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			Abstract: This article explores how Kurmanzhan Datka and other female heroes fit into the heavily male-dominated narrative traditionally promoted by Kyrgyz nation-builders. From a reading of state-approved secondary school history textbooks, the article traces the construction of female heroes and discusses how this construction contributes to the gender dimension of Kyrgyz nation-building: What values do these female symbols appear to represent? Which roles have they been assigned in the process of Kyrgyz nation-building? And what consequences may this have for the reproduction of hegemonic gender conceptions?

			In 2014, the historical drama “Kurmanjan Datka – Queen of the Mountains” was released in Kyrgyzstan to great fanfare. The most expensive film ever produced in the country, it presents the story of a famed 19th-century female ruler of the Kyrgyz in the Alai Mountains in what is today southern Kyrgyzstan. The film was sponsored by the authorities, and clearly represented an attempt to bolster patriotism and national consolidation in the wake of the 2010 ouster of President Kurmanbek Bakiev and the subsequent ethnic clashes in southern Kyrgyzstan.1 But how do Kurmanzhan Datka,2 and female heroes as symbols and role-models more broadly, fit into the heavily male-dominated narrative that Kyrgyz nation-builders have traditionally promoted? How are female heroes constructed and presented? And how does this add to the gender dimension of symbolic nation-building3 in, to use Rogers Brubaker’s term, a “nationalizing state”?4

			When Kyrgyzstan became independent in 1991, the nation-builders had to re-engage with national history. In the process of rediscovering – and reinventing – the pre-Soviet history of a staunchly patriarchal society, they also promoted a small number of female characters. In order to explore how these female heroes – some historical, others mythical – are introduced in the official nation-building discourse, and, thereby, to investigate the gender dimension of Kyrgyz symbolic nation-building, we have turned to a key instrument of nation-builders: the state-approved history curriculum.5

			Our point of departure is that nations are imagined – or socially constructed – communities. Consequently, ideas of the nation must be reproduced continuously, in order for them to endure. While the film about Kurmanzhan Datka can be interpreted as a case of “hot nationalism,”6 as a unique, one-off celebration of a Kyrgyz female hero, history textbooks, through which a whole generation (or more) of children are introduced to the state-approved version of the Kyrgyz past, are likely to play a much more formative role in shaping perceptions of gender relations – past and present. Based on our reading of the history textbooks currently in use in public secondary schools in Kyrgyzstan, we argue that not only is the sex ratio fundamentally skewed, but the few female heroes included in the national narrative also appear to be equipped with masculine attributes or traits. 

			While questions of the historical correctness of the official narrative as well as the reception of these female symbols in the population at large fall outside the scope of our discussion,7 this article contributes to the literature on Kyrgyz symbolic nation-building by examining the role of female symbols in the nation-building discourse. In this way, it adds to the exploration of the hitherto neglected gender dimension of Kyrgyz nation-building. Further, we aspire to supplement the wider literature on gender and nationalism by investigating the role of official history textbooks in reproducing and reinforcing gendered national identity.

			We begin with a brief presentation of the general literature on gender and nationalism, as well as an introduction to some of the main tenets of post-independence symbolic nation-building in Kyrgyzstan. We then turn to secondary school history textbooks, in order to survey how female characters are represented in the official nation-building narrative. Engaging in a gender analysis of the history textbooks allows us to identify the gender gap in quantitative terms. Next, we single out four female characters for special scrutiny, examining how they have been constructed as national “heroes.”8 We conclude by discussing what values these female symbols appear to represent and which roles they have been assigned in the process of post-independence Kyrgyz nation-building – as well as the consequences this may have for the reproduction of hegemonic gender conceptions. 

			Researching Gender through Disaggregating Nationalism

			The theorization of nationalism has, according to Glenda Sluga, traditionally “relied upon ungendered historical narratives which reinforce depictions of nationalism, nation-building and national identities as having ‘universal’ and sex-neutral significance.”9 Influential authors such as Ernest Gellner, Eric Hobsbawm, and Benedict Anderson have been accused of being gender-blind in considering the nation: If nations are “invented” or “imagined,”10 then that invention or imagining clearly must include gender dimensions. “All nationalisms are gendered,” Ann McClintock holds, adding that whereas the invented nature of nationalism has found wide theoretical currency, “explorations of the gendering of the national imagery have been conspicuously paltry.”11 

			As McClintock notes, in nationalist discourse, women are often assigned the role of “the atavistic and authentic ‘body’ of national tradition (inert, backward-looking, and natural), embodying nationalism’s conservative principle of continuity.”12 In their seminal work on gender and nation, Nira Yuval-Davis and Floya Anthias identified five distinct, gender-differentiated dimensions along which women are typically included in nationalist processes: as biological reproducers of the nation; as reproducers of the normative boundaries of the nation by enacting “proper” feminine behavior; as transmitters of culture and agents of ideological reproduction by bringing up future generations; as signifiers or symbols of national differences; and as direct participants in the national struggle.13 However, Joane Nagel aptly describes the classics in the study of nationalism as a “tale of one gender”:14 “The real actors are men who are defending their freedom, their honour, their homeland and their women.”15 She thus echoes Cynthia Enloe’s verdict: nationalism is typically developed on the basis of “masculinized memory, masculinized humiliation and masculinized hope.”16 

			Disaggregating nationalism, we recognize the role of gender, among other factors like religion, class, etc., in shaping nationalism.17 To understand the gender dimension of nationalism, we must accept that gender is socially constructed, that it is “a complex of socially guided perceptual, interactional, and micropolitical activities that cast particular pursuits as expressions of masculine and feminine ‘natures’.”18 This implies that “gender” is inherently located in interactions within a particular social context, as opposed to being an individual trait. “Gender refers to the group of culturally endorsed traits… that are deemed necessary for socially accepted ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ behavior.”19 What is considered “male” or “female” is thus highly culturally contingent – it may vary from one cultural context to another.

			According to Sikata Banerjee, nationalism is gendered “in that it draws on socially constructed ideas of masculinity and femininity to shape female and male participation in nation building, as well as the manner in which the nation is embodied in the imagination of self-professed nationalists.”20 Early scholarship on gender and nation has been criticized for conflating the terms “sex” and “gender,” and for focusing almost exclusively on women. But, as pointed out by Nagel,

			If nations and states are indeed gendered institutions... then to limit the examination of gender in politics to an investigation of women only, misses a major, perhaps the major way in which gender shapes politics – through men and their interests, their notions of manliness, and masculine micro and macro cultures.21 

			In the literature focusing more narrowly on Central Asia, this tendency to write “gender,” while in practice studying one sex only, is widespread. Marianne Kamp has surveyed the growing body of scholarly publications devoted to “gender issues” in the Central Asian context, and concludes that “most publications that use the term ‘gender’ are about women, about social constructions of femininity, about the interaction between state and women, about women and economic conditions, or other similar topics that leave masculinity out of gender.”22 

			If we narrow the focus further, to Kyrgyzstan alone, there is still a substantial literature on “women’s issues”: on Kyrgyz women and their political and social rights,23 their role in the economy,24 on women and Islam,25 on women and family structure,26 on bride kidnapping and domestic violence, etc.27 However, an explicit gender perspective is often lacking. 

			This is the case not least as regards studies of ethnicity and nation-building. Summing up the state of the art towards the end of the first post-independence decade, Nick Megoran argued that the literature on nation-building in Central Asia had not succeeded in covering gendered aspects of these processes, with existing scholarship tending to “a chronic under-theorization of gender and nation-state processes.”28 Since then, the situation has improved somewhat, with contributions on gendered national identities by, for example, Mary M. Doi (Uzbekistan), Lori M. Handrahan (Kyrgyzstan), Natalie Koch (Uzbekistan), Diana Kudaibergenova (Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan), and Mohira Suyarkulova (Kyrgyzstan).29

			In the traditionally firmly patriarchal societies of Central Asia the practice of representing power through a male connotation has a long history.30 It seems to linger on in official constructs of the nation symbolically translated into the male figures of defenders – of male heroes or strongmen typically referred to as baatyrs (Kyrgyz), batyrs (Kazakh), or botyrs (Uzbek).31 Indeed, the violent, masculine nature of traditional Kyrgyz culture is, according to Daniel Prior, demonstrated by the fact that the word for “man,” er, can also be translated as “warrior.”32 Although several authors have discussed the patriarchal nature of a Kyrgyz national identity based on (re-constructed) male heroes,33 few have systematically examined how this same process of identity formation constructs and represents female identity – and thus reproduces hegemonic gender concepts.34 We will attempt to fill this lacuna by examining the role assigned to female heroes in state-approved history textbooks.

			Kyrgyz Nation-building: The Role of National Heroes 

			In the ideological vacuum left by the demise of the Soviet Union, most state-sponsored nation-building projects in Central Asia have continued to be informed by the Soviet legacy of institutionalizing ethnicity: almost without exception, the new states have been understood as the realization of the state ambitions of the titular nation.35 Whereas some post-Soviet states could refer to experience of national independence in modern times, and others could mobilize around a collective memory of flourishing statehood in a distant but glorious past in order to legitimize their newly acquired status as independent entities, Kyrgyzstan lacked such a readily available historical base on which to build its new national identity. In the words of Eugene Huskey, Kyrgyzstan suffered from “a dearth of usable national history with which to construct a new identity.” History, he argued, had dealt the Kyrgyz nation-builders a particularly bad hand.36 Nonetheless, with statehood secured, the national entrepreneurs realized they would have to devise a historical narrative befitting an independent state.37

			Due to the paucity of written and material sources, Kyrgyz post-independence nation-building strategy has focused on mythological heroes38 – celebrated individual symbols supposed to represent the past of the ethnic Kyrgyz. Manas, the protagonist of the eponymous epic recognized as by far the longest traditional epic in the world, was quickly made the centerpiece of this new nation-building project. During Stalinist repression, Manas had been censured by Soviet authorities for being “bourgeois” and nationalist.39 Later, the epic was recognized for its literary qualities and rehabilitated. Now, however, Askar Akaev, the first president of independent Kyrgyzstan (1991–2005), fronted a campaign for re-casting Manas as a historical character: the founder of the “would-be first Kyrgyz state”40 and the ultimate symbol of Kyrgyzness.

			In 1994, efforts to promote Manas won international recognition through a UN General Assembly Resolution proclaiming 1995 as the year commemorating “the millennium of the Kyrgyz national epic, Manas,” and, more importantly, acknowledging the epic as not only “the source of the Kyrgyz language and literature but also the foundation of the cultural, moral, historical, social and religious traditions of the Kyrgyz people.”41 At home, the cash-strapped Kyrgyzstani government spent an estimated $8 million on lavish celebrations of the anniversary.42 During Akaev’s rule, the epic was elevated to something akin to an encyclopedia of Kyrgyz traditions and moral values, and the new discipline of “Manasology” (Manas taanuu) was introduced as a mandatory subject in university curricula.43 

			Alongside Manas, various other male figures soon began to join the ranks of national heroes. Although these heroes were usually associated with different parts of the country, as well as with different tribes and social values, they were – in line with what Marlene Laruelle describes as “the teleological logic of post-Soviet Kyrgyz historiography”44 – all presented as having played an integral part in the long, tortuous struggle to unite the Kyrgyz people on the way to establishing modern Kyrgyz statehood. To consolidate the new national symbols, the authorities engaged not only in (re)constructing history, but also in popularizing these heroes by renaming streets and public squares (usually replacing Russian names associated with the Soviet period), as well as by erecting new monuments.45 In Chui Province, for example, Kalininskii District, named after Mikhail Kalinin, the first head of state of the Soviet Union, was renamed Zhaiyl District after Zhaiyl Baatyr, an 18th-century hero celebrated for having fought for the freedom of the Kyrgyz people. In Talas Province, Leninpolskii District was renamed Bakai Ata, after Manas’ main counselor. Similarly, numerous monuments to Kyrgyz heroes such as Shabdan Baatyr, Zhaiyl Baatyr, Tailak Baatyr, Kurmanbek Baatyr, and Manap Biy were erected in places associated with their heroic acts. Female heroes were, however, conspicuously absent.46

			The violent overthrow of the Akaev regime in 2005 did not reverse this emphasis on renovating and reinventing national (male) heroes. Where Akaev had sought to balance the priority given to the titular nation with support for a civic concept, “Kyrgyzstan – our common home,” which also incorporated the sizable Russian and Uzbek minorities, President Kurmanbek Bakiev (2005–10) pursued a project that was more clearly ethno-centric.47 Like his predecessor, Bakiev continued to make reference to the newly established pantheon of national heroes.48

			The subsequent regime change in 2010, which was followed by bloody clashes between ethnic Kyrgyz and Uzbeks in southern Kyrgyzstan as well as renewed public anxieties over a potential division of the country into a northern and a southern part, necessitated a fresh look at the nation-building strategy. The interim authorities, under the leadership of President Roza Otunbaeva (2010–11), had to come up with new images or symbols that could help to heal wounds and reconcile the nation. 

			One such attempt was the revival of the story of Kurmanzhan Datka, a 19th-century female historical figure known as the ruler of the Alai region in southern Kyrgyzstan. Following the same script as the promotion of Manas in the 1990s, the authorities proclaimed 2011 the “Year of Kurmanzhan Datka,” and the bicentennial of her birth was celebrated with conferences, book releases, concerts, and other events. President Otunbaeva also introduced the “State Order of Kurmanzhan Datka,” to be awarded to Kyrgyzstani women for outstanding achievements in politics and society, including “contributions to protect and strengthen the state and the unity of the people, the traditions of the people of Kyrgyzstan, and to bring up the younger generation in the spirit of love and respect for the homeland.”49 To popularize the story of this rare instance of a female Kyrgyz leader, the authorities also decided to fund the film discussed above. 

			The promotion of Kurmanzhan Datka represented a first in post-independence Kyrgyz nation-building, in that it gave unprecedented prominence to a female hero among the all-male baatyrs. This gives rise to the question of how women and gender are represented in the more “mundane” processes of long-term, everyday nation-building. Who are the designated Kyrgyz female heroes? To explore this, we now turn to the school history textbooks.

			Textbooks, Nation-building, and Gender 

			The state is often perceived as seeking to monopolize the nation-building process,50 trying to instill in the population at large its own official version of who and what the nation is. For this purpose, state authorities have a wide range of tools at their disposal, including legislation, policy programs, and public celebrations.51 Within this repertoire, the educational system holds a special place: given its – ideally – universal reach among youth, it provides the state with unique possibilities for molding the image of the nation among new generations. With the help of state-approved textbooks, the authorities can ensure that students internalize the “correct” version.52 In this respect, the history curriculum serves as one of the best means for consolidating the nation, introducing new generations to the existing social order and socializing them within that order.53 The past is meant to give meaning to the present and to help in staking out a course for the future.

			As indicated by Annie Chiponda and Johan Wassermann, it seems reasonable to expect students to “consider the way men and women are portrayed in textbooks to be unquestionable or beyond dispute.”54 Thus, any gender bias in the way the history of Kyrgyzstan is presented to new generations not only contributes to cementing a certain perspective on the Kyrgyz past, it also influences the present, shaping the perceptions of future generations of the nation. 

			Secondary school students in Kyrgyzstan attend history classes for two hours per week, split between courses in “History of Kyrgyzstan” and “World History.” The classes in national history start from 5th grade, while “World History” commences with 6th grade. To explore the gender dynamics in the construction of female heroes in Kyrgyzstani history textbooks, we analyzed the most recent editions of the school history textbooks approved and authorized by the Ministry of Education and Science of the Kyrgyz Republic, all published between 2008 and 2012. The textbook for the 5th grade provides a short introduction to what are seen as the main chapters of Kyrgyzstani history.55 Then, through grades 6 to 9, the students gradually make their way through history with textbooks covering the periods from ancient times up until the 9th century; from the 9th to 18th centuries; the 19th century; and from the 20th century to the present, respectively.56 After the 9th grade, which is the final year of compulsory schooling, those students who stay on to complete full secondary education revisit the “key periods” of Kyrgyz history, with the 10th-grade textbook devoted to periods in Kyrgyz history from “ancient times” to the mid-19th century, and the 11th grade text to major events from the mid-19th century to the present.57 

			Most textbooks in the series are co-authored, and the author collectives consist of five male historians and one female. The books are published in parallel editions in Kyrgyz and Russian, for use in classes with these respective languages of instruction (the constitution establishes Kyrgyz as the “state language,” while Russian enjoys the status of “official language”). In our analysis, we opted to rely on the Kyrgyz-language versions.

			From the seven history textbooks, we identified historical (and mythical) figures who, in text or images, are portrayed as representatives of the Kyrgyz “self”: those who are directly associated with the Kyrgyz nation, or have lived in states that previously existed within the territorial boundaries of contemporary Kyrgyzstan and whom the authors treat as part of an “extended self.” Thus, our analysis incorporates those figures who are seen as contributing to the construction – and legitimization – of either the state or the (ethnic) nation. For example, individuals linked with the Karakhanid dynasty have been included in the analysis, as the Karakhanids are portrayed as early state-builders on the territory of modern Kyrgyzstan58 and are presented under the chapter heading “Kyrgyzstan in the 8th–12th centuries: Karakhanids and Kithans.”59 By contrast, individuals associated with the Mongol conquerors in the chapter “The establishment of Genghis Khan’s empire: the beginning of the conquest of the Kyrgyz people” have been excluded, as they are clearly relegated to the status of “others” by the textbook authors.60

			The textbooks were subjected to “focused color coding”61 whereby relevant unique female and male characters mentioned by name in the text were identified and categorized. Each person was counted only once per textbook, in order to avoid inflating the gender gap. The results are presented in Figure 1.




			Figure 1. Male and female characters represented by personal name or by images in history textbooks
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As becomes clear from Figure 1, there is a substantial discrepancy in the representation of men and women, in both text and images. The smallest gap between the number of male and female characters identified by name occurs in the textbook for the 7th grade: that is, in the introductory book to national history from the 9th up to the 18th century, where male names occur “only” ten times more often than female names (106 compared to 11). The 9th-grade history textbook, covering Kyrgyz history in the 20th and 21st centuries, has the smallest gap between images depicting women and men, with almost six times more portraits and pictures of male warriors, heroes, political leaders, and other significant actors highlighted as having contributed to the formation of modern Kyrgyzstani statehood (14 female images compared to 83 male). Overall, in individual names and images, the male-to-female ratio is a staggering 1,012 to 79.

