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			Abstract: Aleksey Navalny launched crowdfunding in Russia as a way to fund opposition activities. This article provides short analyses of this technique, examining case studies of Navalny’s RosPil project, Boris Nemtsov’s pamphlets about President Vladimir Putin, Moscow’s 2011 protest demonstrations, the Moscow Helsinki Group, Pussy Riot and local electoral campaigns. Even as the Kremlin steps up measures to control the Internet, crowdfunding is a useful tool for raising money to support civil society and opposition activities. 

			Crowdfunding is one of the most interesting new trends shaping on-line political activity in Russia.1 Crowdfunding means raising money for political leaders and organizations via the Internet in order to support projects that embody specific political ambitions. Crowdfunding typically refers to efforts aimed at raising funds from a large number of donors. Crowdfunding includes both monetary and in-kind resources, which can produce a significant yield even if personal contributions are small. 

			“Political crowdfunding” is a suitable generalizing term to describe the phenomenon under consideration here. We define political crowdfunding as public funding or collective cooperation among large numbers of people who consolidate their money or other resources, usually via the Internet, for political projects.2 The concept has implications for democracy and civic consciousness among the population in Russia. 

			Development of the Internet in Russia

			Before digging into the topic of crowdfunding, we provide a brief overview of the Internet in Russia. The Internet has penetrated deeply into Russia in recent years. The share of active users (Russian citizens who use the Internet at least once a day) was 50.1 percent in the summer of 2014, according to the Public Opinion Foundation. This figure translates to 58.4 million people.3 Annual growth among users who go on-line at least once a month is 9 percent, while for daily users it is about 12 percent.

			Over the last 10 years, the number of active users has increased from 5.3 million to 58.4 million individuals. Among monthly users, the audience has grown from 14.1 million to 70.7 million. The most rapid period of growth took place between summer 2007 and fall 2013. During this period the number of daily users increased five times over its previous level, the number of weekly users increased four times, and the number of monthly uses increased three times. 

			People also began to use the internet more often. In 2004, 37 percent of users said that they had gone on line in the last day, 29 percent during the last week, and 29 percent during the last month. However, by summer of 2014, 81 percent said that they had used the internet in the last day, 14 percent had used it in the last week, and 5 percent in the last month. 

			For the development of crowdfunding in Russia, the practice of on-line payments is just as important as the penetration of the internet. In the summer of 2013, 18 percent of the population had in the previous month paid for something on-line by ordering goods or services in an internet store, 14 percent had paid for goods with electronic money, and 11 percent had managed bank accounts through the internet.4 Five percent of the population in the second half of 2013-first half of 2014 had contributed money to charities or people with needs who were unknown to the giver. One percent had transferred money to support such projects as internet publications, producing musical albums, or holding events. 

			The World Wide Web is becoming an important arena for political activity in Russia and its influence on real political processes is developing into a crucial factor of social reality. Thanks to the speed and ease with which it distributes information, the Internet overcomes spatial limits and social differentiation. Therefore, virtual space offers a platform for an open, competitive political life and active civic participation in it.

			Development of the Russian Internet as a new space for communication and organization is part of a global trend actively studied by researchers. Scholars have focused on a variety of aspects, including the Internet as a network space;5 online activities, forms, and mechanisms;6 the impact of Internet technologies and Internet activity on the democratization of the political process and election campaigns;7 the characteristics of communication and discourse on the Internet;8 and crowd behavior.9 In addition to these general studies, Eric Schmidt and Jared Cohen seek to place Russia in the global context by examining the first results of Navalny`s online activity and crowdfunding campaigns.10

			Advantages of Political Crowdfunding as a Mechanism of Political Participation

			Political crowdfunding has a number of advantages over such conventional forms of participation as membership in political parties or voting in elections. The key features which ensure its efficiency and high potential for citizens and politicians include:

			А) Advantages for citizens

			1. Influencing political life. Citizens who do not participate in social or public activities are still able to support their preferred political force in general as well as certain targeted initiatives which correlate with their own interests.

			2. Increasing accountability. Upon transferring money, a person evolves from a mere supporter into a co-investor. A co-investor expects the political leader to provide an adequate report on how he or she used the money donated for a certain project, thereby enhancing responsibility and transparency in public politics.

			3. Expanding political consciousness. Investing one’s own money, even in small amounts, implies responsibility and scrupulousness in selecting a political group to support, whereas during elections people often make random choices without due consideration of all the candidates and the impact that they are likely to have.

			B) Advantages for politicians

			1. Creating a positive image. Relying upon mass sponsorship allows a politician to hold himself or herself out as the “people’s” choice, who acts on behalf of citizens, while sidelining the bureaucracy or businesses that usually sponsor politicians.

			2. Advertising the politician and his or her initiatives. Fund raising constitutes a communication event which draws attention to the political force that arranged it.

			3. “Bypassing” the government. By means of crowdfunding, opposition politicians can implement projects directed against the interests of the ruling political forces, at least to the extent that the authorities cannot influence Internet activity.

			4. Attracting young supporters. Raising funds via the Internet helps to attract the attention of young people who are the most promising voters.

			5. Forming a strong core of supporters. As people invest their own money in a political group they usually remain interested in its activity and feel involved in it. Thus, they become more steady supporters than, for example, people who only voted for a political group during the elections.

			Political crowdfunding reveals the level of actual support for a politician and his or her political activity. Accordingly, the transferred amount (assuming that it came from a large number of small contributors rather than a small group of rich investors) in Russian conditions is a more objective popularity indicator for a political initiative than the results of elections, which even apart from fraud, may reflect various unrelated tendencies.

			Despite these advantages, crowdfunding also has drawbacks. Among the shortcomings are:

			1. The risk of idea appropriation. The political group using crowdfunding has to disclose details of the project to be financed at early stages of its implementation. These revelations create the possibility that political competitors may “borrow” an interesting idea. 

			2. Donors’ identity is revealed. Such transparency results because raising funds via campaign offices rules out the use of anonymous Internet transfer systems.

			3. Limitations for political groups. Politicians who use crowdfunding must be open and ready for dialogue with ordinary citizens. Their activity must be transparent as much as possible. This limits the possibilities for political maneuvering as well as opportunities for undertaking unpopular measures.

			4. Limited audience. In spite of the fact that the number of Internet users is growing, the Internet audience is still only a part of the total electorate. Therefore, a crowdfunding strategy does not reach large parts of society that do not use the Internet.

			Apart from these drawbacks, the numerous advantages of crowdfunding make it a promising mechanism of political activity.

			Comparing Russian Political Crowdfunding Campaigns 

			Since political crowdfunding is just beginning in Russia, only a few significant campaigns have been carried out to date. In order to understand the trend lines of crowdfunding development in Russian conditions, it is important to compare these campaigns across organizational and performance indicators. The following case studies of political crowdfunding activities will examine:

			
					the sum collected;

					campaign duration;

					average income per day;

					number of donors;

					average contribution sum; and

					campaign organization expenses.

			

			These criteria allow an accurate quantitative estimation of a campaign’s effectiveness, as well as its scale and audience. Analysis of the data will help to answer such questions as: “How much support does society offer to the initiators of political fund raising campaigns?” and “How many citizens are ready to participate directly in modern political activities?” Knowing the answers to these questions will provide a sound estimate for Russian society’s social activism potential.

			We will compare the fund raising mechanisms used by the campaign initiators to identify trends across these dimensions. Also in order to assess the role of popular Internet activists in attracting interest to crowdfunding campaigns, we will highlight the presence of partners who support each of the campaigns we consider.

			The following sections comprise a comparative analysis of the Russian political crowdfunding campaigns organized from the beginning of 2011 through 2014. All data for analysis were obtained from public sources, such as Internet blogs written by organizers of the campaigns under study and blogs of their partners.

			Fund Raising Campaign for Alexei Navalny’s RosPil Project 

			Alexei Navalny trained as a lawyer but used his blog to gain prominence as Russia’s chief independent anti-corruption crusader. He began to attract widespread attention among Russia’s Internet audience in 2007, when he bought small shares in large state-owned corporations and launched investigations of top management activity in these companies. Thanks to his investigations of companies like Gazpromneft, Transneft, Sberbank, and VTB,11 which uncovered previously hidden abuses, he succeeded in building a large base of enthusiastic supporters. 

			Navalny’s initiative acquired a political character due to his active criticism of Russia’s leaders, campaign against the pro-Kremlin United Russia party, and direct participation in numerous protest actions. Over time, Navalny became one of the central leaders of Russia’s opposition movement.

			In December 2010, Navalny launched RosPil, a non-commercial public project aimed at reducing corrupt practices in the government procurement process. A key component of the campaign was the project website: http://rospil.info/.

			From the beginning, Navalny declared that he would raise the money required to pay the salaries for lawyers employed by the project using voluntary contributions from Russian citizens. He added that all expenses would be made absolutely official and transparent.

			RosPil became Navalny’s flagship project and a cornerstone of his anti-corruption activity. The funds flowing in to support the project demonstrated broad societal support for Navalny as a social and political leader. Raising funds for RosPil was the first large-scale campaign of political crowdfunding in Russia and served as an example for the political crowdfunding actions which followed it. 

			The campaign launched on February 2, 2011, and scored an immediate success. As Navalny himself noted, the initial amount and speed of money inflows far exceeded his expectations. Over the first two days, approximately 1 million rubles surged into Navalny’s account through the Yandex Money payment system.

			Following the strong initial burst, the rate of money flows declined. During its first five days, the project raised approximately 2.5 million rubles. Over the course of February 2011, 5,174,293 rubles arrived. However, over the course of the next year, through March 2012, supporters provided just 3,688,212 rubles. As can be seen in Figure 1, the first month of the campaign yielded more money than the rest of the period. 



			Figure 1. Money Collected for Rospil Project
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			The start of the first Russian political crowdfunding campaign generated an immediate and powerful wave of interest. This success means that Navalny’s intuition was accurate when he decided to tap into the demand for new methods of influencing the political situation, a demand that had formed among opposition-minded Internet users who were striving to realize their potential. Navalny offered a chance for people to invest their own money into a real protest project and it was widely supported in the Internet, where the protest mood was growing as people sought concrete outlets for their energy.

			An average of 200,000 rubles per day flowed into RosPil’s account each day during the first month of the campaign. Over the course of the 13 month campaign, however, the average flow was 22,900 rubles.

			A large number of Internet users took part in the fund raising campaign. By May 4, 2011, 13,790 people had made contributions. This figure suggests that the network of donors was not limited to a small group of patrons, but that RosPil had won mass social support. Such a conclusion is also confirmed by the average contribution size, 485.52 rubles, a sum that almost any Russian citizen can afford.

			The only expenses for organizing the campaign were the fees for account maintenance and money transfer, which was deducted automatically by the payment system out of the money collected.

			Reports on the amounts of money raised and related spending were published in Navalny’s blog and on RosPil site. It must be noted that the reports were not regular. In particular, during the first month of fund raising, information on the progress of the campaign was published several times per month. Later there were significant intervals between reports, sometimes lasting for months. Information on the RosPil site is general, showing the total amount of money raised, account balance and expense items for the project. The lack of regularity and the reports’ formality created an opening for Navalny’s opponents to claim that he was deliberately concealing information and embezzling money from RosPil.12

			A “monitoring group” of four well-known bloggers, Rustem Agdamov, Oleg Makarenko, Anton Nosik and Alexander Pluschev, acted as project partners. They were provided with the key to the RosPil account in the Yandex Money system so that they could monitor all of RosPil’s financial transactions. The bloggers were able to ensure the transparency of expenditures. Apart from providing project transparency, engaging the popular bloggers, with their large followings, helped publicize the project across the Internet.

			RosPil’s fund-raising success has proved that political crowdfunding is not only possible in Russia, but boasts a great potential. When organizing his fund raising campaign, Navalny employed the main resources he had available: his personal popularity and authority as an anti-corruption leader – his blog boasted around 50,000 subscribers – as well as the high protest potential of the Internet audience. Navalny also chose an efficient mechanism for collecting funds, Yandex Money, which did not charge large fees and eschewed legal red tape.

			In spite of the unprecedented success of the campaign, the intensity of fund raising started to decline rather quickly. After the several million rubles collected during the first days, subsequent transfer rates gradually fell to zero. This drop can be explained by the fact that the majority of people who were ready to participate in the initiative made their contribution within the first days and months of the campaign, and secondly, by the fact that the culture of systematic participation in such interactive mechanisms of social activism is still developing in Russia.

			Fund Raising for Nemtsov’s Report “Putin. Corruption”

			In recent years, representatives of the opposition fought against the ruling government by publishing expert reports that reveal the inefficiency or criminality of official activities. Leaders of the Solidarity movement, such as Boris Nemtsov, Vladimir Milov, and Ilya Yashin, produced and distributed these reports. The first of these pamphlets to receive broad publicity was a report entitled “Putin. Results,” which was issued with a 5,000 copy print run in 2008. After the document gained some attention on the Internet, it was reissued in 2010 with a print run of one million hard copies13 and was distributed in many cities of Russia. In 2009, Solidarity published a report entitled “Luzhkov. Results,” documenting abuses by then Moscow Mayor Yurii Luzhkov, as well as several other reports.

			A poll dedicated to “Putin. Results” carried out by the Levada-Center in January, 2011, demonstrated the effectiveness of this form of political activity. At that time, 400,000 hard copies of the report had been distributed,14 and the text of the report had been publicly available on the Internet for approximately three years. About 4 million people had read the report (around 4 percent of Russia’s adult population) and approximately 18 million people had heard of its existence.

			In spring 2011, Nemtsov, Milov, Vladimir Ryzhkov and Olga Shorina presented their new report “Putin. Corruption” examining venality among Putin’s team. The first edition of the report was limited to 11,000 copies issued at the expense of the cochairmen of the Solidarity Party.15

			However, the authors suggested that the main edition of the report should be financed by citizens of Russia by means of fund raising via the Internet. They decided to determine the number of copies to be issued based on the amount that they managed to raise. Nemtsov made no secret that he was inspired by Navalny’s positive experience of raising several million rubles for the RosPil project.16

			Collecting 1,838,209 rubles during the first month made it possible to print 440 copies of the report.17 In December 2011, the authors launched a fund raising campaign for the second edition of “Putin. Corruption,” and the proceeds allowed them to publish 135,000 copies at the beginning of 2012.18

			Nemtsov applied Navalny’s methodology without introducing any major changes to it. As with the case of RosPil, Yandex Money served as the mechanism for collecting money and a “supervisory board” made of four public leaders, Dmitrii Muratov, Oleg Kashin, Irina Yasina and Oleg Kozyrev, was created to monitor the process of spending the collected money. Following Navalny, Nemtsov covered the progress in fund raising through his personal blog (which at that time had 11,000 subscribers).

			Fund raising for the project lasted exactly one month, March 28 to April 28, 2011. During that period money flowed into Nemtsov’s account rather steadily (Figure 2).



			Figure 2. Dynamics of Fund Raising for “Putin.Corruption”
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Approximately 2,000 people contributed an average of 900 rubles. Typically, Nemtsov received 61,273 rubles per day on average. Nemtsov’s support base was much smaller than what Navalny was able to attract. However, his audience was substantial enough to say that he had a respectable level of support. The size of the average payment indicates a large share of big donations, which were most likely made by the authors of the report and their teammates.

			In his blog Nemtsov published regular and rather detailed reports about how much money he was receiving and later he provided a detailed report on his expenditures for the publication. The accurate reporting and increasingly familiar type of campaign helped Nemtsov avoid accusations that he was simply embezzling the collected money.

			Fund raising for publication of “Putin. Corruption” can be called a success. Nemtsov and the other authors of the report achieved the goal they set for themselves: namely, they earned enough financing to publish numerous copies of the report. Moreover, the campaign, as well as references to it in the mass media, drew extra attention to the text of the report and its authors as active opposition politicians.

			Nemtsov’s ability to collect 1.8 million rubles versus Navalny’s 5 million provides a rough estimate of the differing levels of popularity for the two politicians in the protest movement. These figures correspond to the number of subscribers to the blogs by the two (around 50,000 versus 11,000 respectively), the ratio of which generally correlates with the ratio of the raised sums. The outcome of the two campaigns illustrates that crowdfunding success in Russia depends on the organizer’s personality and the level of his popularity.

			Fund raising for the “Putin. Corruption” report became the second successful crowdfunding campaign in Russia. Nemtsov proved that Navalny’s initial success was not a one-time or unique phenomenon. His campaign showed that an efficient action can be carried out even without a powerful information boom like the one that accompanied the debut of crowdfunding performed by Navalny. Nemtsov’s experience showed that other politicians could employ crowdfunding as well.

			An interesting peculiarity of fund raising for the “Putin. Corruption” publication is the fact that Internet-users transferred money after they had read the report on the Internet. The goal of the fund raising was to make the report available to people who do not use the Internet. Thus, part of Russian society donated money to provide another part with information, which is a remarkable example of civic consciousness.

			Fund Raising for the Protest Meetings in Moscow

			After the December 4, 2011, State Duma elections, mass protest meetings erupted in many Russian cities. The protesters expressed their disagreement with the falsification of the election results, discontent with the results of Putin’s rule, and other concerns. The largest demonstrations took place in Moscow, where as early as December 5, a rally at Chistye Prudy gathered several thousand people.

			But the unprecedented scale of participation for Putin-era Russia came with the demonstration that took place on December 10, 2011, on Bolotnaya Square, with attendance estimates ranging from 25,000 participants (according to the Chief Internal Affairs Directorate19) to 80,000 participants (according to the organizers20). The core motif of the rally was the appeal “For fair elections!”

			Although the Bolotnaia Square protest was able to mobilize large numbers of people, supporters of the existing government sought to discredit the gathering by arguing that it had been financed from abroad. The opposition movement Solidarity paid 300,000 rubles to organize the rally.21 Solidarity’s detractors claim that it is financed via American non-profit organizations,22 which allowed critics of the demonstration organizers to claim that the Bolotnaya action sought to overthrow the legitimate government in Russia and was a continuation of the 2004 Orange Revolution in Ukraine.

			In the face of these allegations, the initiators of the protest rallies sought to defend the reputation of their supporters in actions that followed the initial Bolotnaya Square rally. They wanted to demonstrate that as the protest organizers, they were real citizens of Russia, but not “agents of the U.S. State Department.” Moreover, the growing number of participants required a significantly larger budget to pay for the technical aspects of the rallies: the larger crowd participating in the street action forced the organizers to provide a high-quality, powerful sound system, a large stage with large screens, and other necessary logistics.

			Funds for the rally held on Sakharov Avenue on December 24 were raised via the Internet. The crowd sourcing ensured the transparency of the event’s financing, drew more attention to the rally and gave interested citizens an opportunity not only to protest at the demonstration, but also participate directly in its organization. And, even more importantly, this format of financing disproved claims that the protest movement existed only because of Western sponsorship.

			This crowd sourcing campaign had its own specifics, which were related to the exceptionally limited time for fund raising – efforts to collect money for the rally lasted only four days. During such a short period, the organizers managed to raise around 4 million rubles, with approximately 1 million rubles received a day. Approximately 4,000 people participated in the fund raising campaign and the average contribution was 1,000 rubles. Money was transferred to the electronic wallet in the Yandex Money system belonging to Olga Romanova, one of the meeting organizers.

			Romanova reported on the income and expenses by means of posts on her Facebook page. This kind of reporting has disadvantages. Namely, not all interested Internet users are registered on Facebook. Moreover, reports can easily get lost in the bulk of posts on a user’s page and it is difficult to identify them, unlike posts in blogs. In addition to her Facebook posts, videos were posted to the Internet showing organizing committee sessions where Romanova reported on the account status and expenses.

			It is impossible to define a single organizer responsible for raising funds for the meeting. The organizing committee of the rally that initiated the fund raising effort comprised a number of well-known political and social leaders. The presence in the committee of such admired cultural celebrities as Boris Akunin, Dmitry Bykov, and Leonid Parfenov not only promoted wide publicity for the campaign, but also ensured the authority of the organizing committee when it came to entrusting money to it.

			The unprecedented success of this crowdfunding campaign was due to the fact that it was held in parallel with the peak of social protest activity in Russia. The Internet campaign intended to raise funds for a post-election rally, which gathered many tens of thousands of active citizens and was directly connected to real protest outside the World Wide Web. At the forefront of a powerful protest movement, the organizers raised more money than they anticipated within a short term.

			The fund raising campaign for the December 24 rally highlighted one of the main success factors of Internet crowdfunding, which is to focus the campaign’s goals on public moods and a relevant social and political agenda. In combination with a highly popular off-line project (such as the rally on Sakharov Avenue), a crowdfunding campaign can break all records of success. In this situation, it will not only provide necessary financing, but will also attract the contributions of people, who for a variety of reasons, cannot take part in the off-line activities. Mobilizing these additional resources enhances the overall scale of the project.

			Fund Raising for Leonid Volkov’s Campaign

			On December 4, 2011, the same day as the election to the State Duma, the Sverdlovsk Region held its Legislative Assembly elections. Leonid Volkov, then a member of the Yekaterinburg City Duma, stood as a self-nominated candidate. On November 23, the Supreme Court made a final ruling to withdraw Volkov from the election based on claims that the signatures he had collected in support of his candidacy were not authentic.23 However, despite its abrupt end, Volkov’s campaign is of interest as one of the first election campaigns in Russia financed mostly by means of crowdfunding.

