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			Protests in Russia: 

			The Example of the Blue Buckets Society 

			Alfred B. Evans, Jr.

			California State University—Fresno

			Abstract: Although many protests take place in Russia, most of them do not focus on demands for change to the essential features of that country’s political regime. Most protests in Russia take place when groups of citizens complain about actions by government officials that have a negative impact on their daily lives. The Blue Buckets Society is an organization that strives to defend the interests of automobile owners in Russia by expressing demands for specific policy changes. The issues that have aroused activism by that organization have included the privileges of members of the elite who have cars with blue lights (migalki) and the expansion of the areas in which motorists have to pay to park their cars on the streets of Moscow and other cities. This article argues that the frameworks of interpretation of those issues that are offered by the Blue Buckets Society seem to resonate with the personal experiences of many Russians. 

			Even though Russia’s political regime assumed a semi-authoritarian character within a few years after Vladimir Putin came to power in 2000 and the Putin leadership has recently tightened the limits on competition and discussion further, citizens of that country have continued to hold many protests. Indeed, the number of protests in Russia has probably grown since the first years of this century.1 It is important, however, to distinguish between two types of protests that take place in Russia under Putin. 

			The first type of protests consists of those demonstrations that are focused on demands for change in the essential features of the national political regime, such as those calling for the protection of human rights and the fulfillment of the promise of democracy. Journalists and politicians in some Western countries primarily devote attention to Russian protests of that type; they assume that the participants in such events are heirs to the legacy of Soviet dissidents, and perhaps even hearken back to the example of the liberal intelligentsia of Tsarist Russia. It seems likely that such a perspective on protests in Russia as giving voice to a hunger for freedom is most prevalent in the United States, reflecting a distinctively American optimism about the spread of democracy to other countries. For Americans and many others in Western democracies, those in Russia who share their values, with an emphasis on individual rights and personal freedom, are very appealing. Many in the West may assume that such advocates of democracy speak for Russian society as a whole, voicing the aspirations of the people of their country.  

			In reality, however, most protests in Russia are not of the type that has just been described. Most of the protest movements that appear in that country do not spring up when groups of citizens are motivated by violations of the principles of democracy. Instead, protests take place when groups of citizens are aroused to complain about actions by government officials or businesses (or both) that have a damaging impact on citizens’ daily lives,2 touching a raw nerve with those who feel that they are being treated unjustly and with a lack of respect. People who have usually been politically quiet and passive can suddenly become discontented and noisy if a local government locates a garbage dump near their neighborhood, or if local officials give permission for the construction of tall apartment buildings near their homes, or if they learn that new construction will encroach on a park where they often stroll, or if a new tax will make it difficult for them to do business in the area of the economy in which they operate. Typically, protests of this type originate in response to social and economic issues that are important to the work or living conditions of groups of people.

			Protests of this type can be distinguished from those of the first type in a number of ways. First, the issues on which such protests concentrate are defined primarily in terms of concrete, specific problems, not in relation to basic, abstract principles such as democracy and individual rights. The orientation of the protesters in such cases is essentially defensive, in the sense that they respond to actions by government or businesses that disrupt the conditions to which citizens have become accustomed, and they seek to defend rights that those citizens heretofore regarded as established.

			Second, the targets of complaints are usually local officials (who are often seen as collaborating with businesses), and less often officials in the central government. Even if protesters complain about the performance of particular officials in the national government, they almost never criticize the most important official, the president of Russia. Indeed, if demonstrators’ demands cannot be satisfied at a lower level, they usually appeal to the president, Vladimir Putin, to intervene and solve their problems. If any statements by the president seem to support their position, the discontented citizens are sure to use his words to enhance the legitimacy of their cause.  Unlike participants in protests by democratic opposition groups, those who take part in protests of the second type do not call for Putin to leave power. 

			Third, Russians who take part in protests of this type state their demands in a way that makes it clear that they are seeking changes to specific policies or the implementation of those policies rather than demanding fundamental change in the nature of their country’s political regime. Both types of protests reflect dissatisfaction with the operation of the political process in Russia, but that dissatisfaction is articulated in different ways in the two types of protests.  

			Experts on protest movements in China report that there, too, most protests in recent years have not sought major changes in national institutions or policies, but instead have presented demands for specific policy changes, usually at the local level. Kevin O’Brien and Lianjang Li point out that the workers and peasants who have engaged in protests in China in recent years have usually taken issue “with more prosaic examples of policy implementation and opponents who are very much within reach.”3 Yongshun Cai reports that in China today, “the demands raised by protesters in most cases are nonpolitical or non-regime-threatening; they are often limited, specific, and clear to state authorities.”4 Elizabeth Perry says that the participants in such actions “usually go to great lengths to demonstrate their loyalty to central policies and leaders,” and they strongly prefer to present their claims “within the ‘legitimate’ boundaries authorized by the central state.”5 The motivation for such contention is not a desire for “major national reforms,” but discontent aroused by “locally generated grievances.”6 Andrew Walder has noted that rural protests in China “have been largely inspired by intensely local economic issues.”7 When Chinese citizens protest against abuses by officials, they almost always complain about the actions of local authorities rather than the central government and call for the enforcement of the center’s announced policies.8 As Teresa Wright puts it, “although people in China protest for a variety of reasons, in general they do so because they believe that local elites have wronged them, and that higher level political leaders might come to their aid.”9 Protests in China with these characteristics are similar to protests in Russia of the second type described above.

			To understand the difference between the two types of protest movements, it is helpful to refer to the concept of resonance in social movement theory. Scholars in that field of research argue that a social movement is more likely to win support from a group of people if the frame—or framework of interpretation—that it deploys to put an issue in perspective resonates with the values and attitudes of members of that group.10 That is, a frame needs to fit with the thinking of its potential base of support in order to be convincing to people in that base. In Russia, movements that call for change in the nature of the political regime and justify their goals by invoking the principles of democracy present a frame that is most likely to resonate with citizens who are highly educated and live in large cities,11 although it does not appeal to all people with those characteristics. Those movements were able to draw surprisingly large numbers of people to protests in Moscow during the winter of 2011–2012, and to bring smaller numbers of people to protest demonstrations in other cities in Russia at the same time. In subsequent years, however, the crowds of people taking part in such protests have become much smaller. By contrast, the frames of movements that seek redress of grievances that people feel on a more practical level often resonate quite successfully with Russians of varying social characteristics, including those with lower levels of education, most of whom would have no hope of making their political system more democratic. In other words, such protest frames can win the support of members of the usually silent majority in Russia, who make up the base of support on which Vladimir Putin relies to ensure political stability. This article will focus on an organization that has been successful in drawing on the energy of discontented citizens in Russia; its frame has resonated very well with a substantial number of people and it has had an impact on policymaking in the area on which it has focused. That organization is the Society of Blue Buckets (Obshchestvo Sinikh Vederok), led by Petr Shkumatov.

			The Rise of the Blue Buckets Society

			The founding of the Blue Buckets Society followed several years of activity by organizations of automobile owners in Russia. In 2005, the news that the Russian government was considering a proposal to ban right-hand drive cars inspired the creation of the organization Svoboda Vybora (Freedom of Choice).12 Svoboda Vybora organized opposition to the proposed ban, largely using the Internet to mobilize those who were alarmed by the possibility that such a law might be adopted.13 Svoboda Vybora organized drive-by demonstrations by motorists in a number of Russian cities to protest against the proposal. Those processions, with convoys of cars in city streets, attracted attention from the mass media, including television stations. The government did not impose major punishments on those who took part in such protests, and it did back away from its proposal to ban right-hand drive vehicles. Thus, Svoboda Vybora became an example of successful protest by an organized group of Russian citizens—and that example was soon followed. In February 2012, a court ruling in Altai Territory that found Oleg Shcherbinskii responsible for causing an accident on a highway that resulted in the death of the territory’s governor aroused indignation across Russia. The protests against that decision, including auto processions in many cities, led to the reversal of the decision against Shcherbinskii, freeing him from prison.14

			As the number of cars in Russia has increased since the early 1990s and traffic on the country’s streets and roads has grown heavier, the behavior of the drivers of cars belonging to the elite has become an issue that evokes strong emotions. Anyone occupying a high position in the state, or with the financial resources sufficient to claim such a privilege, could have a migalka, or flashing blue light, attached to the roof of his or her vehicle. Those who traveled in cars equipped with migalki could flaunt their ability to violate the traffic laws that others were supposed to obey, and could therefore move past those stuck in the probki, or traffic jams, that have become ever more common in large cities and have sometimes assumed epic proportions. Moreover, the behavior of the drivers of cars with migalki often endangered the lives of those in other autos, and there were cases in which ordinary citizens died as the result of flagrantly reckless driving by those behind the wheel of luxury vehicles with migalki. In 2010, one man decided to make a statement by taking a small blue bucket (of the sort with which a child might play), taping it to the roof of his car, and driving around the streets of his city in that car. Another person made a video recording of that vehicle, and a well-known blogger who thought the video was hilarious disseminated it via the Internet, attracting many viewers.15 

			Petr Shkumatov had earned degrees in chemistry and was a member of the Federation of Auto Owners of Russia (FAR). (It should be noted that the Federation of Auto Owners is still operational, and that several other organizations of automobile owners also exist in Russia, though some of them may not be active.) He says that his awakening took place when he was crossing a street: the mirror of a passing car knocked him down and the driver of that car did not stop to ask about his condition.16 In April 2010, after Shkumatov saw the video of the auto with the blue bucket on its roof, he founded the Blue Buckets Society, the stated goal of which was equal rights for all motorists.17 

			From the start, his organization zeroed in on the migalka as a symbol of inequality, which it sees as reflecting the arrogance of those in authority in Russia and their contempt for the mass of citizens.18 Shkumatov declared that his society sought to “restore justice” on the roads of Russia.19 In the terminology of social movement theory, the Blue Buckets Society’s principal “frame” is a justice frame, emphasizing the value of equality, as represented by the equality of all people when they are on the roads of Russia.20 Shkumatov has said that the main factor that provokes his indignation is bespredel, the lawlessness of the authorities.21 His organization complains that the arrogance of the elite is reflected in the problem that the leaders “will not listen” to the voice of the people, even though those leaders are supposed to serve the people.22 

			When Shkumatov founded the Blue Buckets Society, its main demand was that the government sharply decrease the number of cars permitted to have migalki.  The society suggested that only police cars and other emergency vehicles should be allowed to bear blue lights and sirens. To support their proposal, members of the Blue Buckets Society took part in driving demonstrations: a line of cars with blue buckets attached to their roofs would move at a moderate pace along a city street.23 The police were generally puzzled as to how to react to such actions. Some participants, including Shkumatov, were arrested, but they were soon released. He has said that while being arrested was unpleasant for him at first, after a while it no longer bothered him.24 There was no major punishment for those who participated in such protests. In 2012, Vladimir Putin signed a decree that reduced the number of cars authorized to bear migalki from 965 to 569.25 That measure was a concession to the Blue Buckets’ main demand, but Shkumatov said he was disappointed with its scope, since Putin had previously promised that only dozens—not hundreds—of official autos would be allowed to have migalki.26 Sergei Kanaev, the head of the Federation of Auto Owners of Russia, who is generally less confrontational toward the political authorities than is Shkumatov, called the decree a “small victory.”

			The Blue Buckets also complained about the closing of roads for political leaders’ motorcades. A major route would sometimes be blocked off for hours, motorists waiting impatiently until a caravan accompanying a high-ranking official passed by. Shkumatov suggested changes to ameliorate the problem, such as reducing the number of road closures and notifying local people of such closures in advance.27 Within a few years, the government took steps to decrease the number of times that routes would be closed off to allow leaders to pass through at high speeds. Official spokespersons announced that Vladimir Putin had decided to work at his home outside Moscow as much as possible, while Dmitrii Medvedev, the prime minister, had begun to commute to the capital via helicopter.28 It was later announced that Putin would use a helicopter to go from his residence to Moscow, as a landing pad had been built in the Kremlin, and that Medvedev rode in a helicopter when he traveled around Moscow to attend events.29  

			Shkumatov’s reaction was to say that those changes were welcome. Again, the highest political leaders had taken steps that showed their awareness of the problems identified by the Blue Buckets Society.

			Paid Parking and Evacuators in Moscow

			Since 2012, the issue addressed by the Blue Buckets that has attracted the most publicity is that of paid parking in major Russian cities, above all in Moscow. Neither during the centuries of Tsarist rule nor during the Soviet era was Moscow designed to cope with a large number of cars.30 The Soviet regime did not envision widespread private ownership of automobiles, instead placing primary emphasis on the development of public transportation in large cities. However, in the post-Soviet years, the level of car ownership in Moscow has risen rapidly, in line with a national trend.31 By 2014, the number of cars per 1,000 inhabitants in Moscow was second only to that of New York among the world’s major cities.32 Between 2010 and 2016, the number of privately owned automobiles registered in Moscow increased by more than one million, to a total of approximately 4,200,000.33 As a result, traffic on the streets of Moscow was increasing at a steady and apparently inexorable rate.34 Some independent organizations find that in terms of auto traffic, Moscow is now one of the most congested cities in the world.35 In 2017, INRIX reported that, of drivers in thirty-eight major world cities, Moscow drivers spent, on average, the second-highest number of hours in traffic jams; Moscow was first among European cities on that measure.36 On top of that, there are far more cars in Moscow than parking places,37 so it has long been common to see cars parked partly or entirely on the sidewalk or in other inappropriate and even illegal places,  particularly in the city center.

			Sergei Sobianin became the mayor of Moscow in September 2010, and he brought changes in transportation policy. He has tried to decrease people’s reliance on cars, especially in the city center, and has sought to encourage more people to use public transportation in Moscow.38 Sobianin has spoken openly of the need to create conditions in which drivers will be convinced that “it will be more convenient to move to public transportation instead of personal transportation.”39 The most controversial change under Sobianin has been the introduction of paid street parking. (Paid parking has also been implemented in other large cities in Russia.) One observer has said that Sobianin’s goal is the “deautomobilization” of Moscow;40 another has argued that the mayor seeks the “accelerated exclusion of autos” from his city.41

			The first paid parking was instituted on certain streets in the central part of Moscow on November 1, 2012, and the area in which payment for parking is required has expanded in stages since that time.42 The fee for parking is higher on streets closer to the center of the city, and the fees have been raised over time.43 As the area of paid parking has expanded to include zones further from the center, residents of those neighborhoods have voiced vehement opposition to the change and have engaged in a series of protests. Deputies of the Moscow City Duma (legislative body) have even taken part in some of those rallies.44 On one occasion, residents directed a complaint against the change to the Administration of the President of Russia.45 The Blue Buckets Society has been one of the organizers of the protests,46 and Petr Shkumatov has expressed support for the demands of those who oppose the expansion of paid parking. Indeed, he headed the group that presented the petition to the presidential administration.47

			Further fuel has been added to the fire of indignation against Moscow’s parking policy with the practice of evacuation of cars, which began on September 15, 2013.48 The practice consists of the removal of cars that are parked in violation of the city’s rules; in each case, a crane attached to a truck lifts a car onto the flatbed of the truck, which takes the car away. Because of the profile of such trucks, in which the crane and the flatbed roughly resemble jaws, they are known in popular parlance as krokodily, or “crocodiles.” According to a report in 2014, over 300 of those evacuators were operating in Moscow, taking away a combined more than 800 cars every day.49 By June 2017, evacuators had carried away one million cars.50 When evacuations began, the unfortunate driver whose automobile had been removed had to go to an office to fill out a form and pay a fee, then go to the place where the evacuated cars were kept in order to collect the vehicle. The driver had to wait in line for hours both to pay the fee and to reclaim the car. It is easy to imagine why there is such great resentment toward—and anger about—the policy of evacuating cars.  