			Further categorizing the roles assigned to the women included in the official national historical narrative, we coded all words referring to female characters (both proper and common nouns) across the seven volumes. We found that in almost half of the cases, women are mentioned without names (see Figure 2). In some instances, they are referred to in general terms, for example “uuz kyz kelinder” (needlewomen)62 or “olgon adamdyn aialy” (widow, lit. “wife of a dead person”).63 More often, however, they come across as relatives who connect two male historical figures: “the wife of Musulmankul was a daughter of Narboto”64 – and, as such, their given names are evidently regarded as unnecessary or irrelevant information. There are also several nameless female “trophies,” women given away to bolster alliances or captured during war.

			Figure 2. The role of female characters (unique references across the seven volumes)
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			Even where women are mentioned by name, some women are inserted into the story simply as female appendages to male actors – as figures with no other historical mission than linking two or more male characters (8 cases in total). Only 46 percent of the female characters included in the school history textbooks are identified by name and at the same time acknowledged for their personal contributions. Most of this latter group are mentioned for their achievements in fields such as literature, art, music, theater, and education, and are introduced in the chapters devoted to cultural advances in the textbook that covers historical developments from the mid-19th century up to the present.65

			Fewer are presented in more “untraditional” female roles, whether as political leaders or in some other influential capacity within their community. One exception is the legendary Tomyris, Queen of the Scythians, who in 530 BC repulsed the invading forces of the Persian monarch, Cyrus the Great. In their textbook for 10th-graders, Oskon Osmonov and Aigoul Myrzakmatova recount how her exceptionally brave guard was called “kyrgych” (carnage-makers), a word that, they point out, is similar in sound to “Kyrgyz.”66 Modern-day women in this category are Roza Otunbaeva, a veteran diplomat and the first female president of Kyrgyzstan (2010–11), not to mention the first woman to hold a presidency in Central Asia as a whole; and Toktaiym Umotalieva, who in 2005 became the first female candidate to run for the presidency.67

			All the same, only four women representing the Kyrgyz “self” stand out for being referred to in more than one textbook.68 In the following analysis, we single out these four female characters as a focal point for exploring gendered nation-building. The four are Kyz Saikal, or Saikal the Virgin, a female warrior and secondary character who appears in the Kyrgyz national epic Manas; Kanykei, Manas’ wife and counselor; Zhangyl Myrza, or Zhangyl the Warrior, the 16th-century heroine of another Kyrgyz epic; and the abovementioned Kurmanzhan Datka.69 These four female heroes represent different time periods, occcupy different positions in society, and performed different heroic deeds that entitle them to a place in the Kyrgyz national pantheon. Still, we argue, they are all “masculinized” in the realization of their heroic acts.

			Let us briefly expound on these characters and how they are portrayed in the school curriculum, starting with Kyz Saikal. She appears in the epic Manas as a brave and strong seventeen-year-old girl from the family of a Kalmyk khan. In order to protect her people during a period of unrest, she dresses like a man to join the fight. Kyz Saikal engages in battles and horseback-wrestles against male champions. In particular, she is recognized for her spear-fight against Manas in a one-to-one contest. Manas is at first hesitant, afraid of injuring her, thinking that she could make a worthy wife for him. But Kyz Saikal is fearless. 

			There are several versions of the Manas epic. According to the one recounted by manaschy (“Manas teller”) Sagymbai Orozbakov, Kyz Saikal “almost” defeats Manas in this contest; another manaschy, Saiakbai Karalaev, relates the story as Kyz Saikal winning over Manas once, but in the end nevertheless losing to him. In both versions Kyz Saikal is presented as having feelings for Manas and praising him as the ultimate leader.70 The 8th graders are taught that Kyz Saikal serves as “evidence of Kyrgyz girls not only being caring and attentive wives, but also, when needed, fearless warriors who could protect their people from the enemies while retaining their pride.”71

			Despite the sympathy Manas expresses towards Kyz Saikal, the main woman in his life is nevertheless Kanykei. According to the epic, Kanykei – or Sanirabiiga, her original name (Kanykei meaning the “wife of a king”) – was the daughter of the Tajik Khan Atemir. She is portrayed as a skillful, wise, and patient wife. Kanykei’s role is explained in the 10th-grade history textbook in a chapter titled “The epic Manas is an eternal source of Kyrgyzstan’s history.” Here, it is stated that the efforts of the Kyrgyz to govern themselves, form associations, and unite are explained in the section of the epic referred to as “The election of Manas as Khan,” while “Manas marries Kanykei” reflects the Kyrgyz tradition of building alliances through marrying away girls across tribal lines.72 Kanykei is praised for serving him as an ideal traditional wife during his lifetime; she is respected for her hospitality, wisdom, and ability to foresee future difficulties. After Manas dies, Kanykei rises to the occasion. Her claim to hero status hinges first and foremost on her escape from the enemies, whereby she saves their newborn son, Semetei, so that one day he can return to his homeland, assume the mantle of Manas, and liberate the people from those who killed his father. 

			Zhangyl Myrza is exceptional, since she is the only woman to appear as the lead character of an epic. She was a 16th-century leader of the Kyrgyz Noigut tribe; and, like Kyz Saikal, waged wars to defend the freedom of her tribe. She is also depicted as actively engaged in efforts to unite the Kyrgyz and foster inter-tribal relations. In the epic, Zhangyl Myrza is portrayed as a young and brave warrior and markswoman. Her dramatic fight with a tiger is considered one of the most enthralling scenes of the epic, an episode that highlights her exceptional strength and courage. The epic revolves around the tension between her role as a warrior and being a wife and mother. Zhangyl Myrza must choose between protecting her people and having a family – doing both is seen as impossible. To marry one of her suitors, most of whom are leaders of competing tribes, she would have to surrender. Consequently, she opts to “fight for the freedom of her tribe and sacrifice her personal life and destiny, despite being a woman.”73 

			According to some versions of the epic, Zhangyl Myrza is forced to marry and live the life of an ordinary woman – that is, to stop fighting for her people. After a few years, however, she manages to escape and, in order not to become vulnerable again, she kills her child from that marriage. In their history textbook for the 8th grade, Tynchtykbek Chorotegin and Toktorbek Omurbekov mention Zhangyl Myrza side by side with male heroes described in various epics, heroes said to have defended the Kyrgyz lands against external enemies in the 17th and 18th centuries.74 However, the gendered perspective of these authors shines through in the next sentence, where they state that these epics recount the traditions of the Kyrgyz people, including the relationship between fathers and sons and “the feelings and true love between heroes and their wives” (emphasis added).75

			Finally, there is Kurmanzhan Datka (Kurmanzhan the General), the only character among the four female heroes who is indisputably an actual historical figure. Kurmanzhan Mamatbai kyzy was born in the Osh region of Southern Kyrgyzstan in 1811. After a failed marriage – she refused to stay with the man her family had found her – she married Alymbek Datka, the ruler of the Kyrgyz in the Alai Mountains. When her second husband was murdered in 1862, the Emir of Bukhara and the Khan of Kokand both recognized Kurmanzhan as the new ruler of Alai, and she assumed the title “Datka.” 

			The history textbook for 8th graders makes a point of Kurmanzhan Datka having left her first husband. The authors explain this by hinting that he was not man enough for her: “Probably he could not meet her expectations, since he was only two years older than her.”76 Before the death of her second husband, Kurmanzhan Datka is portrayed as a devoted wife and astute counselor to her husband. After having succeeded Alymbek as the ruler of Alai, she proves to be a fair and politically skillful leader, earning the respect not only of her own people, but also, after the Russian conquest in 1876, of the Russian authorities. 

			Similar to the accounts of Zhangyl Myrza, the most important heroic act of Kurmanzhan Datka is her personal sacrifice for the sake of the greater good of the Kyrgyz people. In 1893, her favorite son was arrested by the Russians; two years later, in the presence of Kurmanzhan Datka, he was executed in the main square of Osh. Kurmanzhan Datka could have chosen to revolt against the Russian overlords to try to save her son. In order to spare her people from bloodshed in an unequal match against the Russian army, however, she opted to surrender her own son. Soon thereafter, Kurmanzhan, now in her mid-eighties, withdrew from public life and chose to spend her final years in seclusion.

			Female Heroes with Masculine Traits 

			Returning to the question of how female heroes are constructed and presented, our analysis of Kyrgyzstani school history textbooks shows that, even though men take center stage – the history of Kyrgyzstan is indeed a “tale of one gender” – a few women have been awarded a prominent place in the official national history narrative. The main uniting feature of these four female heroes is, however, their “masculinization” in the realization of their heroic acts. For a certain period, each of these women stepped in, assuming tasks and/or responsibilities typically associated with the male domain. They all seem to find themselves at the borders of the allowed extremes for Kyrgyz women and girls. Let us briefly compare the roles they are accorded.

			First, all four are introduced as daughters or wives of highly esteemed male characters.77 Kanykei is a khan’s daughter and marries the national hero, Manas. Similarly, Kyz Saikal is the daughter of a khan. The father of Zhangyl Myrza was the leader of the Kyrgyz Noigut tribe; and Kurmanzhan Datka was the widow of Alymbek Datka, leader of the Kyrgyz in Alai. All earn the privilege of being different because of the prominent men next to them, whether their fathers or their husbands. In contrast to many of the male heroes, who had their destinies staked out for them at birth, none of these four female figures were initially expected to become leaders. Whereas Manas, as well as his son Semetei and grandson Seitek,78 were all predestined to lead the Kyrgyz nation from the moment of their conception – the people eagerly awaited their birth as it was foreseen that they would play an important role in shaping the destiny of the nation – this was not the case for any of our four female heroes. The female characters step into the ring only when their famous fathers or husbands are no longer able to perform the tasks expected of the male hero.

			Next, their acts of heroism include being superior to men, pretending to be a man, and saving or sacrificing their male child. Their heroism takes place in the men’s realm; indeed, one could argue that “heroism” as such is a male quality.79 Kanykei’s most significant act of heroism is saving the life of her son after her husband has been killed so that the son, once he comes of age, may return to the Kyrgyz lands and restore justice. In order to make this happen, Kanykei dresses up like a man and participates in a horse race.80 Kyz Saikal and Zhangyl Myrza are women who dress – and act – like men for extended periods of their lives. Moreover, the heroism of three of these four women is clearly connected with their male offspring. Kanykei is venerated as the savior of the future leader of the Kyrgyz, while Kurmanzhan Datka and Zhangyl Myrza are heroes because of their decisions to sacrifice their sons for the greater good of the people.

			Furthermore, these female heroes are known for their relationships and interaction with the men surrounding them, be they enemies or allies, but the textbooks are silent on their relations and interactions with other women. They are female leaders, but none of them is mentioned as someone who stood up for or associated with the other women in their communities. Conversely, while male leaders are usually supported by other men in their tribes (students are repeatedly reminded of Manas’ retinue of forty men, for instance), the textbooks make no mention of other women supporting these female leaders in their service for the nation-to-be. By crossing the boundaries of what was expected of them as women, the female heroes entered an all-male world, a place with no room for other, ordinary women. They became “honorary males,” at least temporarily.

			Finally, our four female heroes also share the fate that their death (or, in the case of Kanykei, departure) is not necessarily presented as a national tragedy. The passing of male heroes is frequently dramatic and honorable; they fight to the death in glorious battles that serve to immortalize them. The death of the female heroes, by contrast, seems to be a more a matter-of-fact natural occurrence: “Kurmanzhan Datka died on February 1, 1907, at the age of 97, in the village of Mady, 12 kilometers outside Osh … she was buried in Sarmazar in Osh.”81 In short, their roles are restricted to being heroic for a limited time only, a period during which it was deemed necessary as well as acceptable to challenge the existing norms for female behavior. By the time of their death, however, their heroic deeds were already a thing of the past. And when they stopped acting in the men’s realm of politics and war – that is, when they shed their masculine traits – they again blended in with all the other invisible women of history.

			The presence of female symbols like Kyz Saikal, Kanykei, Zhangyl Myrza, and Kurmanzhan Datka, as well as the inclusion of other female characters (note the numbers reported in Figure 1 and Figure 2) in the traditionally male-dominated domain of national history narratives could be interpreted as a step towards a better balance in the representation of women and men in Kyrgyzstani history textbooks. However, once introduced into the male-dominated category of Kyrgyz national heroes, these female symbols do not appear to challenge or alter the masculine nature of this category: in order to be shown as heroic, the female characters are simply masculinized.

			Concluding Discussion

			From the Baltic states to Central Asia, the dissolution of the Soviet Union sparked a backlash against “the heroic ‘emancipated woman’” and the “forced liberation ‘from above’” that the Communist Party had promoted.82 At the heart of the nation-building projects of the new, nationalizing states stood the quest for “authenticity,” for a return to national roots and to “tradition.” But, as Deniz Kandiyoti has pointed out, when it came to gender, these attempts to “normalize” social relations after the introduction of independent statehood did not entail simply a return to “traditional” gender roles, “to pristine national traditions, interrupted by a Soviet regime.” Instead, they represented “a strategic redeployment of notions of cultural authenticity in the service of new ideological goals.”83 

			An integral element in this process was the restoration of male privilege: women were celebrated as central to the biological reproduction of the nation, but they were situated “outside the realm of the ‘political’ and relegated to the ‘private.’”84 In a Central Asian context, Shirin Akiner argues, this revival of the “authentic” has been paralleled – and reinforced – by the reintroduction of Islamic values and the reassertion of patriarchal authority, the latter symbolized by the personality cults around the post-Soviet leaders as “Fathers of the Nation.” As a result, she contends, “The concept of male guardianship has now been re-established as a parameter of private as well as of public life.”85

			Scholars approaching nation-building from the vantage point of gender underline how the nation is frequently depicted in female images such as “mother” or “bride,” a female body to be defended by the heroic male.86 Unlike many states, Kyrgyzstan is not referred to as the “motherland,” and the Kyrgyz language lacks metonyms and female allegorical representations of the nation such as “Britannia” or “Germania” – there is no “Mother Kyrgyzstan.” Instead, the state is referred to as “Ata Meken” (fatherland) or “Ata Zhurt” (fatherland, lit. “father’s people”). Kyrgyzstan is thus constructed as the land of the fathers: men are represented as both the creators and the protectors of the nation. In the words of the post-independence national anthem, “For countless centuries our fathers, making the Ala-Too mountains their homeland, have protected it … Let us pass on to the next generations the traditions and legacy left by our fathers” (emphasis added).87 The focus is on patrilineal descent. Indeed, proof of “proper” Kyrgyzness has been the ability to trace one’s lineage to “the seventh father” – to be able to list seven generations of male descent. Such a focus on the male leaves little room for female heroes.

			History textbooks serve as a main source for new generations in learning about how their ancestors lived throughout the centuries, and as such, they shape perceptions of the Kyrgyz nation. Textbooks are never neutral. In the hands of nation-builders, they can become powerful ideological tools: by revising the past, they frame how young people perceive the present, including gender stereotypes and the role of women in society. “Since textbooks are believed to reflect the reality and truth of the society they serve,” the ways they portray the past “convey a powerful message to the youth which could influence their attitude towards, and view of, women in society past and present.”88 

			The rewriting of the history curriculum after the breakup of the Soviet Union presented the authorities with the potential for a fresh start, including an opportunity to introduce a gender-balanced history that could speak to the experiences of both men and women.89 However, as demonstrated by the analysis presented here, this proved to be a chance missed from a gender perspective. The role assigned to women in contemporary Kyrgyzstani history textbooks not only highlights the general invisibility of women in history, it also contributes to reinforcing a gendered national identity. The way in which the few female heroes included in the national pantheon are presented only serves to underline this: they are all cast as “honorary males.”

			When we recognize this practice, the Kyrgyzstani authorities’ decision to promote Kurmanzhan Datka in the aftermath of the 2010 revolution and subsequent clashes in southern Kyrgyzstan suddenly appears more immediately understandable: at a time of national crisis, Kurmanzhan Datka would serve as a “quick-fix” national hero. For one thing, she was readily at hand; through the school curriculum as well as from everyday, banal nationalism, the public had already been primed.90 More importantly, however, Kurmanzhan Datka represented the right set of characteristics and values: not only was she a southerner, but she could also be presented as a leader who, to prevent bloodshed, demonstrated her willingness to make great personal sacrifice. While giving up her own son could be framed as a mother’s ultimate sacrifice for the nation, the way this story is rendered emphasizes instead Kurmanzhan’s “masculine” traits as a prudent ruler and statesman.91 The revamping of Kurmanzhan Datka does not, therefore, seem first and foremost aimed at the women of today, but instead seems to serve as a reminder to the (male-dominated) leadership of the competing southern and northern Kyrgyz elites of the need to overcome petty rivalry and short-sighted self-interests. After centuries of being divided and dominated by foreign conquerors, the Kyrgyz nation had finally achieved independent statehood – and, in order not to squander this historic achievement, the current leaders should follow the example of the great Kurmanzhan Datka, put their personal aspirations aside, and work for the consolidation of the nation.92 

			While drawing attention to how Kyrgyz female heroes are masculinized in contemporary history textbooks, we of course do not argue that women should be represented exclusively as “feminine” in a historical narrative. Moreover, we do not argue that the textbook authors have actively suppressed the historical contribution of individual women, nor that what historians should do is to dig up new sources in order to include more female heroes in the national narrative. What we want to highlight is the “great man approach” that permeates the history textbooks, and how the female symbols incorporated in the contemporary Kyrgyz nation-building narrative fail to offer an alternative to the traditional patriarchal version – a shortcoming that is likely to have consequences for how Kyrgyz girls perceive the nation, and themselves. “The intimate link between masculinity and nationalism, like all hegemonic structures, shapes not only the feelings and thinking of men, it has left its stamp on the hearts and minds of the women as well,” Nagel points out.93 Kyrgyz nation-builders have largely disregarded the historical contributions of women to the development of the Kyrgyz nation, and this neglect may have implications far beyond the school subject called “history.”
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			Abstract: Lake Baikal is an important environmental symbol in Russia, and one of the few cases to have attracted significant attention from environmentalists, the government, and the international community. While in many ways a unique case, the protection of Lake Baikal provides valuable insight into policymaking in Russia and highlights some of the major challenges associated with environmental conservation efforts. This article will focus on key developments in the post-Soviet environmental policy process, using the examples of the 1999 Law on Baikal, and the closure of the Baikal Pulp and Paper Plant. The case of Lake Baikal reveals a policy process characterized by high levels of intervention from political leadership, frequent changes in direction, and an insular decision-making context with only limited input from environmental actors. 