			Volkov presented himself as a deputy who was fighting against the iniquity of United Russia officials, particularly Sverdlovsk Governor Aleksandr Misharin. In order to create his image as an honest politician, Volkov decided to finance his campaign by means of voluntary contributions from citizens. The project was challenged by the fact that the law strictly limits individual contributions to 4,000 rubles24 and requires the contributor to provide his or her passport data. These legal provisions exclude anonymous money transfers via such systems like WebMoney and Yandex Money. However Internet-banking systems are available in which the donor can transfer money to the candidate’s election fund directly from his or her account or bank card with the relevant passport data specified.

			Volkov achieved considerable success through this form of fund raising, since he was able to collect over 1 million rubles during his campaign. Individuals donated 832,850 rubles, 75 percent of the total sum.25

			The fund raising effort lasted for 2 months, September 26 to November 26, 2011. Volkov received money from 361 persons. The average payment amount was 2,300 rubles. On average 13,433 rubles flowed into the election fund each day. Volkov reported on his fund raising progress by means of regular posts in his personal blog (about 5,000 subscribers) that included detailed information on the account balance and all expenses.

			The number of donors may look moderate at first glance, but the relatively low numbers can be explained by the regional scale of the campaign and the relative complexity of transferring money to a candidate’s fund when the donor has to work through Russian banks. With due consideration of these limitations and acknowledging the unusual nature of such action at the regional level, Volkov’s fund raising campaign should be recognized as a vivid example of successful political crowdfunding. Moreover this campaign is one of the first examples of electoral crowdfunding, which is still not widespread in Russia.

			Volkov’s campaign benefited from the repeated references Alexey Navalny made to it in his blog. Obviously support by a celebrity who has already succeeded in crowd sourcing is helpful for other campaigns’ success. Moreover, Volkov’s accomplishment is related to the possibility to involve donors who had participated in previous crowdfunding campaigns. Thus, it is almost certain that some of Navalny’s donors also transferred money to Volkov, even if they did not live in the Sverdlovsk Region.

			Thanks to his innovative fund raising, Volkov managed to achieve transparency in his election fund filings and this demonstrated accountability contributed to his positive image. At the same time, he showed that it was possible to arrange an efficient electoral campaign without the support of high level regional officials and big business.

			Navalny’s Second Fund Raising Campaign for RosPil, 2012-13

			Two years after the start of the first fund raising campaign for his RosPil project, Navalny decided to launch a new crowdfunding campaign for the anti-corruption effort. A new round of active fund raising was necessary because the first wave of sponsoring had mostly faded away. The campaign that had been active at the beginning of 2011 had slowed considerably by the summer. For 4 months, September to December inclusively, the project raised only 600,000 rubles from individual contributions out of a total 8.6 million rubles, which had been collected by that time. Two years after the launch of the fund raising campaign, the project needed a further infusion of support to continue operations.

			During the first fund raising period, from February 2011 to December 2012, the project built up a sum unprecedented for Russian crowdfunding – 10,029,320 rubles. Because the project had spent 9,278,011 rubles, RosPil had only 751,000 rubles left for operational expenses, including payments to employees, tax payments and Yandex Money fees.

			Continuing the practice started in his first campaign, Navalny chose to launch the new campaign with a statement in his personal LiveJournal blog. As one of the most popular runet bloggers,26 Navalny has approximately 50,000 subscribers.

			The new RosPil fund raising campaign began on December 19, 2012. The main peculiarity of the effort was the choice of tools for collecting money. For example, along with the Yandex Money system, which had functioned well during the previous campaigns, the organizers arranged for support via the largest international debit electronic payment system, PayPal. This system had never been used in large Russian projects related to political crowdfunding before. The use of PayPal brought a major change into the crowdfunding process – it ensured easy money transfers for RosPil from outside Russia. Additionally, donors could make transfers through banks and via bank card.

			As with the first campaign, the most intensive money inflow came at the beginning of the campaign. During the first four hours following Navalny’s announcement of the campaign, 1,216,953 rubles arrived in RosPil accounts. This rate is significantly higher than the results of 2011, when two days were required to collect the first million rubles. During the first 4 hours 1,272 money transfers took place, and the average contribution was 957 rubles.27 It must be noted that this amount is more than double the average donation in the 2011 campaign.

			During the first day of fund raising, the project accumulated around 3.5 million rubles. The largest share of this amount (over 2 million rubles) came from contributions made via the international PayPal system (Figure 3).28 Most likely, the success of the international payment system in the Russian crowdfunding campaign results from the fact that after pressure was put on donors who gave during the first campaign, many decided to transfer money via foreign jurisdictions to preserve their anonymity from Russian authorities.

			

Figure 3. Share of Money Transfer Tools: RosPil
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			The success of PayPal also suggests that it gave Russians who live abroad an opportunity to take part in the Russian political process. Russians in other countries likely are more adapted to crowdfunding activities and they also might be willing to support political activity inside Russia. At the same time, there was a notable drop in the number of donors from inside Russia.  

			During the first week of the campaign, RosPil collected around 7.4 million rubles.29 In total for the whole period of fund raising until April 1, 2013 (a little over 3 months), 11,005,119 rubles were collected.30 Therefore, the same tendency as in the first campaign was present. Money flowed with high intensity during the first days after the launch and then dropped to a more moderate rate during the later period.

			In total, around 8,250 donors participated in the crowdfunding campaign, which is less than 60 percent of the number of sponsors during the first RosPil fund raising campaign (the number of donors then was around 14,000). The greater revenue of the second campaign was due to a much larger average contribution.

			In terms of income, the second RosPil fund raising campaign turned out to be even more successful than the fund raising efforts of 2011. This second campaign did not attract the level of mass media attention received by the first fund raising campaign. In 2011 Navalny’s project marked the first experience of political crowdfunding in Russia, but now crowdfunding projects do not attract so much publicity. In fact, political crowdfunding is becoming a rather habitual tool shaping the interaction between politicians and citizens and therefore is perceived by the Internet audience as a normal phenomenon.

			Moreover, the second RosPil campaign showed that funds can be raised successfully without massive information activities in the conventional mass media. The success of the second fund raising campaign for RosPil confirmed Navalny’s status as a leader in the area of Russian political crowdfunding and allayed fears that the first RosPil fund raising campaign might have been the only truly full-scale campaign in the history of Russian political crowdfunding. 

			Fund Raising by Lyudmila Alekseeva’s Moscow Helsinki Group 

			Another remarkable crowdfunding campaign in the political arena came from Russia’s oldest human rights organization – the Moscow Helsinki Group led by Lydmila Alekseeva. According to its organizational charter, the Moscow Helsinki Group (MHG) assists in the protection of human rights and the development of democracy in Russia. With this goal in mind, since the day of its incorporation, the MHG has been working to detect violations of human rights and pressure the government in order to ensure that the Russian government conforms with the international human rights obligations that it has committed itself to.31

			For many years this organization was working on donations and grants from various sources, including foreign foundations.32 However, in 2012 a new federal law required non-commercial organizations that used foreign financing and participated “on behalf of foreign sources in political activities carried out on the territory of the Russian Federation” to register as “foreign agents.”33

			Many human rights organizations, including the MHG, chose to surrender their foreign financing in order to avoid being branded with the “foreign agent” label. Consequently, in November 2012 the Moscow Helsinki Group announced a fund raising campaign to support its work, as from that moment they decided to look to Russian financing sources to support their operations. The organizers declared that any money collected would be used to maintain the office and the site of the organization as well as to provide on-going monitoring of the human rights situation, set up a counseling office, and other related activities.34 A remarkable aspect of this campaign was the use of WebMoney as one of money transfer tools as this system plays a role in crowdfunding campaigns less often than Yandex Money.

			The fund raising campaign launched on November 25, 2012, and lasted for about two weeks. On December 11 Lyudmila Alekseeva anounced that the organization had raised 2.5 million rubles,35 which was enough to support MHG’s work during all of 2013.

			However, this campaign had a range of specific features, which reduce its status as a crowdfunding campaign. The MHG provided no report on the amount of money it received so it is impossible to determine the number of contributions and their average amount. Moreover, based on mass media comments, it was evident that out of the total collected sum of 2.5 million rubles as much as 1 million rubles were donated by oligarch Mikhail Prokhorov, while another considerable sum had come from the charity concert of Yury Shevchyuk and his group DDT in the Central House of Architects in Moscow. Only a few hundred thousand rubles of the total raised sum were donated by individuals on line.36

			These circumstances lead to the conclusion that the MHG fund raising campaign achieved a relatively moderate success. It is obvious that in the modern political culture of Russia only a rather thin social layer is interested in protecting human rights and this kind of protest effort does not evoke much response even among Russian Internet users.

			Besides, the success of the charity concert by the popular showman Shevchyuk was noticeable. In many cases charity events (which form a long tradition both abroad and in modern Russia) still remain a more efficient tool for financing socially significant projects than on-line fund raising.

			Raising Money for Yevgenia Chirikova’s Electoral Fund 

			The mayoral election in Khimki, a Moscow satellite town, became the most prominent political event in autumn 2012. The campaign attracted the attention of the mass media not only due to the economic and political significance of Khimki, a town located just outside the Russian capital, but also due to the outstanding and extraordinary pool of candidates participating in the mayoral race.

			In particular, the candidacy of Yevgenia Chirikova, a popular blogger, social activist and a member of the opposition’s Coordination Council, drew attention. She had earlier gained national popularity in the course of a protest campaign seeking to protect the Khimki forest from planned federal highway construction.

			Having registered as a candidate in September 2012, Chirikova decided to adopt Volkov’s successful practice of using crowd sourcing to finance her electoral fund, so she announced the launch of a fund raising campaign in her LifeJournal blog. In view of limitations imposed by Russian electoral laws, there were only two ways to transfer money to the campaign – bank and internet banking transfers. These are the only tools that allow a complete verification of a donor’s passport details, as required by Russian laws. The laws also limit the maximum sum of a donation to 2,000 rubles per person.

			Over the course of one month leading to election day, Chirikova’s fund raised approximately 500,000 rubles.37 According to Chirikova, her income was limited due to numerous problems with bank transfers. In the course of the campaign, it became clear that the bank transfer mechanism suffered numerous breakdowns and that quite a few transfers failed to reach the electoral fund. Chirikova’s campaign office and representatives of the banks gave differing opinions on the situation. The banks referred to errors in transfer details, the “human factor,” and technical issues, while Chirikova claimed deliberate sabotage of her election financing by the banks. She claimed that banks with state capital, such as Sberbank, purposefully impeded money transfers made to support her.38

			Such issues with banks demonstrate one of major limitations on the scale of electoral crowdfunding in Russia, namely, legal restrictions that strictly limit transfer amounts and require the use of complicated bank transfers. These conditions undermine one of the main requirements for successful crowdfunding, namely quick and easy communication between the donor and fund raiser.

			Additionally, Chirikova’s example reveals the limited levels of social interest in providing financial support for regional electoral campaigns, even in those cases when these campaigns attract enormous attention and are vividly covered in federal mass media. Simple counting shows that the number of donors for Chirikova does not exceed several hundred people, which is rather a moderate number.

			However, along with Volkov’s experience, Chirikova’s campaign has proved that electoral crowdfunding can be implemented in Russian conditions and that doing so can result in a certain level of success.

			Fund Raising to Support Pussy Riot

			On February 21, 2012, Pussy Riot, a Russian feminist punk rock group which engages in unauthorized performances in provocative places, performed a “punk prayer” entitled “Holy Mother, Chase Putin Away!” in the Cathedral of Christ the Savior in Moscow. The incident caused a huge public response both in Russia and abroad.

			At the peak of public attention to Pussy Riot and the criminal proceedings against the members of the group which followed the incident, Pussy Riot advocates decided to launch a fund raising campaign to support the group. The important peculiarity of this campaign was its decentralization: the fund raising was carried out in Russia and, at the same time, by several methods abroad.

			One of the group’s lawyers, Nikolai Polozov, announced a fund raising campaign to support Pussy Riot in March 2012 within Russia. For this purpose an account was registered in the Yandex Money system which accumulated 551,236 rubles during the first year of its operation.39 Fund raising ended in March 2013, when the group replaced its legal team. The organizers of the campaign provided no information on the number of donors or the average size of the contributions.

			At the same time lawyer Alexander Goldfarb announced fund raising for Pussy Riot abroad with transfers via PayPal. In addition, in August 2012, the Voice Project, an American human rights organization, joined the fund raising campaign. They collected money via several different platforms, set up charity events and sold T-shirts with the appeal: “Free Pussy Riot!” Also some fund raising was done by Björk, who earned about $3,500 by selling T-shirts on her site.

			The total contribution to Pussy Riot support from abroad was as follows:

			
					PayPal – $44,421 (around 1,377,000 rubles);

					Voice Project – $30,839 (around 950,000 rubles);

					Björk – $3500 (around 108,000 rubles).

			

			The total amount collected abroad was $78,750 (around 2,440,000 rubles). In total, including money collected in Russia via Yandex Money, approximately 3 million rubles were raised to support Pussy Riot.

			As can be seen, fund raising campaigns achieve much greater success abroad than within Russia, similarly to the case of the second RosPil fund raising campaign (Figure 4). The sum collected abroad is more than four times the sum received via Yandex Money.



			Figure 4. Comparision of money collected aroad and in Russia: Pussy Riot

			[image: ]




			Remarkable is the fact, that in spite of the enormous attention to Pussy Riot and the broad coverage of the group’s activity in the mass media, only around half a million rubles were collected in Russia. This leads us to the conclusion that the scale of promotion in the traditional mass media is not directly related to the success of a crowdfunding action.

			Crowdfunding Campaign to Support Dozhd’ Television

			One of the most prominent crowdfunding campaigns of 2014 was the effort to collect money to support independent Dozhd’ Television in its efforts to continue broadcasting. Dozhd’ is a private information-analytical television broadcaster working 24 hours a day. The station actively broadcasted the protest campaign of 2011-12, the activity of opposition parties, and discussed corruption scandals from an independent perspective. Dozhd’ General Director Natalia Sindeeva owns ninety-five percent of the limited liability company Telekanal Dozhd’. The other five percent belongs to producer Vera Krichevckaya. The monthly audience for the Dozhd’ web site was 2.4 million Russians between the ages of 12 and 64 in May 2014, according to TNS Russia. Daily it is 199,500.40

			The station ran into political trouble on January 26, 2014, when the show Dilettantes broadcast the question “Was it necessary to surrender Leningrad to save a hundred thousand lives?”41 The question, which was also posted on the station’s web site, became the target of a government campaign just over a year before the 70th anniversary of the end of WWII. 

			Surveys showed massive criticism about whether it was appropriate to ask such a question. Many politicians and prominent individuals claimed that it was not. The prosecutor launched a campaign to determine if the question contained elements of “extremist activity.” Later the station admitted that posting the query was a mistake and apologized for doing so. 

			Against the background of this information campaign, many satellite and cable operators began to remove Dozhd’ from their package of offerings for television viewers. While there were a variety of explanations for what was going on, they can be boiled down to two main ones:

			1. political pressure on Dozhd’ for criticizing the authorities using the pretext of criticizing the channel for violating ethical norms; and

			2. a reevaluation by the operators of ties with the channel because it introduced paid subscriptions on its site and started to demand that the operators pay for including the channel in their packages. 

			Russia’s largest networks, Vympel-Kommunikatsii, Rostelekom, ER-Telekom and others, stopped broadcasting Dozhd’. As a result, the channel began to lose its audience and the money to carry out its activity that had previously been provided by the operators and advertisers. After it was cut off from the packages of the large satellite and cable companies, the channel lost 80 percent of it income.42 On February 4, 2014, the leadership of the channel offered the federal operators the opportunity to broadcast Dozhd’ for free. However, none of the companies that had canceled Dozhd’ agreed to the deal.43 Therefore the channel chose the strategy of continuing to work drawing support directly from its audience. 

			To counteract the campaign criticizing the channel, the owners organized a social campaign in support. As a result, many viewers began to pay for subscriptions to the channel’s web site. During one day in January 2014, according to Sindeeva, supporters of the channel provided as much money as they had hoped to raise in a week.44 

			On March 24, 2014, when the channel only had enough funds on hand to last for another month, the station organized a week-long action entitled “Independence Days: A Telethon in Support of Dozhd’.”45

			The journalist collective working at Dozhd’ explained this initiative as part of their desire not to be dependent on anyone except the viewer. In a manifesto they published, they wrote: “If you believe in us the way that we believe in you, Dozhd’ will not disappear.”46

			The telethon envisioned the following ways to support the channel:

			
					direct contributions of funds to the station’s special account;

					purchasing goods in the station’s internet-store with the channel’s symbols: t-shirts (2,500-3,000 rubles); badges (500 rubles); bumper stickers (1,500 rubles), iPhone shells (1,800 rubles) and other items;

					purchasing an annual subscription to watch the channel;

					purchasing tickets to concerts held on the roof of the building where the station was located;

					special offers, such as a tour of the studio with one of the anchors or the opportunity to have dinner with Sindeeva herself, a deal that sold for one million rubles;47

					the sale of valuable objects and the work of artists, musicians, and journalists who support the station (the gun used by writer Boris Akunin in the film Turkish Gambit and the old earrings of actress Lia Akhedzhakovaya,48 among others). 

			

			The station placed a counter on its site showing how much longer the station could operate on the money that it had collected up to that minute, although the amount of money collected was not shown. 

			To attract potential contributions during the telethon, the station made itself available free of charge on its web site and through Youtube. The station invited special guests, with whom the anchors discussed freedom of speech and independent media in Russia.49 In the evening, there were acoustic concerts by such musicians as Andrei Makarevich, Noize MC, Megapolis, Neschastnyi sluchai, and others. The telethon ended March 30 with a gala-concert of artists on the roof of the building where the studios were located. 

			As a result of the telethon, more than 20,000 viewers donated an overall sum of more than 40 million rubles.50 These funds, according to the channel, were enough for more than 50 days of operations. 

			After completing the telethon, the leadership announced that it was developing a new strategy for the station which would allow it to broadcast for another 5-6 months on the basis of money that it collected and other planned sources, including ads, a reduced broadcast time, trimmed expenses, and a leaner staff.51 The station continues to sell subscriptions, clothes and other goods, but does not make public how much money it receives from these operations. 

			The telethon allowed Dozhd’ to earn 20.9 million rubles in pre-tax profit in March 2014. However, in all subsequent months, the channel lost money.52 As the channel’s accounting demonstrates, most of the money it collected during the telethon was in the form of subscriptions. In January, they brought in 11.2 million rubles, in February 15 million rubles, and in March 40.2 million rubles. 

			After the State Duma passed a law banning advertisements on pay television channels, in fall 2014, the station increased the cost of its subscriptions from 1,000 rubles to 4,800 rubles. This increase should allow the channel to receive the basic funds for its operations from viewers. At a minimum, the channel needs 20.6 million rubles a month to finance its operations. During the summer of 2014, the channel had 70,000 subscribers, according to A. Vinokurov, the husband of the station’s general director.53

			The uniqueness of this campaign is in its reporting methods: the actual amount of money collected was never revealed, though the site indicates how much funding the station has to continue operations. The station also did not reveal how much money it spent on the campaign. Additionally, the organizers offered various mechanisms for supporting Dozhd’ and even sponsored several events to expand the loyal audience for the station. 

			Choice of Fund Raising Mechanisms by Russian Politicians during Political Campaigns

			When Alexei Navalny was arranging his crowdfunding campaign for RosPil in 2011 he chose the Yandex Money system for collecting money. Organizers of subsequent political fund raising campaigns also chose to use that particular service. The use of this Internet payment system is not random since fund raising via Yandex Money has a number of advantages in comparison to other options. These include:

			1. Service availability – any Internet user can register in this system.

			2. Simplicity of money transfer with a wide range of option. Money can be transferred right at the computer, for example, from a bank card. If someone wants to donate money anonymously, he or she can transfer it from a payment terminal in a shop or a shopping center.

			3. Crowdfunding via Yandex Money does not require setting up a fund raising organization. Establishing a foundation or other organization requires a huge amount of paperwork and runs the risk of attracting attention from state organs in the form of inspections and other checks.

			4. Funds received via Yandex Money are not money from a legal perspective, therefore the transfers are not subject to income tax.

			5. The service records all changes to the account status, which gives the account owner the ability to publish maximally transparent reports documenting money receipt and expenditures.

			The specifics of Russia’s election legislation make it impossible to use Yandex Money and similar systems for collecting electoral campaign contributions. In accordance with the current legislation, contributions to a campaign cannot be anonymous. The officially open character of fund raising for campaigns makes it possible to use only a limited range of tools. However, money transfer via the Internet is still possible – via the Internet banking systems which are used by most large banks in Russia. A citizen who intends to transfer money to the election fund of a candidate or a party must fill in a bank transfer order with his or her passport details using the site of the bank where he or she has an account. In view of the growing number of bank card owners,54 this money transfer mechanism may turn into an important element for creating pre-election budgets among various political groups.

