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			Abstract: Whereas most studies of the events that took place in Ukraine from October 2013 to February 2014 have focused on the Kyiv Maidan, I analyzed the local maidans in 57 cities and towns across Ukraine and the claims they made addressing local, national and international governments. I use a contentious politics perspective in asking three main questions: (1) How do the claimants identify themselves and their actions? (2) How do they justify their actions? and (3) What do the claimants want? Protesters’ primary identity emphasized their right to direct democracy, including influence over national and local policies. National-level factors played a key role: Human rights violations, deepening political crisis, total corruption and other institutional failures were, to the protestors, the key triggers of contention. The overall tone of local claimant’s demands suggests they were concerned about stopping the incessant political crises that have characterized Ukraine at the local and national levels.

			In Ukraine, contentious politics involving mass protests began in November 2013 and lasted until February 2014, ending only when the president fled the country. During this time, the center of claims-making was the Maidan, which is both the name of a square in downtown Kyiv and a catchword of the protest movement as a whole. In the international press, Maidan became synonymous with the protests in Kyiv.1 In the social sciences, interest in the Maidan has focused on protest development patterns, the implications for Ukrainian democracy and civil society, and the triggers of the epochal events.2 

			In contrast, this article examines the local maidans in the 57 cities and towns across Ukraine. I use a contentious politics perspective3 to analyze the claims made by local maidan protesters toward local, national and international governments. I ask three main questions: (1) How do the claimants identify themselves and their actions? (2) How do they justify their actions? and (3) What do the claimants want?

			Investigating local maidans and classifying them as contentious politics enhances our understanding of a momentous event in Ukraine’s post-Soviet history. There is considerable debate as to the nature of the 2013-2014 Ukrainian events. Some scholars define them as revolution,4 while  others see them as something smaller, such as a protest5 that took place within a social movement framework.6 Gomza suggested viewing the Ukrainian events as an episode of contention,7 comparing the Maidan with previous episodes of Ukrainian contention. Onuch and Sasse also analyze the events following the logic of Tarrow’s cycle of contention.8  I refer to the Maidan as claims-making, with the performance as protest. 

			The empirical basis for my study is a content analysis of 94 resolutions issued by the local maidan rallies in 57 localities across 20 regions (oblasts) of Ukraine that contain the demands addressed to national and local authorities. These documents are expressions of political protest: they are the people’s demands and their plans for future action. 

			Classifying Maidans

			Today, most scholars refer to the Ukrainian 2013-2014 protest events as the “Euromaidan,”9 while other names, such as “Maidan,”10 and “Revolution of Dignity”11 are also mentioned. Many Ukrainian scholars offer a more attentive approach to naming, suggesting that Euromaidan and Maidan represent different stages of the contention that were divided by the shift in demands and that the two names should be considered separately.12 

			For my analysis, there are problems with using the term “Euromaidan.” First, the prefix “euro” suggests that all Maidan protests were about Ukraine’s relationship with Europe as a whole. Yet, there was great differentiation in the target of Maidan protests because demands often dealt with local, rather than Europe-wide, claims. Second, the “euro” prefix disguises the anti-Maidan protests which are part of the broader protest picture. For these reasons, I will use Maidan as the general name of the protest. Moreover, as the following research details, the majority of the protests happened outside Kyiv in cities and towns across Ukraine. Thus, the remaining article will focus on the local maidans. 

			Theoretical Perspective

			Contentious politics are defined as interactions involving claims making, collective coordinated action and government targeting.13 From this viewpoint, the Maidan can be identified as contentious politics, with local non-governmental actors targeting a set of national, regional and local governments. Maidan participants create a political identity of people who see the Ukrainian government at all levels as something that can, and should change. They staged political performances such as mass assemblies and the occupation of administrative buildings. They drew on a previous repertoire of contention – 2000’s “Ukraine without Kutchma,” 2004’s “Orange Revolution,” and 2011’s “Tax Maidan” - and constantly innovated. In this regard the Euromaidan protest, which took place on November 21-30, 2013, on Maidan Nezalezhnosti (Independence Square) in Kyiv can be considered a “transformative event”14 – the staged transgressive performance which triggered further contention. The Tilly and Tarrow15 framework suggests examining the conditions and streams of Maidan contention.

			Stages of Protest

			Much of the literature is dedicated to the stages of activity within the Kyiv Maidan movement.16 These studies analyze the set of actors involved, including the party of power and political opposition,17 civil society,18 the role of ultra-right forces,19 and the role of churches.20 Many scholars focus on the roles traditional media21 and new social media played in the emergence and development of Maidan.22 

			There are several viewpoints on how best to define the stages of Maidan contention. Various authors base their categorization on the nature of the changing Kyiv Maidan demands (based on an overview of Kyiv events),23 varying sets of socio-demographic characteristics of Kyiv protest participants (based on surveys by Kyiv’s Democracy Initiatives Foundation),24 or by taking a more comprehensive approach and dividing the Maidan into phases of mobilization based on surveys and interviews.25

			This article focuses on the Ukrainian contention that started on November 24, 2013, the day of the first mass protest in the capital Kyiv, and continued until February 27, 2014, a week after Ukraine’s president fled to Russia. A short history of the Ukrainian protests and government response provides context for this article. On November 24, the Ukrainian government suspended the signing of the Association Agreement with the European Union, with the effect of blocking the process of Ukraine’s European integration. This unexpected move triggered major contentious events: the arrival of protesters, mainly students, on the street; violence against these protesters in an attempt to dismantle the pro-European tent camp that had sprung up in central Kyiv on November 30; creation of an All-Ukrainian Union “Maidan” in Kyiv on December 22; adoption of draconian anti-protest laws in the Ukrainian parliament on January 16, 2014; the subsequent escalation of violence by radically-oriented demonstrators in Kyiv on January 19; police opening fire on demonstrators on February 20; President Yanukovych’s escape from Ukraine on February 22, and the appointment of the new national leadership on the Maidan. Russia’s incursion into Ukraine officially began on March 1, 2014, when the Russian Federal Assembly granted president Vladimir Putin the right to deploy military forces to Crimea.26 This international aggression caused a qualitatively new phase in Ukrainian contention, characterized by another set of actors making new claims. 

			Data and Methods

			I examine the claims made by local maidan protestors. My main questions in this regard are: What claims did Maidan protesters issue? How did the claimants identify themselves? How did they justify the claims-making? To address these questions, I analyze protest data produced by the people who participated in the maidans, including manifestos and statements.27 The empirical data for this investigation consist of 94 resolutions voted on by local maidan protests in towns and cities across 20 regions of Ukraine, from November 24, 2013 to February 27, 2014. 

			With such a spontaneous, grassroots and decentralized movement, it is difficult to establish the statistical universe of Ukrainian maidans. Researchers of the maidan movement rarely mention locations where the protests took place outside of Kyiv.28 Onuch,29 for example, names just a few, including Lviv, Kharkiv, Dnipropetrovsk, Donetsk, Odesa, Kherson and parts of Crimea. Considering the participation in protests from yet another angle, surveys say about 20 percent of Ukrainians participated in the Maidan protest: 5 percent were in Kyiv, 6 percent in other cities and villages, and 9 percent supported the protesters (with money or food).30 

			Ukrainian media and think tanks provide different numbers of regional protests. For example, the Ukrainian newspaper Tyzhden mentions 40 locations of Euromaidan protests across Ukraine.31 The Center for Social and Labor Research, a Ukrainian think tank, monitored the media for protest mentions. While the 2014 data awaits release, their 2013 data on maidan protests mentions 147 localities.32 However, their definition of “protest activity” is broad, and includes all conventional, controversial and violent actions.33 For example, events coded as Euromaidan protests, along with rallies, marches, tent camps and pickets, include arsons, attacks, beatings, break-ins and acts of vandalism.

			There are various problems in collecting maidan resolution data. In some cases, the resolution was proposed but not fully adopted by the maidan, and thus was not reported in any way. In other cases where the resolution was adopted, either its existence was not known outside of the locality or the text was not published in an accessible way (via the media, or directly by the protesters online). 

			For the period from November 24, 2013, to February 27, 2014, I collected 94 texts adopted in 57 localities in 20 regions (oblasts) of Ukraine. My document collection efforts started in 2014 and included two rounds: May 2014 and February 2015. Both rounds consisted of two parts. First, I searched for individuals or organizations that created or recorded the resolutions of maidan assemblies. In these cases, they were either directly involved in the local maidan, or had performed similar collection and research activities to mine. I contacted archives, museums and the organizers of all-Ukrainian conferences of maidans. Second, an Internet search was performed in Ukrainian and Russian.34 I applied the following filters: a) the resolutions had to be presented in full – I disregarded journalists’ interpretations and excerpts; b) a source had to have a clear indication of both the date and place of the event; and c) the text had to reflect the meeting of a protesting community – decisions by local and regional authorities who claimed to speak in the name of the people were separated from this collection. 

			By texts I refer mostly to the content of documents. There were a few videos in which the entire resolution was presented and which I transcribed. These are the resolutions, declarations, addresses and decisions of maidan protests that for convenience will be further referred to as resolutions. Most of the maidan resolutions in the collection are in Ukrainian and six texts are in Russian.35 A typical maidan resolution is a one-page document containing protesters claims, including identity statements, the reasons for the protest and the demands addressed to the authorities at the national and local levels, and the declarations of support or condemnation. Thus, the resolutions provide rich grounds for analyzing protesters’ grievencies and programs, and contribute to a better understanding of maidan contention.

			Most of the resolutions (n = 56) were published by the local media, including articles published on web-pages and blogs, and videos posted on the YouTube channels of local newspapers and TV stations. Some texts were found on the web-pages of the local authorities, such as rayon and city councils and rayon state administrations (n = 12). The other sources include NGO web-pages, social media channels and blogs (n = 12), and local branches of political parties (n = 5). Other texts were posted by individual protestors in their private social media profiles on Facebook, Vkontakte and individual YouTube channels (n = 9). 

			The earliest resolutions date from November 24, 2013 – the date when Prime Minister Mykola Azarov’s government announced that it was changing course and would not sign the Association Agreement with the EU. The peak of claims-making by local maidans followed November 30, when police beat student protesters on Maidan Nezalezhnosti in Kyiv. In some cases, several resolutions were adopted by local maidans. The range is from 1 to 5 resolutions per town.

			Figure 1 reflects the cumulative number of resolutions, as they were adopted during maidan events. Figure 2 demonstrates the geography of the maidan resolutions.




			Figure 1. Cumulative Frequency of Local Maidan Resolutions, November 24, 2013 to February 28, 2014
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			Figure 2. Map of Maidan Resolutions’ Localities
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Framework for Analyzing Claims

			In Tilly and Tarrow’s36 contentious politics, claims are broadly divided into three categories: (1) identity answers the questions “Who am I? How do I relate to you?”; (2) standing is how the actors identify their belonging to an established category within the regime that deserves the assigned rights and respect; (3) program claims call for the target of the claim to act in a certain way. Claims can undergo a scale shift from the local, to national and even international levels.37 For example, when claims-making is focused at the local level and followed by clearly national or international level demands, there has been an upward shift. 

			Using this framework as the basis for the coding scheme, I employed qualitative text analysis on the documents I collected. The code represents a specific claim. I coded identity claims of the local maidan protesters as to their self-identity statements and definitions of their activity; standing claims include the protestors’ attempt to justify reasons for contention, e.g. what the protestors think about the current regime; program claims include demands for specific actions. In addition, standing and program claims were coded at the international, national and local level, depending on the claim object (e.g. the city mayor, the president, or the international community) or the scope of the action (e.g. oblast level policy, national policy, international policy).38 

			Following this scheme, I applied the codes to the collected documents (n = 94) with a total universe of 927 excerpts. An excerpt is a word, a phrase, a sentence or a group of sentences that contains a logically complete claim. Each excerpt has its own code. In this way the unit of my analysis is the claim, and not the resolution as a whole. Out of the total universe of coded excerpts, 139 were coded as identity claims (of these 80 are protesters’ self-identities and 56 reflect how they define their activities), 196 as standing claims, and 595 as program claims. I focus on the analysis of protestors’ claims, coded in excerpts. 

			


Local Maidan Claims

			How do the claimants identify themselves?

			Local maidan resolutions often contained clear indications of how the protesters referred to themselves. Rarely was this a simple identity, e.g. “we, the citizens of Ukraine.” The texts often provide complex phrases of two or even three mixed identities, e.g. “we, the citizens of Ukraine, the Europeans.” Depending on the sequence of the statements, protesters’ identities can be divided into primary, secondary and tertiary identity expression. 

			


Table 1. Counts of Identity Frames in Local Maidan 

			Resolutions

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Identity Frame

						
							
							Primary

						
							
							Secondary 

							or Tertiary

						
					

					
							
							We, the Viche (Assembly)

						
							
							28

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							We, the local community

						
							
							23

						
							
							24

						
					

					
							
							We, the Ukrainians

						
							
							12

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							We, the protestors

						
							
							11

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							We, the civil society

						
							
							5

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							We, the Europeans

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							We, the social class

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
					

				
			

			NB: Numbers are the counts of excerpts in which the local maidans put forth their primary, secondary or tertiary identity. For example, whereas 28 excerpts listed “We, the Viche (Assembly)” as the primary identity, only four listed it as a secondary identity or tertiary identity.

			


Identify Frames

			We, the local community. In 47 out of 80 excerpts coded as claimants’ self-identity, the protesters identified themselves as their local community. They refered to themselves as the residents of their city (“we, the Odesans,” “we, the inhabitants of Pereyaslav”), rayon (“we, the inhabitants of Horodochchyna,” “we, the residents of Sharhorod rayon”) or oblast community (e.g. “we, the community of Volyn,” “we, the residents of Chernihiv oblast”). In Kharkiv the protesters identified themselves as “the free citizens of the city.” In Sokal the claims were expressed by “the patriots of Sokalshyna.” Local community membership was often mentioned both as primary and secondary identity (e.g. “we, the participants of the people’s viche, the residents of Bukovina”).

			We, the Viche (Assembly). The second big frame defining the identities (totaling 32 excerpts) covers the participants as “viche members” (e.g. “we, the viche participants,” “The People’s Viche declares”). These declarations were most often coded as the primarily identity, and much less as secondary or tertiary. At the moment of resolution voting, they identified themselves as the members of the “people’s viche” (a form of popular assembly). This institution is deeply rooted in Ukrainian mentality, and its history goes back to the 13th century Kyivan Rus state, when local viche performed a decision-making function.39 Here too, the participants emphasized the legitimate value of their gathering and the decisions they adopted. They expected these to have an impact on the social-and-political situation, both in their locality and the country.


			We, the protestors. In 15 excerpts the claimants’ primary identity concerned contentious activity (e.g. “we, the non-violent protest participants”), or its concrete manifestation in terms of the public square in Kyiv (e.g. “the Maidan demands”) or local maidan (“Poltava Euromaidan,” “Kharkiv Euromaidan”).


			We, the Ukrainians. In 14 excerpts the claimants chose to associate their identity with the state of Ukraine, defining themselves as “we, the citizens of Ukraine,” “we, the people of the free country,” “we, the people of the united country,” or “the citizens of the civilized nation.”


			We, the civil society. In five excerpts the protesters called themselves “the civil society” and associated themselves with the functions that such a society performs (e.g. “democratic guard,” “civil society representatives”).


			We, the Europeans. In five excerpts participants call themselves Europeans (e.g. “we, the real Europeans,” “we, the members of the non-violent gathering, the supporters of European integration.”)


			We, the Social Class. In one excerpt, a particular social class, “entrepreneurs,” was invoked (“we, the residents of Sharhorod rayon, representatives of public organizations, entrepreneurs.”)


			How do claimants frame their actions?


			We are protesting. In most of the cases (27 out of 56 coded excerpts) the claimants declared the means of contentious activity they were involved in. The majority of the coded fragments stress the non-violent nature of Ukraine’s contention, defined as a non-violent civic resistance campaign in general, or non-violent gathering in particular. These statements range from expressing solidarity with Maidan participants, the Ukrainian people, or the democratic world (e.g. “we, the residents of Chernihiv region, share the pain and grief of other people in Ukraine due to the devastating confrontation”) to a statement that they will “fight at any price” (e.g. “we are a civilized and European nation, and we shall prove this at any price.”) Two text fragments identify claimants’ activities as a general strike.

			We are civil society in action. 15 coded excerpts identify protesters performing the regular actions of civil society: guarding the country’s democracy by monitoring the government’s conduct of foreign policy and European integration, implementation of human rights and protection of constitutional rights for peaceful assembly.


			We are implementing direct governance. In seven excerpts the claimants declared that they were implementing direct governance over the country (e.g. “People are the bearers and the source of power,” “we form the entire power vertical,” “we aim to establish real people’s power of the European type in Ukraine”) and local affairs through their actions by declaring their assembly as the body of local self-government (e.g. “We declare Bila Tserkva Viche as the local self-government body”).


			We are on an historical mission. Seven excerpts indicate the protesters were building a new independent Ukraine (e.g. “today we are building the New Ukraine,” “let us rebuild the new independent, honest, European Ukraine”), or even changing the world for the better by starting with themselves (e.g. “we are the masters in our own house; each person residing on Svatovo land is changing the world staring from himself/herself.”)


			How do the claimants justify their actions and who are the targets of their claims?


			There are three main levels of claim justification: local, national and international. National-level claims were the most prevalent as Table 2 shows.

			


Table 2. Standing Claims Levels
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							National level

						
							
							International level

						
					

					
							
							% (number of excerpts)

						
					

					
							
							6% (11)

						
							
							94% (184)

						
							
							1% (1)

						
					

				
			

			


Local-level claim justifications address the inactivity or inadequacy of the actions of local government (n = 11 excerpts). These include provocative actions (“the mayor and the members of the [local] council remain inactive and thus support the unlawful deeds; they gather alternative ‘maidans’ and create provocations”), spreading false information (“the declarations of local authorities are nothing more than the spread of fake information about the social and political situation”), and support for Yanukovych’s regime (“the head of the local administration represents the criminal authorities and supports Yanukovych”). Other reasons, such as bad socio-political policy at the local level, or devastating environmental conditions in the locality were also mentioned. 

			The majority of the claimants declared national level justifications (n = 184 excerpts) in various spheres of life:


			Human rights violations. Human rights violations were the primarily claim justification (n = 74 excerpts). The key cause for claim-making was the beating of student protesters on November 30, 2014, and events connected to this police outrage. Other causes include the political oppression of demonstrators, and the deaths of demonstrators on the Maidan (e.g. “this date [November 30] will be written in history books as the date when the regime declared war on its own people,” “we face the fight of Ukrainian people for their own future; blood was shed; people died,” “we have to understand that the government does not hear its own people, and continues the repressions against its citizens.”)

			Political crisis. Another set of causes includes those related to national politics (61 excerpts). These include usurpation of power, dictatorship, and the creation of a totalitarian state (e.g. “in fact, Ukrainian authorities had cancelled the Constitution of Ukraine,” “the state machine no longer protects it people, but attacks them”). The constitutional coup and increased political confrontation were also important reasons for claims-making (e.g. “Ukraine has experienced a state coup and the destruction of the political order in the state, terminating the basis for people’s governance and parlamentarism.”)


			Foreign policy. Yanukovuch’s refusal to sign the Association Agreement with the EU was the primarily cause in the foreign policy-related set (total 24 excerpts) of claim justification (e.g. “Yanukovych ignored our will and sabotaged signing the agreement with the EU”; “by refusing to sign the EU deal, the regime deprived us of our choice, and stole the dream of millions of Ukrainians to live in a civilized, prosperous, European state”; “Yanukovych’s regime bluntly violated the Law of Ukraine ‘On the bases of internal and external policy,’ which foresaw the European integration of Ukraine.”)


			Economic crisis. Social and economic reasons constitute a fourth set of causes (17 excerpts). These include massive social and economic crisis (e.g. “two years of economic decline,” “we are the poorest nation in Europe with the richest oligarchs”), unemployment, poverty, lower standard of living (e.g. “we are concerned with the deepened economic crisis, which led to the mass poverty of Ukrainians and mass unemployment”) and total corruption (“corruption became the daily matter in governmental offices.”)


			Other justifications related to sphere of security (5 excerpts coded, e.g. “increased level of criminal activities,”) or civil society (3 excerpts, e.g. “government pressure on the Greek-Catholic Church” or “the national media telling lies.”)