			The protection of Lake Baikal remains one of the most important issues in Russian environmental politics.1 The lake holds a special significance, having attracted a great deal of national and international attention from the Soviet era to the present. Therefore, in many ways, the lake represents a unique case, particularly in terms of its prominence as an issue and its ecology. Lake Baikal is the world’s oldest and deepest lake; it contains an estimated 20 percent of the world’s unfrozen freshwater reserves. Located in southern Siberia, its isolation means that it is home to a large number of endemic flora and fauna. The lake is surrounded by a number of protected areas, including Russia’s first zapovednik (nature reserve) Barguzin, which was established by the Tsarist government in 1916. Lake Baikal was inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1996. 

			Lake Baikal first emerged as an environmental issue in the Soviet Union during the post-Stalinist period, when attempts were made to develop the Baikal watershed, most notably with a proposed pulp and paper plant on the shores of the lake. Proponents argued that the lake’s water was necessary to produce pure cellulose for the defense industry.2 Opponents, however, saw the plant as an environmental threat, since it would discharge wastewater directly into the lake. A limited number of scientists were the first to express their concerns, in publications such as Literaturnaia gazeta, and they were later joined by a broader group that included writers, academics, and naturalists. This was considered to be part of a phenomenon of more “pluralist” politics, which prompted much analysis and debate amongst scholars, including Kelley and Löwenhardt.3 Despite this relatively open debate, which gave voice to environmental concerns, industrial interests ultimately triumphed and the pulp and paper plant was built. Nevertheless, Baikal remains an important symbol.

			Today, the lake faces a number of threats, including pressure from increasing tourism, industrial development, and water pollution, particularly from the Selenga River, which has its source in Mongolia and flows through a number of towns, including Ulan Ude, before reaching the lake. While the protection of Baikal is fascinating as a study in its own right, the politics surrounding the lake also offer an insight into some of the bigger challenges associated with the environmental policy process in contemporary Russia. This case reveals a great deal about the broader context in which decision-making in Russia takes place, and highlights the key actors involved in environmental protection efforts, including environmental groups and political leadership. It also provides an important opportunity to evaluate the overall effectiveness of the policymaking process.4 

			Considerable attention has been paid to environmental politics in post-Soviet Russia, and the Soviet Union before it. Environmental non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and their role in civil society have long been a key focus, as demonstrated by the works of Dawson, Yanitsky, Henry, and Feldman and Blokov, for example.5 A number of studies, including most notably those by Peterson and Bielke, Oldfield, Crotty, Crotty and Rodgers, and Mol,6 have also explored institutional developments and change in the post-Soviet era. The process of making decisions about the environment and formulating policy, however, has received less attention. Relatively few studies have examined environmental policymaking, with some exceptions such as Venable, Kochtcheeva, and Martus.7 Further policy-based case studies are required. More broadly, there is substantial interest in Russian policymaking and decision-making at present. Notable works include Fortescue, Adachi, and Taylor, to name a few.8 

			This study will examine the key policy actors in relation to Lake Baikal and the role they play in decision-making, followed by an overview of relevant legislation and key policy decisions. Two examples will then be presented in order to illustrate the workings of the policy process. Firstly, the process surrounding the drafting and legislative passage of the 1999 Law on Baikal in the Yeltsin era is examined. Secondly, this article will turn to the issue of the Baikal Pulp and Paper Plant (BTsBK), which finally closed in December 2013 after decades of controversy. Some concluding remarks are then presented. This paper takes a case-based approach, using policy discussion documents, transcripts from meetings and Duma sessions, and media reports to investigate the two examples. Though regional and local action are undeniably important, the focus here is on the environmental policymaking process at the federal level.

			The study suggests three key findings. First, political leaders intervene heavily in the Lake Baikal policy process. Second, this intervention is often inconsistent, sometimes resulting in complete reversals of policy, which undermines the overall effectiveness of the policy process. Finally, decisions are made in an insular context, with only limited input from environmental NGOs, and evidence points to a bias in favor of economic interests.

			Policy Actors

			The key federal government body responsible for matters pertaining to Lake Baikal is the Ministry for Natural Resources and the Environment, whose role will be discussed in further detail below. The State Duma is somewhat involved in the policy process, while Putin and Medvedev regularly intervene. A number of environmental NGOs and some international actors, such as UNESCO, also participate. In addition, powerful industrial interests play a role in the decision-making process. 

			The Ministry for Natural Resources and the Environment (MNR) holds responsibility for drafting and implementing environmental policy, as well as for exploiting and managing natural resources. Rosprirodnadzor (RPN), the Federal Supervisory Natural Resources Management Service, is an agency subordinate to the MNR. It is the body in charge of the environmental management of Baikal, as well as implementing and enforcing policy. RPN is a regulatory body, and as a result does not feature heavily in the cases examined below. 

			There is no independent environmental body within the Russian government. RPN, the key agency responsible for environmental protection, is subsumed within the ministry responsible for the use and exploitation of natural resources.9 This is an issue that has attracted a great deal of criticism from environmentalists, one of whom is quoted as saying that “authorizing the Natural Resources Ministry to deal with environmental problems is like asking an alcoholic what the price of vodka should be.”10 Combining the conflicting objectives of natural resource exploitation and protection within the one agency is often regarded as a fundamental weakness that impedes the state’s ability to develop effective environmental policy. For a detailed discussion of these issues see, for example, Crotty and Oldfield.11

			The MNR heads an interdepartmental commission on questions concerning the protection of Lake Baikal, which coordinates policy between the federal government and the regions for all aspects of the study, use and protection of the Baikal protected territory. Members include representatives from the MNR, other federal ministries including Economic Development, Regions, Agriculture, Energy, Foreign Affairs, and Emergency Situations, the various subordinate agencies from the MNR (including RPN), the presidential representative from the Siberian Federal Region, representatives from the regional governments of the Buriyat republic, Irkutsk Oblast, Chita Oblast, and from the Siberian branch of the Russian Academy of Science. Industry and civil society are not represented.12 

			It is worth briefly noting that the MNR and RPN each host an Obshchestvennyi Sovet (public council), although neither body played a major role in the cases examined below. These are advisory bodies that provide a forum for discussing policy initiatives, giving input into legislation and evaluating the various activities of the ministry. Membership is diverse, and includes scientists, journalists, and environmental NGOs. While these bodies have limited decision-making power, the councils are a sign of efforts to make the policy process more inclusive. During Medvedev’s presidency, the role of the public councils was expanded as part of a campaign to encourage greater openness and consultation in the policy process as a whole. 

			Within the Duma, the Committee on the Environment often plays a role in the environmental policy process, and was involved in the 1999 Law on Baikal, discussed below.13 The committee’s role is to consider draft laws within the sphere of natural resources and environmental protection that pass through the parliament. As would be expected, deputies from the regions surrounding Baikal are some of the most vocal and active on issues relating to the lake. The activities of a number of other Duma committees touch on policy relevant to Lake Baikal, including the Committee on Federal Matters and Regional Affairs.14

			High-level political interest on issues concerning Baikal is common, and Putin has also intervened in the policy process, as the case of the BTsBK will demonstrate. Putin’s role, however, has been inconsistent. He has sometimes taken a strong environmental stance, such as diverting a proposed oil pipeline that was to run close to the shore of the lake in 2006, while at other times siding with industry, as with the reopening of the BTsBK in 2010.15 

			Environmental NGOs play a role in the post-Soviet policy process and continue to be actively involved in the protection of the lake. Prominent groups include the Russian branches of the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Greenpeace, and, until its closure in 2016, Baikal Environmental Wave. These groups remain outside the formal structures of government for the most part, and their ability to influence decision-making is limited. However, members of the larger organizations are increasingly involved in policy discussions, through forums such as the MNR and RPN public councils. 

			In addition, scientists are notable contributors to the policy process. A key body is the Baikal’skii Institut Prirodopol’zovaniya (Baikal Institute for Environmental Protection), established in 1998. The organization is part of the Siberian branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences, and was set up as a coordination and research body for issues related to environmental protection and rational use of natural resources in the Baikal basin. It is not a policy body, but provides input into the policy process through its research and publications.

			A range of international actors are also involved in Russia’s environmental policy process. In particular, since the World Heritage listing of Baikal in 1996, UNESCO’s World Heritage Committee has taken an interest in domestic policy developments of relevance to the lake. Bodies such as the Global Environment Facility have funded a number of international programs, and there are also partnerships such as the Tahoe-Baikal Institute.

			Finally, a range of powerful economic interests play a dominant role in the policy process. The pulp and paper plant is a clear example, as will be discussed in further detail below. A number of other industries operate on and around the lake, including tourism and fisheries. There has also been interest in mining the protected areas surrounding the lake. At a World Heritage Committee meeting in 2013, for example, concerns were raised over an existing license for mining polymetallic ore at the Kholodninskoye deposit, although this application has since been withdrawn by the company.16

			Legislation and Decisions

			In the post-Soviet period, a number of important policy decisions have been taken regarding Lake Baikal. As noted above, Lake Baikal was added to the UNESCO World Heritage List in 1996. This designation has added a new layer of complexity to the policy process, and has increased the visibility of Baikal as an environmental issue at the international level. The most significant development, however, has been the Law on the Protection of Lake Baikal, which was passed on 1 May 1999. The importance of Baikal as an environmental issue is clearly highlighted by the fact that it has its own law (the only site-specific environmental law in Russia). The policy process surrounding the development of this law will be discussed in detail below.

			The Law on Baikal sets out the legal framework and forms the basis for policy-making. It establishes the basic principles for protecting the lake, and lists a range of activities prohibited or restricted in the area. The law is divided into four chapters. Chapter one outlines the area of the “Baikal nature territory,” which includes the lake, a water-protection area, and the protected areas that border the lake. Within this territory, it establishes three ecological zones – the central, buffer, and environmental zone of atmospheric influence – which are used to determine permissible activities. Chapter two provides more detail on the protection to be extended to the three zones. Basic lake-protection principles are established in article five. In something of a contradiction, only activities that do not damage Baikal’s unique ecosystem are permitted, at the same time as the need to balance socio-economic objectives with environmental protection measures is acknowledged. Article six expands on this idea further, stating that activities that have a negative impact on the lake are prohibited or restricted, including chemical or biological pollution, or anything that results in a physical change to the state of the lake. Chapter three describes the procedure for establishing standards for maximum permissible levels of discharges and emissions, and the final chapter sets out the administrative procedures governing the lake. 

			Most recently, the creation of a Federal Targeted Program in 2012 is an important policy development. The Program, “the Protection of Lake Baikal and the Socio-Economic Development of the Baikal Natural Territory 2012-2020,” aims to reduce the amount of pollution entering the lake by 70 percent from 2010 levels by 2020. Other activities include the rehabilitation of existing damaged areas including the BTsBK site, improved environmental monitoring, and the development of tourism. The program is ambitious and comes with significant funding (just over 47 billion rubles) from the federal budget.17 It will be interesting to evaluate the outcomes of this program in the future.

			The Policy Process

			The decision-making process surrounding the development of the 1999 Law on Baikal and the issues connected to the operation of BTsBK provide insight into the challenges of the environmental policy process in contemporary Russia. 

			Law on Baikal

			The policy process surrounding the development of the 1999 Law on Baikal was lengthy and conflicted.  There is little information available on the drafting process for the law, but the legislative process reveals something of the conflict that occurred. The Baikal Commission was given the task of preparing the draft of the Law on Baikal. The Commission was set up in 1993, with the task of coordinating policy between the federal and regional governments (the Republic of Buryatiya, Irkutsk Oblast and Chita Oblast). The Commission was to develop and implement policy to ensure the protection and rational use of the natural resources in the Baikal basin.18 The body was headed by Victor Danilov-Danil’ian, then-Minister for the Environment and a well-known environmentalist. Other members included the heads of each of the three regional administrations, key figures in the environment ministry and other government bodies, and a number of scientists. 

			The draft they prepared contained a number of strong environmental provisions for the protection of the lake, including the closure of the BTsBK. This policy development was part of a relative high point for the environment in Russia. The late Soviet and early post-Soviet period saw a number of key improvements, including a range of environmental legislation such as the 1991 Law on Environmental Protection and the creation of an environment ministry. 

			This first version of the law entered parliament at the start of 1995. Following lengthy debate, it was passed by both the Duma and the Federation Council, but it was vetoed by Yeltsin on 21 July 1997.19 The official reason for this was procedural violations and significant deficiencies in the text.20 However, there has been a great deal of speculation about other potential reasons, with suggestions that industrial interests opposed some of the environmental measures and pressured the government to tone down the law. There is some evidence to support this argument if we compare the first version of the law to the one that was eventually passed in 1999.

			The initial version laid out stronger environmental conditions and specifically called for the closure of BTsBK. Chapter 4, article 7 of the rejected law explicitly prohibits the location and operation of pulp and paper industry within the central protected zone of the lake. It also compensated the owners with federal funds (at a financially difficult time for the government).21

			Comparing the length of time the two drafts spent in parliament, it is clear that the first was a great deal more contested, as there was a total of 772 days between the first and second readings in the Duma, as opposed to just 162 days for the second version. The Duma records also hint at the controversy surrounding the law, particularly evident in the conflict between Duma Committees. The law was originally conceived as having an environmental purpose: to protect Baikal. The Duma Committee on the Environment was the lead committee. However, it appears as though the Duma Committee on Federal Matters and Regional Affairs tried to circumvent the process and develop its own law.

			In the hearings, the Committee on Federal Matters and Regional Affairs was accused of representing industrial interests and bowing to pressure from lobbyists. Their version of the law was seen to reflect regional economic interests, focusing on natural resources and business rather than the environment. Even the name of the law was to be changed from “on the protection of Baikal”’ to “on Baikal.”22 Though this suggestion was ultimately dropped, the argument over the orientation of the law – toward environment or economy – continued throughout the legislative process.

			After the president vetoed the first version of the law, the new law entered parliament in mid-1998, and was signed by Yeltsin on 1 May 1999. Unlike the first version, the new law did not call for the closure of the pulp and paper plant. Instead, it stated that activities that led to the chemical pollution of the lake were considered “prohibited or restricted,” a more ambiguous statement. Even so, the requirement was not enforced,23 as the following section will discuss.

			Since it was passed in 1999, there have been a number of attempts to rewrite or amend the law, yet few of these have passed beyond their first reading in the Duma. In the Fifth Convocation (2007-2011), two of the more controversial amendments were discussed. The first, Zakonoproekt N 99064840-2, proposed by members of the Duma environment committee almost a decade earlier, was finally rejected in 2009, while Zakonoproekt N 340852-5, proposed by members of the Federation Council, was withdrawn from consideration in 2010.24 Both proposals faced significant challenges in the Duma, and the first encountered lengthy delays. Both amendments contained significant environmental provisions: the first called for banning the BTsBK from discharging waste water into the lake, while the second related to fishing and marine resources and the clarification of federal power in the Baikal region. Laws with strong environmental elements frequently encounter problems in the Duma. 

			The Law on Baikal has established a legislative framework that helps guide policy, and it has ensured that protecting the lake remains a prominent issue going forward. However, the law lacks detail and has required clarification on a number of occasions. As noted, attempts to amend aspects of the Law on Baikal and strengthen its environmental provisions have met with strong opposition. It is also worth noting that the “framework” nature of a great deal of Russian law frequently requires additional enabling legislation. This process gives those implementing the law more room for maneuver.25

			The drafting and legislative process for the development of the law was conflicted. This in itself is not a bad thing, and consultation with a range of outside actors is part of a healthy policy process. Similarly, intervention by the executive is a normal part of any policy process. What can be concerning is when one group of actors is allowed to dominate, and when there are dramatic shifts in policy preferences after a seemingly open and consultative policy process. 

			The BTsBK

			Turning now to our second example, in February 2013, after decades of controversy around pollution entering Lake Baikal and campaigning from environmental groups, the government announced its decision to close the BTsBK. The plant was officially closed in December 2013. The BTsBK’s cellulose product was no longer competitive in the current economic climate; the plant was bankrupt and had been under administration since 2010. All production has now ended, and the large and costly task of cleaning up is currently underway. Important decisions remain regarding possible options for the site in the future. These latest developments provide an opportunity to reflect on the policy process surrounding the BTsBK in recent decades. As will be demonstrated, policy regarding the BTsBK has been inconsistent and has changed frequently in the post-Soviet period. A range of actors have been involved, including Putin, and industrial interests have been able to influence the policy process. 

			From 1966, when the BTsBK began operating on the shore of the lake, these operations have attracted criticism. This culminated in a government resolution “on measures to ensure the protection and rational use of natural resources in the Lake Baikal basin in 1987-1995,” issued on April 13, 1987.26 Point 8 relates directly to the BTsBK, and calls for the relevant ministries to begin the process of reducing emissions and the release of wastewater into the lake, as well as implementing technological improvements with a view to eventually refitting the plant for furniture production or other purposes with a minimal environmental impact. This resolution was never implemented in full, due in part, no doubt, to the political circumstances, not to mention the huge cost associated with closing the BTsBK and the social implications of that closure for the single-enterprise town of Baikalsk, where the BTsBK is located. 

			In 1992, the BTsBK became a public company. The oligarch Oleg Deripaska acquired a controlling stake (51%) in 2003 through Kontinental’ Menedzhment, the forest holdings of his company Base Element. Deripaska has a variety of interests in the forestry and metals sector in particular, and has high level access to the policy-making process, including through his current role as chair of the Russian Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs Committee on the Environment and Natural Resource Use. The government owned the remaining 49 percent of BTsBK through Rosimushchestva, thus giving it a stake in the fate of the plant.

			Further attempts to limit the pollution entering the lake in the early post-Soviet period were unsuccessful. The plant continued releasing waste in an open-cycle system into the lake until 2008, when production was shut down after RPN enforced an existing prohibition on releasing waste water into the lake following the company’s failure to pay fines.27 The BTsBK then switched to a closed-cycle system to produce a less profitable form of material. This activity stopped around six months later, however, when the company found itself heavily in debt, without enough capital to modernize the plant or pay the fines levied for environmental damage. 

			Although BTsBK closed in 2008, Putin made an official visit to the region in August of the following year, ostensibly regarding scientific research into gas hydrates at Baikal. He traveled to Baikal’s lake bed in a submarine for a public relations stunt. When asked by journalists about the fate of Baikal and the BTsBK, Putin said that he had seen the bed of Baikal himself and it was clean with “practically no environmental damage.”28 Putin also emphasized the need to consider the workers of Baikalsk, and that products made by BTsBK were needed by the defense industry.29 The decision was made to reopen the BTsBK.