			Development Tendencies for Political Crowdfunding in Russia

			The future of Russian political crowdfunding is rather ambiguous. On the one hand, fears that Russia would not adopt this tool of political activity were not realized since a whole range of prominent fund raising campaigns for political projects have been carried out. On the other hand, the development of crowdfunding campaigns, in many aspects, has stopped at the level of the first successful action undertaken by Navalny at the beginning of 2011 – the amounts collected are not growing, no new fund raising tools have been discovered, and a culture of mass donation has not formed.

			Based on the experience displayed in Table 1, we can see that the success of crowdfunding campaigns in Russia still largely depends on the participation of prominent leaders who generate support in the Internet by addressing issues on the popular political agenda which shapes the moods of the Internet audience. The audience that donates money to political groups is still limited and numbers only in the tens of thousands of people.



			Table 1. Summarized Data on Crowdfunding Campaigns
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			Only Navalny’s campaigns to finance his RosPil anti-corruption project can be called unprecedented political crowdfunding actions. This project achieved maximum results in terms of the sums collected and reached the greatest number of donors. All other actions are, to a great extent, attempts to copy Navaly’s experience. Until now, Navalny is the main symbol of successful political crowdfunding in Russia and possibly the only opposition actor who is capable of setting up a truly mass crowdfunding campaign.

			Also important is the greatly increased role of foreign money transfer systems in Russian crowdfunding campaigns. The application of the PayPal international payment system in order to finance the RosPil project in 2012-2013 produced an unexpected result: donors, a big share of whom might be foreign citizens, gave more money to a purely Russian project via the foreign payment system than was donated via the Russian system. Especially illustrative is the fund raising campaign to support the Pussy Riot punk group, when approximately 78 percent of the income was raised abroad.

			Russian organizers of crowdfunding actions also lack a culture of reporting on the money received and spent. Navalny provides the most complete and frequent reporting information. Moreover, by the time of the second RosPil fund raising campaign, the quality of Navalny’s reports had improved significantly, so that they were more illustrative and informative than before. However, even Navalny’s reporting is not systematic and regular. Some organizers do not provide any reports at all, for example, the Moscow Helsinki Group. The lack of transparency is a big negative for social watchdogs who would like to evaluate crowdfunding actions.

			The electoral campaigns of Leonid Volkov and Yevgenia Chirikova reveal problems with Russian electoral crowdfunding. Existing Russian legislation strictly limits the way that donors can contribute to campaign funds during elections. The main obstacles include: limiting the size of the contribution to the fund to several thousand rubles and a complicated mechanism of money transfer through a bank with the specification of full passport details which makes communication between the donor and politician much longer and more complicated. Although the results of crowdfunding for electoral campaigns are rather moderate to date, this experience proves that it is possible to use crowdfunding at least for oppositional candidates, and also for candidates who are widely known and have authority, but who face problems with financing.

			Political crowdfunding in Russia appeared as a response from the opposition to the burst of protest following the 2011 State Duma elections. The status quo political forces currently in power, who have access to a wide range of resources and are comfortable with the old “rules of the game,” continue to ignore this tool for interacting with society. Thus I. Bykov points out that by the start of the electoral campaign for the 2011 State Duma elections, none of the seven registered political parties had offered any convenient Internet applications for transferring donations on their site.55

			Along with the prominent political crowdfunding campaigns discussed here, Russians participate in many small fund raising actions carried out for specific purposes. As a rule, the sum raised by such actions does not exceed several tens of thousands of rubles. One example is Propiske, an internet project set up to resist the enactment of the law on residence registration in Russia. During its first month of operation, the project managed to raise around 5,000 rubles by means of its Yandex wallet. This amount of financing is typical for smaller projects. Currently such actions do not play a significant role in the development of Russian political crowdfunding. However, the large number of such projects is stimulating the development of a crowdfunding culture in Russia.

			Changing Conditions for Crowdfunding Campaigns

			Following the protests in 2011-2012, the Russian state has taken a number of measures to regulate various forms of activity on the Internet. These growing restrictions include steps to: block sites with illegal content,56 eliminate anonymous use of the internet in public places,57 restrict the use of personal data,58 impose greater oversight over international traffic in the Russian part of the internet, more strictly restrict popular bloggers, and increase the ability of the state security agencies to monitor popular sites.

			The new regulations have also affected crowdfunding. In May 2014 a new law limited anonymous electronic payments.59 In particular, it forbid transfers between individuals if one of them was not identified. It also established monitoring mechanisms for transfers between foreigners to Russian non-commercial organizations. Officially, the law seeks to reduce the risks that anonymous fund transfers will be used to finance terrorism or legalize illegally obtained income. 

			As a result, all payment systems have introduced limits on anonymous transfers and created systems to identify people making transfers. These changes are important because, after official harassment of people who donated to Navalny, anonymity is an important consideration for donors. 

			There are now limited opportunities to use payment systems for crowdfunding campaigns to support the opposition. For example, the large payment systems PayPal and Qiwi, which works in Russia and the CIS countries, in May 2014 announced that they would no longer provide services to the human rights project RosUznik. They froze its account, which was collecting money intended to finance legal defense for individuals accused of using violence against law enforcement officers during the May 6, 2012, protests on Bolotnaia Square in Moscow. The project had announced that it was pursuing political goals, but the companies claimed that they were working to ensure security, not pursuing a political agenda.60 The press service of Qiwi noted that the company “actively cooperates with executive branch agencies” involved in regulating the financial markets and that the activities of RosUznik raised questions for the Qiwi security service, according to an account in Nezavisimaia gazeta.61

			Another limiting measure is the actions of the law enforcement agencies directed at monitoring the use of money collected through crowdfunding. One example is the investigation of Konstantin Yankauskas, Vladimir Ashurkov, and Nikolai Lyaskin for the money that they collected with the goal of financing Navalny’s electoral campaign for Moscow mayor in summer 2013.62 The three men collected money through Yandex Money and then deposited it with Navalny’s official campaign fund, as required by Russian law. They were accused of fraud and violations in financing the electoral campaign. The authorities conducted investigations of the men as well as Yandex Money.63 

			Another example is the investigation launched on January 16, 2015, in which the Russian Investigative Committee began investigating fraud in Navalny’s Foundation for Fighting Corruption. The authorities said that they were looking into suspicious that the Foundation’s leadership had committed theft by deceiving donors who had transferred money to the organization.64

			Crowdfunding and the Development of Civil Society

			Crowdfunding is an important instrument supporting the development of civil society in contemporary Russia. Crowdfunding creates the opportunity for activists to attract funds for organizing civil campaigns designed to address socially important problems, defend the rights of citizens, and support the functioning of independent media. It could gradually become one of the main sources of financing for non-governmental organizations, opposition activity in Russia, and independent media. By employing this source of financing, media, NGOs, and groups of activists would need to focus on the interests of their target groups, for whom they provide services and who finance their activity. 

			Many problems do not require intervention from the state and can be resolved through the resources of the citizens themselves. Crowdfunding is becoming practically the only method citizens can use to invest in resolving existing problems and find help from other people, not trusting help from the state. Such relations appeared during the 2010 wild fires, when many official bodies were not prepared to address an emergency situation. Then, ordinary people became the only source of help. Network resources became the key link based on the mutual trust of people using the network. Sometimes this form of consolidation occurs because citizens do not trust official authorities. From this situation, it is possible to conclude that in Russian conditions, crowdfunding is used when the authorities seem inadequate to the situation. 

			The experience of crowdfunding campaigns shows that they can be reasonably flexible. Citizens gain benefits from crowdfunding activities because they have the ability to:

			
					address a difficult situation that needs attention;

					bring together, independent of the government, resources, initiative groups, and platforms, that are capable of constructively resolving problems and mobilizing citizens;

					attract the attention of the media to address pressing problems (so that the authorities cannot avoid dealing with them);

					and encourage all citizens to recognize the need to participate in social and political processes taking place in their country.

			

			The Russian practice of crowdfunding for addressing various social and political problems indicates the willingness of members of Russian society to cooperate in helping each other. In various crisis situations, people who are ordinarily not inclined to trust each other, become united in the face of a common problem, and begin to coordinate their activities. Crowdfunding facilitates mechanisms of mutual support and cooperation among people and also serves as a mechanism of self-organization. These three mechanisms – mutual support, cooperation, and self-organization – are inalienable indicators of civil society; they operate without the participation of the state and resolve numerous difficulties. 

			Conclusion

			Gradually, Russia is amassing experience in organizing and implementing crowdfunding campaigns aimed to support various initiatives. However, it is important to note that in most cases they are focused on supporting projects opposed to the government. Accordingly, crowdfunding contributes to the formation and continuation of competitive political process.

			How quickly political crowdfunding is adopted and implemented in society depends on how soon politicians understand the advantages offered by this way of communication in Russia’s developing civil society.

			Political crowdfunding is a characteristic feature of contemporary social activism. As such activism develops, it becomes more interactive, horizontally-oriented and imbued with modern technologies. The Internet plays a central role in the formation of new mechanisms of political participation because it attracts politically active citizens by offering them greater freedom and unlimited opportunities for communication. As the Russian experience shows, political crowdfunding is a modern tool that society can use to influence political processes.

			Political crowdfunding serves as a mutually beneficial mechanism for members of society and politicians who seek to establish lines of communication in modern social and cultural conditions. It involves citizens willing to spend their own money and therefore promotes a consistent and responsible attitude among people interested in supporting their political preferences and creates new channels of vertical and horizontal communication. The development of political crowdfunding is a promising factor supporting the creation of civic society in Russia.
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			A Case Study of Lithuania’s “White House” (1993-2014)
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			Abstract: This article uses insights from leadership studies to assess how individual leaders have influenced Lithuania’s presidential office and the country’s foreign policy. The case study examines the historical context under which this formal institution was created and evaluates the four presidents in terms of their effectiveness and the impact they had. The article concludes by identifying two Lithuanian leaders as being effective and influential during their presidency, albeit having different impacts on the foreign policy of the country due to their personality traits and domestic as well as foreign contextual factors.

			Since the late 1980s and early 1990s, a majority of political science studies devoted to the emerging democracies of Central and Eastern Europe, and particularly multi-country case studies, have focused on the constitutional structure and institutional arrangements of their political systems.1 During this period, the human factor, particularly individual leaders, was largely overlooked, at least until the appearance of a seminal 

			study on post-Soviet leadership edited by Colton and Tucker, which attempted to rectify the situation.2 In this study, Colton persuasively argued that political leaders, especially those in top decision-making positions, were the one major aspect of post-Soviet or post-communist politics that had been neglected by analysts. He reiterated this claim, with some modifications in 2012: “Political scientists have paid little attention to the role of leadership” and “[…] the majority have seldom thought leadership important enough to make it a primary object of their research.”3 

			Although Colton’s claim in mid-1995 was valid, one can hardly agree with his 2012 assertion: in fact, the large number of publications produced in the past 20 years suggests that the claim that political scientists have paid “little attention” to the role of leadership in the post-communist region does not hold against the evidence.4 However, Colton is right in pointing out that there have been no consistent efforts by the scholarly community to put together cumulative knowledge about political leadership in the post-communist region because most post-communist leadership studies are often focused on single cases or, at best, intra-regional comparisons of leaders (i.e., Baltic or Caucasian heads of states). He lists numerous reasons why it is so difficult to pool  aggregate knowledge in this area of study: leadership as a subject is difficult to investigate; humans and, hence, leaders are idiosyncratic, which makes broader scientific generalizations difficult; primary sources of information about leaders (i.e., their interviews, testimonies, autobiographies) can, and often are, biased and not reliable; an increasingly prominent feature of decision-making involves actions by small groups, with numerous other players involved in domestic and foreign affairs, making it difficult to “… [figure] out who and what count the most.”5 

			Despite these challenges in studying post-communist leadership, in more general terms, the cross-disciplinary subfield of political psychology has made incredible advancements, not only in providing sound empirical evidence that leaders matter and are worth in-depth analysis in answering important and intriguing policy and decision-making questions, but also in seeking answers as to “when, how, why, and to what extent” leaders make a difference and how to carry out comparative analysis.6 While seeking answers to the above questions, political psychologists have developed a variety of approaches, including, but not limited to, bureaucratic politics; the psychology of decision-making (ranging from cognition, operational codes, values, beliefs, personality traits, perceptions, framing, and others); measurements and models of leadership performance (transactional vs transformational leaders); organizational culture and its impact on decision-making; and foreign policy outputs.7 Leader-focused studies also demonstrated that a close examination of the personalities and backgrounds of key decision-makers is a necessary undertaking when certain political contexts are present: for instance, during crises, periods of transition or considerable political-social-economic change, or when an authoritarian regime is in place.8 And yet, there is still a sizable group of scholars—ranging from neorealists, rational choice adherents, rational actor theorists and those analyzing politics on a system or state level of analysis9 - who find that leadership studies neither add value toward cumulative knowledge nor, ultimately, are empirically sound. Nevertheless, interest in, and fascination with, political leadership has clearly “made a comeback” in the scholarly literature, especially since the 2000s.10

			The biggest challenge in leadership studies remains the development of cumulative knowledge, time- and context-tested generalizations, and the explication of various typologies and taxonomies of leadership (i.e., individual behavior patterns, personality profiles, leadership styles, leader-follower dyadic dynamics, goal-oriented v. group-oriented leadership classifications, etc.). Because political psychology can be applied to a broad spectrum of international politics issues – ranging from the role of top elites in states’ politics to their impact on states’ policies to more specific questions, such as how presidents adapt and/or position their offices within institutional power dynamics under ordinary or extraordinary political conditions – the sub-field has been able to pursue answers to fascinating empirical puzzles focused on individuals and their personal characteristics.  

			For instance, over the past seven decades, the political psychology literature has established that the relationship between individual leaders and the institution they lead is bi-directional rather than uni-directional – leaders are influenced or conditioned by their institutional positions, responsibilities, and existing or emerging institutional framework (the influence of an institution on an individual), but, at the same time, their personas can also affect institutional behavior, role, and preferences (the influence of an individual on an institution).11 Numerous case studies have also shown that a powerful personality can alter the established institutional order and make one’s institution matter much more in comparison to other bureaucratic structures.12 Furthermore, when institutional turf wars take place, it is the power and personal characteristics of an individual who heads a particular institution that often determines whether his/her institution will be a winner. Additionally, political psychology research has shown that when institutional battles take place, it is the power,13 beliefs/convictions, and personality traits of an individual who heads a particular institution that often determine whether his/her institution will be a winner in bureaucratic fights or what policy choices will be made. 

			A note of caution is in order here. Although some leaders can and often are eager to exploit unique “windows of opportunity” to their advantage, ultimately leaving a lasting personal legacy in terms of policies that they chose to pursue and the stature of their institution, it is important to keep in mind that the degree of leaders’ influence in the policy formation process varies on a case-by-case basis. This difference is a consequence of the fact that “[t]he capacity of actors to shape events is a variable, not a constant.”14 Therefore, leaders do not matter in all situations and at all times, but when they do, their personal beliefs, experiences, leadership style, expertise in foreign affairs, and intellectual capabilities can affect how they respond to the constraints faced by their institutions (domestic context) and their states (international context).15

			Meanwhile, efforts to develop typologies of leadership style have also intensified since the 1970s. How leaders manage the policy-making system that immediately surrounds them, and what kind of outcomes and/or outputs such interactions produce, shot to the top of the research agenda.16 These typologies of leadership styles proposed several scales for measuring the ways leaders lead. Among them are formalistic/competitive/collegial styles,17  activity (active/passive), outlook (positive/negative),18 and five common leadership style variables19 that include leaders’ involvement in policymaking, willingness to tolerate conflict, motivation for leading, information management strategies, and preferred conflict resolution techniques. Leadership style variables and typologies based on case studies of presidents were later applied to the examination of prime ministers,20 thus furthering the application and generalizability of scholarly findings.

			Coincidentally or not, established and tested typologies, findings, and aggregated knowledge about leadership styles, decision-makers’ behavior, and personality profiling in the political psychology literature have found almost no application in post-communist leadership studies. Possibly, the primary reason is that much of this cumulative knowledge is drawing almost exclusively from studies of the U.S. presidency or Western European executive branch experiences,21 which may have limited relevance to post-communist leadership given an array of diverse challenges that top decision makers faced (and continue to face) as they were (re)creating and (re)establishing presidential office structures in their countries and debating presidential powers. The applicability and limitations of developed typologies from political psychology studies to the post-communist political leadership studies is addressed and examined by this author in another study.22 Meanwhile, this article will apply some of the insights from the political psychology literature on leadership style, and will also test Colton’s proposed matrix of assessing leaders along dimensions measuring effectiveness and impact to a specific case study—Lithuania’s presidential office and its four residents—in order to contribute to cumulative knowledge and to more generalizable comparisons of leaders from the post-Soviet region.23 	

			To begin, this article discusses the evolution of the presidential office in Lithuania from its establishment in 1993 to 2014 and will argue that unique critical junctures, which opened opportunities as a result of exogenous and endogenous shocks, and the personal characteristics of the leaders who came to occupy Lithuania’s presidential office deeply affected the role and institutional ranking of this office within the domestic context. Following this discussion, the next section will analyze how individuals who held Lithuania’s highest political post were able to affect the political standing, weight, and power of the presidential office during the 1993-2014 period, how they influenced the country’s foreign policy, to what extent the four presidents were effective and, ultimately, evaluate the impact they left behind on the presidency and country’s foreign policy.

			Establishment of the Presidential Office: A Brief History

			Post-communist presidencies fall into the category of new political institutions, which sprang to political life in the early 1990s. These newly created presidential offices’ political popularity, role, and extent of power in politics (especially in foreign policymaking) vis-à-vis other “older” or newly emerging institutional structures were far from given. Thus, the creation and reorganization of institutional structures in all post-communist states, including Lithuania, took place under the conditions of “extraordinary politics:” that is, the rules of political games were defined on the fly rather than beforehand.24 Not surprisingly, various domestic political players at different times were able to acquire fluctuating degrees of power and influence. 

			Lithuania’s distribution of political powers among key institutional actors was altered significantly with the adoption of a permanent constitution in the fall of 1992. A new institutional actor – the presidency – was established (with the president directly elected by the citizens) and placed in charge of the country’s foreign and defense policy, while the powers of the legislature in this area were curtailed, leaving it the ability to ratify international legal agreements and approve the country’s ambassadors. 

			Before the adoption of the constitution, fierce debates took place in domestic political circles as to how much strength the soon-to-be created presidential office should be given. Lithuanian Democratic Labor Party (LDDP) members (the so-called “communist” camp) under the leadership of Algirdas Brazauskas favored a weak presidency, worrying that if right-wing parties led by Vytautas Landsbergis (the “anti-communist” camp) were to win the upcoming presidential elections, Lithuania might become authoritarian. At the time, the right-wing parties had held a majority in both the parliament and government. Using the motto “parliamentary democracy or authoritarian rule,” Brazauskas and his supporters argued in favor of a model that allowed the parliament to retain strong powers.25 

			The right-wing parties, on the other hand, backed a powerful presidency, hoping that if their leader (Landsbergis) ran and was elected president, he would have sufficient powers in foreign policy to counter the influence of the Seimas (parliament) and “protect Lithuania against any attempt to return to communism or to a union with Russia.”26 Landsbergis showed much more interest in foreign affairs than in domestic economic and administrative matters, and a strong presidency charged with decision-making powers in foreign and defense policy suited his personality and interests.27 Since the right-wing parties dominated the legislature at a time when debates about creating the executive branch took place, they voted in favor of establishing a strong presidency and creating a semi-presidential political system in Lithuania. Thus, according to Article 84 of the Constitution, the president “decides the most important foreign policy matters and conducts foreign policy together with the government.” The head of state also serves as commander-in-chief of the armed forces, heads the State Defense Council, has the power to nominate and approve the government, sign or veto parliamentary bills, appoint ambassadors, nominate candidates to lead other institutions (i.e., three justices of the Supreme Court and Constitutional Court, State Comptroller, Central Bank Chief, etc.) and other symbolic powers. Scholars who study presidential offices in the post-communist region seem to concur that the Lithuanian president’s powers are among the strongest in the entire region and rank second in strength only to the Russian president. 

			Once it had created a strong presidency, Lithuania had to fill the new office. To the great disappointment of the country’s right-wing, it was not their candidate, but the former Lithuanian Communist Party leader Algirdas Brazauskas who celebrated victory in the first presidential elections. Hence, Brazauskas gained the opportunity to shape the institution based on his vision, personal inclinations, and understanding of the president’s role. 

			Lithuania’s “White House” and Its Residents

			Lithuania’s First President: Algirdas Brazauskas

			Brazauskas’ inauguration in February 1993 took place within a new domestic political context, given his party’s impressive gains in parliamentary elections just a few months earlier. Unquestionably, his role in Lithuanian politics was far-reaching since during the 1992-1996 period all decision-making institutions were under the control of the LDDP. After his election as president, Brazauskas suspended his membership in the LDDP, as mandated by the constitution, although he did not become apolitical. His previously held chairmanship of the LDDP helped him solidify the existence of the presidential office and its authority, at least in the period when his former party held a majority in the parliament and controlled the executive branch.28 As one might expect, during 1993-1996, there were no significant institutional battles as Brazauskas was able to find mutually acceptable power arrangements with other institutions, which were controlled by his former political party comrades.