			The Blue Buckets Society has placed a high priority on the issue of paid parking, especially in relation to parking in Moscow, and Petr Shkumatov’s thoughts on the issue have frequently been quoted in Russian newspapers. He has not expressed opposition to requiring payment for parking in the center of Moscow or any other large city in Russia—in principle. However, he does argue that the financial penalties for parking violations in the capital are too high,51 that the procedure for reclaiming an evacuated car is too laborious, and that the process of appealing a fine for an alleged violation is too complicated and difficult.52 Shkumatov has proposed that the proceeds of fines for parking violations go to cover the costs of building new parking garages, as is the practice in some Western European countries.53 He has criticized the city’s reluctance to create new parking spaces and has said that parking garages are too expensive.54 As the fees for parking have gone up, Shkumatov has asserted that wealthy people can easily afford to pay to park in the city center while average citizens find the cost prohibitive, has charged that Moscow is becoming a city “not simply for rich people, but for very rich people,”55 and has complained that Sobianin and the head of his department of transportation “are in fact defending the rights of the rich.”56 His words provide another example of his organization’s tendency to rely on a justice frame to criticize the policies of local officials.

			A variety of Russian newspapers quote Shkumatov on any issue related to traffic and parking, and they usually call him an expert on such matters. His narrative of the story of the enforcement of paid parking and the evacuation of autos in Moscow alleges that the city government is motivated primarily by greed.57 In other words, he says that the city is trying to make money by requiring drivers to pay for parking. He contends that the evacuation of cars is a business in which private companies that have contracted with the city government make a great deal of money.58 That assertion implies that there is something shady in the relationship between those companies and the city administration. Viacheslav Lysakov, who first came to prominence as the leader of Svoboda Vybora and is now a deputy in the State Duma (the lower house of the national legislature) as a member of the ruling United Russia party, has agreed that the evacuation of cars serves the goal of earning money for the government of Moscow.59 Shkumatov has also denounced the inefficiency of the automobile evacuation process, charging that the laborious steps drivers had to take to reclaim their vehicles were “almost torture.”60 

			The government of Moscow offers a very different narrative of the introduction and expansion of paid parking, which it has promoted with a large-scale advertising campaign.61 According to the city’s executive leadership, paid parking was required for the purposes of facilitating the flow of traffic on the busiest streets, lowering the number of accidents, and reducing the number of parking violations.62 Maksim Liksutov, a deputy mayor of Moscow who heads the city’s Department of Transportation, has declared that his department considers paid parking successful and will not cancel its plan to widen the area across which that policy will be implemented.63 The press service of the Ministry of Transportation has said openly that the city authorities are more competent to resolve questions concerning paid parking than are the residents of Moscow.64 An official in the city mayor’s office said that residents who complained about the city’s policies “simply did not understand the advantages of paid parking.”65 The mayor, Sergei Sobianin, has not backed down from making the development of public transportation a top priority; his plan requires that the number of people in cars in Moscow every day decrease by 600,000, with an equal number of people switching to the metro and other forms of public transportation.66 The mayor’s narrative reflects a technocratic outlook that places primary emphasis on the value of efficiency and is intended to present an image of highly professional leadership. Shkumatov has sought to undermine the credibility of the city’s narrative by accusing the city government departments responsible for traffic and parking spaces of extreme unprofessionalism and incompetence.67  

			There have been indications that the unpopularity of Moscow’s policies on paid parking and the evacuation of cars have evoked some concern at various levels of the state. Viacheslav Lysakov, the Duma member mentioned earlier, who is also an officer of the All-Russian Popular Front (ONF), openly criticized Moscow’s transportation policy, complaining that the city’s administrators had exceeded their proper authority.68 Other Duma deputies proposed abolishing payment for the evacuation of automobiles; one of those deputies said, “evacuation should have a civilized character, and not be barbaric, as it now is.”69 Some deputies demanded that the city of Moscow return parking fines that had been improperly imposed on motorists.70 Another proposal introduced in the Duma would require cities to give vehicle owners a discount for the prompt payment of fines for parking violations.71 Some inter-district procurators (prosecutors) in Moscow announced that their investigation had found that there were “very crude violations of law” in the enforcement of paid parking in the city.72 The MVD (the ministry controlling the police) and the procurator of Moscow revealed that they had found serious violations in the work of the Administration of Moscow’s Parking Space.73 The Public Council of the Main Administration of the MVD of Moscow (of which Petr Shkumatov is a member) requested that the city’s procurator check on the legality of evacuations of cars, and a member of the president’s Council on the Development of Civil Society and Human Rights (SPCh) charged that the practice of evacuating autos in the capital violated rights that are guaranteed in the Russian Constitution.74 Evidently, dissatisfaction among many members of the public provoked divisions within the political elite. Mikhail Vinogradov, a political commentator, thought that Russia’s top national leaders had adopted a wait-and-see approach on the issues that had arisen from Moscow’s transportation policy, declining to commit themselves until they could see whether the protests would grow into something big.75

			The government of the capital city did make some conciliatory gestures in response to the fierce criticism of its actions. In 2013, the city administration admitted that there had been problems in the implementation of paid parking and promised to make some concessions.76 In November 2013, deputy mayor Maksim Liksutov held a meeting with local residents and municipal deputies of the city’s Duma to discuss policy in that area;77 he promised to consider the demands of those citizens, although he reaffirmed that the city’s government considered paid parking a success and would widen the area in which it would be enforced.  

			In 2014, the city simplified the procedure by which a motorist could reclaim a car that had been taken away by an evacuator.78 Shkumatov asserted that speeding up that procedure was intended to increase the city’s income. The city created a website that could be used to appeal parking fines, in response to complaints about the slowness of the process for handling such appeals.79 In October 2015, the government of Moscow also instituted a policy permitting free parking at night on some streets in spaces that are marked by signs prohibiting parking.80 Shkumatov said that such a policy should have been adopted earlier; it had been in effect in St. Petersburg and Ekaterinburg for some time. The city further announced that an evacuator would not move a car if its owner were present.81 

			In 2016, in response to prodding by some members of the national Duma, the city adopted a policy allowing the owner of a car that had been taken away to reclaim it right away and pay for the evacuation later.82 The city also began to give a discount to motorists who paid the evacuation fee immediately.83 Despite those concessions, it was clear that the executive leadership of Moscow remained firmly committed to the main direction of transportation policy laid out by the mayor.  

			It was also evident that at the national level there were some voices in favor of concessions to drivers. Some members of the Duma had submitted a proposal for legislation limiting the evacuation of automobiles to cases in which cars actually obstruct traffic on a street or are parked on a sidewalk.84 (Ultimately, however, the Duma could not reach a compromise on the subject and decided not to restrict evacuations.)85 Some members of the Duma presented a draft law that would require a city government to “coordinate” (soglasovat’) the creation of any new paid parking with local residents.86  

			In October 2015, Igor’ Shuvalov, a first deputy prime minister, announced a new plan that was intended to decrease traffic accidents and traffic jams; the plan would allow the traffic police to use videos from motorists as sources of information about reckless driving.87 The idea of allowing the police to make use of drivers with video cameras (videoregistratory) to assist them in dealing with dangerous behavior by irresponsible drivers had been repeatedly suggested by Shkumatov,88 hence the plan that was unveiled by the government included an idea that the Blue Buckets Society had proposed. In April 2016, Vladimir Putin signed the law that encompasses Shuvalov’s proposal and obliges the courts to consider photos and video recordings from citizens as evidence.89 In June 2016, the government of Russia announced the creation of an Internet portal to which citizens could send photos or videos showing violations of traffic laws.90 In April 2015, Aleksandr Ageev, the chair of a Duma committee, prepared a draft law that would create the office of ombudsman for drivers within the national government.91 He noted that organizations of car owners had “constantly come forward with criticisms of the policies of local authorities” and added, “their position has not been taken into account” by local governments. Obviously, the creation of such an office would be an attempt to coopt the leadership of the movement of dissatisfied motorists, which is represented by organizations such as the Blue Buckets Society.  	

			A proposal for an additional means of regulating traffic that has recently provoked vigorous debate in Russia is the suggestion of allowing a city to require drivers to pay to enter its territory or its central area. In April 2016, the Russian government introduced a draft law that would permit the legislative body of a region or city to adopt such a regulation.92 In July, Kommersant reported that there was a “stormy, negative reaction” to the proposal, which Shkumatov termed “criminal.”93 Some commentators thought that the proposal had been introduced in response to a behind-the-scenes request from the government of Moscow. In November 2016, the Duma’s Committee on Transportation voted to recommend that the bill be considered by the Duma.94 The Deputy Minister of Transportation said that requiring drivers to pay to enter the center of a large city had proved successful in some foreign countries.95 Members of the opposition parties in the Duma angrily denounced the proposal.96 In response to criticism, the bill was amended in March 2017 so that paid entry could be required only in “the historical center” of a city.97 That change did not placate Shkumatov, who argued that the proposal would make it possible for a legislative body dominated by a local chief executive to impose paid entry at any time.98 By May 2017, it seemed likely that the provision relating to paid entry to cities would be removed from the draft of a law being considered by the lower house of the parliament.99

			The national political leadership has been relatively cautious in its reaction to the rise of Shkumatov’s organization. Officials have occasionally complained about the Blue Buckets’ statements and actions. One official in the Moscow city government charged that “some citizens” who criticized the city’s parking policy were “consciously dis-informing people, trying to gather some sort of political dividends.”100 Igor’ Zubov, a deputy minister of the MVD, accused those who had introduced a legislative initiative supported by the Blue Buckets of stimulating “social dissent” with the intention of undermining the stability of the state,101 a very serious allegation. In 2016, the parliament adopted—and Putin signed—a law that classifies driving processions with other types of protests, requiring those who plan demonstrations by drivers to receive permission from local authorities in advance.102 Viacheslav Lysakov and some others in the Duma have asserted that stricter regulation of demonstrations by motorists is necessary in order to prevent a “Maidan” in Russia,103 or an imitation of the 2014 events in Ukraine. Though such statements come close to accusing Shkumatov and others in the Blue Buckets Society of being disloyal to Russia, that accusation has been made much more openly and emphatically against activists in the political opposition, which has directed criticism against Vladimir Putin. Shkumatov has not been subjected to the degree of harassment that has been directed against Aleksei Naval’nyi, for example. On one occasion, when two members of the Blue Buckets Society were beaten up by thugs in St. Petersburg, Shkumatov remarked that it was the first time that members of his society had been attacked in that way,104 and no other assaults on members of the Blue Buckets have been reported by the press since.

			Shkumatov was active in the early stages of the movement that produced the protests in favor of “honest elections” in the winter of 2011–2012. He was one of the speakers at major rallies in Moscow in December 2011.105 He was one of the founders of the League of Voters that emerged from the protests against election fraud, and served as a member of the governing council of that league.106 But he has disclosed that in subsequent months he stopped taking part in protests organized by the political opposition.107 He explained that he considered those protests to be part of a “struggle for power,” and said that he did not want to be involved in that. In an interview by a journalist, he expressed his view that protests of that sort are “ineffective,”108 implying that they do not produce concrete results. Sergei Kanaev, the head of the Federation of Auto Owners, has said that he too took part in the protests against election fraud in December 2011, but later ceased to participate.109 Kanaev has described his relationship with the government of Russia as “very good.” Both Shkumatov and Kanaev have decided to continue to focus primarily on issues that are of direct importance to motorists. None of Shkumatov’s statements quoted in the press have directly criticized Vladimir Putin, the current president of Russia—or, for that matter, Dmitrii Medvedev, the former president and current prime minister. One statement on the Blue Buckets Society’s website declares that the organization does not care who is the president of Russia, and that it is indifferent to whether Putin, Medvedev, or a leader of the current opposition is in power.110 

			We should note here that the Blue Buckets organization has not applied for grants from the presidential administration. It reportedly receives almost all of its financial support from online donations.111

			Conclusions: Competing Narratives and the Importance of Experience

			The Blue Buckets Society carries out protests that are clearly consistent with the features of the second type of contentious activity as described in the first part of this paper. In the first place, the issues on which the organization focuses are related to problems from which many Russians suffer in their everyday lives: they see vehicles with flashing blue lights pass by while the cars of average people crawl along, or they find evacuation notices in the places where they left their cars. The complaints by the Blue Buckets Society have a primarily defensive orientation, since they react to unwelcome changes that have been inflicted on average citizens by their country’s elite. Second, the targets of the society’s complaints are people who are below the highest level of authority, such as a city official, a regional governor, an official in an executive agency, or a rich business executive. Petr Shkumatov, the head of the Blue Buckets Society, never criticizes the president of Russia; in fact, Shkumatov rarely mentions him, avoiding any direct challenge to Vladimir Putin. Third, Shkumatov deliberately separated himself from the democratic opposition in early 2012, and his organization advances narrowly focused demands for specific policy changes, such as a reduction in the number of vehicles with migalki, a halt in the expansion of the area of a city in which paid parking is instituted, or the construction of more parking garages in large cities. The goals that Shkumatov and his society emphasize as their priorities do not entail the transformation of the fundamental nature of the Russian political regime. Though Shkumatov is deeply dissatisfied with the character of the political process in Russia, his organization focuses on demands for policy changes and does not explicitly call for sweeping political reforms.

			Yet Blue Buckets activists are constantly competing with the regime, as each side strives to convince the Russian public to accept its frameworks of interpretation of events that play out every day. In an attempt to shape the perceptions of the Russian public, the state continually presents its own narratives of trends and events,112 and disseminates those narratives through the mass media, most importantly through the television networks that it controls. In Russia, those in political authority have limited control over the Internet, which means that the state’s narratives are not guaranteed as great a degree of dominance in online channels of communication.113 The Internet can therefore create greater opportunity for independent individuals and groups to challenge the regime’s narratives on various subjects.114 In addition, there may be a gap between a state-created narrative and popular perceptions of reality, which can be based on people’s personal experiences;115 such a gap may provide an opening for a group to challenge the state’s version of the story.

			In the example of the issues raised by the introduction of paid parking in Moscow, the narrative of the city government is that professional competence will make the capital’s transportation system operate more efficiently. As a result of the introduction of paid parking, traffic will move more smoothly on central streets, there will be fewer traffic jams, and there will be a more favorable setting for pedestrians. That narrative fits an efficiency frame, a framework of interpretation that regards efficiency as the primary value that should guide decision-makers. In contrast, the narrative found in statements made by Petr Shkumatov, the leader of the Blue Buckets Society, is that the implementation of paid parking is driven by greed. In that narrative, the government of Moscow seeks to increase its income at the expense of citizens, makes deals with companies that use the evacuation of cars to extort money from drivers, and fails to consider the wishes of residents of the city. Shkumatov also alleges that the authorities in the capital structure policies to cater to the interests of rich citizens, with implicit contempt for the needs and wishes of the majority of people in their city. That narrative is based on a justice frame, which emphasizes the importance of treating citizens fairly, based on the assumption that the equal rights of people should be respected.

