities Policy defines “the multinational people of the Russian Federation (the Russian nation)” as “a community of free equal citizens of the Russian Federation of various ethnic, religious, social and other affiliations, with civic consciousness (obladayushchih grazhdanskim samosoznaniem).”53 It remains to be seen whether this distinctively civic but still rather vague definition will affect the actual nationalities policy, especially since the state authorities have simultaneously adopted increasingly assimilative measures regarding, for instance, minority languages.54 

			The popularity of the narrative of the multinational nation remains difficult to assess, partly because the fear of separatism has constrained the public discussion on ethnic minorities’ rights or inter-ethnic tensions within society. Nor have those topics been covered in presidential addresses since the end of 2013. Recent opinion polls demonstrate a rise in xenophobic attitudes among Russians after 2017,55 which portends future challenges to the narrative of the multinational nation. Stressing the primacy of ethnic Russianness may have unwanted effects because of the lack of agreement regarding to whom it actually refers. The simultaneous process of redefining key concepts in official policy documents according to distinctively civic language suggests that the existing conceptual and strategic ambiguity will prevail.

			Narrative of the Victorious Nation 

			As the narrative of the multinational nation shows, the idea of a shared past helps to define the explicit character of the Russian nation. Referring to common history is a universal way to enhance feelings of belonging within a nation, hence why history is universally used—and abused—by politicians for nation-building purposes. In post-Soviet Russia, all state leaders have had to overcome the country’s complex role as the successor of the USSR, on one hand, and the absence of any widely-accepted “grand narrative,” on the other. In the early 1990s, narratives of the past were harnessed to legitimate reforms, and the contrast between the totalitarian past and the democratic present was thus stressed. However, in early 2000s, the official narratives adopted the idea of a “thousand-year-long” Russian history to replace the perception of “old” and “new” Russia. At this stage, as Olga Malinova puts it, “the critical attitude to the Soviet past was replaced by its selective appropriation.”56

			The year 2012, dubbed the “Year of History,” marked an intensification of political uses of the past in presidential discourse. According to Malinova, the number of historical references in the Russian presidential discourse began to grow significantly after 2012, when allusions to pre-Soviet Russian history also became more commonplace. The role of history in society gained considerable attention: new museums, projects, and policies were introduced. In December, Putin signed a decree to found Russia’s War History Society, headed by Minister of Culture Vladimir Medinskii.57 In February of the following year, Putin presented the idea of a single history textbook to canonize history education, an idea that eventually evolved into a Unified History Concept to guide history teaching in the country.58 Today, history features strongly in Russian political discourse; the ruling elite considers the construction of the past to be one of its political tasks.59 

			In his speech to the Federal Assembly in December 2012, Putin reminded the audience of “thesimple truth that Russia did not begin in1917, oreven in1991, but rather, […] we have acommon, continuous history spanning over one thousand years, andwe must rely onit tofind inner strength andpurpose inour national development.”60 At the Valdai forum in 2013, Putin stated that “we must be proud of our history, and we have things to be proud of. Our entire, uncensored history must be a part of Russian identity.”61 Despite these words, the state leadership remains extremely selective in its use of the shared past. 

			Undoubtedly the most important event in the shared past of the Russian nation is the victory over Nazi Germany in the Second World War, which in Russia is known as the Great Patriotic War. The victory has become the formative event in the history of the nation: it made “us” what “we” are today. This view was expressed as early as 2010, when president Dmitri Medvedev stated on the 65th anniversary of the Victory that “that war made us a strong nation.”62 The political myth of the war connects sacrifice and heroism, for without one, there cannot be the other. On Victory Day (May 9), celebrations take place across the country, and a military parade is held on Red Square in Moscow. In 2015, the 70th anniversary of the victory, the parade was the largest ever in terms of participants and military equipment. No significant scaling-down has taken place in subsequent years. In the summer of 2019, the presidential administration announced that the year 2020 would be a “Year of Memory and Glory” to celebrate the 75th anniversary of the victory.63 Referring to this, Putin reminded listeners in November 2019 that “we prepare to celebrate our sacred date (svyashchennuiu dlia nas datu).”64 Public celebrations of the victory, as well as the vast resources channeled to state-associated historical organizations, museums, and events in recent years, keep the shared past vividly present in society.

			Since 2012, Putin has ended his Victory Day speech with the greeting “Glory to the victorious nation!” every year except 2016 and 2018. Joseph Stalin coined the term “victorious nation” (narod-pobeditel’), or “the nation that wins/has won,” on the very first Victory Day in 1945. In the contemporary context, it stresses the victory as an eternal characteristic of the nation. For example, in May 2013, Putin described the victory as “the sound of a great bell that celebrates life without war, a sacred symbol of loyalty to our Motherland which lives in each of us.”65 

			One of the key shifts in the discourse of the shared past takes place after 2014, when the “victorious nation” started to function as a parallel between the past and present. Olga Malinova has noted that in the context of international conflict, “the triumphalist narrative of the Great Patriotic War acquired a new dimension: it came to be used as a marker of post-Soviet imperialist identity and became closely associated with pro-Putin ‘patriotic’ attitudes.”66 My findings suggest that this shift was reinforced in the presidential discourse by stressing the similarities between “Russianness” past and present. For instance, in 2018, Putin described those marching on the Red Square parade as the “new generation of victors”67 (novoe pokolenie pobeditelei). In this way, the presidential discourse suggests that the memory of the war is “alive” and that the concept of the victorious nation also describes the nation living today.

			Another way to mark this connection was the adoption of a minute of silence at the Victory Day ceremony in 2015. The gesture is primarily dedicated to the veterans of the Great Patriotic War, but Putin’s formulation connects them with contemporary war veterans by mentioning “those who did not return from the war.”68 According to Andrei Kolesnikov, the Kremlin pursues a “myth of permanent war” and borrows the Soviet discourse of a “fair, defensive, victorious, and preventive” war to frame Russia’s current wars.69 This becomes evident in Putin’s speeches after 2014. In the official foreign policy narrative, Russia’s military actions have always been and still are of a defensive nature.70 For example, when explaining the dynamics of the new world order at the Valdai meeting in 2014, Putin reminded the audience that “we did not start this.”71 In September 2015, Russia embarked on military intervention in Syria, dubbed first and foremost a “preventive” action in the war against terrorism. Likewise, on Victory Day in 2016, prefacing his comments on terrorism, Putin said that “history lessons teach us that peace on this planet is not established by itself.” In the speech, the linkage between the soldiers of today and the soldiers of the past is clear (although Putin does not explicitly mention Syria): “Our soldiers and commanders have proven that they are worthy successors of the Great Patriotic War heroes and that they protect the interests of Russia honorably.”72 

			Thus, according to the narrative of the victorious nation, the Russian nation has, throughout its thousand-year-long history, had to defend itself against an external enemy, and has, since the triumph over the Polish invasion in the seventeenth century, always succeeded. The Great Patriotic War made the nation what it is today by unifying all Russians, regardless of their ethnicity, against the evil. But as international terrorism shows, the evil did not disappear, and peace is not self-preserving. This is why today’s generation needs to remember, respect, and defend the memory of the Great Victory. The generations of the past and the present share the same explicit character: they represent the “victorious nation” in a world that is constantly in a state of war between good and evil.

			The annexation of Crimea in 2014 remains to be portrayed as correcting a mistake of the past.73 The majority of Russians perceive the annexation as a success, and after 2014, pride in the Russian military as well as the country’s influence in the world increased.74 The state authorities have made extensive use of the Crimea motif. The first anniversary of the annexation was marked by a large, festive event called “We are together” (My vmeste) in Moscow,75 and celebrations to mark the event have been organized annually since then. In 2019, Putin paid a visit to Simferopol’, where he stated that “the behavior of the Sevastopol’ and Crimean residents reminds me of the behavior of the Red Army soldiers in the tragic months of the beginning of the Great Patriotic War.”76 In the president’s speech, honorable actions in the present day can best be emphasized by drawing parallels with the most heroic actions of all time: the wartime deeds of the Soviet army and the Soviet people. In this regard, it is also interesting that Putin uses the terms “Soviet army” and “our army” interchangeably.

			In 2017, Russia celebrated the centenary of the October Revolution, the memory of which, even if by no means “censored” (numerous exhibitions, books, and cultural events were dedicated to the revolution), proved difficult for the state leadership. Olga Malinova has explained that the Russian state cannot successfully build a new, consistent frame for the revolution because it completely rejects a “working through” of the traumas of the past.77 In the material collected for this paper, the president mentioned the revolution78 twice. The first mention came in 2016, when he declared that “Russian society in general needs an objective, honest and deep-reaching analysis of these events.”79 The following year, Putin reminded the audience at the Valdai forum that the revolution had had both negative and positive consequences, calling for “gradual and consistent” evolution instead of “the destruction of statehood.”80 A year later, on the same occasion, Putin was asked about growing demands for change within Russian society. In the spring of 2017, a video by oppositional politician Aleksey Navalnyi on Prime Minister Medvedev’s properties had triggered widespread protest against corruption, and in the summer of 2018, there had been significant demonstrations nationwide against the planned pension reform. Simultaneously, sociological surveys reported on growing discontent and hopes for change in domestic politics. Putin’s answer was blunt: people everywhere, including in Russia, want change, but not “revolutionary changes”: “We are fed up with the revolutions of the twentieth century, and we’ve had enough of revolutionary changes even in recent history.”81 Thus, the state discourse perceives revolution per se as undesired and politicizes its memory by connecting it to present reforms.

			During the years 2012–2019, several policy decisions were taken to guard the “correct” interpretations of the past, demonstrating the increased significance of the narrative of the victorious nation. For example, the state authorities defined the limits of the accepted forms of remembering the Great Patriotic War. In May 2014, Putin signed a law penalizing the rehabilitation of Nazism, the public desecration of symbols of Russian military glory, or the spreading of disrespectful information about the country’s defense.82 The adoption of the law follows a logic that is pronounced in all state narratives: 

			This is our common history and we need to treat it with respect. […] It is unacceptable to drag schisms, anger, resentment and bitterness of the past into our life today, and in pursuit of one’s own political and other interests to speculate on tragedies that concerned practically every family in Russia, no matter what side of the barricades our forebears were on. Let’s remember that we are a united people, one people, and we have one Russia (my edinyi narod, my odin narod, i Rossiia u nas odna).83

			Belonging to the nation, in this sense, means remembering and respecting the experiences of the shared past. In May 2018, Putin noted that there have been attempts to falsify history, but “we will not allow this [to happen].”84 In the presidential discourse, remembering the past has a morally binding aspect: it is the duty and the moral obligation of today’s people to recognize their position in the chain of generations before them. Thus does the narrative of the victorious nation connect to the idea of patriotic loyalty.

			Russian history is one of the most significant and persistent sources of national pride.85 For example, the Immortal Regiment event, which invites ordinary Russians to march on Victory Day with portraits of their relatives who took part in or were killed during the Great Patriotic War, has a positive public image. The narrative of the victorious nation seems to be intuitively accepted by the people, but the tendency of the state leadership to connect the narrative to the conflicts of today may complicate its reception in the future. If military actions cannot credibly be framed as “defensive and victorious,” popular support for them may decrease. Growing expenditures abroad may start to look bad if domestic socio-economic upgrades cannot be funded.

			Narrative of the Moral Nation 

			Throughout his presidential career, Vladimir Putin has occasionally referred to the shared values of the Russian nation. As early as 2007, Putin considered “the spiritual unity of the people and the moral values that unite us” to be just as important as the country’s political and economic stability.86 However, the content of those “moral values” has been in flux in post-Soviet Russia. At the beginning of Vladimir Putin’s third presidential term in 2012, the state had to answer to the fundamental challenge that the democracy demonstrations had posed. In the president’s address to the Federal Assembly in 2012, Putin announced a quest for “spiritual bonds” that would strengthen the country from within: 

			Today, Russian society experiences a clear deficit of spiritual bonds: mercy, compassion, support and mutual assistance—a deficit of things that have always, at all times, made us stronger and more powerful, things that we have always been proud of.87 

			In Putin’s parlance at the time, spiritual bonds were needed to increase societal stability. The following year, Putin began to emphasize the “traditional” features of the “national code.”88 This new emphasis in the presidential discourse signaled the state leadership’s desire to speak to the more conservative part of Russian society. The president’s belief that there was a “deficit” of spiritual bonds among Russians has, since 2013, transformed into a claim that Russians as a nation embrace traditional spiritual-moral values (dukhovno-nravstvennye tsennosti).89 In 2014, traditional values began to be cemented in key policy documents. The Strategy on National Security, confirmed by the president on December 31, 2015, explains that:

			Traditional Russian spiritual and moral values include the priority of the spiritual over the material, protection of human life and of human rights and freedoms, the family, creative labor, service to the homeland, the norms of morals and morality, humanism, charity, fairness, mutual assistance, collectivism, the historical unity of the peoples of Russia, and the continuity of our motherland’s history.90

			The presidential discourse portrays shared conservative values as the natural basis of the Russian nation and, in so doing, stresses the rights of the majority over the minority.91 In this way, a narrative supposed to enhance national unity simultaneously draws lines within the country by identifying the Others of the nation. In addition to the Strategy on National Security, the Foundations of State Cultural Policy applies the concept by stating that civil society is held together by shared values,92 suggesting that those who do not accept traditional values are not included in society. 