			Serving as the key player in foreign policy-making was new for Brazauskas. His background included only limited exposure to dealing with West European politicians or foreign affairs in general. Indeed, he admitted early on that “[f]oreign policy was the most difficult [area] for me.”29 His non-existent personal and official contacts with high-ranking Western politicians and Lithuanian émigrés abroad, a sense of inferiority because of his poor knowledge of foreign languages, and his lack of training and strong interest in foreign affairs forced Brazauskas to rely heavily on the expertise and knowledge of his advisors from the first days of his presidential term.

			The formation of the presidential office was equally a challenge for Brazauskas. The president chose his staff nearly exclusively from the pool of people who were associated with the LDDP. Characteristic of the Soviet style of governing, the president and his staff believed that only a small, narrow, and privileged group of people – so-called “experts” as Brazauskas liked to refer to them – had sufficient competence to govern the state. Such an attitude indicated a tendency to avoid openness and keep many matters secret and confidential, suggesting that the presidential office under Brazauskas was built on a model reminiscent of the Soviet Politburo structure.30 

			Driven largely by a personal ambition to be the first post-World War II Lithuanian president, Brazauskas and his team had little understanding of what this office’s duties and responsibilities entailed or how to use its constitutional powers for political gain. Thus, at various times in 1994 Brazauskas commented that: “When I assumed this position, I thought it would be easier;” “I have not worked a more stressful and complex job [than I did as president];” “I sometimes thought that I might have been more useful being a prime minister rather than a president. I find economic matters more appealing than presidential decrees and foreign policy.”31 His lack of political ambition to rule, his personal insecurities, and his political background became powerful impediments that did not allow the president to become the country’s key foreign policymaker or the type of leader who initiates policies. It is not surprising that during his first months in office Brazauskas produced no guidelines to define the country’s foreign policy goals. His inability to determine a strategy made the president ineffective.

			This unexpected leadership vacuum was exploited by other institutional actors and dominant personalities active in politics at the time.32 For instance, the prime minister, minister of foreign affairs, and even chair of the parliament’s Foreign Relations Committee attempted to “fill the presidential shoes.” However, all these institutional actors were unsuccessful in their endeavors. They underestimated Brazauskas’ personal connections with the LDDP that held the majority in parliament at the time and the aparatchiks’ network that still dominated the country’s economy. Both the LDDP and the old boy network unconditionally supported the president.33 Because of these informal and powerful personal connections, the role of the presidency in Lithuanian politics remained far-reaching compared to the influences of the other institutional actors. One could also plausibly argue that if political circumstances were different and somebody else were the first president of independent Lithuania, the political stature and role played by the presidential office could have been different.  

			Despite his overall influence, Brazauskas’ first years of inactivity and ineffectiveness, combined with his risk-averse mentality in international affairs, haunted him for the rest of his term in office. Brazauskas’ personal failure to seize more power immediately after the presidential elections left the impression in the popular mind that this president would play a passive role in foreign policymaking. Some political analysts claimed that Brazauskas’ failure to exploit the first crucial “window of opportunity” to build a powerful presidency, his inability to make foreign policy the prerogative of the presidential office, his vagueness about the political goals he sought to achieve, and his lack of political ambition to lead resulted in a situation in which the presidential office became virtually inconsequential in political affairs during the period from 1993 to 1998.34 Since the president failed to develop consistent foreign policy preferences toward Western institutions, particularly his wavering on whether the country should join the EU and NATO, he ended up defining his goals through ad hoc reactions to international and domestic political events.35 Eventually, ineffectiveness and a failure to define a clear foreign policy became the defining characteristics of Brazauskas’ presidency.

			However, this characteristic did not apply to the one foreign policy domain in which Brazauskas maintained a special interest – Lithuania’s relations with Russia. He considered this area of paramount importance, and, thanks to his own expertise, needed little advice on how to deal with Russia.36 To counterbalance the previous nationalistic foreign policy led by the Landsbergis administration that focused exclusively on the West, Brazauskas sought to reverse this trend by making Lithuania’s foreign policy more international.37 His good relationship with Russian President Boris Yeltsin led to the ultimate “thaw” in diplomatic relations between Lithuania and Russia – the only Baltic state to achieve such a result.

			The political situation changed for the worse for the president after the 1996 parliamentary elections, in which the right-wing political parties made a victorious comeback. Landsbergis was determined to restore his position as Lithuania’s top foreign policymaker and soon enough he outshone Brazauskas in foreign policy activities and, some argued, even managed to usurp the duties and responsibilities of the presidency.38 

			

Figure 1. Approval/disapproval of president Brazauskas’ performance
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			Sources: Polling agencies “Baltijos tyrimai” and “Spinter” (1993, 1996-97).



			Before leaving office in 1998, Brazauskas openly complained about the diminished power of the presidency, alluding to the parliament’s unacceptable meddling into the executive branch’s affairs, besmirching the existing political hierarchy and separation of powers, and ignoring diplomatic protocol rules. Brazauskas even called for transferring more power to the president, but, at the end of his term, it was too late for him to restore the political weight of the embattled institution. Possibly to his personal disappointment, Brazauskas was forced to admit that under his leadership the presidency had become a “paper tiger” institution.39

			Exhausted from the hostile environment that had developed between the legislative and executive branches since 1996, Brazauskas decided not to run for a second presidential term. Among his foreign policy achievements one could list the following: normalization and establishment of good relations with the neighboring states, particularly a strategic partnership with Poland and “defrosted” relations with Russia, including overseeing a Soviet/Russian troop withdrawal. However, the ultimate foreign policy goals Lithuania sought to achieve – receiving official invitations for membership in the EU and NATO – were not realized during his one and only presidential term. It may not be surprising then that political analysts label him as a “weak” president within a strong presidency, a leader with an ambiguous impact, and one who was more inclined to perform functions of a representative nature rather than asserting himself as an active and effective foreign policy initiator and actor.40

			Lithuania’s Second President: Valdas Adamkus (1st term)	

			Brazauskas’ successor was Valdas Adamkus, then 71 years of age, a Lithuanian-born American who had spent the previous 27 years in Chicago with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. When Brazauskas decided not to run for a second term, the center political parties began an intensive search for a presidential candidate. It did not take long for Adamkus to become their top choice. Many voters took a favorable view of him and hoped that “[…] with his half-century in America, [he would] bring a fresh, totally non-Soviet approach to government” and, in addition, also bring along “[…] a little bit of America to their struggling country.”41 In other words, the electorate was looking for a high-impact, change-oriented leader who set specific goals and ambitiously sought to accomplish them.

			After clearing several legal barriers to qualify as a presidential candidate,42 Adamkus won election as the second president of Lithuania, albeit by a thin margin.43 In his inaugural address, the new president emphasized the importance of the country’s rapid modernization, national accord and unity, open society principles, and, in foreign affairs, Lithuania’s membership in NATO and the EU. Adamkus also defied “[…] the attitude entrenched in the time of Brazauskas’ presidency that the president [was] only a representative figure.”44 Adamkus’ view was that presidential powers “[could] and should be expanded in the context of the Constitution,” and that the president should appoint “a National Council, which would serve to advise the president.”45 

			Skeptics expressed doubts as to whether the new president, who had allegedly limited political experience and foreign policy expertise, was fully qualified for the job.46 His supporters, and Adamkus himself, countered such pessimistic evaluations by pointing out that the president-elect was not a foreign affairs novice, as he had acquired diplomatic and negotiation experience while holding talks as an EPA administrator with Soviet counterparts in the 1970s and 1980s.

			Being fluent in five languages, convinced of his good understanding of Russia and Russians’ mentality, and having a natural feel for the West, Adamkus began to assert himself as soon as he stepped into office. However, from the first days, his eagerness to take charge of the diplomatic corps and foreign policy of the country ran into roadblocks, resulting in numerous institutional turf wars.

			First, Adamkus received little cooperation from then Foreign Minister Algirdas Saudargas.47 The president and foreign minister clashed over the nominations of people for diplomatic positions: in particular, the president disagreed with the existing practices that favored the promotion of individuals to diplomatic posts who were affiliated with the political party of the foreign minister or were the foreign minister’s personal friends and acquaintances rather than individuals who had experience, skills, and expertise in diplomacy. Another disagreement was over the appointment of two chief negotiators: one for coordinating Lithuania’s accession process to the EU, and another for the country’s integration into NATO.48 Thanks to these disagreements at the beginning of the Adamkus presidency, Lithuania’s two top diplomats, the president and the foreign minister, never developed a close relationship.

			Adamkus faced another challenge from then parliament speaker Landsbergis, who had unofficially managed the country’s foreign affairs since 1996. Adamkus wanted to put a stop to Landsbergis’ “independent” foreign policymaking, declaring that he would not tolerate such a situation, and demanding an end to the competition between the branches of government.49 The two political actors eventually agreed that the president would be in charge of all state affairs at the international level, while the speaker would coordinate relations only with foreign legislatures.

			Major disagreements also occurred between the president and the prime minister. In 1999, the prime minister accused the presidential administration of getting “involved in a smear campaign against his government” and that “the institution of the presidency […] was hampering the government’s normal work and preventing effective economic management.”50 Adamkus ultimately won the institutional fight with the prime minister when the head of government decided to resign. Unquestionably, these various victories in the institutional tug-of-war helped Adamkus establish the presidential office as the most powerful institution in the country and turned the presidency into the key institutional actor in foreign policymaking.

			In foreign affairs, the country was able to realize its highest goals without major problems. During his annual address to the parliament, the president tied EU membership to the country’s survival by stating, 

			“We live in a uniting Europe and a uniting world. A world in which interdependence means survival. Therefore Lithuania’s independence in the 21st century is possible only through its active involvement in the creation of the common future. […] It is in our interests to join, as soon as possible, the ranks of the states, which establish the rules of coexistence. Being late means the adoption of an increased number of standards developed without our participation.”51 

			At the end of 1999, during the EU Summit in Helsinki, the EU Commission decided to begin negotiations with Lithuania. When Lithuania was accepted as a full member of the EU on May 1, 2004, Adamkus was no longer in office. Nonetheless, the president deserves much of the credit for Lithuania’s success thanks to his contribution during the late 1990s and the first years of the new millennium. 

			Adamkus followed a widely practiced diplomatic tradition in the West of starting close personal relations with other heads of state. During his first term, he successfully established a strong personal relationship with Poland’s President Aleksander Kwasniewski, who particularly helped advance Lithuania’s aspiration to join NATO. Frequent exchanges of visits between Adamkus and Kwasniewski, frank and open conversations on foreign affairs, and joint military exercises made it possible not only to strengthen ties between the two neighboring states, but also to support each other’s foreign policy aspirations.52

			Adamkus was also instrumental in preserving cordial relations between Lithuania and Russia. He frequently clashed with speaker Landsbergis, who continued to fight against alleged communist threats, and introduced several bills that could have seriously strained relations between Vilnius and Moscow. The president used the power of his office and personal political capital to block such parliamentary initiatives.53 

			Beside the immediate neighborhood, Adamkus also proposed new foreign policy initiatives with the former Soviet republics to Lithuania’s southeast, especially focusing on helping Ukraine and Georgia. The primary goals of this political project, the president hoped, were to create a 21st century Europe without dividing lines and establish Lithuania as a regional center for the post-communist area.54 Adamkus’ active engagement during Ukraine’s “Orange Revolution” earned him international praise, while his mediation contributed to the peaceful outcome of the Ukrainian protests. These efforts made Adamkus and Lithuania much more visible in the international arena, especially within Europe. Such a change in visibility for the country and for the president led to noticeable changes in how the EU dealt with Georgia and Ukraine and new policy initiatives that were subsequently launched.55 Adamkus was successful in turning Lithuania into a consequential player in European politics. 

			As his first presidential term in office was approaching an end, Adamkus began to think about running for a second term. Although his foreign policy successes were numerous and impressive, the domestic situation was difficult: in 2003 Lithuania’s economy was just beginning to recover from the 1998 ruble crisis, wages were struggling to catch up with soaring commodity prices, rural areas remained mired in deep poverty, and the constantly growing numbers of emigrants suggested that discontent was brewing in the country. Furthermore, a new generation of populist politicians was rapidly changing the rules of political engagement, making unrealistic promises to the electorate.56 Nevertheless, Adamkus decided to run for the second term. 

			He lost. It was a hard personal blow for him, especially after it became clear that the electorate chose to believe in the populist promises of his rival, Rolandas Paksas, then a leader of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) who emphasized his youthfulness in contrast to the aging incumbent
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			by adopting the “Vote for Change” slogan.57 Securing invitations for Lithuania to join NATO and the EU, elevating the country’s top policymakers into mediators of international affairs, and improving the standing of the presidential institution was not enough to win the votes and sympathies of the Lithuanian electorate (see Figure 2). Since Adamkus’ campaign primarily emphasized his foreign policy successes, the electorate was left with the impression that the president “[…] was out of touch with day-to-day issues facing Lithuanians.”58 It became clear that foreign policy achievements were no longer enough to win the presidency in Lithuania, even if such tasks were the primary constitutional duty for the president. 

			Despite his electoral loss, Adamkus’ personal impact on the country’s presidential institution was profound – under his leadership the office became the primus inter pares institution in foreign policymaking and extended its powers beyond those outlined in the Constitution. The largest Lithuanian daily summarized his accomplishments in the following terms: “The weight of the President’s Office has grown so much over the past five years that we may even say that this was one of the reasons why Adamkus lost to Rolandas Paksas […]. It was thanks to […] Adamkus that people have started to believe in the powers of the president.”59 In the end, Adamkus did bring some traits of the American presidency to Lithuania and the country’s political environment, impacting the institution itself and showing what a skillful and effective leader can achieve despite constitutional limitations and other constraints. 

			LithuaniantsThird President: Rolandas Paksas			

			“I will win the presidency,” Paksas proclaimed during his 2002 campaign, criticizing the incumbent president for his hands-off stance toward domestic issues and promising more involvement in this area. He mocked the media that portrayed his agenda as populist and nationalist in nature.60 After his surprise victory in January 2003, the new president immediately assured the public that he intended to continue Lithuania’s commitment to membership in the EU and NATO and that he would maintain his country’s good relations with its neighbors. However, Paksas’ ensuing statements that he would make some “modifications” to the country’s foreign policy raised concerns. Among the various foreign policy goals that the new president alluded to were deeper economic and political cooperation with the Commonwealth of Independent States and “opening new markets in the less developed regions of Africa, Asia, and Latin America.”61

			From the very beginning, however, Paksas’ political career was marked by his tenacious refusal to compromise with any institutional structure or government official. Instead the new president revealed his preference for a monarchical leadership style, which cost him all of his political capital, institutional power, and began to undermine the prestige of the presidential office, largely eroding Adamkus’ five years of hard work devoted to institution building (see Figure 2).	

			The ensuing hostility towards the president and his office from other institutional actors and his political opponents meant that Paksas’ presidency was expected to be difficult, politically exhaustive, and likely unproductive. Indeed, “covert war” had begun during the 2003 presidential election, when Paksas’ campaign funding raised serious concerns. The local media soon revealed evidence that extensive capital flows from Russia had funded Paksas’ presidential campaign and that the newly elected president abused his powers by giving national security posts to individuals with dual citizenship. Such revelations led to divisive political battles at the highest levels, resulting in the president’s impeachment. Paksas was found guilty by the Constitutional Court on three counts of violating Lithuania’s Constitution and compromising national security, and was impeached by the legislature in April 2004.62

			President Paksas scored no foreign policy successes. During his rule, the country was in total, albeit informal, diplomatic isolation – there were no visits by foreign dignitaries to Lithuania and President Paksas was not invited to visit any foreign countries during his short tenure. Overall, Paksas’ impeachment decimated the presidency: not only did popular trust in the institution plummet, but the office’s political weight and “primacy” vanished. 

			Lithuania’s Fourth President: Valdas Adamkus (2nd term)

			After Paksas’ impeachment, new presidential elections took place in the summer of 2004. With his loss to Paksas still fresh in his memory, Adamkus decided to run once again. This time he was successful. The electorate wanted to put the traumatic experience of presidential impeachment behind it as quickly as possible and hoped that Adamkus, given his first term record in office, was the best person to return the previous “glory” to the presidency and help Lithuania overcome its diplomatic isolation.

			Unfortunately, over the next five years, Adamkus did not succeed in increasing the popular trust in the presidential office, nor was he able to restore the prestige that this institution gained during his first term. Several reasons explain this failure. During his second term, Adamkus’ team was much weaker (none of the advisors from his first term remained) and suffered a high turnover rate – at least sixteen key staff left the Lithuanian “White House” after Adamkus returned to office in mid-2004.63 Moreover, his new team of advisors did not seem to serve the president, but appeared to pledge allegiance to the ministries that delegated them. In addition, the president seemed to have lost touch with the population, becoming isolated, even imposing seclusion on himself. More troublesome, perhaps, was the fact that Adamkus during this term seemed to be more concerned with his popularity ratings and legacy than being a proactive president who was willing and eager to address such problems as rapidly spreading corruption, rigid bureaucracy, stalling political party reforms, and the rise of populism in politics.64 

			Indeed, the political agenda and tasks for his second term were different from those of his first term. The president was expected to spend more time focusing on “domestic problems given that the main foreign policy goals had been achieved.”65 Although Adamkus claimed that “[i]t has always been my goal to avoid several Lithuanias that mistrust one another,” he did not initiate substantive policies to either prevent the emergence of several Lithuanias or to decrease the level of mistrust among them.66

			Particularly disappointing to the population were the actions of the president when he chose to ignore the protests and calls from numerous local NGOs, public activists, and local economists to veto the Nuclear Plant Bill passed by the parliament. This bill paved the path for the creation of a new energy company, LEO LT, popularly nicknamed the “Three Headed Dragon,” which, in theory, should have helped Lithuania achieve energy independence, but in reality ended up being a venture that siphoned taxpayers’ money into the pockets of Lithuanian oligarchs.67 Regardless of popular discontent and the strong opposition to the creation of LEO LT, the president decided to sign the bill. As a result, trust in the president and his office fell significantly (see Figure 2). 

			Within the foreign policy realm, Adamkus showed almost unconditional support for U.S. President George W. Bush Jr., a strategy, which political analysts believed was a mistake. Lithuania suddenly found itself placed in the group of EU newcomers that received only lukewarm treatment from the leaders of Germany and, especially, France.68 Adamkus’ support for the U.S. was partially expressed through Lithuania’s active involvement in the former Soviet Union republics of Georgia, Ukraine, and, to a lesser degree, Moldova, particularly efforts to promote democracy. The president assumed that such initiatives would convey to the U.S. and the EU that Lithuania was a regional leader and a valuable member of NATO. Adamkus’ foreign policy engagements were portrayed in a highly positive light in the local media, which claimed that as a result of these presidential engagements, Lithuania was gaining recognition from the EU as a “go-to” country for advice on the successful democratization of Georgia and Ukraine.69 

			However, there were also skeptics critical of such praises, who believed that a self-assigned aspiration to become a regional center and an advocate of democracy in the former Soviet countries was largely an idealistic dream that was a figment of the imagination among Lithuania’s top diplomats rather than a reality. Neither Brussels nor Washington, D.C. appeared to identify Lithuania as a destination for advice. Additionally, Adamkus’ overemphasis on democratization in areas that were not quite ready for it had negative implications for Lithuania’s relations with Russia. President Putin did not look favorably upon the Lithuanian president’s “meddling” into areas that Putin considered Russia’s exclusive sphere of influence.

			Overall, Adamkus’ second term received poor evaluations in terms of effectiveness and impact. Expectations that he would fully “westernize” the presidential office and the governing apparatus were dashed; in fact the reverse happened – Adamkus himself and the presidential office became “Lithuaniaized” and “oligarchized.”70 In other words, the presidency not only returned to being a typical post-Soviet institution with rapidly vanishing moral authority, but also appeared to have turned into an unconscious defender of the worst Soviet bureaucratic practices and norms – using official positions to extract personal gains.71 Furthermore, during his second term, Adamkus sought to avoid confrontation with the parliament, prime ministers, and leaders of political parties, exemplifying a passive, ineffective leadership that struggled to accomplish self-set objectives.72 More often than not, the president focused on actions that would portray him in a positive light. Maybe because he did not do anything extraordinarily bad, the presidential office was able to maintain higher trust ratings compared to other political institutions. Thus, although Adamkus retained some popularity, he was a weak leader with an ambiguous impact, especially in foreign affairs, during his second term. And yet, despite the disappointments in, and the shortcomings of, his second presidency, there seems to be a general consensus that things could, and likely would have been, much worse in Lithuania had Adamkus not been the country’s president for ten years.73

			Lithuania’s Fifth President: Dalia Grybauskaite (1st term)

			The 2009 campaign was the “dullest” since the presidential office had been re-established seventeen years before. In the words of one academic, “The [2009] Lithuanian presidential race [resembled] a cemetery: There [was] deadly silence. One [was] walking, respectfully looking at the candidates. The candidates [were] looking back at you, but nothing [was] happening.”74 The strangest campaign in the 20 years of independence suggested that the electorate had no choice but to select the lesser evil among the seven who had decided to run.75 Dalia Grybauskaite, a former diplomat, finance minister, and EU budget commissioner, clearly stood out among them since she was the only one who remotely qualified as being of “presidential caliber.”76 The 2008-2009 global financial crisis that unfolded during the campaign became a favorable exogenous shock that allowed Grybauskaite to emphasize her credentials and expertise in finance. Given the unusual circumstances, her background served to favorably distinguish her from the other candidates.