			The Blue Bucket Society’s narratives have not only challenged the narratives authored by the political regime, but have also generated pressure to alter the hegemonic narrative.116 Samuel Greene has observed that when the state wants to avoid seeing protests get out of control and it accedes to some demands from a movement of discontented citizens, “the state cannot appear to be giving in, and so it...spins the movement’s achievements as its own.” 117 As we have seen, in interactions between the state and the Blue Buckets Society, the political authorities have made concessions that partially satisfied the organization’s demands. In 2012, Vladimir Putin issued a decree that reduced the number of vehicles bearing the hated flashing blue lights, or migalki.118 Spokespersons for the president and prime minister of Russia have disclosed that the two leaders now travel to Moscow in helicopters, decreasing the number of official motorcades that might block traffic. The central government recently adopted a strategy in which civilian drivers with video cameras will serve as auxiliaries for the traffic police, implicitly accepting a suggestion that the Blue Buckets Society had made for several years. The government of Moscow has simplified the procedure by which a driver can reclaim a car that has been taken away, and now allows free parking at night on some streets for residents who live nearby, or twenty-four-hour parking for local residents who pay an annual fee.119 In November 2015, the parking administration of Moscow announced another change in policy, specifying that autos would be evacuated only from spaces where signs warn that the cars of violators will be removed from those locations120—though the number of places with such signs then increased.121 In February 2016, Communist Party deputies in the Duma proposed a law that would require local government to consult the residents of a neighborhood before introducing paid parking there,122 though the bill seemed to have little chance of winning the support of a majority of deputies. When the state makes concessions to the demands of an organization and presents that organization’s achievements as its own, it implicitly confers legitimacy on that organization. In such cases, the state also makes it possible for the members of that organization to feel that their efforts have achieved concrete results, a crucial asset for any organization.

			We should be aware, however, that on the issues associated with autos and parking in Moscow, the Blue Buckets Society has not achieved complete success in pursuing its goals. The government of the city remains resolute in its commitment to radically reducing the use of cars in the city, especially in and around the center of Moscow. The Blue Buckets Society has a fundamentally different perspective. Petr Shkumatov advocates the construction of more underground parking garages in the downtown area. That has not happened; on the contrary, the number of car parking spaces has decreased in central Moscow in recent years,123 in what Shkumatov has denounced as “a catastrophic reduction of parking places.”124 In contrast to his view, city government officials have said that they consider the current quantity of parking spaces in the city to be optimal.125 Maksim Liksutov has predicted that there will be “a constant tendency” of further expansion of the area of the city in which drivers have to pay to park their automobiles.126 The outlook of the government of Moscow under Sergei Sobianin is paternalistic, as reflected in the city administration’s assurance to a journalist that “all these innovations are for the good of the residents of the city.”127 In effect, the officials who determine policy in the city are telling the people over whom they exercise authority, “We know what is good for you better than you do.” There is also a decidedly technocratic strain in that thinking, as evidenced by the reasoning of a Moscow official in favor of unpopular changes in transportation policy: “We need to get used to that, and no sort of public protests will stop scientific and technological progress.”128 

			The Blue Buckets and their allies have attracted attention at the national level, as indicated by Vladimir Putin’s statement about paid parking in Moscow in a press conference in December 2015. When asked about the issues regarding paid parking in the city, he responded by saying that he did not know the details of the situation, but maintained that paid parking was introduced to areas of Moscow only after consultation with members of the councils of the small districts where paid parking was being considered.129 Three times, in different ways, he suggested that only the deputies of those districts had the right to decide whether parking fees could be required in their districts. In December 2016, Maksim Liksutov, who is responsible for Moscow city’s transportation policy, insisted that, “every paid place [for parking] was introduced in the city by a decision of municipal [district] deputies.”130 Yet in many published articles, deputies of various district councils have stated that their councils never were asked to vote on whether paid parking would be instituted in their districts.131 One of those deputies characterized the allegation that his council had been consulted on that issue as purely phony.132 We may infer that perhaps Putin’s comments on paid parking in Moscow were intended to make the authorities in the Moscow government aware that they should be more sensitive to the wishes of the public, and that he wanted to convince the motorists of that city that he was not responsible for the impact of paid parking in their city. 

			The growth of tension in the political elite in relation to certain issues that have been touched upon in this paper implies that the Blue Buckets Society has achieved some success in gaining recognition for its narratives and competing with the narratives of those in positions of authority. Can the competitive viability of that organization be explained by the technological change that has led to the development of the Internet and the growth of its use in Russia? Though the ability to reach potential supporters through the Internet has been crucially important for the Blue Buckets Society, Sarah Oates133 makes the point that the audience is “a key factor” in determining “the efficacy of media outlets,” including those on the Internet. With that observation, Oates touches on the concept of resonance, which, as we have seen, refers to a factor whose role is emphasized by social movement theory. For a social movement’s frame to gain acceptance from the audience that is its main potential source of support, the movement’s frame has to resonate with that audience; it must be consistent with the attitudes and values of those whom it views as potential supporters. Similarly, for an organization’s messages through the Internet (and through traditional media) to have a substantial impact, the narratives and frame communicated by that organization must resonate with groups in the public.

			It is likely that the Blue Buckets Society’s frame has resonated successfully with many people in its target audience: the owners of automobiles in Russia. If that were not true, leaders in government would probably not have made concessions to the organization’s demands, and newspapers would likely not have sought out the head of the organization to ask his opinion on questions of interest to people who have cars. And if the messages of that organization did not resonate with a target audience, it would be difficult to explain why people continue to participate enthusiastically in protests that support demands articulated by the Blue Buckets. It is likely that the resonance of the society’s narrative can be attributed, in large part, to the personal experiences of many Russians. When a narrative is grounded in the immediate, everyday experiences of a large group of people, it limits the state’s ability to manipulate these individuals’ perceptions and persuade them to accept another narrative. Though it would be foolish to predict that the activity of the Blue Buckets Society could not possibly be weakened by any tactics that the political regime might employ in the future, the organization’s activists have the advantage of grounding their appeal in the everyday experiences of most Russians, and they can be assured that those experiences will continue to create new reasons for discontent.  
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			Abstract: This paper adopts Charles Tilly’s political process model of democratization. We focus on one aspect of that model: coalitions. We draw on publicly available archival data from turnout figures, contentious politics and party politics in the former Soviet Union (FSU) to map out coalitions that move those polities toward and away from democracy. This cartographic approach to charting trajectories reveals greater variation than the democracy-dictatorship dichotomy and its variations (“hybrid regimes”). One conclusion we draw from mapping changes in coalitions is that the contraction of the polity in some FSU countries is a response to the growth of factionalized parties and personalized tyrannies.

				

			Trajectories of Post-Socialist Polities: The Big Picture, Explanations, and Coalitions

			The democratization experiences of countries from the former Soviet Union pose an analytical riddle: Why is there such variation in outcomes given relatively similar starting points as former members of the Soviet Union? Echoes of democratization’s contradictions and challenges reverberate: in the byzantine politics of shadow coalitions and “Kremlin capitalism,” in Central Asian oligopolies, and in various color revolutions past and future. The roots of unhappy politics in Ukraine, Russia, Belarus, or Kazakhstan—in contrast to the relatively more benign or progressive polities of the Baltic countries—lie in processes that enabled and constrained actors as they constructed new coalitions and rules determining access to and use of political and economic capital. Yet for all the empirical richness of these experiences, the balkanization of social sciences has obscured how post-socialism speaks to past and ongoing issues of democratization. In fact, variation in post-Soviet political trajectories cries out for an overarching analysis on its own terms: first, to make better sense of the processes and projects of this post-socialist iteration of the “Great Transformation”; and second, to take advantage of variation, just as earlier sociology and political science did to lay the groundwork for fundamental theoretical ideas still used today. Post-socialism allows us to revisit earlier questions with new comparative cases, to generate further insights or expand the realm of analysis by treating post-socialism inductively as an historical event in itself. 

			Scholars have typically addressed dynamics and trajectories of post-socialist change with focused case studies or comparisons across a handful of countries.1 Our goal is to build on these insights, and the real variation between these cases, to expand a field of inquiry that harks back to grander traditions in comparative politics and political sociology that asked big questions about “modernity.” Perhaps the most ambitious was Barrington Moore’s comparison of historical pathways to democracy, fascism, and communism, an undertaking that inspired other seminal comparative works.2 Moore’s analysis revealed the importance of structures (in his case, class structures) in shaping political trajectories, rescuing Marx’s insights from his own initial oversights and the weaknesses of later Marxists. Facile references to (often tautological) “political culture” in and of itself, or to historical contingencies alone, were insufficient for making sense of why one country suffered authoritarianism while another enjoyed democracy. Further developing a structural analysis and adding processes and organizations, Charles Tilly compared European histories to demonstrate how economic structures, state structures, and state-economy relations influenced the trajectories of political structures and regimes.3 Later, he explored broader structures and institutions, proposing a political process model of political change and democratization that incorporated lower-level structural relations, especially coalitions.4 In this model, what matters for democratization is the quality of interactions between authorities and their subjects in the polity.

			While we accept the importance of Tilly’s “three Cs” (coercion, capital, and coalitions) for understanding political trajectories, here we focus on coalitions to make better sense of the trajectories of political structures, polities, and regime power in the former USSR. Coalitions, one form of structure, are important for democratization because they express polity members’ protection from and access to state action. Where are actors located in the polity—inside, on the edges, or outside? To whom are actors connected? The importance of coalitions as they relate to coercion and state capacity is in how coalitional structures can nudge polities along different trajectories. We refine aspects of coalitions using ideas from network analysis that call attention to integration and breadth. We argue that democratizing regimes simultaneously expand access to previously disfranchised groups and integrate them into the polity. Differences in the integration and breadth of coalitions reveal more variation between non-democratic polities than standard measures indicate. To flesh out these ideas, our empirical discussion maps out alterations in coalitional structures along dimensions of integration and breadth in the former Soviet republics from 1991 to 2009.

			While we use Freedom House data to illustrate a phenomenon worth exploring—the variation in post-socialist political trajectories—this is our point of departure, not our endpoint.5 Consider Figures 1 and 2, which track trajectories of former Soviet republics using Freedom House measures.6 Following Tilly, we transform the annual ratings of democracy for post-socialist countries into a two-dimensional space. The horizontal axis is the degree of civil liberties, such as the rule of law, freedom of expression, and freedom of association. The vertical axis rates the level of political rights, such as fair elections and freedom from corruption. We further divide this two-dimensional space into different zones according to Freedom House’s country statuses (free, partly free, not free), which are based on the combined average ratings of civil liberties and political rights. 

			


Figure 1. Freedom House ratings of Baltic and Central Asian countries, 1991–2009
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			In Figure 1, depicting the Baltic and Central Asian countries, we have two strikingly clear trajectories: liberal democracy and illiberal dictatorship. The Baltic countries quickly transformed into liberal democracies; Central Asian countries rapidly became dictatorships. The only exception in the Freedom House framework is Kyrgyzstan, which moves around the middle (an undetermined position) before conforming to the general pattern of other Central Asian countries. By contrast, Figure 2 depicts the remaining countries in post-Soviet space, which all spend significant time in the “partly free” zone, with an unintelligible overall pattern. The Slavic countries hovered in the center until Belarus and Russia started to move away from liberal polity. Similarly, countries from the Caucasus moved back and forth, with Georgia edging more towards the “free zone” than Armenia and Azerbaijan. Overall, however, Ukraine, Russia, and the Caucasus are stuck in the middle, not conforming to any general pattern. The frequency of change in these countries is higher than in the Baltic countries or Central Asia. On average, they changed their statuses a year before Central Asia and six months before the Baltic countries. Moreover, these changes were broader than those that took place in the Baltics and Central Asia.

			


Figure 2. Freedom House ratings of Moldova, Caucasian and Slavic countries, 1991–2009
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By looking beyond one country or narrow area (e.g. the Baltic countries alone, or the Slavic countries alone), this remarkable mix of similarities and differences cries out for explanation. 

			One prominent answer to the variation in Figures 1 and 2 is geographic diffusion. The closer post-Soviet countries are to established western European democracies, the more likely it is that the culture of democracy will diffuse to those polities and regimes. In this view, Baltic countries have the most democratic post-Soviet regimes because they are closer to Western Europe than a majority of the populations of Belarus, Ukraine or Russia. While this explanation is intuitive and accounts for the major trend in democratization experiences, it misses other variation that is potentially revealing about democratization. Belarus is closer to Western Europe than Russia, yet is less democratic. We would expect Kyrgyzstan, the post-Soviet country furthest from Western Europe, to be clearly in the non-democratic space, yet it has spent much time in the middle of the rankings. These anomalies to the trend indicate that a geographic explanation fails to account for important processes.

			Another possible explanation modifies insights from the “pacting” literature to third-wave democratization episodes, for example situating political negotiations in the timing and order of political and economic reform.7 McFaul argues that where the balance of power between old regime and challengers was even or uncertain, regime transitions have ended up taking circuitous routes to and from democracy.8 In contrast to the pacting literature, however, McFaul further contends that countries with noncooperative relations in favor of challengers produced stable democratization—although an imbalance of power in favor of the old regime could also lead to unequivocal dictatorship. 

			Another perspective treats many cases in Figure 2 as “hybrid regimes.”9 Neither clearly democratic nor obviously authoritarian, hybrid regimes combine elements of the two. The value of this idea is that it acknowledges that regimes are not immutable and eternal once they enter the democratic zone. Established democracies can de-democratize and move closer to authoritarianism.

			We suggest that these explanations lack mediating mechanisms that connect transition actors to resulting political relations.10 Existing research has provided insights into post-socialist regimes at the extremes of democracy and dictatorship that entered stable, path-dependent trajectories. Yet existing explanations of post-socialist regimes between those extremes miss patterned variation. Given increasing variation in regimes, the most insightful comparisons are likely to come from “hybrid regimes” with different political trajectories. The varied paths of post-socialist polities provide an opportunity to conduct comparative analysis that may aid in understanding regimes with circuitous trajectories. 

			Even more fundamentally, Freedom House rankings are missing key variation. While it is possible to trace any individual country’s movements over time, the aggregate pattern is unintelligible. Part of the problem is that the two dimensions of Freedom House rankings capture the same processes. Country rankings mainly stay on the off-diagonal of Figures 1 and 2. The biggest difference between the civil liberties and political rights scores is two points that occur only a few times throughout the entire 18-year period. This raises the question: Which countries have a high level of civil liberties and a low level of political rights (and vice versa), and what would they look like? Are regimes in Turkmenistan and Belarus as similar as Figures 1 and 2 suggest? One regime has a single-party system with an ideology partly written by its president, while the other has party structures barely represented in government and no clear ideology other than the personal actions of top officials. Belarus’ and Turkmenistan’s polities have significant qualitative differences, despite both being dictatorships.