			In the president’s discourse, the shared traditional values of the nation—in particular “spirituality” and patriotism—have a strong backward-looking orientation. They enabled Russia’s survival after the Time of Troubles, in the Great Patriotic War, and in the face of the very real threat of civil war in the early 1990s.93 Thus, the narrative of moral nation is mutually reinforcing with the idea of victorious nation: it portrays the ideals for which the Russian people have struggled over the course of centuries. In the present day, patriotism has acquired yet another aspect in the presidential speech: it serves as a precondition for criticism in the political debate94 and as a consolidating basis for national politics.95 Putin has also called patriotism the only possible “uniting idea” of the Russian nation.96 In 2016, he described patriotism in this sense as a success, stating that “our people have united around patriotic values.”97 In the state discourse, patriotism means loyalty to the state and readiness to act for its benefit. But an expectation of patriotism from all Russians creates unity at the expense of those who remain critical of the state. Framing political opposition as non-patriotic serves to rhetorically exclude political opponents from the nation.

			Another group excluded from “Russianness” on the basis of shared values are sexual and gender minorities. In presidential speeches, direct references to the topic have been rare, even though traditional family values are often stressed. In September 2013, Putin lamented that the West denies traditional “national, cultural, religious and even gender (polovoi)” identities when conducting policies that put big families and same-sex relations, as well as “faith in God and faith in Satan,” on the same level. On the same occasion, however, Putin denied that Russia would disrespect any rights of sexual minorities,98 even though he had recently signed a federal law that prohibited the dissemination of “gay propaganda” to minors, effectively making it impossible for sexual minorities to put forward any positive public message.99 Today, the question has taken on an international aspect: conservative circles in Russia use the imagery of gay pride and same-sex marriages as evidence of the moral decay of the West, while gay activists plead their cases to the European Court of Human Rights. 

			Since 2013 in particular, the presidential discourse has emphasized traditional values not only as the consolidating basis of Russian society, but as a global dividing-line. That year, Putin lamented in front of the Valdai forum that Euro-Atlantic countries reject their roots, “including the Christian values that constitute the basis of Western civilization.” This “abandonment of moral principles” has led to a situation in which many people in the West “are embarrassed or afraid to talk about their religious affiliations.”100 Putin suggests that the spiritual-moral values pursued by Russia are widely supported abroad,101 but he stresses that Russia does not impose its values on others. This interpretation leans on a key concept in Putin’s foreign policy, national sovereignty: Putin has explained pursuing sovereignty as “an intrinsic part of national character.”102 In 2018, Putin stated that Russians value their sovereignty and independence, and added: “It has always been this way, at all times in the history of our state. It runs in the blood of our people.”103 The narratives of the moral and victorious nation share common ground in the idea of the world being in a state of “disorder.” In 2014 and 2015, the narrative of Russians as a moral nation developed into a more ideological one, as the political tension between Russia and the West grew. For example, the anti-terrorist operation in Syria was portrayed as a moral responsibility that Russia was prepared to take on when other countries were not.104 

			In 2015, Putin explained the internal dynamism between the traditional religions in Russia by saying that Russia’s strength lies in “mutual respect and dialogue between the Orthodox, Muslims, and followers of Judaism and Buddhism,” but the Orthodox faith has a special role due to its importance in Russian history.105 After the “conservative turn” in particular, the political influence of the Russian Orthodox Church has increased, which adds weight to the emphasis on spirituality (dukhovnost’) as an explicit characteristic of the nation. Because the Church enjoys relatively high popular support, the state benefits from the support it gets from Church representatives and makes political concessions to them in return. 

			Until around 2014, the president preferred “spirituality” to concepts like “religion” or “Orthodoxy,” in order not to contradict the narrative of the multinational (and multiconfessional) nation on the rhetorical level. However, as mentioned above, Putin broke this pattern in his speeches concerning the annexation of Crimea, making clear references to Orthodoxy as a uniting feature of the nation.106 Using Bacon’s terminology, I suggest that the emphasis on Orthodox faith serves as a subplot within the narrative of the spiritual nation: it enables the President to stress “holy” and “sacred” meanings that speak strongly to those who identify themselves as (culturally) Orthodox. Thus, the narrative of the moral nation rests on a hierarchy where Orthodoxy is the primary form of spirituality. Representatives of other traditional religions are included as long as they themselves commit to traditional values, but the “spirituality” of non-traditional religious communities does not belong to the “Russianness” of the presidential discourse.107 On a conceptual level, reinforcing traditional values has politicized the term “non-traditional,” which has become a negative attribute in itself.

			Labelling specific societal activities, politics, and identities as “non-traditional” in the presidential discourse marginalizes parts of the society and excludes them from the definition of “Russianness.” In other words, embracing traditional values has become a prerequisite of belonging to the Russian nation. Yet the state discourse on traditional values reveals little about state leadership’s commitment to those values, limiting them as a source of state legitimacy. For example, the state leadership stresses “spiritual values over material ones” but cannot provide a credible answer to accusations of corruption. The emphasis on “spirituality” in this officially secular country, as well as the concessions made to the Russian Orthodox Church in the legislative sphere, have also sparked criticism. Moreover, the narrative of the moral nation complicates public discussion of problems related to sexuality and family life: Russian schools do not provide sexual education, public campaigns against HIV have an over-sensitive tone, and domestic violence is not taken seriously by the legislative authorities.

			Concluding Remarks: Main Narratives of the Nation and Their Future

			The Russian state leadership formulates its nationalistic argument with three overlapping and interconnected narratives, which together describe a Russian nation that is and always has been multinational and that embraces “spiritual-moral” values. These characteristics have been tested in conflicts throughout the course of Russian history, but the nation has remained unified and defended its traditional values, and is therefore a victorious nation. 

			The narrative of the multinational nation functioned first to manage inter-ethnic tensions within Russian society. But especially after 2013, it came to mark Russia’s historical difference from Western multiculturalism. In the light of the material presented in this article, I argue that the discursive shift following the annexation of Crimea in 2014 was not as permanent as some scholars have suggested; rather, it can be seen as having revitalized an pre-existing ethnically motivated subplot within the narrative of Russians as a multinational nation. After 2016, the ambiguity acquired yet another aspect: the president stresses multinationality as a historical characteristic of the nation, on the one hand, and primacy of ethnic Russianness on the other hand, while encouraging the distinctively civic language of legislative amendments on the Russian nation.

			The narrative of the moral nation recognizes both internal and external Others: it perceives traditional, “spiritual-moral” values as the core of national unity, and these values divide not only Russia, but the entire world, into “us” and “them.” In this view, Russia acts globally as the guardian of traditional values, whereas the Other dwells in moral decay. Since 2015, in particular, the parallels between past generations and the nation today have been reinforced. The President’s discourse likened the Soviet military to the one fighting against terrorism in Syria or parading on Red Square. Moreover, he emphasized that the memory of the past is “alive” and needs to be defended against “falsifications”—a concern to which the Kremlin is increasingly attentive. The narrative of the victorious nation argues that the generations of today have a moral obligation to follow the example of generations of the past, most importantly the heroes of the Great Patriotic War. All the narratives have a strong historical orientation: conflicts in the past have consolidated the Russian nation against an external enemy.

			As has been presented above, none of these narratives of “Russianness” is novel as such; in fact, many of the explicit characteristics of the nation have been re-employed from Russian and Soviet history. Yet their intensity in the state discourse and the way in which they were consolidated in 2012–2013 make them significant now. After 2014, as international tensions grew into a direct conflict, the narratives helped to explain the fundamental differences between Russia and “the West,” and all of them were used to justify of the annexation of Crimea. 

			In 2017–2019, the patriotic “boost” among the population began to wear off and domestic challenges to state legitimacy became more pronounced in various protests across Russia. Going forward, the political leadership will face increasing pressure to adjust the nationalist argument once again. First, the view of the traditional values as the uniting force of the nation has already been challenged. Second, by aiming to unite people through the narrative of moral and traditional nation, the state leadership simultaneously creates and preserves division lines within Russian society. Certain societal problems have also become difficult to address in the official discourse, as according to the main narratives these problems should not even exist. Third, some parts of the narratives contradict the legislative basis of the Russian Federation. Elevating “spirituality” as an explicit characteristic of the nation calls into question the secularity of the state, while the view that patriotism is a “unifying idea” for the people challenges the provision of the 1993 Constitution stating that Russia cannot have a state ideology. In January 2020, it became clear that the state leadership seeks to settle these contradictions by revising the Constitution instead of molding these narratives of the nation: the constitutional amendments announced by Putin reinforce, for instance, faith in God as a unifying factor for the nation, as well as Russia’s role in protecting the historical truth.108 

			Having portrayed the Russian nation with these interlinked narratives for several years, the political leadership may find it difficult to turn away from them. In recent years, the state authorities have reinforced the morally binding aspects of the narratives and even adjusted some state policies accordingly. But even with the new, ideologically reinforced Constitution, challenges to the state’s legitimacy remain.
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			Abstract: This article explores the social changes among Yamal reindeer herders that gave rise to the Voice of the Tundra protest network. It argues that the region is experiencing the “Yamal paradox.” Contrary to some predictions that the hardships of nomadic life would push the tundra Nenets into an urban environment, the number of Nenets reindeer herders has grown, while reindeer herds have doubled over the past 15 years. At the same time, there has been intensive industrial development, leading to a clash of interests between the growing oil and gas industry, on the one hand, and the expanding herds, on the other, sparking Indigenous resistance. The Voice of the Tundra project reflected the main “pain points” for Indigenous people resulting from the development of the Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Okrug (YNAO): the shortage of land for growing reindeer herds caused by the energy sector’s use of ancestral territories; the uncertain prospects of nomadic reindeer herders in the face of accelerated industrial development in the region; and the crises plaguing Indigenous leadership and official organizations. The study demonstrates that the Voice of the Tundra, which speaks in the name of Nature and of the People, has returned politics to Russia’s Indigenous sphere. This protest movement represents a new social and political phenomenon.

			This article analyzes a new social and political phenomenon in modern Russia: Indigenous peoples of the Russian North are starting to speak out despite state pressure and official policy designed to silence discussions of Indigenous issues. Against a backdrop of accelerated industrial development of the Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Okrug (YNAO), the Indigenous peoples of the Arctic are making their voice heard.

			The existing literature often claims that urban dwellers, who have received a good education and have the opportunity to represent Indigenous interests at the regional, national and international levels, are the ones driving the policy of reviving Indigenous cultures. From this perspective, those who work in traditional agriculture are deprived of such participation and are generally excluded from these political processes.1 However, the events of recent years have shown that the situation is more complicated than this simplistic narrative would allow.

			In the 2010s, the Indigenous peoples of the Russian Arctic witnessed the rise on the regional political scene of the mass political movement Voice of the Tundra, which is organized along network principles.2 The first distinguishing feature of this group was that protest mobilization took place on the social network VKontakte, which is unusual for a rural protest group. The second was that the leader of the movement was not an urban activist, but rather a young private reindeer-herder from the tundra by the name of Eiko Serotetto.

			The main research questions of this article are as follows: What made the emergence of this movement possible and how typical are these facilitating factors for Indigenous groups? What changes in Indigenous communities are behind this phenomenon? What is the basis of this protest? Will this project promote the larger goal of Indigenous development in Russia or is it only an isolated protest? Has Voice of the Tundra returned politics to the Indigenous sphere of Russia? And, if so, does this movement contain its own ontological explanation?3

			Analytical Assumptions and the Theoretical Basis of the Study

			In answering the above questions, the paper makes two key theoretical assumptions. First, I propose an explanation of what constitutes politics on Indigenous issues. I rely on the definition of politics elaborated by the famous French philosopher Jacques Rancière, who viewed it as the relationship of contradictions between worlds. In his essay “Ten Theses on Politics” (published in the book Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy), he wrote that:

			the essence of politics is the manifestation of dissensus, as the presence of two worlds in one….Politics makes visible that which had no reason to be seen, it lodges one world into another… Politics consists in transforming this space of “moving-along” into a space for the appearance of a subject: i.e. the people, the workers, the citizens: it consists in refiguring the space.4

			In this sense, the main manifestation of politics is recognized as litigation between identities, between worlds. On this view, the ontological content of the Voice of the Tundra was that the group appealed on behalf of Nature and on behalf of the People, whose material existence and the nomadic world to which they belonged was under threat from the alliance of the state and big business in what was now Russia’s “new oil and gas province.” Desperate to express its interests, grassroots Indigenous activism faced the challenge of voicing them publicly. New media, such as VKontakte, have become a way of transmitting Indigenous voices and local anxieties.

			Second, I use the concept of “resistance” to explain the situation. My analytical assumption is that examples of resistance provide valuable material for efforts to study and understand the mentality and anxieties of Indigenous communities. I believe that resistance is an important research topic because it is critical to building self-awareness.

			There are two further arguments for addressing the concept of “resistance” in relation to the Nenets’ activities in the tundra. The first is anthropological, rooted in the basic characteristics of nomadic life. Tundra reindeer herders are a resistance anthropological type that is capable of overcoming difficulties, challenges, and threats. From this perspective, resistance is seen as an innate virtue of the Nenets. Focus group participants described Indigenous resilience as follows: “Nomadic reindeer herders are always in motion, so they don’t get depressed. Their way of life shapes their strength of spirit, and the harsh conditions of life create a readiness for struggle and resistance.”5 The second base is historical. The history of the North has featured many Indigenous uprisings and protests. One of the most striking events of this kind was the attack by the Nenets-Khanty poor on the tsarist administration in the first half of the nineteenth century. This social movement was led by the famous hero of the Nenets people Vavle Nenyang, known in the documents of the tsarist administration as Vauli Pietomin. No less famous were the rebellions of the Yamal Nenets (Mandalada) in 1934 and 1943.6

			However, the main reason for the birth of resistance among Nenets reindeer herders at this time was the serious events that took place on the land where they live and the processes affecting the vitality of Indigenous communities. The cumulative impact of these factors gave rise to the Voice of the Tundra protest movement.