			This key decision was likely made at a meeting held on July 18, 2009, before Putin traveled to Baikal. The list of attendees is particularly interesting. In addition to Putin, two vice premiers, Igor Sechin and Igor Shuvalov; the ministers for health and social development, natural resources, and industry and trade; and the governor of Irkutsk region, Deripaska, were in attendance.30 This has added to speculation that Putin’s amendments were introduced as a favor to Deripaska.

			In January 2010, Putin ordered production to resume, and introduced changes to the legislation that excluded BTsBK from the earlier restrictions on dumping waste in the lake.31 As a result, Putin won a Greenpeace award for being the “Enemy of Baikal” in 2011.

			In March 2010, Deripaska sold his controlling stake in the BTsBK to Kontinental’ Invest, controlled by his former business partner, Nikolai Makarov, who was previously vice president of the influential Russian Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs. In June 2010, Alfa Bank (a subsidiary of oligarch consortium Alfa Group) bought the BTsBK’s debt for 327 million rubles, and became the controlling creditor. 

			The BTsBK, bankrupt, went under administration in 2010. Its permit to discharge waste into the lake expired on 15 August 2012, but this was extended for 12 months. The air pollution permits were likewise extended for a year starting 31 December 2012. On 26 December 2012, Deputy Prime Minister Arkady Dvorkovich stated that BTsBK would close in the next one-and-a-half to two-and-a-half years.32 The decision to finally close the BTsBK was formally announced in February 2013, with Medvedev stating there was “no turning back” in June 2013.33  

			The Role of Policy Actors in the BTsBK Policy Process

			Environmental NGOs are able to operate with a degree of freedom unknown in the Soviet period, and have been active participants in the movement to protect Lake Baikal. The post-Soviet policy process has seen some consultation with environmental groups and attempts to make decision-making more transparent, most obviously through the MNR and RPN’s public councils, which provide an institutionalized access point to the policy process.

			Environmental groups mounted local and Russia-wide campaigns to close the BTsBK, with representatives petitioning the President. For example, at a March 15, 2012 meeting of the Presidential Council for the Development of Civil Society and Human Rights, which regularly discussed environmental issues, the Council members, including a Greenpeace representative, presented Medvedev with a list of requests. This included an appeal for the closure of the BTsBK.34 After the meeting, the President then issued a list of instructions, giving then-Minister of Natural Resources Yuri Trutnev the task of holding an interdepartmental commission meeting on the question of the lake’s protection.35 In addition, environmental groups often play an important role in collecting and disseminating information in the policy process. In the context of Baikal, for example, Greenpeace Russia’s website outlines the key protection issues, has a number of reports and policy position documents, and suggestions on how the public can get involved.36 Environmental NGOs have been able to pressure the government to an extent, primarily by attracting media attention to an issue that, unlike many other environmental issues, continues to resonate with the general public.

			Nevertheless, the role of environmental groups should not be overstated. Their activity in relation to the protection of Lake Baikal should not be interpreted as an ability to change domestic environmental policy. These groups lack high-level access to key decision-makers and are excluded from formal decision-making structures. Their influence on the policy process remains limited, as has been demonstrated by a number of previous studies, including most recently by Feldman and Blokov.37 We will return to some of the challenges faced by environmental groups in Russia below.

			A key development in the post-Soviet period has been the addition of an international element to the policy process. Since Baikal was named a World Heritage site in 1996, UNESCO has played a prominent role in the policy process through the World Heritage Committee. In 2006, the chair of the Committee sent an open letter to Putin expressing concerns about the state of conservation of the lake, particularly in relation to a proposed oil pipeline, a project Putin intervened to halt at the last minute.38 In addition, the World Heritage Committee often publicly acknowledges petitions and contact from environmental non-governmental organizations on conservation issues. In June 2010, for example, UNESCO received a petition organized by Greenpeace and WWF to protest the re-opening of the pulp and paper plant.39 The annual meetings represent an important opportunity for the Committee to raise concerns about activities which might impact the lake, including mining in protected areas near the lake and the development of tourism infrastructure. The Committee has also threatened to put Baikal on the List of World Heritage in Danger, a threat most recently made at the 36th Session in 2012.40 While it is unlikely that the Committee would do this, even the threat is enough to cause considerable embarrassment, and states will generally go to great lengths to avoid this. Nevertheless, despite the increased visibility that the World Heritage listing has brought to Lake Baikal, it is difficult to detect any major changes to policy as a direct result of pressure from international bodies. 

			For the most part, however, the decision-making process surrounding the BTsBK has been held out of public view. Putin’s meeting with Deripaska on the fate of the BTsBK provide a good example of this. The tendency towards secrecy is no doubt strengthened by the particularly sensitive nature of this issue. The BTsBK is important to the government in terms of employment and economic activity in the region. Putin has frequently emphasized the need for solutions that take the 1,600 or so jobs dependent on the plant into account, while the government’s 49 percent ownership gave it a stake in the continued operation of the plant.41

			The government also claimed that the BTsBK was important in military terms. As noted above, the BTsBK was originally designed to produce high-quality cellulose for the defense industry, so it might be expected that the Ministry of Defense would be a major participant in the policy debate. There is little evidence to suggest that this is the case, however. In fact, a former employee of the Ministry claimed in a statement that the closure of the plant would not impact the defense program, as the required raw materials were inexpensive and readily available on the international market. During previous interruptions to supply, the small amount of cellulose cord needed was easily obtained from Brazil.42 In recent years, however, Russia has placed strong emphasis on the need to maintain autonomy in sourcing input for the defense industry. In this context, the defense issue added an additional layer of complexity to the policy process, though it does not appear to have been a driving factor in keeping the plant operational. For the most part, it would appear that support for the BTsBK was derived primarily from political and economic interests and a desire on the part of the government to maintain the plant as a source of employment in the area.

			Interestingly, the role of the MNR has been relatively minor throughout, despite it being the ministry in charge of the policy process. The current minister, Sergey Donskoi, has openly acknowledged the damage done to the lake by the BTsBK and the need to find a solution to the problem on a number of occasions.43 However, the MNR appeared to lack either the political will or the capacity to take a more active role in shutting down the BTsBK or enforcing existing regulations. This case is suggestive of broader problems within the environmental bureaucracy. The MNR has appeared unable or unwilling to implement or enforce policy, and this, together with the MNR’s conflicting responsibilities of natural resource exploitation and protection, have resulted in the absence of an institutionalized champion or voice for environmental protection.

			The closure of the BTsBK in December 2013 marked the end of an environmental battle that had raged since the late 1950s. It is a significant victory for the environment and should be celebrated as such. However, as this discussion has sought to demonstrate, the circumstances leading up to the closure were far from straightforward. 

			Some Concluding Remarks on the Policy Process 

			As noted, Lake Baikal is, in many ways, a unique case in Russian environmental politics. The attention devoted to the issue in the Russian media, the involvement of international bodies such as UNESCO, and the focus of environmental NGOs are not seen to the same extent in relation to other issues. In some ways, the decision-making process is also quite exceptional, as highlighted by the relatively frequent intervention from the political leadership. This contrasts with a number of other policy studies, including by the present author,44 which find that far more bureaucratic policymaking is the norm. This may be best explained by the prominence of Baikal as an issue in both environmental and economic terms, which leaves leaders like Yeltsin and Putin little choice but to intervene. 

			Executive guidance to facilitate policy decisions is a normal part of any policy process, but the type of intervention witnessed in the BTsBK case was inconsistent and failed to provide a clear course of action. The long, drawn-out nature of the decision to close the BTsBK, coupled with the frequent changes and sometimes complete reversals in policy in both cases, suggest a distinct lack of underlying strategy. They are indicative of a weak and reactive, rather than responsive, decision-making process. A similar situation was evident under Yeltsin during the legislative process of the Law on Baikal, when a law that had been passed by parliament was vetoed by the president and replaced by a different law. We are therefore presented with something of a contradiction between the powerful, efficient executive that is so often pictured when we talk about Russia, and the ineffectual and inconsistent policy-making sometimes displayed. This phenomenon is not unique to environmental policy, and is supported by findings in other policy areas.45

			The two examples examined here provide a strong indication of the insular context in which environmental decision-making occurs in Russia, whereby civil society actors are, for the most part, excluded from the policy process. As numerous studies have highlighted, environmental NGOs are an active part of Russian society. Under Medvedev’s presidency, their willingness to negotiate and participate was matched by a concerted effort on the part of the government to be more inclusive. The public councils attached to the MNR and its agencies are good examples of this. At the same time, their ability to influence decision-making remains limited. The 2012 law on “foreign agents” is already having an impact on the operation of environmental NGOs,46 demonstrated, for example, by the closure of Irkutsk-based group Baikal Environmental Wave which was labeled a foreign agent in November 2015.47 While the full impact of this law on Russian civil society is not yet clear, we would expect the situation for environmental NGOs in Russia and their participation in the policy process only to worsen in the future.

			In contrast to environmental groups, industrial interests appeared to be powerful actors in the policy process. There were hints that the original version of the Law on Baikal was dropped in response to pressure from business, and Putin’s decision to re-open the BTsBK suggests a degree of responsiveness to economic interests. While the extent of industry influence in environmental policymaking in Russia more broadly has been explored elsewhere by the author,48 it is important to emphasize here that industrial interests have much greater access to key decision-makers within the government. We cannot assume that access equals influence, but it is certainly a good place to start. 

			The attention and resources that Baikal receives far outweighs those devoted to other environmental issues in Russia. Yet despite these advantages, serious problems remain in relation to the lake’s protection and the process surrounding how these important decisions are made. On a broader level, the case of Lake Baikal is indicative of some of the immense challenges facing the environment in Russia, including limited consultation with environmental NGOs and poor government policymaking. Decision-making in relation to Lake Baikal, and in Russia as a whole, is a balancing act between a range of different interests, but significant changes are required before this process can be considered an effective one. 
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			Abstract: This article examines the causal mechanism that resulted in the recall of the Petrozavodsk city mayor at the end of 2015. The analysis shows that the regional authorities played the leading role in occasioning this outcome. They decided to remove the Petrozavodsk mayor after failing to control her actions in office. The key step toward implementing this decision was eliminating the autonomy of local political elites, who supported the mayor. The regional authorities replaced popular mayoral elections in the city with the appointment of a city manager in order to assure their political control in the future. This case study demonstrates that the survival of mayoral governance and direct mayoral elections in Russian cities depend on mayoral loyalty to the regional authorities.

			The results of the unified national election day, held on September 8, 2013, were unusual for two regional capitals.1 Yevgenii Roizman, the candidate of the Civic Platform party won the mayoral election in Yekaterinburg, the capital of the Sverdlovsk Region, and Galina Shirshina, an independent candidate supported by the Yabloko party, won the mayoral election in Petrozavodsk, the capital of the Republic of Karelia. The nominees of United Russia, the pro-presidential party, lost the elections in both cities. Soon after their victories, Roizman and Shirshina found themselves under considerable political pressure. Since then, the former has retained his mayoral position, while the latter is no longer mayor of Petrozavodsk. Shirshina was forced out at the end of 2015 thanks to a decision backed by more than two thirds of the Petrozavodsk city councilors.

			Shirshina’s recall was preceded by the replacement of direct mayoral elections in Petrozavodsk with the procedure of appointing a city manager, chosen by the City Council from nominees put forward by the competition committee, half the members of which were appointed by Karelia’s governor. Thus, the political autonomy of local self-government in the capital of Karelia, which had been among the most democratic regions of Russia,2 reached its lowest level3 just two years after the election of an opposition mayor.

			What was the causal mechanism which led to the Petrozavodsk mayor being recalled and the significant reduction in the autonomy of local self-government in the city? The answer to this question has some theoretical implications. First, the description of the causal mechanism that preceded the Petrozavodsk mayoral recall sheds light on how local political processes develop under the electoral authoritarianism typical of present-day Russia.4 Second, as direct elections for the Petrozavodsk mayor were eliminated five months prior to Shirshina’s recall, this paper checks hypotheses which interpret the abolition of local elections as a result of the senior authorities’ unwillingness and/or inability to control local political elites5 and the latter’s lack of political autonomy.6

			The article proceeds in the following way. The next section contains a literature review. The methodology and data collection methods used in the paper are then discussed, along with the causal mechanisms under investigation. In the empirical part of the paper, two alternative causal mechanisms that could have led to the recall of the Petrozavodsk mayor are analyzed, before conclusions are drawn in the final section.

			Russia’s Mayors under Electoral Authoritarianism

			The recall of popularly elected mayors by city councils is common practice in present-day Russia. The legal mechanisms for this procedure were introduced to Russian legislation in May 2009 when then-president Dmitrii Medvedev initiated amendments to the Federal Law “On the General Principles of Local Self-Government in the Russian Federation” (hereafter, the Law on Local Self-Government). These provisions allow city councils to get rid of the directly elected mayors under “vaguely defined official malfeasance.”7 It also became possible for regional governors to push forward the process of recalling directly elected mayors. According to data provided by Moses,8 between February 2010 and November 2013, 51 mayors, including 26 regional capital mayors, were dismissed.

			At the same time, there is a lack of studies explaining the causal mechanisms for this. Researchers have been more concerned about the related issue of why passing the Law on Local Self-Government resulted in the abolition of direct mayoral elections and their replacement with city-manager governance in several Russian cities while bringing about no changes in others.9 The general answer to this question, if the focus is on procedural rather than structural causes, is that the local elites’ lack of political salience10 and/or the political disloyalty of mayors,11 served as the key factors, provoked by the elimination of direct mayoral elections. 

			According to Reuter et al., whose research was based on data collected in 207 Russian cities, direct mayoral elections were more likely to be abolished in regions where the governors were not interested in co-opting the mayors.12 This was typical in cities where mayors had few political resources or demonstrated their political independence from the regional authorities. In addition, according to Gel’man et al., who conducted an in-depth analysis of local politics in four cities of Russia, local elites – interested in autonomous local self-government – prevented the regional authorities from abolishing direct mayoral elections.13

			The main conclusion of these works is that governors serve as the driving force in abolishing direct mayoral elections in Russian cities. Other studies devoted to the issue of local self-government in Russia likewise blamed the governors.14 Some scholars also briefly provided examples of the tools used by the governors for removing undesirable mayors.15 However, the literature does not focus on understanding, in detail, the causal mechanisms that resulted in the recall of popularly elected mayors in Russian cities. This work aims to fill that gap.

			The case of the mayoral recall in Petrozavodsk was chosen for two reasons. First, Petrozavodsk is one of few regional capitals where popular mayoral elections existed until 2015 and where all preceding attempts by the regional authorities to replace direct mayoral elections with an appointment scheme had ended in failure.16 Second, because Galina Shirshina was an independent candidate supported by the Yabloko party, regional and federal media covered the elections of September 8, 2013 and the political situation in Petrozavodsk in detail. Consequently, there is substantial secondary data describing every stage of Shirshina’s career, including interviews with and comments from key political actors. All these materials constitute a valuable source base for the present research.

			Method, Causal Mechanisms and Data

			The main analytical tool used is process tracing, which is a method of studying “causal mechanisms in a single-case research design.”17 The application of process tracing requires a certain procedure.18 The main and alternative causal mechanisms (M), linking the event X, which is the starting point of the analysis, and the outcome Y, which is the focus of the research, must be formulated. Each link of these causal mechanisms can be considered as a separate hypothesis (h) which must be substantiated by empirical evidence. To assess supposed causal mechanisms (M), the validity of each link (h) connecting them must be examined. For this purpose, the process tracing tests elaborated by Van Evera,19 Bennett20 and Collier21 are applied.

			Passing a straw-in-the-wind test affirms the relevance of a hypothesis but does not confirm it. Failing this test does not eliminate a hypothesis but just slightly weakens it. Passing a hoop test also affirms relevance of a hypothesis and does not confirm it. Unlike a straw-in-the-wind test, however, if a hypothesis fails a hoop test, it is discarded. Passing a smoking gun test confirms a hypothesis. The failure of a hypothesis to pass such a test does not reject it. Finally, if a hypothesis passes a doubly decisive test, it is confirmed; otherwise, it is discarded. If the hypotheses within a mechanism pass the smoking gun or doubly decisive tests, and do not fail the hoop test, the given mechanism is considered plausible, especially if any part of the alternative mechanisms fails the hoop test.22

			Galina Shirshina’s victory in the mayoral election on September 8, 2013 in Petrozavodsk is taken as the starting point for the further analysis (X), while her dismissal is taken as the endpoint (Y). The fact that Shirshina had no political background until that time determined this choice.

			At the same time, Shirshina’s electoral success became possible thanks to the support of the Yabloko regional office and its informal leader Vasilii Popov,23 a well-known Karelian businessman. Popov, together with his political ally Devletkhan Alikhanov, a businessman and a deputy speaker of the Karelian Assembly and a member of the United Russia party, controlled the majority of Petrozavodsk City Council (the Petrosovet) deputies up to the beginning of 2015.24

			There are two potential causal mechanisms explaining the Petrozavodsk mayor’s dismissal. Within the first mechanism (M1), it is supposed that Shirshina’s recall was initiated by the Karelian authorities, namely by the governor, who had failed to control her performance. It became possible to oust Shirshina from office by sidelining local elites, namely, Shirshina’s supporters Popov and Alikhanov (see Table 1). This causal mechanism is based on the existing scholarly literature on local politics in Russia. This literature argues that regional governors are interested in ousting disloyal mayors,25 and, as they work to execute their plans, governors may face opposition from local elites who are interested in the autonomy of local self-government.26

			It is worth noting that the outcome observed under this causal mechanism (Y), simultaneously serves as a link between X and Z. If we suppose that the Karelian authorities decided to recall Shirshina from office due to their inability to control her performance, they would presumably have chosen an absolutely loyal person as the Petrozavodsk mayor (Z). For this reason h6, which has no direct connection with the causal mechanism, was placed between X and Y. Thus, the outcome of Z and h6, which are beyond the M1 causal mechanism, are an additional argument in favor of its validity.