			One international-level contention was mentioned, namely criticizing Western governments for their reluctance to introduce sanctions on the Ukrainian leadership (“we do not understand why the governments avoid the questions of sanctions.”)


			What Do the Claimants Want?


			As Table 3 demonstrates, about 30 percent of the total body of text fragments (218 of 595 excerpts) coded as program claims was focused on the local level. In this context, the claimants did not focus on a single claim (e.g. the resignation of the president), but dispersed their efforts across multiple spheres:

			


Table 3. Program Claim Levels
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							National level

						
							
							International level

						
					

					
							
							% (number of excerpts)

						
					

					
							
							37% (218)

						
							
							62% (368)

						
							
							2% (9)

						
					

				
			

			


Local politics (114 excerpts). Most of claimants demanded the resignation of local officials, including the mayor, local councils, and heads of local state administrations. Maidan protestors called for snap elections. Additionally, they demanded that the local authorities hold extraordinary meetings or hearings to decide on the issues of local importance. Another group of claims covered the reform of local politics, including increasing the transparency of the local authorities, introducing city referenda, appointing officials directly by viche and other mechanisms of direct people’s governance (e.g. “The local Maidan coordination headquarters has to approve the candidates for the managerial positions at the rayon level.”) 

			Local law enforcement (42 excerpts). The claimants demanded that local law enforcement officers ensure law and order on the territory of the local community, disobey illegal orders, and stop political prosecutions (e.g. “we address the rayon police department asking it not to cause problems, but support local people traveling to the Kyiv Maidan.”)


			Civil society (35 excerpts). The protesters’ demands here concerned political parties (the dissolution of the local Party of Regions branches), the media (broadcast time for local maidan protesters), as well as other civil society groups and organizations (including requests to hold viche on a weekly basis).


			Social guarantees (17 excerpts). The socio-economic set of claims included demands to revise local tariffs, improve transportation systems, open the local factory and create new jobs (e.g. “ensure jobs, salary, proper tariffs, timely pensions, and social securities.”)


			Culture (10 excerpts). Some participants focused on the issues of cultural heritage, demanding to build a church, a museum, a new monument, and rename the streets and squares after the heroes who died on Kyiv Maidan (e.g. “rename Gorkii street as the street of The Heavenly Hundred.”)


			Most of the Maidan protesters claims were focused at the national level (368 coded excerpts). These covered the following spheres: 

			National politics (206 excerpts). Here the demands for the resignations of top national officials, including President Yanukovych, Prime Minister Azarov and Minister of Interior Vitaliy Zakharchenko prevailed (e.g. “the person holding the post of the president today is no longer legitimate and has no moral authority to be called the head of state,” “we demand the resignation of Azarov’s cabinet for betraying national interests and reversing the course on EU integration,” “we demand the resignation and criminal liability of Minister Zakharchenko for cooperating with “titushki” bandit groups). These were followed by demands for snap elections of the president and the parliament. One of the most important demands was for the return of the 2004 Constitution, providing a parliamentary-presidential form of governance, e.g. “restore parliamentarism and democracy through a return to the 2004 Constitution.”


			Justice (97 excerpts). The key demands in this sphere concerned rehabilitation of political prisoners (e.g. “release Yuliya Tymoshenko” “release and rehabilitate all political prisoners, Maidan activists, public figures and journalists”) and proper investigation and punishment of those guilty of wrongdoings (e.g. “impose criminal liability on all those guilty of beating peaceful protesters on Maidan Nezalezhnosti,” “punish those who beat peaceful protesters.”)


			Foreign policy (29 excerpts). The key demand here was the restoration of the pro-European foreign policy course and signing the Association Agreement with the European Union (e.g. “immediately sign the Association Agreement with the European Union on the bases beneficial for Ukraine,” “make European integration irreversible.”)


			The other spheres included civil society (19 excerpts, e.g. “demanding Party of Regions members to leave the party”), economy and social guarantees (10, e.g. “create equal opportunities for personal development”), security (7 excerpts, e.g. “stop deploying ‘titushki’ to Kyiv.”)


			International-level claims occupied a minor share (9 excerpts) of the entire body of demands issued by maidan participants, and included requests for sanctions against the Ukrainian leadership (e.g. “block the accounts in the EU and the US of President Yanukovych, his family and supporters, and those of Communist Party and Party of Regions members,” “we urge the EU governments to impose personal sanctions on President Yanukovych”) and even boycott the Olympic Games in Sochi.




Conclusion and Discussion

			This article addressed key questions about Ukrainian contention in 2013-2014: Who were the participants of local maidans? How did they identify themselves and their activity? What caused their contention? What changes did they demand? I analyzed 94 resolutions adopted by the protesters themselves in 57 cities and towns of 20 oblasts across Ukraine.  

			Protesters’ primary identity was located in their rights to direct democracy, including influence over national and local policies. They considered their assemblies – viches – legitimate institutions of decision making and expected governments of various levels to implement their demands. As the majority of the protest events took place outside Kyiv, in Ukrainian cities and towns, the authors of manifestos often presented themselves as the residents of the local community. This local grounding was later reflected in their focus on local affairs in the process of claims-making. European identity was also mentioned, but to a much lesser extent. To be European was often stated as the desired goal, rather that an achieved fact. 

			National-level factors played a key role in leading people to the streets. Outrageous human rights violations, deepening political crisis and other institutional failures were, to the protestors, the key triggers of contention. The Ukrainian government’s reversal on European integration was perceived as a “stolen dream.” The EU was perceived as the “institutional anchor” that could halt Ukraine’s slide into non-democratic government. Local protesters were concerned with local problems, such as bad governance, poor economic conditions and the failure of environmental and health protection policies. These findings demonstrate that Ukraine’s 2013-2014 protests were primarily characterized by political demands (e.g. claims for the resignation of key officials) combined with demands for civil rights and liberties (e.g. outrage connected with the blunt violation of the right for peaceful assembly).

			What about Corruption?

			To a much lesser extent, the protestors invoked poor economic performance or the pervasive corruption that plagues Ukraine. In this respect, the local maidans contrast somewhat with the recent history of Ukraine’s protest activity based in Kyiv. Over the last decade, Ukrainian protest activity was associated with socio-economic factors, such as liberal economic reforms, expanding the privileges of certain social groups, illegal construction projects, and banking fraud.40 The experts connected the domination of an economic protest agenda with the absence of a legitimate unifying political force and a deep distrust in political parties. They claimed that the focus on socio-economic problems blocked the emergence of mass contentious movements.41

			The political rhetoric of the 2013 events was examined in the Democracy Initiatives Foundation survey42 as well as the Center for Society Research’s (CSR) event analysis of Ukrainian protests since 2009. CSR reported a large increase in the share of civil rights protests (to the overall number of protests) from 17 percent in 2011-2, to 34 percent in 2013.43 Within 2013, this percentage ranged from 27 before the Maidan, to 52 after the Maidan began. Political protests increased from 25 percent of all protests in 2011 to 36 percent in 2013 (from 27 percent before the Maidan to 58 percent of all protests after the Maidan events). CSR reported the reverse situation for socio-economic protests, whose share of total protests dropped from 60 percent in 2011 to 43 percent in 2013. During 2013, the share of socio-economic protests dropped from 56 percent before the Maidan to an amazing 10 percent after Maidan began. The reasons behind the drastic transformation of protests from sporadic socio-economic demonstrations to mass political rallies are not obvious. Major institutional failures, the impotence of conventional democratic mechanisms, and total distrust in the authorities might prove useful directions for further research. 

			Local maidans live locally, but also talked nationally. Major program claims referred to the correction of the institutional failures justifying contention, such as Ukraine’s reversal on signing the EU deal. At the same time, the overall tone of local claimants’ demands suggests they were concerned with stopping the incessant political crises that have characterized Ukraine. Local maidans wanted to make Ukraine politically strong and economically stable and desired a deep reform of Ukrainian politics that included the resignation of key officials and snap presidential and parliamentary elections. Local maidans demanded stronger democratic controls in the Ukrainian national constitution and new electoral laws. Local maidans wanted democratic controls at the local level, such as transparent governance and budgeting policy, and the creation of direct democracy institutions, including the right of the local community to approve local officials. The claim focus on local-level targets was perhaps due to the local activists’ better familiarity with local politics. Or perhaps local targets were important because local activists could see local politics as the true beginning of a deep and lasting pro-democratic transformation of Ukraine.
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			Abstract: This article places Russia’s recent ideological developments in a perspective that is drawn from social identity theory (SIT).  The analysis presents examples of all three of the identity management strategies that SIT describes – social mobility, social competition, and social creativity – in the words and actions of Soviet and Russian leaders from the Brezhnev period to the present time.  During 2012 and 2013 the Putin regime adopted a new strategy of identity management, for the first time in the post-Soviet years placing primary emphasis on social creativity.  That change in approach has involved the open endorsement of an ideology that Russia’s political leadership calls “conservatism.”  In the ideology of the Putin regime, hostility toward the West has assumed an increasingly prominent position, as Putin charges that the West is generating the most basic threats to Russia’s identity, its security, and its domestic stability.  Putin’s increasingly anti-Western outlook has been reflected in his denunciation of the alleged disintegration of traditional moral standards in Western countries.  This article also notes that Putin’s emphasis on the importance of a unity of moral values for members of the Russian national community calls into question his previous pledge that the state will not interfere in the personal life of each citizen.

			Has Vladimir Putin become the author of a new political ideology? That question may be raised in the light of some statements about the president of Russia that have appeared in print. According to Owen Matthews, “Putin was basically pragmatic” in earlier years, but after Russia’s annexation of Crimea, “Putin has become a different kind of leader, motivated by ideology, regardless of the cost to Russia’s economic well-being.”1 In March 2014 Masha Gessen went so far as to say that “a new ideology has taken shape in the Kremlin,” and “it has taken hold as Russia’s national idea.”2 A number of observers would agree with Fedor Lukianov’s assessment that before his third term as president, which began in 2012, Putin was “non-ideological” and a pragmatist, but after his return to the presidency “he promoted an ideology of conservatism.”3 

			Interest in the possibility that Putin had made a commitment to a conservative ideology was stimulated particularly by his address to Russia’s Federal Assembly in December 2013.4 Certainly the situation has changed in some way. During an interview in September 2013, when a journalist asked whether he was a conservative, Marxist, liberal, or pragmatist, Putin replied that he was “a pragmatist with a conservative inclination.”5 But a few months later, in March 2014, during a lecture on conservatism for officers of the ruling United Russia Party, when the speaker, Ol’ga Vasil’eva, who is a history professor and the deputy head of the Administration for Social Projects of the presidential administration, was asked, “Is Vladimir Putin a conservative?” she answered directly, “Classical.”6 So we might ask whether Putin has really moved away from pragmatism and adopted an ideology with a conservative content. 

			This article will address that question, and will place recent developments in ideology in Russia in a perspective that is drawn from social identity theory (SIT). Social identity theory offers the capacity for insights that help us to assess the significance of the change in the ideational framework of the Putin leadership described by the commentators cited above. There is not likely to be much dispute about the statement that in recent decades, “the attention given to the concept of identity—both in the social sciences and in the world at large—has continued to rise.”7 In the constructivist approach to the study of international politics, the central concept is identity,8 but in that approach identity is not assumed to have an unchanging nature, but is viewed as variable and changing, and as the product of interaction among states and among forces inside national political systems.9  Social identity theory in international relations reflects a particular school of thought within constructivism that developed out of social identity theory in social psychology, which originally was applied to individuals and groups.  That theory posits that each person desires a positive self-image, which can be gained by identification with a group, and by favorable comparison of that in-group in relation to certain out-groups.10 Thus people want the group to which they belong to have a positive identity.11 On the level of international relations, national political leaders can be expected to seek to establish a positive identity for their country.

			SIT delineates a variety of identity management strategies in reaction to a negative or unfavorable identity for a social group,12 and similarly, national political leaders may employ identity management strategies to “enhance national self-esteem.”13 The three types of strategies that social identity theory has distinguished are social mobility, social competition, and social creativity. For a nation that sees itself in a category with lower status, the strategy of social mobility entails acceptance of the norms of nations with higher status, with the aspiration of joining that group of nations.14 In other words, that strategy seeks assimilation to the more highly regarded category, which requires emulation of the values and institutions of nations with higher prestige.15 

			A second strategy is that of social competition, which accepts the criteria for the assessment of status among nations, but attempts to change the negative ranking of one’s lower-status nation.16 If the status of nations is based on their economic development, military strength, and spheres of influence, a country that currently has a lower ranking can strive to accumulate more of those assets, to equal or surpass the countries that are viewed as dominant.17

			In the third strategy, social creativity, as described by the classic writings on social identity theory, the members of a group with a lower level of esteem “may seek positive distinctiveness for the in-group by redefining or altering the elements of the comparative situation.”18 On the national level, that may be accomplished when the leaders of a country revise their interpretation of the dimension on which nations are ranked, so that a characteristic that was seen as negative is now presented as positive.19 Another form of social creativity is to shift to a different dimension as the basis of the rankings of nations, making it possible to claim that one’s nation is superior in relation to that dimension. A third type of social creativity strategy changes the focus of comparison, so that one’s nation is compared with a group of countries of lower status, rather than being compared with the group of countries with the highest ranking. 

			This article will conclude that the Putin regime has adopted a strategy of identity management that is consistent with the second type of social creativity, shifting the basis of the rankings, with the result that Putin now presents Russia as superior to Western nations on a new dimension of comparison, which claims to be oriented toward traditional ethical norms as the criteria for assessment in the international arena.  The strategy that Putin has chosen signifies a decisive rejection of the assumption that Western societies should be viewed as the source of moral and political standards for Russia.

			Ideological Change in the Soviet Union and Russia in the Perspective of Social Identity Theory

			We can recognize examples of all three of the identity management strategies – social mobility, social competition, and social creativity – in the changing words and actions of Soviet and Russian leaders from the Brezhnev period to the present time. As a background to such examples, we should be aware that all those leaders have seen Russia as a great power, and that all the different ideological positions in Russia with contrasting ideas about that country’s identity agree “that Russia belongs to the group of great powers, and believe that it is distinctive in its centuries-old unbroken great power status.”20 Also, there is a consensus among scholars that for most of Russia’s intellectuals and political elite, the West is the most significant other,21 serving as the main reference point (whether positive or negative) for Russia’s definition of its identity, which has been true for centuries. It is evident, however, that the strategies adopted by Soviet and Russian leaders in response to the challenges posed by the West have varied greatly during the last fifty years. And it is also true that each group of leaders has usually employed a mixture of the different strategies that social identity theory has delineated.

			From the mid-1960s to the early 1980s, the Brezhnev leadership placed primary emphasis on a strategy of social competition, emphasizing that the Soviet Union had a massive industrial economy, expanding the country’s strategic arsenal while preserving a large advantage in conventional forces in Europe, and seeking growth in the number of Soviet clients in less developed regions of the world, supposedly indicating a shifting “correlation of forces (sootnoshenie sil)” in favor of the USSR.22 During the period of détente in the 1970s, that emphasis on competition did not preclude closer cooperation with the leaders of the United States, which was seen by Soviet leaders as a tacit acceptance of the status of their country as one of only two superpowers in the world. Also, in their depiction of developments within their own society, by 1976 Soviet leaders muted the optimism about economic attainments that had been embodied in the concept of “developed socialism” in the early 1970s, and engaged in social creativity by proclaiming the superiority of the “socialist way of life (sotsialisticheskii obraz zhizni)” in the Soviet Union.23 According to that conception, even though the material standard of living in the USSR still was not equal to that in the West, the moral standards of Soviet society, shaped by the collectivistic ethos of socialism, were superior to the amoral individualism and materialism of capitalist societies. Although such an argument contained elements of rhetoric that were traditional for the Soviet regime, when the Brezhnev leadership featured the concept of the socialist way of life it was trying to cope with a factor that was new in the history of the Soviet Union: the tacit realization by that state’s leaders that their country was not catching up with the West in its level of economic development. If those leaders could no longer credibly claim that the Soviet economic growth model was superior, they needed to shift their emphasis to new criteria for comparison.

			Soon after Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in the middle of the 1980s, he adopted an identity management strategy that placed its main emphasis on social creativity. As Deborah Welch Larson and Alexei Shevchenko have pointed out, Gorbachev’s “new thinking” aimed at attaining a high status for the Soviet Union as the main advocate for ideas that would introduce innovative solutions to global problems.24 The dimension that implicitly should determine the allocation of prestige, and on which the Soviet Union could achieve the highest ranking, was not military strength but “moral visionary leadership.”25 But again, that choice by Gorbachev did not rule out the use of elements from another identity management strategy. As he redefined the meaning of the “common European home” to include North America, Europe, and all the territory of the Soviet Union, and as he accepted the standards of democracy as obligatory for inclusion in that European home, he engaged in a strategy of social mobility, since he sought the assimilation of the Soviet Union into the community of states that were committed to the values of Western democracy. He had every reason to expect that his new thinking would both enhance the status of the Soviet Union and also make it a more attractive partner for Western states. On the other hand, Gorbachev abandoned the strategy of social competition, since he renounced efforts to compete with the United States in amassing large military forces.  

			After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Boris Yeltsin placed primary emphasis on a strategy of social mobility, since he explicitly stated a commitment to adopting democracy and a market economy in Russia, and he enthusiastically sought acceptance of Russia by Western democratic nations as a country that supposedly had the same ideals that they valued.26 Yet even though he placed the first priority on his government’s relationship with the leaders of the United States, leading some Russians to charge that their country had accepted a subordinate status, at times Yeltsin did complain bitterly about actions by the United States government, showing that he still expected Russia to be regarded as a great power. When Vladimir Putin rose to the position of top leader in Russia in 2000, he took pains to stress that great power status was essential for Russia, and was necessary for it to survive. In fact, the restoration of Russia’s status as a great power seemed to be his central goal for foreign policy from the time he became president.27 

			The strategies that he has pursued to serve that end have varied, however, reflecting different choices by Putin at different times. During his first few years in power, Putin saw the revival and growth of his country’s economic strength as of primary importance, implicitly indicating a strategy of social competition, since he regarded a strong economic base as the most essential prerequisite for a positive national status. During those years he did not claim that he was expanding Russia’s military forces, which in any case would have been impossible at that time in view of the condition of the country’s economy. He followed Yeltsin’s social mobility strategy, though in a much more guarded fashion; while he continued to assert that Russia had entered the ranks of democratic nations, he insisted that his country would build democracy in its own way, and that efforts by other nations to tutor Russia would be unnecessary and unwelcome. Now it is clear that his references to the importance of long historical experience for contemporary Russia would help to lay the basis for a later strategy of social creativity, though the potential for the significance of such statements was not fully realized at the time. 

			As Russia’s economy began to revive after 1998 and continued to grow for several years after Putin took power, the confidence of Russia’s political leaders increased. By 2006, some people within the country’s political leadership, most visibly Vladislav Surkov, advanced sovereign democracy (suverennaia demokratiia) as the central concept in the ideology of the regime that had taken shape under Putin.28 However, that concept added little to Putin’s earlier insistence that Russia would follow its own path. In other words, “sovereign democracy” signaled that Russia’s leadership would still employ a strategy of social mobility, but with distinct reservations. We should note that Putin himself voiced relative indifference to that concept, and Dmitrii Medvedev, who would later become president, openly expressed skepticism toward it.29 During the time of Medvedev’s presidency, from 2008 to 2012, although it was generally assumed that Putin was still the most powerful leader in Russia, there was greater emphasis on the strategy of social mobility, with the goal of assimilating Russia into the community of democracies, and with hope for closer cooperation between Russia and the United States.

			A National Ideology of Conservatism

			The months leading up to Putin’s return to the presidency in the spring of 2012 saw a shift away from that emphasis, however, and during 2012 and 2013 the leadership embarked on a new strategy, for the first time in the post-Soviet years placing primary emphasis on social creativity. That change in approach entailed a more open endorsement of an ideology than Putin had been willing to engage in earlier. 