			Pressure on the Land and Organizations of Indigenous Peoples 

			The Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Okrug—the region at the center of this study—has found itself at the forefront of Russian oil and gas development and has undergone an incredibly rapid transformation compared to other Arctic regions over the past ten years. Accordingly, it has witnessed some of the most intense social conflicts between the state and the Indigenous communities in the Arctic territories.

			Over the past decade, two key external factors, which have developed in parallel and intersect with each other, have imposed dual pressure—industrial and political—on the lifestyle of the Indigenous inhabitants of the YNAO.

			The industrial pressure resulted from the rapid business transformation of the region. This factor needs to be described in detail, as it has had a significant impact on the Indigenous peoples. It has had a particular impact on such valuable resources as land, which has become the subject of overwhelming antagonism between Indigenous peoples and industrialists as the YNAO has become the center of large-scale gas and transportation projects. 

			The years between 2009 and 2013 marked a real turning point. In September 2009, then-prime minister Vladimir Putin, during a meeting in Salekhard dedicated to opening up new gas wells in Yamal, announced that “The fields discovered on the peninsula can and should become our new oil and gas province.”7 In 2013, construction began on the Yamal LNG project, an integrated project for the extraction, liquefaction and transportation of gas supplies in the South Tambey field that includes the Sabetta seaport for loading LNG onto tankers, an international airport, and other infrastructure worth $27 billion. The project was successfully completed and production began in December 2017. In 2012, Yamal launched an even bigger gas project, Bovanenkovo, which is one of the ten largest gas fields in the world. That same year, construction began on the Bovanenkovo-Ukhta gas pipeline, which will connect to the Yamal-Europe trunk gas pipeline. In parallel with these projects was the transportation megaproject “Northern Sea Route.” In the summer of 2012, transport ships began to pass through this route without icebreakers. Among the most recent developments is the construction of a grandiose new LNG production complex, Arctic LNG 2, on another major YNAO peninsula, Gydansky, which is scheduled to launch in 2023. On March 20, 2019, Gazprom began work on the Kharasavei field, the scale of which Putin called “planetary.”8 Christophe Toma, one of the top managers of the French company “Total” (a partner of the Yamal LNG project), described well how the face of the region has changed in recent years when he wrote, “When I came here for the first time in 2014, there was almost nothing. Only tundra and Nenets with reindeer.”9

			The “Closing” of the Indigenous Problem and Full State Control Over Indigenous Organizations 

			In my work, I use the term “closing” to describe state policy toward the indigenous problem. “Closing” is not the most accurate term, but it is useful for conveying the heavy control that the Russian authorities apply not only to Indigenous organizations and their leaders, but also to issues related to Indigenous peoples in general. This control has been part of Russia’s state policy toward Indigenous peoples since 2012. The growing industrial development of the Arctic took place in conjunction with pressure on Indigenous organizations and leaders. In my view, it is no coincidence that the two processes took place at the same time. 

			The state’s “closing” policy resulted in the reorganization of the Russian Association of Indigenous Small-Numbered Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East, usually translated as the Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North (RAIPON),10 leading to a crisis within the Indigenous leadership and official indigenous authorities.11 In November 2012, the Russian authorities suspended RAIPON, a leading umbrella organization that protects Indigenous rights. The organization’s activity resumed in March 2013 but only after the scandalous replacement of the leadership and a review of RAIPON policies by the Russian authorities at the 7th Congress of the organization.12 According to many eyewitnesses and participants in the Congress, the gathering resembled a special operation to force a change of leadership. We will not dwell in detail on the dramatic circumstances of this congress. The final result of this event was the seizure of RAIPON by United Russia, the pro-Kremlin party of power. Grigorii Ledkov, a State Duma deputy representing United Russia, was elected president of the Association. Many eyewitnesses wrote about the atmosphere of administrative pressure and intimidation at the congress.13 The Nenets ethnographer and anthropologist Galina Kharyuchi, an eyewitness of all mass movements of Indigenous peoples, recalled: 

			I compare the current situation with the 1990s. Then we decided our own destiny. We spoke freely and argued at our congresses. Now it’s all scripted for us. Now only delegates can be present at the congresses of Indigenous organizations; ordinary people are not allowed. For example, during that memorable 7th RAIPON congress in March 2013, which was held in Salekhard, they did not admit into the hall Rosalia Ivanovna Ilyina, a veteran, a person who was at the origins of the creation of this Association and the movement “Yamal-Descendants!” It was decided: Do not admit! Security stood at the door and did not permit her entry... I and some others were allowed in only with the governor’s permission. All the events at the congress were approved from above.14

			The relationship between the growing industrial development of the Arctic and the seizure of RAIPON by United Russia was diplomatically noted by Sergei Kharyuchi, who was removed from his post as president of RAIPON at this congress: he delicately explained that the action was carried out within the framework of the federal government’s “increased attention to the Arctic topic.”15 Former RAIPON Vice-President Rodion Sulyandziga went further and spoke more frankly, emphasizing that the main reason for the change in RAIPON’s leadership was not only “a new extensive revolution of industrialization in the Northern Territories,” but also that the “Indigenous are one of the last barriers for the companies and state to extract these resources.” He added that, “It is easier to use force and selective justice so as not to divert unnecessary forces, time and resources to negotiate with some Indigenous people.”16

			Politically, the result of this action was the “closing” of the Indigenous problem and the sharp narrowing of the Indigenous theme in Russia’s public affairs. After the 7th RAIPON Congress, an atmosphere of suppressed contradictions arose between the state and the Indigenous community.

			Finally, there is one more factor influencing the life of the Indigenous population in the North: climate. The essence of the climate factor is the notable natural changes that are having a negative impact on the Arctic ecosystem. For the last 50 years, warming in the Far North has occurred at a rate two times faster than the rest of the planet. Scientists from the BioGeoKlim Laboratory at Tomsk State University, who worked in YNAO in 2019, noted a clear trend towards Arctic “greening.”17 Climate change, coupled with a shortage of pasture land and a rapid increase in the number of reindeer (discussed below), has begun to have a serious impact on the lives of the Arctic Indigenous people, especially given that the early spring has led to the deaths of many Yamal reindeer.18

			All in all, there has been a palpable external impact on the Indigenous peoples of the North, on their organizations, their way of life, and their habitat. The socio-economic processes within the YNAO Indigenous community have been no less dramatic.

			“The Yamal Paradox”: Demographic and Economic Characteristics of the Internal Transformations of Indigenous Communities

			Simultaneously with the above changes, important changes took place among the Indigenous themselves. First of all, the number of tundra Nenets increased. This rise corresponded with a doubling of reindeer herds on the Yamal Peninsula compared to the Soviet period. Table 1 displays the growth of the nomadic population and the number of private reindeer farms in the YNAO.




			Table 1. Growth in the YNAO Nomadic Population and Private Reindeer Farms

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Nomadic Population

						
							
							Private Reindeer Farms

						
					

					
							
							2003

						
							
							13,300

						
							
							2,669

						
					

					
							
							2008

						
							
							14,400

						
							
							3,008

						
					

					
							
							2011

						
							
							14,800

						
							
							3,166

						
					

					
							
							2019

						
							
							16,300

						
							
							4,749

						
					

				
			

			Source: Yuri Laptander, head of the Department of Agricultural and Indigenous and Small Peoples of the Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Okrug, interviewed in Aksarka, YNAO, October 27, 2018, and May 24, 2019.

			


Table 1 shows that the number of nomads in the district has steadily increased since 2003, while the number of private reindeer farms has almost doubled. Even more impressive is the growth in the tundra raions of the district: Yamal, Tazovsky and Priural. (We will focus on these tundra raions of the YNAO, where the nomadic population and the main reindeer population is concentrated.) The statistics provided by Yuri Laptander for the Priural region, for example, show an almost-doubling of the number of families leading traditional lifestyles and a more-than-doubling of the number of reindeer (see Table 2). Such growth is even higher in the Yamal and Taz districts of the YNAO, which combine the largest number of reindeer in the okrug with the most intensive oil and gas development.19




			Table 2. The Growth of the Number of Reindeer-Herding Families, Citizens Leading a Traditional Lifestyle, and the Number of Reindeer in the Priural District of YNAO

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Reindeer-herding families

						
							
							Citizens leading a traditional lifestyle

						
							
							Reindeer

						
					

					
							
							2003

						
							
							327

						
							
							1,450

						
							
							41,325

						
					

					
							
							2019

						
							
							612

						
							
							2,393

						
							
							89,000

						
					

				
			

			Source: Interview with Yuri Laptander, Aksarka, October 27, 2018.




			These figures reflect what I call the Yamal paradox. The essence of the paradox is that tundra Nenets do not seek the benefits of civilization, but prefer to lead a traditional way of life. This raises a legitimate question: what is the reason for the Yamal paradox? This phenomenon was colorfully described by Michael Hotetto, a collective reindeer herding veteran, at one of the focus group sessions conducted for this study. The trend, in his opinion, results from the psychology of modern nomadic Indigenous people. In response to the question “What factors are holding back the development of the small-numbered indigenous peoples of the Russian North?”, he stressed that “Psychology is one of the main factors holding back the development of the Nenets people. Our Nenets society is psychologically backward, it is stuck in the past. People prefer to stay on the traditional land: forest, tundra, nature, nomads... There is nothing nicer than tundra for our people. The people go back to the tundra, not the other way around. Even people with education return back to the tundra. For the Nenets, will and freedom are important, and only the tundra can give it. This leads to local isolation. Perhaps this is what is holding the people back. We need more scientists, lawyers, more educated people in general, more Indigenous people to promote in the oil and gas sector, but we’re fixated on tundra, we’re obsessed with tundra.”20

			Against this background, specialists’ assessments of social processes among Yamal tundra Indigenous look very strange. On the one hand, some observers and researchers note the hardships of reindeer-herding work: it does not guarantee a stable income for the family, there is a shortage of women in the tundra (leading to “the problem of brides”), and the climate is cold. All would be solid reasons for the Nenets to leave their native areas. In particular, Yamal scientists S.M. Suev, V.A. Kibenko, and E.A. Sukhova emphasize that “most parents from among reindeer herders wish their children to go to college and few of them would like their children to return to the tundra,” while the journalist Sophy Roberts writes that “many Nenets are leaving these places, as modern Russia offers the Nenets an opportunity for a successful Nenets career.”21 Thinking in this way, investigators put forward only one side of the “Yamal paradox”: the difficulties of nomadic life in the tundra. But they do not explain the cause of this paradox: if the researchers are correct that an increasing number of people want to leave the tundra for a more desirable urban environment, why is the tundra becoming more crowded with Nenets and their reindeer? It seems that the “tundra obsession” is quite prosaic and not always associated with nomadic romance. For one thing, there is no guarantee of employment for Indigenous youth in other fields. For another, the state provides nomads with most of the things they need, from chainsaws and firewood to generators and tarpaulins, from kerosene lamps to satellite phones and air ambulances. Focus group respondents noted that many tundra reindeer herders cannot find work in the cities and towns where they have been given apartments. As such, a large proportion of them either maintain their own livestock or live on the money earned by reindeer-herding family members who remain in the tundra.

			Thus, the expansion of the reindeer herds results from the economic interests of the nomadic Nenets. “The Nenets want to improve their material well-being,” all interviewed reindeer herders said. Reindeer form the basis of the nomadic tundra population’s activities. For the tundra Nenets, reindeer are property, home, food, a means of transportation, capital investment, and a savings account. The loss of reindeer is a catastrophe that amounts to the loss of one’s livelihood. This is why reindeer herders want to increase their herds. As a result, the number of animals in the okrug has been increasing for many years. In fact, the okrug is a reindeer leader not only in Russia, but globally. Between 2013 and 2018, the number of reindeer in the YNAO reached record levels: 704,000 in 2013 and 730,000 in 2018. (These reindeer represent 43% of the total number of reindeer in Russia). For comparison, in Soviet times, the number of reindeer was regulated by the authorities through collective farms and usually amounted to 300,000-400,000.22

			The question raised by the Yamal paradox is: If the number of Nenets is growing, if the number of reindeer herders and reindeer herds is growing, if there is a revival of national culture and family traditions in the tundra, then what caused the protest articulated by the Voice of the Tundra? During the period under study, two big crises came to a head: the lack of land for reindeer herding and the decline of Indigenous leadership. Regarding the first problem, the double pressure on the tundra—from the increased reindeer herds and from oil and gas enterprises—led to the depletion of the land and a lack of pastures. We will examine the second problem, the crisis of indigenous leadership, in more detail below.