			Table 1. First Causal Mechanism of Petrazavodsk Mayor Dismissal (M1)

			Links of the Causal Mechanism

			X	Shirshina wins Petrozavodsk mayoral elections

			h1	The Karelian authorities try to control the performance of the 			newly elected Petrozavodsk mayor

			h2	The Karelian authorities fail to control Shirshina

			h3	The Karelian authorities decide to remove the Petrozavodsk 			mayor from office

			h4	The Karelian authorities obtain control over the majority of the 		Petrosovet deputies, who have legal powers to recall the city 			mayor with a two thirds majority

			h5	The Karelian authorities look for reasons Petrosovet deputies 			can use to recall the mayor

			(h6)	The Karelian authorities ring-fence themselves from the risks of 		disloyalty to the mayor to replace Shirshina

			Y	The Petrosovet dismisses Shirshina

			Z	The new mayor of Petrozavodsk is loyal to the Karelian authorities




			It is also important to test an alternative (M2) to the first and theoretically underpinned causal mechanism. Karelian officials and loyal deputies of the Petrosovet defend this alternative.27 In accordance with this causal mechanism (M2), Shirshina was dismissed because the deputies of the City Council found her work unsatisfactory: namely, they claimed that Shirshina failed to fulfil her obligations within a three-month period (see Table 2).

			Contrary to the first causal mechanism (M1), the second (M2) is much shorter, as it contains only the obvious facts of Shirshina’s non-fulfilment of her obligations, the discovery of this fact by the City Council deputies, and Shirshina’s subsequent dismissal.

			Empirical evidence of the proposed causal mechanisms was sought in a variety of ways. These included interviewing the members of the political elites, analyzing newspaper reports and reviewing data provided by the official websites of the Petrosovet, the Karelian Assembly and Karelian government. Official documents, namely the Petrosovet decisions, were also considered.

			According to the methodological literature, non-probability sampling is preferred to elite interviewing when applying process tracing.28 Within this study, purposive sampling, a kind of non-probability sampling, was used. The interviewees were chosen in accordance with the characteristics essential for this research.29 The interviewees’ active participation in city politics during Shirshina’s governance and their attitude to the mayor were considered key characteristics. Both allies and opponents of Shirshina were considered, in order to give a wider range of interpretations. The names of the interviewees, their key characteristics and the technical details concerning the interviews conduction are provided in Appendix 1.




			Table 2 Second Causal Mechanism of Petrozavodsk Mayor Dismissal (M2)

			Links of the Causal Mechanism

			X	Shirshina wins Petrozavodsk mayoral elections

			h1	Shirshina fails to fulfil her obligations over a three-month period

			h2	The majority of Petrosovet deputies suggest that the necessary 			grounds for Shirshina’s dismissal, namely her non-fulfilment of 		her obligations within a three-month period, are present.

			Y	The Petrosovet dismisses Shirshina




			Empirical Analysis

			In this section, the two causal mechanisms proposed as an explanation of the recall of Petrozavodsk mayor Galina Shirshina are analyzed in turn. First, the mechanism by which Shirshina was dismissed due to the purposive actions of the regional authorities (M1) will be considered.

			The evidence shows that the Karelian authorities tried to take control of Shirshina’s mayoral performance (h1). For example, in November 2013, when Shirshina initiated some personnel changes in the city administration, Oleg Gromov, the first deputy governor, opposed her appointment of Evgeniya Sukhorukova to the positions of the deputy mayor and chairperson of the city’s Committee of Economics and Municipal Facilities. Gromov was unsatisfied with Sukhorukova’s administrative background, and that Shirshina had not cleared Sukhorukova’s appointment with the regional authorities.30 Karelian governor Aleksandr Khudilainen also recommended that Shirshina seek his consent before implementing her personnel policy.31 These facts constitute sufficient evidence for coming to the conclusion that the senior Karelian authorities tried to control the performance of the mayor of Petrozavodsk (smoking gun).

			Shirshina’s decision to appoint Sukhorukova as the deputy mayor, over the distinct opposition of the regional authorities, is necessary and sufficient evidence of their failure to control Shirshina’s actions (doubly decisive). By making this decision, Shirshina clearly showed that she would not follow “the rules of the game” that Karelian officials tried to impose (h2).

			The following evidence also shows that the Karelian authorities’ attempts to control Shirshina failed (h2). On January 20, 2014, Shirshina dismissed Oleg Dezhurov, who was a creature of the Karelian governor and had been appointed to the position of the first deputy mayor of Petrozavodsk at the beginning of June 2013 under Shirshina’s predecessor. Contrary to the previous evidence, this is only a sufficient but not necessary (smoking gun) condition for the confirmation of the second link (h2) of the first causal mechanism.

			There is also indirect (straw-in-the-wind) evidence that the Karelian authorities failed to control Shirshina. From the end of November 2013, when Shirshina refused to agree her personnel policy for Petrozavodsk city administration with regional officials, until the end of her term in December 2015, Shirshina’s activities were negatively assessed in the governmental official newspaper Karelia (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The number of reports, published in the governmental official paper Karelia within the period from September 2013 to December 2015, mentioning Shirshina. There were no positive reports within this period.





			The criticism of Shirshina in the newspaper Karelia also serves as indirect evidence (straw-in-the-wind) that the Karelian authorities decided to dismiss Shirshina (h3). However, there are other pieces of evidence substantiating this hypothesis.

			At the end of April 2014, on the eve of the Petrosovet’s regular session, Pavel Sandberg, an active member of the For Petrozavodsk deputy faction, which was established with the support of the Karelian authorities,32 stated that he was going to assess Shirshina’s activity as unsatisfactory on the basis of her 2013 annual report. He was supported in this by several other deputies.33 Sandberg and his allies were bolstered by the fact that Shirshina had been Petrozavodsk mayor for only a few months, as she had been elected on September 8, 2013. This evidence, along with the fact that the municipal deputies were made to vote against Shirshina by the members of Karelian Government,34 sufficiently proves (smoking gun) that the Karelian authorities had decided to dismiss Shirshina (h3).35

			Oleg Fokin, the speaker of the Petrosovet from March 30, 2011 to February 18, 2015, described the events prior to the April session of Petrozavodsk City Council as follows: “Some deputies, who believed that Galina Igorevna [Shirshina] did not cope with her obligations, started to attack her. Such attacks were supported by the regional authorities […] by the first deputy governor and other deputies.”36

			Dmitrii Makeev, the Petrosovet deputy who declared his candidacy for the position of City Council speaker at the same April session and who opposed Oleg Fokin, confirmed Fokin’s claims about the intervention of the regional officials in the City Council’s work: “There were deputy governors […who] began forming a group which was aimed at removing Fokin. […] The power vertical ought to exist, and the city officials cannot be in opposition to the republic officials: it is wrong. Accordingly, [deputy governors] began to draw the deputies step by step to the regional authorities’ side.”37

			In May 2014, a pre-investigation check was launched against Shirhina’s decision to allocate subsidies to the trolleybus administration of Petrozavodsk.38 This fact could also be considered an attempt on the part of regional officials to remove Shirshina (straw-in-the-wind) (h3) by initiating criminal proceedings.39 These proceedings were not undertaken, however.40

			Though the Karelian officials attempted to recall Shirshina by a decision of the Petrosovet in the middle of 2014, it was not successful. The presentation of Shirshina’s annual report on her performance for the year of 2013 was shifted from April 23 to June 3, 2014 and was approved by 18 deputies of the Petrosovet; only 8 deputies refused to support her.41 The point is that the Petrosovet supported Shirshina, since she enjoyed support from the influential Karelian businessmen and politicians Devletkhan Alikhanov and Vasilii Popov,42 who, in turn, controlled the majority of the Petrosovet.43 In order to remove Shirshina, the Karelian authorities therefore had to cope with the powerful and autonomous Alikhanov-Popov political group.

			The purposive actions of the Karelian authorities to eliminate the Alikhanov-Popov group were supposed to take place directly after the April session of the Petrosovet, where Shirshina’s report on her performance in 2013 was to have been presented. At that time this group was able to control the majority of the deputies, notwithstanding the attempts of the regional officials to alter the status quo of the City Council. During that period, an action was commenced against Anastasiya Kravchuk, Vasilii Popov’s wife and the deputy speaker of the Karelian Assembly.44 Simultaneously, the houses of Vasilii Popov and Olga Zaletskaya, who is the Yabloko’s deputy of the Petrosovet, were searched.45 During the second half of 2014, a criminal case concerning the selling of municipal property, initiated in December 2012, began to gain traction.46 Among those involved in this case were Grigorii Kopnin, Alikhanov’s nephew, and Evgenii Zhuravlev, who was Alikhanov’s right-hand man during the term of Shirshina’s predecessor. In the second half of November 2014, Alikhanov’s house was searched. At the same time, he was removed from the regional Political Council (politsovet) of the United Russia party.47 His ally, Oleg Fokin, who was also an active supporter of Shirshina, was expelled from the United Russia party.48

			Finally, in February and March 2015, a range of arrests and criminal proceedings were initiated against key figures in Petrozavodsk politics connected with the Alikhanov-Popov group. Notably, Karelian officials were aware of such actions in advance. For example, Yurii Shabanov, deputy governor of regional politics from December 10, 2013 to March 11, 2015, told Kommersant magazine that a row relating to some Petrosovet deputies would erupt soon.49 On January 29, 2015, Fokin was arrested, and on February 4, 2015, Alikhanov was arrested. Finally, on March 25, 2015, Petrosovet deputy Zaletskaya was arrested. Popov, who was abroad during these events, decided not to return to Russia. In July 2015, Popov was put on Interpol’s wanted list.

			Gleb Yarovoy, a journalist for the website 7x7, declared that, “Fokin’s arrest and the subsequent prosecution had the direct goal of showing the Petrosovet deputies who remained loyal to the city administration that nobody counts in a prison cell.”50

			Anatolii Tsigankov, a journalist and the editor of the website politika-karelia.ru, declared that, “In 2015, an abrupt attack on Alikhanov was launched. Alikhanov was actively bullied for the purpose of his removal from the political field. […] The result was very sad – now he is in jail [recording is unclear]. When the prosecution started, […] his team began to fall apart. Moreover, the members of his team were prosecuted as well, for instance, Oleg Fokin, the speaker of the Petrosovet, was arrested. As a result, Alikhanov’s coalition began to collapse and lost its influence in the Petrosovet […] and the members of the coalition in the Petrosovet started to look for a new patron.”51

			Dmitrii Makeev, a Petrozavodsk city councillor from the United Russia faction, said that, “When Galina Igorevna [Shirshina] was elected, it was suggested to Fokin and Alikhanov […] that they abandon their powers and stop hewing their independent line, as the situation was about to drift out of control. However, they acted at their own discretion. As a result, the criminal proceedings were initiated.”52

			The arrests of the Petrosovet deputies connected with the Alikhanov-Popov group, and the arrest of Alikhanov himself, made the majority of the Petrosovet deputies loyal to the Karelian authorities. Consequently, the Petrosovet deputies ceased supporting Shirshina. For instance, on December 17, 2014, the majority of Petrozavodsk city councilors approved an appeal, addressed to the governor of Karelia, in which they criticized the Karelian officials for discrediting the Petrozavodsk city administration and the City Council, and demanded an end to the “information war” being led against the Petrozavodsk city administration, the mayor and the Petrosovet deputies.53 Later, on March 26, 2015, the same deputies approved an appeal to Shirshina,54 criticizing her performance in a similar way to official media.

			Alikhanov and Popov controlled the majority of the Petrosovet deputies. Hence, the Karelian authorities could not take control over the Petrozavodsk City Council and use it against Shirshina without eliminating their influence. The removal of Alikhanov and Popov by the spring of 2015 can be considered as the fourth hypothesis’ (h4) passing a hoop test.

			Within the first causal mechanism (M1), it is supposed that the regional authorities were directly or indirectly searching for grounds to recall Shirshina (h5). According to an interview with Dmitrii Makeev, the Petrosovet deputy, it was revealed that the regional Executive Committee (ispolkom) of the United Russia party was searching for such grounds, not the Petrosovet deputies.55 This evidence is a substantial, though indirect, confirmation that the regional authorities participated in removing the Petrozavodsk mayor from office (straw-in-the-wind).

			More detailed information was obtained during an interview with Galina Shirshina: “I know that for about six months prior to my dismissal a man called Bekhov, arrived in the city. […] I was told that he was a lawyer who had been working with A Just Russia. […] Later he was bought by Khudilainen. Bekhov came to the Petrosovet and requested some documents. It is obvious that he was searching for those very grounds for my dismissal.”56

			The fact that a Karelian politician told Shirshina that Bekhov was working for Khudilainen is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition. It cannot be considered as a sufficient basis for concluding that Bekhov was fulfilling the regional governor’s order to find grounds for recalling Shirshina, though this is quite possible. First, Bekhov represented the Petrosovet in court57 when Shirshina tried to rebut the arguments for her recall; second, he was not a member of the Petrosovet apparatus; and third, he worked for the United Russia electoral committee in Karelia.58 Thus, the hypothesis that Karelian authorities were involved in searching for the grounds on which to recall Shirshina (h5) passes a straw-in-the-wind test. 

			On June 3, 2015, the Petrosovet deputies issued a decision assessing Shirshina’s performance in 2014 as unsatisfactory,59 and appealed to the Karelian Assembly to abolish direct mayoral elections in Petrozavodsk. In two weeks, over the opposition of the dedicated committee,60 the votes of United Russia deputies and their allies ensured that the Petrosovet’s request was satisfied.61 The abolition of direct mayoral elections in Petrozavodsk serves as a necessary condition (hoop) for confirmation of validity of the sixth hypothesis (h6) of the causal mechanism (M1).

			There are two other pieces of evidence supporting the sixth hypothesis (h6) passing straw-in-the-wind and smoking gun tests. First, direct mayoral elections in Petrozavodsk were abolished only when the Karelian authorities gained control over the Petrosovet and launched Shirshina’s recall procedure, but not before, when the preconditions for placing a loyal actor at the top of Petrozavodsk city administration were absent Second, the governor of the Republic of Karelia supported the Petrosovet’s proposal to abolish direct mayoral elections in Petrozavodsk62 and personally asked the deputies of the Karelian Assembly to consider this issue as soon as possible.63

			On December 25, over two thirds of the Petrosovet deputies voted for Shirshina’s recall for the non-fulfillment of her mayoral obligations during a three-month period.64 The head of the Republic of Karelia, Aleksandr Khudilainen, approved that decision.65

			The fact that a person loyal to the Karelian authorities became the head of the city upon Shirshina’s dismissal (Z) is an element beyond the considered causal mechanism (M1). However, such an outcome is expected if we suppose that Shirshina was dismissed for her unwillingness to obey “the rules of the game” imposed by the Karelian officials.

			According to the amendments made to the Petrozavodsk Charter on August 5, 2015, the mayor must be elected by the Petrosovet deputies from candidates selected by a competition committee, half of which is elected by a legislative body and the other half of which is appointed by the head of the Republic.66 Consequently, the competition committee could not have an anti-governor majority. Moreover, the half of the competition committee elected by a legislative body was formed by Petrosovet deputies, who were absolutely loyal to the regional authorities who had criticized Shirshina’s performance.67 Thus, this is a necessary condition (hoop) confirming the hypothesis that the new Petrozavodsk mayor would be a person loyal to the Karelian authorities. As a result, on April 19, 2016, the Petrosovet elected Irina Miroshnik, a public employee without any political background, as the new head of Petrozavodsk. Miroshnik met the demand of the Karelian governor to the full extent (hoop).68

			The analysis of the first causal mechanism (M1) shows that each link has proof. The evidenc concerning h1, h2, h3 and h6 met at least one sufficiency criterion, while the evidence, concerning h4 and Z meet the criterion of necessity. Despite the lack of evidence meeting the necessity or sufficiency criteria for h5, two pieces of evidence passing two straw-in-the-wind tests allow us to take it into account. The combination of the collected evidence69 leads to the conclusion that the causal mechanism according to which Shirshina’s recall was initiated by the senior Karelian authorities (M1) seems to be valid.

			At the same time, according to the opinion of some Petrosovet deputies loyal to the Karelian authorities, “the reasons for [Shirshina’s] recall go no further than economic issues.”70 Thus, it is necessary to examine the causal mechanism explaining the dismissal of Petrozavodsk mayor by her non-fulfilment of the obligations during a three-month period (M2).71

			This mechanism is much shorter than the first one because it only supposes that Shirshina failed to fulfil her obligations (h1), and that consequently the Petrosovet deputies found her inaction sufficient for her dismissal for the non-fulfillment of her obligations during a three-month period (h2).

			It is difficult to assess if Shirshina actually failed to fulfil her obligations during this period. Moses points out that “non-fulfilment of obligations during a three-month period” is an ambiguous definition, which was entered into Russian legislation in order to give governors an opportunity to initiate recalls of obstinate mayors via subordinate city councils.72

			On January 21, 2016, the City Court of Petrozavodsk, where Shirshina was fighting this reason for her dismissal, decided that some grounds in favor of Shirshina’s recall, presented by the Petrosovet, were sufficient for dismissing her claim.73 This fact serves as a necessary condition for validity of the first link (h1) of the second causal mechanism (hoop).74 Nevertheless, all four grounds considered sufficient for Shirshina’s recall by the court illustrate that the problems, endemic for the city, remained during her governance. Among these problems are lack of public housing for low-income citizens, a lack of municipal kindergartens, non-fulfillment of storm drainage repair and the unsatisfactory condition of a pontoon bridge in one of the city districts.75 The solution to these problems is a complicated task for any mayor of Petrozavodsk given the permanent deficit in the city budget.76

			The second link (h2) of the causal mechanism (M2) is based the Petrosovet deputies noticing the grounds for the mayor’s dismissal and, consequently, initiating the recall procedure. This hypothesis faces at least two serious objections.

			At first, the attitude of the Petrosovet deputies to the mayor dramatically changed within the three-month period between December 17, 2014 and March 26, 2015. Keeping in mind the second link (h2) of the second causal mechanism, we can suppose that Shirshina failed to fulfill her obligations in that time span. However, the list of the remarks concerning Shirshina’s performance approved by the majority of the Petrosovet deputies, which was attached to the appeal of March 26, 2015,77 the Decision of June 3, 201578 and, finally, the appeal of December 9, 2015,79 does not include any of Shirshina’s actions within the period from December 2014 to March 2015. On the contrary, the deputies enumerated the endemic problems facing Petrozavodsk, starting with the poor condition of the municipal roads and finishing with the lack of municipal kindergartens. Thus, we come to the conclusion that it was not Shirshina’s supposed inaction within the period from December 2014 to March 2015 that caused the Petrosovet to change its attitude toward her. As a result, the second link (h2) of the causal mechanism fails a hoop test.