			There is an abundance of evidence that Russia’s regime is promoting an ideology. The fact that Putin quoted certain non-communist Russian philosophers of past periods, such as Vladimir Solov’ev, Nikolai Berdiaev, and Ivan Il’in, all of whom had, in one sense or another, a conservative orientation, implicitly encouraged Putin’s subordinates to explore the ideas favored by the president.30  That encouragement became more explicit in early 2014, when the Kremlin sent copies of books by Berdiaev, Solov’ev, and Il’in to leaders in the United Russia party as recommended readings.31 In the months that followed, Vasil’eva spoke about conservatism and patriotism in seminars for governors, officers of the All-Russian National Front (ONF), social science instructors in institutions of higher education, and officials in the presidential administration.32 The United Russia Party also organized a series of lectures on conservatism for deputies of the Duma and members of the party’s aktiv, with Vasil’eva as the main speaker.33 In addition, the Institute of Social-Economic and Political Research (ISEPI), which seems to be close to the political regime, started two web sites for the discussion of problems of conservatism.34  Further, it was announced that prizes would be awarded to scholars doing research on conservatism, and that ISEPI would play a role in choosing the recipients of such awards. A book by Berdiaev was said to be “obligatory” reading for officials in the presidential administration,35 and it was reported that ISEPI would establish a prize, “The Legacy of Russian Thought,” in the name of Nikolai Berdiaev.36 

			Some enthusiastic supporters of the political regime soon advocated the approval of a national ideology for Russia, despite the fact that the Constitution prohibits the adoption of a state ideology. Mikhail Remizov said that Russia “has all the chances to make conservatism its national ideology,”37 and V. I. Dobrenkov maintained that “a new national ideology of Russia can be formed only on the basis of conservatism.”38 From 1999 to the present, Putin persistently has emphasized that Russia must follow its own distinctive path instead of imitating models of development drawn from Western counties.39 With equal consistency he also has stressed that attempts by other countries to interfere in Russia’s internal affairs are unacceptable.40 It is apparent that the version of conservatism that the Russian state is promoting is intended to provide ideological support for the current political regime in order to preserve the model of governance that Putin
			has created.41 Another goal of the regime is to unite Russian society behind a single “national idea” whose content will be defined by a set of conservative ideas.42 

			One of Putin’s central themes, which he emphasized before he first became president of Russia and has continued to repeat to the present time, is the crucial need for consensus in Russian society. As Elena Chebankova notes, Putin ”insists that Russia needs to recreate its original cultural code as the basis for a societal consensus.”43 When he was being interviewed for his biography in early 2000, and one of the interviewers asked him, “What, in your opinion, does the country need in the first place? The main thing?” Putin replied, “To precisely and clearly determine goals. And not just to talk of that in passing. Those goals should become understandable and accessible to everyone. Like the Code of the Builder of Communism.” Then the journalist asked, “And what will you write in the first line of that code?” And Putin answered, “Moral values.”44 Putin’s major programmatic statement of December 1999, which was published just before he became the acting president of Russia, revealed his preoccupation with the need for soglasie (accord, concord, agreement, or harmony) in Russian society, as he stressed the importance of accord “on such fundamental questions as goals, values, and the boundaries of development, which are attractive for the overwhelming majority of Russians.”45  In his presidential address in 2000, Putin again emphasized, “I am convinced that the development of society is impossible without agreement (soglasie) on common goals.”46 He has returned to that subject repeatedly, as in September 2015, when he continued to warn against the danger posed by internal divisions and to stress the crucial importance of unity and consensus.47 

			We will better understand why consensus in Russian society is extremely important for Putin if we notice that his pronouncements reveal a profound horror of division in Russian society. In his programmatic statement in December 1999, Putin argued that “fruitful, creative work” for the benefit of the fatherland “is impossible in a society that finds itself in a condition of division, internally separated, a society in which the basic social forces adhere to different basic values and fundamental ideological orientations.”48 He contends that a society that is fragmented will be unable to survive in the face of major threats from outside. In his address to the Federal Assembly in 2003 he asked the rhetorical question, “Can Russia seriously resist such threats if our society is divided into small groups, if we live only with our group interests?” His answer to that question was, “I am convinced that without consolidation, if only around basic all-national values and tasks, it will be impossible to resist those threats.”49 His address to the legislature in 2007 placed particular emphasis on the importance of “the spiritual unity of the people and the moral values uniting us,” and “a common system of moral orientations.”50

			Putin sees the unity of the nation as necessarily derived from a consensus on moral principles, which is consistent with his nostalgia for the Moral Code of the Builder of Communism of the early 1960s. By 2012 he began to speak frequently of the need for skrepy (braces or clamps) to ensure the unity of Russian society. In January 2012 he wrote, “Trust between people is formed only when society is clamped together by common values,”51 and in his address in December 2012 he complained, “today Russian society is experiencing an obvious deficit of spiritual clamps.”52  He assigned the political authorities an important role in achieving greater unity, as he saw one of the tasks of the state as “forming a world-view clamping the nation,”53 involving a cultural policy which will instill a common understanding of the history of Russia. Putin believes that the values that all Russians should share are those that have been developed by the people of their country in its “thousand-year history.”54 Putin looks to history as the source of his country’s national identity, and wants teaching about the history of Russia to give greater attention to positive achievements.55 Since 2012, he has placed more explicit emphasis on the theme of continuity in the whole sweep of Russian history, in connection with the heightened emphasis on the need for national unity.56  He sees the Russian Orthodox Church as one of the main carriers of traditional values in Russia, and the regime has developed closer ties with the church in recent years.57  

			The current political leadership of Russia shows that it expects its brand of conservative nationalism to find widespread popular support.58 Jadwiga Rogoza observes that Putin symbolically has separated what he considers to be the “healthy and conservative” majority in Russian society from the alienated and “cosmopolitan” minority, which he accuses of acting in the interests of the West.59 The strategy of the political regime is to rely on support from the “passive majority” of society,60 or, as another source has called it, the “paternalistic majority” of citizens, who depend on benefits that the state provides.61 Putin seems to have given up on the possibility of gaining support from the minority who are the more independent-minded members of the middle class,62 as he concentrates on appealing to Russia’s blue-collar majority.63  In the words of Nezavisimaia gazeta, “Putin is not interested in the carriers of liberal values and the creative class as a whole ... the creative class, in the discourse of the authorities, is becoming one of two sides in the main political confrontation with the ‘simple people.’”64 In 2013 Putin, in some remarks about the history of Russia, cast suspicion on the intelligentsia as a whole by asserting that some of its members not only had opposed the government in power but also had been disloyal to the Russian nation, and he suggested that their attitude was the source of the instability that built up during the last years of Tsarist Russia and the last years of the Soviet Union, with “ruinous and destructive” consequences for the Russian people in each case.65 On a similar note, he said, “Too often in our national history, instead of opposition to the government we have come into conflict with opposition to Russia itself,” and he added, “and we know how that ended – with the destruction of the state itself.”66 Obviously Putin seeks to discredit those who are the base of support for the critical opposition to his regime.

			It is not surprising that the perspective of the regime has fostered intolerance toward those who have a different point of view. The regime regards its opponents as dissidents, and stigmatizes them as much as possible,67 in order to isolate them from the majority. After Russia’s annexation of Crimea, the leadership and the mass media became even more eager to portray citizens who disagreed with the state’s actions as disloyal to Russia.68 Films on Russian television stations allege that dissidents in Russia have always taken money from Americans and that today’s dissenters are akin to those who collaborated with the Nazis during the Second World War.69 Those who oppose the line of the political leadership are accused of being unpatriotic and are suspected of belonging to a “fifth column” that does the bidding of foreign masters.70 Thus those who are seen as internal enemies are linked with the external enemies of Russia, which justifies the steady tightening of restrictions on the domestic critics of the regime.71

			In the ideas promoted by the Putin leadership, hostility toward the West has assumed an increasingly prominent position,72 to the degree that Putin sees the West as generating the most basic threats to Russia’s identity73, its security, and its domestic stability. 74 In the perception of one supporter of Putin’s political regime, a confrontation between the West and Russia has been in existence throughout the history of Russia, and will persist in the future.75 Chebankova points out that over time there has been a shift in Putin’s attitude toward Europe.76 For years, he emphasized that Russia was a European country. In an interview for his biography, which was published in 2000, he said, “We are a part of Western European culture,” and “wherever our people may live—in the Far East or in the South—we are Europeans.”77 In his presidential address in 2005 he affirmed, “Above all, Russia was, is, and of course will be a very mighty European nation.”78 As recently as February 2012 he reinforced that point by saying, “Russia is an inalienable part of Great Europe, the broad European civilization. Our citizens feel themselves to be Europeans.”79  There may already have been some within the regime who favored a change in thinking on that point, however, as implied in an article by an author who had tried to interpret the meaning of conservatism in Russia, who had maintained in 2011 that “Russia always was different from the West,” since it is a Eurasian civilization, and “therefore cannot integrate into Western civilization.”80 By 2014 a distinct change in thinking in the leadership was evidenced when Russia’s Minister of Culture flatly declared, “Russia is not Europe.”81  

			We should note, however, that the principal focus of the Putin regime’s suspicion and hostility is not Europe, but the United States. For several years, Putin has complained about actions by the US government that he has depicted as showing that American policy-makers assume a unipolar world and intend to reinforce American hegemony, without regard to the interests of other nations. But during the last few years, he has gone farther in his statements, as he has identified the United States as the main force behind the growth of instability in the world.82 We should recall that Putin greatly values stability, and that he abhors instability. He described the condition of the international system in alarming terms in January 2012 when he spoke about a “serious systemic crisis” confronting the world, “a tectonic process of global transformation,” and added that “the world is entering a zone of turbulence,” with “sharply growing instability.”83 In his view, the disappearance of the bipolar system in international relations brought an end to stability in the world,84 implicitly because it removed the main restraints on the behavior of the United States. In his analysis, the short-sighted and futile efforts by the leaders of the US to block the transition from a unipolar world to a multipolar world constitute the fundamental factor generating instability in the international system and worsening conflicts within many nations.85 And, in his view, American leaders are even trying to cause instability within Russia, as they seek to undermine the stability of the political regime that Putin has built. 

			Putin’s increasingly anti-Western outlook has been reflected in a new theme in his speeches during the last few years: his denunciation of the alleged disintegration of moral standards in Western countries. In September 2013 he warned about that tendency: “We see how many Euro-Atlantic countries actually have gone on the path of rejecting their roots, including the Christian values that constitute the basis of Western civilization.”86  He returned to that theme with a tone of greater alarm in December 2013, when he charged, “Today in many countries the norms of morality and ethics are being revised, and national traditions and the differences among nations and cultures are being erased. From society now is demanded ... also the obligatory recognition of the equivalence, strange as it sounds, of good and evil, concepts that are opposite in meaning.”87 Putin has seen the growth of protection for the rights of gays and lesbians in the West, extending to the acceptance of same-sex marriage, as the prime evidence that older ethical standards are being discarded. In his perspective, the devaluation of traditional ethical principles has brought a crisis of moral values in Western countries, and the effects of that crisis have created “long-term threats to society, to Russia’s security and integrity.”88  So Putin associates challenges to historically based guidelines for personal morality with the instability in international relations that he sees as the result of the challenge to multipolarity by the power that aims to enforce its global dominance. 

			Putin’s repudiation of the alleged abandonment of traditional values in the Western countries has made it possible for Russia’s political regime to claim that his views have evoked a favorable response from many people around the world. Putin himself has said that his position “has received international recognition.”89 In December 2013, before Putin’s annual address to the Federal Assembly, The Center for Strategic Communications, an institution said to be closely connected with the Kremlin, held a press conference in Moscow to announce its latest report, entitled “Putin: World Conservatism’s New Leader.”90 Some Russian authors have proudly announced that even in Europe, millions of ordinary people admire Russia and its leader because they defend fundamental, traditional values.91 When Putin plays the role of a defender of traditional values, he provides a basis for his political regime in Russia to present itself as a model for semi-authoritarian and authoritarian regimes in other countries. In July 2014, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban supported that claim when he explained that his country is striving to build a state of “illiberal democracy,” in contrast with Western liberal democracy, and he acknowledged that Russia is one of the models for the system that he wants for Hungary.92 In the summer of 2014, a speaker at the Seliger youth camp sponsored by the Kremlin told his audience that, as Russia follows its own path, despite pressure from the West, “we are not alone on that path; we can gather around us other countries and peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.”93 Some of Putin’s supporters believe that he has shaped a model and an ideology that are well positioned to exert global influence.94 Putin believes that Russia is naturally suited to play a key role in the defense of stability in the world, in defending both traditional morality and international stability, because of its “civilizational model, great history, and cultural genome,” combining the influence of European civilization and the experience of interaction with the East.95

			Explaining Putin’s Choice of a Strategy of Social Creativity

			How can we explain Vladimir Putin’s decision to place primary emphasis on a strategy of social creativity after 2012, as signified by his embrace of a conservative ideology by 2013? In general this author accepts the assumption that, just as many factors influence the foreign policy strategy of the Russian government,96 many factors, both internal and external, have an impact on the ideological orientation of the Putin regime.  It seems likely, however, that domestic factors were of primary importance in shaping the change in course by the Kremlin that was evident by the beginning of Putin’s new term as president in the spring of 2012.97 During the time when Dmitrii Medvedev was the president of Russia, from 2008 to 2012, the tone of his statements and the character of modest reforms that he proposed raised some hope for movement toward a more liberalized, pluralistic system,98 which was consistent with his greater stress on the strategy of social mobility, with its hope for a closer identification of Russia with the Western democracies. However, a well-informed source has reported that Putin, who still held the reins of power, had decided by the middle of 2011 “to shut down the ‘liberal Westernizing project.’”99 Some other observers also argue that a turning point in strategy for domestic politics and foreign policy came in 2011, when it was decided that Putin would return to the presidency of Russia.100 By that time there were signs that some groups within the political leadership already were pressing for a more enthusiastic endorsement of conservative ideology.101 Experts on the inner politics of Russia’s leadership believe that there are competing factions at the highest level of the political elite, and that Putin plays the role of managing conflict among those groups.102 It is possible that some factions in the elite feared that Medvedev’s gestures in favor of reform had raised expectations for changes that could upset the balance among those groups. Richard Sakwa has said that some members of the elite saw Putin’s return to the presidency as rectifying the threat to stability posed by the promise of moderate liberalization that Medvedev had presented.103  

			Also, as early as 2011 there were hints that problems in the functioning of the system that Putin had structured were leading to growing dissatisfaction among the public, as suggested by a decline in the approval rating for Putin from December 2010 to March 2011.104  By 2010 Russia’s economy had recovered from the global financial crisis and the recession of 2008-2009, but its rate of growth slowed down after 2011.105 The rate of growth of household income also decreased after the recovery from the financial crisis, and by 2012 the increase of household income came to a halt.106 Even with the price of oil relatively high, and no sanctions from Western states, Russia’s economy had “started to stagnate,” according to Sergei Guriev,107 who adds that the situation in that economy had come to resemble that in the economy of the Soviet Union under Brezhnev, in a time that was later labeled the period of zastoi, or stagnation.108 (We should recall that in that period Brezhnev placed primary emphasis on the concept of the “socialist way of life,” indicating the choice of a strategy of social creativity.) Thus by 2011 it was apparent that it would be difficult to continue on the basis of the unwritten “social contract” of the years when a high rate of economic growth, largely due to rising energy prices, made it possible to raise the standard of living of the population.109 Medvedev had suggested that economic reform was needed for reviving the growth rate, but that idea may have seemed threatening to those in the leadership who feared that it would undermine political stability. Sakwa argues that a “long-term erosion” of the majority backing the regime was taking place before the fall of 2011, with “signs of crumbling support” for Putin.110 

			Yet, even though Guriev contends that the stagnation in the economy created a need for the government to “come up with a new ideology,”111 and Lev Gudkov asserts that the decline in Putin’s popularity encouraged the regime to respond with “policies of social conservatism,”112 in fact Putin did not explicitly endorse conservative ideology and make a clear commitment to an identity management strategy of social creativity until 2013. Though even before the fall of 2011 Putin might have decided on a policy course that would be more conservative in the sense that it would defend the political status quo, he did not allow the open promotion of a conservative ideology until after the large-scale protests of the winter of 2011-2. For years before that time, protests against violations of democratic political principles had attracted only small numbers of participants, and the regime had reacted mildly to such demonstrations, as the police arrested some of the protesters and soon let them go. Before 2011, few people showed themselves to be upset about fraud in elections, although it was common knowledge that dishonesty in casting and counting ballots was routine. Then, following the parliamentary election of early December 2011 (which showed a decrease in support for the ruling United Russia party), the crowds gathering in Moscow to protest against election fraud and to demand honest elections surprisingly swelled from thousands to tens of thousands and, by February, as many as a hundred thousand people.113 (Demonstrations in favor of that position, with smaller numbers of participants, were held in many other Russian cities at the same time.) Most of those who took part in such protests were highly educated people and were residents of large cities in Russia. The ranks of such middle class citizens had been growing during the years of rising incomes under Putin since the beginning of the century. But now a substantial part of the middle class, consisting of those who were dubbed “the creative class” or “angry urbanites,” was dissatisfied enough to voice a demand for the rights of democratic citizenship.114 The protests, revealing an unexpected degree of discontent among that segment of the population, overturned the Putin regime’s hope that the growing middle class that had enjoyed a rising standard of living would be a pillar of support for social and political stability.115 

			By 2012 the leadership had changed its strategy,116 as it came to view its main base of support not as the urban middle class but the majority of the population, made up of Russians with lower levels of education and lower incomes, especially those in smaller cities and rural areas, most of whom are socially conservative and feel dependent on the state for security and support. Fiona Hill and Clifford Gaddy note that117 in 2012 Putin “chose to build his political support in Russia’s ‘silent majority.’” The version of conservative ideology that the political regime promoted with growing enthusiasm by 2013 was designed to appeal to the broad majority of Russians. It also provided a framework of interpretation that made it easier to isolate the discontented minority in Russia by depicting those who were protesting as out of step with the values of the conservative majority. That ideology also played up the threat posed by external enemies, which helped to justify economic hardships,118 and to stigmatize opponents of the regime as serving foreign masters, and therefore betraying Russia.119 The regime and the mass media that it controlled stepped up their anti-Western messages,120 with particular emphasis on the evil intentions and schemes of the United States. The leadership alleged that the protesters who favored democratic reforms were actually serving the US government in its campaign to create instability and weaken Russia. So opponents of the Putin regime were characterized as disloyal to their nation and contemptuous toward the traditional Russian values of the majority of their fellow citizens.

			During the period from 2011 to 2012, leading up to Putin’s explicit endorsement of a conservative ideology, there were no new developments in the relationship between the United States and Russia that seemed important enough to account for the greater emphasis on conservative ideology by Russia’s leadership during 2013 and 2014. Since the 1990s Russia’s leaders main complaint toward the US and its allies had been against the expansion of NATO (the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) eastward, to include several states in Eastern Europe and three states from the former Soviet Union. However, Putin complained only mildly when Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania joined NATO in 2004. In 2008, the administration of President George W. Bush had advocated that Ukraine and Georgia be admitted to NATO, but other governments in the alliance had put that proposal on hold, and the Obama administration did not attempt to revive the issue. The “reset” in relations between Russia and the US had begun in 2009, surely with Putin’s consent, and it had brought warming in the relations between the two states and had yielded some concrete benefits for each side.121 It is difficult to see any of the issues in the US-Russian relationship during 2011 and 2012 as having an impact that would have caused Putin to shift to primary emphasis on an identity management strategy of social creativity.