			Configuration of Coalitions: Breadth and Integration

			To extract additional insights from post-socialist politics, we take a relational approach, the methodology for which we discuss later. Following recent work that shows how networks have emergent properties and explanatory power independent of actors’ qualities11 or critiques approaches privileging actors as insulated social quanta, we focus less on the actors themselves than on relations between them. In the language of network studies, this is a study of the networks rather than the nodes. This does not mean actors are unimportant, merely that actors receive plenty of attention (elite strategies, biographies, claims, etc.) whereas the properties of relations between actors (whether individuals or groups) have been underappreciated. This is another way in which we follow in the footsteps of Moore, for whom explaining democracy and dictatorship requires examining the totality of class relations over time—not just the interests of this or that class, but historical relations between classes. Which classes are present or absent shapes the totality of those relations, and thus whether a country becomes a democracy or a dictatorship. While some scholars have challenged or amended facets of Moore’s claims,12 we heed his insights and take as axiomatic that social relations, not the essences of variables, should be our analytical focus.13 While we do not use his specific class relations, we still adopt Moore’s strategy of tracing the consequences of historically contingent constellations of social relations, whether these involve localized networks or broad classes. This is not to condemn the diverse foci of other studies, but rather to explore a different dimension—a relational dimension—and exploit post-socialist variation to reveal what lessons can be drawn from these states’ experiences.

			Following Tilly, we argue that the configuration of coalitions provides a concrete mechanism to link relations between polity members to different outcomes. Understanding variation in the configuration of coalitions provides a mechanism that connects polity members’ relations to political outcomes. Tilly’s analysis of democratization flies in between the poles of individual pacting and macro-level class and socioeconomic structures by using coalitions to make sense of processes and variation in political trajectories. If pacting explanations pay too little attention to structural embeddedness, a coalitional analysis can show how these larger structural entities operate (so as to explain structural correlations) and how pacts can emerge and matter in the first place (embedding pacting in structural contexts). 

			Social anthropologists use coalitions as general relations of politics.14 These are temporary alliances—based on class, state, religious, linguistic, geographic, and ethnic foundations—that actors make to achieve a limited goal, such as an election. By this definition, coalitions include varying levels of interest and resource exchange among participants. Although researchers initially used the concept of coalitions to study personal networks, they have since been extended to the study of organizations in politics.15 Coalitions can be confined to elites in factions and cartels or extended to non-elites in mass parties and social movements.16 At the organizational level, researchers have studied networks of coalitions among local elites and populations, but also in national contexts.17 The risk of studying coalitions at the national level is that it misses crucial variation at the local level, where there may be entirely different cultures, institutions, and practices. Instead, localism is often expressed at the national level as fragmentation or polarization. Capturing the full structural variation of coalitions at the local level requires in-depth ethnographic observation and more fine-grained analysis of concrete network ties. For the present, we are interested in two aspects of coalitional structures—breadth and integration—that capture some of the structural variation of coalitions at the national level.

			Using the language of social network analysis, Tilly characterizes variation in coalitional structures as ranging from fragmented and dispersed to cohesive and isolated. Different configurations of coalitions influence how elites respond to demands from the barricades and corridors of power. In other words, the kinds of actors and patterns of their relationships in the polity significantly affect democratic outcomes. One structural dimension is breadth: whether coalitions are made up of elites or enjoy broad (and expanding) participation. Dahl’s polyarchy defines breadth as how much of the population can publicly participate in the polity, even if they disagree with ruling coalitions.18 For our purposes, an important aspect of this definition is to what degree the transition emerges from internecine fights within ruling coalitions compared to petitions from the streets. For many theorists, democracy works best with broad societal participation, sometimes labeled “civil society”—i.e. organized social spaces outside state control, such as interest organizations or private property.19 Civil society supports democracy by providing a counterbalance to state power.

			One activity that captures the breadth of coalitions is voting. In patronage systems, coalitions are solidified through the exchange of votes for concrete goods. In more formal party systems, elites compete in “winner-takes-all” contests by getting mass publics to form coalitions with them through (among other activities) voting.20 While voting is a prescribed democratic activity, high voter turnout does not necessarily translate into greater democracy. Low voter turnout has been a hallmark of some long-standing democracies for decades, a trend that has led some to see a decline of democracy in, for example, America.21 High voter turnout may reveal not only an empowered, engaged citizenry, but also extreme politicization or hegemony, where people lack the option of not participating and are heavily dependent on politicians and officials.22 Citizens caught in such hierarchical relations are vulnerable to elite decisions and likely follow orders to participate in elections according to the wishes of their political masters; conversely, low turnout may express the independence of citizens who have other concerns unrelated to politics. Furthermore, high turnout can indicate the corruption of ruling coalitions, which falsify election results to bolster their own legitimacy. Soviet officials were especially prone to exaggeration, citing near 100 percent participation rates in elections that lacked opposing candidates or open discussion of issues in public forums.

			Another quality of a polity is the way in which authorities relate to  citizens’ rights to engage in protests, strikes, and other contentious politics. Types of contentious politics and whether they are tolerated, forbidden, or prescribed depends on the structures and rules of political fields.23 Most protest is forbidden in authoritarian regimes, and authorities use violence or other forms of coercion to respond to ordinary people’s claims. In other regimes, some contentious politics may be prescribed, with performances institutionalized. Even in democratic regimes, where they are almost daily occurrences, marches in capital cities require prior approval from the police, who constrain performances and limit their power to surprise.24 Finally, some authorities find contentious politics distasteful because it subverts prescribed types of political interaction, such as voting, mass parties and bureaucratic politics, but nevertheless tolerate protestors’ claims as part of the democratic process. In the run-up to the invasion of Iraq, some wings of Britain’s ruling elite disagreed passionately with anti-war groups but did little to curtail massive anti-war demonstrations that had relatively few arrests.

			This brings us to the second dimension of coalitional structures: integration. Do coalitions in the polity possess structures to support effective mediation between opposing sides? Mediating positions are often seen as a ratchet mechanism that can lead to the integration of the polity.25 At the very least, a democratic regime needs some opposition to ruling elites. Homogeneity in coalitional structures is often an indication of single-party rule or lopsided control over organs of power. However, a regime with too much heterogeneity of coalitions can suffer from fragmentation and instability that severely hampers effective mediation of differences. Even if structures do not support too few or too many groups, integration is still problematic. Stable rival factions may be polarized and lack lines of communication between them, leading to gridlock and ineffective policymaking. The ability to get along with one another and the prevalence of a “live and let live” ethos among polity members are deeply intertwined with mediation structures.

			Integrative structures in modern polities are primarily expressed in political parties, although a more fine-grained view would include professional associations, civic organizations, and institutionalized social movements.26 When parliaments have a large number of parties, this partly expresses fragmented coalitions. The presence of too many small parties in parliaments—and the attendant fragmentation effects—lead many countries to impose rules that limit the number of parties in power, such as election thresholds for parties or the abolition of majoritarian institutions. On the other hand, having too few parties—or even a single party—in parliament reflects integration among polity members that is forced or negotiated internally (in the American context, “the big tent”). Parliaments with parties that fall between these extremes point to an integrated coalitional structure that is neither forced nor highly gridlocked. Finally, the absence of political parties from parliaments denotes the most fragmented coalitional structures, where individual elites and leaders personalize power. Huntington argues that polities without autonomous political organizations such as formalized political parties suffer disunity that hinders cooperation and coordination of state action.27 As we shall see, informal political organization is an important aspect of coalitional structures in parts of the FSU.

			By bringing together these strands of breadth and integration, we propose concepts amenable to studying structures that mediate political trajectories. Table 1 translates variations in breadth and integration of coalitions into expectations about polities during democratization. These idealized expectations offer an analytical starting-point for coalitional dynamics in the FSU. 

			


Table 1. Ideal-typical configuration of coalitions
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In the upper left-hand quadrant of Table 1, the coalitional structure has the low breadth and high integration that define authoritarian polities. In their purest form, authoritarian polities have single-party rule that constrains challengers from protesting or even forming opposition parties. Moving down the diagonal of Table 1, we find factionalized polities that suffer from gridlock and an inability to form cooperative coalitions with rivals. Such coalitional structures have high breadth but are fragmented into opposing factions without cross-group relations (i.e. low integration). In the lower left-hand quadrant of Table 1, the coalitional structure is narrow and lacks integration; coalitions are formed through persons and informal groups, not organizations like political parties. In such fragmented tyrannies, coalitions become personalized, making coordination difficult to achieve because loyalties and differences are not expressed publicly through formal channels. Finally, coalitional structures with high breadth and high integration are typical of democratic polities. In democracies, diverse political groups flourish but can form cross-group coalitions with one another. This “live and let live” ethos of coalitional structure enables polity members to coordinate activities and mitigate disagreement. 

			The goal of the following empirical analysis of democratization in the FSU is to track changes in breadth and integration of coalitions that reveal movement toward and away from these different kinds of polities. As we shall see, tracking these changes reveals greater variation in the trajectories of post-Soviet countries than the Freedom House rankings express. 

			Methodology

			Our technique is cartographic mapping coalitions to chart the trajectories of polities.28 Changes in the structure of coalitions reveal which zone polities occupy: fragmented tyranny, factionalism, authoritarianism, or democracy. Two dimensions of coalitions—their breadth and integration—determine which zone polities occupy. Each dimension varies from zero to one, where zero indicates coalitions with the lowest breadth and least integration and one represents those with the highest breadth and most integration. 

			In an ideal world, we would measure the breadth and integration of coalitions through the inter-personal and organizational networks of elites and citizens. Yet such data are hard to collect in a single polity, let alone the fifteen polities included in our sample. In the absence of such data, we drew on data from a variety of public sources to capture our main concepts. 

			First, we used election turnout figures and kinds of political interactions in contentious politics to capture the breadth of coalitions. There are other cultural expressions of elite-public alliances, such as claim-making in the media, but we focus on these political indicators. We collected voting turnout data from public sources that had a wide range of figures.29 Our argument is that high turnout is an expression of either elite malfeasance or domination. Conversely, lower figures indicate greater breadth because citizens are not induced into participation. For our dimension of breadth, we recoded turnout figures. We expanded the limited range of turnout (40 percent to 100 percent) to vary from zero to one, then reversed the order of the new range because high turnout indicates low breadth. 

			Next, instead of cataloguing the number of protest events in order to track waves of contentious politics, we determined how regimes respond to protest by categorizing interactions as forbidden, prescribed, or tolerated. We assigned values to these qualitative differences for our dimension of breadth. Toleration of protest is one of the hallmarks of democracy, and we therefore assign such interactions a value indicating the highest breadth (1.0). When protest becomes highly institutionalized, it has been hijacked by established actors who seek narrow electoral and political ends. We made prescribed protest worth slightly less, at 0.75, because even established democracies slip into routinized political protest, but this does not necessarily entail sliding into tyranny or authoritarianism. Finally, forbidding protest, especially non-violent protest, is an indication of narrow coalitions excluding members from the polity. While intolerance of protest is an indication of narrow coalitions dominating the polity, even democratic polities forbid certain kinds of contentious politics, especially violent protest and riots. To account for these varying prohibitions, we assign forbidden protest a value not of zero but of 0.25.

			The degree of party fragmentation and the number of independents in parliaments capture the idea of integration. Other expressions of integration, such as inter-elite conflict, may capture the concept with a slightly broader scope than our indicators, but the advantage of our indicators is that their focus on political process brackets cultural and economic dimensions that are important but beyond the scope of our political framework. Rich variation in party development poses analytical problems for capturing the integration of coalitions in post-Soviet countries.

			Previous research has created indices for integration, including the most effective number of parties in parliaments.30 However, these advances miss key post-Soviet variation. Existing indices treat “independent” and “non-partisan” parliamentarians as a single, unified group on a par with organized parties. For most democracies, this makes sense, as such parliamentarians are anomalies. However, independents and non-partisans are a persistent and large minority in many Slavic and Central Asian countries; Moser also found independents and non-partisans to be important actors in other (non-FSU) post-socialist parliaments.31 These parliamentarians are heterogeneous, and treating them as a group is misleading. They do not typically vote as a bloc, nor do they take decisions together on the basis of an agreed-upon ideology, as members of parties do. Most simply represent localities and try to get resources for them. Along with exaggerating the group qualities of independents and non-partisans, existing indices underestimate parliamentary fragmentation. Rather than being a single group, independents and non-partisans are akin to lone party members in parliament. 

			We use an alternative index to capture fragmentation by treating parliamentarians in this diffuse category as sole representatives of a group. We use Taagepera and Shugart’s formula to determine the effective number of parties, but instead of treating independents and non-partisans as part of the same fractional share of seats (p), we treat them separately. The formula is:

			N (effective # of parties) = 1/(∑ p2i)

			This solution confronts the dual absurdities of attributing group qualities to independents and non-partisans and exaggerating the integration of parliaments. We gathered data about party representation in parliaments from public sources.32 We calculated party fragmentation with the above formula and our alternative treatment of non-partisans and independents. For our integration dimension, we arrayed the range of effective number of parties (1-83) to vary from 0-1 and recoded high outliers from the old range into the upper fifth of the new range. As many parties is an indicator of low integration, we then reversed the order of this new range.

			A similar variation of integration in parliaments is the number of independents and non-partisans standing in parliament. The percentage of independents has a skewed distribution because around half of parliaments do not accept independents. The difference between parliaments that accept independents and those that do not is qualitative. Thus, for our integration dimension, we assigned parliaments without independents to start at 0.0 and those with independents to start at 0.25. We limited original percentages to vary between 0.25 and 1 and reversed the order of this new range because a high percentage of independents indicates low integration.

			Once we arrayed our indicators to vary from zero to one for each dimension, we then used the following formula to map out our dimensions of breadth and integration:




			x (Breadth) = (Turnout+Contention)/2

			y (Integration) = (Parties+Independents)/2

			


The number of data points in each country’s time series is a reflection of the number of different compositions of parliaments. Before applying our formula, we first take a deeper look at each indicator separately. 

			


Table 2. Percentage turnout for presidential and national legislative elections, 1992–2009
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			Source: IDEA (2010)

			a Not including parliamentary elections in 2003 that were annulled.

			b Not including parliamentary elections in 2006 for a few seats that were unfilled.

			c Turnout figures from the 1992 presidential election were unavailable.

			


Breadth: Elections and Protest

			Initial democratic elections were historically novel for most Slavic and Central Asian countries, but less so for the Baltics. This lack of experience with political pluralism generated considerable interest about democratic elections in the early years of post-socialism. Table 2 reveals that initial parliamentary and presidential elections produced high turnout across cases. Yet once we look beyond initial bursts of participation, our cases diverge. 

			On the surface, the Central Asian countries and Belarus enjoy the broadest electoral participation. This pattern is puzzling, given that democracy analysts emphasize electoral participation. The 95-percent participation rate in Turkmenistan’s 2007 parliamentary elections, where only a single party won any seats, bears a striking resemblance to Soviet-era turnout. Even in less extreme cases, international observers have documented numerous examples of electoral fraud in Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. Turnout figures for some elections in Belarus also exceeded 90 percent. 

			Table 2 records high voter turnout in national elections in the entire period for Belarus. For such countries, it is mistaken to claim high breadth of participation when turnout rates are high, as these numbers are artificial. Thus, the genuine breadth of participation in Belarus’ elections is likely to be narrow; high turnout reflects elite malfeasance more than broad participation.