			Second, the list of the grounds for Shirshina’s recall included the problem of the unsatisfactory condition of a pontoon bridge in one of the city districts. The deputies claimed that Shirshina’s administration did not try to resolve this problem.80 However, according to the court’s decision, the Petrozavodsk city administration should have solved this problem by December 11, 2011, two years prior to Shirshina’s inauguration.81 Nevertheless, this fact was not considered by the same deputies as a sufficient basis for dismissing the previous city mayor. This contradiction cannot be resolved. Consequently, link (h2) fails the second hoop test.

			The analysis of the second causal mechanism (M2), according to which Shirshina was dismissed due to her inaction as the mayor of Petrozavodsk, allows us to come to the following conclusion: though the first link (h1) of the mechanism passes a hoop test, the second link (h2) appears to be completely falsified, which, in its turn, constitutes a serious objection to the validity of the second causal mechanism as a whole.

			Conclusion

			This article examines the dismissal of Petrozavodsk city mayor Galina Shirshina in detail. On the basis of a large amount of primary and secondary sources, the most probable causal mechanism of her dismissal was reconstructed. According to this mechanism (M1), Shirshina’s recall was initiated by the Karelian authorities after their failure to gain control of her performance as mayor. The autonomy of the local political elites who supported Shirshina and controlled the majority of Petrozavodsk city councilors prevented Karelian officials from a prompt implementation of their plans. Shirshina’s recall became possible only when the regional authorities managed, with the support of law enforcement agencies, to eliminate influential pro-Shirshina politicians Devletkhan Alikhanov and Vasilii Popov. In order to guarantee the loyalty of the new Petrozavodsk mayor, the Karelian authorities, acting through the Petrozavodsk City Council, which had become subordinated to them after the elimination of the Alikhanov-Popov group, and through the United Russia deputies in the regional Assembly, abolished direct mayoral elections in the city.

			The case of Petrozavodsk illustrates the direct influence that the regional authorities in Russia have on local politics.82 Moreover, the analysis supports previous studies on the problems of local self-government in Russia – that survival of Russian mayors and preservations of direct mayoral elections in the cities mainly depends on the mayors’ willingness to subordinate their action to the regional authorities.83 When mayors are disloyal to regional officials, it leads to conflict between them that results in the removal of mayors. The solution of this conflict as a zero-sum game can be postponed if the mayor is supported by influential local elites.84 However, the analysis suggests that this model can be valid only while these elites maintain their autonomy.

			In broader terms, the results presented here point at the importance of the hierarchical control mechanism under authoritarian electoral regimes. If autocrats are not afraid that lower-level politicians with a direct electoral mandate will use their resources against them, they are ready to allow direct elections at the lower level, especially if the lower-level politicians control the electorate, which can be potentially beneficial for the autocrats.85 However, if autocrats are involved in a conflict with lower-level politicians with a direct electoral mandate, they will probably try to eliminate the disloyal actors and abolish direct elections at the lower level.
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			The Donbass War: Outbreak and Deadlock

			Kimitaka Matsuzato

			University of Tokyo

			Between 1997 and 2004, the Party of Regions (POR) became the dominant party in Eastern Ukraine by channeling social discontent to regionalist protests and grabbing the potentially pro-Communist vote. Yet, precisely because of this, the population of Eastern Ukraine lost an outlet for social discontent that it had had during the Communist dominance there in the 1990s. After the Euromaidan Revolution, aware that their position had been weakened by Yanukovych’s flight, the POR leaders of Donets’k Oblast appeased the Novorussian movement to use it as a bargaining chip with the new Kyivan authorities. This appeasement gave the early Novorussian movement tremendous opportunity to consolidate itself. The Novorussian movement consolidated itself as the Donets’k and Luhans’k People’s Republics, but Russia requested that these republics’ leaders abandon their initial revolutionary targets and obey the Minsk Process if they wished Russia to help them.

			It is understandable that, in the early stage of studying the Donbass conflict, researchers concentrated on critically analyzing Russia’s logic of intervention and territorial revisionism, which resulted in a somewhat dismissive attitude to local factors.1 These studies did not analyze the intentions and behaviors of the Novorussian activists2 and leaders of the Donets’k and Luhans’k People’s Republics (DPR and LPR), but rather regarded them as no more than Russia’s subordinates. Moreover, these studies understand Russia’s annexation of Crimea and intervention in the Donbass conflict as parts of a single continuum. Even if some existing accounts of the Ukrainian crisis agree that Donbass does not have as much strategic value as Crimea does for Russia and that it is much more costly for Russia to keep Donbass than Crimea, they attribute this contradiction to psychopathology (Russian President Vladimir Putin’s irrational choice) or Putin’s populism targeting Russia’s domestic audience. These explanations cannot answer this simple question: If Putin manipulated the Novorussian movement from the beginning, why did Russia need to press the DPR to remove Pavel Gubarev, Boris Litvinov and other Communists, Aleksei Aleksandrov, Andrei Purgin, and Igor Strelkov, and other early leaders of the Novorussian movement, who were the founding fathers of the DPR, from the DPR’s leading positions, with the result that they became the opposition to the present (2016) DRP leadership, or Putin himself? A probable explanation would seem that the Novorussian movement started independently of Putin, but that Putin requested that the DPR become obedient if it sought Russia’s help. A merit of the existing studies is that they correctly note that the characteristics of Russia’s intervention in the Donbass conflict changed drastically in July-August 2014, from the previous “art of limited war” (Freedman 2014) to a more typical intervention.

			A more substantial problem is that the existing studies underestimate the level of social discontent, a background condition common to both the Euromaidan and the Novorussian movements. This study shows the unexpected importance of the traditional right-left axis in Donets’k politics between 2010 and 2016, ignorance of which led us to perceive the Novorussian movement as Putin’s puppet. Bringing social discontent back into our analysis, we may answer the question of why the patronal regime in Ukraine, which seemed stable before 2013,3 collapsed so easily, as well as why Donets’k Oblast, the birthplace of the Party of Regions (POR) with a highly developed patronage network, became the epicenter of the populist Novorussian movement (see the first, second, and fourth sections of this essay). Except for Serhiy Kudelia, to the best of my knowledge, no one has focused on the domestic sources of the Donbass War.4

			Another methodological innovation of this essay is to pay more attention to the actual relations between local actors. Many Ukraine specialists continue to nourish a stereotype that political actors in Ukraine eventually rally around one of two poles, pro-West or pro-Russian. This renewed Cold War perception of Ukrainian politics is an important reason that Western studies (and policies) on Ukraine often miss the mark. I cannot but remark on the poor empirical basis of this Cold War perception. Because of prejudice, many Western specialists have rarely interviewed the POR, the Communist Party of Ukraine (CPU), or the leaders of the ethnic Russian parties, let alone the leaders of the DPR. As a result, they did not realize that the CPU and POR leaders hated each other not only because of their conflicting ideologies, but also because they were competing for the same electorate.5 They overlooked the serious contradiction between Putin and the early DPR movement. This paper highlights the cleavages and struggles within the so-called pro-Russian and pro-West camps: that is, between the Novorussianists and the Kremlin (the fourth and fifth sections), between the POR/oligarchs, such as Rinat Akhmeov, and the Novorussianists (the fourth section), and between the Poroshenko administration and the group of “modernized oligarchs” of Serhii Taruta and Andrii Nikolaenko, who governed Donets’k Oblast in the fateful months of March to October 2014 (the third section). Lastly, this study compares Russia’s involvement in the Donbass conflict with its involvement in the conflicts around the unrecognized states in the 1990s (South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Transnistria).

			The storyline of this paper is as follows. The POR could become the dominant party in Eastern Ukraine because it channeled social discontent to regionalist protests and grabbed the potentially pro-Communist vote. Yet, precisely because of this, the population of Eastern Ukraine lost an outlet for social discontent that it had had during the Communist dominance there in the 1990s. Aware that their position had been weakened by Yanukovych’s flight, the POR leaders of Donets’k Oblast appeased the Novorussian movement to use it as a bargaining chip with the new Kyivan authorities. This appeasement gave the early Novorussian movement tremendous opportunity to consolidate itself. The Novorussian movement consolidated itself as the unrecognized DPR and LPR, but Russia requested that these republics’ leaders abandon their initial revolutionary targets and obey the Minsk Process if they wished Russia to help them.

			Donbass is different from Crimea simply because Russia does not need it, while Ukraine does not miss it. Donbass does not have the strategic value that Sevastopol has. It is neither costly nor time-consuming to modernize Crimea’s main industry, tourism, while an astronomical sum of investment will be needed to modernize the obsolete metallurgy and coal-mining industries of Donbass, even disregarding expenses needed for reconstruction of war damages. Money is also needed to clean up the polluted water and soil throughout the Donbass and to support “young pensioners” forced to retire early because of the harmful industrial environment. The Donbass economy does not complement Russia’s economy. At a time when Russia is trying to shift from its massive and heavy industrial structure to a high-tech economy, it does not need another typical heavy-industry region, which produces nothing but that which Russia can produce already. 

			There were about 6,780,000 voters in Crimea, Donets’k, and Lukhans’k at the time of the 2012 parliamentary elections. Most of them were pro-Russian. If Ukraine loses this huge pro-Russian vote, Ukraine’s electoral balance will shift significantly toward supporters of Euromaidan ideas. In the 2015 local elections, there was a serious attempt to deny the franchise not only to the population living in the DPR and LPR territories, but also to the population living in the other Donbass territories controlled by Ukraine. One of the initiators of this attempt was Donets’k military governor Pavlo Zhebrivs’kyi, who was concerned about local security.6 Yet at the Ukrainian Supreme Rada (parliament), Andrii Lozovoi, representing Lyashko’s Radical Party, argued that, “If we agree to hold elections in Mariupol, it is perfectly obvious that the pro-Russian forces will win. Then, we will spit on the great achievement of those who liberated Mariupol from the separatist, pro-Russian bastards.”7

			Without the Crimean and Donbass voters, the majority of the Ukrainian electorate may support Ukraine’s NATO accession. This is unacceptable for Putin, while Ukraine’s national patriots are beginning to think that Ukraine without Donbass and Crimea does not seem so bad.8 They do not seek to take Donbass back at any cost. In September 2016, a senior official in the Ukrainian government told me that Ukraine does not need Donbass if the return requires the federalization of the country, amnesty for Aleksandr Zakharchenko and other DPR and LPR leaders “who killed ten thousand Ukrainian soldiers,” and huge expenses for the region’s restoration without Russia contributing to these efforts. Ordinary citizens do not necessarily wish to take Donbass back, either, because this means harboring the seed of civil war within Ukraine again. In August 2015, a sociologist in Kharkiv told me that “one in two” Kharkiv citizens supports the slogan of “Ukraine without Donbass.” This was quite probable, because a year earlier, in summer 2014, Kharkiv was a frontline city with a military hospital, to which heavily wounded soldiers were carried by helicopter. Witnessing the true cost of the war had a dramatic impact on local residents.9

			Channeling Social Discontent to Regionalist Protests

			Why did Donets’k Oblast, rather than Dnipropetrovs’k or Kharkiv, become the birthplace of the POR? Why did Yanukovych, and not Kharkiv Governor Evhen Kushnar’ov, for example, become the united presidential candidate of Eastern Ukraine in 2004? Let me make a historical detour to answer these questions.

			After defeating the CPU’s challenge in the 1999 presidential election, President Leonid Kuchma needed to have a strong right-centrist party to pass his presidency to a desirable successor in 2004. Only Donets’k elites were able to satisfy this requirement because they could convert the pro-communist vote to a pro-Kuchma vote by exploiting the area’s regionalist sentiment. The Donets’k people were more regionalist than other populations in Eastern Ukraine because they suffered a sense of dual deprivation. The Eastern Ukrainians found themselves underrepresented in national politics even though they were contributing to the national economy and treasury, from which the Western regions received subsidies. The Donets’k people felt that they were underrepresented even in comparison with other Eastern regions because they lost the interregional clan struggle against Dnipropetrovs’k in the mid-1990s. In 1996, Prime Minister Pavlo Lazarenko, representing Dnipropetrovs’k’s interests, persuaded Kuchma to remove Donets’k governor Volodymyr Shcherban’ and appoint one of Lazarenko’s allies as his successor. Kuchma remedied this pro-Dnipropetrovs’k policy to Donets’k’s advantage as early as 1997, when he removed Lazarenko from his post as prime minister, appointed Viktor Yanukovych as Donets’k governor, and allowed the Donets’k elites to establish a regionalist party, the Party for the Rebirth of Regions of Ukraine (PRRU), the future POR. Yet the Donets’k people’s victim mentality persisted. Even in January 2013, when I first conducted fieldwork in Donets’k Oblast, more than ten years after Yanukovych became prime minister of Ukraine (2002) and three years after he became president (2010), Donets’k leaders continued to complain that they were not rewarded properly even though they were “feeding” Ukraine. This was a master discourse of Donets’k leaders, shared by the POR, CPU, and national patriots.

			The second reason for the Donets’k Oblast’s electoral efficiency was that it had a vertically integrated industrial structure (coal mining, metallurgy, and machinery industry), which obliged the approximately four thousand directors of industrial enterprises to cooperate with each other.10 This kind of region is prone to developing a conformist, single-pyramid political structure.11 Donets’k was founded as late as 1869-70 by English entrepreneur John Hughes as a site for a cast iron factory and grew solely thanks to Soviet industrialization, in contrast to Kharkiv (one of the rare university cities in the Russian Empire) and Dnipropetrovs’k (the provincial capital since 1776). Before the Donbass War, Donets’k had prestigious universities, but they were mainly oriented towards engineering, medicine, and natural sciences. The regional history summarized above resulted in the weakness of intellectuals in the humanities and independent businessmen, who should be potential supporters of national patriotic parties, in Donets’k Oblast. 

			The parliamentary elections held in March 2002, regarded as a curtain opener for the 2004 presidential election, demonstrated that, among the regions of Eastern Ukraine, Donets’k Oblast alone could become the headquarters of the effort to pass Kuchma’s regime to a desirable successor in the 2004 presidential election. The Party of Regions, reorganized from the PRRU in 2001, did not participate in the 2002 elections independently, but did so as a member of the pro-Kuchma electoral bloc For United Ukraine (Za Edu). 




			Table 1. Shares of the Vote Gained by the Main Parties under Proportional Representation in the Regions (percent)12
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Nationwide, Za Edu achieved a miserable result, coming behind not only Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine but also the CPU. In Donets’k Oblast, however, it became the leading party. Although its performance under proportional representation looked unspectacular, Za Edu candidates won 22 of the 23 single-mandate districts of Donets’k Oblast. In the regional elections held on the same day, Za Edu gained 172 of the 180 seats in the Donets’k Oblast Rada [Council]. As Table 1 shows, Yushchenko and Tymoshenko could penetrate Dnipropetrovs’k and Kharkiv Oblasts to some extent, while the Donets’k elites were able to control their electoral market nearly completely. Having seen the impressive electoral performance of the Donets’k elites, Kuchma decided to recruit more leaders from Donets’k to Kyiv. Among others, he appointed Yanukovych as prime minister in November 2002. Anatolii Blyznyuk succeeded him as governor. Kuchma later abandoned the Za Edu project and allowed the POR to expand into the whole of Eastern Ukraine.13 

			Defeated in the final re-run of the presidential election, which took place on December 26, 2004 following the Orange Revolution, Yanukovych and other leaders of Donets’k Oblast left Ukraine for several months. President Yushchenko removed Donets’k governor Blyznyuk and appointed Vadym Chuprun as his successor. The governorship of the outsider Chuprun only consolidated the regional elites. In the parliamentary elections of March 2006, which were held under a purely proportional system for the first time in independent Ukraine, the POR gained 73.6% of the Donets’k Oblast vote. Thus, in opposition at the national level, the POR of Donets’k Oblast doubled its support compared to the share of the region’s voters who had voted for Za Edu in 2002 (36.8%). 

			Nationwide, the POR became the largest party in the parliament and President Yushchenko could not but appoint Yanukovych as Ukrainian prime minister on August 4, 2006. Yushchenko removed Governor Chuprun in April 2006 and replaced him with a more neutral figure, Volodymyr Logvynenko, who was vice-governor under Governor Yanukovych and Blyznyuk. Further, Yushchenko did not challenge Donets’k’s political autonomy again. In the 2007 parliamentary elections, again held under a purely proportional system, the POR increased its support to 76 percent in Donets’k Oblast, while the second most influential party, the CPU, gained just 6.8 percent. The POR’s financial and administrative resources overwhelmed leftist and pan-Russian forces in Donets’k Oblast, whose voters were given a choice between the POR and national patriots. In this situation, they chose the POR, though this did not mean that they genuinely supported the POR.