			“Where Is Our Land? And Who’s Going to Say That?” The Nomads’ Response to the Challenges of the Last Decade Is to Redefine and Re-Evaluate Indigenous Issues

			As a result of the rapid changes described above, the tundra became crowded during 2012–2019: the worlds of the energy sector and Nenets collided. Accelerated industrial development of the Yamal tundra has led not only to a change in the natural landscape, but also to the removal of reindeer pastures and hunting lands: the giant Yamal LNG project occupies land that used to comprise 6% of the reindeer pastures. In addition to the diversion of land for drilling rigs and workers’ fly in/fly out camps, oil and gas development has seen the construction of railways and highways, leading to further pollution and degradation of tundra spaces. These processes have created a new problem in Yamal: land shortages and increased competition for this valuable resource. This fomented conflict between energy companies (and, by extension, the state) and Indigenous peoples. The main driver of the conflict was the tyrannical process by which the Indigenous were alienated from their land, which the natives of the North considered their ancestral and family possession for centuries. Galina Kharyuchi describes the situation as follows: 

			The problem of land on Yamal is very acute. If you look at the map of the Yamal raion of YNAO, you will see many sites transferred to the oil and gas companies. Now reindeer herders cannot travel there. But this land was once the ancestral territory of these very reindeer herders. We do not have access to this ‘backroom dealing’ by which ancestral lands go to the energy companies—whether by competition or auctions. Reindeer herders are not to blame for the increasing number of reindeer in the tundra. Available land has become scarce. But where is this land? That’s the question.

			According to reindeer herders in the Priural and Yamal raions, the biggest problem they will face in the near future is the lack of pasture land for grazing, as these lands have been claimed for industrial needs.23 It is this competition for land that leads representatives of energy companies to take a negative view of the Indigenous peoples of the Russian Arctic.24

			The land use changes have led Indigenous communities to reassess the key issues they face. In 2010, Moscow sociologist Olga Murashko conducted research on the worries of Yamal reindeer herders in those areas where oil and gas projects are affecting reindeer herding. The sociologist listed the following complaints from Nenets reindeer herders, in order of importance:

			
					The growth of alcoholism;

					An increase in attacks by dogs belonging to oil and gas company employees and an increase in inter-ethnic conflicts;

					Difficulties gaining access to training, including specialized technical training, despite promises to address the issue;

					Growing difficulties reaching traditional lands because the usual migration routes of reindeer have been disrupted due to the emergence of new villages, roads, and pipelines;

					Energy workers deliberately invade and destroy burial grounds and other sacred sites;

					An increased sense of isolation, while the number of places to lodge complaints has decreased.25

			

			Eight years on, the perception of problems and challenges has changed dramatically. Our studies of Yamal in 2018–2019, which asked reindeer herders “What is the difference between the problems of Indigenous peoples today relative to the problems they faced 10-15 years ago?”, gave rise to the following list:

			
					Lack of land for growing reindeer herds, the occupation of ancestral territories by oil and gas companies, the disruption of traditional nomadic reindeer routes;

					The people should have their own voice; there must be effective leaders who can speak with the voice of the people to the authorities;

					The preservation of language and culture in the face of the threatened disappearance of native languages and cultures;

					Employment problems for Indigenous youth, who are forced to return to the tundra and engage in reindeer herding;

					Women do not want to return to the tundra, although the situation varies from place to place;

					The remoteness of territories against the background of unstable and severe weather conditions and poor infrastructure.

					The difficulties of having to prove one’s membership in an Indigenous people.

			

			Readers might question the degree to which the results of Murashko’s study can be compared with my own, as it is not clear what methods were used by the Moscow sociologist, whether the same questions were asked, or how the sample of respondents was composed. Despite the likely differences in methods, I believe that this comparison nevertheless demonstrates a significant shift in the minds of tundra Indigenous populations.

			Thus, over the past ten years, the Indigenous have reassessed the problems and challenges they face. The main demands and anxieties among the Arctic Indigenous peoples of the YNAO are the lack of land and lack of leadership (“the people must have their own voice”), a concern that did not exist a decade ago. This reflects the new realities of Indigenous communities: 1) there has been a major transformation not only in the living conditions of the Indigenous population, but also in their consciousness; 2) there is a crisis of Indigenous institutions: northern Indigenous were left without real leaders and institutions that would defend their rights and engage in conflict resolution.26 

			Post-Soviet Indigenous organizations were established in the late 1980s. The civil and political activity of Indigenous peoples during Gorbachev’s perestroika led to the creation of such well-known organizations as RAIPON, Yamal-Descendants!, and Salvation of Ugra, among others. These institutions were the product of Indigenous resistance under the banner of environmental slogans. They grew out of the state’s turbulent restructuring policy. At that moment, Russia’s overall opening coincided with the rise of the Indigenous. Today, we see the opposite process: the authorities place pressure on Indigenous organizations and leaders in an effort to “close” the Indigenous theme. As a result, the above-mentioned organizations have transformed from hotbeds of Indigenous civil mobilization and resistance into organizations loyal to the state. Their leaders— given access to state resources, administrative comfort, and paternalism—have moved away from genuine concern for Indigenous peoples and their problems. Symptomatically, the attitudes of the heads of official state-sponsored Indigenous organizations toward activist Eiko Serotetto are either openly negative or moderately negative. Indeed, the president of Yamal-Descendants! and YNAO Assembly member Eduard Yaungad sharply criticized the activities of the Voice of the Tundra and Serotetto personally. He accused Serotetto of populism, saying that Indigenous peoples have many problems and require concrete solutions, not loud slogans. Valery Hudi, the leader of the Yamal Social Movement, is even more harsh toward Voice of the Tundra. Not only did Hudi criticize Serotetto for trying to usurp the right to speak on behalf of Yamal’s Indigenous peoples, but he also demanded that Serotetto be held accountable for unsanctioned Indigenous gatherings.

			The decline of Indigenous leadership and the crisis of Aboriginal organizations, in my opinion, is decisive in today’s environment. There are no specific surveys or studies examining Indigenous satisfaction with the organizations dedicated to protecting their interests. The reason for this is clear: the authorities will not support such research, as it threatens the reputation and status of official Indigenous organizations backed by the state. In interviews, however, many non-Native respondents said that the existing official Indigenous organizations and leaders did a poor job of defending Indigenous rights and interests.27 This situation is reflected in the responses of the tundra Nenets to the question “Who do you count on most in solving your problems in extreme conditions?” Seventy percent of respondents reported relying primarily on themselves, friends and relatives; 17% of respondents also counted on the help of organizations and social movements representing the interests of the YNAO Indigenous peoples; and just 13% of respondents still place their trust in the local, regional and federal authorities (see Figure 1).




			Figure 1. Level of Trust among YNAO Nomadic Reindeer Herders in State Institutions and Official Indigenous Organizations, %
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Source: Author’s interviews

			It seems that this reassessment of current Indigenous problems and challenges has had a significant impact on the appearance of protest moods and served as a prerequisite for Indigenous resistance. Residents of the tundra see oil and gas development as necessary for the country. But their pessimism and sense of hopelessness are connected with the understanding that nothing depends on them, and they cannot rely on Indigenous “apparatchiks.” Galina Kharyuchi described how important Indigenous leaders are:

			I want to describe the case of the sacred Numto Lake on the border with the Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrug (KhMAO). Surgutneftegaz won licenses to work on the territory of this lake. Yuri Vella lived in the lake’s sacred places and actively defended the lake, coming into conflict with oil workers.28 He wasn’t afraid of anyone. But in 2013 Vella died and the lake was left unprotected. In 2017 we began to collect signatures on a petition to preserve sacred places and the lake itself. I turned to an influential decision-maker, saying, “Let’s send this letter of appeal.” He said, “No, it’s better not to send it. This is dangerous because we may be declared ‘foreign agents.”29 Imagine!? As a result, our relatives—Forest Nenets in KhMAO—were left without our help... The leader plays a huge role.30 

			This episode illustrates an important fact: the people were left without an elite31 capable of defending their interests in the face of multiple threats and uncertainty. In response, the Indigenous community put forward a leader “from below”: Eiko Serotetto, a young reindeer herder who lived not in the city, but in the village.

			“Voice of the Tundra”: Extreme Situations Give Rise to Extreme Leadership (The Context and Content of Indigenous Resistance)

			The term “extreme leadership” is not generally accepted in the scientific literature. The need to use this term derives from the extraordinary events of recent years and the reaction of the tundra nomads to these events. The difficult winter of 2013–2014, when there were mass reindeer deaths, and the summer of 2016, when there was an anthrax outbreak, elevated the Indigenous issue to an “extraordinary priority” on the national agenda. The rhetoric of catastrophe and panic often used to assess these events has given the problem a hypertrophied character and encouraged public engagement. In this situation, extreme leadership, as implemented by Voice of the Tundra, defines the crisis as a prelude to taking action. It is capable of using political arguments to demonstrate the relevance of the Indigenous peoples. This situation violates the usual notions of politics, as well-known Western researchers have observed.32 In the face of state dominance of the management and evaluation of Indigenous processes, the Voice of the Tundra group challenged the official regional authorities at all levels by taking the initiative to promote Indigenous interests. 

			It was the extreme situation that catalyzed the emergence of the Voice of the Tundra protest group. In more specific terms, the increase in the reindeer population in recent years has led to the depletion of existing tundra pastures,33 which threatens to leave the majority of animals starving or at least malnourished. The growth of the reindeer herds took place in parallel with the industrialization of Yamal, and the changing climate has had severe consequences for animals and reindeer herders. A list of these consequences paints a dramatic picture. In the winter of 2013–2014, there was an intense freeze that led to a mass loss of reindeer (about 90,000 animals died). In the summer of 2016, the record-breaking heat wave in the area, coupled with an excess of reindeer, led to an anthrax epidemic. During the spring of 2018, the cold spring and late freezes, combined with a lack of pasture land, led to further reindeer losses. This had important economic consequences: as Yamal researchers emphasize, “for a reindeer herder, a reindeer is in the economic sense a ‘bank card.’ An excess among the herd is perceived as insurance in extraordinary circumstances.”34 Private reindeer herders attribute the growth of reindeer herds not only to the desire to improve their well-being, but also to the fact that industrial enterprises do not provide them with direct monetary and other assistance that would guarantee their lives in the tundra in the event of the mass death of their reindeer. My interviews with reindeer herders showed that the extreme atmosphere, increased natural and environmental disasters, and permanent risks combine to create an atmosphere of uncertainty and fear for the future, all of which exacerbated the economic problems of nomads. Many families of reindeer herders lost more than half of their herds in the environmental cataclysm of 2013–2014. Nevertheless, in their words, they did not receive any assistance from either the state or the municipal authorities. At the same time, the regional leadership’s plans to reduce the reindeer population, which serves as the basis of life and welfare for tundra Indigenous peoples, caused particular concern among the nomads. The YNAO authorities have imposed this measure many times, causing additional tension in the Indigenous community.35 Reindeer herders—concerned that the state will not help them in the event of an emergency—do not want to reduce the number of animals by slaughtering more reindeer than necessary to meet the needs of their families. Due to their difficult conditions and the lack of external support, by 2018 the total income of the families of the majority of reindeer herders was less than the subsistence minimum by 33%.36

			The peak of Voice of the Tundra’s popularity came in 2016, after the anthrax epidemic in the district. It was then that the public began to speak of the problems facing Indigenous peoples. What was typical of this group and what did Eiko Serotetto demand? 

			The movement’s activities were based on the politicization of environmental and Indigenous problems. In the aftermath of these events, Eiko Serotetto posted a petition on social media addressed to Russian President Vladimir Putin, asking him to protect the habitat of the Indigenous peoples and preserve the reindeer population, as well as complaining about the infringement of Indigenous rights. The petition accused officials of the relevant department of being ignorant of the real life of the tundra and Indigenous people. Subsequently, Serotetto posted a petition entitled “Preserve the Home of the Nenets,” directed against the oil and gas companies. The petition argued that reducing the number of reindeer was beneficial to the gas industry (“nomads and their reindeer are the last hurdle for large oil and gas companies”). 