			In many of the countries just below Central Asia and Belarus, there are fewer documented violations and blatant indicators of officials “cooking the books” to satisfy political masters. Yet relatively high turnout and breadth of participation may reflect citizens’ dependence on elites. There has been open competition among different elite groups since liberalization in Russia. In this competitive environment, elites place considerable pressure on citizens to vote because, unlike in a single party system, they can lose their position to rival elite groups in open elections. For their part, citizens are likely to follow orders because elites dominate the distribution of material resources (jobs, public works, etc.), and voting is a way for citizens to ensure continued access to these resources. It is not unusual to learn of ordinary citizens getting phone calls from bosses and superiors about preferred candidates on ballots—implying that someone is watching whom citizens vote for and will reward or punish appropriately. Prescribed political interactions like voting become an opportunity for elites to coerce citizens into participation. Political technologies that induce high participation have become a booming consulting industry in places like Moscow and Kiev.33 Thus, it is more that the politicization of life induces high participation rates than that citizens voluntarily choose to vote.

			Table 2 shows the upward trajectories of these elite-dominated countries. Russia and Armenia have more or less increasing participation in both parliamentary and presidential elections. Both countries have relatively low starting points in terms of voter participation but then expand to turnout rates hovering around 70 percent. Georgia and Ukraine have turnout increases for presidential elections even as they see declining participation for parliamentary ones. At one point, turnout in a Georgian presidential election reaches 88 percent; in Ukraine, it gets to a high of 77 percent. Finally, Azerbaijan has declining participation in parliamentary elections, but very high participation rates in presidential elections. In the entire period, turnout in presidential elections never fell below 70 percent. 

			The Baltic countries and Moldova have downward trajectories in parliamentary election turnout. The trajectory of Lithuania’s presidential elections corresponds to the downward movement of its parliamentary voter turnout, unlike the above cases with elite-dominated elections. These relatively low voting levels are similar to those of western European and North American democracies, where a large minority of citizens does not vote. Indeed, analysts are concerned about under-representation of segments of the Baltic population in politics.34 Yet in other parts of the FSU, high voter turnout does not reflect broadening participation. Rather, it expresses either extreme societal politicization or elite malfeasance. Whereas many Ukrainian citizens have no choice but to participate, many citizens of Baltic countries have the option not to vote. Would-be voters in the Baltic states may not find candidates who resonate with their politics, may have interests other than politics, or may be engaged in more pressing matters. Although voting is a prescribed political interaction even in partly democratic polities, fewer citizens in more democratic countries vote simply because they fear reprisals from their bosses and other elites if they do not. Despite a large minority of disengaged citizens in the Baltics and Moldova, elected politicians are aligned with the preferences of at least part of the citizenry. Policymaking and parliamentary debates are less about personalities and who is up and down, making it possible for them to be rooted in ideology and substantive issues.

			Elections are one facet of breadth; protest is another. Much has been made of why post-Soviet citizens do not engage more in contentious politics, although research has revealed mounting evidence of popular post-Soviet protest.35 Table 3 summarizes contention in FSU countries and its predominant expression in terms of Tilly’s types of political interaction.36




			Table 3. Main type of political interaction for contention, 1992–2009

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Contention

						
							
							Countries

						
							
							Significant Change

						
					

					
							
							Forbidden

						
							
							Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Azerbaijan, and Armenia

						
							
							None

						
					

					
							
							Prescribed

						
							
							Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia

						
							
							Russia and Ukraine toward forbidden

						
					

					
							
							Tolerated

						
							
							Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania

						
							
							None

						
					

				
			

			


Some regimes forbid public protest and even other less contentious performances. We categorize these performances as forbidden because they rarely occur and, when they do, often lead to highly contentious interactions between opposition and authorities. In Uzbekistan, authorities opened fire on thousands of supporters of an armed opposition faction after the group released prisoners and seized a local government.37 In these regimes, tolerated contentious performances are restricted to a narrow band of journalistic opinion pieces and petitions that circulate in limited numbers. In relatively moderate Kazakhstan, authorities crack down on public dissent but somewhat tolerate opposition claims in the media and popular press. The anemic “color revolutions” in Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Belarus express the forbidden nature of popular protest. Authorities’ crackdowns on protestors were harsh enough that no serious opposition to ruling coalitions emerged. Though highly contentious, just like other forbidden performances, the sputtering of the “Tulip Revolution” in Kyrgyzstan is the exception that proves the rule of stability through prohibition. In 2005 and again in 2010, demonstrators stormed government offices and toppled the government, forcing leaders to flee the capital. Interactions between authorities and protesters were violent and highly contentious, but the old and new ruling coalitions were narrow and closed to hinder their ability to quash the opposition at the barricades.

			For Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova, protest, demonstrations, and strikes mixed with fractious ruling elites, making such performances prescribed political interactions. Before 1991, many of these performances had been highly orchestrated rituals during holidays. For example, May Day demonstrations were officially sanctioned celebrations, and participants were handpicked to hold placards with boilerplate slogans and pro-regime messages. Rather than having an antagonistic relationship with enterprises and the state, trade union management was often part of the Soviet nomenklatura. As the cohesion of ruling elites declined after 1991, elites drew on these close relations with trade unions orchestrating contention to bargain for resources with competing factions. Robertson finds that regions of the Russian Federation whose elites did not have good relations with or were more independent from Moscow had higher levels of contention in terms of working days lost to strike activity.38 This implies that elite bargaining for resources from competitors induces rank-and-file members to strike. 

			In a similar logic of elite bargaining, the Orange Revolution was not “from below.” Rather, different wings of the government actively encouraged contention to oust competitors. Officials from western provinces, the capital, parliament, security services, and even foreign states directly supported election protests with money, status, logistical assistance, and intelligence.39 But just as contention with influential allies in other contexts can be seen as a “sellout” that institutionalizes protest, so too in Ukraine was the Orange Revolution more of a prescribed political interaction than a transgression.40 Protest during other “color revolutions” in Georgia and Moldova that pitted pro-Western and pro-Russian coalitions against one another have a similarly prescribed, top-down quality.

			By contrast, regimes in the stable Baltic polities tolerate public protest by refraining from coercive responses to contentious gatherings. A sizable ethnic Russian minority has mobilized large, sustained contentious gatherings against nationalistic citizenship policies in the Baltic countries. The newly independent governments did introduce comparatively stringent citizenship requirements to re-assert their national cultures (though less so in Lithuania), such as fluency in Baltic languages and pre-1940 citizenship. For the Russian-speaking population that relocated to the Baltics before 1991, these requirements posed a threat to their citizenship status. Rather than limit these challengers’ political rights, ruling coalitions tried to incorporate ethnic minorities into institutions.41 Lithuania, in particular, went a long way to include ethnic minorities by altering its constitution to recognize their rights. Governments in Estonia and Latvia tried to include ethnic minorities in the polity as long as they integrated with the two states’ respective cultures. Some tolerance of popular politics may stem from these countries’ late Soviet histories. In the last few years of the USSR, broad coalitions of ordinary citizens were unified in the Popular Front and Sajudis (Lithuania), which staged numerous contentious gatherings and helped topple the Soviet Union.42 Once independence was established, leaders of these coalitions moved from barricades to state offices. As part of their repertoire of performances, Baltic governments have not cracked down on ethnic Russian mobilization, instead incorporating their claims into the political process.

			Finally, over time there have been changes in the predominant expression of contention as a type of political interaction. When competing elites prescribe contentious gatherings as a way to accomplish political goals, politics turns into a back-and-forth of opposition leaders inducing contention to return to—or stay in—power. Elite hijacking of popular protest in a competitive democracy had dizzying effects on the movement of politics in Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. The most significant changes occurred in Russia and Ukraine, which went from elites prescribing contention as an electoral strategy to ruling coalitions limiting elite competition, thus turning elite-led contention into forbidden political interaction. Dramatic events in late 2013 and early 2014 in Ukraine underline this recent trend toward forbidding popular protest.

			Integration: Party Development 

			In the Baltics and Moldova, party development follows a relatively integrated path. The electoral systems of these countries mandate that parliamentarians from parties be elected via proportional representation, although half the seats in the Lithuanian parliament are elected through a majoritarian system. As Table 4 notes, between 1992 and 2009, the effective number of parties in their parliaments averaged three to five. At the extremes, the Moldovan parliament had the lowest effective number of parties (two) and the Latvian parliament had the highest (eight). Overall, the effective number of parties in parliament stabilized. With the exception of the Lithuanian majoritarian seats, there are not any independents or non-partisans in Baltic parliaments because the threshold for getting a seat is high (usually five percent). While low in party fragmentation, the Baltic and Moldovan parliaments do not have the same parties winning seats election after election. With each new campaign for seats, politicians form new parties and electoral blocs, while old coalitions dissolve. This apparent instability of party structures is a source of overall integration for politics because it reveals the ability of different groups to form coalitions with other polity members. Rather than clinging to their memberships, parties reach out to different groups of polity members to create new coalitions as a pragmatic means of winning seats.

			In Turkmenistan and Tajikistan, parties also display integrated coalitions, but via forced integration. Stable parties that survive election after election are large enough to hold different groups under their structures. Most notably, Turkmenistan has had single-party rule for its entire post-Soviet history. Single-party and even large multi-party systems often have considerable informal factionalism in their ranks. As the only legal party in the country, the Democratic Party of Turkmenistan controls most aspects of the economy, from the petroleum industry and electric power to cotton production and banking. These different sectors often map on to informal “clans” based on fictive kinship networks. Competing clans, however, create a balance that has led Turkmenistan and most other Central Asia regimes to effective “pacts” and regime durability.43 Like other single-party systems, a strong executive branch forces members from different clans to work together within the formal structure of the party.

			By contrast, party politics in Belarus has been fragmenting at an alarming rate. At the beginning of the 1990s, there was vibrant, if chaotic, party politics. By the 2000s, there were no influential parties in the Belarusian parliament; most parliamentarians are now independents and non-partisans. The longevity of these independents and non-partisans is tied to loyalty to President Lukashenka; however, such loyalty is not formalized through any kind of party structure and remains personalized. Even when unified in formalized parties, such personalized power and loyalty create structures more like fragmented tyrannies than integrated groups. Moreover, given Lukashenka’s efforts to integrate with Russia, a unifying nationalist ideology has not taken root in Belarus. Without parties and ideology, Belarusian politics is highly personalized not only at the national level, but also at lower levels of government.44 

			Azerbaijan’s parliaments have likewise been fragmenting (with the exception of a brief move toward greater unity). However, Azerbaijan’s fragmentation is different from that taking place in Belarus, as a single party holds a majority of parliamentary seats—although large numbers of independents and non-partisans are also represented. Single-party dominance with independents and non-partisans suggests that patronage, instead of being personalized in the president (as in Belarus), runs through a formal party that lacks an opposition that might challenge its authority. The absence of an organized opposition is similar to parliaments in the Central Asian countries of the FSU (with the exception of Kyrgyzstan). But whereas those countries never had—or else got rid of—independents and non-partisans in their parliaments, the ruling party in Azerbaijan still tolerates them.




			Table 4. Effective number of parties in parliaments, 1992–2009

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Countries

						
							
							Parliamentary meeting

						
							
							Avg.  

							#parties

						
					

					
							
							1st

						
							
							2nd

						
							
							3rd

						
							
							4th

						
							
							5th

						
							
							6th

						
					

					
							
							Turkmenistan

						
							
							1.00

						
							
							1.00

						
							
							1.00

						
							
							1.00

						
							
							
							
							1.00

						
					

					
							
							Tajikistan

						
							
							1.27

						
							
							2.54

						
							
							1.62

						
							
							
							
							
							1.81

						
					

					
							
							Moldova

						
							
							2.41

						
							
							3.43

						
							
							1.85

						
							
							2.31

						
							
							2.45

						
							
							3.32

						
							
							2.63

						
					

					
							
							Azerbaijana

						
							
							5.09

						
							
							2.41

						
							
							4.04

						
							
							
							
							
							3.85

						
					

					
							
							Georgiab

						
							
							11.27

						
							
							3.87

						
							
							2.73

						
							
							1.22

						
							
							1.55

						
							
							
							4.13

						
					

					
							
							Armenia

						
							
							2.51

						
							
							4.12

						
							
							8.91

						
							
							3.27

						
							
							
							
							4.70

						
					

					
							
							Estonia

						
							
							5.90

						
							
							4.15

						
							
							5.50

						
							
							4.67

						
							
							4.37

						
							
							
							4.92

						
					

					
							
							Lithuania

						
							
							2.99

						
							
							3.53

						
							
							6.31

						
							
							6.21

						
							
							5.78

						
							
							
							4.96

						
					

					
							
							Kazakhstan

						
							
							21.47

						
							
							20.04

						
							
							7.88

						
							
							2.66

						
							
							1.00

						
							
							
							5.24

						
					

					
							
							Russia

						
							
							8.26

						
							
							6.14

						
							
							8.05

						
							
							3.60

						
							
							1.92

						
							
							
							5.59

						
					

					
							
							Latvia

						
							
							5.05

						
							
							7.59

						
							
							5.49

						
							
							5.02

						
							
							6.00

						
							
							
							5.83

						
					

					
							
							Uzbekistan

						
							
							1.74

						
							
							14.84

						
							
							4.77

						
							
							3.54

						
							
							
							
							6.22

						
					

					
							
							Ukraine

						
							
							13.21

						
							
							10.96

						
							
							6.99

						
							
							3.41

						
							
							3.30

						
							
							
							7.57

						
					

					
							
							Kyrgyzstanc

						
							
							N/A

						
							
							40.09

						
							
							67.46

						
							
							1.55

						
							
							
							
							37.03

						
					

					
							
							Belarus

						
							
							12.59

						
							
							67.98

						
							
							70.35

						
							
							82.88

						
							
							
							
							58.45

						
					

				
			

			Source: CDP (2010)

			a Not including parliamentary elections in 2006 for a few seats that were unfilled.

			b Not including parliamentary elections in 2003 that were annulled.

			c The distribution for the first parliamentary meeting beginning in 1995 is unavailable.




			The trend toward greater fragmentation in Belarus and Azerbaijan sets them apart from the remaining cases, which have been experiencing progressively less fragmentation. For instance, Kazakhstan has seen its effective number of parties decline from 10 parties to a single party over the course of five parliamentary elections. Most clearly on this downward trajectory are Georgia and Ukraine, which each lost around ten parties between the beginning of the transition and the end of our time frame. Consolidation was more precipitous in Georgia, while Ukraine took a gradual route. Russia and Armenia were more circuitous in their declines, with spikes of fragmentation. Russia’s parliaments went up and down twice in their fragmentation, and Armenia’s parliament significantly fragmented once. Even though the parliamentary systems in all these cases eventually became more unified, their parliaments had an effective number of parties that ranged, at their highest point, between 8 and 13. That is higher than the Baltics and Moldova, which, at their zenith, had between three and seven parties.