			General Feeling of Stagnation in the Late Yanukovych Period

			After winning the 2010 presidential election, Yanukovych returned Blyznyuk, who was biding his time as Oblast Rada chairman in 2006-10, to the post of governor. This restorationist policy aimed to deny the legitimacy of the Orange Revolution. The Oblast Rada filled the vacancy of its chairman after Blyznyuk’s promotion by electing Andrii Shyshats’kyi, president of the Pharmacy of Donbass, which benefited from monopolistic contracts for supplying medicines to state pharmacies and hospitals.14 Shyshats’kyi may have been elected as the regional Rada chair as a reward for selling a significant portion of the stock of his pharmacy company to Akhmetov’s System Capital Management in the same year.15 Before long, as part of the massive emigration of the Donets’k elites to Kyiv, Blyznyuk was promoted to the post of Ukrainian minister for regional development. Yanukovych appointed Shyshats’kyi as Blyznyuk’s successor. This was a strange choice: How could the former director of a pharmacy company, with little political experience, become Donets’k governor? Yanukovych may not have been able to find other candidates for governor because of the massive exodus of the Donets’k elites to Kyiv, or he may have thought that the period of harsh political struggle had ended and that a leader with a soft image was needed. Indeed, Shyshats’kyi’s first task was to conduct the 2012 parliamentary elections16 in Donets’k Oblast in a civilized manner, lest they should provoke scornful criticism from Europe. Shyshats’kyi was able to perform this task, perhaps because the 2012 elections in Donets’k Oblast were not so competitive.17 

			Sergei Tkachenko, then the leader of the Committee of Voters, a Soros NGO, testified that Shyshats’kyi reversed the positive tendency in regard to NGOs during the late Blyznyuk period. Governor Blyznyuk had established the Community Fund to pool money for NGO activities, while encouraging NGOs to actively apply for state, foreign, and private grants so as to pour the results into this fund. Blyznyuk called this fundraising strategy a “synergy of resources.” Shyshats’kyi closed this fund and returned to the traditional practice of only supporting quasi-social organizations, such as Chernobyl, Afghan, veterans, and sports organizations, as well as trade unions. Tkachenko felt that Shyshats’kyi was “tightening the screws” for more politically minded organizations.18 

			In January 2013, Donets’k’s regional leaders explained to me the extraordinary electoral performance in the region as follows. As a late-colonized territory of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union cursed by harsh climatic conditions, the Donets’k people felt they had no alternative but to live in solidarity. This “coal miner democracy” is conducive to electoral campaigns with full corporate support. In Donets’k Oblast, if a corporate leader or even a hospital director becomes a member of a party, his or her subordinates back that party as well. The masses do not abandon their leaders “until the end,” even if they are well aware that their leaders are highly problematic. “Be they bad and poor (khudo-bedno), they are still ours” (V. Nikolaenko, January 8, 2013, and others). Readers may be surprised to see this optimistic interpretation of the popular sentiment, pronounced only a year prior to the bloody turmoil. In contrast, Boris Litvinov, a leader of the Communist organization of Donets’k City and future chairman of the DPR parliament, told me in the same January 2013 that the POR lost two million votes in Eastern Ukraine in the 2012 parliamentary elections. Industrial directors used to be “red” in the early 1990s because they were not owners of their factories. When they gained ownership of their corporations, they created the POR to grab the Communist vote in Eastern Ukraine. Enthusiasm for the POR continued for ten years but was losing its attractiveness, and the POR was working out the next strategy to steal potential pro-Communist votes. Litvinov concluded that the decline of support for the POR demonstrates the population’s disillusion not only with Yanukovych, but also with the myth of the market economy.19

			These two conflicting interpretations reflected the ambivalence of Donets’k politics on the eve of the Euromaidan Revolution. The POR controlled more than 90 percent of the regional deputies, while Donets’k oligarchs preferred to buy soccer teams and TV or Internet companies rather than invest in modernizing the local industry. From independence until the Euromaidan Revolution, the average nominal wage in Ukraine was always about half that in Russia (the revolution increased this gap 1.5 times). Coal mining and metallurgy in Donbass continued to exploit aged factories and equipment inherited from the Soviet era, leading to low productivity and high-casualty coal-mine accidents. During the Soviet era, leaders of the neighboring Rostov Oblast of the RSFSR had visited Donets’k Oblast to learn new technology and management. The Donets’k people found it more prestigious to be an elite region of Ukraine than to become another Rostov Oblast, a remote, southern region of Russia. This pride limited Donets’k’s separatism in the early 1990s. Twenty-five years of stagnation in the Donets’k economy after the collapse of the Soviet Union reversed this flow of people and information. Donets’k leaders began to visit Rostov, the thriving capital of the South Federal District of Russia, to learn new technology and management.20

			Disobedient Governors

			The newly born Euromaidan government could only stand idly by and watch Russia’s annexation of Crimea. Ukraine’s treasury was empty until the International Monetary Fund approved generous loans to the country on April 30, 2014. In this situation, Ihor Kolomois’kyi proposed that the government appoint oligarchs (billionaires) such as himself as governors of the Eastern regions. According to him, these billionaire governors should prepare national defense in their regions even at their own expense. He intended to make Akhmetov governor in Donets’k, Taruta in Lukhans’k, Viktor Pinchuk in Zaporizhzhe, and Oleksandr Yaroslavs’kyi in Kharkiv. To persuade Taruta to accept the Luhans’k governorship, Kolomois’kyi intimated that Akhmetov had already agreed to become Donets’k governor. When Taruta called Akhmetov, the latter immediately denied Kolomois’kyi’s wishful scenario. The focus was on whether Taruta would agree to govern the most dangerous region of Ukraine. Over three days, Tymoshenko, Yatsenyuk, and Turchinov and other national leaders called to persuade him to accept the Donets’k governorship. This was a painful decision for Taruta, who had never worked in state bureaucracy. Moreover, to prevent Yanukovych Sr. and Jr. from plundering his assets, Taruta had transformed a portion of his holdings into joint companies with Russian business. By becoming Donets’k governor, Taruta would endanger these properties. Yet, “for me, state interest was always higher than business interest.”21

			As a condition of becoming Donets’k governor, Taruta requested Kyiv give him certain autonomy in the military and law enforcement spheres, particularly in the appointment of police officers. Kyiv agreed. Taruta invited Andrii Nikolaenko, who had been Kirovohrad’s governor under Yanukovych (see Note 18) but was removed on March 2, 2014 by the Euromaidan government, to become Donets’k vice-governor in charge of the “coercive bloc.” Nikolaenko visited Donets’k on March 12. The next day, as a result of violent conflict between Novorussian and Euromaidan activists, a Freedom (Svoboda, Oleg Tyahnybok’s party) activist, Dmitro Chernyavs’kyi, died. This was the first serious bloodshed in Donets’k Oblast since the start of the Euromaidan movement, but the local police did not investigate this case seriously. Nikolaenko persuaded Minister of Internal Affairs Arsen Avakov to have Konstantin Pozhidaev, police chief of Kirovohrad Oblast under Nikolaenko’s governorship, transferred to Donets’k to handle the Donets’k police (Pozhidaev was originally from Donets’k Oblast). After a prompt survey of police staff, Pozhidaev reported to Taruta and Nikolaenko that 70 percent of police officers in Donets’k Oblast could not be trusted.22 Taruta agreed to conduct a massive purge of the police officers. Of the 12,000 police officers in Donets’k Oblast, only 5,000 were allowed to remain in their jobs.23 Taruta equipped the emerging National Guard and dug trenches along the border with Russia, spending his own money. Taruta and Nikolaenko are proud of their contribution to the recapture of Mariupol, though this operation was accompanied by the notorious May 9 massacre. 

			Even after Ukraine’s official Anti-Terrorist Operation started on April 13, 2014, the Donets’k regional administration continued to negotiate with DPR representatives almost every day.24 After the Novorussianists occupied the Oblast State Administration (OSA) building on April 6, Taruta used his own hotels and offices located in Donets’k City as temporary offices for the regional administration. Yet since the DPR targeted his subordinates and, later, the governor himself, for kidnapping, Taruta in mid-June obtained President Poroshenko’s permission to evacuate the regional administration from Donets’k to Mariupol. Seemingly, Mariupol was chosen for this purpose not only because this city was the second largest in Donets’k Oblast, but also because this city was Taruta’s base. Mariupol was vulnerable from a military point of view, being located further than Donets’k itself from Kyiv and almost bordering with Russia. On October 13, 2014, only three days after being appointed Donets’k governor, Oleksandr Kikhtenko relocated the regional capital to Kramatorsk, leaving in Mariupol only military-related offices.25 

			A national patriotic NGO activist in Mariupol told me that Taruta was possibly “too soft” for the period [2014].26 Taruta’s view often differed from the mainstream in Kyiv, a fact that he never tried to hide. Even in 2016, Taruta maintained that the Anti-Terrorist Operation, which acting President Turchinov declared on April 13, 2014, was a fatal mistake because it was practically a declaration of war against the whole Donbass population. According to Taruta, in March-April 2014, Ukraine only needed a relatively small special operation to “neutralize” the Novorussianist and Crimean leaders.27 Even during the presidential electoral campaign in May 2014, Taruta overtly criticized the presidential candidate Petro Poroshenko. According to Taruta, he had been able to remain as governor until October 2014 only because President Poroshenko had not found a candidate to replace him. After being removed from the post of governor, he became a Supreme Rada deputy and continues to criticize the Poroshenko administration’s Donbass policy. For example, instead of the presidential decree on March 5, 2015, which introduced regional and local military rule (the “military-civilian administration”) in the Ukraine-controlled territories of Donets’k and Luhans’k Oblasts,28 Taruta requested the restoration of local representative bodies (interview, August 28, 2016). 

			In an interview with Zerkalo nedeli published on April 10, 2015, Taruta’s successor, Governor Kikhtenko, criticized the territorial segregation of the DPR and LPR from Ukraine, though this was part of the Minsk Process. Kikhtenko proposed reintegrating these territories by restoring economic connections with them.29 Kikhtenko’s proposal reminds me of the approach adopted for the reintegration of South Ossetia into Georgia, which proved to be successful before Saakashvili’s rise to power in 2004, and undoubtedly deserved attention. Yet this proposal only angered Poroshenko and the “Party of War.”30 Poroshenko removed Kikhtenko from the post of governor on June 11, 2015. Thus, until the next Donets’k military governor, Pavlo Zhebrivs’kyi, none showed himself as a more or less obedient implementer of President Poroshenko’s will in this conflict region.

			Establishment of the DPR and the Outbreak of War

			Before Yanukovych’s flight from Ukraine on February 21, 2014, the Donets’k people felt as though events on the Maidan were happening on another planet.31 Governor Shyshats’kyi did not want to make Yanukovych’s position even more difficult by requesting the federalization of Ukraine.32 Yanukovych’s escape suddenly destabilized the political situation in Donets’k Oblast. Enraged by what they regarded as the coup d’état method of overthrowing Yanukovych’s administration and fearing that Euromaidan violence would reach the Donbass, the masses radicalized. Leaders of the Novorussian movement perhaps understood the time limit for achieving their purpose. The lack of legitimate authority in Kyiv was a chance to challenge Ukraine’s territorial integrity, so the Novorussianists had to implement their territorial ambitions by the presidential elections announced for May 25. The POR leaders of Donets’k Oblast and city were aware of their significantly weakened position and therefore began to nourish the risky idea of using the presence of radical Novorussianists as a bargaining chip in their negotiations with Kyiv. These POR leaders were so convinced of their political influence that they thought they would be able to control the Novorussian movement as they wished.33 This conceit gave the early Novorussian movement tremendous opportunity for consolidation.34 

			On March 1, 2014, Governor Shyshats’kyi and Oleksandr Luk’yanchenko, Donets’k mayor since 2002, organized a meeting in front of the Oblast Rada building. To stay in power, they intended to show Kyiv that if the government removed them, the situation in Donets’k Oblast would become uncontrollable. Yet what became uncontrollable was the meeting itself, which hooted down the governor and the mayor and “elected” Pavel Gubarev as “people’s governor,” following a precedent established by Sevastopol six days earlier.35 On the same day, the Donets’k City Rada publicly identified itself as the only legitimate authority in the city,36 supported the idea of a regional referendum “to determine the fate of Donets’k Oblast,” and requested that the Russian language be granted official status. Mayor Luk’yachenko read aloud these resolutions in front of the City Rada building.37 On March 2, acting president of Ukraine, Oleksandr Turchinov, removed Shyshats’kyi from the post of Donets’k governor and appointed Serhii Taruta as his successor. Thanks to the POR’s absolute majority in the regional Rada, Shyshats’kyi moved laterally to the post of Rada speaker on the same day.38 On March 3, despite the fact that Gubarev was not a deputy of the regional Rada, he was invited to its plenary session to deliver a speech requesting that the Rada reject the legitimacy of the Ukrainian Supreme Rada, Yatsenyuk’s newly formed Ukrainian government, as well as Taruta’s governorship, since he was appointed by the illegitimate acting president Turchinov. Gubarev also proposed that the Rada declare that the only legitimate authority in Donets’k Oblast belonged to the Oblast Rada and the people’s governor (Gubarev himself).39 Pressed by a popular meeting held outside the OSA building, the Rada adopted an equivocal resolution promising to support “the people’s initiative for a referendum.”40 In fact, the regional Rada did nothing to implement this decision, but these generous compromises significantly helped the Novorussianists consolidate their position. 

			The Novorussianists seized the OSA building on March 3 and 6, but in both cases solved the occupation. After Gubarev was arrested on March 6, protesters began to convene a coordinating council, in which about forty protesting organizations and representatives of all administrative territories of Donets’k Oblast participated. The coordinating council began to organize a meeting in Lenin Square every weekend. I attended one of these meetings on March 23, 2014, and – having witnessed the brilliant performances of the Kremlin’s political technologists in Crimea several days before – found it rather boring.41 The meeting requested the release of Gubarev and the return of Yanukovych to Ukraine. I did not see the hand of the Kremlin in these spontaneous popular requests.

			As a countermeasure to the Novorussian movement, pro-Ukrainian citizens organized meetings, too. As mentioned above, on March 13, a conflict with the Novorussian activists resulted in the death of a Freedom activist. The lack of serious investigation by the Donets’k police terrified pro-Ukrainian citizens, exactly as the impossibility of punishing Euromaidan activists’ violence had intimidated Ukrainian citizens a few months before. Pro-Ukrainian forces in Donets’k lost the capacity to mobilize people after the incident on March 13. Generally, the Novorussianists learnt much from the kinetics of the Euromaidan movement: occupying administrative buildings, sending leaders to kangaroo courts to request that they resign their posts, and showing violence ostentatiously with the exploitation of social media.

			After their regular Sunday meeting on April 6, the Novorussianists occupied the OSA building again. The coordinating council sent an ultimatum to regional Rada deputies, requesting the convening of its plenary session by noon of the next day (April 7) to adopt a resolution requesting the federalization of Ukraine. But Speaker Shyshats’kyi was no longer functioning and many deputies did not hear of the ultimatum. Even if some deputies received the ultimatum, it was terrible for them — the followers of Akhmetov and Yanukovych — to enter a building guarded by tens of armed anti-oligarch activists and to adopt a resolution that Kyiv would surely regard as a criminal offense. Only three deputies, all Communists, appeared at noon on April 7, and the regional Rada irreversibly lost legitimacy in the eyes of the radical masses.

			At 2 a.m. on April 7, the coordinating council in the Donets’k OSA building discussed what to do if the deputies did not come to the building by noon, despite their ultimatum. The council decided to adopt a declaration of sovereignty of Donets’k Oblast and take the legal actions necessary to hold a regional referendum that would confirm this “sovereignty.” The council authorized Boris Litvinov, who was a senior regional deputy elected four times and associate professor of Donets’k University, to draft these documents. Litvinov returned home, refused any contact with the outside world, and wrote these three texts by 9 a.m.42 Since Litvinov was a Communist, the Declaration of Sovereignty of the Donets’k People’s Republic includes this statement: “The republic guarantees free development of various forms of ownership, recognized by the constitution, but acquisition of the results of others’ labor is excluded from this guarantee and collective forms of ownership shall enjoy priority.”43 Putin would not have allowed the adoption of such a socialist article if he was using the Novorussian movement to widen Russia’s territory. 

			Since only three regional Rada deputies appeared, the coordinating council adopted the prepared drafts and conducted “elections” to fill the DPR Supreme Soviet. The council leaders introduced and recommended candidates (mostly members of the coordinating council) one by one to the large meeting with thousands of citizens outside the building and, when the meeting acclained a candidacy by applause, the candidate was regarded as “elected.” When I interviewed Aleksei Aleksandrov, vice-prime minister for propaganda and economic mobilization of the DPR,44 and the DPR Supreme Soviet chair Litvinov on August 21, 2014, I baited them with the opinion that they shared the same kinetics as the Euromaidan movement, which they had criticized. Both men answered: “Yes, we rely upon revolutionary, not democratic, legitimacy.” At first, the DPR planned to hold parliamentary elections in September 2014, but the unfavorable military situation forced the DPR to postpone the elections until November 2, 2014. In August 2014, the DPR leaders told me that they desired to hold parliamentary elections after the DPR restored about “three-fourths” of the territory of the former Donets’k Oblast. Aleksandrov frankly told me that “oligarchs still have many levers to influence the population. If we hold elections now, they will be able to overthrow the DPR. Then, many human life sacrifices would have come to naught.”45 

			After the Declaration of Sovereignty on April 7, DPR activists began to prepare the referendum on May 11 to confirm the independence of the DPR. In contrast to Crimea, unification with Russia was out of the question because Putin was not even considering it. Massacres in Odesa on May 2 and in Mariupol on May 9 polarized the Eastern and Southern regions of Ukraine. Odesa, Dnipropetrovs’k, and Kharkiv, where the Novorussianists failed to occupy administrative buildings in March and April, finally dropped out of the movement, while the Novorussianists in Donets’k and Luhans’k Oblasts became more stubborn; they did not even obey Putin’s request on May 7 to postpone the referendum.46 Putin’s categorical caution shocked Donets’k’s citizens. That day, the DPR leaders were on business trips to the countryside, so a young rank-and-file deputy, military journalist Dmitrii Gau (b. 1984), needed to persuade the citizens who were surprised by Putin’s caution and came to the DPR government (former OSA) building to request an explanation from the leadership. Gau appealed to their sense of responsibility to the victims who had died for the referendum. Moreover, Gau said that if the DPR postponed the referendum according to Putin’s caution, the world would interpret it as evidence of the DPR operating according to Putin’s “instructions (ukazka).”47 Despite Putin’s caution, the DPR’s citizens believed that if they conducted the referendum successfully, Russia, however unwillingly, would intervene in the Donbass conflict to save them from the looming civil war, as (according to them) Russia had already done in Crimea. The DPR leaders might have already noticed the Kremlin’s differing policies towards Crimea and Donbass, but they did not explain them to the public.

			Many activists of both the left and right wings, marginalized by the patronal regimes of Russia and Ukraine, such as the Communists and Progressive Socialists of Ukraine and supporters of Evgenii Fedorov’s National Liberation Movement in Russia,48 found that something interesting was happening in Donbass and joined the Novorussian movement with alacrity. The DPR activists of this period did not seem to be blessed with managerial talent. For example, the secretariat of the Supreme Soviet did not record its sessions’ decisions and discussions. However improbable it is, Supreme Soviet deputies of that period cannot identify the date on which the parliament amended the first DPR Constitution (adopted on May 14, 2014), replacing a parliamentary system with a presidential constitution. This sort of dilettantism will create tremendous problems for future historians interested in the early DPR history. The deputies’ discontent with then-parliamentary speaker Denis Pushilin’s disorganized style of work led to a new election, with the result that Boris Litvinov became the speaker of the DPR parliament on July 23, 2014.49

			After the DPR and LPR boycotted the Ukrainian presidential election,50 the civil war intensified. After the fiasco in Crimea, the Ukrainian Supreme Rada created the National Guard from troops of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. By 2016, Ukraine became a peculiar state in which this internal army played a more important role than the ordinary army in the Donbass War (though conscripts could choose in which army they served).51 According to the law, the command of this internal army belonged to Minister of Internal Affairs Arsen Avakov as everlasting minister since the Euromaidan Revolution, not to the president of the country.52 Having lived with a neutralist and pacifist policy for more than twenty years, Ukraine suddenly began to send its youth to the front, after training them for two or three weeks, to face experienced volunteers and devoted patriots of Donbass only to become cannon fodder. In August 2014, DPR soldiers told me that Ukrainian soldiers looked like mosquitoes. This was not a cruel joke; they were begging the Ukrainian authorities not to make these untrained youth stand in front of them. Standing little chance in soldier-to-soldier combat, the Ukrainian army began to surround the cities controlled by the DPR and LPR and shell them indiscriminately, without even sending spotters. This war crime provoked the undying hatred of the Donbass population toward Kyiv. If Ukraine wanted to take Donbass back, it would not have conducted the war this way. 