			In retrospect, it seems clear that the initiative from an actor outside of Russia that was most significant in leading to a sharp deterioration of relations between Russia and the West came not from the United States but from the European Union. The EU had launched its Eastern Partnership in 20009, with the intention of building closer economic ties between the European Union and some states of the former Soviet Union.122 Before 2012, as Carl Bildt recalls, while the EU and the Ukrainian government were engaged in negotiations on a possible Association Agreement and a trade agreement, the government of Russia seemed unconcerned, as it “raised no questions or issues related” to those agreements in its talks with the EU or with Ukraine. Bildt even says that before 2012, “the Russian attitude toward the EU was essentially quite positive.”123 The government of Russia moved Eurasian integration to the top of its foreign policy agenda with the beginning of Putin’s third term as president in early 2012,124 but initially the Eurasian Union as envisioned by Russia was “intended to serve as a complement to the European Union rather than a competitor.”125 Before long, however, Putin sharply changed his attitude toward the EU and its possible agreement with Ukraine. He came to the conclusion that the proposed agreement with the EU would keep Ukraine out of the Eurasian Union, which effectively would mean “the end of the Eurasian Union as he had conceived it.”126 During the latter part of the summer of 2013, in Bildt’s words, the government of Russia “launched aggressive efforts” to prevent Ukraine, Armenia, and Georgia from signing association agreements and trade agreements with the EU.127 Now the Russian leadership saw the EU and Russia as rivals, competing for influence in Ukraine and other states in Russia’s neighborhood.128 Russian leaders came to view the widening of the EU’s sphere of economic influence as a stalking horse for the expansion of NATO.129 According to Hill and Gaddy, by 2013, “for Putin, the EU was as much of a threat to Russia’s interests and international positions as the old Cold War nemesis, NATO.”130

			In November 2013, Viktor Yanukovich, the President of Ukraine, backed away from signing the agreement with the EU on which he had been negotiating; he did so partly in response to intensified efforts by the government of Russia to influence his decision. The protests in Ukraine that followed that decision led to the crisis in Kyiv that resulted in the sudden replacement of Yanukovich as president of that country in February 2014. The Russian government characterized that transfer of power as an unconstitutional coup, and charged that it had been brought about through covert manipulations by the United States. As a number of scholars have observed, for Putin, the overthrow of Yanukovich’s government was the “last straw,”131 after years in which Western countries, in his view, had ignored vital Russian interests and extended their influence more and more in Russia’s neighborhood. In the perspective of Russian leaders, the chain of events in Ukraine that had led from massive protests to the replacement of Yanukovich was consistent with the pattern of the earlier “color revolutions” in some states of the former Soviet Union, which, in that perspective, had been the result of machinations by Western states, especially the United States. Russian leaders also argued that the Americans aimed to use similar means to generate political instability in their country with the hope of bringing a regime more acceptable to the US to power in Russia. In early March, soon after the fall of Yanukovich, Russian troops occupied the Ukrainian region of Crimea, in an operation that was executed smoothly, which clearly suggested that it had been planned carefully. After a rigged referendum in Crimea, the parliament of Russia approved Putin’s proposal for the annexation of that region. Soon the government of Russia gave support for forces that arose with arms in hand, aiming to separate the regions of Donetsk and Luhansk from Ukraine. In August 2014 the Kremlin quietly sent in Russian military units to fight on the side of the separatist rebels after the Ukrainian army had made progress against the separatist forces.

			This article does not suggest that the Putin regime’s actions in Ukraine since March of 2014 have been a direct result of that regime’s adoption of an explicitly conservative ideology during late 2013 and early 2014. Putin’s policy toward Ukraine during 2013 and 2014 had all the signs of being primarily reactive, as he continued the pattern of acting in response to moves that Western countries initiated in relation to countries close to Russia that historically had been part of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union. Russia’s occupation of the Crimea followed the sudden collapse of the Yanukovich government in February 2014, which hardly anyone might have foreseen with confidence. More fundamentally, the Russian government’s reactions to the EU’s initiatives followed decades of eastward expansion by NATO and the European Union. 

			The actions of Putin’s government in relation to Ukraine since February 2014 illustrate the importance in practice of Putin’s choice of a strategy of social creativity. The ideological stance that Putin had adopted by late 2013 signified a change in the calculus for his policy options. He signaled that Russia no longer cared what Western leaders thought about Russia’s actions, because he rejected the notion that the values of Western societies were relevant for Russia’s conduct. In fact, he regarded the values that had become dominant in the West as inferior to those that, according to him, are supported by Russian society. If most Western political leaders considered Russia’s annexation of Crimea and its intervention in regions of eastern Ukraine to be unacceptable, Putin did not care. Also, Western criticism of Russia’s violations of the sovereignty of Ukraine and Western countries’ economic sanctions against Russia reinforced the credibility of Putin’s warning that external enemies, principally in North America and Western Europe, were hostile toward Russia and constantly sought to undermine its security. 

			The sharply heightened perception of a threat from the outside facilitated the effort by the Putin regime (which it already had stepped up before February 2014) to persuade the majority of Russians of the necessity of internal unity, and reinforced the credibility of the regime’s campaign to portray the minority who opposed the political regime as disloyal to their country because they served the interests of foreign governments. Those who led the major political protests that began in December 2011 have been divided between those who have supported the Russian government’s policy toward Ukraine and those who have opposed that policy, and those who opposed it have become more and more isolated, as they are the targets of hatred that the mass media have focused on them. Through its impact on public opinion inside Russia, the annexation of Crimea and intervention in Luhansk and Dontesk have strengthened the legitimacy of the Putin regime, providing additional reassurance of its stability.

			The Use of Ideology by the Putin Regime

			As we have seen, some commentators recently have asserted that the political regime of Vladimir Putin has produced a new ideology. The evidence that has been examined in this paper points to a more complex reality. That evidence does not show that Putin’s core values have changed since he first became president of Russia. Indeed, his programmatic statement of December 1999 still serves as a good guide to his central values, with its emphasis on political stability, social consensus, and national strength. From the day that manifesto was published to the present time, Putin’s highest priorities have not changed,132 but in some ways the manner in which he hopes to realize those values has changed, as conditions have changed, leading him to revise his assessment of the factors that threaten the stability of the regime that has been institutionalized under his leadership. His interpretation of those threats apparently has persuaded him that there is a need to assemble a collection of themes with the explicit label of a conservative ideology for Russia.

			Perhaps one reason that Putin refrained from openly endorsing an ideology for several years after he came to power is that such a comprehensive system of beliefs is likely to penetrate the sphere of private life, reaching into every area of a person’s behavior. Putin was born and raised in the Soviet system, and therefore was thoroughly familiar with that tendency of Marxist-Leninist ideology. His presidential address in 2005 was the first of those annual addresses in which he said that he was going to discuss “ideological” questions.133 In that speech he showed his awareness of the danger that an official ideology might invade people’s personal affairs when he quoted Ivan Il’in, a Russian philosopher whose writings Putin has often cited. Putin told his audience, “State power, wrote the great Russian philosopher Ivan Il’in, has its limits,” and then quoted that philosopher as explaining, “The state should not intrude in moral, family, and everyday life, or, without extreme necessity, inhibit people’s economic initiative and creativity.”134 Putin seemed to be trying to reassure Russians that any development of ideology under his leadership would not go that far. As recently as December 2012 he attempted to provide further reassurance when he remarked, “Attempts by the state to encroach on the sphere of people’s convictions and views are absolutely a manifestation of totalitarianism. For us, that is absolutely unacceptable. We are not preparing to go down that path.”135  Yet, as we have seen, recently he has placed more emphasis on the means of achieving unity in society—the skrepy, the braces or clamps that can bind the society together and guard against the danger of internal division. Putin’s frequent references to clamps imply, and recent actions by the regime confirm, that he is now willing to use more aggressive means of enforcing the boundaries that define the framework of national unity. 

			During the first several years after Putin came to power, while he placed first priority on protecting Russia’s independence, he mainly focused on the economic basis of his country’s sovereignty and its status in the world. (That emphasis was evident in his programmatic statement of December 1999.) Recently, however, he has shifted to a more explicit emphasis on the cultural basis of his country’s capacity to protect its right to follow its own path in accordance with its unique national traditions. As Putin has entered into the culture wars, anti-Western themes have moved closer to the core of his world view,136 and opposition to Western liberalism has become more essential for Russia’s national identity, as perceived by Putin. For years after he came to power, Putin refrained from claiming that post-Soviet Russia had created a model that others would be asked to imitate.137  But recently he has become more willing to present his regime and its worldview as a model that others around the globe may approve and some states may imitate, so he has begun to reawaken the spirit of messianism that was inspired by some thinkers in tsarist Russia and was inherent in the official Soviet ideology. 

			Putin’s emphasis on the importance of a unity of moral values for members of the Russian national community also calls into question his previous pledge that the state will not interfere in the personal life of the citizen. If challenges to traditional moral values are among the main sources of instability, and if the primary function of the state is to preserve stability, how can the political authorities refrain from intrusion into the sphere of private life? In his presidential address in 2012, Putin called for strengthening “the stable spiritual-moral foundation of society,” and identified education, culture, and youth policy as the areas that “above all are the space for forming a morally harmonious person, a responsible citizen of Russia.”138 How can institutions controlled by the state strive to shape a “morally harmonious person” without entering into the realm of personal life? And we should recall that in 1999, in an interview for his biography, Putin said that above all else Russia needs something like the Moral Code of the Builder of Communism. That code, which was adopted by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in the early 1960s, when Nikita Khrushchev was in power, contained mandatory guidelines for all aspects of the life of each individual.139 There is a tension between Putin’s promise that the state will not intrude in the citizen’s private life and his insistence that the state must play a major role in molding the morality of all members of Russian society. Putin’s current thinking poses a threat to the unwritten “nonaggression pact” between the regime and Russian citizens, which astute observers have described,140 involving an implicit bargain in which citizens will not expect to control the actions of the state, and the regime will not invade the realm of personal behavior. In the long run the threat to that basis of mutual accommodation may have far-reaching implications for many Russians, and not just for those with dissenting political views. 

			Conclusion: Implications of Putin’s Conservative Ideology

			In accordance with an identity management strategy of social creativity, Putin claims that Russia’s foreign policy is guided by superior ethical and legal standards, since it allegedly supports international institutions and seeks to protect global stability, in the face of reckless attempts by the United States to achieve unlimited dominance. Putin also argues that Russia is a bastion of defense for traditional moral standards within its own society, and he says that his regime’s conservative stance on social mores had evoked a positive response in many other countries. In accordance with the strategy of social creativity, Putin has chosen to focus on a different set of criteria of comparison with the major Western powers, drawing attention away from levels of economic development or the degree of institutionalization of democratic norms (the conventional standards of assessment of the status of nations in the post-Cold War period), and he asserts that, in relation to the criteria that he considers to be more important, Russia should be assessed more favorably, and Western states should be regarded more negatively. It would be easy to trace some similarities between the arguments that were encompassed by the concept of the “socialist way of life” in the mid-1970s under Brezhnev and the themes of the version of conservative ideology that is being promoted under Putin. 

			At any rate, it is clear that the Putin leadership had resolved to place primary emphasis on a strategy of social creativity, to abandon the strategy of social mobility that had sought acceptance of Russia by the Western democracies, and to continue and even increase emphasis on the secondary strategy of social competition, now defined more explicitly in terms of the elements of military strength and the degree of effectiveness in using force.141 The content of the current ideology of Russia’s leadership lends credence to the argument that the government has reacted to perceived threats to security, both in terms of threats to the security of Russia as a nation, and challenges to the stability of the political regime that Putin has constructed. The analysis in this article supports the interpretation that, after the large-scale protests during the winter of 2011-2012, the fear of threats to the stability of the political regime was a powerful source of motivation, so that, as Igor’ Zevelev puts it, “internal political considerations ever more had an effect on the course of foreign policy. ”142 Putin’s reaction to the sudden transfer of power in Ukraine in February of 2014, following years of expansion of Western influence in the countries closest to Russia, showed that his perception of the threat to the security of his country and his regime had been heightened. It is safe to say that the recent changes in the ideas promoted by the government of Russia have been related to shifts in that government’s strategy in its relations with other nations and in dealing with its own society, whose ultimate consequences must still be uncertain but surely will be far-reaching. It is already apparent that Putin’s adoption of an identity management strategy that places primary emphasis on social creativity signifies an ideological challenge to Western states and societies on a level that is more fundamental than that of any issues that have arisen previously during the post-soviet years. Now Putin not only rejects the ethical and political values of Western countries as standards that might guide other nations, but insists that the Russian state defends values that can compete with Western liberalism for international influence.143 Now his promotion of conservative ideology as a means of unifying his nation may make us wonder whether the heightened demand for uniformity in political views and moral values will negate Putin’s previous promise that the state would not interfere in the most personal aspects of the daily lives of Russian citizens.144
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			Abstract: This article focuses on what appears to be a turning point in the complex relationship between the political leadership of post-Soviet Russia and the new generation of Russian nationalists, who are increasingly setting the tone in the nationalist movement. My objective is to explore how this nationalist “New Wave” critiques the Russian nationalist tradition – not least the relationship between Russian nationalism and the Russian state – and to discuss nationalists’ views on how Russian nationalism should be reinvigorated so that it can become a truly influential popular movement. I argue that the moral and political revulsion of nationalist thinkers at the Kremlin’s attempt to masquerade as a nationalist force marks a crucial watershed in contemporary Russian history – namely, a definitive parting of ways between the new-generation democratic-oriented Russian nationalists and the Kremlin leadership. 

			Russia’s annexation of Crimea, and in particular the Kremlin’s rhetoric justifying this move, threw into the sharp relief, yet again, the question that has been hotly debated ever since the Soviet Union’s breakup: Where does Russia (as a national community and as a state) begin and where does it end? In all of Russian President Vladimir Putin’s recent speeches, especially those related to Ukraine and the simmering conflict in the country’s two eastern provinces, a murky notion of the Russkii Mir (Russian World) figures prominently. “We will always defend ethnic Russians in Ukraine,” said Putin, adding that Moscow’s protection will be extended also to “that part of the Ukrainian people who feel they are linked by unbreakable ties to Russia – not only by ethnic but also cultural and linguistic ties; who regard themselves as part of a broader Russian World.” Russia is highly concerned, in Putin’s ambiguous formulation, about the wellbeing and security of all those people – “not necessarily ethnic Russians, but those who regard themselves as Russian” and who constitute the “so called broader Russian World.”1 But what are the concrete political contours of the Russkii Mir project? How does it relate to the formulation of Russian nationhood enshrined in the Russian Federation’s Constitution? Has the Kremlin launched a kind of Russian irredenta – a gathering of the Russian (ethnic) lands? Or is Putin pursuing what essentially is an empire-building policy? Is Vladimir Putin a bona fide Russian nationalist and what kind of nationalist is he – a champion of Eurasianism or a builder of a national Russkii state? And finally, what do nationalist ideologues (largely belonging to the national-democratic wing of Russia’s fractured nationalist movement) make of the Kremlin’s tackling of the “national question”? 

			This article intends to explore these questions, focusing specifically on what appears to be a turning point in the complex relationship between the political leadership of post-Soviet Russia and Russian nationalism.2 Indeed, Vladimir Putin once famously said that both he and his protégé Dmitry Medvedev are staunch “[Russian] nationalists, in the good sense of the word.”3 Yet this statement as well as Putin’s programmatic disquisition on the “national question” were met with incredulity (if not outright scorn) on the part of the new generation of Russian nationalists, who are increasingly setting the tone – at least intellectually – in the nationalist movement. This nationalist cohort is a loosely organized group (a network community) of intellectuals (mostly trained in the humanities disciplines) that is formed around several nationalist-minded publications – the “thick journals,” such as Moskva (particularly in 2009-2010 when the historian Sergei Sergeev was its chief editor) and Voprosy natsionalizma, as well as a number of websites such as www.apn.ru  and www.rusplatforma.org.4 This group comprises such nationalist ideologues and writers as Oleg Kil’dyushov, Konstantin Krylov, Aleksandr Khramov, Oleg Nemensky, Mikhail Remizov, Aleksandr Samovarov, Pavel Svyatenkov, Sergei Sergeev, and Valery Solovei. The late philosopher and geopolitician Vadim Tsymbursky was sympathetic to this group and published his studies in their media outlets. The article’s objective is to explore how this nationalist “New Wave” critiques the Russian nationalist tradition – not least the relationship between Russian nationalism and the Russian state – and to discuss nationalists’ views on how Russian nationalism should be reinvigorated so that it can become a truly influential popular movement. I argue that the moral and political revulsion of nationalist thinkers at the Kremlin’s attempt to masquerade as a nationalist force marks a crucial watershed in contemporary Russian history – namely, a definitive parting of ways between the new-generation democratic-oriented Russian nationalists and the Kremlin leadership. This development has several important implications for Russia as well as for Russia’s neighbors in Eurasia. It may improve the chances that Russia can find a balancing point between liberal political ideals and nationalism, thus encouraging the development of a genuinely inclusive and democratic nation-state. It just as easily may stimulate attempts to change Russia’s current state borders (the land grab in Crimea is of course one such glaring example) –  something that could have unpredictable repercussions.

			Debating Russian Nationalism

			How to be Russian? This seemingly quaint question was posed by Andrzej de Lazari, a renowned Polish scholar and one of the best specialists in Russian intellectual history, who used it also as a title of his recent article. But the question is not that quaint after all.5 De Lazari tells the following story. In 2002, he organized in Moscow a conference on mutual (mis)perceptions of the Poles and the Russians under the title “The Polish and the Russian (Russkaya) Souls: From Adam Mickiewicz and Alexander Pushkin to Czeslaw Milosz and Alexander Solzhenitsyn.” On the eve of the conference’s opening day, he received a call from the Polish Embassy. In the course of the conversation, a Polish diplomat pointed out that de Lazari chose a politically incorrect title for the conference and it would be better to rephrase it as “The Polish and the Rossiiskaya Souls.” De Lazari strongly disagreed, arguing that, first, in the serious scholarly literature one would not find such a notion as rossiiskaya dusha, and, second, he was not interested in the misperceptions and stereotypes of the Poles that might be harbored by the peoples of the Caucasus or by the peoples of Siberia.6 His arguments appeared to have prevailed, and a Warsaw publisher brought out a book based on the conference proceedings under the original heading.7 

			What de Lazari’s story illustrates so vividly is that there is an inherent tension between the notions of Russkii and Rossiiskii, which implies that the relationship between the ethno-cultural and the political understandings of Russianness is highly problematic.8 And this, of course, is precisely the kind of stuff out of which nationalism – both as an ideology and a political movement – has grown in Europe and in the world at large. Thirty years ago, Ernest Gellner advanced the following, now famous, definition of nationalism. “Nationalism,” Gellner contended, “is primarily a political principle, which holds that the political and the national unit should be congruent ... Nationalist sentiment is the feeling of anger aroused by the violation of the principle, or the feeling of satisfaction aroused by its fulfillment. A nationalist movement is one actuated by a sentiment of this kind.”9 Put another way, nationalism is a demand for national self-determination (a thesis most eloquently highlighted by Elie Kedourie10) that has to lead to the formation of a nation-state. 

			Let us now look at Russian history using the Gellnerian analytical prism.11 For several centuries in north-eastern Eurasia there has existed a vast and powerful country variously called the Tsardom of Muscovy, the Russian Empire, the Soviet Union, and the Russian Federation. This state entity is populated by people who call themselves “Russians” and who have always constituted a significant bulk of its denizens – their numerical strength ranging from being an overwhelming majority to comprising slightly less than half of the entire population in certain periods. Yet “Russia” has never become a nation-state. How, then, is Russian nationalism to be assessed within this context? Should not the feelings of the “Russians” be aroused because of the violation of nationalism’s key political principle? And if they were not, what accounts for this mysterious Russian quiescence? 