			Table 5. Percentage of independents in parliaments, 1992–2009
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							1st

						
							
							2nd

						
							
							3rd

						
							
							4th

						
							
							5th

						
							
							6th

						
							
					

					
							
							Turkmenistan

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Tajikistan

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Moldova

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Estonia

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Latvia

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Lithuania

						
							
							1

						
							
							11

						
							
							13

						
							
							4

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Georgia

						
							
							11

						
							
							13

						
							
							13

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Russia

						
							
							7

						
							
							17

						
							
							24

						
							
							15

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							Uzbekistan

						
							
							19

						
							
							44

						
							
							10

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							Ukraine

						
							
							48

						
							
							31

						
							
							21

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							20

						
					

					
							
							Armenia

						
							
							6

						
							
							24

						
							
							24

						
							
							28

						
							
							
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							Kazakhstan

						
							
							33

						
							
							66

						
							
							44

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							29

						
					

					
							
							Azerbaijan

						
							
							44

						
							
							28

						
							
							42

						
							
							
							
							
							38

						
					

					
							
							Kyrgyzstan

						
							
							N/A

						
							
							100

						
							
							100

						
							
							0

						
							
							
							
							67

						
					

					
							
							Belarus

						
							
							48

						
							
							84

						
							
							89

						
							
							94

						
							
							
							
							79

						
					

				
			

			Source: CDP (2010)




			Each of these countries had a prolonged period with a high effective number of parties. Whereas a moderate number of effective parties indicates integration in the Baltics and Moldova, larger figures represent fragmentation, partly because independents and non-partisans have been a large minority in parliaments. Many independents and non-partisans are “partisan” in a different way, representing local interests or informal groups that circumvent parties to influence candidates directly. Without this substantial contingent of parliamentarians, the effective number of parties in Ukrainian and Russian parliaments would, until recently, have been similar to that of the Baltic countries. Despite moderate effective numbers of parties, Armenia has had large minorities of independents that fragment its parliaments. Responding to such fragmentation, authorities in Russia and Ukraine got rid of majoritarian elections in the early 2000s and moved entirely to proportional representation. These electoral changes effectively eliminated independents and non-partisans and consolidated the number of parties in parliaments.

			The trend is greater consolidation of parties in response to fragmentation. Russia’s most recent parliament has less than two parties. Even a coalition comprising all opposition parties in the Duma would not be capable of mounting a serious threat to the ruling party. One architect of Russia’s “managed democracy” argues that the party system is “a sort of one-and-a-half party system,” but “not a one-party system.”45 After initially increasing the breadth of its coalitions, Russia’s ruling coalition opted to limit it and force integration through exclusion and cooptation. Ukraine followed a similar path. Similar to single-party systems, forced integration had an integrating effect because the opposition became subsumed within the ruling party or marginalized at the edges of the polity. A strong executive and administrative branch encourage opposing forces to work together within the formal party structure. Unlike the Baltic countries, which achieve party integration via constantly shifting coalitions and the creation of new parties, ruling parties in these countries win seats election after election and induce the opposition to work within formal structures lest they be marginalized.

			A clear pattern of coalitional integration is emerging. For countries with a high effective number of parties and large minorities of independents, fragmentation of parties eclipses mediation and negotiation. Rather than occupying a sober and objective position, independents and non-partisans are like sole representatives of a group in parliament. Many represent some locality or are easily captured by interest groups hoping to influence politics. These parliamentarians, unmoored from party discipline, help destabilize politics. Especially in Russia, parliamentary politics became routinized and predictable as independents and non-partisans disappeared. By contrast, the continual dissolution and founding of parties in the Baltics and Moldova indicate integration of coalitions. Previously disconnected groups forge coalitions to create new parties and electoral blocs, avoiding a political field riven by factionalism. This flexibility in coalition-building reveals that mediation and negotiation are part and parcel of party politics. More recently, the remaining countries achieved the integration of coalitions through single- and large multi-party systems. Stable parties that survive election after election are large enough to hold different groups under their structures. Different factions compete, but are constrained by the executive to work in party structures. Whether voluntary or forced, the integration of coalitions contributes to stabilizing regimes, since rival groups’ interests are mediated and their claims negotiated.

			Polities’ Trajectories in Coalitional Context

			What trajectories emerge from these comparisons? In Figure 3, we condense our two dimensions (breadth and integration) down into numerical form, varying from zero to one. Our assignments reflect numbers based on the above data on elections, contention, and party development. Drawing on Tilly, we then build a two-dimensional space that varies polities along breadth and integration (our figure and layout are modified 

			from Tilly).46 These two dimensions influence a polity’s democratization (or de-democratization). Combining insights from integration and breadthallows us to see that there is more than one way for polities to democratize. Using “capacity” rather than “integration,” Tilly argues that there are two main paths to democracy: a high-capacity path and a low-capacity path. Crudely put, regimes may achieve democratization through

			


Figure 3. Trajectories of coalitions, 1992–2009
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			Source: IDEA (2010) and CDP (2010)

			a The trajectory starts in 1995, after the height of the civil war

			


authoritarianism (like France) or they may get to democracy via a fragmented path (like the United States).

			Where in Figure 3 do our cases rest? Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, and (to a lesser extent) Armenia reveal significant shifts from factionalism and fragmented tyranny to greater authoritarianism. The beginning of their trajectory partly explains contingencies. Their polities descended into low integration with fragmented coalitions, which created political instability and elasticity: tactical political maneuvers could have huge changes for politics. Competing elite factions hijacked contentious and electoral politics in Russia, Georgia, and Ukraine for short-term gain. The “eventfulness” of this period was a pretext for increasing coalitional integration. After the Yeltsin years, the failed Orange Revolution, and the incomplete Rose Revolution, political leaders in these countries reasserted control over political challengers and resources. For instance, ruling coalitions in Russia began to use kompromat (compromising materials) more aggressively after 2000. Rather than just discredit opponents, ruling coalitions jailed or exiled opposition leaders for corruption, embezzlement, and similar crimes. Increasing integration via force averted instability and long periods of crisis, but catapulted regimes closer to the zone of authoritarianism. Smaller shifts toward authoritarianism occurred in Armenia. To be sure, these countries did experience some significant changes toward fragmentation. Nevertheless, their leaders did not follow that path for long periods or try to implement radical changes that would catapult them toward extremes. Whereas Russia went from having large numbers of independents and small parties to no independents and a de facto one-party system, Armenia tolerates a small minority of persons standing in parliament as non-partisans.

			A different logic describes the trajectories of Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan. Instead of low integration and high breadth, these countries temporarily descended into fragmented tyrannies before attempting to unify their coalitions. Informal groups (e.g. clans), rather than formal parties with distinct ideologies, dominated these polities at different times, with the consequence of particularlizing power in persons. The risk of this path is that, without integration, informal relations can ride roughshod over regimes in order to meet their narrow, short-term goals. The multiple sites of authority take hold and reduce the integration of coalitions. Moreover, the distance from here to democracy is further than it is from integrated and narrow coalitions. In the latter, regimes have at least some key conditions for democracy, but in the former, regimes have considerably less. Ultimately, these countries have opted for a “managed democracy” path by attempting to unify the different informal groups through force and exclusion. 

			The comparison with Belarus, which remains in the zone of fragmented tyranny, is instructive. The ruling coalition in Belarus has not formalized its activities in a political party and recognizable ideology. As we have seen, parliaments in Belarus have virtually no representatives of political parties and are filled with independents, who bestow and respond to patronage in the various corridors of power. Azerbaijan, too, has been moving toward the zone of fragmented tyranny. Like Belarus, its parliament is overrun by independents and non-partisans, though they are a large minority, rather than a large majority as in Belarus. But Azerbaijan has yet to fully enter the zone of fragmentation because it has formalized patronage politics in its ruling party rather than in its presidency. 

			The regime trajectories reveal that the Baltic countries and two Central Asian countries, Turkmenistan and Tajikistan (after its civil war), are in opposition to each other. They have stable trajectories away from state socialism. There have not been events that have changed the structure of coalitions dramatically. But whereas the Baltics entered the zone of democracy, Turkmenistan and Tajikistan have been in the authoritarian zone for the entire observed period. So stable and predictable have the Baltic countries become in the zone of democracy that they have now “ascended” to full membership in the European Union. This path achieves pluralism while, not after, fostering integration. It tolerates contention, inactivity, and difference, and fits with normative aspects of democracy: popular rule, voluntarism, and diversity. By contrast, the stability and predictability of Turkmenistan’s and Tajikistan’s regime trajectories are expressed, among other things, in the longevity of leaders: for example, Saparmurat Niyazov was granted the title of President for Life by the Turkmen parliament in 1999 and ruled Turkmenistan from 1985 until his death in 2006. 

			These coalitional structures offer an alternative to a standard authoritarian-democratic framework of regimes. At the extremes of the more stable polities, such as the Baltic states and two Central Asian countries, variations in breadth and integration reveal similar patterns of reproduction to those found by Freedom House measures. However, coalitions reveal distinct forms from intermediate categories between dictatorship and democracy, like “hybrid” regimes. Specifically, not all non-democratic polities have the same coalition structure; there are three different categories of non-democratic polities, and variations within them. Furthermore, coalitional structures in FSU countries have changed over time to reveal distinct trajectories that are missing from accounts that rely on Freedom House measures of democracy or variations on these measures. The unintelligible patterns of countries in Freedom House rankings reveal distinct trajectories in the coalitional framework that chart their experience. Trends toward lower turnout in elections indicate greater breadth in the polity because citizens are free not to participate. Harsh crackdowns on social movements are one of the hallmarks of a narrow ruling coalition, while those polities that tolerate them—even when some activity is transgressive—broaden coalitions. However, elite hijacking of social movement activity can moderate the expansion of the polity. Finally, trends toward unifying parties in parliament reflect a response to the fragmentation of polities that occurred in many countries during the late 1990s and early 2000s. The polities of Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and, to a lesser extent, Uzbekistan tried to incorporate durable patron-client chains into single-party rule in order to reduce the informalization of power.

			From Coalitions to Capital, Coercion, and Culture

			We have focused on how coalitional structure provides a nuanced picture of variation in post-socialist political trajectories. We admit that this is only part of the story, and we conclude with some brief remarks about other possible, complementary causal forces that deserve creative and rigorous scrutiny and that could be foundations for future studies. One wider causal force is coercion. Tilly noted that war-making and state-making shape polities and regimes: bigger armies and states can hinder democratic development, although weak war-making also means weak state-making and troubled democracy.47 While popular mobilization contributed to the collapse of state socialism, state-led coercion remains important for democratization in the aftermath. As the stand-off between “opposition” and the Yanukovich regime and Putin’s creation of a National Guard centralizing internal security forces under a protégé’s control reveal, effects of coercion can be historically contingent rather than straightforward. State capacity to control rationalized procedures over resource use, such as taxation and use of money, can create more unified polities or produce localized satraps in which governors and local elites exercise private control over exchange of goods and finances for local advantage, hindering integration of the polity.48 The latter scenario was prevalent in parts of the FSU that had fragmenting coalitions. By contrast, the integration of coalitions in the Baltic countries and, more recently, in Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan may be partly affected by the increasing presence of external military force from the United States.

			Additionally, Moore’s formulation and Tilly’s political process model stress the role of capital in democratic regimes. Internal class dynamics played less of a role in the FSU than in earlier cases of third-wave democratization because globalization was more extensive. Global markets surrounding oil and natural gas loomed large during democratization in the FSU, as did progressively cheaper air travel and burgeoning electronic communication. While acknowledging the key role of international capital, there is no single internal process that sets the future in stone. Research claims that even the most likely candidates—privatization and related neo-liberal policies—have either no effect on or an indirect positive relationship to democratization.49 Our research suggests that uncertainty over economic liberalization’s role in democratization partly stems from a weak understanding of relational structures in these processes. Privatization and economic liberalization interact with particular constellations of actors that affect political trajectories. Competing clans in Russia had different corporate organizations acquired via privatization in the 1990s. Later, these clans experienced de-privatization of holdings, which coincided with the exclusion and cooptation of coalitions in the polity. Careful attention to relations between economic change and coalitional and other relational structures will reveal how capital is expressed in political change.

			Finally, we have not explored political culture. This does not mean it is unimportant, but we must be careful in how we employ it. Rigorous work in sociology, anthropology, and history suggests that a fruitful approach explores meanings and symbols that operate discursively, as categories and rhetoric embedded in institutions, and as a set of available tools and dispositions actors use in practice.50 However, culture cannot be treated separately from institutions and power, as one shapes the other. Culture is part of a broad dialectic of tools and practices, and the best analysis uses ethnographic techniques to get at the combination of culture’s meanings, uses, and contexts. This means that a broader picture (again, beyond the scope of one article) would examine how coalitions employ categories for claims-making, and how those discourses can affect coalitional structures (which we take as given for the purposes of this focused study).

			Coercion, capital, and culture are related to coalitional structures in complicated ways that demand careful inquiry. They may amplify or contradict processes in the coalitional structure. This does not diminish coalitions’ importance to trajectories. Coalitions partly shape coercion, capital, and culture. Changes to political and economic structures are driven by coalitions of actors with access to government and who employ claims grounded in categories and logics of legitimate or normal. The actions of coalitions often contradict the preferences of market actors and the political rules of engagement. Before answering such questions, insights from a structural perspective provide a strong foundation for understanding the full variation within and between coalitions.
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			Abstract: Threatened ruling elites in post-Soviet states often describe anti-government protesters using the terms “mobs” or “pawns.” This article highlights ambivalence toward the crowd form that existed for a minority of young protesters in post-Soviet Ukraine during the 2004 Orange Revolution. I draw on qualitative data collected during fieldwork with high school student protesters in Kyiv at the time of the Orange Revolution to illustrate the constant tension between some young people’s wish to celebrate the crowd as the site of emergent democracy and their common perception that the crowd may easily transform into a “mindless mass” or “mob.” For some Ukrainian students, the “crowd” represents a Janus-faced concept as well as a source of tension: it may be an effective agent of political change, but it may equally constitute a threat to democracy. The article examines the effects of civic education on youth political engagement by connecting students’ ambivalence toward protest to the conflicting pedagogies of the post-Soviet school context. I ask to what extent this link can be useful in furthering analysis of pro-democracy protests such as the recent Euromaidan.

			Introduction 

			From the Orange Revolution to the Euromaidan

			In the space of ten years, Ukraine witnessed two major episodes of mass protest: the 2004 Orange Revolution and the 2013–2014 Revolution of Dignity, or Euromaidan.1 The first episode arose as a response to electoral fraud that had put presidential candidate Viktor Yanukovych in power, while the second emerged as a response to then-President Yanukovych’s unwillingness to sign a trade agreement with the European Union. In the Orange Revolution, the perception of corruption was exacerbated by fraudulent elections; the Euromaidan protests began as protests against the government’s perceived movement away from the West and toward closer relations with the Russian Federation, and later evolved into an anti-corruption movement.2 In both episodes, protesters exhibited a relatively strong commitment to a future European orientation in terms of European values and/or living standards,3 although, as Bessinger has shown, there were some fundamental differences in attitudes among Orange Revolution participants over the direction to be taken in relation to the West (e.g., whether or not NATO membership was a desirable outcome).4 In both revolutions, youth (especially, but not only, university students) of the post-Soviet generation were instrumental in initiating and sustaining street action: members of the civic youth group PORA were the first to protest in 2004,5 and students were also active in the early Euromaidan protests,6 though young professionals constituted a larger share of protesters in 2013–2014.7 (This can be explained in part by the fact that some young people who were active as students during the Orange Revolution came back to the Maidan in 2013 to push for political change.) 