			Many of the problems of Yamal’s Indigenous population, which had previously been hushed up because of the “closing” of the indigenous theme, became known thanks to Eiko Serotetto. Activists at the Voice of the Tundra highlighted the devastating impact on indigenous communities wrought by the Arctic oil and gas corporations. The most provocative of Serotetto’s petitions was a boycott: “Don’t buy Russian oil and gas. They are produced through the destruction of entire nations.”37 Over time, as it evolved, the Voice of the Tundra project came to promote not only the goals of Indigenous development, but also broader social objectives. The range of problems brought to the public’s attention was vast: from ecological issues to the situation of the Indigenous people of the North; from corruption to problems in the healthcare sector; from forest fires in Siberia and Yakutia in the summer of 2019 to the concurrent Moscow street protests.38 This range of activity has attracted a great deal of sympathy for the movement beyond Indigenous communities. The Yamal case further refutes the conclusion of Russian sociologists S. Tulaeva and M. M. Mtydistantuk (based on a study in KhMAO, the Nenets Autonomous Region and Sakhalin) that “oil expansion forced Indigenous peoples to abandon the territories of their traditional livelihood in exchange for some material assistance.”39

			  The Voice of the Tundra greatly complicated the life of the regional authorities, who were not ready for such a development. The current movement is unique in its public character, which makes it particularly uncomfortable for the Russian authorities, who would prefer to “close” the inconvenient indigenous topic and act from a position of strength. Officials began to view the protest community not just as an act of resistance by the Yamal Indigenous peoples, but as subversive activity. The YNAO authorities accused the reindeer herders of engaging in information warfare. In a move that is typical for them, the authorities declared the activists of the Voice of the Tundra “foreign agents.”40 In particular, Sergei Klimentyev, director of the YNAO department of domestic policy, speaking in the regional parliament, said that “the group was artificially provoking a point of tension in the region to create a new political reality.” He went on to describe the Voice of the Tundra as “a great offensive information operation, which, of course, has its own script and its own control.”41 Such accusations sparked outrage among the group’s activists, who said that they “do not set the reindeer herders against the government,” that the authorities do not want to listen to the tundra, and that all the information used by the group is reliable because it is true and thoroughly vetted.42

			The Yamal authorities’ response to the activities of Voice of the Tundra was uncomplicated and proportional. YNAO officials began tracking Indigenous political sentiments on social media. In particular, local bosses wanted to know the following: how are the Indigenous represented in social networks; how do they speak out about the authorities; what do they write about online; and who is the thought leader among the Indigenous of the YNAO on social networks, particularly Instagram, VKontakte, and Odnoklassniki.43

			It will be interesting to watch the further political evolution of Voice of the Tundra’s leader. Having become a political actor and the head of a public social movement, Serotetto has designed a political strategy in which he interpreted the agency of the Indigenous peoples. Importantly, he did not settle for a narrowly Indigenous protest: by early 2018, Serotetto had formed a political alliance with the Communist Party. For the Communists, who have few charismatic leaders in their ranks, Serotetto was a real find. He became a delegated speaker for Pavel Grudinin, who was Putin’s main rival in the 2018 presidential election. Then Serotetto became a candidate for the regional parliament (the Legislative Assembly of the YNAO) from the Communist Party in 2018. The “red” Indigenous candidate explained to voters why he wanted to become an MP: “I am concerned about the poverty and insecurity of the Yamal Indigenous People, the decline in reindeer numbers and fish resources. I’m concerned about the conservation of the tundra’s natural environment. This is our home, we must preserve it for future generations.”44 However, this election and the activities of Serotetto himself showed that the Nenets community is not united; it is divided. It pits “nomadic Nenets against sedentary,” “tundra against the village.”45 Voice of the Tundra further divided the Indigenous community of Yamal. For example, the Tundra Nenets are Serotetto’s main audience and he was counting on their votes in the election. The settled Indigenous people did not support his activities. The fact that not all Indigenous supported Serotetto, coupled with numerous irregularities and instances of electoral fraud,46 predetermined Serotetto’s loss in the September 2018 Yamal parliamentary elections. He had to concede to his tribesman, the Nenets Stepan Vanuyto, a representative of the well-resourced United Russia.

			Conclusion

			The following conclusions can be drawn from the study. First, the Voice of the Tundra project cannot be considered only as a protest episode. It reflects the larger problems of Indigenous development in Russia: the transformation of Indigenous communities, the poverty and uncertain prospects of Yamal nomadic reindeer herders in the context of accelerated industrial development, and the crisis of Indigenous leadership and official Indigenous organizations.

			Second, with the “closing” of the indigenous theme, the Russian authorities tried to simplify the Arctic, reducing it to a resource: a source of minerals, work, tourism, and entertainment such as fishing and hunting. After the forced reorganization of RAIPON and the removal of its most prominent leaders, as well as the adoption of a chilling law on “foreign agents,” the Russian authorities “closed” the indigenous topic. Then, when many in Moscow thought that everything was under control, protest arose from “below”—from the Indigenous communities, who nominated from their midst new leaders, who created Voice of the Tundra. This is a new force, a fundamentally different political phenomenon for modern Russia. Young leaders living in the tundra took advantage of universal (network) communications, leading to a qualitatively different level of self-organization. New leaders and a new political force have rediscovered the Indigenous problem and placed it in the public spotlight.	

			Third, this study demonstrated that the Voice of the Tundra returned politics to the Indigenous sphere of Russia. The ontological explanation of the Voice of the Tundra is that the group spoke in the name of Nature and the People, whose material existence and world are threatened by the alliance between the state and big business. The appearance of Voice of the Tundra impeded the authorities’ political agenda vis-à-vis the Indigenous and provoked a public reaction from regional leaders and Russian nationalists. The Russian authorities were particularly troubled that Indigenous peoples were speaking out from the heart of the area that provided the state with lucrative energy resources, the Yamal tundra, which is also the heartland of nomadic Nenets. This conflict reveals a bio-political antagonism that turned into politics. Voice of the Tundra spotlighted a political conflict between two worlds: the global economic-industrial offensive and local communities. 

			The Russian state wants to control Indigenous communities and pursue paternalistic policies in relation to them. The Indigenous people, meanwhile, want to be equal contenders for land and resources. Former RAIPON Vice-President Rodion Sulyandziga described the relations along the “state-Indigenous” cleavage thus: 

			Talks about pensions, quotas, alcohol are important today. But we are not disabled, and all discussions of benefits and privileges benefit the authorities and lead away from the fundamental problems that are insoluble today. We need the state to understand us and our lives with nature, to be given the right to choose further development and to comply with Russian and international law. Today, all the basic rights of Indigenous peoples (priority rights and access to bioresources, inviolable and indefinite use of land and much more) have been emasculated by federal law.47

			Speaking immediately after the 7th RAIPON Congress at the end of March 2013, at which the authorities managed to “break” the independent spirit of the Association, Chukchi activist and advisor to the Chukotka governor Vladimir Etylin argued that “they are no longer deciding land issues in the interests of the Indigenous.... We want the Indigenous small-numbered peoples to become full participants in all socio-political and ethno-cultural processes in the country.”48

			Indigenousness is not confined to territorial community, but rather, as the American researcher Robert Paine emphasized, “territorial community becomes a resource for its members for interpretive creation.”49 The grassroots Indigenous protest, which fought to get Indigenous peoples’ interests represented, struggled to publicly express an Indigenous voice and raise local interests in the information and political arena. New media, such as VKontakte, have become a way of transmitting Indigenous voices and local anxieties. The creation of a communication network turned the Voice of the Tundra into a loud public movement at the regional level with a nationwide resonance. This reflects Jacques Ranciere’s thesis that politics is the space of manifestation of a certain subject, and the only existence of politics is litigation between identities, between worlds.

			Finally, this study confirms that examples of resistance provide valuable insights into the current problems and anxieties of Indigenous communities. This finding suggests that resistance can be an important research problem. On this basis, we may consider resistance as an analytical concept, one that is especially useful in cases where the state is engaging in new offensive campaigns to economically develop the North but is faced with protest activity from “below.”
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			The analytical part of the work was done in Japan. The author thanks Prof. Masahiro Tokunaga, who organized a month-long research internship for me at Kansai University, where this text was written. The author is also grateful to the leadership of Kansai University, which created excellent conditions for his work.
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			Abstract: This article provides an analysis of the political values of the Russian middle class. In contrast to those scholars who have viewed the middle classes as bastions of liberal democracy, we demonstrate that most members support the regime and favor statist values over liberal ones. However, the study also demonstrates that the middle class is not a homogeneous and cohesive body. A crucial divide here is between those members who depend on the state for their livelihood and those who work in the private sectors of the economy, and there are also important generational differences. The study also compares the values of the middle class with those of the general population.

			This article analyzes the political values of the Russian middle class over the period 2014–18. In contrast to those scholars who have viewed the middle classes as bastions of liberal democracy,1 our study demonstrates that in the current Russian climate, most members of the middle class support the regime and favor statist values over liberal ones. Over the period of our study, there has been a narrowing of the differences between the members of the middle class and the rest of the population. However, the study also demonstrates that the middle class is not a homogeneous and cohesive body. One of the crucial divides here is between those members who depend on the state for their livelihood and those who work in the private sectors of the economy. Moreover, there are important generational differences: in all sectors of the middle class and in the general population, younger people, particularly those below the age of 30, express more support for liberal values than statist ones.

			Our findings further show that in the period under study, there were important shifts in the political values of the general population, which are also reflected in the attitudes of the middle class. Russians started to place greater stress on reform as opposed to stability and to prioritize citizens’ welfare over Russia’s standing in the international arena. Passive support for democracy and the protest potential of the population (although mostly passive) likewise rose. 

			However, within the middle class, the concept of reform had a different meaning for members of the state and private sectors. Members of the private sector expressed greater desire for more radical changes and the creation of a new “social contract” between the state and the population. 

			Defining the Middle Class

			There is little scholarly consensus as to what criteria should be used when ascertaining who belongs to the middle class, and the widely different approaches used to define it have resulted in huge disparities in its estimated size: some claim the middle class is virtually nonexistent2 in Russia, while others suggest that it comprises more than 60% of the population.3

			Economists tend to focus on income and consumption. This approach is based on the idea of the middle class as the main consumer of goods and services, and thus its key criteria are the same as those used to measure a country’s standard of living. Some scholars use absolute measures, such as income level. Thus, for example, Banerjee and Duflo define the middle class in developing countries as those citizens earning just $2-$10 U.S. dollars per person per day (PPP),4 while a recent study by the World Bank defines middle class households as those with a per capita consumption equal to or higher than $10/day.5 Application of the World Bank’s definition to Russia currently puts well over a majority of the population in the middle class. Due to the fundamental changes in the population’s incomes that have occurred over the past 15 years, the middle class—according to these calculations—grew from 27% in 2000 to 60% in 2010.6 More recent data show that the expansion of the middle class (according to the World Bank’s definition) continued in 2014–15, and it now comprises about 90% of the population7—a fact that makes the use of such middle-class income ranges largely redundant at the current stage of Russia’s economic development. 

			Other researchers have proposed relative measures, where the middle class is defined as the share of people “in the middle” of the income distribution, calculated according to their position in one of the income percentiles (e.g., the third quintile, the second through fourth quintiles, the third through ninth deciles, etc.) or the relation of their income to the median income in the country. Thus, for Thurow, people are middle class if their income falls between 75% and 125% of the median income in a given society.8 According to this methodology, 35% of the Russian population fall into the middle class, while a further 20% are members of the “upper middle class” (with incomes 125%–200% of the median income).9 However, the standard of living for these groups in Russia is quite modest, as the median income in the country is fairly low.

			It should be stressed that many people worldwide earn money through the informal economy and from illegal sources, making it very difficult to paint an accurate picture of household income distribution in many countries. Income-based approaches also fail to capture low-income citizens who, according to other criteria such as education and occupation, would clearly qualify for membership of the middle class. Moreover, defining the middle class by income alone also fails to explain how such a diverse group of individuals can develop “a shared class identity, class consciousness or class culture.”10 Income-based approaches define “middle stratums” rather than “middle classes,” making them more applicable to an analysis of consumption patterns and living standards than to a study of norms, values, and behavioral patterns.  

			In contrast, sociologists most often adopt a Neo-Weberian analysis, which entails a set of multi-dimensional stratification indicators. On this perspective, in order to qualify as middle class, an individual has to hit a certain level on a number of criteria, which traditionally include education level, socio-professional status, self-identification, and income level. All the attributes used as measures of class identification seek to capture the essential, distinguishing characteristics of the middle class as a social class. Within the class structure, the lower class has no resources that are in demand by the market; the working class offers the economy simply its capacity for physical labor, which is homogenous and easily replaceable; and the middle class possesses human capital which generates income on the labor markets. Therefore, its key characteristics are socio-professional status (with a stress on the divisions between “employers and employees,” as well as between “manual and non-manual labor”) and education level. In Russia, these two criteria are often complemented by the criterion of wealth, as income and salary inequality in the country are partially related to non-market factors; wealth may depend not on education or social and professional position, but on the industry in which people work or the region in which they reside. These criteria are also sometimes complemented by self-identification, such that the middle class can be characterized by a shared sense of its social position and self-consciousness, which are prerequisites for the formation of common class interests.11 

			One of the first large-scale studies of the middle class in post-communist Russia, conducted by Maleva and Ovcharova, employs a “composite index” that includes three criteria: 1) income and property; 2) education and occupation; and 3) self-identification. If a person (or household) meets all three criteria, he or she is considered to be a member of the “core” of the middle class; a person who meets two criteria belongs to the “semi-core”; and a person who meets only one criterion is considered to be part of the “marginal” or “wider” middle class.12 According to a 2013 survey conducted in Russia by Maleva, Burdyak, and Tyndik that follows the same approach, 32.6% of households were middle class on the basis of income and property, 22.6% were middle class on socio-professional criteria, and 31.2% self-identified as middle class. The core of the middle class comprised just 8.1% of the population and the semi-core 21.9%.13

			Major surveys of the middle class in Russia have also been carried out by researchers at the Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences.14 They employ similar criteria to Maleva and Ovcharova to define the middle class: 1) income and property; 2) occupation; 3) education; and 4) self-identification. Those who meet all four criteria belong to the core of the middle class. However, by including those citizens with secondary specialist education (rather than restricting the criteria to higher education), they calculated that members of the middle class comprised 44% of the population in 2015. They further define a stable core of the Russian middle class (18% of the population) whose members not only fulfil all four criteria, but also hold the highest-ranking positions and have higher education and computer skills (leading managers, leading entrepreneurs, and high-level specialists). In addition, they identify what they call the periphery of the middle class, which is made up of citizens who meet the four criteria, but whose positions are much weaker and less stable due to their socio-professional and educational composition (non-manual routine workers, non-manual workers in trade and services with secondary specialist education, etc.). This group comprised 26% of the population in 2015.15

				In our study, we adopt a neo-Weberian perspective, which defines the middle class according to the following three criteria:

			
					Occupational status: non-manual workers, excluding non-qualified workers in services and trade, since previous studies have shown that the latter are closer to the working class with respect to their positions, behavioral patterns, and attitudes;16 for the unemployed, the definition excludes socio-professional status and is thus based on just two criteria;17

					Educational level: incomplete higher and higher education;

					Income: no less than median for the country as a whole. We use the income criterion in its relative form, defining its threshold not at the absolute level, but at the median of income distribution. This partly solves the problem of underrepresentation of informal earnings, which cannot be fully measured in mass surveys.