			The analyses of Russian nationalism vary significantly. Throughout the past century and a half, the bulk of Western popular literature and quite a few scholarly works portrayed Russian nationalism as a formidable, menacing and ugly phenomenon. “The prevailing media image of Russian nationalism,” noted Geoffrey Hosking, “is that of a powerful and repugnant force, an overbearing imperial regime borne aloft by virulent chauvinism and inflamed by anti-Semitism.” Hosking’s colleague and compatriot Robert Service agrees, adding that “nationalism in Russia is [often] presented as the straightforward, constant, uncontested ideology of Russian rulers and their subjects from time immemorial.”12  

			Then there is a diametrically opposite view. It would appear that, influenced by some of the recent theorizing on nations and nationalism, a number of scholars are inclined to completely dismiss Russian nationalism as a significant force in Russian history. Some commentators suggest that the history of Russian nationalism is, metaphorically speaking, a page out of Waiting for Godot. Not unlike the mysterious protagonist of Samuel Beckett’s absurdist masterpiece, Russian nationalism is much talked about and endlessly awaited, but, at the end of the day, it fails to arrive. Russian nationalism, these commentators argue, has never existed as a mass popular movement. To be sure, there might have been discontent, frustration, a sense of national grievance, xenophobia. There surely have been Russian nationalists – but not nationalism as an influential political force.13 The American historian David Rowley seems to have brought this argument to its extreme. It makes no sense, Rowley contends, to use the term “nationalism” when analyzing modern Russian history. Proceeding from the Gellnerian definition, Rowley asserts that over the last three hundred years, Russian governing elites were trying to preserve the empire, not to form a Russian nation-state, while Russian ideologues, instead of embracing a secular, particularist ideology, were preoccupied with elaborating the universalist, messianic and imperialist discourse of national identity. As a result, Russia failed to develop a nationalist movement.14 

			Other critics, who believe that Russian nationalism can be safely written off as a notable social force, argue that, historically, nationalism was successful when it pursued either of two objectives: social modernization (ultimately achieving a welfare state) or the creation of a new state. Since Russian nationalism (both past and present) pursued neither of these two goals, these critics contend, it is useless and lacks strategic potential.15

			This article takes a more nuanced view on this tangled subject. Demonizing Russian nationalism obscures its historically controversial and fragile nature. On the other hand, the fact that a nation-state failed to emerge in Russia does not mean that Russian nationalism should be dismissed as an insignificant factor in Russian modern history. On the contrary, it has been present throughout most of the Russian imperial and Soviet era, at times playing a more prominent political role, at times finding expression in fields other than politics (above all, in literature and art), but always reflecting a desire to create a state of, for and by the Russian people. Thus, it would be more productive to follow Richard Wortman’s advice and try to make sense of Russian nationalism as a space of endless contestation.16 This never-ending struggle pitted the Russian powers-that-be against various segments of the country’s intellectual class, with each actor striving to represent the Russian people. Historians demonstrated that this struggle saw all kinds of alignments whereby certain groups of Russian ideologues would seek to ally themselves with the Russian authorities against other groups of Russian political thinkers in the endless process of debating the meaning of Russianness and the desirable contours of the Russian national homeland.17  

			Maintaining Ambiguity

			Russia’s 1993 Constitution, while noting Russia’s multiethnic diversity, characterizes it as a “democratic federation” and a “civic nation” where all citizens, irrespective of their ethnic origins, enjoy equal rights across the entire territory of the state. According to the spirit (if not precisely to the letter) of the fundamental charter, present-day Russia is a nation-state just like any other: Russia’s nation is rossiiskaya and its members are called rossiyane. Valery Tishkov, the long-serving former Director of the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology at the Russian Academy of Sciences (1989-2015), argues as much, saying there is basically no difference between Russia and any other long-established nation-state – say, France, Sweden or the United States.18 “Rossiiskii self-consciousness and the all-embracing rossiiskii patriotism have already emerged,” Tishkov asserted in a 2011 interview. “They have become the principal forms of our [national] identity.”19 According to Tishkov’s logic, a rossiiskii nation has been built ergo a rossiiskii nation-state exists. But does it? There appears to be a problem here: to make a declaration that a given country is a nation-state does not necessarily mean that it really is a nation-state, meaning that it is perceived as such by the majority of its citizens. The thing is that contemporary scholarship, following the lead of Ernest Renan, considers nationhood as largely a subjective phenomenon, reflecting the “will to live together.” Nations, as Benedict Anderson tells us, are “imagined communities.” Yes, agrees Rogers Brubaker, adding the important point that nations can be imagined in different ways. “Not only are different nations imagined in different ways,” argues Brubaker, “but the same nation is imagined in different ways at different times—indeed often at the same time, by different people.”20 This crucial insight helps us to better understand the current situation in Russia where different images of “Russia” are proliferating.  At the moment, there is no agreement within the country on a number of absolutely crucial issues: Can today’s Russia indeed be considered a full-fledged nation-state? If not, should it strive to become one? Do Russia’s current state borders coincide with the boundaries of the “nation” or do they – as in the case of Crimea – need to be adjusted? What kind of nation should Russia choose to become – russkaya or rossiiskaya, and what do these notions actually mean?21 Whatever discursive realities are advanced by the Russian Constitution, Russian national identity remains highly contested, and the building of the Russian nation appears to be a work-in-progress.

			The peculiarities of Russia’s nation-building and the vagaries of Russian nationalism are best understood in historical context. I cannot agree more with Anthony Smith who argues that “the central question in our understanding of nationalism is the role of the past in the creation of the present.”22 Historically, two major factors militated against the formation of a sense of Russian nationhood – ethno-cultural diversity and social stratification. In Russia, which has long been regarded as the proverbial land of extremes, these two factors were extremely pronounced. Thus any discussion of Russian nationalism would inevitably revolve around two key issues – the historical role of empire and the difficulty of achieving societal cohesion. 

			Remarkably, the historiographical tradition of seeing empire as the defining factor of modern Russian history was laid down by Russians themselves. It was none other than Count Sergei Witte, Russia’s Prime Minister from 1903 to 1906, who forcefully warned against underestimating the significance of the imperial nature of the Russian state. “The mistake we have been making for many decades,” Witte wrote in his memoirs, “is that we have still not admitted to ourselves that since the time of Peter the Great and Catherine the Great there has been no such thing as Russia; there has been only the Russian Empire.”23 Following Witte’s authoritative admonition, a number of leading Western scholars, most notably Hans Rogger, Roman Szporluk and Geoffrey Hosking, have argued that in the Russian case it was precisely the fixation on empire-building that seriously impeded nation-building.24 But “empire” is a controversial and ambiguous notion, which, as one prominent student of empire aptly put it, “has been a rapidly moving target over the twentieth century.”25 How are we to understand “empire” and distinguish between empire and nation-state? Two approaches have been predominant in the recent literature on the subject. Comparative historical research on empire represented by the works of such scholars as Ronald Suny and Michael Doyle has tended to emphasize objective, structural relationships of political dominance and control.26 This school of thought usually describes empire as a composite state in which a metropole dominates a periphery to the disadvantage of the periphery.

			But other researchers such as Terry Martin and Mark Beissinger call on historians and political scientists to adopt a subjective approach to empire.27 The objective approach, they argue, overlooks the fact that the very use of the term “empire” is “a claim and a stance.” Thus empire should be understood not only as a type of a political regime but also as a system of attitudes and perceptions that are formed both inside and outside a particular state and that can change over time. Indeed, until the end of the 19th century, empire was generally considered to be the highest form of polity. However, by the end of the 20th century, this attitude had undergone a radical transformation, now basically implying the inevitable decline of the imperial political system. Within the framework of the subjective approach, “the most important dimension of any imperial situation is perception.” Empire and nation-state differ from each other not because the former would resort to violence and exploitation and the latter would not; the real difference lies elsewhere – “whether politics and policies are accepted as ‘ours’ or rejected as ‘theirs.’”28 

			Now, a third approach has recently been advanced, which I find helpful. It proposes to move beyond objective definitions and subjective perceptions and focus instead on the concrete practices – in other words, analyze what exactly the rulers do.29 If rulers tolerate diversity and manage multiethnicity through the policies of differentiation, employing the services of the multiethnic institute of domination (say, the nobility, the top imperial bureaucracy or the communist party elite), they rule over empire; if rulers strive toward higher homogenization and start employing “nationalizing” practices, they seek to build a nation-state.30  

			Such an analysis demonstrates that both the pre-1917 Imperial Russia and the USSR were pursuing contradictory policies, vacillating between imperial/colonial and nationalizing practices. By the mid-19th century the Romanov Empire appeared to begin moving away from the traditional practices of differentiation that characterized the imperial policy of the previous three centuries toward a “nationalizing project” of sorts (i.e. destruction of the cultures, customs and languages of local communities) modeled on the policies of such European nation-states as France, Britain, Germany and Italy.31 However, until Imperial Russia’s collapse in 1917, there remained an ambiguity as to which parts of the empire might constitute the core area where the “Russian nation” would emerge32; there was also no consensus on what would constitute the Russianness at the base of the new national state – language, religion, and citizenship were all possibilities.33 

			Arguably, the Soviet Union’s nationality policy was even more incoherent, although it represented a radical departure from Russian imperial practices.34 The former empire was reconstituted as a Soviet federation of national republics (states) and smaller territorial units based on ethnic principle. Remarkably, the Soviets found an unorthodox way of dealing with multiethnicity – they opted for a federation in which each “ethnic minority” was turned into an “ethnic majority” or “titular nationality” within its own specifically delineated administrative territory. By territorializing ethnicity, the Soviets de jure bestowed the status of nation onto all the “subjects of the federation,” crucially, with just one exception – the Russians. But there were major inconsistencies: while the regime’s introduction of the entry specifying nationality (based on ethnic origin) in each person’s passport as well as the policy of korenizatsiya (“indigenization” – strengthening national identities among some non-Russian ethnic groups and creating, almost from scratch, such identities among others) appear to be similar to the classic imperial differentiating practices, the Sovietization (the attempts at forging the supra-national “Soviet people” – the kind of community that most national states aspire to mold) bears a striking resemblance to nationalizing practices. Ultimately, both Imperial Russia and the Soviet Union failed to resolve the “empire vs. nation” dilemma as these two polities were pursuing the incompatible goals of cultivating difference and sameness simultaneously.35 

			For the Russians (and Russian nationalism), the implications of this ambiguous policy were enormous. The Russians’ ambivalent position as both the subjects of the multinational Russian state and persons of a particular nationality (which was at times considered the core nationality and a state-bearing people but nevertheless just one out of many) generated two rival national identities – rossiiskii/sovetskii (pertaining to the state) and russkii (relating to ethnicity). This rivalry, for its part, has been the source of the perennial tension between the two main expressions of Russian nationalism – a statist and territorial one (rossiiskii/sovetskii), and an ethno-cultural one (russkii). Notably, identifying with a continental (Eurasia-wide) Russian state, the proponents of the rossiiskii/sovetskii version of Russian nationalism rendered their identity virtually “placeless” – “the continental citizen knows no locality.”36 Seeing the entire multiethnic state as their natural homeland implies that the territorial nationalists’ rodina (native land) is simultaneously everywhere and nowhere in particular. This situation was accurately described in a popular Soviet-era song with its lines: Moy adres ne dom i ne ulitsa /Moy adres Sovetskii Soyuz. (My address is neither a particular street number nor an apartment building; my address is the entire USSR.) The downsides of this arrangement for the Russians are wittily analyzed by Yuri Slezkine who used the metaphor of the “USSR as a communal apartment,” which he borrowed from the 1920s Soviet party functionary Juozas Vareikis. In this gigantic Soviet kommunalka, Slezkine says, each nationality got a room of its own and happily went about organizing its national life. The Russians, however, were left without their own room. They occupied the hallway, the kitchen, and the bathroom, and got in everyone else’s way. The Russians were thus the only non-nation in the USSR. But the “Soviet nation” didn’t emerge either.37 As Slezkine notes, “the apartment was not larger than the sum total of its rooms.”38 No wonder, the tension between russkii and rossiiskii/sovetskii was destined to remain high.

			Yet the same fault line was also the result of Russia’s perennial inability to bridge the gap between its upper and lower social strata. The failure to achieve at least a moderate level of societal cohesion led to the bifurcation of Russian identity into its two rival versions of russkii and rossiiskii, and frustrated the formation of the all-embracing nationalist ideology. The split occurred early on and predated the Petrine reforms as the two quite opposite “imagined communities” began congealing around gosudarstvo (state) on the one hand and zemlia (local peasant community) on the other.39 The aggressive Westernization of high culture and of the way of life of the Russian nobility launched by Peter the Great dramatically deepened the chasm between Russia’s elites and the narod. The former and the latter came to define Russianness in differing ways. The elites’ outlook was unmistakably rossiiskii: they exalted the Empire’s vastness and diversity, the military strength of the Russian state and its great power status within the “European Concert.” For its part, the narod’s outlook was russkii, which was well encapsulated in the idea of the “Holy Rus.’” “The peasants imagined a holy community of true tsar’ and people, a community standing in opposition to the ‘other’ of the gentry.”40 Symptomatically, speaking about this deep social and cultural rift, Hosking characterizes it as being “almost ethnic,”41 and Leonid Luks argues that within Russia there were “two distinct states that had little in common ever since the start of Europeanization.”42

			Two concepts – one of Russia as a peripheral European empire advanced by Dominic Lieven,43 and the other of “internal colonialism” as it has been reinterpreted and applied to Russia by Alexander Etkind44 – elucidate both the Russian elites’ erratic attempts at turning “peasants into Russians” and the reasons why they miserably failed. In the age of European nation-states, which saw the vigorous dismantling of all kinds of pre-modern social privileges and barriers, and the emergence of modern urban civilization, the Russian dynastic empire, with its outdated estates system and the boundless sea of illiterate rural population, simply lacked the social power to create a proper milieu in which an all-embracing Russian nationalism could be born. Vasily Klyuchevsky, Russia’s leading 19th century historian, portrayed Russia’s social backwardness and peripheral character in his trademark aphoristic manner. “In the Europe of kings, Russia was a decisive force,” one of Klyuchevsky’s notebook entries reads. “In the Europe of nations, Russia is but a thick log that is caught in an eddy.”45 

			But the fact that, socially, Russia was lagging behind Europe does not mean that nationalism had no role to play in the Russian Empire. Drawing on the authoritative Russian historiographical tradition, Etkind invokes the thesis that “Russia was a country that colonized itself.” One important implication of this “internal colonization” was that Russia acted both as the subject and the object of the colonization process: notably, among those who were “colonized” were not only the borderland peoples but also millions of ethnic Russian peasants living in the Russian heartland. Being simultaneously a colonizing power and a colonized country had an impact on the development of Russian nationalism. Again, we see a bifurcation along the familiar lines. “As in India,” Etkind perceptively notes, “nationalism in Russia took two competing forms, rebellious and anti-imperial on the one hand, official and pre-emptive on the other.”46

			It was, in fact, the modernization ruthlessly conducted by the Soviet Union’s Communist leadership that turned the USSR into a literate, industrialized and urban society, thus creating the necessary social preconditions for the development of nationalism. And nationalism did develop – more successfully among those tenants of the Soviet kommunalka, who had a clearly defined living space, that is, their own national “rooms.” When the power of the central Soviet institutions crumbled, the “communal apartment” witnessed a nasty scene: “the tenants of various rooms barricaded their doors and started using the windows, while the befuddled residents of the enormous hall and kitchen stood in the center scratching the backs of their heads. Should they try to recover their belongings? Should they knock down the walls? Should they cut off the gas? Should they convert their ‘living area’ into a proper apartment?”47

			Twenty five years on, most of these Russian dilemmas are not resolved. Like the former Soviet Union, the present-day Russian Federation is founded on the basis of ethnonationalism (which equates ethnos with nation). Having preserved ethnic federalism in the form of ethno-territorial autonomies, Russia’s federative nature is understood as the federation of national territories. This principle is reflected in the language of Russian legislation. Remarkably, the 1993 Constitution speaks not of the multiethnic rossiiskaya nation, but of the multinational rossiiskii people. This Soviet legacy prompted some commentators to conclude that “for some time to come, Russia will be a residual empire rather than a ‘nation state.’”48 So the various options that the Russian tenants of the Soviet communal apartment were mulling back in 1992 are still pertinent. In fact, they represent different ways of defining the “Russian nation.” 

			There are five such ways of conceptualizing Russian nationhood that can be grouped into two main categories, depending on their main organizing principle – a statist/territorial one or an ethno-cultural one.49 The statist approach offers two ways of defining the Russian nation. Still rather numerous champions of Russia’s “imperial mission” argue that the notion of Russianness is forever blended with the notion of empire: there can be no true Russia without the Russian-led multiethnic Eurasian empire.50 The “greater Russia” is thus defined by the territory of the former empire or at least by a significant chunk of its territory. The other statist/civic option is to stick with the current territory of post-Soviet Russia and its ethno-federal arrangement, seeking to build what the advocates of this policy call a mnogonatsional’naya grazhdanskaya natsiya rossiyan  (rossiiskii multiethnic civic nation). For their part, ethnic nationalists suggest three ways in which Russian nationhood can be defined today. They conceive Russia either as a community of ethnic Russians, or a community of Eastern Slavic peoples, or as a community of Russian speakers.51  

			The analysis of the Russian leadership’s concrete nation-building practices over the past twenty plus years demonstrates that the Kremlin’s policies were extremely ambiguous, vacillating at different times between all the above options.52 Oxana Shevel has suggested that the way out of the Russian nation-building conundrum might be found through the dexterous deployment by the powers-that-be of the notion of sootechestvenniki (compatriots). Being vaguely defined in Russian legislation, this notion, Shevel argues, could help Russia’s governing elites to continue pursuing their policy of choice – namely, perpetuating the ambiguity of its stand on the nation-building dilemmas and at the same time seeking to gain maximum benefit from its ambivalent position.53

			Putin and the Russkii Mir

			There is no question that the Kremlin leadership would love to indefinitely postpone the solution of the intractable problem of how precisely Russian nationhood should be defined. They seem perfectly content with the highly ambiguous status quo. However, Russia’s domestic developments as well as its continuing involvement in the armed conflict in Ukraine are limiting the ruling elites’ room for maneuver. Following the December 2011 parliamentary election, which caused unprecedented public protests, Russian elites have witnessed a progressive erosion of the legitimacy of the authoritarian political regime they had built over the last two decades.54 The acute deficit of public trust is caused by the pervasive sense of alienation. Its main sources are, on the one hand, rampant corruption and unbridled rent-seeking of the bulk of Russia’s bureaucratic class and, on the other, the significant spike in interethnic tension, particularly in the large urban centers which attract the flows of incoming migrant workers from the non-Russian regions of the country (as well as outside Russia proper). At the same time, Russia’s annexation of Crimea and its persistent efforts to destabilize the Kyiv government through its support of the separatist enclaves in Ukraine’s south-eastern provinces compelled the Kremlin to employ in its propaganda a particularly inflammatory rhetoric whereby a special emphasis is placed on ethnic kinship with the members of the “broader Russkii Mir” across the border.55 

			The combination of domestic and external developments appears to have prompted the Russian leadership to spell out where they stand on the “national issue” and in particular on the Russian (russkii) question. As Putin himself readily acknowledged, for Russia, given the country’s linguistic, cultural and ethnic diversity, the “national question” is of utmost importance. In a programmatic article headlined “Russia: The National Question” and published in Nezavisimaya gazeta,56 Russia’s “national leader” sought to prove his nationalist credentials and persuade the voters, above all, Russian nationalists, that the kind of nationalism he champions is best suited for Russia.

			Yet Putin’s lengthy essay (as well as his subsequent speeches and interviews on the subject) has only proved that he is well behind the curve: the set of principles that Putin advanced in his article boil down to an eclectic amalgam of the dated tenets of “imperial” (“civilizational”) nationalism,57 the promises to strictly regulate labor migration and some rhetoric borrowed from the vocabulary of Russian ethnic nationalists meant to demonstrate that he is one of their own kind. For Putin, Russia is a “unique civilization” where the model of nation-state is inapplicable, the more so, he asserted, that this model is currently in deep crisis worldwide. While he repeatedly called Russia a “multiethnic country,” he also argued that the Russians are a “state-forming people” whose “great mission” is to “unite and bind” the unique civilization. While a multitude of various ethnic groups reside in Russia, Putin contends that “we are one people” – the creators of a specific “state-civilization (gosudarstvo-tsivilizatsiya)” where “there are no national minorities” and all residents are united by “common culture and common values.” Putin does not specify, though, what is the nature of these “common binding values.” As Aleksandr Verkhovsky aptly noted, “our ‘civilization’ itself remains a rather murky notion: the only thing which is really important about it is that it does exist.”58 The bottom line of Putin’s thesis is this: “historic Russia” (in the form of the Soviet Union, which had basically been the reincarnation of the Russian Empire) tragically perished in 1991 due to the irresponsibility and voluntarism of top Soviet policymakers, including the Russian ones. The bulk of “historic Russia” was salvaged and reconstituted as the present-day Russian Federation. This largest remnant of the unique Russian civilization created over the thousand-year period should be preserved at all costs, and the political system that Putin is now presiding over is the best instrument available to secure the state’s integrity. No major changes are desirable, and preserving the status quo is the best guarantee for the country’s long-term stability. (Notably, the Kremlin treats the seizure of Crimea not as a brazen violation of the status quo propped up by international law but as righting the wrongs of the past and the “restoration of justice.”)59

			Although the circumstances forced Putin to speak out, his position remains ambiguous, representing a mixture of the statist, ethnic and neo-imperial discourses. He appears to reject the idea of Russian nation-state in favor of the concept of the “unique civilization.” At the same time, however, he almost never uses the term rossiiskii, whereas the term russkii is scattered all over the place in his Nezavisimaya gazeta piece and in the triumphant March 18, 2014 “Crimea speech.” Furthermore, as the Ukraine crisis unfolded and the armed conflict broke out in the country’s east, the notion of Russkii Mir has become a mainstay of Kremlin official statements. But make no mistake: Putin’s deepest instinct is a statist one: like most Russian rulers past and present, he is a typical gosudarstvennik (champion of a strong state). Throughout Russian history, statists have tended to hold a pragmatic view of nationalism, seeing it mostly as an instrument to strengthen state institutions and bolster the authority of the ruling class.60 This tendency to manipulate and instrumentalize nationalist sentiment can be clearly seen in Nicholas I’s ideology of “Official Nationality,” Alexander III’s “Russian National Myth,” Stalin’s “National-Bolshevism,” as well as in the most recent efforts of Russian authorities to harness Russian nationalism in order to boost their eroding popularity and broaden their social base.61 The Kremlin leadership is perfectly aware of the fact that the collapse of the Soviet Union did not lead to the eradication of imperial relations. So long as genuine federalism in the Russian Federation is absent, the state will remain, in its essence, an imperial entity. Such a quasi-imperial state – a “mini-empire” or a “rump empire” as some commentators call it62 – can be ruled only undemocratically, keeping both Russian ethnic nationalism and ethnic nationalisms of non-Russians in check. Notably, Putin lashed out against the slogan “Russia for the Russians” and simultaneously warned that any attempts to set up region-based political parties would not be permitted.63 Such statements indicate that force will be necessary to maintain his vision of a “unique Russian civilization.”