			Some analysts call June and July 2014 the “Chechen-Cossack period” to characterize Russia’s involvement in the Donbass conflict. The extent to which these categories reflect the actual volunteers coming from Russia during this period is arguable but, in accord with this concept, Russia sent and allowed these militants to cross the border without pursuing any strategic purpose. It was possible that these “Chechens” and “Cossacks” caused problems with the Donbass population.53 A tragic result of Russia’s dilettante involvement in the conflict was the shooting down of a Malaysian aircraft by a ground-to-air missile on July 17, 2014. Perhaps this tragedy forced Putin to think seriously about how Russia would intervene in the Donbass conflict. He did not intend to repeat Yeltsin’s halfway policy vis-à-vis unrecognized states in the 1990s. Once Russia decided to intervene, it had to spend money. Once Russia spent money for the DPR and LPR, the latter should subordinate themselves to Russia’s command. Putin’s position coincided with the endogenous requirements of the DPR. DPR activists became aware that the early DPR leaders, such as Aleksandr Borodai, Igor Strelkov, and Pavel Gubarev, were good orators but poor administrators who did not seem to be able to lead the DPR in winning the civil war. Strelkov and Aleksandrov often professed overtly that their purpose (and the only right purpose) was to “liberate” the whole of Ukraine, up to Lviv, from the “Ukrainian project.”54

			The third week of August 2014 was the worst period for the DPR and LPR; the Ukrainian army stormed into the urban area of Luhans’k on August 17, while Donets’k did not have water supply for a week after the Ukrainian army narrowed its siege and destroyed the filtration plant. In this situation, the transformation of the DPR progressed intensively. First, several cheer team leaders from Russia, such as Strelkov and Borodai, were replaced by Aleksandr Zakharchenko and other pragmatist leaders of local origin. Secondly, the DPR hurried to reorganize its military from volunteer groups to a single national army. When I interviewed the Supreme Soviet chair Boris Litvinov on August 21, 2014,55 he emphasized that when the DPR accomplished the transformation of the army, it would launch a counteroffensive. I asked him when they would start the counteroffensive without expecting an answer. I was surprised when Litvinov answered without hesitation: “After a week.” After returning to Japan, I was surprised again to learn that the DPR had indeed started a counteroffensive on August 25, earlier than the date Litvinov had told me. 

			I asked Litvinov whether Putin was happy to have a leftist polity on the other side of Russia’s southwestern border. He answered: “Irrespective of whether he likes the DPR’s policy, our continuous presence is more beneficial for Russia than to have NATO bases in Donets’k Oblast. Belarus’s social and economic policies are very different from Russia’s, but Russia has no alternative but to have friendly relations with Belarus. If our policies prove to be successful, we can provide Russia with a model.” Litvinov continued: “We hope that our opponents stop binding us with their decisions. We hope that the soldiers attacking the DPR return home, where they have their families, livestock, and ancestors’ cemeteries. Having returned home, if they wish to live with Europe, with Obama, they must feel free to do so. We will live with Eurasia. After ten years, let’s compare our living standards. If our living standard is higher than theirs, it proves that we made the right choice. If they live better, they made the right choice. If the latter is the case, Ukraine might become one again.”56

			As is the case with any revolution in history, romanticism coincided with miseries in daily life. For almost a year from 2014 to 2015, DPR citizens did not receive wages or pensions. In August 2014, when I visited Donets’k, almost all hotels and banks and more than half of the cafes and shops in the city were closed. It was difficult to buy mineral water, gasoline, and SIM cards for mobile phones. It was dangerous to drive in the city because military trucks ignored traffic lights. The DPR government building (former OSA building) looked like a university building after the student movement in the late 1960s. Activists had perhaps lodged on its lower floors until the recent past. The walls were covered with graffiti caricatures ridiculing Governor Taruta. Activists, who were generally young, walked in the government building in short pants. The upper stairs, where DPR leaders worked, had been more or less restored, but it was obvious that all the doors had once been wrenched open.57 Young volunteers/guardians whom I observed in Donets’k, Makiivka, and the roads between them looked so fashionable that I even felt they were enjoying their military service: An example was a combination of cowboy hat on a Mohican haircut, a psychedelic T-shirt, and camouflage trousers. The older volunteers, having been trained in the Soviet army, wore standard military uniforms. 

			The autumn school semester in 2014 was planned to start on October 1, with a month’s delay because of the hostilities. It was very important for the DPR leaders to push the frontline back at least forty kilometers from the urban areas of Donets’k by October 1, lest missiles should reach the schools. This was an important motivation for the DPR’s counteroffensive, which started in late August. But this operation was not just motivated by humanitarian considerations. The survival of the DPR depended on whether families, having spent the summer vacation in other regions of Ukraine and Russia, would return to Donets’k; the normal start of the school semester and the safety of children directly affected this life-or-death requirement. 

			By 2015, the social and economic situation in Donets’k Oblast had been significantly normalized, partly thanks to Russia’s help. The state budget began to be formed in early 2015 and arrears in wages and pensions had been overcome by mid-2015.58 Shops and other social facilities began to work again. For the first time in this region famed for its heavy industry, commerce and service had become a prestigious industrial field, as happened in all post-Soviet unrecognized states during the 1990s. Many coal mines were closed and underground water began to spoil them irreversibly. Unemployed and disappointed with the DPR, some coal miners crossed the border with Ukraine and even began to serve in the Ukrainian army.59

			Russia’s Intervention and the Fall of Revolutionary Romanticism

			The experiences of the post-Soviet unrecognized states during the 1990s showed that a breakaway polity should satisfy two minimum requirements for its survival. First, it should transform its volunteer vigilante groups into a single national army. Second, it should convince its population to pay taxes to it, not to the former suzerain. As mentioned above, the first task was achieved in summer 2014. By 2016, a military academy was functioning to raise a DPR officer corps. The second (financial) task is, as a rule, much more difficult to achieve than the first (military) task. No one can ensure the future survival of one or another unrecognized state. Unless the population living there has greater loyalty to its state than the populations of normal, recognized states have, it is impossible to make them pay taxes or contribute reserves for a pension fund. None of the post-Soviet unrecognized states in the 1990s used the obsolete adjective “People’s” in its country’s name. This was not only a result of the ideological situation in these regions immediately after the collapse of the USSR, but because it was also necessary to achieve Burgfrieden, or class collaboration, in their newborn states to encourage local entrepreneurs to stay there and pay taxes. In contrast, many of the early DPR leaders and volunteers nourished leftist ideas and requested that the DPR nationalize factories and prohibit land sales and purchases. 

			In August 2014, I was surprised to see that young DPR activists did not seem anxious about the massive evacuation of the wealthy and even middle classes from Donets’k, which would make the republic financially unviable. Before long, even leftist leaders became aware that, in contrast to the Bolsheviks after the 1917 Revolution, they did not enjoy conditions for the nationalization of oligarchs’ assets; they had neither a disciplined party nor bourgeois collaborators.60 The DPR even compromised with Akhmetov, Evhen Zvyahils’kyi, and other oligarchs to ask them to continue their business in the DPR territory. Articulating that nationalization was not an impending political agenda, the DPR persuaded big and small businesses to register themselves with the DPR and pay taxes to its treasury, not to Kyiv. In September 2015, DPR parliamentarian Nikolai Ragozin boasted to me that most entrepreneurs operating in the DPR territory had accepted this persuasion. However, many Ukrainian and foreign observers doubt that the DPR budget had indeed become self-sustainable.61 In January 2016, a professor of Donets’k University (located in Donets’k, not the one created by the Ukrainian government in haste in Vinnytsya) told me that the sum of financial aid from Russia to Donbass amounted to 1.2 billion euros, mainly spent to cover social expenditures. 

			After gaining the support of the G7 for Minsk I, Russia lost incentive to support the DPR’s military expansion. On the contrary, the more territories the DPR and LPR obtained, the more expenses Russia had to bear to pay pensions and salaries to public servants in the new territorial acquisitions. The battle in Deval’tseve in February 2015 should be understood from the viewpoint of the endogenous logic of civil war, which requires elimination of enclaves and “pockets” to make borders (frontlines) the shortest and most stable. In other cases, Russia avoided escalating military conflict, for example by not allowing the DPR to march to Mariupol.

			When Zakharchenko returned to Donets’k from Minsk in early September 2014, the Supreme Soviet harshly criticized him for signing a document contradicting the DPR’s Declaration of Independence. The Supreme Soviet decided not to implement those articles of the Minsk Protocol contradicting the Declaration of Independence.62 This scenario is similar to what happened to the Abkhazian Supreme Soviet chair Vladislav Ardzinba, when he returned to Sukhum after being forced to sign the Moscow Agreement in the same early September, 22 years before (1992). The Abkhazian Supreme Soviet harshly criticized Ardzinba. As the Abkhazian Supreme Soviet’s criticism of the Moscow Agreement marked the start of the unhappy history between Yeltsin and Abkhazia, perhaps Putin had a very negative opinion of Supreme Soviet chair Boris Litvinov, who nearly disgraced Putin as peacemaker. Putin began to systematically eliminate Litvinov’s and the Communists’ influence in the DPR. The Communists could not participate in the parliamentary (People’s Council) elections on November 2, 2014, which elected 100 deputies, but received three seats from Zakharchenko’s party of power, named Donets’k Republic.63 Three seats in the parliament did not seem fair, considering the Communists’ contribution to the early DPR movement. One of these Communist deputies died on the battlefield. In May 2016, the parliament eventually deprived the remaining two, Litvinov and Nikolai Ragozin, of their deputy mandates for the reason that their electoral bloc, Donets’k Republic, had lost trust in them. Observers interpreted this event in various ways,64 but I think the main reason was their uncompromising criticism of the Minsk Process.65 Since Litvinov could not become parliamentary speaker after the November 2014 elections, one of the heroes in the early Novorussian movement, Andrei Purgin, was elected as speaker. But the parliament removed him from the post of speaker in September 2015, perhaps because the DPR’s security service regarded Purgin as having fallen under the influence of Aleksei Aleksandrov.66 The 2016 parliamentary speaker was Denis Pushilin, who was close to Zakharchenko. I will not list additional eliminated DPR leaders, but a paradox is that Putin does not need “pro-Russian” leaders because they uncompromisingly resist the Minsk Process and request the DPR’s unification with Russia.

			Russia’s intention to push Donbass back to Ukraine influences Donbass citizens’ daily life. First, Russia does not give Russian citizenship and passports if the applicant continues to live in the DPR and LPR territory. Secondly, in contrast to the Russian Ministry of Education’s policy towards universities in the old unrecognized states, it does not recognize bachelor degrees granted by universities in Donbass. During 2014-16, only the small number of students who used the existing exchange system with Russian universities were lucky exceptions. This situation creates uncertainty for the future of students in Donbass. Thirdly, Russia offers refugees from Donbass settlement in Siberia and the Far East, with the result that they find no alternative but to return to their homeland, which is becoming more or less safe thanks to the Minsk Process. Perhaps this artificially defective immigration policy reveals Russia’s desire to have a populous Donbass in the future, restored Ukraine.

			In comparison with citizens of the old unrecognized states, who almost always defiantly vote for the candidate opposing Russia’s favorite in their presidential elections, DPR citizens’ obedience to Russia seems strange. I cannot explain this phenomenon under the condition that the Ukrainian government does not permit me to go to Donets’k to conduct fieldwork (my last fieldwork in Donets’k was in August 2014). My research partners in Donets’k remark that DPR citizens are, in fact, irritated by Russia’s intervention in their domestic politics to push them back to Ukraine. However, they understand that there is no alternative but to be obedient to Russia for their physical and social safety. Secondly, they are indeed grateful for Russia’s aid in subsidizing inexpensive fees for public transportation, utilities, and apartments, unaffordable in 2016 Ukraine and in Russia itself. Lastly, even though many of the DPR leaders have been replaced by Putin’s yes-men, DPR citizens are aware that Russia cannot impose the Minsk Process on them, ignoring their accumulated hatred and fear of the Kyivan government.67 One of the DPR parliamentarians, a leader of Free Donbass, Miroslav Rudenko, interprets the situation optimistically.68 According to him, the last flash of romantic pluralism in the DPR was observed during its resistance to Ukraine’s presidential elections on May 25, 2014. After that, the logic of civil war wiped out pluralism, which might benefit the enemy but which future peace will restore. In particular, the leftist forces will find abundant opportunities in this traditionally proletarian region. 

			Conclusions

			In the early 2000s, Kuchma desperately needed an electoral machine to pass his presidency to a reliable successor. Only the POR created by the Donets’k elites could satisfy this request because the POR had established an electoral monopoly in the region by exploiting regionalist ideology. Kuchma allowed the POR to operate nationwide and the POR gained a stable electoral basis in Eastern Ukraine, which enabled it to survive the difficult period when it was in opposition to the Yushchenko administration during 2005-09. However, social discontent accumulated despite the disguise of paternalistic and East-oriented appeals made by the POR. This is why the DPR emerged as a resistance not only to the Euromaidan revolution, but also to the oligarchic capitalism of Donbass itself. Serhii Taruta’s governorship in Donets’k Oblast from March to October 2014 was the last attempt to reintegrate Ukraine in the traditional patronal way. When President Poroshenko abandoned this policy and introduced military rule over Donets’k and Luhans’k Oblasts, the territories of the DPR and LPR became an object of containment, not reintegration. 

			Simultaneously, the Ukrainian authorities began to realize that Ukraine without Crimea and Donbass was much more governable than Ukraine before 2013, and that the slogan of “Ukraine without Donbass” had become popular among Ukrainian citizens, especially the Easterners, who above all feared re-intensification of the civil war. While the Minsk Process remains dormant, the Ukrainian mass media and individual diplomats began to make untraditional proposals, such as the 99-year lease of Crimea to Russia if Russia recognizes Ukraine’s potential sovereignty over Crimea. The most serious opponent to this policy for Ukraine’s “separate peace” is the G7, which fears precedents of territorial change, needless to say, with the exception of Kosovo.

			In history, calculations for future national elections often determine peace negotiations. This happened in regard to the Korean crisis in 1945-50 and in the 1954 Geneva Conference to end the Indochina War. Conflict regulations around the old post-Soviet unrecognized states reveal a clear contrast between the cases in which reunification will not affect the electoral balance significantly in the future reunified state because of the demographic disparity between the parties (for example, between Karabakh and Azerbaijan) and those in which reunification will change the electoral balance of the future reunified state (for example, the Transnistrian case). In the latter case, to which the Donbass conflict will also belong, a simple reunification is dangerous for the suzerain, so the suzerain will smash or at least completely discredit the elite community of the breakaway region before taking real steps towards reunification.

			We should not interpret the Donbass War solely as a conflict between two geopolitical visions, but should pay more attention to the social aspects of the conflict. This article described how the POR leaders’ overconfidence in the mechanism that they had built during the preceding fifteen years to channel social discontent into regionalist claims helped the early DPR movement’s consolidation. This article traced how the DPR began by asking Putin for help and later changed its initial social characteristics. Patronal politics in Ukraine deprived the population of an outlet for social discontent, the accumulation of which stirred up the Novorussian movement. However, we are witnessing the ghost of patronal politics in pre-Maidan Ukraine. The electoral geography in the future, restored Ukraine has become the most influential participant in the Minsk Process.
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Appendix 1 Interview Table

N INTERVIEWEE RELATION TO StATUS Source Formar LENGTH ~ RECOR- CoNFI-
SHIRSHINA
DING DENTIALITY
1 Gleb Yarovoy, journalist, Interregional internet- Ally Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 33 min. Audio Not required
journal “7x7” person 11.05.16 structured recording
2 Deputy of Petrozavodsk city council, faction “For Opponent Conducted by  Sample frame Semi- 42 min. Con- Required
Petrozavodsk” phone 11.05.16 structured current
notes
3 Yurii Shabanov, deputy governor on regional Opponent Declined Sample frame
politics Dec. 10, 2013 through March 11, 2015 12.05.16
4 Anatolii Tsigankov, journalist, the editor of Opponent Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 21 min. Audio Not required
politika-karelia.ru website person 13.05.16 structured recording
5 Dmitrii Makeev, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Opponent Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 17 min. Audio Not required
council, faction United Russia person 13.05.16 structured recording
6 Alcksei Yablokov, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally — Via e-mail Referred by
council, member of the KPRF Opponent 13.05.16, no Tsigankov and
response Yarovoy
7 Ol’ga Zaletskaya, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally via “vk.com” Referred by
council, member of the Yabloko party 13.05.16, no Tsigankov and
response Makeev
8 Igor’ Artebyakin, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally — Declined Referred by
council, faction United Russia Opponent 16.05.16 Makeev
9 Vyacheslav Kashin, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Opponent Conducted by Referred by Semi- 10 min. Con- Not required
council, member of the KPRF phone 16.05.16 Tsigankov structured current
notes
10 Galina Shirshina, ex-mayor of Petrozavodsk N/A Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 34 min. Audio  Not required
person 16.05.16 structured recording
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5 Dmitrii Makeev, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Opponent Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 17 min. Audio  Not required
council, faction United Russia person 13.05.16 structured recording
6 Aleksei Yablokov, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally — Via e-mail Referred by
council, member of the KPRF Opponent 13.05.16, no Tsigankov and
response Yarovoy
7 Ol’ga Zaletskaya, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally via “vk.com” Referred by
council, member of the Yabloko party 13.05.16, no Tsigankov and
responsc Makeev
8 Igor’ Artebyakin, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Ally — Declined Referred by
council, faction United Russia Opponent 16.05.16 Makeev
9 Vyacheslav Kashin, deputy of Petrozavodsk city Opponent Conducted by Referred by Semi- 10 min. Con- Not required
council, member of the KPRF phone 16.05.16 Tsigankov structured current
notes
10 Galina Shirshina, ex-mayor of Petrozavodsk N/A Conducted in Sample frame Semi- 34 min. Audio  Not required

person 16.05.16 structured recording
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