			Her victory in the presidential race was certainly impressive. No other candidate since 1993 had won so decisively and in the first round.77 People’s expectations were that Grybauskaite would be actively involved and personally engaged in country’s domestic politics and in solving domestic problems, and that the new president would become a real leader bringing about substantive change.78 Indeed, because of her decisive victory, Grybauskaite came into office with a lot of political capital and determination. A year later she continued to enjoy a honeymoon without any opposition mounted by politicians or political parties towards her initiatives and goals. She was astute and effective in domestic politics, reprimanding ministers, (in)formally seeking to remove some, and even interceding into the government’s daily activities.79 This activity indicated that the presidency was once again, just as during Adamkus’ first term, becoming an institutional player primus inter pares. No one doubted that Grybauskaite was determined to leave an impact on the presidency and in country’s foreign affairs.

			Some political analysts have described Grybauskaite as Paksas No. 2, only with a knowledge of English.80 Grybauskaite’s leadership style suggested that she perceived the presidency as an unrivaled institution in Lithuania’s political context and was determined to have every political structure (executive, legislative, and even judicial) serve at the pleasure of the president. The largest Lithuanian daily even parodied her, claiming that her first presidential actions clearly exemplified an “I AM the State” mentality.81 

			Within the first few months of her presidency, Grybauskaite made several political missteps. For instance, she assumed, wrongly as it turned out, that the president could rule the country by issuing decrees, fire government ministers, and demand that government structures, including ministries, provide her any information she requested.82 These pronouncements revealed that Grybauskaite not only lacked political experience given her previous technocratic and managerial background, but also had a weak grasp of the presidential office’s responsibilities.83

			Grybauskaite not only created, but maintains, the image of a powerful, decisive, effective, and pragmatic leader. Apparently, she particularly enjoys being called Lithuania’s Margaret Thatcher,84 Steel Magnolia,85 or the Baltic agnolia,isiv86 Those who know her describe Grybauskaite as an independent, daring, and outspoken person who is a larly enjonsense, punctual, resolute [individual], who knows what she wants, has her own opinion, speaks quickly, but concisely, and is a workaholic with the most orderly desk in the world.p87 These traits suggest that Grybauskaite has a domineering personality and is not known for her collegiality,88 but she remains popular. 

			As she pointed out during her campaign in 2009, there would be only one person who would matter in the Lithuanian White House, and that person would be her. In contrast to the Adamkus era, none of Grybauskaite’s advisors were allowed to play any public role: press conferences and public comments, for instance, are the sole domain of the president or her press secretary and no one else. Such strict control of who is allowed to speak on behalf of the presidential office suggests that Grybauskaite is determined to be the chief in both domestic and foreign politics and is not inclined to share the power limelight with anybody else. Some analysts believe that Grybauskaite’s personality traits, worldviews, and actions exemplify an “insufferable self-importance” or even outright arrogance.89 Some critics have raised legitimate concerns that the current president has authoritarian inclinations.

			On inauguration day, Grybauskaite brushed aside Adamkus’ foreign policy achievements by claiming that under her the country would lead a “new” foreign policy, which would necessitate some “rebalancing.” In her view, under Adamkus, Lithuania’s foreign policy was too closely oriented toward the former Soviet republics, almost exclusively value-based, and subservient to U.S. foreign policy interests, while relations with the EU countries received too little attention.90 Based on these presidential pronouncements, political analysts began to speculate that Lithuania would be less actively involved in Georgia and Ukraine and would prioritize its relations with the EU.91 

			During her first term in office, the alignment of Lithuania’s foreign policy with the EU began, but not with the intensity or determination that Grybauskaite initially promised to pursue, although the president did sideline the prime minister through her active participation in EU summits.92 Meanwhile, to the surprise of many, Grybauskaite began courting Belarusian dictator Alyaksandr Lukashenka and even the undemocratic leadership in Russia, which, despite minor interruptions, continued until Ukraine’s Euro-Maidan crisis erupted in the fall of 2013.93 Some wondered if the “pragmatic” foreign policy that Grybauskaite propagated implied appeasement directed towards Russia and Belarus (the latter’s leader paid an official visit to Lithuania in 2009). Her undiplomatic missteps almost became personal insults, particularly when Grybauskaite announced that Lithuania under Adamkus was more interested in befriending and supporting “beggars” than focusing on the EU.94 According to her, such foreign policy initiatives by Adamkus were too idealistic given that Lithuania had neither the financial nor the human resources to achieve such ambitious goals, to say nothing of the political weight required. Her preference for pragmatism and the defense of national interests dictated that this direction would be downgraded in importance, which initially was the case; however, the “neglect’” of this region lasted only for two years.95 The Ukrainian crisis forced Grybauskaite to introduce significant adjustments toward the “beggars” as she had to give the Black Sea region much greater attention than she had planned when she assumed the presidency in 2009.

			Another foreign policy inconsistency was Grybauskaite’s relations with the United States. She had declined Obama’s invitation for Eastern European leaders to meet in Prague in 2010 and then publicly voiced stern criticism regarding the lack of a NATO defense plan for the Baltic States, which led to tense relations between the U.S. and Lithuania for more than a year. Unexpectedly, Grybauskaite also broke a long-standing tradition of building close neighborly relations and partnership with Poland as she chose to visit Sweden for her first official foreign visit abroad – the first Lithuanian president to do so in the country’s history. Such an unfriendly gesture resulted in a rather formal presidential relationship that remains to this day between Poland and Lithuania. Thus, with the continuous re-setting of foreign policy goals during her first term, the question of “Where is Grybauskaite leading the country?” still remains unanswered. 

			There is a relative consensus, however, that Grybauskaite was successful in returning the high rankings to the presidential office thanks to her ambitious leadership style, determined personality, and a favorable domestic environment, where both a weak coalition government and parliament were unable to challenge the president.96 Some analysts even claimed that under Grybauskaite, Lithuania’s foreign policy became highly personalized.97 Although she seems to be an effective leader in carrying out the goals she has set for herself (although at times those goals are shifting, especially in foreign policy), her impact appears to be ambiguous at present. It remains to be seen what ultimate impact Grybauskaite will have on the country’s presidency when she concludes her second term in 2019.  

			Conclusion

			The creation and evolution of institutions in any country is never a simple and straightforward process. Insights from political psychology show that the stronger a personality is at the top of a political institution, the greater and more influential the role played by the institution in the foreign policy-making process of the country, especially if no other institutions are eager, capable or willing to challenge the political hierarchy that develops under an ambitious or dominant leader or if a leader masterfully exploits critical historical periods to his/her advantage. This study relied on the insights provided from leadership studies and Colton’s effectiveness/impact typology matrix and demonstrated that each Lithuanian president affected Lithuania’s White House differently in terms of power, prestige, impact, and effectiveness, especially, in foreign policy, which is a constitutionally delegated area for the president. Table 1 shows that the different presidents viewed their roles as chief foreign policymakers differently: some of them fully exploited unique “windows of opportunity” at critical historical junctures (i.e., Adamkus during his first term and currently Grybauskaite) and produced high impact (Adamkus first term) or ambiguous results (Grybauskaite), while others were passive, ineffective, and eager to avoid institutional fights (Brazauskas and Paksas), resulting in low (Paksas) and ambiguous (Brazauskas) leadership impact.
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As the first leader to shape the presidency, Brazauskas was a mixed blessing for Lithuania. One the one hand, he was the first president who was in change of the country’s foreign affairs and who, possibly unfortunately for this office, had no foreign experience, expertise, interest or language abilities. He found foreign policymaking “difficult” and not to his personal liking.98 It is not surprising that the first president was hardly a proactive player, especially with regard to implementing western-oriented foreign policy initiatives, and could not help Lithuania achieve leadership positions in European institutions. 

			On the other hand, in the eastward direction, especially Lithuania’s normalization of good neighborly relations with Russia, Belarus, and other CIS states, Brazauskas’ personal input was invaluable. Thanks to him, the country’s foreign policy became more balanced, diversified, and lost its confrontational characteristics. At the same time, Brazauskas did not dare to push the powers of the presidential office beyond the constitutional boundaries, especially after the LDDP (a political party that he led and never left, except formally on paper) lost parliamentary elections in 1996. Brazauskas’ personal insecurities and exhaustion from internal political fights did not allow him to strengthen the presidency to the extent that his successors were able to, nor did he achieve his goals, ultimately making him an ineffective leader.

			President Adamkus’ imprint on Lithuania’s presidency, especially his first term, was quite profound. With a strong understanding of both Western and Eastern political environments, fluency in five foreign languages, and a personal preference for seeking the middle ground in global affairs, Adamkus made (albeit not single-handedly) Lithuania’s foreign policy aspirations a reality. The legacy of the second president was a balanced and non-confrontational foreign policy as the country built its reputation as a skillful mediator between conflicting parties, especially in the post-communist arena. During his first term, Adamkus was unquestionably effective and had a high impact on country’s foreign affairs. 

			Although Adamkus succeeded in strengthening the presidency during his first term in office by achieving victories over other bureaucratic structures in institutional battles and through personal persuasion, his second term was not nearly as effective. Political missteps and the president’s lost ability to connect with the population weakened the political weight of the presidential office. Adamkus was unable to repair the damage that the impeachment of Paksas did to the presidency, and thus had a weak impact during his second term. 

			Upon election in 2009, Grybauskaite successfully began to restore stature, power and prestige to the presidential office. Among all political institutions today, the presidency thus far enjoys the highest levels of popular trust.99 At the same time, Grybauskaite’s “iron fist” politics are a hotly debated issue. Some political analysts believe that Lithuania is heading toward a presidential dictatorship, while others believe that she is simply assuming the role of a “chief manager.”100 Whichever may be the case, it is evident that Grybauskaite is successfully stretching the constitutional limits of the presidential office. At least at this juncture in time, her presidency has a wide degree of maneuver and choice: with the weak and unpopular parliament and government, and high distrust shown to all political parties, she is taking full advantage of such a favorable situation for as long as circumstances permit. 

			Given the president’s “lack of ideas” and vision, as well as rushed decision-making, many wonder whether she is pursuing a coherent strategy.101 Since the president refuses to evaluate her missteps, public opinion is slowly turning against her. How much, if at all, Grybauskaite is willing to change her leadership style and personal ambitions during her second term – given the declining approval ratings of her office (even as she continues to be the most popular politician in the country) – remains to be seen. But if trust in the presidency continues to drop, she will be forced to look for some “victories” either abroad or, possibly, at home. With Lithuania’s EU Presidency already over, new political accomplishments may be hard to attain. Grybauskaite may have no choice but to change her initial determination and become more active in the East, as did her predecessor, by trying to help the so-called “beggars” on their path into the EU. If she succeeds, that could be her most important legacy for Lithuania’s White House and foreign policy when she ends her second term in 2019. Overall, however, Grybauskaite has been effective in carrying out her foreign policy goals of making Lithuania more visible and present in the EU, although exogenous circumstances have forced some re-ranking of the president’s objectives toward Russia and Ukraine, where her impact is difficult to measure and remains ambiguous. 	

			In sum, this in-depth case study of the Lithuanian presidential office and its four residents reveals the value added of Colton’s matrix, measuring effectiveness and impact, which also makes it possible to place Lithuania’s top leaders into the larger context of post-communist region leaders. Of course, due attention is needed to such crucial factors as critical junctures, historical context, and exogenous/endogenous shocks in analyzing policymakers and political institutions. However, by bringing leaders’ personalities back into the examination of the post-communist political environment and through an evaluation of individuals’ impacts, we obtain a richer and more nuanced understanding of the processes that developed in foreign policymaking, including policy goal formation, choices, and outcomes that were (or were not) achieved by top leaders.
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			Abstract: On September 14, 2014, Russia held regional and local elections while simultaneously launching a municipal reform to consolidate greater Kremlin control over Russian city governments. The reform largely removes the last remaining vestige of democratic pluralism in Russia by eliminating directly elected mayors and city councils. Both the elections and the reform encapsulated Vladimir Putin’s unquestioned authoritarian dominance over Russian subnational politics. Combined with Russia’s difficulties in foreign and economic policies, the reform may leave Russia internally less governable and its political future less stable than the results of the September 14 elections might otherwise suggest.

			The year 2014 may come to be seen as a political turning point for Russia on two fronts. At a time when Russian foreign policy was consumed with the instability resulting from growing conflict over the Crimean annexation and President Vladimir Putin’s support for the separatists in southeast Ukraine, voting held simultaneously throughout Russia on its unified day of regional and local elections on September 14 presented a welcome domestic contrast. Kremlin-endorsed candidates won overwhelmingly in races for over 6,000 different offices in the elections for 30 governors, 14 regional assemblies, vacated deputy seats in 18 other regional assemblies, and numerous local councils and chief executive positions.1 

			There were no sudden unexpected crises threatening the boundaries of political participation imposed on opposition candidates throughout Russia. 

			Putin’s efforts to centralize authority in Russia were entrenched long before the September 2014 election. The elections were held throughout Russia simultaneously with the launching of a national reform plan to consolidate greater Kremlin control over Russian municipal governments. The reform, adopted by the Russian national parliament and signed by President Putin on May 27, 2014, effectively disempowers local self-government throughout Russia over the next few years by abolishing the offices of many directly elected Russian city mayors and even citywide councils.2 Through reform of local self-government, Putin would consolidate his control over the last remaining vestige of democratic pluralism in Russia, namely the powers still ceded to cities through directly elected and competitive political offices. 

			The September election and the reform, however, only seemed to ensure Putin’s unquestioned authoritarian dominance over Russian subnational politics. Compounded by the fallout of his foreign policy from the Ukrainian crisis, the reform of city governments may leave Russia internally less governable and its political future less stable than the September 14th election results appeared to suggest.

			The September 14th Election

			Clean Sweep for Putin and United Russia

			The election on September 14 produced an unqualified success for Putin and his efforts to dominate Russian subnational politics. The campaign itself was effectively a national referendum for Putin personally and his actions in neighboring Ukraine during the previous months. 

			Any imminent risk to the standard of living for Russian consumers resulting from Western sanctions and the retaliatory import embargo imposed against Western goods by the Russian government seemed a remote concern. A mere 5 percent of nationally surveyed Russians on the eve of the elections in August feared serious direct consequences for themselves and their families from the economic sanctions and import embargo; 63 percent supported Putin’s actions in Ukraine; and 82 percent said that they again would vote for him as president.3 Early voting, previously disallowed because of vote fraud, was reinstituted in 2014 to boost turnout nationally from the low participation in the previous unified national election day on September 8, 2013. Including pensioners, state employees, and students bussed to polling precincts in early voting, an estimated 37 percent of eligible Russians voted on September 14 compared to only 26 percent in 2013. Few Russians just back from their August holidays or dacha gardening would have been upset about their economic futures by the abbreviated summer campaign. Candidates from almost all political parties embraced Putin’s policies in defiance of the West without question and conducted their campaigns against the background of nationalist euphoria over Russia’s renewed superpower status heralded by the national media. 

			For Putin, who publicly regretted the dissolution of the Soviet Union as the greatest 20th century tragedy, the election results on September 14 succeeded with the political reversion of Russia to a state closely resembling the former Soviet era. The endgame, even more evident than under his first two presidential terms, is central government control imposed throughout Russia. Nothing has better symbolized this plan than the political subordination of regional governments throughout Russia to a corps of loyalist governors. Russia’s governors hold their positions endowed with a thin democratic façade of legitimacy derived from the restoration of direct gubernatorial elections when Putin returned to the presidency in 2012. In the first two tests of restored gubernatorial elections held on October 14, 2012, and September 8, 2013, all 13 incumbent governors, either nominated or endorsed during the campaigns by Putin’s United Russia political party, won by an average 72 percent in 2012 and 70 percent in 2013.4 

			There was even less uncertainty in the outcome of the 30 gubernatorial elections held on September 14, 2014. All 30 incumbent governors – supported by United Russia and endorsed by Putin who appointed several “acting” governors before the election – won by an average 77 percent and an average 67 percent gap over their next closest opponent in the final vote allies.5 In half of the races, they won by a minimum 80 percent. The Orel and Volgograd regional governors – just appointed by Putin as outsiders a few months before the election without any prior connections to the two regions – both won landslides of 89 percent and a gap of 85 percent over their next closest opponents. 

			Only two races ended with governors receiving less than 63 percent. The sole close race was for Altai Republic governor. Aided by a suspicious 16 percent early voting, the Altai incumbent over the last decade avoided a second round run-off by winning a bare majority 50.63 to 36 percent over his closest rival despite low public support in pre-election polls. Another two incumbent and Putin-endorsed governors in 2013 and three in 2014 were elected indirectly by their parliaments under a provision allowing regions to opt out of direct elections and choose their governors from candidates nominated by their regional parliamentary parties and vetted by Putin. The five elected unanimously by their parliaments in both years included the governors of three North Caucasus republics and, in 2014, the two leaders of the recently annexed Crimea and Sevastopol.6 

			A 100 percent success ratio for your preferred candidates 48 of 48 times over three years averaging 75 percent winning margins defies any law of probability but achieves its intended result through the electoral process. With so little enthusiasm for the foreordained outcomes of gubernatorial elections in 2014, the political opposition in Kalmykia and Novosibirsk were reduced to encouraging their supporters to spoil their ballots in protest and even in jest offering a prize for the most creatively spoiled ballot.7 Putin himself seemed to confirm how meaningless the entire process was six days before the election. The Russian president fired for “lack of confidence” the Bryansk governor elected less than two years before with the restoration of direct gubernatorial elections in 2012.8 

			The governors’ elections were only part of the story. United Russia on September 14 won more than two-thirds of all seats in the 14 contested regional elections and swept the races for individual seats in other regional assemblies and local councils throughout Russia.9 Winning some seats in assemblies and councils, the Communist Party and Liberal Democratic Party maintained their role as the token political opposition in Russia. United Russia after September 14, however, holds the speakership of all 85 Russian regional assemblies including the two newly annexed Ukrainian regions of Crimea and Sevastopol, which also elected UR majority councils and speakers on September 14. 

			Staging the Election

			Unfair and dishonest Russian elections have been Putin’s means to ensure his authority in the past, well documented and proven by an array of Russian and Western organizations and observers even before Putin returned as president in 2012.10 The same proven means of “electoral authoritarianism” foreordained United Russia (UR) candidates again prevailing on September 14 as they have on all past unified election days. The difference in 2014 was the quite different criterion of success for the campaign and election set down by Putin’s presidential administration and embraced by the national United Russia leaders. There was a major priority on conducting the campaign and election in a manner to enhance their overall sense of democratic political legitimacy with the Russian public through greater “transparency” (otkrytost’) and “competitiveness” (konkurentnost’). 

			At the outset of 2014, even United Russia national party officials conceded some responsibility for past election abuses and admitted that they had a problem changing the widespread negative national image of the party as simply “crooks and thieves.” The UR Party leadership insisted that the September 2014 election would be different and propagated a new priority for all their candidates. Unlike past Russian elections, they said, this election would be conducted honestly, encouraging real competition and avoiding the most egregious scandals associated with the past. Governors, in particular, would be evaluated less by the percentage of their victories than by the overall legitimacy of the election process. Legitimacy would be assessed by voter turnout, the competitive nature of the campaign, and the absence of any post-election legal challenges filed by losing candidates in their regions.11 The sole discord to this new national priority was sounded in a communiqué issued by the Central Electoral Commission a few days before September 14. It warned regional electoral commissions against allowing poll-watchers from “Golos” (Vote), the most prominent Russian civic advocacy organization for honest elections, labeled by the Commission a “foreign agent” intent on “discrediting” the election.12

			Superficially, in terms of the absolute number of party-nominated candidates on the ballot for governor or councils on September 14, the election was more competitive than past regional and local voting held in 2010-13. Sixty-three of the 69 political parties registered by the Ministry of Justice qualified candidates to run for governor or seats on regional or city councils throughout Russia, and 42 different political parties nominated 204 of the 207 candidates for governor in addition to the three who ran as independents.13 In United Russia, the gubernatorial incumbents only became the official candidate of the party after they had first won the internal UR party primary, held in late spring or early summer in each region.

			More candidates running for offices, however, did not translate into real competition or greater fairness in comparison with past elections. Even as UR pledged its commitment to a clean campaign, it ran an unofficial campaign against potential candidates at the regional and local levels in Russia. The difference between rhetoric and reality was particularly acute in the gubernatorial races. 