			But how forceful can Putin be, if a large number of nationalists are not behind him? True, following the seizure of Crimea, Russia saw an unprecedented upsurge of patriotic sentiment and Putin’s approval rating ran sky-high.64 There was talk about the beginning of the “Russian Spring” and the reconquista aimed at the gathering of the lost parts of Russkii Mir.65 As a sizeable proportion of Russian nationalists came to believe that Putin started fulfilling important items of their program, the anti-government sentiment within the nationalist movement dropped significantly.66 Yet the Kremlin’s obvious reluctance to launch a full-scale invasion of eastern Ukraine caused much disappointment within Russia’s radical nationalist milieu.67 Valery Solovei, a historian and nationalist politician, concedes that immediately “after Crimea” some segments of Russian patriotic forces harbored a “poorly grounded hope” that the Kremlin leadership had embarked on a genuine “pro-Russian” course, and they gave Putin a “credit of trust.” But as they began to sense that Putin had let them down, Solovei argues, the bulk of Russian nationalists have returned to the ranks of the anti-Kremlin opposition.68 Indeed, it was naïve to believe, echoes another nationalist intellectual, the historian Sergei Sergeev, that an “anti-national” polity such as the contemporary Russian Federation could be so easily transformed into a “Russian national state.” “Only a national state like the [19th-century] Prussia or Piedmont can carry out national irredenta,” contends Sergeev, adding that “it is impossible to do beyond one country’s borders what is not being done within them.” Sergeev is convinced that the Kremlin has skillfully used Russian nationalists in its geopolitical gambit but is not going to pursue the nationalist agenda. For him, the only way for Russian “national democracy” to save whatever is left of its former prestige is to immediately distance itself from the Kremlin’s policies.69 Emil’ Pain, one of the leading students of nationalism in Russia, appears to have arrived at the same conclusion. The nationalist movement will continue to develop in Russia, Pain argues. It will strive to stay independent of the Kremlin, evolving, “on the basis of anti-imperialist and pro-democratic ideology, into a genuine opposition to the powers-that-be.”70 

			Russian Nationalist Desires for Democracy

			What the Kremlin leadership appears to have been slow in grasping is the dramatic transformation of the Russian nationalist movement that had taken place over the past several years.71 Three developments in particular stand out. First is the sharp rise in Russian ethnic sentiment that is partially reflected in the growing popularity of the slogan “Russia for the Russians.” It would be an oversimplification to dismiss it as the manifestation of primitive xenophobia. Second, although the Russian nationalist movement remains deeply divided, some younger and better educated nationalist thinkers have drifted away from worshipping the authoritarian state towards accepting the values of democracy. They now call for the merger of nationalist and democratic principles and advocate the forming of a broad national-democratic movement to fight the ruling autocratic regime. Finally, the new generation of Russian nationalists argues for the need to repudiate all the residual elements of imperial, messianic and neo-Eurasianist doctrines and concentrate, as the late Alexander Solzhenitsyn suggested, on the “rebuilding” of Russia.72 The Russia they talk about is post-Soviet Russia within its present borders, and some of them are prepared to see Russia’s territory shrinking rather than expanding in the future.

			It is this group of young Russian nationalists, who style themselves as the “Third Wave” of the Russian nationalist movement73 that, to my mind, presents the most serious challenge to Russia’s powers-that-be on a badly fragmented nationalist front.74 Remarkably, the main focus of their writings is on the complicated relationship that Russian ethnic nationalism had with the Russian (imperial) state. They hold that this relationship needs to be thoroughly reinterpreted. Here are their key theses. The Russian state in all its historical forms (imperial, Soviet and post-Soviet) has been – and remains – anti-national. Throughout Russian history there existed an eternal contradiction between the mass of Russian people (who served as a principal human resource for empire-building) and a largely cosmopolitan imperial elite. The contradiction between the narod and the elites seen by the common folk as the “other” generated the internal tension that would periodically burst out onto the surface during the periods of Russian smuta – the recurrent “time of troubles.” Both in the 1917 Revolution and in the 1991 political upheaval there was an element of Russian national revolt against the empire. In both cases, it was a combination of the cultural and social protest against the rulers whose outlook on the fundamentals of social life sharply differed from that of the Russian masses. (Interestingly, the possibility of such a clash was forecast as early as 1839 by Marquis de Custine who prophesied that one day in Russia there would be a “revolution of the bearded against the beardless.”75 Likewise, in Etkind’s analysis, the noble cause of the internal colonization, which was supposed to bring the fruits of civilization to the benighted subjects of the Russian Empire, is wittily called a “shaved man’s burden.”76) There is also an interesting paradox: in both cases (that is, in 1917 and in 1991), the Russians managed to destroy the “anti-national” state but they did it under “cosmopolitan” slogans (internationalist communism in 1917, and universal values in 1991), and as a result ended up under imperial rule again.

			Now, what did the young Russian nationalists get right in their critique of Russian nationalist tradition? Three main things should be noted here. First, they clearly see the objective anti-imperial role of Russian ethnic nationalism – again, not unlike Etkind, who, drawing on postcolonial writings, argues that Russian nationalism existed in two rival forms, one of which was anti-imperial and rebellious. Objectively, Russian nationalism undermined imperial loyalty in two ways. In the empire’s borderlands, Russian nationalism stimulated the rise of other ethnic nationalisms, while in the Russian core lands it was striving to make traditionally unconditional Russian loyalty to the state conditional – predicated on the Russian national character of the ruling regime. This is precisely the reason why both tsars and Communist commissars were wary of Russian ethnic nationalists. Second, the “third wave” nationalist thinkers correctly note that the objective anti-imperial role of Russian nationalism has never been properly understood by nationalists, nor would they draw logical conclusions from it. The thing is that, subjectively, Russian nationalists always wanted the impossible: they were longing for a Russian national state that at the same time would remain an empire. Thus they ended up having contradictory relations with the state: they both challenged it and relied on it for support, being unable to give up the empire which they perceived as the most precious creation of the Russian people.77 Finally, the young nationalist thinkers conclude, again correctly, that historically, Russian nationalism had a contradictory (and at times, hostile) attitude toward democracy. The objectively democratic character of nationalism as the ideology championing self-determination and people’s sovereignty would almost never prompt Russian nationalists to rise against the authoritarian political system. The explanation is simple: any attempt to realize full sovereignty for the Russians in the multiethnic land-based empire would inevitably lead to other ethnic groups within the state seeking to exercise the same right. The result would be multiple secessions and the end of the imperial state, which Russian nationalists believed was “theirs” too.78 

			The main conclusion that the representatives of the nationalist “third wave” have made is that they have to whole-heartedly embrace ethnic nationalism against the statist, pre-emptive and ultimately phony nationalism of the Kremlin elites. Thus they resolutely reject the rossiiskii definition of the Russian nation as a mere cover-up for the residual imperial situation. Furthermore, they argue, rossiiskii is basically a hollow notion: it is redundant for ethnic Russians and unsatisfactory, if not outright suspicious, for those with a different ethnic identity. However, they are also quick to add that, in principle, they are in no way against the idea of a civic nation. Nation as a community of citizens is the ultimate goal, but it can be achieved, they argue, only through mobilization of ties based on ethnic solidarity. 

			However, unlike more radical nationalists whose views border on racism, the group’s championing of ethnic nationalism comes with three important reservations. First, the overwhelming majority of the young nationalist thinkers propose to define ethnos in cultural and political rather than in biological or narrowly religious terms (although there is no complete consensus on this within the group). Put another way, they uphold the more inclusive “[Mikhail] Katkov tradition” with its emphasis on culture, language and respect for the state’s laws against the “[Ivan] Aksakov tradition” with its exclusivist equating of Russianness and Orthodoxy.79 Second, they argue for the need to de-emphasize the specifically ethnic dimension of Russian nationalism and focus instead on the social dimension. The growth of ethnic sentiment, Russian nationalist ideologues argue, is a response to the challenges of social disintegration that occurred in the wake of the Soviet breakup and was further aggravated by the “anti-national” policies of the Putin regime. The pernicious consequences of these policies include the lack of confidence in state institutions, the growing gap between the ruling elites and the people, social atomization, and the crisis of major mechanisms of socialization, such as the army and schools. Finally, they fully embrace democracy and contend that the Russian national state can be viable only if it is democratic.80 Their analyses of the imperial and Soviet governance practices convinced them that neither under the Romanovs nor under the Communists have the Russians had a state as a system of civic institutions. What they did have was a mere assemblage of the “networks of personal dependence.”81 The latter was incapable of bridging various social, religious and ethnic divides and fostering a strong sense of loyalty based on the concept of citizenship among the country’s multiethnic populace. Thus, neither before 1917, nor between 1917 and 1991, did there occur in Russia what Jurgen Habermas calls a merger of Volksnation and Staatsnation. Consequently, Russia never saw the emergence of a qualitatively new national community – a modern national state in which national identity forms a cultural context that fosters the growth of civic activity. This unequivocally pro-democracy stand of the “third wave” nationalist thinkers is precisely what brought young nationalists and young liberals together and united them at the 2011-2012 anti-Putin rallies. It is the common understanding of both groups that notwithstanding the existence of the formal democratic institutions in the present-day Russian Federation (such as the Constitution, elected president, parliament, local legislative assemblies), the significant majority of Russians do not identity with them, suspecting, quite rightly, that these institutions are a mere façade that camouflages the recreation of the post-Soviet “networks of personal dependence.” Note, for example, the rather positive reception by Russian nationalists of Mikhail Khodorkovsky’s article entitled “Between Empire and National State: Nationalism and Social Liberalism.”82 In his comment on Khodorkovsky’s piece, Sergei Sergeev contends that “today the interests of [Russian] nationalists and liberals coincide in the most important respect. Their mutual goal is the destruction of the dominant power structure that now is beyond public control. This structure is both anti-national (since it creates all kinds of obstacles to the formation of the Russian nation as an independent political subject) and anti-liberal (since it grossly infringes on the rights and liberties of Russian citizens).”83 It would appear then that the new-generation nationalists came to understand that the “effective national idea cannot be based only on the reference to ethnicity alone; it should always have political and social content.”84 

			In this sense, an interesting ideological struggle is going on over how to interpret the slogan “Russia for the Russians.” Some nationalists and liberals now insist that it is not actually a xenophobic battle cry targeting the “dark-skinned” folk from the Caucasus and Central Asia. At its core, they contend, this slogan is deeply national-democratic as it calls for reclaiming Russia by all its citizens, and for this to happen, it has to be taken away from the Putin clique and their subservient “United Russia” party.85 The Putinists are, to use a popular definition, a bunch of “crooks and thieves” – they are predators who plunder Russian resources and the Russian people, and thus they are both anti-national and undemocratic.86

			One important implication of the young Russian nationalists’ embracing of democracy is that, unlike the statist/“imperial” nationalists, they appear not to be hell-bent on preserving the “territorial integrity” of today’s Russian Federation at all costs, always resorting to raw force against any “nationalist sedition” in non-Russian regions.  By contrast, according to their view, the creation of the democratic Russian national state might make the redrawing of the existing Russian state borders in certain cases inevitable. Some of the leading nationalist ideologues, such as Valery Solovei, foresee the secession of Northern Caucasus, Russia’s classical imperial possession, as well as the possible loss of other non-Russian territories “during our lifetime.” Solovei argues that many Russians have long stopped perceiving Northern Caucasus as an “inalienable part of Russia. It is perceived as an alien entity. A psychological alienation is but a prelude to political separation.”87 Remarkably, this view appears to be shared by some liberal-minded commentators, including the prominent economist Vladislav Inozemtsev, who see the impoverished republics of Northern Caucasus as “a hindrance to [Russia’s] national development.”88 

			Failed Projects

			The intellectual activity of the new cohort of Russian nationalists is a fascinating (and still ongoing) episode in the evolution of russkii nationalism and in the history of the latter’s uneasy relationship with the rossiiskii state. The vision of Russian democratic national state advanced by the “third wave” of Russian nationalists does present a serious challenge to the stale image of the “unique Russian civilization” disseminated by the Kremlin. Russian nationalists’ sharp criticism of the “anti-national regime,” their hatred of corrupt and predatory “oligarchs,” their stressing the importance of social problems rather than the ethno-cultural aspects of identity, and their readiness to exploit and further agitate popular nationalist stirring make this particular version of Russian ethnic nationalism a truly subversive political force.89 They make no secret that they are going to be a dominant force in post-Putin Russia and are convinced that the next Russian revolution will be a nationalist one.90 

			At this point, two questions need to be asked: 1) did the “third wave” nationalists succeed in resolving the russkii—rossiiskii dilemma? 2) Is their vision of “Russia” feasible or even desirable? The answer to both questions is a resolute No. Both the Kremlin’s “project” and the nationalist “project” are unsuitable as blueprints for building a truly viable multiethnic civic nation in Russia, although for different reasons. As I have noted above, the official way of defining “Russia” is highly ambiguous – it is neither strictly “ethnic” nor genuinely “civic.” The Kremlin purposefully blurs distinctions between russkii and rossiiskii, and between citizens and non-citizens, depending on political conjuncture and the concrete goals it strives to achieve at the moment. By manipulating the notions of sootechestvenniki and Russkii Mir the Kremlin leadership might designate as russkii basically whomever it likes on the vast expanses of the former empire – and even farther afield. In this sense, official nationalism is inclusive and open, even super-open as some analysts note.91 But this openness is, of course, a flipside of its residual imperial nature: it privileges loyalty to the state (and the state-sponsored sense of Russianness), and neglects “civic virtues.” Instead of promoting the development of horizontal civic ties, self-government, all kinds of institutions that together make up civil society, official nationalism champions a version of Russian Sonderweg with its component elements of unique civilization, special mission and historical destiny.92 But “servitors of the (imperial) state” cannot become true citizens, and without the latter Russian civic nation is unthinkable.

			By contrast, ethnic nationalist thinkers do not even bother to tackle the russkii—rossiiskii dichotomy: they pronounced it completely artificial, throw the rossiiskii part out, and prefer to talk only about the russkii state. However broad their definition of Russianness might be, it still remains exclusive: among the multiethnic Russian citizenry there will always be a sizeable minority which will not fit into this definition and, more important, will not want to fit in. The weakest point of the ethnic nationalists’ definition of “Russia” is the lack of clarity of how their “Russia” is going to treat non-Russians. Making references to various UN documents to prove that by virtue of ethnic Russians’ sheer numerical strength (around 80 per cent of Russia’s population) Russia should be characterized as a monoethnic state is simply unhelpful. After all, there still are around 20 per cent of non-Russians living in compact areas in the territories where their forebears have resided for centuries and which are designated as their national homelands by the Russian Constitution. True, the new cohort of ethnic nationalists did embrace democracy. But one might suspect – and with good reason at that – that they want “the democracy of the ethnic majority,” which would help them to impose their will on those who for whatever reasons are not included into the russkii in-group. Protection of minority rights does not figure prominently in their concept. However, to believe that the workings of democracy (one man, one vote) will do the trick – again, mostly because ethnic Russians constitute an overwhelming majority – is naïve. Any attempt to implement “the democracy of the ethnic majority” into practice in a multiethnic state is a recipe for disaster. Recent scholarship demonstrated that ethnic cleansing, genocide and other such crimes occurred precisely in democracies which were understood as the power of the ethnic majority.93 Ethnic nationalists say that in relations with non-Russians the ultimate goal is to get them to perceive Russian interests as their own interests as well. However, there is no clear explanation how to achieve this. Also, ethnic nationalists are vague on how they are going to proceed toward a civic nation once the stage of “ethnic mobilization” is reached. Ultimately, the “russkii project” advanced by ethnic nationalists appears to be impractical. Soviet practices left a heavy imprint on the people’s consciousness, having made it excessively ethnocentric – this is characteristic of both ethnic Russians and non-Russians alike. The vision of “Russia” which ethnic nationalists are promoting cannot fail to be perceived as one that leads towards ethnicization of national community. For this reason it will be rejected by Russia’s non-Russian minorities. 

			Conclusion

			Will it ever be possible to reconcile the notions of russkii and rossiiskii within a genuinely democratic Russian civic nation? Some of the best Russian liberal thinkers are racking their brains trying to solve this problem.94 The analysis of their noble efforts is beyond the scope of this paper. Just one concluding remark will be in order. All liberal-minded intellectuals who are involved in the elaboration of the civic rossiiskii project are well aware of the constraints they have to deal with. The most formidable constraint is, of course, the Soviet institutional legacy – the territorialization of ethnicity whereby certain areas are designated as the “property” of a titular ethnic group. “In my view,” contends the historian Aleksei Miller, “the establishment of a nation-state in Russia, which inherited from the USSR a system built on the institutionalization and territorialization of ethnicity, is an impossibility.”95 Second is what some analysts call the “inertia of meanings.” The terms and definitions we are using now (like russkii and rossiiskii), they explain, have been used in previous epochs, with different connotations, by scores of Russian bureaucrats and intellectuals, and all these old discourses inevitably impact on contemporary debates. The persistence of earlier interpretations makes the introduction of new interpretations of the long-used notions more difficult.96 Finally, the project of the rossiiskii civic nation has to compete with rival projects, and as this entire discussion has demonstrated, there is no shortage of them. Remember the wisdom of Richard Wortman’s conclusion: Russian nationalism is a space of endless contestation.  

			It would seem, then, that the struggle over how to define “Russia” and “Russianness” will continue for some time. “What does it mean to be Russian or non-Russian in post-Soviet Russia?” ask Stephen Norris and Willard Sunderland in the introduction to their masterful gallery of portraits of Russia’s “people of empire.” “It is hard to make out clear answers to these questions,” they confess, “because we are in the moment ourselves.”97 The jury is still out as to whether Professor de Lazari will ever be able to get a definitive answer to his one-million-dollar query, How to be Russian?	    
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			Abstract: By using a database of 543 cases of violent corporate raiding in Russia from 2011-2013 assembled by the Center of Public Procedures “Business against Corruption,” we tested several hypotheses: Violent corporate raiding is widespread in regions 1) with well-developed industrial, construction and trade sectors 2) rent-oriented law enforcement agencies cooperating with raiders and 3) low numbers of NGOs. The level of violent corporate raiding is connected to the economic appeal of the region and its capacity to implement raiding due to the rent-orientation of regional law enforcement. Because raiders can be considered rational economic actors who try to maximize their benefit, the best way to improve the situation is to increase the risks for raiders by developing civil mechanisms for the protection of entrepreneurs, for example, business associations and other NGOs.