			Yet the two episodes of contention are distinguished by the intensity of state repression. The Orange Revolution was largely peaceful: Ukrainian authorities refrained from using force to disperse the protests,8 which allowed participants to keep to a non-violent protest repertoire. In contrast, the Euromaidan saw a violent crackdown by security forces early on (November 30, 2013) that left young protesters severely injured; crowds swelled as older citizens flocked to the Maidan to defend “their children.” On January 16, 2014 then-President Yanukovych signed a set of “anti-protest” laws that criminalized all forms of protest, and clashes between protesters and security forces took place later that month. Right-wing organizations (including Right Sector [Pravyi Sektor]), which constituted a small group within the opposition forces on Maidan, turned to a more violent repertoire,9 throwing stones and incendiary grenades at police.10 Some scholars stress that only a minority of more radical protesters used violence and that “the images of fighters, walls of fire, and masked young men did not and do not represent the peaceful, larger groups that turned out well into February to join evening demonstrations in city squares.”11 It has also been pointed out that the tactics of Euromaidan’s Self-Defense Brigades, including the barricades and the burning of tires on Hrushevskoho Street were de-escalation tactics that successfully prevented police violence for weeks.12 In late February, confrontations and street warfare with pro-government forces resulted in significant losses on the side of the protesters.13 

			Despite clear differences in the intensity of the “two Maidans,” one could argue that their outcome was similar in some respects. In both cases, the antigovernment protests brought to power politicians who professed commitment to democratic principles and pro-European foreign policy, and in both instances, citizens soon expressed disillusionment with their new leader’s ability to deliver on his promises.

			Scholars have pointed to a certain degree of distrust of collective action among some state actors and ordinary citizens in post-Soviet states,14 and clashes during the Euromaidan raised questions—especially (though not only) for threatened elites—about the extent to which the protest collective had itself been responsible for the violence. While protesters tended to place the responsibility for violence on pro-government forces (from riot police to vigilantes to snipers15), the Yanukovych government claimed instead that protester deaths were the result of actions by instigators and provocateurs associated with extremist (including nationalist or right-wing) groups participating in the demonstrations.16 Ukrainian authorities portrayed protesters simultaneously as perpetrators and pawns, suggesting that foreign (Western) actors had been critical in influencing participants’ actions.17 During the Orange Revolution, threatened elites similarly claimed that the protests had been initiated by extremists and were sustained by young protesters “hired” by Western agents.18 Some Ukrainian citizens likewise seemed to view Euromaidan protesters as perpetrators rather than victims of violence, describing the event as an “armed coup” or “seizure of power” rather than as legitimate political protest.19 But what happens when doubts or ambivalence about protest, including the sense that protesters might become pawns and/or perpetrators, emerge among protesters themselves in the revolutionary moment? In his 2013 article on the Orange Revolution, “The Semblance of Democratic Revolution,” Bessinger claims that in our analyses of revolution, we should pay attention not only to revolutionaries, but also to “nonparticipant supporters, counter-revolutionaries, revolution opponents, and the apathetic,”20 comparing and contrasting the views of all these groups. I propose that yet another category, that of “ambivalent participants,” can shed light on ideological struggles (and particularly struggles around the relation of the individual to the collective) that shape attitudes toward democratization in post-Soviet societies. 

			Youth Ambivalence

			This article examines Kyiv high school students’ experiences of and attitudes toward mass street protest during the 2004 Orange Revolution. My analysis suggests that in the everyday experience of protest, there is a tension between some young protesters’ wish to celebrate the crowd as the site of radical emergent democracy and their common perceptions that crowds might threaten individual (and collective) autonomy. Data are drawn from fieldwork on educational practice conducted in 2004–2005 with the permission of the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine. I conducted research in two schools: a public school (zahal’na shkola) and a private school that catered to wealthier students. There, I interacted with students from the 9th to the 11th grades (i.e., what constitutes “high school” in schools that include students from grades 1 to 11) in an effort to understand how young people who were about to become full-fledged citizens with voting rights engaged with civic education. Clearly, one cannot generalize the Ukrainian high-school student experience based on research in two schools; my research goals were rather to conduct extensive, in-depth fieldwork that would allow me to access young citizens’ everyday understandings and negotiation of the democratization process. Qualitative data used in this article are drawn from participant observation, group discussions and interviews with 182 students aged 15 to 17 from the two schools, as well as voluntary anonymous essays (on the nature of personhood and on the process of nation-building) that teachers agreed to allow students to write for me during class time. I also conducted participant observation of protest events during the period of the Orange Revolution. I chose to conduct research in Kyiv because I thought it likely that students living in a city that was also the seat of government would have a special awareness of the exercise of power and of civic rituals. I also wanted to access the variety of perspectives that a capital city and its diverse population (and that population’s exposure to various national and international media) can provide. The different attitudes toward protest I observed among students may be connected both to this diversity and to Kyiv’s location in Central Ukraine. No doubt a similar study in Western or Eastern Ukraine during that period would have yielded different results, though my sense is that we have at times underestimated the extent of ideological diversity—that is, the range, richness, and subtlety of political positions—within particular regions of Ukraine. Since Ukrainian is the state language and therefore the official language of Ukrainian schools, in the school context I interacted with students primarily in Ukrainian. Outside the school, some students spoke Ukrainian to me, while others preferred to interact in Russian (they most often interacted with one another in a Russian strewn with Ukrainian and English words). 

			While coding and comparing students’ attitudes and beliefs about democratization in schools and on the streets in the context of mass protest, I observed a tension within individual actors’ narratives. I noticed that the same individual could express both awe and doubt toward collective action in the form of street protests. In my sample of 182 students, 139 students claimed to support the Orange Revolution. Of those 139, a little over one-third (49 students—23 in the public school and 26 in the private school) expressed ambivalence about the protests in some way. I have already written extensively about the majority of students who were unambiguously in favor of the Orange Revolution and of collective mobilization as a means of achieving justice and democracy.21 Here, however, I foreground the accounts of that minority of students so as to draw attention to the ambivalence that may exist within protest movements. This article is not, therefore, meant to be representative of a majority feeling among the high school students with whom I worked (and much less of Ukrainian students in general), but rather to document the attitudes of a minority with a view to investigating their possible origins. What my findings reveal is that even committed student protesters could feel ambivalent about the Orange Revolution, not because they doubted the worthiness of the cause but rather because they distrusted the very form of the protests—the “crowd form”22—which they thought could easily descend into violence or heteronomy. What I illustrate is the perceived fragility of a project that attempts to overthrow what young protesters believe is illegitimate government through a form that they 1) view as having the potential to demonstrate their ability to be reasoning autonomous citizens (not just “blind sheep” or “cattle”), but 2) see as contradictory because, while promising a lost solidarity, it also threatens the very autonomy protesters wished to assert by turning to it. In other words, for some Ukrainian students, the “crowd” represents a Janus-faced concept, as well as a source of tension: it may be an effective agent of political change, and equally it may constitute a threat to democracy. 

			Post-Soviet youth have at times been expected (by politicians, for example) to act as a “natural” democratic vanguard, given their limited or non-existent experience of the Soviet system. Some scholars have shown how this expectation was borne out during color revolutions in Georgia, Ukraine, and Serbia,23 when the seeming inertia and apathy of youth24 was partially overcome.25 Other scholars have asked how our vision of post-Soviet youth as “agents of change” can hold in the face of young people’s marked distrust of and disenchantment with politics and politicians.26 Statistics have shown young Ukrainians to have a very low level of trust in their government compared to youth in other Soviet republics27 and have also revealed that young people distrusted not only former president Leonid Kuchma (when his popularity was at its lowest, right before the Orange Revolution) but also former president Viktor Yushchenko (five years after the youth-led revolution that had put him in power).28 Based on research conducted among Ukrainian adolescents in 2005, Nikolayenko states of young people’s political attitudes that “Young Ukrainians seem to realize that elections do not necessarily put in power a benevolent leader. That is why adolescents tend to place a high value on having ‘a good president’ or ‘an honest mayor.’”29 She adds that the poor performance of state institutions (including corruption) is, in part, to be blamed for students’ disillusionment.30 Topalova notes that post-Soviet (Ukrainian and Russian) adolescents grow up in a context marked by “traditional forms of nationalism coupled with post-Soviet cynicism,” adding that as a result, political agitation can bring “odd results that may have a diverse effect on society and its young generation.”31 This article contributes to the above literature by tracking high school students’ views of both the promise and limitations of street protest in a way that illuminates their conceptions of democracy. This is critical because students’ attitudes toward protest as a right enshrined in the Ukrainian Constitution will have a significant impact on the future shape of Ukraine’s democratic system. Moreover, as legal minors and social actors who spend most of their daily hours in educational institutions, students may have a particular perspective on the meanings of collective action.

			There are no doubt several factors contributing to student ambivalence vis-à-vis the protest collective, and I point to a variety of them throughout the article. An important factor is the circulation of the idea (whether expressed by government officials, the media or protesters themselves) that protesters (or counter-protesters) are “not what they appear to be”—that is, conscious agents—but are rather “paid,” “drunk” or “zombified.” These characterizations of one’s political opponents (whether supporters of Yushchenko or Yanukovych) circulated widely among citizens during the Orange Revolution, and similar dynamics have been observed during the Euromaidan.32 Representations of protesters as ideologically “unreliable” relate to broader discourses around the nature of Soviet (and post-Soviet) personhood, and the idea of the “binary” citizen able to “hold contradictory views in private and in public and [with] the capacity of switching between them smoothly.”33 This view of Soviet personhood has been challenged by some;34 the issue here is not whether this form of personhood ever existed, but rather the fact that it continues to be represented and invoked as a potentiality in some post-Soviet discourses. The perception of the potential instability of personhood can, in turn, be exacerbated by threatened elites’ framing of collective action as evidence of foreign meddling and use of local people as “puppets.”35 If the view of protesters as heteronomous can foster a climate of suspicion and cynicism about their “real” motives, elite portrayals of protesters as potentially violent or dangerous can also undermine some citizens’ trust in protest as a means of democratic expression. Indeed, as Kuzio, drawing on Collin,36 points out, “Fear of instability, civil war and extremism were potent weapons in damping political activism and atomizing the Serbian and Ukrainian populations.”37 Elite portrayals of protesters (or even of “the people” in general) as “inherently unruly” in turn feed existing debates within society over whether Ukraine would be best served by a democratic leader or a “strongman.” 

			Post-Soviet transformations in Ukraine have included transformations in definitions of personhood and of the ways in which the individual relates to the collective. Struggles over a new kind of person and over the potential and limits of personal agency come to be articulated most explicitly in the educational setting. I argue here that students’ ambivalence can be traced, in part, to their exposure to conflicting post-Soviet pedagogies deployed in the school context. These pedagogies include neoliberal techniques of the self38 that emphasize the collective as a threat to the individual, as well as national pedagogies that present the Ukrainian people as historically vulnerable to heteronomy.39 These pedagogies nevertheless arise in a context in which nostalgia around a lost (Soviet) solidarity and the desire to recuperate a sense of collectivity continue to be articulated by some teachers. In their day-to-day lives, students thus engage with pedagogies that potentially support both positive and negative valuations of the collective and of collective action. I contend that the conflicting logics of these various pedagogies influence students’ experiences and articulations of protest, in that tensions between pedagogies can produce tensions in attitudes toward the “crowd form.”40 

			My attempt to connect civic education to youth political engagement should not be read as a suggestion that school pedagogies determine students’ experience of protest. None of the pedagogies above, whether wielded by media, state authorities, or schools, can be said to directly cause student attitudes. One of the reasons that this cannot be so is that students never absorb school (or other) messages “as is,” but rather reconfigure and re-contextualize them to make sense of their lived reality.41 What is more, we are dealing here with various pedagogies in tension with one another, which means that their effects on students cannot easily be predicted (it is also clear that factors beyond pedagogies influence students’ actions and attitudes). One can, however, track the ways in which school pedagogies (and particularly the various manifestations of the tension between solidarity, on the one hand, and individualism, on the other) shape the conditions of possibility for student ambivalence. At times, students make explicit connections between school and protest sociality; as I will show, these contexts intersect most powerfully in young people’s articulations of “unanimity.” Other times, it is fragments of school narratives and constructions of personhood that emerge in young people’s expressions of enthusiasm for and anxieties around protest. 

			Theoretical Orientations

			The possibility of ambivalence toward collective action is perhaps unsurprising when placed against the backdrop of different valuations of the crowd in social theory. While some social theorists have pointed mainly to the negative aspects of the crowd,42 noting its oscillation between servitude and anarchy, others have focused on the positive potential of crowds.43 More recently, the sublimation of social energies into the multitude has been taken by some as the primary possibility for revolutionary liberation.44 Yet social thinkers like Durkheim and Mauss, as well as Simmel and Le Bon, believed that “the ‘effervescence’ created and experienced in crowds could result in ‘excesses’ of both a positive and negative kind.”45 Mazzarella46 notes that liberal democracy is unthinkable both with the crowd and without it. “Ostensibly, crowd theory tells of how [the crowd’s] emergent energies threaten the strenuously achieved autonomous liberal subject,” he writes, but the democratic public also relies on the crowd’s energies for its vitality.47 

			While there is hope in new social movements, there are also concerns that these might turn out to be undemocratic—infiltrated and taken over by others behind the scenes or dominated by particular leaders. Manning48 examines the logics of reception of the 2003 Rose Revolution in Georgia, tracking local media’s association of the crowd with imminent violence and manipulation by hidden actors, and noting some student participants’ post-revolution belief that they had been mere pawns in a process controlled by unknown but powerful forces. Jodi Dean describes the feelings of collective effervescence and power that exist within street protests, but argues that centralization and other processes can threaten social movements. She remarks of the Occupy movement that, “We shouldn’t be afraid to acknowledge…the continuing mistrust of collectivity. Even as people feel their collective power during marches and demonstrations, through chants asserting their power (“the people, united, will never be defeated”; “we are the 99 percent”) … there remains anxiety around hierarchy, non-transparency, leadership, delegation, institutionalization, and centralization.”49 This anxiety is key to the horizontal/vertical debates about social movements (as well as a feeling that social movements might become disorganized without leaders) in recent literature.50 I argue that the possibilities of positive effervescence and of centralization and heteronomy turn up as a dilemma for protesters on the ground. I show how young protesters’ ambivalence can shed light on ongoing concerns within social movements and writings about how to have a movement that is truly democratic (for instance, the ideals of the headless social movement) when the crowd form signals the possibility of heteronomy no matter how horizontal or decentralized the movement. 

			Looking at how protesters’ anxieties manifest themselves in a post-socialist context affords us a particular vantage point on the tension between the crowd as mob and the crowd as multitude because of the strength of debates in those countries over autonomy versus solidarity versus the specter of the heteronomous “blind mass” or “deadened crowd.” Citizens of post-socialist countries have seen their engagement with the principles of individual autonomy, initiative, and self-interest intensify.51 Partly in response to this, citizens at times feel a “sense of loss of a certain social proximity, even uniformity.”52 Citizens’ desire for a renewed sense of connection and solidarity may, however, be overshadowed by what they perceive as the threat of the blind/heteronomous mass. This is because the latter is deemed, in part, an effect of “totalitarianism.” In many post-socialist settings, we see the ideological equation of “social solidarity” and “totalitarianism” (a slippage against which anthropologists of the region warn us).53 The advance of individualizing practices associated with neoliberal governmentality has concrete effects on collective civic action, on the one hand constraining it with its focus on the self as the site of social transformation,54 and on the other hand inspiring (or more subtly permeating) organized social action.55 This article shows how the ambivalence toward mass protest voiced by some student participants in the Orange Revolution speaks to their encounter with post-Soviet pedagogies around individual and national “autonomy” that, while providing the impetus for protest, undermine that impetus by making solidarity suspect. By analyzing the ways in which young people (minors, in this case) experience and attempt to make sense of the “social potential of group energies,”56 I contribute to literature on the political agency of youth57 and their role in political activism,58 as well as to a growing body of work on youth and social movements in the post-socialist space.59 

			Organization of the Article

			I begin with a brief overview of the Orange Revolution’s causes and forms of sociality. This is followed by two ethnographic sections, “The Specter of the Herd” and “Individualizing Practices,” each of which is divided into two subsections: “School” (in which school pedagogies around individualism and solidarity are analyzed) and “Street” (in which student attitudes toward mass mobilization are analyzed). I conclude the article with some reflections on the applicability of my findings to other protest contexts. 