			

			Our definition of the middle class does not include subjective criteria such as self-identification. While we agree that the subjective approach is important, especially when it comes to measuring levels of socio-psychological well-being and the potential for social unrest, we find that a mix of objective and subjective approaches confuses the situation rather than clarifying it. Subjective stratification and subjective social class/stratum defined according to this framework are phenomena of a fundamentally different nature than objective class/stratum;18 they are based on, and influenced by, a different set of factors; and they produce different outcomes. 

			The empirical data for the study is drawn primarily from the seventh and ninth waves of the Monitoring Surveys, carried out by the Institute of Sociology, Federal Center of Theoretical and Applied Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences (IS FCTAS RAS Monitoring).  These waves were conducted in October 2017 and October 2018. Each sample included 4,000 individuals (members of the population aged 18 and older, residing in all regions of Russia, in both urban and rural areas; it is representative of the economic-territorial regions and the socio-professional groups, age composition, and types of settlements within them). We also use the data from two 2014 surveys by IS FCTAS RAS (carried out in the spring, n=1,600, and fall, n=4,000, both with the same representative sampling structure).   

			According to our survey analysis, the middle class (those who met all three criteria) made up 22% of population in 2014, 24% in the fall of 2017, and 25% in the fall of 2018. There are variations in the socio-demographic and socio-economic composition of the defined social groups. Thus, for example, the representation of the youngest members of the population among the employed members of the middle class was lower than among the general population outside the middle class (referred to as “other population” in Appendix A), while those in the most economically active age cohort (30–59) were more heavily represented in the middle class. Members of the middle class employed in the state sector were less likely to be males (only 38% compared to 48% in the private sector and 50% among other population). State-employed members of the middle class were found comparatively more often in megapolises (Moscow and St. Petersburg); members of the other population, meanwhile, made up relatively larger shares of the rural population. The socio-professional composition also differed among the different sectors of the middle class: in the private sector, the share of managers, entrepreneurs, and self-employed individuals was comparatively higher, while in the state sector almost 90% were professionals with higher education (see Appendix A). 

			We would expect that these variations are likely to shape middle-class values and political attitudes. (We will show, for instance, that age is a important factor in this respect.) It is precisely the interplay of these different characteristics that define the middle class as a special social subject holding certain political values. Therefore, the goal of our analysis is not to disentangle and compare the effect of different factors on the norms and values of its representatives, but to explore whether the middle class as a social group is similar or different to the other groups of the population in its political attitudes, whether it has the potential to be an agent of democratization, and whether it is homogeneous in its values.

			Modernization, the Middle Class, and Democracy

			 A large number of academic studies have linked the rise of the middle class to the development of democracy. As Bellin notes, the linkage can be traced back to Aristotle, “who argued that the larger the middle class, the more likely the chances of effective, cooperative, self-government.”19  More recently, seminal works by Moore and Lipset have stressed the vital role of the middle class in bringing about and sustaining democracy—as epitomized in Moore’s famous declaration, “No bourgeois, no democracy.”20 

			As Diamond notes, “after a country attains a middling level of development and national income, inequality tends to fall, reducing the social distance and political polarization between classes.”21 As people acquire more income and information, “they become more politically aware and confident, more inclined to participate in politics, to think for themselves, and thus to break free of traditional patron-client ties.”22 They gradually move from supporting materialist values (with a stress on economic security) to espouse what Inglehart terms post-materialist values.23 Moreover, according to Lipset, “Increased wealth also affects the political role of the middle class through changing the shape of the stratification structure so that it shifts from an elongated pyramid with a large lower-class base, to a diamond with a growing middle class.”24 The creation of a large middle class also “plays a mitigating role in moderating conflict, since it is able to reward the moderate and democratic parties and penalize extremist groups.”25 Middle-class citizens in authoritarian regimes, it is argued, play an important role in pushing for democratic reforms, then protect and promote democratic values once reforms have been enacted.26 

			However, history shows us that middle-class support for democracy is not universal. Rueschemeyer et. al. argue that while the middle class has at times supported democracy, it has “also opposed the extension of political inclusion to the working classes, and formed alliances with the landed upper classes to oppose democratic extension.”27 A number of important studies have illustrated the middle class’s support for fascism in Germany in the interwar period and the factors behind this (including social crisis, destabilization, and the cultural disorientation experienced by educated professionals).28 The middle class likewise supported the establishment of authoritarian regimes in Brazil, Argentina, and other Latin American countries in the 1970s29  and have propped up authoritarian regimes in Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand.30 In China, the highly state-dependent middle class “seems to be even less democratically oriented than other classes.”31  

			In Russia, the most stress has generally been placed on functions of the middle class other than its role as a political actor. During different periods of Russia’s post-communist history, the middle class has successively been viewed as: a social base for reforms, a barometer of the efficiency of liberal reforms, the most adapted socio-economic group, and a potential modernization actor.32 

			The role of the middle class as a promoter of democracy came to the fore after the wave of mass protests against the regime in 2011–13. However, to ask whether it was the middle class that led the protest movement once again requires answering the methodological problem of how that class is defined. Whereas some scholars argue that the protests were largely made up of members of the marginal middle class,33 other studies have demonstrated that there was a high degree of social differentiation among the participants of the protest demonstrations and their self-identification was not uniformly middle-class. Therefore, they argue, it would be an exaggeration to label the protests as predominantly middle-class.34 On the other hand, we can detect a number of similarities between the protest movement in Russia and the new social movements that emerged in Western countries in the late 1960s and which were initiated by members of the “new” middle class or its professional subgroups (in contrast to earlier social movements, which were largely made up of members of the lower classes, as well as workers and farmers). These new social movements spearheaded new demands on the state and brought to the fore new, typically middle-class problems, such as freedom of expression and identity politics.35 

			One or Many Middle Classes?

			One of the reasons why middle-class support for democracy is not universal is that the middle class is not homogeneous. Indeed, the middle class is made up of different groups of citizens with varying positions, interests, and attitudes. Looking at the Chinese middle class, Li outlines the following four social groups: 1) private entrepreneurs (the capitalist class); 2) professionals, managers, and government officials (the new middle class); 3) small employers, small business owners, and the self-employed (the old middle class); and 4) low-wage white-collar and other workers (the marginal middle class).36 For Ekiert, the presence of different segments of the middle class, which rely on different forms of capital (cultural, economic, social, and political) has fractured middle-class identity and solidarity and made it much more difficult for members of the middle class to act in concert.37 According to Koo, “Marxist scholars explain this lack of autonomous class ideology and politics among the middle classes in terms of their unique locations in the class structure… Using Wright’s terms, they are in a ‘contradictory class location,’ within which opposite class interests are simultaneously represented.”38 Due to its contradictory class location, “the middle class is assumed to be unable to maintain a consistent political ideology but continuously vacillates between the two poles according to shifting political conjunctures.”39

			Russian researchers have also pointed to the lack of homogeneity in the middle class and emphasized the need to consider its separate subgroups, either in the context of incorporated professional groups (professionals – semi-professionals – routine non-manual workers) or in terms of its concentric structure (core – periphery). In addition, middle class studies in Russia usually focus on the “new” middle class—that is, those who receive returns on their human capital (skills and qualifications). As for the “old” middle class, its share of the Russian social structure is rather small, since the development of small business activity and entrepreneurship in Russia lags considerably behind countries in Western and Eastern Europe, as well as the BRIC countries. 

			The Middle Class and the State in Russia

			Chen makes the important point that the impact of modernization will be very different “in early industrializing countries such as the United Kingdom and late industrialisers such as Germany, and late-late industrialisers such as Russia.”40 In particular, he argues that the state played a much more active role “in creating and shaping the middle classes in the late-developing world than it did in the early-industrialized countries.”41 This is certainly the case in Russia, where a substantial proportion of the middle class grew out of the former Soviet economic and political elites (“nomenklatura”).42 As Remington notes, “access to income and material status for the predominant share of those who by objective stipulative criteria can be treated as middle class continues to depend on their position in hierarchies of power.”43 

			The state-dependent nature of the Russian middle class has been well documented. According to Gorshkov and Tikhonova, 68% of the members of the core of the middle class worked for the state and only 13% in the private sector in 2014.44 According to our analysis, 46% of the members of the defined middle class and 21% of other members of the general population were employed in the state sector in 2018, while 26% and 47%, respectively, were employed in the private sector (see Table 1). Things looked similar in 2014: 47% of the middle class were employed in the state sector, compared to just 23% of other members of the general population. This reflects the fact that the structural positions pertaining to the middle class (demanding human capital and providing sufficient rents thereon) in the economic system of new Russia have been formed primarily in the state sector. This is similar to the situation in China, but it differentiates Russia from Western Europe. 




			Table 1. Concentration of Middle Class (MC) in the State Sector (2018, %)
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							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							State

						
							
							46

						
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							Private

						
							
							26

						
							
							47

						
					

					
							
							Currently not employed

						
							
							28

						
							
							32

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.




			In Russia, we would expect there to be differences in the interests and values of those members of the middle class who are dependent on the state for their livelihood and those who work in the private sector. As Rosenfeld demonstrated in her study of the mass protests of 2011–13, “professionals employed in the public sector were significantly less likely than the private-sector middle class to mobilize” and “state dependence reduced the likelihood of protest by more than 25% among the middle class and 50% among the non-middle class.”45 She found that state-sector protesters were less likely to express grievances in the politicized language of rights and freedoms than their private-sector counterparts. They were also more likely to value stable development and the standard of living over political liberty and regime change. For members of the state-dependent middle-class groups, protest was not about democratic transformation, but securing a better deal from the regime.46

			Our study also shows that there are important differences in the values of members of the state and private sectors of the middle class. These differences, however, are not very large. They have also been overshadowed by growing demands from all parts of society to address the pressing socio-economic problems afflicting Russian society. 

			Political Values of the Russian Population and the Middle Class

			When members of the Russian population are asked the question, “Do you think Russia needs democracy?” the results consistently show high levels of support. In the period between 2005 and 2015, for instance, support for democracy ranged from 56% to 67%.47 According to our analysis of IS RAS FCTAS data for 2018, 49% of the population considered the word “democracy” to have positive connotations, while 42% were neutral.    

			But what do Russians mean by democracy? The results of numerous polls demonstrate that a majority of citizens associate democracy much more with the provision of social justice, economic security, and public order than with the classic tenets of liberal democracy.48 There is a general level of “passive support” for liberal democracy among the population: although democracy is considered to be a necessary element of the political system, it is not seen as the most important aspect of its development. In the current socio-economic conditions, Russians are more concerned with issues more directly related to their everyday life—that is, those connected with the role of the state in securing the wellbeing of citizens and providing social justice. Against this backdrop, political issues, including democracy, fade into the background. 

			Moreover, the idea of Russia as a dominant power in the international arena has for some time enjoyed strong levels of support. According to 2016 data by the Russian Public Opinion Research Centre (VTsIOM), 38% supported Russia striving to be a global superpower and 40% agreed that Russia should aspire to be one of the 10-15 most politically influential countries.49 As such, international affairs were presumably more important to the general population than domestic politics at this time. 

			However, an important shift in public opinion began to take place during the period of our study. When citizens were given a choice between Russia being a superpower or paying more attention to the welfare of its citizens, 67% of respondents in 2014 strongly preferred the first option, with just 37% saying that citizens’ welfare was more important. By the fall of 2018, however, the balance had tipped narrowly in favor of citizens’ welfare (51%) over Russia being a superpower (49%), highlighting the importance of solving domestic social problems. Moreover, there were growing demands for reform, as we will discuss below. 

			Turning to support for democracy, we find that this lags far behind support for issues of a socio-economic nature. Although the IS FCTAS RAS data found that the share of citizens who believed Russia needed to follow democratic norms and respect human rights grew from 14% to 20% between 2014 and 2018, this was outpaced by support for other issues, including; a developed economy, a high level of state welfare, powerful armed forces, a high level of culture, and a “national spirit.” While there is passive support for the ideals of democracy as a concept and this support is increasing, the actual demand for democracy is much less pronounced than the earlier high levels of support for Russia becoming a superpower in the 2010s and the current demand for solutions to the country’s socio-economic problems. 

			But how do the values of the general population differ from those of the middle class? Below, we turn to examine this question.

			The Values of the State and Private Sectors of the Middle Class

			Our surveys show that members of the middle class, like the population as a whole, favor material security over political freedoms, but there are important variations between middle-class members of the state and private sectors. As Table 2 shows, when citizens were asked, in a 2018 survey, to choose from a list of future scenarios for the country (where they were allowed to choose more than one answer), members of the state and private sectors of the middle class both chose “social justice” as their top option, a choice that has been universal for all citizens in recent years.50  Levels of support for social justice increased in 2014–18, rising from 46% to 55% among the members of the state sector of the middle class and from 41% to 59% among those in the private sector, making members of the private sector the most active supporters of this category. 

			Table 2 further shows that support for human rights, democracy, and freedom of self-expression increased: from 32% to 41% for members of the state sector, and from 29% to 42% for members of the private sector. 