			On the one hand, the national United Russia leadership singled out regional gubernatorial races where they or UR governors encouraged fellow UR municipal deputies in their regions to sign the petitions of rival candidates, which were necessary to allow them a spot on the ballot.14 Their rivals thus exceeded the minimum requirement to gain 5 to 10 percent of all municipal deputies in a region needed by all gubernatorial candidates since 2012 to register. For the national UR leadership, their support for registering rival candidates proved the sincerity of their overall commitment to make this 2014 election authentically competitive and legitimate. UR party leaders could also boast that two of the incumbent governors who won in September with their de facto endorsement were actually current or past prominent members of opposition parties: Vadim Potomskii (Orel, Communist Party) and Nikita Belykh (Kirov, ex-national co-chair Union of Right Forces). Potomskii registered as the Russian Communist Party candidate and Belykh as an independent on September 14; both ran unopposed by any United Russia candidate in their regions.

			On the other hand, the political largesse was granted selectively.15 Pressure and threats against municipal deputies not to sign the nomination petitions of the genuinely strong opposition candidates kept several, like Oksana Dmitrieva in St. Petersburg, from collecting enough signatures to qualify for the ballot under the terms of the so-called “municipal filter.” Other potentially strong opposition candidates were kept off the ballot by more blatant forms of irregular political warfare. Electoral commissions disqualified them over alleged technical errors uncovered in their registration applications, their political parties abruptly dropped their original nominations, or they withdrew on their own under threat of pending criminal charges coincidentally timed with their announced intention to run. 

			Governors benefited with the political field left open to just them and little-known candidates from minor political parties sarcastically termed “sparring partners” in Russian parlance. Just as they did in 2013, governors actually benefited from low turnout on September 14 among potential voters. Many voters were discouraged from participating by the absence of any real choice between the governor and the other candidates registered only to create a semblance of competitive legitimacy for the process. The lack of any real competition depressed voter turnout and disproportionately skewed the victories for the incumbent governors in the final tally from the even higher percentage of state employees and pensioners mobilized through early voting. All but one governor ran as Putin-endorsed incumbents or as candidates appointed by Putin as “acting” governors in 2013 and 2014. They won without any effective challenge on the wave of Putin’s soaring public approval rating from his actions in Ukraine. By appointing them “acting” governor, Putin endorsed them and transformed their elections into a de facto national public referendum in 30 regions on himself and his foreign policy.16

			Effectively an extension of Putin’s campaign machine, the Russian national print and electronic media too should be credited with a significant unofficial role. National television and the Russian national news organizations featured non-stop negative reporting on the new Ukrainian government, which they portrayed as a group of fascists brought to power in a coup organized by the West and an imminent threat to the lives of ethnic Russians and Russian-speakers in southeast Ukraine.17 By contrast, Putin’s government won praise for its morality and patriotic defense of compatriots in Ukraine. 

			The national media coverage of the events in Ukraine heavily influenced the views of Russian citizens in September 2014. Surveys before the election revealed that Russian voters were more likely to support gubernatorial and other candidates for offices endorsed by the Putin-affiliated United Russia political party or his Russian People’s Front national movement. Putin’s unprecedented approval ratings increased votes cast for United Russia candidates. The “Putin bump” for United Russia peaked at 51 percent in late March with the annexation of Crimea, but then dipped somewhat to 36 percent, below the still high national support for Putin personally a month before the September 14th election, as the military crisis with Ukraine escalated and Western economic sanctions against Russia ratcheted up.18\

			Crushing the Democratic Opposition

			Putin needed to vanquish the democratic opposition in order to assert full power for his vertical. Symbolically, this group is associated with the urban educated professionals in Moscow, Saint Petersburg, and elsewhere who came together to protest for free and fair elections in December 2011. 

			Putin has effectively suppressed the democratic opposition since 2012 through laws and policies restricting political participation. The democratic opposition, however, always represents a latent electoral threat in Russian regional capitals and other major cities. Even in August 2014, at the height of overwhelming Russian national support for Putin’s actions in Ukraine, the cities of Moscow and Saint Petersburg were outliers since they were home to the largest proportion of educated urban professionals. Among Russians nationally who intended to vote on September 14, only 37 percent of those surveyed in Moscow and Saint Petersburg supported Putin’s actions in Ukraine or his election to another term, blaming Russian intervention for worsening the conflict with Ukraine.19 Nevertheless, United Russia won 38 of 45 Moscow city duma seats, but the 20 percent voter turnout in Moscow was the lowest of any regional assembly election held in Russia that day and the lowest for any Moscow duma election since 1993. In St. Petersburg, a mere 37 percent of voters were inspired to show up to elect their first governor in over a decade. Even that official turnout for St. Petersburg was inflated by almost one-fourth voting early mainly for the incumbent governor and by suspicious final tallies where the votes cast in the governor’s race far exceeded totals for council seats in several local municipal precincts.20 

			In previous years, mayoral elections in Russian regional capitals or other prominent cities frequently produced unexpected outcomes. The votes, money, and campaign involvement of professional urbanites devoted to opposition candidates could swing upset victories for opposition members over pro-Putin establishment mayoral candidates. In many Russian regions, a significant proportion of the population lives in the regional capital or other large cities. Such urban areas encompass the greatest share of economic wealth and tax revenue for the regional governments. Their mayors, by the significance of their cities’ economies and size of their voting-age populations, hold political offices whose recognition, stature, and influence are second only to those of the governors. Motivated by citizen discontent over local conditions or by resentment over corrupt long-term city officials, voter turnout on the smaller scale of mayoral elections has greater potential to affect outcomes compared to gubernatorial or regional assembly elections. Splits within the local city elites may encourage anti-establishment candidates to run for mayor with promised financial and campaign support from disaffected segments of those elites.

			Under these conditions, the political opposition has a better chance of upsetting the political establishment and winning mayoral elections. In the run up to the 2014 elections, three anti-establishment candidates actually won popular elections as regional capital mayors: in Yaroslavl in April 2012 (Yevgenii Urlashov) and in Yekaterinburg (Yevgenii Roizman) and Karelia (Irina Shirshina) in September 2013. Roizman in Yekaterinburg was popularly elected mayor of the fourth largest city in Russia over an opponent supported by the then recently appointed acting regional governor.21 In addition to these victories, Aleksei Navalny – the nationally renowned blogger, anti-corruption crusader, and overall nemesis of the political establishment – won slightly over 27 percent of the vote for mayor of Moscow in September 2013.

			To counter this potential threat, the Kremlin sought to increase its ability to maintain its people in mayoral positions. In less than four years, between February 2010 through November 2013, almost one-third (26 of 81) of all Russian regional capital mayors were pressured to resign, voted out by their councils, or fired by their governors for failing to carry out their legal responsibilities. An additional 25 mayors – including many in important large cities – were forced from office over the same period in regions like Rostov (Novocherkassk), Irkutsk (Bratsk), Samara (Syzran), Novosibirsk (Berdsk), and Yaroslavl (Rybinsk). Sixteen of these 51 mayors were arrested for crimes ranging from bribery to murder.22

			In Yaroslavl, Mayor Urlashov won with the support of the democratic opposition, many of whose activists, buoyed by enthusiasm from the December 2011 protests following tainted State Duma elections, had trekked from around Russia to work on his campaign in February-April 2012.23 Just two months after Urlashov’s victory in Yaroslavl, the democratic opposition narrowly lost two June regional capital mayor races in the major Siberian capitals of Krasnoyarsk and Omsk.24 Both races took place in major Russian cities, each with more than a million people, and there was strong protest sentiment in pre-election polls among likely voters in competitive races for offices vacated only months earlier by long-term incumbents. The opposition lost largely because the leading candidates refused to compromise in supporting a single unity opposition candidate like Urlashov in Yaroslavl. Insisting on running their own candidates, the opposition political parties effectively depressed turnout in both regions among potential voters who had already determined that a United Russia victory was inevitable. In Omsk, the chair of the regional city council and protégé of the recently resigned and unpopular long-term governor won by default with only 50 percent of the vote and an exceptionally low overall turnout, under 17 percent.

			In retrospect, the failure to win the mayoral elections in Krasnoyarsk and Omsk may not have mattered. Yaroslavl Mayor Urlashov has been jailed in Moscow since July 2013 on corruption charges, effectively blocking him from governing. After campaigning on a pledge to repave and fix the streets of Yaroslavl, Urlashov was charged with soliciting a bribe from the owner of a street-repair firm with close ties to the regional United Russia political establishment which vigorously opposed his election.25 

			The two other regional capital mayors elected in September 2013 on democratic opposition platforms face similar ongoing threats. City council deputies linked to the Sverdlovsk governor have launched a campaign to force the resignation of Yekaterinburg Mayor Roizman. They complain that Roizman has past political ties with a city council deputy indicted for murder.26 Roizman’s accusers allege that his associate murdered a woman in order to gain control of her apartment in order to pay Roizman five million rubles so that they would win the council seat he vacated with his 2013 election as mayor. The Karelian governor has tried to force Mayor Shirshina’s resignation, so far unsuccessfully, through criminal investigations into her transferring funds to keep trolleys running in the capital and with negative evaluations of her annual performance, allegations that have been refuted by the still pro-Shirshina UR council majority and speaker.27 As retribution, the pro-Shirshina speaker was ousted from United Russia and arrested on corruption charges linked to a previous criminal charge leveled against one of Shirshina’s deputy mayors and vague threats to prosecute other pro-Shirshina UR deputies on the council.28

			2014 Municipal Government Reform

			Reform Models and Goals

			The political targeting of mayors like Urlashov, Roizman, and Shirshina has not been an isolated attempt to remove the political opposition from elective office. The major difference in 2014 from past Putin efforts has been the launching of a municipal reform throughout Russia, which, in effect, subordinates city governments directly to the control of the Kremlin. 

			According to the May 2014 reform of local self-government, one of four alternative formats or models for city governance are to be adopted in each Russian region. The first option is directly elected mayors and city councils. The second option is an indirectly elected mayor with a city manager appointed by the city council. The third option is a directly elected mayor (who is also the speaker of the city council) and a city manager. The fourth option envisions the city manager as the sole city executive. 

			In practice, option one barely exists in contemporary Russia. By 2014, directly elected mayors without city managers existed in only two regional capitals with populations over a million – Novosibirsk and Voronezh. Option two is much more widespread. Since 2005 more than half of Russian regional capitals have instituted a bifurcated chief executive. The mayor, who represents the city as a whole, is the council speaker, indirectly elected by council deputies after each council election. This position has only ceremonial powers. The effective mayor, or head of the city administration, is a city manager. The city manager is appointed, renewed, and terminated under contracts confirmed by a majority of the city council. Seventy-two of the regional capitals already have adopted this bifurcated chief executive in one form or another. The third option includes only a few remaining cities, like Yekaterinburg with Roizman directly elected mayor-speaker sharing executive power with a city manager confirmed by the council deputies. 

			Under the fourth option, which is likely to be chosen by most regional legislatures, the city manager will serve as the sole, but greatly empowered, chief executive for city governments, broken down into a loose confederation of borough (raion) councils reconstituted akin to semi-sovereign municipalities within the city. Borough councils will be the only directly elected representative bodies in the city with the capstone city council made up of deputies delegated from the borough councils and likely renewed each year. The city manager-mayor will be chosen by this delegated city council from candidates screened and nominated by a selection committee with half of its members chosen by the regional governor. The speaker of the city council will be reduced to a powerless office representing the city overall but without any authority other than chairing council meetings. 

			The decisions on which model is adopted for their city governments will be made in each region by regional legislatures. All regional legislatures were expected to pass enabling bills for their particular models of local self-government by the end of November 2014, although the process has been marked by numerous delays. Individual city councils under the reform law would have the right to reject the standard model voted by their regional legislatures and retain their own form of city government, including directly elected citywide mayors and councils. In signing the bill on May 27, 2014, President Putin claimed that regional governors and mayors would freely negotiate over the models and authority delegated to city governments.29

			However, in practice, for Russian mayors, challenging decisions made by their governors would be a highly improbable and self-defeating act of defiance. Russian cities remain almost totally dependent financially on the discretionary funding decisions made by regional legislatures and governors. To an even greater degree than in the past, since the September 2014 elections, these regional legislatures are dominated by deputies beholden to Putin’s United Russia political party and his national Russian People’s Front movement. An equivalent overwhelming UR dominance seems ensured in many Russian city councils, which are recalibrating their composition under their charters to as much as 75 percent single-member district seats from the current 50:50 ratio of single-member and party proportional representation council seats. UR candidates, with the advantages of party identification and lucrative campaign financing, win elections in almost all single-member city council seats over candidates from underfunded opposition parties splitting the anti-UR vote among themselves.

			With United Russia assembly speakers in all Russian regions and governors completely subordinate to Putin, it seems foreordained that a substantial majority of regions will eliminate directly elected mayors and councils and adopt the fourth model. Such a model was instituted by the Chelyabinsk regional legislature for all its cities and on an experimental basis in the Volgograd regional capital even before September 14, with other regional legislators throughout Russia expressing the intent of emulating these examples in 2015.30 The governors of Samara, Arkhangelsk, Ulyanovsk, Sverdlovsk, Rostov, and Nizhnii Novgorod rushed to eliminate directly elected city mayors and increase the ratio of single-member local council seats shortly after their election in September 2014.31 Evoking parallels with the protests overthrowing Ukrainian President Yanukovych in February 2014, opposition members, like the Communist Party regional branch leader in Nizhnii Novgorod, accused the governors of “preparing the ground for a future Maidan” in Russia by eliminating directly elected local government and leaving citizens no choice but to go on the streets to have their voices heard.32

			Indeed, it is in this political context that the May 2014 revision of the federal law on local self-government must be viewed. By allowing regional governments to abolish directly elected mayors, the revision would do away with the very offices of popularly elected regional capital mayors like those won by democratic opposition candidates such as Urlashov, Roizman, and Shirshina.

			The reform will eliminate institutional barriers and make it possible to channel even more tax revenue from Russian cities and effective ownership of their key economic resources and land-holdings to the federal government and treasury. Once the electoral and structural changes are carried out in Russian locales, a second reform stage foresees the reallocation of authority and financing to regional governments over policies traditionally run solely by local self-government, like urban development, public utilities, city roads, cemeteries, garbage collection, and billboard advertising. The reallocation is supposed to follow the adoption of amendments to the federal law on local self-government by the national parliament and subsequent negotiations between the regional governments and their locales. Not even waiting adoption of the amendments by the national parliament, however, the newly elected governors of the Moscow Region and Orel rushed legislation through their assemblies reallocating total control to their regional governments over policy areas and financing vested solely in their municipalities since 2003.33

			Without directly elected mayors and councils, Russian city governments would be powerless to mount any resistance to actions by regional governments, particularly since the reconstituted borough councils will have little managerial capacity. Municipal economies effectively will be “colonized” by the Russian government under the pretext of democratically reforming them. As foreseen by Natalya Zubarevich, Russian local self-government, deprived of independence and financial resources under the reform “will be completely buried and transformed into a mere formality,” with the population in cities completely dependent on regional cabinets appointed by their governors for even trivial issues.34 

			Reform Impetus

			The political rationale for Putin’s actions and policies has been a carefully crafted populism. The reform to decentralize authority in cities is premised on a promise to provide average working class citizens greater direct control over their lives in their boroughs. The borough councils are counter-posed as democratic models to city governments allegedly dominated by career politicians from urban professional circles, insensitive to the needs of average Russians, and enmeshed in corruption and dysfunctional conflict. Thus, the disempowerment of municipal governments has been defended as a grassroots democratic revival for average Russians.

			 The logic evolved quite subtly throughout the first two years of Putin’s third presidential term. Campaigning in 2011-12 and the first several months of his presidency after he was elected, Putin seemed to embrace the principle of directly elected mayors and strong city governments, especially in all Russian regional capitals. Within two months after Putin was re-elected, the Russian Ministry of Regional Development already had posted a draft model bill on its webpage for consideration by the Russian parliament, and by June 2012 a presidential-sponsored draft bill was under consideration by the State Duma.35 The bill envisaged additional tax revenue and city government authority in connection with directly elected mayors. However, progress on passing the measure stalled in the State Duma through 2013 over disagreements about creating new directly elected municipal executive offices in addition to the mayors.36 A national forum on local self-government organized by the Russian People’s Front and personally chaired by Putin was scheduled for December 6, 2013. The forum presumably was to reinvigorate support for passage of this model bill, increasing the tax revenue and policy-making authority of city governments under directly elected councils and mayors.37 

			However, the forum was staged to accomplish just the opposite outcome under cover of populism. At the forum, Olga Timofeeva, a State Duma deputy and co-chair of Putin’s Russian People’s Front, rose from her seat in the audience and made what seemed at the time to be a vague, spontaneous objection to the whole tenor of the forum. In her “dissent” she questioned the effectiveness of directly elected strong mayors for average Russians living in a large city.38 In response, Putin as chair opined that she might be right and that average Russian citizens probably do find it difficult to gain support for their needs like education and healthcare from citywide councils and mayors elected to represent the multi-million population of an entire city. A week later in his annual address to the Federal Assembly on December 13 and in his annual televised press conference on December 20, he complained that authority at the borough level of city governments had become “practically emasculated” (prakticheski vykholoshchen) and that the country needed the “development of a strong, independent, and financially solvent authority in locales.”39

			In January 2014, when he reintroduced the local self-government reform legislation, Vyacheslav Timchenko, the State Duma floor leader and chair of the Russian National Council on Local Self-Government, embraced the Timofeeva “dissent” as political gospel. It served as the principle justification for including the fourth model of decentralized borough councils in the legislative debates and steamrolled passage of the reform by May. In Russia, directly elected mayors and councils, especially in Siberia and the Far East (Irkutsk, Novosibirsk, Krasnoyarsk, Khabarovsk, and Primorsk regions), were outspoken in opposing the reform and the abolition of their offices.40 Only weeks before the reform passed, the Russian Union of City Parliaments, by a nearly unanimous resolution, opposed the reform, while conceding that the momentum “from above” for adoption in its current form made its passage inevitable.41 And just a week before the reform of local self-government was passed and signed by President Putin in May, a national poll released by the Levada Center found that 77 percent of all Russians living in large cities still preferred mayors directly elected by the population.42

			Despite a nominal concession to a “choice” (vybor) among four models for regional legislatures and cities in the final version of the reform, it passed without any attempt to consider the two real problems Russian city governments confront: insufficient tax revenue to cover their obligations and the confusing legal authority over specific areas of public policy, given the formal overlap with Russian regional and federal governments. Tax revenue and statutory reallocation of public policy authority among the three levels of Russian government were tabled for consideration by later State Duma sessions in 2015-16. The clear intent of the May reform became elimination of directly elected citywide councils and mayors, supplanted by relatively powerless borough councils. 

			The reform of local self-government has been defended as offering Russians a democratic choice in the institutional arrangement of their own governments and more direct popular control over their elected representatives in neighborhood borough councils.43 The contention is that directly elected mayors and city councils have alienated their city populations by adopting policies more geared to the cities overall than to the specific needs of local neighborhoods and boroughs in the cities.

			Reform Outcome and Effects 

			The long-term political outcome seems predictable and almost a throwback to the powerless local Russian governments in the preceding Soviet era. Decentralization in the convoluted Russian political context actually means even greater centralized control of Russian cities. In Russia under the 2014 reform, state employees, like teachers and doctors dependent on their jobs with the city governments, will be among the individuals most easily mobilized in staged campaigns led by activists of the Russian People’s Front because they are vulnerable to pressure from above. Their participation should ensure compliant borough councils under a power vertical extending from the Kremlin. 

			More deputies will mean less democracy. The borough councils will increase the number of deputies exponentially in each city by actually eliminating any real semblance to the city legislative branch of government. With city councils under the fourth model no longer directly elected, the only remaining directly elected borough council deputies are more likely to run as independent neighborhood model citizens nominated by the local branch of the Russian People’s Front and resurrecting the image of milkmaids and lathe operators recruited in the Soviet era local elections. Some governors have even proposed eliminating full-time paid city officials and deputies entirely with decision-making authority further devolved to volunteers recruited on a part-time basis, like Communist Party activists before 1991 who contributed pro bono efforts to the administration of their housing complexes.44 

			Radical reform under the fourth model would have a national ripple effect on political parties.45 Russian opposition political parties traditionally have been dependent on recruiting candidates and activists in regional and city elections as the core of their national efforts. One of the last bastions of strength for national opposition political parties remains regions in Siberia like Krasnoyarsk and Novosibirsk. In Krasnoyarsk, the five opposition political parties, as recently as September 2013, won an upset victory, taking 24 of 36 seats to only 12 for United Russia in the race for the regional capital city council.46 In Novosibirsk, where the Russian Communist Party traditionally has been competitive in winning seats in the regional and capital councils, Ilya Potapov, party candidate for mayor of Berdsk (the second most populated and economically key regional city), won the run-off second round in March 2011 by 60 percent over the UR first deputy mayor with a turnout of 43 percent among all eligible voters without heat or electricity for days beforehand.47

			On April 6, 2014, Anatolii Lokot, a long-term Communist Party leader in Novosibirsk as its State Duma deputy, did Potapov one even better. Lokot won the race for mayor of the regional capital over his principal rival, the acting mayor endorsed by United Russia.48 Lokot’s victory as mayor of the third largest city by population in the entire country also may be as short-lived as that of Mayor Potapov, who was forced out of office after he was arrested on bribery charges in October 2013. A potential future national leader of the Communist Party, Lokot has already spoken out against the reform of local self-government passed only weeks after his election.49 If implemented as seems most likely under the fourth model throughout Russia, the reform threatens to eliminate Lokot’s office and the entire election process by which the Communist Party has thrived in Novosibirsk since 1991. Parties like the Novosibirsk Communists would be politically eviscerated.