			In the World Bank’s ranking examining the ease of “Doing Business” across countries, Russia ranked 62nd out of 189 in 2014.1 This negative result (in comparison with European countries) is a consequence of several factors including corruption and a high level of uncertainty for businesses. A key issue related to the interaction of business and government is the problem of violence and the rent-seeking behavior of different state agencies. The most important component of the market economy – property rights – cannot exist without developed mechanisms for their protection from both criminals and the predatory state. There are a variety of consequences for the absence of property rights protection, including corruption, contract killings, extortion and violent corporate raiding. We will focus on violent corporate raiding.

			Violent corporate raiding is a phenomenon distinct from hostile takeovers typically found in capitalist economies in two main respects: the active participation of state agencies in the process and the use of physical or administrative power. The typical result of violent corporate raiding is the imprisonment of the entrepreneur and the destruction of his business. Therefore, violent raiding is clearly an example of “destructive entrepreneurship” as defined by Baumol.2  

			A good example of a violent raiding attack is the case of the energy company Volgaelektrosbyt3 that occurred in 2011. This company supplies electricity to the entire Samara region (with approximately 1.1 million citizens), but the significance of the enterprise for the city and the region has not deterred raiders. In several incidents, the company was stormed by private guards, official regulators came to perform inspections, and the employees received threatening phone calls. One member of the board of directors was kidnapped. Finally, strangers threw Molotov cocktails into a company building, starting a fire. This situation resembled similar events in the 1990s, but they took place in contemporary Russia. 

			“Violent corporate raiding” has been generally discussed, but most analyses of corporate raiding in Russia are of a descriptive character, mainly because of the lack of official statistics. Using a database containing the 543 applications of Russian entrepreneurs to the Center of Public Procedures “Business against Corruption” that were received from 2011-2013, we undertook a thorough empirical analysis. Our main task was to identify the “preconditions” for violent raider attacks in Russia and to locate the factors that can reduce the probability of these tragic events. 

			Certain questions concerning this problem should be clarified. Who are the typical victims of raiding attacks (in terms of size, specialization, and geography)? Are the economic conditions in the region connected with corporate raiding? What are the factors that can reduce or increase the probability of raiding in the region (or the entire country)? 

			According to our analysis, the typical victims of raider attacks are small or medium sized companies in fast-growing sectors of the Russian economy (at least before 2014). There is a structural equivalence between the economics of the region and the number of raiding attacks in each sector (for example, regions with a well-developed retail sector have a higher number of raiding attacks on trade businesses). We also argue that violent raiding is the result of a combination of “desirables” (the economic appeal of enterprises and the entire region) and “capabilities” (the rent-orientation of law enforcement in the region).

			This article has the following structure. In the first section, we discuss the general theoretical background of this problem and the specifics of post-Soviet countries. We suggest several hypotheses to confirm or deny the suggestions made in previous studies using our empirical data. Furthermore, we offer and discuss a new approach to the estimation of the intensity of raiding attacks in Russia – the data of the Center of Public Procedures “Business against Corruption.” Finally, we will test the hypotheses with regression analysis and discuss the conclusions.

			General Theoretical Framework

			Defining “violent corporate raiding” is difficult. A helpful and versatile discussion regarding the definition of this phenomenon in Russia and Ukraine is presented, for example, by Rojansky.4 For the purpose of our study, it is important to emphasize that the phenomenon that we call “violent corporate raiding” is distinctive from “hostile takeover” – a phenomenon that has been broadly discussed for European countries and the USA.5

			To define the difference between violent corporate raiding and hostile takeover we shall consider three main dimensions: level of legality (legal or illegal), level of violence (violent or non-violent) and participation of the state (private or governmental). The level of legality is a dichotomy that provides a clear distinction between hostile takeover (legal) and raiding (illegal).6 Sometimes researchers also consider legality as a scale and distinguish, for example, white (mostly legal), gray (semi-legal) and black (illegal) raiding.7

			However, illegality does not necessary mean that a raiding attack is violent. Moreover, the level of violence is a scale rather than a dichotomous variable. Every case of raiding is more or less violent. Different violent instruments are often involved in a raiding attack in Russia, for example, the force used to capture an office, threats, arson, and imprisonment of the entrepreneur. The more violence a raider uses, the more government support (or administrative power) he requires. State agencies are not only involved in violent raiding, but also are often active participants, initiators and beneficiaries of the attacks. Thus, we will define violent corporate raiding as illegal, mostly violent and supported by state agencies as a method for redistributing property rights. It is probably the most harmful type of predatory behavior employed by state agencies, but at the same time not as frequent as, for example, bribery. 

			There are few comparisons of raiding in Russia with hostile takeovers in European countries. However, it would be incorrect to completely ignore hostile takeovers. In the next section, we will seek answers to the following three main questions: Who are the victims of raiders? Do certain conditions increase the probability of raiding attacks? How can we protect businesses against raiding? Then, we will discuss the part of this theoretical framework that can be used in the Russian context. 

			Several remarks should be made before attempting to answer these questions. Raiding attacks cannot be studied outside the context of state violence. As Max Weber suggested, an essential feature of a state is the monopoly of legitimate violence. However, the state is not the only actor capable of using violence, and sometimes, it must compete with organized crime in this area.8 In Russia in the 1990s, such competition was caused by the weakness of the state,9 when violent entrepreneurs (bandits) became a substitute for the state’s function of ensuring business transactions and security. 

			Violent corporate raiding in Russia (as well as other post-Soviet countries) is deeply rooted in the 1990s and the institutional transformations that occurred after the collapse of the Soviet Union. In the 2000s, to address the state weakness of the Yeltsin era, Putin created a power vertical. Putin’s innovation changed the situation mostly for big companies which started to create links to the government to protect their property rights.10 But as the head of a still weak state, the president continued to have difficulties controlling the behavior of state agencies.11 This weakness created an opportunity for law enforcers to apply violent instruments to pursue their own personal interests, leading to such abuses as violent corporate raiding.

			In practical terms, the state often represents a community of agents and groups, each of which is capable of exerting violent pressure on businesses in an effort to extract rents from them. In many theoretical studies, the state is depicted as a monolith that acts as a single entity. This approach is applicable for building theoretical models, but in empirical research, we will almost inevitably be confronted with a state that is broken into numerous components.12 Along these lines, North, Wallis, and Weingast suggested considering the state as an “organization of organizations.”13 Many agencies that have the authority and opportunity to use violence often operate independently, compete with one another and sometimes establish contradictory rules.14

			The premise that the state is the “organization of organizations” is important to the study of corporate raiding in the regions of Russia. We assume that the regional authorities of all types (officials, law enforcement agencies, courts) may, under certain circumstances, act in their own interests and confiscate the earnings of business owners. 

			Several works address the problem of state violence and the incentives for it. For example, Charles Tilly showed how the need for war led to the formation of nation-states in Europe.15 European states moved towards this goal in two ways – through coercion or concentration of capital. Unlike the countries in Europe, Russia followed the path of intensive coercion. North, Wallis and Weingast offer the concept of the limitation of violence as the main function of any state. In “natural states,” this problem is solved by creating privileged groups of the population to withdraw the rent in exchange for protection and security. “Open access orders” are known to be more efficient concerning economic growth and the protection of the rights of the population, and rent withdrawal by state agents is restricted through social control. We apply this concept, and we can indicate that Russia is a country with a “limited access order.”

			If Tilly and North propose concepts to create a universal scheme of growth that can provide a “recipe” for the successful “transition” to a more developed state, then other authors tend to focus on the differences among separate countries. Therefore, according to the concept of a “distribution economy” (“razdatochnaya ekonomika”), Russia follows a path significantly different from the typical Western model of the competitive market.16 In a “distribution economy,” assets are continuously expropriated and re-distributed. Competition among various market players does not disappear, but it shifts from the market to an administrative power struggle. In this context, “violent corporate raiding” is only a small part of the legitimate system of property “delivery/distribution” that has existed in Russia since czarist times. Moreover, compared with the scale of processes such as nationalization or privatization, the redistribution of wealth through violent corporate raiding has rather modest consequences. 

			In our opinion, both approaches can describe well the situation in contemporary Russia. For our analysis, we will consider several elements of these theories: the constant threat of violence in state-business relations, the heterogeneity of the state (particularly, the relative autonomy of state agencies in rent-seeking behavior), and the large role of administrative resources in raiding attacks. In the next section, we discuss the specific Russian context more closely.

			Raiding Attacks in Russia: Context and Hypotheses

			The question that must be addressed at the beginning of our analysis is whether raiding is a problem for the economy or society. Although the previous owner of a business does not like property loss, the value of the new enterprise after a takeover may be higher than the total value of the two companies before the merger. Thus, an analysis of friendly and hostile takeovers in the United States during the 1980s-1990s showed that, in economic terms, these two phenomena are extremely difficult to separate.17 The only differences are in the position of the owner and the coverage of the confrontation in the media. The consequences for the company following a hostile takeover are not much different from a conventional merger. This finding means that neither society nor the state will have any difficulties following the transfer of property from one owner to another. In such cases, raiding can be considered a form of competition. 

			However, such an approach regarding raiding has been strongly criticized. For example, some researchers have noted that the long-term consequences of hostile takeovers are negative18 because the value of the company after the merger is often raised too high. An analysis of hostile takeovers that occurred in the United States from 1984 to 1986 showed that only 20 percent of enterprises were not sold by the new owners in the following two years.19 The initiators of hostile take overs seek short-term gain and make little effort to add value to the captured assets. This description fits the raiders working in contemporary Russia. Another study shows that hostile takeover groups are particularly attracted to the assets that can bring high returns immediately after they are taken over.20 

			There was no discussion in Russia regarding raiding until the end of the 1990s, after the law “On Insolvency (Bankruptcy)” No.6-FZ was passed in 1998,21 whereas Europe and the United States faced this problem much earlier.22 Raiders in Russia are mostly the successors of violent entrepreneurs23 who were forced to legalize their operations at the beginning of the 2000s, according to Kireyev.24 The institutional aspects of Russian raiding are well described by Osipian.25 He argues that Russian raiders use unclear ownership structures and corruption schemes to attack businesses. Osipian concludes that raiding in Russia has a predatory character because raiders attack healthy and profitable enterprises. This point will be the basis for our Hypothesis № 1: Raiders attack healthy and profitable companies rather than weak and unprofitable enterprises, therefore this phenomenon should positively correlate with the economic development of the region. Taking into account the Russian context, we can assume that raiding attacks are more common in the regions with highly developed industrial, construction and trade sectors because they have more companies that attract raiding attacks. An alternative hypothesis could be the following: violent corporate raiding is the consequence of the underdevelopment of the region where state agencies could not find alternative sources of rent and other instruments than violence. One could suggest that “white” or “gray” raiding (semi-legal and non-violent) is more common for developed regions, while “black” raiding occurs in the poorest regions. If the “necessity” rather than the “desire” is the trigger for violent corporate raiding, we would expect to see a negative correlation between the level of raiding and the development of the region. However, we show that the situation is different.

			Meanwhile, we should not forget the other side of the problem: which factors explain the emergence of corporate raiding?26 Non-Russian researchers traditionally associate the origin of violent pressure on people or businesses with the broader subjects of the quality of life and the broader business environment.27 Traditionally, researchers have examined various features of economic crime, including ethnicity,28 poverty,29 quality of life in the neighborhood,30 the sectorial structure in the region,31 the presence of opportunities for crime,32 and the overall economic level of the area.33 Of course, economic crimes are much broader than corporate raiding. However, I extrapolate from this Western-focused literature to argue that corporate raiding in Russia is a result of “favorable conditions.” 

			The difference between favorable and unfavorable conditions for raiding attacks can be described in terms of the quality of the law enforcement system.34 Therefore, we can formulate Hypothesis № 2: Raiding attacks are more common in the regions where raiders can find support from state agents in the law enforcement system. In other words, police, investigators, prosecutors and courts in these regions should be involved in rent-seeking behavior. We suggest that the most successful raiders form alliances among businesses, law enforcement officers and predatory governors.35 In such cases, the authorities are more likely to start criminal proceedings against entrepreneurs, typically prosecuting them for so-called economic crimes.36 Approximately 80 percent of the criminal cases filed against entrepreneurs in Russia deal with a situation where there is no victim.37 This situation usually reflects a scenario in which law enforcement agents start the proceeding on their own initiative, without an outside party filing a claim. Therefore, we assume that the number of criminal proceedings filed against entrepreneurs as a proportion of the number of companies in a region is an indicator of the rent-orientation of enforcement agencies and their readiness to make a coalition with raiders. An additional hypothesis (which follows from the main hypothesis) is that greater transparency in the regional court system and a larger number of lawyers can reduce the number of corporate raiding attacks. In these conditions, it would be more difficult for law enforcement agencies to extract rent using their administrative resources.

			One could argue that the casual relationship between the rent-seeking nature of local law enforcers and violent corporate raiding has the opposite direction. It should be recognized that this relationship is to some extent circular: the level of raiding in a region can increase the number of predatory law enforcers. However, we try to identify the “precondition.” There is no doubt that a predatory law enforcement system is the precondition for a raiding attack in a region. We argue that, without the support of the state agencies, violent corporate raiding is impossible. Even without a high level of raiding, law enforcement officers could be engaged in different types of predatory behavior, like corruption, extortion, and bribery. Predatory behavior among law enforcement agents does not always mean violent property redistribution; because such actions are relatively difficult, they require the help of professionals from business, the legal community, and other fields. If our first hypothesis is correct, it is possible to have predatory law enforcers without raiding, for example, in underdeveloped regions. 

			The third important group of studies considers methods for reducing the number of raiding attacks. There is a broad literature regarding anti-takeover measures,38 which is, however, suitable mostly for the competitive market context, but not for “distribution economics.” We do not deny that the problem of hostile takeovers in Russia can be solved with legal instruments, but violent corporate raiding is completely different. The main question is how to limit the predatory behavior of state agencies. Shleifer and Vishny39 suggested an interesting theoretical model: if every government good is supplied by at least two state agencies, the possibility of competition between them will decrease corruption. However, this model could not be applied to violent corporate raiding because the competition between state agencies for rent will be even more harmful.40 Developing this idea allows us to suggest a positive substitute for the governmental protection of businesses in the same way that violent entrepreneurs are a negative substitute. Business associations could provide such mechanisms. As Dinissa Duvanova41 shows, business associations in post-communist countries are not rent-seeking agents (as Olson suggested42); they act as “defensive organizations” and evolve as regulatory substitutes to the state. In our recent work,43 we also show that the Center of Public Procedures “Business against Corruption” (BAC) could be an example of such an organization in Russia. 

			It is difficult to assess the role of business organizations in limiting corporate raiding on the basis of quantitative data. Therefore, we make a more general suggestion that different types of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) could be a limiting factor on violent corporate raiding. There is considerable literature regarding the impact of NGOs on Russian policy and law,44 and the studies agree that this sector is poorly developed in Russia because of strong regulations. However, the situation in the Russian regions is clearly differentiated. Our third hypothesis is the following: regions with more NGOs will be less exposed to violent corporate raiding. This hypothesis also corresponds to the idea of North et. al.45 regarding perpetual public and private organizations as a threshold condition for the transition to an “open access” society. Therefore, in regions that have more NGOs, raiders are exposed to more risk.

			Our third hypothesis corresponds to the idea of Stanislav Markus46 that in “weak states” alliances between business and other parts of civil society (community stakeholders, civil society, labor, in some cases investors, etc.) can secure property rights because they increase the risks for raiders. Our analysis will be different in two main points – we are dealing with real victims of raiding and testing our hypothesis on the regional level (in contrast, Markus analyses the attitude of all entrepreneurs to the potential threat of raiding at the firm level). However, a large number of NGOs at the regional level means that there is a greater possibility for coalitions between business and society to form. Our analysis supports the idea that securing property rights in Russia is a bottom-up process rather that one for state jurisdiction.

			Methodology

			To determine the relationship between the level of economic crime and the state of the economy, researchers use a variety of statistical indicators, such as homicide rates.47 Researchers also use complex indicators that address the total number of cases of arson, bombings, and extortion as well as statistical data regarding exposed criminal organizations.48 These indicators can correlate with the level of violence against entrepreneurs. At the same time, these figures are rather conventional. For example, it is not always clear in the homicide statistics whether the murder was committed based on criminal or personal motives. Therefore, even with the use of official statistics, we cannot be sufficiently certain regarding the quality of the indicator.

			The most serious problem concerning violent corporate raiding in Russia is that there are no official statistics cataloging these cases. From the Russia State Statistics Service (Rosstat), we used data describing the number of economic crimes and NGOs in each region, but these data are insufficient to discuss corporate raiding. 

			In this article, to measure the extent of violent corporate raiding we use the number of applications submitted to the Center for Public Procedures “Business against Corruption” (hereinafter BAC), which was established in 2011. From 2011 to 2013, the BAC received more than 600 reports from Russian entrepreneurs (these data are publicly available at http://www.nocorruption.biz/). Elsewhere, we have discussed the effectiveness of the BAC49 and showed that the organization is the first example of a mechanism for the public protection of entrepreneurs by Russian business associations. In this study, we will not dwell on the effectiveness of this organization but will only use the database obtained during a previous study. 

			For an analysis at the regional level is important to define the location of raiding attacks. Although enterprises in Russia are sometimes registered in locations that differ from where they are actually conducting business, the database of BAC is quite accurate on this point. Every application to BAC goes through several steps of verifications and data collection, including a legal analysis conducted by experienced lawyers. Therefore, in the BAC data we can find information about the real location of every raiding attack. 

			An alternative indicator suggested by Rochlitz50 is the number of raiding cases mentioned in the media. However, our analysis of the Integrum database of Russian mass media showed that every raiding case discussed in the media since 2011 is also listed in the CPP database, but fewer than 30 percent of the applications to the BAC are mentioned in the media. This bias is probably the consequence of two factors: the lack of freedom in the Russian media and the unwillingness of some entrepreneurs to give their problem much publicity. Therefore, we consider that the database of the BAC has more detailed information regarding raiding cases than the mass media.

			Table 1. Comparison of BAC and RuFIGE Data (by Federal District)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Data of RuFIGE

						
							
							Data of BAC

						
					

					
							
							Federal District

						
							
							It is very likely that the company will undergo a raider attack

						
							
							Business conditions in the region have improved in 2013-2014

						
							
							Business conditions in the region have deteriorated in 2013-2014

						
							
							Average number of applications

						
							
							Number of applications per 100 billion ruble GRP

						
					

					
							
							Southern 

						
							
							15.8%

						
							
							13.8%

						
							
							12.5%

						
							
							12

						
							
							2.963

						
					

					
							
							Volga 

						
							
							8.7%

						
							
							18.6%

						
							
							28.1%

						
							
							8

						
							
							2.355

						
					

					
							
							Central 

						
							
							5%

						
							
							26.5%

						
							
							16.6%

						
							
							11

						
							
							2.004

						
					

					
							
							North-western 

						
							
							5.5%

						
							
							24.5%

						
							
							19%

						
							
							5

						
							
							1.544

						
					

					
							
							North Caucasus*

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							5

						
							
							1.109

						
					

					
							
							Far Eastern*

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							2

						
							
							0.921

						
					

					
							
							Urals 

						
							
							4.9%

						
							
							35.9%

						
							
							16.2%

						
							
							7

						
							
							0.898

						
					

					
							
							Siberian 

						
							
							7.8%

						
							
							24.7%

						
							
							17.6%

						
							
							3

						
							
							0. 753

						
					

					
							
							Average value

						
							
							7.3%

						
							
							23.8%

						
							
							19.8

						
							
							7

						
							
							1.54

						
					

				
			

			Note: *Data from North Caucasian Federal District and Far Eastern Federal District are not included in the table because of the low number of observations in RuFIGE.

			An additional way to check whether CPP data reflect reality, is to compare it with data collected by another method. In Table 1, we compare BAC data with the results of a survey of more than 2,000 entrepreneurs: Russian Firms in the Global Economy (RuFIGE).51 Because RuFIGE was not representative for all Russian regions (but only for industry sectors), we make a comparison of the data aggregated by federal districts. 

				The BAC data corresponds to the results of the RuFIGE survey quite well: the districts with a high number of applications to CPP also have less favorable conditions for business and the entrepreneurs there are more often afraid that they can become the victim of a corporate raiding attack.