			These developments in the attitudes of the middle class closely tracked the trends in the general population. Here, the share of supporters of “social justice” increased from 47% to 59%, while the percentage of those who supported the option “human rights, democracy, and freedom of self-expression” rose from 27% to 37%, making the latter more popular than the idea of Russia regaining its great-power status.   

			 

			


Table 2. Which of the Following Ideas for the Future Development of Russia Do You Prefer?

(2018, %; more than one answer permitted; working population) 

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
							
							Other population

						
					

					
							
							Social justice

						
							
							55

						
							
							59

						
							
							58

						
					

					
							
							Human rights, democracy, freedom of self-expression

						
							
							41

						
							
							42

						
							
							36

						
					

					
							
							The return of Russia to great-power status

						
							
							35

						
							
							30

						
							
							30

						
					

					
							
							Return to national traditions and time-tested moral values

						
							
							28

						
							
							23

						
							
							27

						
					

					
							
							A strong power that is able to provide order 

						
							
							26

						
							
							23

						
							
							25

						
					

					
							
							A free market, private property, minimum state intervention in the economy

						
							
							19

						
							
							21

						
							
							15

						
					

					
							
							Converging with the West

						
							
							14

						
							
							22

						
							
							12

						
					

					
							
							Russia primarily for the Russians

						
							
							11

						
							
							10

						
							
							13

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.




			Is Russia a Democracy?         

			Turning to questions of middle-class attitudes toward regime classification, less than half of the members of all sectors of the middle class consider Russia to be a democracy (see Table 3). However, there are important variations between the groups.




			Table 3. Do You Think Modern Russia Can Be Called a Democratic Country? (2017, %; working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							 

						
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
							
							Other population

						
					

					
							
							Certainly is + rather is

						
							
							47

						
							
							41

						
							
							44

						
					

					
							
							Rather no + certainly no

						
							
							32

						
							
							43

						
							
							33

						
					

					
							
							Index = those who gave a positive response minus those who gave a negative response

						
							
							15

						
							
							-2

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							n/a

						
							
							21

						
							
							15

						
							
							23

						
					

					
							
							Of those who gave a certain answer:

						
					

					
							
							Certainly is + rather is

						
							
							59

						
							
							49

						
							
							57

						
					

					
							
							Rather no + certainly no

						
							
							41

						
							
							51

						
							
							43

						
					

					
							
							Index = those who gave a positive response minus those who gave a negative response

						
							
							18

						
							
							-2

						
							
							14

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2017.




			More middle-class respondents in the state sector consider Russia to be a democracy (47%) than do not (32%), for an overall index of 15%. In contrast, for members of the private sector, the opposite is true, with slightly more people (43%) considering Russia not to be a democracy than think it is one (41%), for an index of -2. The rest of the population also gave a more positive than negative assessment, for an index of 11%. Overall, 59% of those who agreed that Russia could be considered a democracy belonged to the state sector, while the figure for private-sector respondents was ten points lower, at 49%. Here, it is important to note that some of the variations between social groups may be due to different understandings of the concept of democracy among the population. 

			Support and Trust in Political Institutions

			The fading-out of the post-Crimea euphoria, along with the adoption of unpopular policies—such as the pension reform of October 2018, which raised the pension age for both men and women—have led to an increase in citizen dissatisfaction with the political system in general (see Table 4). Trust in the President has fallen, as have the levels of trust in the government, the Duma, and especially political parties. The overall lowest level of trust, -57%, was expressed by members of the private sector of the middle class in 2018 when asked about their trust in parties. These results show that the middle class, like the general population, has a low estimation of the work of the key political institutions of the country, with the exception of the Presidency, but even here, levels of trust have fallen sharply in recent years. 

			Table 4 further shows that members of the private sector of the middle class expressed lower levels of trust in each political institution than members of the middle class working in the state sector. (This held true both in 2018 and 2017, regardless of whether the “other population” expressed higher or lower levels of trust in these institutions). The Index of Trust in the President (which is calculated as the level of trust minus the share of “do not trust” answers) was +31% for members of the state sector and +25% for members of the private sector in 2018 (and + 61% and +46% in 2017).

			Change versus Stability

			Survey data over the period 2014–18 show that demands for reform among members of the general population gradually began to take precedence over support for stability. There are several reasons for this development. First, as we noted above, Russians started to give as much priority to welfare issues as they did to Russia’s standing in the international arena (51% and 49%), and this led to an increase in calls for social and economic reforms. In this respect, members of the state and private middle class showed important differences: while the state middle class still gave higher priority to strong state power and military forces (56% vs. 44% prioritizing welfare), welfare was clearly the dominant concern amongst members of the private middle class (42% vs. 58%). Second, the economic crisis that started in 2014 has led to a general understanding that stability can quickly turn into economic stagnation.51 

			Over the period 2012–14, the share of Russian citizens who were oriented toward stability was around 70%, with about 30% articulating

			demands for change. After the annexation of Crimea in 2014, the share of those who were reform-oriented reached a peak of 56% in the spring of 2017 before falling in 2018 to equal the number of those who prefer stability.




			Table 4. Trust in Political Institutions (2018, %; working population)

Source: Nationwide Monitoring Surveys carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2017 and 2018.




			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
							
							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							President

						
					

					
							
							Trust

						
							
							60

						
							
							53

						
							
							54

						
					

					
							
							Do not trust

						
							
							29

						
							
							28

						
							
							29

						
					

					
							
							N/a

						
							
							11

						
							
							19

						
							
							17

						
					

					
							
							Index of Trust

						
							
							+31

						
							
							+25

						
							
							+25

						
					

					
							
							For comparison: Index of Trust in fall 2017

						
							
							+61

						
							
							+46

						
							
							+53

						
					

					
							
							Government

						
					

					
							
							Trust

						
							
							37

						
							
							32

						
							
							28

						
					

					
							
							Do not trust

						
							
							49

						
							
							54

						
							
							54
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							14

						
							
							14

						
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							Index of Trust

						
							
							-12

						
							
							-22

						
							
							-26

						
					

					
							
							For comparison: Index of Trust in fall 2017
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							-14

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							State Duma

						
					

					
							
							Trust

						
							
							25

						
							
							21

						
							
							19

						
					

					
							
							Do not trust

						
							
							53

						
							
							64

						
							
							61
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							22

						
							
							15

						
							
							20

						
					

					
							
							Index of Trust

						
							
							-28

						
							
							-43

						
							
							-42

						
					

					
							
							For comparison: Index of Trust in fall 2017
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							-28

						
							
							-21

						
					

					
							
							Political Parties

						
					

					
							
							Trust

						
							
							19

						
							
							9

						
							
							14

						
					

					
							
							Do not trust

						
							
							63

						
							
							66

						
							
							62
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							18

						
							
							25

						
							
							24

						
					

					
							
							Index of Trust

						
							
							-44

						
							
							-57
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							For comparison: Index of Trust in fall 2017
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							-49

						
							
							-38

						
					

				
			

			


Turning to the middle class, if we look at the Index of Support for Reform presented in Table 5, we see that it is currently around zero for both the private and the state sectors. In contrast, in 2014 it was much lower: -52% for the state sector and -40% for the private sector. 

			Thus, our data show that demands for reform have been forming in all segments of the population, including both sectors of middle class, and there has also been a narrowing of the differences between them. Moreover, the surge in support for change that occurred in 2017 among the private sector of the middle class declined in 2018.




			Table 5. Which Do You Prefer: Reform or Stability? (2014-2018, %; working population)




			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
					

					
							
							2014

						
							
							2017

						
							
							2018

						
							
							2014

						
							
							2017

						
							
							2018

						
					

					
							
							Reform of the economy and politics

						
							
							24

						
							
							50

						
							
							49

						
							
							30

						
							
							58

						
							
							51

						
					

					
							
							Stability is more important than reform

						
							
							76

						
							
							50

						
							
							51

						
							
							70

						
							
							42

						
							
							49

						
					

					
							
							Index

						
							
							-52

						
							
							0

						
							
							-2

						
							
							-40

						
							
							16

						
							
							2

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring surveys carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2014–18.




			We should also stress that reasons for supporting reform differ between the state and private middle classes. Table 6 shows that the state-sector middle class places more emphasis on individual opportunities, while the private middle class supports more radical reforms that require the development of a new “social contract” between the population and the state—that is, the creation of new “rules of the game” and a renewed economic course. 

			Political Protests

			In the wake of what were perceived to be highly fraudulent elections to the State Duma in December 2011, mass protests swept the Russian capital and engulfed scores of cities and regions. It has been estimated that between 70,000 and 120,000 protesters participated in the largest demonstrations, which took place in Moscow on December 10 and 24, 2011; February 4, 2012; and March 5 and 10, 2012.52 Since then, the regime has gradually been able to regain the political initiative. By adopting a blend of policies that employ both the “carrot” and the “stick,” the Kremlin has been able to pacify most members of the opposition. 




			Table 6. What Do You Mean by Reforms? (2018, %; working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
							
							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							New rules that regulate society

						
							
							28

						
							
							33

						
							
							33

						
					

					
							
							New economic course

						
							
							50

						
							
							56

						
							
							49

						
					

					
							
							New social policy

						
							
							43

						
							
							43

						
							
							41

						
					

					
							
							New opportunities for individual self-realization

						
							
							17

						
							
							10

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							New people in power structures

						
							
							31

						
							
							29

						
							
							30

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.




			In 2018, support for protest activities in some respects came close to the situation in 2012: 7% of respondents affirmed that they were ready to participate in protests themselves. That being said, the mobilization potential of the population was lower in 2018 than in 2012: 45% were indifferent to the protest activities (compared to 33% in 2012) and the share of those who showed approval without participation was also lower (36% in 2018 compared to 46% in 2012) (see Table 7). 




			Table 7. How Do You Personally Feel about People Taking Part in Protest Actions, Demonstrations, etc.? (2012–18, %)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							2012

						
							
							2013

						
							
							2016

						
							
							2017

						
							
							2018

						
					

					
							
							Approving, participate in them ourselves

						
							
							7

						
							
							4

						
							
							4

						
							
							4

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Approving, although do not participate in them ourselves

						
							
							46

						
							
							35

						
							
							30

						
							
							29

						
							
							36

						
					

					
							
							Disapproving

						
							
							14

						
							
							14

						
							
							16

						
							
							18

						
							
							12

						
					

					
							
							Indifferent

						
							
							33

						
							
							47

						
							
							51

						
							
							49

						
							
							45

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring surveys carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2012–18.




			As for the middle class, a much higher percentage of the state-sector middle class expressed their disapproval of the protests than other groups in 2016 and 2017. However, by 2018, both active and passive support for protest activities had increased among all segments of the population. The state-sector middle class showed the highest level of polarization: they had both the largest share of those who were ready to participate in protests themselves and the largest share of those who disapproved of the protests, though the latter share has gone down noticeably since 2016. The state-sector middle class also had a larger share of indifferent citizens than the private-sector middle class, which by the end of 2018 had the highest levels of passive support for the protests: 45% approved of the protests, though without participating themselves (see Table 8).




			Table 8. How Do You Personally Feel about People Taking Part in Protest Actions, Demonstrations, etc.?

(2018, %, working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

						
							
							MC—private

						
							
							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
					

					
							
							Approving, participate in them ourselves

						
							
							4

						
							
							11

						
							
							5

						
							
							6

						
							
							3

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Approving, although do not participate in them ourselves

						
							
							29

						
							
							34

						
							
							31

						
							
							45

						
							
							30

						
							
							38

						
					

					
							
							Disapproving

						
							
							23

						
							
							16

						
							
							15

						
							
							10

						
							
							14

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							Indifferent

						
							
							44

						
							
							39

						
							
							49

						
							
							29

						
							
							53

						
							
							45

						
					

				
			

			Source:Nationwide Monitoring surveys carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2016 and 2018





In line with our earlier discussion showing that Russian citizens are more concerned about economic security than civil liberties, there was greater support for those protests which were organized to defend economic and social rights than those organized to fight for political freedoms (Table 9). However, compared to the results found by Rosenfeld, discussed above,53 our more recent data demonstrate that the differences between the state and private sectors are not very marked. The most noticeable dynamics in 2016–18 concerned the members of the private-sector middle class, whose representatives became more receptive to the idea of protesting to protect their social and economic rights, thus once again demonstrating their higher levels of adaptability to the current situation, as well as their greater mobilization potential.

			


Table 9. “If in the Near Future in Your City/Rural Area, There Will Be Mass Protests or a Political Meeting, Are You Ready to Take Part in Them?” (% of those who chose “definitely” and “probably”) (2016-2018, %; working population)

Source: Nationwide Monitoring surveys carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2016 and 2018.
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							MC—private

						
							
							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
							
							2016

						
							
							2018

						
					

					
							
							Meetings and demonstrations in defense of democratic rights and freedoms (freedom of speech, assembly, procession, etc.)

						
							
							18

						
							
							17

						
							
							16

						
							
							19

						
							
							18

						
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							Rallies and demonstrations in defense of economic and social rights of citizens

						
							
							27

						
							
							28

						
							
							23

						
							
							32

						
							
							30

						
							
							34

						
					

				
			

			


Statist vs. Liberal Values

			Whereas in the 2000s overcoming the ideological splits of the nineties and the formation of value synthesis was part of the overall strategy of the Putin regime, by the middle of the 2010s ideological “neutrality” had been replaced in Russia’s domestic and foreign policies by a new orientation toward the inculcation of neo-conservative values, with the “conservative majority” viewed as the social base of support for this shift. As the economy has faltered, the regime has sought to regain legitimacy by promoting ideas of patriotism and there has been new stress on the importance of Russia’s unique moral and spiritual values. Such a turn toward socially conservative values gives rise to a number of questions, the most important of which being whether this majority actually exists in reality and whether it really is a bearer of conservative/traditional values.