			The looming reality is city governments, administratively reconstituted as numerous and politically powerless borough councils, unable to make independent policies without their own tax base and large constituencies. Weak city governments would be even more susceptible to the economic and political control of regional legislatures dominated by the Kremlin, and decisions affecting the daily lives of their populations would be made by city managers. The city managers effectively will be chosen by the regional governors and accountable to them. As confirmed by the September 2014 election, all Russian governors, through staged regional elections, remain almost solely accountable to Putin. The president, under the federal reform restoring directly elected gubernatorial elections in 2012, can dismiss them even after their election for vague reasons including merely a “lack of confidence” in their leadership (as was the case with the Bryansk governor six days before the September 14 election). Russian urbanites would be destined to share the same future despite their supposedly renewed democratic freedoms. More decisions over economic resources and wealth would be directly made by the federal government and treasury in Moscow with ordinary citizens having even less control over their regions, cities, and lives. 

			One unintended political fallout of the reform is that the increased centralization of the national economy could spark renewed political dissent, especially in Siberia and the Far East. City governments there are likely to be the most resistant to their conversion into decentralized borough councils under the fourth model. Even with UR majority city councils, most Siberian and Far East regional capitals, like Krasnoyarsk, Omsk, Novosibirsk, and Vladivostok, have retained directly elected strong mayors against the political momentum in Russia over the last decade.50

			In Siberia, latent public and elite support remains for some degree of Siberian political and economic autonomy from the central Russian government.51 Political parties, activists, and even some regional leaders in Siberia during the early 1990s went so far as to advocate something akin to a separate Siberian Republic based on shared geography and conditions. Support for this idea arises out of festering resentment over historical grievances and perceived economic exploitation by Moscow. In this perception, Moscow extracts a significant share of the entire Russian national economy from Siberia’s oil and gas resources in return for impoverishment of its population and the environmental degradation of the entire region. Those views reemerged with the September 2014 election among Russian opposition activists and Internet bloggers, who accused the Kremlin of hypocrisy because it supported Ukrainian federalism, especially for embattled separatists in southeast Ukraine, while denying the equivalent opportunities for regionalism within Russia.52

			 In Russia’s Far East, the same resentment against exploitation by Moscow and the federal government among Siberians can be found among the population in regions like Primorsky Krai.53 In the Far East, it is a sentiment also nurtured by close proximity to China and South Korea and the self-evident advantages from greater interdependencies with these much more economically attractive alternatives to Russia. Economic integration with China and South Korea is generally viewed as a realistic long-term solution to stem the labor shortage created by workers leaving the Far East because they are discouraged by the even poorer living conditions and opportunities than in the rest of Russia. 

			Emboldened by the results of the September 14 election, Putin has not backed down in pushing municipal reform throughout Russia even with 63 percent of nationally surveyed Russians after September still favoring direct elections for governors, mayors, and city councils.54 Thirteen additional regional capitals had already begun to eliminate their direct mayoral elections and adopt the 4th reform model by the end of November 2014.55 Momentum to implement the reform throughout Russia was evident despite political opposition in both Siberian Irkutsk and Far East Vladivostok and the continued imprisonment of Yaroslavl Mayor Urlashov.56 Those who, like Yekaterinburg Mayor Roizman, insisted that public referenda first must determine the local public “consent” (soglasie) and “opinion” (mnenie) cited under Article 2 of the May 27 federal law failed to convince the Russian Constitutional Court, which ruled that referenda were not required to institute reforms of Russian city governments.57 

			Putin’s Subnational Dilemma

			An even broader context for the effects of municipal reform is the Russian aggression in Ukraine since 2014. The fallouts from Putin’s actions in Ukraine threaten Russian internal political stability, which is already in flux from the ongoing municipal reform. Putin faces a stark dilemma: implementing the on-going local government reform will strengthen his political control, at least in the short term, but ultimately undermine Russia’s ability to govern itself as central leaders lose touch with the grassroots. Continuing aggression in Ukraine will create more problems for local governments, which will have only a shrinking ability to meet popular needs. If Putin continues to pursue both foreign aggression and domestic centralization simultaneously, the country will likely become ungovernable. 

			Economic Insecurity

			Russia’s involvement in Ukraine and the subsequent economic insecurity experienced by Russians from a combination of Western sanctions, retaliatory Russian import embargoes, the fall in world oil prices, and the devaluation of the Russian ruble is putting considerable stress on Russia’s political system. Russia has become too heavily dependent on Western imports and investments as well as revenue from exported oil to assume that the country can easily or painlessly substitute domestic producers for embargoed food and other basic necessities like medicines. 

			By 2015, the Russian national government and all locales were required to adopt anti-crisis programs to deal with the cumulative negative economic effects. The patriotic euphoria in 2014 will fade by 2015-16 with the reality of economic recession, spiraling inflation for basic consumer goods, food shortages, government cutbacks in basic services, worker lay-offs, and unpaid wages. Russian traditional passivity and apolitical acceptance of suffering and sacrifice will be tested. In the current political situation, anti-crisis programs will be implemented simultaneously with the disempowerment of city governments. With borough councils and governor-appointed city managers, Russians will be denied accountable citywide institutions responsible for their daily lives and left with protests, demonstrations, and grassroots organizations as their sole political outlets coinciding with the scheduled national parliamentary election in 2016. 

			At a national conference of mayors convened in Moscow in late January 2015, national surveys already warned of a potential rise in economically driven protests throughout Russia.58 Addressing the conference, Vyacheslav Volodin, the first deputy head of the presidential administration responsible for national politics, confronted a pushback among mayors, who stripped of their authority through the reform fear being held responsible for dealing with protests. As a concession, Volodin promised relief to mayors through a nuanced revision of the original May 2014 federal law. By February 2015, the revision equivalent to a 5th municipal reform model, hastily passed by the national parliament in January 2015 and signed by Putin, allows regional assemblies to eliminate entirely the office of city manager in cities and to vest total authority in a single mayor.59 Unchanged from May 2014, council deputies still would elect the mayor, just no longer titled “city manager,” from candidates screened by a governor-controlled commissionand with the cancellation of all direct mayoral elections now additionally justified by the economic crisis to save expenses for costly campaigns. In practice, this reform does little to solve the dilemma of a tradeoff between effective, accountable government and increased economic pressure from a policy of foreign aggression.   

			Ukrainian Refugees

			Putin’s Ukraine policies also have changed Russian society since 2014 with the influx of Ukrainian refugees. As the fighting between the Russia-backed separatists and Ukrainian military escalated, an estimated 800,000-900,000 Ukrainian refugees already had fled into Russia from southeast Ukraine even before September 14. That number can only pose a new challenge since assimilating this large refugee population and budgeting for their needs while native Russians are asked to sacrifice from sanctions and import bans will strain budgets and feelings to the extreme. Many refugees presumably want to return to southeast Ukraine, but they will not nor cannot until the situation is normalized. Their jobs are gone, their cities are ruined, requiring decades to rebuild, and their hopes for their future are forsaken in a country under a Ukrainian government perceived as a foreign occupier and threat to their very existence. The longer the uncertainty of the situation in southeast Ukraine drags into 2015-16, the greater the likelihood of refugees incurring native Russian resentment.

			The Ukrainian refugee alternative is to seek resettlement permanently in Russia. Since a June 2006 change in Russian immigration law, voluntary compatriot resettlement by Putin encourages citizens of the former Soviet Union and especially fellow Slavs returning to Russia with special housing, employment, and other financial benefits as inducements and earning naturalized citizenship in as little as a year. At the beginning of 2014, there was a reported at most 800 compatriot refugees in Russia. The potential scale is now magnified by Ukrainian refugees in hundreds of thousands forced to flee with few possessions. Putin, by a June 2014 edict, extended under emergency circumstances an accelerated “Ukrainization” of rules to expedite registration of resettlement status and citizenship for these displaced Ukrainian refugees. By the September 14 election, a reported 500 Ukrainian refugees daily were requesting permanent compatriot resettlement to Russia. 

			Putin’s dilemma reflects the reaction of native Russians to a perceived injustice, granting resettlement status and advantages for Ukrainian refugees while suffering their own economic insecurity. In the past, the voluntary resettlement program has been plagued with numerous problems – a failure by local governments to provide housing and other benefits as promised, the disappointment among compatriots with their new living conditions and job options, and the resentment of compatriots by native Russians in the communities.60 Now weak local governments will have to balance the demands of economically insecure native Russians with the necessity of providing jobs, housing, city services, and schooling for the Ukrainian refugees. 

			Mounting resentment and exploitation of Ukrainian refugees are already evident. A bill proposed in the State Duma would cut off all public subsidies if refugees reject the jobs offered to them and fail to work within a year of their temporary residency in Russia, and the Federal Migration Service is considering the enforcement of work permits for Ukrainians like all non-visa migrants in Russia and the deportation of Ukrainian refugees living without documentation outside their shelters.61 

			The year 2014 passed with Putin seemingly in total political control of Russian regional politics, given his dominance of the September 14 elections and municipal reform. However, problems raised by the Ukrainian crisis, including economic insecurity and an influx of refugees, pose a real dilemma. If Putin continues to centralize control over local government, local institutions likely will be deprived of the flexibility needed to adapt to the increasingly expensive and politically explosive problems imposed by Kremlin policies in Ukraine.
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			Abstract: The key question addressed in this study is: How centralized and consolidated is the Kremlin’s “party of power,” United Russia (UR)?1 In order to answer this question we provide a detailed analysis of the recruitment of the secretaries of UR’s 83 regional political councils and the patronage ties of the secretaries with their regional governors.2 A study of the recruitment of regional secretaries provides important insights into: a) the balance of federal and regional forces, and b) the balance of regional elite groups in the recruitment of local party leaders. By analyzing these appointments we can detect which party branches have been captured by regional governors or other influential regional groups. The conclusions of our analysis throw new light on the degree of centralization within UR and the consolidation of the party at the regional level. As we demonstrate, in a number of regions, UR is politically fragmented and regional factions within the party have successfully checked the powers of governors and their ability to exercise control over the appointment of UR regional secretaries. 

			Although the Putin regime has led an assault on the principles and practices of federalism, United Russia still has to operate in a multi-lateral quasi-federal polity,3 which has impacted the party’s structure and organization.4 Deschouwer argues that parties in federations face two problems: the first is “vertical integration, the linking of the activities and strategies at two different levels.” The second “is the managing of territorial variation between the regions in which the party participates in regional politics, national politics or both levels at the same time.”5 Variations in the economic and social conditions and priorities across the units of the federation may make it difficult for a state-level party to respond to its local electoral base without bringing it into conflict with the federal level of the party organization.6 

			Moreover, the origins of federal states and the specific ways in which they were formed are of crucial importance in determining the character of the distribution of powers in federations. Federal states may emerge “from below” through the voluntary amalgamation of independent states (e.g., the U.S., Switzerland and Australia), or, on the contrary, they may result from top-down constitutional changes made to unitary states to prevent their collapse (e.g., India, Belgium, Spain). Stepan calls the former types which emerge from below as “coming together federalism” and the latter top-down varieties as “holding-together federalism.”7 Stepan also defines a third category, “putting together federalism,” which entails “a heavily coercive effort by a nondemocratic centralizing power to put together a multinational state, some of the components of which had previously been independent states.”8 Those federations which arise out of bottom-up bargaining (“revolutions from below”) generally cede more powers to their federal subjects than those which come about as the result of top-down bargaining amongst elites (“revolutions from above”).9 

			In a similar manner, Panebianco argues that the origins of parties have a major impact on their “organizational characteristics.”10 In particular, he stresses the differences produced by parties formed through “territorial penetration” and “territorial diffusion.” Territorial penetration occurs “when the center controls, stimulates, or directs the development of the periphery, i.e., the construction of local and intermediate party associations.” Territorial diffusion, by contrast, occurs when “development results from spontaneous germination: local elites construct party associations which are only later integrated into a national organization.”11 Parties which develop through “penetration” will be more likely to produce strong cohesive and hierarchical institutions where power is concentrated at the center, whereas in those created through a process of “diffusion” the process will be “much more turbulent and complex… and the party is quite likely to give rise to decentralized and semi-autonomous structures, and consequently, to a dominant coalition divided by constant struggle for party control.”12  

			Putin created UR from above through a process of “territorial penetration.” Under Yeltsin, significant levels of de facto power had been ceded to the regions and there were fears that the country would break apart and suffer the same fate as the USSR. Thus, a key role of UR was to bolster the territorial integrity of the country and to integrate Russia’s regional elites into Putin’s new “vertical of power.” However, the success of UR’s penetration into the regions has largely been dependent on the support of regional governors and administrations.13 As Vladislav Surkov, the former deputy head of the Russian Presidential Administration, noted in 2006, “In the overwhelming majority of regions, UR relies on the incumbent authorities – regional leaders, city mayors, and so on.”14 In many cases, as Roberts stresses, the “party central office simply coordinates and manages pre-existing regional electoral networks, supplying them with the UR label and allowing regional elites to develop the party franchise as they see fit,” and often “it is far from certain that UR has managed to successfully penetrate every region and to create an unmediated party structure that effectively supplants the authority of the pre-existing regional elite groupings.”15  

			UR: A Centralized Party of the Regions? 

			The territorial organization of UR parallels the administrative structure of the Russian Federation. There are party branches in all 83 federal subjects and inter-regional coordinative councils in each of Russia’s federal districts. In addition, within every federal subject, UR has branches in all of the first-tier municipalities (e.g., the municipal rayons and city/town districts). According to UR’s official web-site (http://er.ru/party/today), the party has 82,631 primary organizations and 2,595 local branches, which correspond to the number of first-tier municipalities. In terms of political mobilization, the party’s extensive organizational structure allows it to recruit local activists and compete in elections at every administrative level. 

			A key turning point for the development of regional party systems came with the adoption of the 2002 federal law16 on elections, which stipulated that from 14 July 2003 all regional assemblies would be required to adopt a mixed electoral system whereby at least half of the seats would be contested in a party list system.17 Officially aimed at strengthening the party system, this new legislation brought about a sharp rise in the support for UR in regional assemblies and this success soon led to the mass entry of key regional elites into the party.18 Currently almost all of the regional governors are UR party members and the party has a majority of seats in almost all of Russia’s regional assemblies.19 Moreover, UR has won three consecutive electoral campaigns in almost all of the regions, thereby satisfying Sartori’s criteria for “a dominant” party.20 In sharp contrast, at the federal level it is the administrative regime headed by the president and the federal government that is the dominant force in Russia. At the federal level, UR may be a “party of power,” but it is not a “party in power.”21  

			However, it is important to stress that UR is not nearly as powerful at the municipal level. A key factor here is the fact that it is not obligatory for municipal councils to adopt a party list system for local elections. As a result, while UR is clearly the dominant party, it does not command a majority in all municipal councils and not all municipal heads are party members. Here we should stress that UR’s dominance of regional level politics has thus come about largely through the party’s penetration of the regions “from above,” rather than through a process of grass roots development “from below.”

			The regional level plays the crucial role for UR activities as it directly administers elections and is engaged in decision-making in numerous subnational power bodies. Regional elites can utilize the powers and status which they gain through their membership in UR to further their own interests. Expressions of loyalty can be used as a political tool to reduce the center’s interference in their local affairs. The rationale here is that those regions with openly loyal governors will be considered safe and stable and the federal center will be less interested in their affairs, giving the governors “carte-blanche” to get on with the task of running their regions. In other words, membership in UR may require loyalty but this does not necessarily entail a loss of informal autonomy. The trade-off of loyalty for local autonomy is a rational move by regional elites which have to operate under conditions of Putin’s “power vertical.” In addition, the incorporation of regional elites within UR helps to facilitate their consolidation around a dominant regional actor, usually the governor. While the federal center consolidates the governors and other powerful regional actors, the governors will likewise seek to apply the same strategy to lower level municipalities. 

			As noted above, UR was primarily created to bolster the territorial integrity of the Russian Federation and centralize state power. However, although the centralization of decision making within UR can most clearly be seen in the administration of elections and the recruitment of party officials, there is still some room for center-regional and regional-local bargaining. According to the party’s charter, the nominations of candidates for regional assemblies, which are chosen at regional party conferences, have to be ratified at the center by the presidium of the General Council. In their turn, regional organizations exercise considerable control over their municipal branches and in particular over the selection of candidates for elections to municipal assemblies. 

			Another area that is centralized but may imply center-regional bargaining is the election of the regional party leadership. At the regional level the party has two main bodies. One is the political council, and its secretary is considered to be the party leader in the region, the second is the executive committee. The head of the regional executive committee is appointed by the party’s central executive committee with the approval of the presidium of the General Council and the regional political council (or its presidium). Despite the fact that the head of the regional executive committee is not the formal party leader in the region, the individual who holds this post will be an influential leader in the party bureaucracy. The executive committee is responsible for the organization of all of the party’s activities, including elections, and it administers a significant amount of the party’s budget. Controlling these institutions, the federal leadership of UR creates another “executive vertical” in Russia. 

			However, the regional political councils are formally more autonomous from the center than the executive committees. According to the party charter, the heads of regional political councils are elected in the regions by regional party conferences (the charter says that voting should be competitive with at least two candidates). In practice, almost no one can be elected to a senior post without the informal approval of the federal party leadership and the presidential administration. Moreover, the federal leadership has the authority to dismiss regional party leaders (for example, if they suffer electoral defeats or deliver poor electoral results for UR). 

			Clientelism at Work: The Recruitment of UR’s Regional Party Secretaries

			UR’s success in dominating regional politics and consolidating regional elites has led to a complex situation. The party’s success in incorporating regional elites has brought about a situation whereby many of its regional branches are made up of different elite groups. At the regional level, UR is able to provide its members and their informal groups with the following resources and opportunities:

			
					Seats in the regional legislature with the accompanying spoils. 

					Seats and spoils in municipal councils. 

					Appointment to numerous other posts in regional and municipal power structures. 

					The possibility of a career at the federal level (e.g., election to the State Duma or nomination to the Federation Council). 

			

			In analyzing UR’s quasi-factions, one should consider the structure of regional clienteles (or patron-client groupings consisting of a patron and his/her clientele). The most powerful of these will usually have the regional governor as its principal patron. Some clienteles will seek to coalesce around popularly elected city mayors who have their own independent sources of political and financial resources. Many clienteles are centered on business groups which seek to promote their economic interests through their political representation and the connections which they are able to forge with political elites. Sometimes clienteles are formed by State Duma deputies, senators, and speakers of regional legislatures. But these will only be successful if they are not under the control of the governors and they have their own resources. It should also be mentioned that there is more than one tier of regional clients. Inside the largest clienteles, such as those created by the governors, one can find sub-groups (sub-clienteles) with their own smaller patrons and specific interests. Such sub-clienteles will often fight for influence and power within the clientele or seek to become a first-tier clientele in their own right.22  

			The division of elites into clienteles is connected with the division of control over resources. Each clientele should have:

			
					a loyal team (usually people subordinate to and/or appointed by the patron); 

					a group of supporters (different from the loyal team and representing members of elites who are not directly subordinate to the patron, but who share the same goals and are interconnected through their pursuit of the common interests of the patron);

					a loyal electorate;

					influence over the decision-making process;

					control over the media;

					financial resources; 

					control of a particular territory and its resources/authorities. 

			

			The political “actorness” (which we define as a combination of internal integrity and successful external political activity) of a clientele is defined by its ability to influence the decision-making process at the regional and/or municipal levels.23 In a previous study, Turovsky posited a model that comprised five tiers (orders) of regional political actors. The position of these actors on a particular tier depends on their type of representation in power structures (dominance, simple representation, absence of representation); influence over decision-making (permanent, irregular, none) and the territorial level of representation/activity (regional, municipal, both).24 However, mono-centric regional regimes have only one first-tier clientele. In polycentric regimes their number can be higher. But usually quasi-factions in UR are presented by the first-tier clienteles of regional governors (with the added possibility of sub-clienteles) and a number of second-tier actors arising from municipal power or business. 

			The inner structure of each patron-client grouping looks like a pyramid. At the top is the patron, usually one person, but sometimes this may consist of a small group of closely connected partners. Then (lower down) come members of the loyal team, followed by the general supporters and finally (below them) the electorate. Only groupings with such multi-tier pyramidal structures can be considered as well-developed and as potential first- or second-tier political actors. UR will usually be interested in gathering together a wider range of patron-client groupings as this will enhance its electoral prospects. 

			Let us now see how the clientelistic structure is represented in the regional leadership of UR. There are many reasons why governors may be chosen to head UR in the regions. First of all, the governor is the most influential political actor both formally and informally. Usually the governor is a patron of the strongest (and sometimes the only) first-tier clientele in the region. So the governor’s control over UR is optimal in terms of the mobilization of regional resources and the electorate. However there are two possible arguments against this. Firstly, governors have other important duties that take up most of their time and may prevent them from ruling the party in an effective manner. Secondly, in such a centralized system, the center, while achieving its own domination, is often interested in weakening the powers of the governors, including their powers to rule the party in the regions. 