			We realize that our indicator has several serious limitations. First, not all entrepreneurs seek the help of business associations. It is likely that some entrepreneurs are ready to seek such help, whereas others prefer to solve their own problems independently. However, our dataset allows us to examine cases that were not mentioned in the media or statistics. Therefore, the BAC is currently the best source of information. Second, the larger number of reports to the BAC from a particular region can serve not as an indicator of the presence of problems but as an indicator of the greater popularity of the BAC in that region. This difficulty was partially solved by adding to the analysis the control variable “presence of a regional branch of BAC in the region.” Third, 11 out of 83 regions have not had any complaints submitted. In our analysis, we consider that these 11 regions had no violent raiding cases in the study period because, in the economic and social aspects, they are more similar to regions with a low number of raiding attacks. However, we also considered regions with zero applications as “missings.” Therefore, one of the regression models is calculated without these regions. Fourth, an application to the BAC does not always represent a real problem associated with raiding attacks. Some applications may be speculative in nature and may be used as an attempt to resolve a commercial dispute. This difficulty was solved by excluding the cases that could not be related to violent corporate raiding (out of the 611 complaints, 543 remained for the study).

			 Our further analysis considers these limitations. A summary of all the indicators used in our analysis is presented in Table 2 (the basic statistics regarding these indicators is presented in the appendix).

			We calculated the share of available judicial decisions on the official sites of Russian regional courts to estimate the level of transparency – since 2008, courts are required to openly disclose a significant portion of their judgments online.52 We did not expect courts to publish 100 percent of their judgments (they are not allowed to publish judicial orders in cases involving sexual issues or cases related to minors), but this indicator helps to compare the transparency of the law enforcement system of different regions. The rest of the data were obtained from the Russia State Statistics Service (Rosstat) for the year 2013.	

			Table 2. Indicators Used in the Analysis

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factor

						
							
							Indicator/Variable

						
							
							Normalization of variable

						
							
							Source of information

						
					

					
							
							Violent corporate raiding

						
							
							Number of applications to BAC 

						
							
							Number of applications per 100 billion ruble GRP

						
							
							BAC

						
					

					
							
							Condition of law enforcement system

						
							
							Number of economic crimes 

						
							
							Number of economic crimes per 100 companies

						
							
							Rosstat

						
					

					
							
							Number of lawyers

						
							
							Number of lawyers per 10,000 citizens

						
							
							Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation

						
					

					
							
							Percent of judicial orders published and accessible on the regional court site

						
							
							N/A

						
							
							Author’s calculations based on information from court sites

						
					

					
							
							Condition of NGO sector

						
							
							Number of NGOs

						
							
							Number of NGOs per 100 citizens

						
							
							Rosstat

						
					

				
			

			Mapping Violent Raiding in Russia

			To account for the size of a region in our indicator, we have divided the number of raiding attacks in the region by the Gross Regional Product (GRP). In our opinion, the GRP provides a relatively objective picture of the region’s financial situation. The level of violent criminal raiding in various regions of Russia, as measured by this indicator, is displayed on the map in Figure 1. We have divided the regions into the following five groups: a very high level of raiding (over 4 applications to the BAC per 100 billion rubles in GRP), a high level of raiding (2.5 to 4 applications), a medium level of raiding (1.5 to 2.5 applications), a low level of raiding (less than 1.5 applications) and regions with no applications. We will use this classification in our further analysis.

			Figure 1. Map of Intensity of Raiding Attacks in Russian Regions (Number of Applications to the BAC per 100 Billion Rubles GRP).

			[image: Applications Map]


			As Figure 1 shows, violent corporate raiding is especially common in the European part of Russia, with the highest level of raiding in the Chuvash Republic and the Astrakhan, Vologda and Smolensk regions. 

			Before we continue our analysis, we must comment on the practical interpretation of these results. If the region has, for example, 4 raiding attacks per 100 billion GRP, what does it mean for the economy? Is this a considerable amount? Based on the summary of conflicts provided by the BAC, we can estimate the average amount of “damage” brought to the enterprise by the raiders. The damage may take the form of claims for allegedly overdue debts, stolen shares or the tangible assets of the company. The amount of damage is between 10 million and 400 million rubles, with the median value of 77.5 million and the average value of 120 million rubles. Let us assume that the average loss from a raider attack is worth approximately 100 million rubles. These amounts alone indicate that raiders do not attack large and expensive companies.

			If the average loss from a raider attack is 100 million rubles, 1 case per 100 million. rubles means that the region loses 0.1 percent of its GRP. Unfortunately, these estimates are highly approximated. For several reasons, it is difficult to assess the real extent of the damage. First, the loss suffered by the enterprise, according to an expert opinion or the applicant’s report, may significantly differ from the real situation. Second, in some cases, the company is simply transferred from one owner to another, and on the regional level, that transfer may not be felt at all (see a similar analysis of a hostile takeover53). Third, the impact of a raider attack cannot always be estimated in terms of money losses. Job losses or the deterioration of the investment climate may force companies to close for reasons unrelated to violence, whereas unemployment or the deterioration of the investment climate may represent the most serious consequences of the studied phenomenon. Before we explain these regional differences, it is necessary to answer another question: who is the typical victim of a raiding attack?

			Victims of Raiders

			To answer the question which companies are more likely to be attacked by raiders, we identify the company’s core business specialization based on information from the BAC (see Table 3).

			The most attractive areas of raiding attacks include the wholesale & retail sector, construction and industry (together, they account for 40 percent of all reported cases). Rochlitz54 also shows that raiders prefer to focus on the construction and retail businesses. These two areas were fast-developing sectors of the Russian economy before the 2014 crisis; therefore, it is unsurprising that they have turned into main targets. Approximately 30 percent of raiders’ victims are individual entrepreneurs, most of whom also have businesses in the trade or services sectors (we cannot uniquely identify their specializations based on the BAC data).

			Table 3. Sphere of business affected by violent raiding (according to the data of the CPP BAC from 2011-2013).

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Type of Business

						
							
							Total reports received

						
							
							Total reports filed

						
					

					
							
							Wholesale & retail 

						
							
							105

						
							
							20%

						
					

					
							
							Industry

						
							
							48

						
							
							9%

						
					

					
							
							Construction 

						
							
							59

						
							
							11%

						
					

					
							
							Real estate

						
							
							23

						
							
							4%

						
					

					
							
							Financial services

						
							
							21

						
							
							4%

						
					

					
							
							Agriculture and animal breeding

						
							
							20

						
							
							4%

						
					

					
							
							Individual entrepreneurs (no information regarding actual sphere of activity)

						
							
							157

						
							
							30%

						
					

					
							
							Other

						
							
							92

						
							
							18%

						
					

					
							
							Total

						
							
							525

						
							
							100%

						
					

				
			

			Source: Calculated by the author based on the BAC data on 525 reports received from 2011 to 2013 from the companies whose core business could be identified.

			We assume that there should be some structural equivalence between the level of individual application to the BAC (the spheres of business affected by corporate raiding) and the region (the economic structure of the regions most affected by corporate raiding). Therefore, we suppose that the regions with high shares of trade, industry and construction have higher levels of corporate raiding. Table 4 shows that construction, industry and retail have experienced pressure on their businesses. 

			From Table 4, we can assume that there is a linear relationship between the level of raiding in the region and the share of retail and industry. However, there is no direct relationship between the share of the construction sector in the GRP of the region and the level of raiding attacks. One possible explanation could be that the subsidized regions in Russia are also the regions with a high share of construction but with low development in other sectors – in these regions, subsidies are the main and easier source of political rent for elites rather than corporate raiding. In the following analysis, we will use only the share of retail and industry as an indicator of the economic appeal of the region for raiders.

			Table 4. Economic structure of regions (as a percentage of the GRP) with different levels of raiding attacks. 

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Level of Raiding

						
							
							Share in GRP of the region

						
					

					
								
							
							Wholesale & retail

						
							
								Industry

						
							
								Construction

						
					

					
							
							No applications

						
							
							12.68

						
							
								9.22

						
							
								10.1

						
					

					
							
							Low level of raiding	

						
							
							13.6

						
							
								15.23

						
							
								7.93

						
					

					
							
							Medium level of raiding

						
							
							13.64

						
							
								18.85

						
							
								6.54

						
					

					
							
							High level of raiding

						
							
							15.92

						
							
								19.34

						
							
								7.19

						
					

					
							
							Very high level of raiding

						
							
							15.87

						
							
								22.8

						
							
								7.35

						
					

					
							
							Average

						
							
							13.96

						
							
							15.96

						
							
							7.88

						
					

				
			

			Note: The intensity of raiding corresponds to the map in Figure 1.

			Violent Corporate Raiding as a Combination of “Desires” and “Capabilities”

			Based on the previous analysis, we can generalize that a high share of retail and industry in the region means that raiders can find a greater number of attractive victims for the attacks. Therefore, the economic development of the region increases the “desire” of raiders to attack and in this way, increases the level of violent corporate raiding. However, it is insufficient to explain the problem by concluding that raiders attack prosperous companies. Raiders also should be able to seize the enterprise and avoid punishment; they should have not only the desire but also the capability. We can assume that a higher level of raiding will take place in the regions where raiders have both a large number of potential victims and numerous opportunities for a raiding attack. As an indicator of opportunities, we select the number of economic crimes per 100 companies, which indicates the rent-oriented behavior of the law enforcement in the region. 

			Table 5 shows that the regions with both a high share of retail and industry and a high number of crimes per 100 companies have a significantly higher level of raiding. The regions with a low share of retail and industry and a low number of crimes per 100 companies are less susceptible to raiding.

			The regions with a high level of economic crime and a high share of trade and industry also differ from other regions in the relatively smaller number of NGOs and lawyers as well as a less transparent judicial system. In Figure 2, we can observe the differences of these indicators in the regions with different levels of violent corporate raiding.

			Table 5. Average Number of Applications per 100 bln. GRP in Regions with Different Economic Structures and Law Enforcement System Quality

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Number of economic crimes per 100 companies

						
					

					
							
							Fewer than 4 crimes per 100 companies

						
							
							More than 4 crimes per 100 companies

						
					

					
							
							Share of retail and industry 

						
							
							More than 35%

						
							
							1.53

						
							
							2.47

						
					

					
							
							34% or less

						
							
							0.86

						
							
							1.85

						
					

				
			

			Note: The figures are the number of applications in the BAC per 100 billion rubles GRP

			Figure 2. Number of NGOs, Attorneys and Published Judicial Acts in the Regions with Different Levels of Violent Corporate Raiding 

			[image: 2]


			From the figure, we can observe that the group of regions with a very high level of raiding has on average fewer attorneys and NGOs, and courts publish fewer decisions on their official sites. For the published judicial acts and number of NGOs, the relationship with the level of raiding is almost linear.55 

			Interestingly, the number of attorneys has a non-linear relationship with the level of corporate raiding. The number of attorneys per 10,000 citizens increases in the first three groups of regions with a zero to medium level of corporate raiding. This result is an expected pattern because the existence of raiders creates a demand for defenders. However, regions with high and very high levels of raiding have a smaller number of attorneys, which we can explain as caused by an unfavorable work environment for lawyers. Government agencies prevent the development of a strong legal community. This hypothesis, however, should be tested in detail in future studies. 

			One could argue that sometimes lawyers are engaged in raiding attacks themselves. It is undoubtably true because violent corporate raiding is impossible without legal assistance. However, we still consider the community of lawyers to be an obstacle to raiding because the number of lawyers engaged in raiding is marginal and insignificant (in comparison with the whole corporation of attorneys). Let’s assume that in 2011-2013 about 1,500 lawyers took part in 543 different raiding attacks (approximately 3 lawyers per 1 attack). Even if we agree with this overestimation (because this number does not take into account that one lawyer may be involved in several raiding attacks), it will be approximately 2 percent of the whole community of attorneys in Russia.56 The majority of lawyers definitely work on the side of business and are interested in expanding their community.57

			Hypothesis Verification

			Using the variables described above, we built several linear regression models (Table 6) with the “number of applications per 100 billion ruble GRP” as the dependent variable. We did not include the share of the construction sector and the number of attorneys in the model because they did not have a linear relation with the level of raiding attacks in the region.

			Model 1 describes the influence of the economic structure of the region on the level of violent corporate raiding. Regions with a higher share of retail and industry in the GRP experience violent raiding more often. In Model 2, we also add a variable that describes the quality of the law enforcement system in relation to the number of registered economic crimes per 100 companies. The regions with a higher number of economic crimes also have a higher level of corporate raiding. We interpret this relationship as the capability of raiders to use law enforcement systems that have a rent-seeking orientation. In Model 3, we also include the number of NGOs and the share of available judicial acts as binary variables (these variables are not significant as numeric variables) to describe the preconditions more clearly.  

			Table 6. Linear Regression Models 

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Dependent variable: Number of applications per 100 billion ruble GRP

						
					

					
							
							
							Model 1

						
							
							Model 2

						
							
							Model 3

						
							
							Model 4

						
					

					
							
							Share of retail 
(% GRP) 

						
							
							0.069* (0.032)

						
							
							0.071* (0.035)

						
							
							0.053* (0.021)

						
							
							0.82* (0.040)

						
					

					
							
							Share of industry 
(% GRP)

						
							
							0.041** (0.011)

						
							
							0.039* (0.011)

						
							
							0.038* (0.012)

						
							
							0.035* (0.13)

						
					

					
							
							Number of economic crimes per 100 companies

						
							
							
							0.126* (0.056)

						
							
							0.127* (0.057)

						
							
							0.142* (0.070)

						
					

					
							
							More than 25% of judicial acts are available

						
							
							
							
							-0.601* (0.256)

						
							
							-0.332 (0.405)

						
					

					
							
							More than 4 NGOs per 1,000 citizens

						
							
							
							
							-0.767* (0.378)

						
							
							-0.719* (0.317)

						
					

					
							
							Control variables

						
					

					
							
							Existence of a BAC branch in the region 

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							Media Freedom Index

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							Duma Election Results in 2011 (% of United Russia)

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							Constant

						
							
							-0.189

						
							
							-0.643

						
							
							0.688

						
							
							-0.207

						
					

					
							
							R square

						
							
							0.166

						
							
							0.205

						
							
							0.262

						
							
							0.211

						
					

					
							
							Number of regions

						
							
							83

						
							
							83

						
							
							83

						
							
							72

						
					

				
			

			Notes: ** significant at the level of 0.01; * significant at the level of 0.05. The Media Freedom Index is an indicator constructed by Center for the Defense of Publicity [http://www.gdf.ru/map/list/2010]. It has 4 gradations: 1 – absolutely free, 4 – absolutely dependent.

				 

			Based on the results of Models 1-3, we can conclude that all our hypotheses are relatively confirmed. We observe a strong relationship between violent corporate raiding and the economic structure of the region (Hypothesis 1) and between violent corporate raiding and the quality of the law enforcement system (Hypothesis 2). The links between the number of lawyers and transparency of the judicial system (Hypothesis 2.2.) are not very strong but sufficiently significant to indicate that further investigation is necessary. The number of NGOs is a strong threshold condition for a high level of raiding (Hypothesis 3); however, it also has a non-linear effect. The regions with a high level of violent corporate raiding have fewer NGOs, but if the region has more than 4 NGOs per one thousand citizens, it does not affect the level of raiding. 

			Model 4 is calculated for 72 regions from where entrepreneurs made at least 1 application to the TCC BAC (if we consider the regions without applications over missing variables). The significance of all variables, except the share of judicial cases, remind the same. Therefore, we suggest that the model is sufficiently robust.

			Discussion of the Results	

			In this article, we have shown that the level of violent corporate raiding in the region is partly the result of three threshold conditions: the high economic appeal of the region, the poor quality of the law enforcement system and the low level of civil society development. The poor quality of law enforcement and weak civil society are likely the result of the predatory activity of government agencies. On the one hand, these government agencies use their political and administrative power in the courts and, on the other hand, impede the development of NGOs that can protect entrepreneurs. In general, our results comply with previous investigations of violent corporate raiding in Russia that were discussed above. Raiders in Russia attack relatively prosperous companies that do not have sufficient power for protection. 

			In our opinion, raiders are rational economic agents who try to maximize their benefit and minimize their costs. Therefore, a simplistic formula for a successful raiding attack is:

			[Amount of required resources] + [Risks] < [Value of the assets of the captured enterprise]

			If the value of the assets of the potential victim is greater than the risks and amount of resources required from the raiders, the decision will be made to attack. If the risks are higher or the raiders have insufficient political or administrative resources, the raiding attack will not be successful. Of course, this model is a simplification of reality, but it shows unambiguously how the situation could be improved. 

			In our opinion, the key preventative factor is increasing the risks for raiders. The number of lawyers and NGOs in the region achieves this goal and thereby lowers the probability of a raiding attack. The transparency of the courts and the high quality of the law enforcement system will also increase the risks for raiders and increase the amount of resources that they must spend. 

			The theoretical model also explains why 30 percent of all applications to the TCC BAC were made by individual entrepreneurs. Individual entrepreneurs are a perfect victim for raiders in Russia because they do not have resources to protect themselves, and the risks for raiders are near zero. In these cases, the worth of the assets (right side of the model) is not very high, but the left side of the model will be even lower. Currently, raiders in Russia do not attack large and strong companies because doing so requires too many resources – these are the same results described by Rochlitz.

			We understand that our results have serious limitations, which were discussed in the methodology section. The most serious restriction of our analysis is the indirectness of the data regarding raiding attacks. This limitation is mostly caused by the lack of statistical information concerning this problem in Russia. Perhaps if we locate better and clearer measures of raiding attacks, we will obtain additional confirmation for our hypotheses or new counter-arguments. 

			Conclusion

			In Russia, violent corporate raiding is a widely used instrument to extract rents via property redistribution with the backing of powerful state agencies. It is important to distinguish between hostile takeovers as a basic part of a market economy and violent corporate raiding as a phenomenon of a distributional economy. This distinction is caused by dual processes in the economy and politics of Russia. 

			We assume that there should be the following three preconditions for the rise of violent corporate raiding in the regions of Russia.

			
					High economic development. Violent corporate raiding is a phenomenon associated with wealth, not poverty. Some sectors of the economy are more appealing for violent corporate raiding (retail, industry) because of the ease of the disposal of assets. It is easier to sell a building, and it is difficult to make something with human capital or technologies (which are more attractive for hostile takeovers). This finding may seem trivial but it allows making practical conclusions. At least it helps identifying the “risk areas” - regions where bona fide officials of civil society should be more alert and active.

					Rent-orientation of the law enforcement agencies. We estimate this orientation as the relative number of criminal cases versus entrepreneurs. Only in regions where raiders can find support in governmental structures, is violent corporate raiding possible. If a hostile takeover is mostly a matter of the interpretation of law, violent corporate raiding is a matter of the application of the law. This phenomenon is the result of the illegal application of a legal system. Raiders want to be certain of their impunity. Therefore, to Markus’s idea of “alliances” with stakeholders in civil society and Duvanova’s “defensive organizations” we can add that raiders also have to make coalitions (on the local or regional level) to reduce the risks of illegal activity. Testing the existence of such coalition could be an interesting hypothesis for future research.

					Lack of resistance and control. Violent corporate raiding is also a result of the lack of confrontation with rent-oriented law enforcement agencies. Attorneys, NGOs or the execution of official procedures (such as the publication of judicial acts) are barriers to efficient rent-extraction. Although these findings may seem intuitive, we made the first attempt in this article to test them empirically. We hope that this survey will contribute to the analysis of violent corporate raiding in post-communist countries. 
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							Maximum

						
							
							Number of regions

						
					

					
							
							Share of industry

						
							
							15.96

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							42.8

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							Share of construction

						
							
							7.88

						
							
							3

						
							
							19.5
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							13.96
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							83
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							0.48

						
							
							31.21

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							NGOs per one thousand residents

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							1.3

						
							
							8.6

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							Percentage of accessible judicial orders

						
							
							43

						
							
							0

						
							
							100

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							Media Freedom Index (from 1 – free to 4 – not free)

						
							
							3.01

						
							
							1

						
							
							4

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							Duma Election Results in 2011 (% of United Russia)

						
							
							49

						
							
							29

						
							
							99.48
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			Binary variables (number of regions)

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Variable

						
							
							No
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							Over 25% of judicial orders accessible

						
							
							32

						
							
							51

						
					

					
							
							More than 4 NGO per one thousand residents

						
							
							33

						
							
							50

						
					

					
							
							Presence of BAC in the region

						
							
							62
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