			Studies of the general political orientations of modern Russian society, and the characteristics of the conservative and liberal groups that exist within it,54 demonstrate the ambiguity of the very concept of “conservative majority” as applied to the Russian population. Moreover, the problems of a “conservative majority” and an “active minority” are part of the broader research field of cultural dynamics and socio-cultural modernization. Those scholars who work on the problems of cultural dynamics in Russian society have employed different methodologies for measuring it,55 but they universally show that cultural differentiation and pluralization are increasing, while norms and values are becoming more heterogeneous. However, these results refer mostly to the values that guide people’s everyday life rather than their political values, which, as we shall demonstrate, are more homogeneous. 

			As can be seen from Table 10, the different subgroups of the middle class have different attitudes toward the country’s future development. Although there is support for the proposition that “Russia should become a democratic state,” there is a general tendency toward the dominance of statist values in the state-sector middle class, while for the private-sector middle class there is a split between statist and liberal values. Thus, for example, 70% of the state-sector middle class and 57% of the private-sector middle class chose the option which called for strengthening the state’s power over the economy, while just 30% and 43%, respectively, chose the option that called for less state intervention in the economy. In addition, Table 10 shows that 68% and 61% of the members of the state and private sectors of the middle class supported the current government despite its shortcomings. At the same time, while a majority of the members of the state-sector middle class supported media censorship, the private-based middle class was split; the same was true for the choice between “reviving national traditions” and “moving forward,” and between  strengthening the




			Table 10. Which Statement in Each Pair Do You Agree With? (2018, %, working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC–state

						
							
							MC–private

						
							
							Other Population

						
					

					
							
							Strengthening centralized power, vertical of power

						
							
							60

						
							
							53

						
							
							56

						
					

					
							
							Decentralization of power, the expansion of the rights of regional and municipal authorities

						
							
							40

						
							
							47

						
							
							44

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Russia needs to revive national traditions and values

						
							
							53

						
							
							49

						
							
							53

						
					

					
							
							Russia should move forward, toward a modern way of life 

						
							
							47

						
							
							51

						
							
							47

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Even considering all its shortcomings, the current government in Russia still deserves support

						
							
							68

						
							
							61

						
							
							60

						
					

					
							
							The current government should be replaced at all costs

						
							
							32

						
							
							39

						
							
							40

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Strengthening state control over the economy, the development of state planning

						
							
							70

						
							
							57

						
							
							69

						
					

					
							
							Refusal of state intervention in the economy, development of the free market

						
							
							30

						
							
							43

						
							
							31

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							It is necessary to introduce moral censorship over the media and art in order to combat the propaganda of immorality 

						
							
							66

						
							
							50

						
							
							61

						
					

					
							
							Mass media and art should be completely free from censorship

						
							
							34

						
							
							50

						
							
							39

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.




			“power vertical” and or “decentralization.” Thus, while there is a general dominance of statist orientations among the Russian population, there is a greater divergence of attitudes within the private middle class. 

			Differences in the statist-sovereign or liberal orientation of Russians are more clearly visible when measured by an Index constructed on their support for the alternative positions provided in Table 11. The index identifies two polar groups, which we label the “liberal” and “statist.” To define the “statist” orientation, the shares of respondents who chose the first statements in three or more (60% of the total) and four or more of the pairs (80% of the total), were identified. The same process, based on the number of choices of the second statements, was carried out to calculate “liberal” orientation.




			Table 11. Share of Those Who Consistently Choose Liberal/Statist Values (2018, %, working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							MC—state

							(%)

						
							
							MC—private

							(%)

						
							
							Other Population

							(%)

						
					

					
							
							Liberal

						
					

					
							
							3 and more out of 5

						
							
							29

						
							
							44

						
							
							33

						
					

					
							
							4 and more out of 5

						
							
							15

						
							
							25

						
							
							16

						
					

					
							
							Statist

						
					

					
							
							3 and more out of 5

						
							
							71

						
							
							56

						
							
							67

						
					

					
							
							4 and more out of 5

						
							
							47

						
							
							38

						
							
							39

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.

			


As Table 11 demonstrates, less than 30% of the members of the state-sector middle class and less than half of the private-sector middle class chose 3 or more of the liberal values, and 15% and 25%, respectively, selected 4 out of 5. As regards the statist values, they are much more pronounced in the state-sector middle class: 71% chose at least 3 statist statements out of 5 (compared to 56% among the private-sector middle class). There is also a clear inclination toward statist values among members of the general population. For the private middle class, this inclination is less pronounced, though statist values still predominate.

			Variation in the Values of Different Age Cohorts of the Middle Class56

			A number of studies have demonstrated important variations in the values of citizens who belong to different age cohorts. There is a consensus in the literature that younger citizens are generally more supportive of liberal values. Thus, for example, a survey carried out by scholars at the Russian Institute of Sociology demonstrates clear differences between the values of Russian youth under the age of 30 and those of older citizens.57 When citizens were asked to choose between the statements a) “Russia needs a strong hand to maintain order in the country” and b) “Political freedoms and democracy is something that cannot be waived under any circumstances,” the highest support for option “b” came from 18-30-year-olds (43%). The percentage supporting this proposition fell as respondents’ age increased, with the lowest support coming from those aged over 60 (22%). The values of the youth are important, as according to Aron, citizens aged between 20 and 30 years of age make up the largest age cohort in the country (approximately one-quarter of the population) and it is this group that “will dominate the political landscape for the next 40 years.”58 

			When we examine the values of the different age cohorts within the middle class, we see a similar picture to that found among the population at large. As can be seen in Table 12, a majority of the members of the middle-class support reform over stability (52%), but there are significant differences between the age cohorts, with by far the highest support for reform coming from those under age 30 (58%).




			Table 12. Which Do You Prefer: Reform or Stability? (2018, %, working and non-working members of MC)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Under 30

						
							
							30–59

						
							
							60 and older

						
							
							MC in general

						
					

					
							
							Reform of the economy and politics

						
							
							58

						
							
							51

						
							
							49

						
							
							52

						
					

					
							
							Stability is more important than changes

						
							
							42

						
							
							49

						
							
							51

						
							
							48

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.




			Table 13. Which Statement in Each Pair Do You Agree With? (2018, %, working and non-working members of MC) 

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Under 30

						
							
							30–59

						
							
							60 and older

						
							
							MC in general

						
					

					
							
							Strengthening centralized power, vertical of power

						
							
							56

						
							
							56

						
							
							57

						
							
							56

						
					

					
							
							Decentralization of power, the expansion of the rights of regional and municipal authorities

						
							
							44

						
							
							44

						
							
							43

						
							
							44

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Russia needs to revive national traditions and values

						
							
							43

						
							
							54

						
							
							59

						
							
							52

						
					

					
							
							Russia should move forward, toward a modern way of life 

						
							
							57

						
							
							46

						
							
							41

						
							
							48

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Even considering all its shortcomings, the current government in Russia still deserves support

						
							
							69

						
							
							64

						
							
							61

						
							
							65

						
					

					
							
							The current government should be replaced at all costs

						
							
							31

						
							
							36

						
							
							39

						
							
							35

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							Strengthening state control over the economy, the development of state planning

						
							
							55

						
							
							68

						
							
							73

						
							
							65

						
					

					
							
							Refusal of state intervention in the economy, development of the free market

						
							
							45

						
							
							32

						
							
							27

						
							
							35

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							It is necessary to introduce moral censorship over the media and art in order to combat the propaganda of immorality 

						
							
							49

						
							
							63

						
							
							72

						
							
							61

						
					

					
							
							Mass media and art should be completely free from censorship

						
							
							51

						
							
							37

						
							
							28

						
							
							39

						
					

				
			

			Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS, 2018.




			Table 13 demonstrates that in general, statist-sovereign values are more dominant among the older groups, while the values of the youth are more liberal-oriented. Thus, for example, support for “Russian national traditions, moral and religious values” rises with age (43%-54%-59%), as does support for the statement “It is necessary to strengthen the state’s influence on the economy, politics and social processes” (55%-68%-73%). The proposition “It is necessary to introduce moral censorship over the media and art in order to combat the propaganda of immorality” similarly has the least support among the youth (49%-63%-72%). Still, even middle-class youth cannot be considered to be liberal—survey data places them in-between statist and liberal values, even if on the more liberal end, in comparison to the other age groups. Moreover, there is one noticeable exception: middle-class youth are even more supportive of the current Russian government than other age groups. 

			Their consistent choices highlight the fact that the younger members of the middle class are more liberal-oriented, but at the same time, as Table 14 demonstrates, statist attitudes still predominate. 




			Table 14. Share of Those Who Consistently Choose Liberal/Statist Values among Different Age Groups in the Middle Class (2018, %, working and non-working members of middle class)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Under 30

						
							
							30–59

						
							
							60 and older

						
					

					
							
							Liberal

						
					

					
							
							3 and more out of 5

						
							
							43

						
							
							32

						
							
							34

						
					

					
							
							4 and more out of 5

						
							
							25

						
							
							18

						
							
							16

						
					

					
							
							Statist

						
					

					
							
							3 and more out of 5

						
							
							57

						
							
							68

						
							
							66

						
					

					
							
							4 and more out of 5

						
							
							38

						
							
							44

						
							
							52

						
					

				
			

			Source:Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.





However, these age-based variations hold true not only for the middle class, but also for members of the general population. In fact, age-based differences seem to be more prominent than those based on class. For example, support for the rejection of state intervention in the economy and the development of a free market among middle-class age groups has the sequence of results 45%-32%-27%, a similar dynamic to the 42%-28%-21% among the rest of the population. Support for moving forward, towards a modern way of life, in contrast to reviving national traditions and values, among the middle class age groups produced the sequence 57%-46%-41%, while for the rest of the population it was 60%-44%-33%. Thus, the youth from all social groups are more liberally oriented, while class affiliation plays a greater differentiating role among older age cohorts.

			Conclusion

			The period from 2014 to 2018 in Russia was characterized by important shifts in the population’s attitudes. Changes in the political values of the middle class have followed the same trends as the population in general. Both groups are united in their concerns over the decline in the standard of living, as well as the universal demand for social justice that has increased in recent years, and both have prioritized reform over stability 

			However, the middle class is not homogeneous and there are many important divisions within it. As our study has shown, members of the private sector of the middle class are more divided in their values than members of the state sector. Overall, they have less trust in political institutions than members of the state sector, and they seek more radical reforms that will require the development of a new “social contract” between the population and the state. 

			 In addition, younger members of the middle class, and particularly those below the age of 30, express the most support for liberal values—however, this is also true for the youngest members of the other social groups. In general, generational differences seem to be more prominent with respect to political values than class. The youth from all social groups are more liberal-oriented, while for older age groups, class affiliation plays a greater differentiating role.

			In conclusion, our research demonstrates that it is not correct to argue that members of the middle class will give universal support to democracy and liberal values. Situated in a contradictory class location, “variability, inconsistency, and fluidity has been the hallmark of middle class politics” (Koo 1991, p. 493), and in many countries, the middle class has propped up authoritarian regimes when its interests have been threatened. As has been demonstrated in this study, the Russian middle class, which is dominated by members of the state, largely supports the regime, and most of its members hold statist values. However, our study also shows that there are variations in support for liberal and statist values across the different sectors of the middle class, as well as within the middle-class groups themselves, where the divide is sharpest between those members employed in the private sector. 




			Appendix A. Composition of Middle Class and Other Population (2018, %, working population)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Socio-demographic composition

						
							
							MC—State

						
							
							MC—Private

						
							
							Other population

						
					

					
							
							Age

						
					

					
							
							Under 30

						
							
							16

						
							
							21

						
							
							24

						
					

					
							
							30–59

						
							
							80

						
							
							76

						
							
							73

						
					

					
							
							60 and older

						
							
							4

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Gender

						
					

					
							
							Male

						
							
							38

						
							
							48

						
							
							50

						
					

					
							
							Female

						
							
							62

						
							
							52

						
							
							50

						
					

					
							
							Settlement Type

						
					

					
							
							Megapolis

						
							
							18

						
							
							13

						
							
							9

						
					

					
							
							Regional center

						
							
							32

						
							
							35

						
							
							23

						
					

					
							
							Other urban

						
							
							41

						
							
							32

						
							
							41

						
					

					
							
							Rural

						
							
							9

						
							
							20

						
							
							27

						
					

					
							
							Education

						
					

					
							
							Higher or incomplete higher

						
							
							100

						
							
							100

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							Lower than higher education

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							87

						
					

					
							
							Socio-Professional Status

						
					

					
							
							Manager of all levels, self-employed

						
							
							9

						
							
							28

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Professional with higher education

						
							
							87

						
							
							67

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Routine non-manual worker with no higher education required

						
							
							4

						
							
							5

						
							
							16

						
					

					
							
							Routine worker in sales and services

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							Manual worker

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							52

						
					

					
							
							Sector

						
					

					
							
							State

						
							
							100

						
							
							0

						
							
							30

						
					

					
							
							Private

						
							
							0

						
							
							100

						
							
							70

						
					

				
			

			Source: Nationwide Monitoring survey carried out by the IS FCTAS RAS in 2018.
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