			Very few governors control the regional branches of UR directly through holding posts as heads of regional political councils. As of 2014, only Victor Zimin in Khakassiya combines these posts. Also in 2014 the leader of UR in the Republic of Udmurtia Alexander Solovyev was appointed an interim governor. Twelve others had experience heading UR’s regional political councils. Among them were the governors of Mordovia (Nikolay Merkushkin), Ingushetia (Murat Zyazikov), North Ossetia (Taymuraz Mamsurov), Tuva (Sholban Kara-ool), Chechen Republic (Ramzan Kadyrov), Krasnodar Kray (Alexander Tkachev), Bryansk Oblast’ (Nikolay Denin), Kaliningrad Oblast’ (Nikolay Tsukanov), Novgorod Oblast’ (Mikhail Prusak), Saratov Oblast’ (Valeriy Radaev), Smolensk Oblast’ (Sergey Antufyev), and Moscow City (Sergey Sobyanin). In eight cases (including that of Solovyev),25 the heads of regional political councils went on to become governors and not vice-versa. This means that their careers within the party helped them to gain leading executive posts. Moreover most of the governors did not hold their leading posts in UR for long. However, most governors do not need to take on the extra post of party head. Many governors are able to exercise influence over UR through the support of loyal UR party secretaries. 

			In order to investigate the relationship between governors and regional party secretaries we looked to see if a change of governor was followed by a change of regional party secretary. Regional cleavages deepen with every change of governor as such a transition leads to the creation of new governors’ clienteles, while “old” clienteles try to survive. As the chief mechanism of elite consolidation, UR embraces most of the regional clienteles. A change of governor should lead to a corresponding change of support from regional elites, but not all governors are strong enough to achieve this. As a result UR (along with regional assemblies) can in some cases also act as a stronghold for “older” regional elites who may oppose the new governors, especially if they come from other regions or parties. 

			We hypothesize that under conditions of a mono-centric regional regime based on patron-client relations, each new governor strives to change the UR party secretary. Our analysis shows that in most cases (46 out of 8326) this was indeed the case (if not always immediately). On the other hand, in 27 regions the arrival of a new governor was not followed by the replacement of the party secretary.27 In some of these latter regions, there has been conflict between the local elites and the governors, who came from careers in Moscow or other regions (“outsiders” or the so called “varangians”). The remaining 10 cases comprise those regions where the governors were elected to their posts before UR was created and thus are not included in our analysis.

			The results noted above demonstrate that in many cases there are connections between the changes of governors and the following changes of regional party secretaries. In those regions where newly appointed governors were able to replace their secretaries, we would surmise that the new secretaries can be considered clients of the governors. Obviously it is in the governor’s interest to control the regional party secretary and thus each governor prefers to promote a member of his/her own team to this post. If the governor succeeds, this fact reveals that he has influence over such decisions at the federal level.  

			However, the number of exceptions is rather high. One of the reasons for this result can be found in the insufficient resources of some of the “outside” governors who often face opposition from indigenous elites (e.g., the new governors of Rostov, Ryazan’, Samara, Stavropol’, Sverdlovsk, Vladimir, and Volgograd regions were unable to change the party secretary). In these regions sometimes we can see a split in the party elite between those who support the incumbent governor and those party members who belonged to the team of the previous governor. 

			There are also cases where governors may be members or supporters of other parties (Oryol, Smolensk, Zabaykalskiy regions) or have no party affiliation (Kirov Oblast’). In such regions one can expect to find opposition to the governor from the UR party leadership. These recent decisions to appoint non-UR party members to senior positions in the regions (reflecting distributive party politics within the Kremlin) have the potential to create unrest at the subnational level of UR. This potential instability leads to efforts to insure connections between non-UR governors and UR by means of co-opting UR members into regional governments, retaining the UR-led status-quo in regional and municipal assemblies, promoting high-ranking UR members to the Federation Council and other measures. Also the Kremlin and Putin himself demonstrate their open support for non-UR governors (especially before elections) in order to make the local branches of UR loyal to them unconditionally. 

			Table 1: Posts Held by Regional Party Secretaries 

			
					Regional Governors (2)

					Senior Posts in Regional Governments (8)

					Speakers of Regional Assemblies (26)

					Deputies of Regional Assemblies (including heads of UR factions, deputy speakers, and chairs of standing committees) (33)

					Municipal Elites (9)

					Deputies of the State Duma and Federation Council (4)

					Other (1)

			

			Source: Calculated by the authors.

			The logic of centralized systems insists that regional party secretaries should come from the governors’ clienteles. The most obvious are cases where the governors combine their gubernatorial work with the post of UR regional party secretary (Zimin in Khakasiya and the governor of Udmurtiya, Solovyev) or 8 regions where the party secretaries are members of the regional governments (deputy governors, heads of regional governments as in the Chechen Republic, republican vice-presidents as, for example, in Yakutia), and therefore come under the direct administrative control of the governors28 (see Table 1). However, there are at least two reasons why the system is more complex. In some cases, the governor can hand over the job in UR to a loyal politician. In other cases, the federal center can make a choice in favor of another person, regarding him/her an effective leader, or acting in the interest of another clientele close to the Kremlin or UR federal leadership.  

			At the moment, UR has far greater representation in regional legislatures than it does in executive bodies. As a result it is more logical if party secretaries work in the legislative arena. This may mean that there is wider distance between the governors and the party secretaries, but, in many cases, they will still work as one team, particularly where the governors fully control the elections to the regional assemblies. We should also note here that there has been a sharp increase in the number of deputies from regional assemblies who head the regional branches of UR. As Slider notes, their numbers rose from 18 in 2004 to 40 in 200829 and, according to our calculations, they now comprise 59 (see Table 1). 

			In 26 regions UR is currently headed by a speaker of the regional assembly. In most of these cases, the speakers are fully loyal to, and dependent upon the governors, and they work in tandem with them. This connection is clearly seen in the process of adopting regional laws. The most common situation is when UR is headed by one of the deputies of the regional assembly, which is the case in 33 regions. Usually this will be a deputy speaker or a head of one of the legislative committees, and, in many cases, this person will also head the UR faction in the assembly. Normally they also exercise loyalty to the governor. 

			But, in the minority of the regions, the situation is more complex. Some of the regional speakers who head UR branches may be prominent figures with their own political, electoral and financial resources. In some cases, they may represent older more traditional elites, such as, for example, the group headed by Farit Mukhametshin (a political leader in the Republic of Tatarstan since the 1990s). Speakers who were appointed to their posts before the current governors will often be more politically independent of the executive and often they will have their own clienteles or represent the clienteles of the former governor. Thus, regional speakers can have their own independent factions within UR, which are mainly to be found among deputies of regional assemblies. The latter can also be regional party secretaries themselves and sometimes come from non-gubernatorial clienteles. These were mainly found in regions where the change of governor was not accompanied by a change of party secretary. In some regions, local elites have been powerful enough to elect their own choice of party secretary (as for example, in Perm’ where the party is headed by local businessman Nikolay Dyomkin, who won his post in a fierce struggle with another clientele30). In Krasnoyarsk Kray the UR party secretary works in the regional assembly and comes from the most powerful company in the region (Norilsk Nickel). In such cases, one can expect greater levels of bargaining between the executive and legislative branches. On the other hand, such regional party secretaries can be even more loyal to the federal center since their political persistence depends on the Kremlin and is under threat from the governor.

			There are only nine regions where party secretaries are representatives of municipal elites (mostly mayors and speakers of municipal assemblies). Formally, this is another level of power, which is autonomous from the regional level. However, in fact, it is usually subdued by the governors through political and financial instruments. As a result we can expect both mayors with their own clienteles and loyal municipal heads embedded in governor’s clientele. But municipal leaders of any sort enjoy only local support and this is the reason why they rarely head regional UR branches. Some of those who succeed are closely connected to the governors and represent their clienteles (for example, the mayor of Krasnodar Vladimir Evlanov who previously worked in regional government). The most interesting and more “independent” example is in Lipetsk Oblast’, where UR is headed by the mayor of the regional capital, Mikhail Gulevskiy, who worked in the most powerful enterprise in the region (the Novolipetsk Iron-and-Steel Company). 

			It is also important to note that UR has deliberately reduced the number of its federal deputies who serve as regional party secretaries.31 According to the official party line, this policy was dictated by the necessity of UR regional leaders to live and work full time in their territories. As Slider notes, the number of State Duma deputies who served as regional party secretaries fell from 17 in 2004 to 8 in 2008.32 According to our calculations, by 2014 their number had dropped even further to just two (Kaliningrad and Moscow City) and there were also two members of the Federation Council (Amur and Kurgan oblasts’). It is also interesting that in most cases remaining federal deputies who head regional UR branches are more or less independent from the governor. Maybe this is also the reason why there are so few of them. UR’s head in Moscow City is Nikolay Gonchar, a famous and influential politician who started his public career in the early 1990s and has been successfully elected to the State Duma many times. In Kaliningrad Oblast’ it is a representative of big regional business, Andrey Kolesnik, in Kurgan, famous Moscow businessman Sergey Lisovskiy. 

			We conclude this section by listing the possible cases of informal factionalism that can arise within the regional branches of UR. Due to the fact that regional governors are the main political actors and they are usually members of UR, their factions tend to be the largest. But there are reasons why other factions can exist and even command the loyalty of some party secretaries. One of the most important relates to the structural features of regional political regimes and, in particular, their “federal-regional,” “executive-legislative,” and “regional-local” cleavages.33 These cleavages lead to the creation of informal factions headed by federal-level politicians (such as State Duma deputies and Federation Council members), local actors (such as mayors, local assembly heads), and senior political figures in regional legislatures (such as speakers). We also need to consider the structure of business-state relations, which leads to the creation of informal factions affiliated with large Russian companies or regional businessmen.34 Also of importance is the policy of the federal center which sometimes tries to weaken the autonomy of governors. One method employed by the center is to ensure the appointment of regional party officials who will depend much more on the center than on their governors. This creates a situation where the regional party leader may be independent of the governor but deeply integrated into the “power vertical,” thus combining regional “independence” with federal “dependence” – a feature which may be unique to Russia. 

			Distributive Politics in UR Regional Leadership

			An analysis of regional party secretaries reveals the complex structure of UR. It shows that “alternative” regional factions sometimes can win the battle over the selection of the leaders of regional political councils. Our analysis allows us to see what kinds of regional elite groups and political actors form factions within UR and uncover their regional roots. We can also better understand the reasons why party secretaries change so often and rarely last a full term. Our count shows that each region has had an average of 4.3 party secretaries since the UR’s foundation in 2001. On average UR regional party secretaries have served just 2.8 years instead of their full 5-year terms. 

			The complex make-up of Russian regional elites has forced UR to adopt consensus policies with regard to the distribution of positions in the party leadership, electoral lists and political bodies where the party is represented (such as regional legislatures and municipal assemblies). At the same time, the most powerful regional groups, in most cases the clienteles of regional governors, try to control the distribution of posts within UR. All this leads to an uneven balance between the politics of consensus and the politics of domination, to the benefit of the latter. But often, for the sake of stability, the dominating group/groups will give concessions to the less powerful groups when it comes to elections or the distribution of spoils. 

			Unsurprisingly, it is the federal center which will make the final decisions concerning who will be included in UR’s party lists for regional legislative elections, bearing in mind the need to make them more balanced in terms of factional representation. For the party lists, it is important to distribute the best (i.e., electable) positions among the different factions. The distribution of places on the three highest positions is especially important since these are included on the ballot. Very often UR will select a governor, senior politician or well-known celebrity (a “locomotive”) to head its party list.35 And, in some cases, the three top members may include prominent leaders of key elite groups, such as mayors of regional capitals, speakers of regional legislatures, etc.36 Sometimes members of the top three places on the lists can represent different factions and even be bitter enemies (it is very important for the federal center to pressurize factions to pool their forces during the electoral campaign). In majoritarian districts, UR needs to choose its strongest candidates, and this often benefits well-established members of local elites with strong roots in the localities. 

			As noted above, two different models of consensus/domination balance can be seen operating within UR. One is the domination of a single group, usually that of the governor. This model provides for some limited inclusion of other groups. A second model is less common and can be found in those regions with deep elite cleavages. This model allows for the creation of temporary coalitions of opposition elites during election campaigns (if it is of mutual interest), which in some cases can be implemented under the patronage of the center. 

			Seeking Ethnic Consensus within Multi-ethnic Regions

			In multi-ethnic regions, ethnic divisions may also influence UR’s informal structure. Some of these regions distribute posts among ethnic and sub-ethnic groups, which thereby become factions of UR. This is most clear in the most ethnically diverse republic of Dagestan. In this republic, the position of party secretary has always been held by Kumyks, the third-largest ethnic group. Such ethnic representation can be seen as a sort of political concession from the two larger ethnic groups, the Avars and Dargins, which take turns holding the post of republican head (Kumyks usually hold the positions of regional speakers or prime ministers). In Karachaevo-Cherkesiya the post of party secretary is given to an ethnic Russian (while executive power is headed by the titular groups). The cases of Dagestan and Karachaevo-Cherkesiya show that the post of leader of UR is one of those used in the ethnic distribution of power, but it is considered to be a relatively minor post and can thus be given to smaller or less influential ethnic groups. In contrast, in Kabardino-Balkariya, with its three main ethnic groups, UR is usually led by an ethnic Kabardinian, as is the head of the republic. 

			In bi-ethnic republics (where a titular group resides with Russians), we find an equal distribution of the top posts between “titular” politicians and ethnic Russians (about half of the party secretaries in these republics are ethnic Russians or come from other non-titular groups). Once again this is a concession to smaller groups. For example, the Republic of Altay is usually headed by Russians (constituting the majority of its population), whilst the leader of UR is normally an ethnic Altay. In Yakutiya, UR is headed by an ethnic Russian, while the republic is headed by an ethnic Yakut. 

			However, the importance of ethnic factionalism within UR should not be exaggerated. Many groups of regional elites are multi-ethnic and they will unite around a particular leader in order to promote their mutual interests irrespective of the identity of the head of the party. The formal leadership of UR by a representative of an ethnic group does not necessarily mean that this group will automatically be able to rule the party in its own favor - often the regional party secretary is simply not strong enough.

			Repressive Politics against Defectors & Unwanted Competitors

			The formation of clientelistic quasi-factions within UR has the potential to create serious problems for the party since the party cannot satisfy them all whatever kind of distributive politics it tries to implement. As a result, in some regions, we have witnessed the defection of members to other parties and electoral challenges to the party’s official candidates. Until recently defection to Fair Russia was considered a realistic option.37 In Kirov Oblast’ one of UR’s long term leaders Oleg Valenchuk defected to the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) and in 2006 was elected on this party’s ticket to the Kirov Regional Assembly. Later, he returned to UR and has twice been elected to the State Duma as a UR candidate. His retreat to LDPR was tactical and resulted from his failure to win the gubernatorial elections in 2003. More recently, Civic Platform has become the main beneficiary of divisions within UR. One of the most important examples here is the case of Yaroslavl’, where local businessman and politician Yevgeniy Urlashov left UR and won the 2012 mayoral elections as a candidate of Civic Platform, defeating the UR candidate. 

			However, defection from UR to other parties has usually proven to be ineffective. Defectors rarely win elections due to lack of resources and often suffer reprisals. For example, Urlashov was charged with corruption and forced to leave his mayoral post. Under such circumstances, it is more rational for disgruntled members to fight for a better position inside UR rather than defect to another party. Within UR there is a realization that internal squabbles and divisions have to be managed and their destabilizing effects minimized and kept as far as possible from the public eye. 

			Electoral competition between members of UR is most active at the municipal level and especially with regard to mayoral elections. For example, in October 2008, in the election for the mayor of Nizhniy Tagil, five UR members (including two vice-mayors) stood against the official candidate of UR (Aleksey Chekanov), who was pushed into third place in the election. He was defeated by a rival member of UR, Valentina Isaeva (she was expelled from the party in 2012). In Altai Kray, the municipal legislature of the city of Barnaul refused to ratify the decision of the governor to sack the mayor of Barnaul (Vladimir Kolganov). In response UR deputies threatened to retire en-mass from the city assembly and leave the party. Another interesting case was in Smolensk, where in 2009 the UR candidate and incumbent mayor lost the elections to Edward Kachanovskiy, who had been expelled from UR during the course of the election campaign. After his victory, UR gave him back his party membership, but in 2010 he was arrested, an event that ended his political career. Divisions within UR were also clearly demonstrated during the 2010 mayoral elections in Omsk. The splits in the party here were largely caused by the conflict between the regional governor and mayor. As a result, the incumbent mayor and UR’s official candidate Victor Shreider was challenged by businessman Igor’ Zuga, who supposedly had the governor’s support. In the end, Shreider easily won the election, but Zuga was able to win a respectable 20 percent of the votes. 

			In some cases local divisions within UR led to the victory of opposition candidates to the fury of the Kremlin. For example, this was the case in the 2010 mayoral elections in the town of Bratsk (Irkutsk Oblast’). For this election, UR failed to name an official candidate and two party members fought each other as “independents” (the first deputy mayor Alexander Doskal’chuk and a deputy of the regional assembly Sergey Grishin). As a result of the split in the UR vote, the campaign was won by the communist candidate Alexander Serov (who soon after was convicted for corruption and forced to leave his post). 

			In some regions, factions within UR have begun to appear in public. Thus, for example, an informal movement within the party – “the Omsk Initiative” – held a majority of the seats in the previous Omsk city council (all the deputies were nominated by UR); a “United Vladivostok bloc” was created in Primorskiy Kray in 2006 by Vladimir Nikolaev, the then mayor of Vladivostok. Although the number of such cases is relatively small, and most cases are long gone, the Kremlin is aware that such open conflicts have the potential to damage the reputation of the party and its future electoral prospects. It should, however, be stressed, that those “party dissidents” who defeated UR’s official candidates have not lasted long: many had to vacate their posts soon after the elections, some of them for terms in prison. 

			UR, for its part, has started to take measures to block its “dissidents” from standing in elections. Firstly, party discipline has been strengthened by threatening “unofficial” candidates with exclusion from the party. Secondly, the federal party leadership has begun to take tight control over the nomination process for mayoral elections. Thirdly, competition within the party has been institutionalized with the introduction of party primaries. Competition in some of the primaries had the positive result of bringing to the fore more effective candidates. However, the most important primaries (for gubernatorial and mayoral elections) are usually organized in favor of pre-selected candidates (approved by the federal center) and rarely attract genuine contestants.38 For gubernatorial elections, it is difficult to imagine real competition in the primaries as the main participants are the interim governors appointed by president. It should also be remembered that the participation of independents in gubernatorial elections has deliberately been made impossible in almost all the regions in order to prevent further divisions from developing within the regional elites. 

			Conclusion 

			It has become common to discuss Putin’s “power vertical” with an emphasis on the hierarchical system of power and the subordination of the regions to the center.39 However, as we have demonstrated, there are important areas of center-regional relations that are carried out informally and these do not operate according to such a strict model of hierarchical and centralized control. One of these areas is the party-building process.40 As Kynev concludes, “The formal dominance of the “party of power” in the regions hides the fierce competition for power that takes place between interest groups (clienteles, cliques, and clans). The real struggle for power in the regions takes place behind closed doors within the ranks of UR whose public display of unity is an illusion.”41 

			As we have shown, factionalism within UR is rooted in the complex structures and behavioral patterns of regional elites. Whilst the classic principles of federalism are weakly enforced in Russia, they nonetheless, “establish de jure limits to the scope of governmental action; increase the number of veto players in the political system; create multiple arenas for political organization and mobilization; distribute power between regions and regionally based political actors and affect the flow of material resources (fiscal or economic) between populations living in the federal union.”42 Likewise the specific contours of the federal system have had an important impact on UR’s organizational structure, which in turn has helped to shape the behavioral patterns of central and regional party elites.43 

			For most regional elites, the obvious path to success is to join UR, but the consolidation of regional elites within the “party of power” has patently failed to erase their internal divisions and cannot effectively prevent their struggle over limited resources. Unlike the institutionalized form of factionalism, which is to be found in the dominant parties of Mexico and Japan, factionalism in UR is informal and non-institutionalized. Obviously it is senseless and possibly dangerous to legalize the existing factionalism within the party, as it is based on pragmatic power and the rent-seeking interests of elite groups and leaders. 

			Moreover, the decision to incorporate a majority of regional elites into the party fold has created major drawbacks. A main problem for the party is that it is unable to reward all of its key members with political posts and spoils. At the same time, the path of defection for disgruntled members is no longer a viable option. In recent years, as UR’s domination of regional assemblies has spread to incorporate all of Russia’s federal subjects, we have witnessed a sharp rise in the development of different informal factions within the party. As the Golos Association wrote, “compulsory membership in UR for all representatives of regional elites holding significant offices and representing major economic interests irrespective of their real political affiliation is in fact shifting real political competition to the internal party level.”44 As a result, the struggle for power between parties in the regions has now turned into a struggle for power within one party – UR. In response to these developments, the party has tried to bolster its control over competing elites through its strategies of domination and consensus, but, as we have demonstrated, in many regions these policies have been far from successful. 
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