			Ukraine’s Orange Revolution

			Ukraine’s 2004 electoral campaign pitted Viktor Yushchenko, who promoted a “pro-Western” platform that included enhanced civic rights and rapprochement with the European Union, against Viktor Yanukovych, a candidate from the Donbas who wished to enhance the rights of Russian-speakers and improve relations with Russia, including by making it possible for Ukrainian citizens to hold dual Ukrainian-Russian citizenship. Yushchenko had been minister of economy (1999–2001) during Leonid Kuchma’s presidency (1994–2004). Yanukovych, meanwhile, had been prime minister (2002–2004) under Kuchma and enjoyed the latter’s support in the 2004 campaign. The protests that became known as the “Orange Revolution” (an occupation of Kyiv’s Independence Square—as well as protests elsewhere in Ukraine—that lasted 17 days) arose against a backdrop of allegations of electoral fraud around the victory of Viktor Yanukovych. Electoral fraud belonged to a long list of government misdeeds described by protesters as blackmail, intimidation, cover-ups, illegal privatization, arbitrary taxation, and bribe-taking, and categorized under the broad labels of “corruption” and “authoritarianism.”60

			Corruption, in particular, constituted a powerful concept around which to rally protesters. Particularly among the younger generation, who had been exposed to international media and global travel, there was a prevailing sense that the government should “serve” rather than “rob” the people.61 Gupta62 argues that the discourse of corruption can play a critical role in constituting the (disparate) state into a seemingly unified entity and in forging an oppositional national public comprised of “outraged honest citizens.”63 At the same time, corruption is notoriously flexible as a concept and can thus encompass various meanings and expressions of civic discontent. The fact that protesters on Maidan expressed a broad range of grievances and that they had widely different (and at times incompatible) interests has been documented ethnographically64 and through the analysis of survey data.65 Bessinger notes that like many urban civic revolutions, the Orange Revolution relied on a negative coalition—that is, a coalition against an incumbent regime—rather than on a unifying ideological program.66 Thus, protesters often spoke of the necessity to “cleanse” the government (they dubbed Yushchenko the “clean” candidate) as part of a broader process of restoring “order” (poriadok) or “normality”67 in the country. In this, they echoed the logic of other color revolutions in the post-Soviet space, including the 2003 Rose Revolution in Georgia, where Ghia Nodia notes that the revolution was a movement to bring the government back from its “extra-constitutional wilderness.”68

			Because the Orange Revolution was intended as a non-violent movement, much care was taken to avoid unruliness on Maidan, where numbers are said to have swelled up to a million demonstrators at the height of the revolution. Crowd management—handled primarily by members of the PORA civic youth group, who had initiated the protests by building a tent camp on Maidan69—was part of a deliberate attempt to maintain order, especially among those living permanently in the tent camp erected on Maidan.70 Young (mostly male) members of PORA took turns standing guard in front of the tent camp. As Diuk explains, “The principle of organization within the tent city was taken straight from the organizational structure of the Ukrainian Cossacks, with a ‘commandant’ in charge and a number of sotnyky, in charge of a hundred people, desyatnyky, who were in turn in charge of ten people, and so on.”71 The rules of Maidan were strict and included a “no alcohol” policy so as to avoid disorderly conduct and fights that might undermine the legitimacy of the protests or warrant intervention from security forces.72 The maintenance of internal order was in part a strategy against provocations (provokatsiia) that could result in state intervention.73 The pressure on protesters to present themselves as orderly was intensified by the Kuchma government’s responses to collective action.74 The powerholders “tried to discredit the youth movements as organizations that disrupted public order and threatened individual security,”75 going so far as to label PORA members “extremists” and “terrorists.”76 Authorities also presented protesters as “passive,” however, such as when they called Yushchenko supporters bydlo (cattle), a term evoking an amorphous mass that needs to be led (in this case, putatively, by the West/United States),77 or more bluntly suggested that protesters had been “hired” by the United States. The various pressures on protesters to remain peaceful and orderly may in part account for what I will show to be students’ anxieties around the potential “disorder” of the protest collective on Maidan.

			The Specter of the Herd

			School

			Post-Soviet educational reforms in Ukraine aimed primarily at dismantling an educational system that had, according to Ukrainian nation-builders, emphasized collectivism and uniformity at the expense of the development of the individual.78 In 2003, then-Minister of Education Vasyl Kremen’ expressed the need to transform the pupil from “object” to rights-bearing “subject” of the educational system,79 a process that involved the “individualization” (individualizatsiia) of the student80 and included the construction of a national individual who would locate herself primarily in relation to the Ukrainian nation rather than identify with the supranational, hybrid identities connected with belonging to the Soviet Union. What was termed the re-awakening of national consciousness was to be effected primarily through a revamped humanities curriculum—courses in Ukrainian language, literature, folklore, history, and civics, all taught in Ukrainian as the country’s Russian-language schools (formerly the vast majority of schools) had become Ukrainian-language schools following the collapse of the Soviet Union. In addition, Ukraine found itself under pressure to align its educational programs and evaluation methods with EU ones in accordance with the Bologna process, a series of reforms that focus on making education more compatible and comparable, including by creating a “European education area.” The necessity for convergence of standards (for example, the transition to being marked on a 12-point grading scale rather than a 5-point one) caused students to begin envisioning themselves competing with other European students in a European labor market. 

			Part of the post-Soviet pedagogical project involved shedding the Russian colonial legacy, including a mode of rule identified as “Soviet totalitarianism.” Students learned about the local conditions for the establishment of Soviet totalitarianism in Ukraine in their (standard) 10th-grade world history textbook. According to the textbook, these conditions included the lack of democratic traditions on Ukrainian territory, local inhabitants’ underdeveloped political culture, and a “disposition for quiet obedience” more generally.81 In the public school I visited, a female history teacher in her early fifties explained this readiness to obey to her students as follows: 

			This is our mentality [mental’nist’], really. We are used to obeying orders [vykonuvaty zavdannia], we don’t resist or protest. We become a silent mass [movchazna masa]. Even if we had a voice, it would not bear weight. We are willing to surrender our dignity [hidnist’], and this leads to the liquidation and destruction of our people.

			Teachers often used the term “mentality” in class to denote aspects of Ukrainian-ness that left something to be desired, and students appropriated the term to account for certain so-called “failures,” including Ukraine’s failure to join the EU. (“It’s our mentality, we want to get rich without working,” a 10th-grader once explained to me in the context of a group discussion in late 2004). My point here is not that “mentality” has any sort of existence (in fact, the term is not particularly useful analytically), but rather that with its connotations of an innate/durable disposition, it provided a kind of model or shorthand for students to articulate (in a variety of contexts and for a variety of reasons) what they viewed as the Ukrainian people’s shortcomings. 

			In a history class of the same level in the private school (the same world history textbook was used), the teacher, a man in his late sixties, explained what the text identified as the “cult of personality” [kult osoby] under Stalin. He characterized this phenomenon as the popular idea of the leader as a “Messiah figure who knows better than everyone,” including “how to live and do things.” He remarked that people did not hesitate to serve the supreme leader [vozhd] due to their naive belief in his superiority. In his view, propaganda and censorship as means of thought control accounted, to some degree, for people’s willingness to “follow an idea [line of thinking]” and obey the regime. His depiction of people under Stalinism as “iak koriv” [like cows/cattle], or as an “unthinking gray mass” [zabyta chorna masa], was meant to emphasize the population’s political passivity and indifference. As we shall see, this depiction of an amorphous citizenry is part of the imagery on which students draw to characterize the unreliable character of participants in the Orange Revolution, participants who at first appear to them to be agents but turn out to be “only followers.” 

			Not all teachers agreed with the above depictions of the mindless Soviet herd or captured individual, however. Some (especially—but not only—the teachers in their sixties, seventies and eighties who had taught most of their lives in the Soviet educational system and continued to teach out of financial necessity) thought that something critical about the Soviet experience was lost in these depictions of captured amorphous masses. For example, a 72-year-old teacher in the private school reminisced fondly about a time when everyone shared a sense of solidarity and common purpose, or “one line of thought [iedyna ideia].” She believed that with the “chaotic Transition,” people had lost this sense of unity as everyone went into their own direction, concerned only about their individual (and thus selfish) pursuits. These concerns seem to confirm what Gille82 identifies as a longing for human connection and purpose among post-socialist citizens.83 Influenced by their teachers’ statements about past unity, students would often remark on citizens’ lack of solidarity and sense of togetherness.84 As I will show below, a certain yearning for collectivity structured their imaginaries of personhood, as well as their expectations of mass protest.85 

			In the national curriculum, citizens’ historical obedience and lack of consciousness were often presented as effects of colonial legacies that had to be transcended. The emblem of the agency-less national individual was the rab mankurt (literally, “slave less-than-a-man”), a being who no longer possesses an identity because he is wholly captured by power. In the Ukrainian literature classes I attended, students learned about the rab mankurt through a Chingiz Aitmatov text. The text tells of a man captured by an enemy tribe, enslaved, and forced to don the skin cap, a device through which his mind can be controlled. Such is the man’s sense of dislocation that he no longer knows his name, family, or tribe; in fact, when his mother comes looking for him, he fails to recognize her and kills her. Some teachers of Ukrainian literature drew a clear parallel between the story of slave mankurt and the effects of Soviet dominance on the Ukrainian nation, whose “sons and daughters had forgotten about their Mother Ukraine.” In one instance, a teacher connected the story to the situation of post-Soviet Ukrainian politicians who betrayed their “mother” (homeland) by working for Russia’s interests instead of those of Ukraine. National pedagogies spoke to the danger of being “owned” (the slave) and disowned of one’s culture, as well as the danger of “falling for” the dominant cultural and political power (perhaps for personal advancement). In so doing, these pedagogies forged for students a picture of the Ukrainian self and national collective as easy to sway—that is, as profoundly vulnerable to heteronomy. It is, in part, against a background of school meanings around both heteronomy and a “lost solidarity” (both national and—more informally—Soviet) that students encountered mass street protests.

			Street

			At the beginning of the anti-government protests in November 2004, Kuchma’s government had mandated that schools remain open (despite low attendance, especially in Kyiv, the center of protest activities) so that students would remain in class rather than join the protests. Students’ families dealt with this either by continuing to send their children to school or by keeping them home until the situation had stabilized. A majority of students’ families (like the majority of Kyiv inhabitants) supported Yushchenko, while others supported Yanukoych and some identified as “apolitical.” Many of the students shared their parents’ views, though—as is to be expected if we consider that minors can hold their own political views—some also claimed to disagree with their parents or other relatives.86 If students partook in the protests, it was typically on weekends with their parents. With their permission, I joined some students from the two schools and their parents on and around Maidan and conducted participant observation and interviews. 

			The students with whom I interacted in Kyiv schools were on the whole rather positive about the revolution’s particular modes of sociality. They described Independence Square as the site of the “highest moral values,” “solidarity of the people,” and “mutual aid.”87 A student from the public school stated, “On Maidan I saw a lot of people from all corners of Ukraine, people of all professions, social rank and age groups—students and businessmen, teachers and soldiers, athletes and artists…All stood together, chanting ‘Together we are many and we will never be defeated!’ discussing and joking, [and] in their eyes burned the same fire—orange.”88 

			“We understood that together we can achieve anything,” added her classmate, “we can change our government at any time—even this one that we just put in power, we know we can take to the streets again if it doesn’t do a good job.” A male student marveled at how good it felt to “unite for the sake of a shared idea [iednatysia zarady spilnoi idei],” something that he had never experienced and had not thought possible. Another student spoke of the “colossal charge of energy and positive emotions” felt on Maidan. A female student from the private school who had taken part in the Orange Revolution stated: “I stayed on Maidan three times. The realization that you are a part of this huge ocean [is a] a feeling that stayed with me long after I had left Maidan,” while another spoke to me, as we stood surrounded by the thousands of orange flags that obscured even the imposing stage in the center of Maidan, of the thrill of being “part of the ‘orange sea.’” 

			For a little more than one-third of students, however, these positive feelings coexisted with uneasiness about the power of the collective. In November 2004, at the height of Ukraine’s Orange Revolution, I sit in a café close to Independence Square in Kyiv, with Oksana,89 a 16-year-old high school student. We warm ourselves over cups of hot cocoa as the melting snow from our boots makes puddles around our feet, and listen to the revolutionary song “Together we are many, we will not be defeated,” a version of “The people united will never be defeated” remixed into a catchy hip hop song that enjoins Ukrainians to refuse the falsification of elections and the corruption of the government. Oksana, who attends the public school, has been coming to Independence Square with her parents or older brother since the beginning of the protests and tells me how street action enables people’s voices to be heard and “teaches the government that it must be accountable to its citizens.” She raves about the sense of unity and solidarity she encounters on Maidan. I ask her, “So you feel that it’s a good thing that everybody is united on Maidan?” 

			“Well, sometimes ‘Together We Are Many’ can be bad, because you all have the same idea [iedyna ideia, in this case, shared idea/ideology], and you all do the same thing at the same time without thinking what you’re doing. You’re just doing what someone is telling you to do.”

			 She draws a parallel with the mode of operation in her school, where, she says, teachers and administrators try to cultivate (and sometimes enforce) ideological and behavioral uniformity, resulting in a passive student body. In her view, students do not have a voice either as a collective or as individuals in the school setting. “Teachers and administrators treat us like cattle [skoty],” she adds. While Oksana shares the positive feelings expressed by a majority of Kyiv students, she also associates the concept of a “shared idea” with the constraining “single line of thought” that she believes is found in contexts like the school, where, in her view, subjects obey and reproduce what is expected of them even though they may not agree with it. Her statements point to the idea that elements of “unhealthy” unanimity could exist both in entrenched institutions (the school) and in more fleeting oppositional movements, thus highlighting the precariousness of a political project that relies on the “crowd form.” 

			Other students expressed anxiety around unanimity in different terms. A week or so into the protests, I walk to Maidan with a group of students from the public school and their parents. The young people include Nadia, an 11th-grader, Irina, her classmate Nadia, and Oleksiy, her younger brother, along with his friend Marko (both boys are in the 9th grade). Nadia has braided orange ribbons in her hair, and one of the boys (Oleksiy) has glued an orange sticker on the front of his winter hat that reads “Yes, Yushchenko!” As we walk on the city’s main boulevard toward Independence Square, students reflect on the events of the past several days, when the revolution had started. Nadia tells me “We rose up against our totalitarian authorities [vlada, or literally, “powers”], in fact, a ‘regime,’ even though they called it democratic,” while Irina claims, “We showed them that we are not a gray, amorphous mass [sira bezvilna masa], that we are not slaves…”90 Nadia adds that in Ukraine “the authorities feel a sense of impunity, but they committed a whole range of political crimes.” 

			“They stole from us,” adds her younger brother. They “never thought about others but only about their own pockets.” (Pro-Yushchenko students told me they were aware of their government’s transgressions due to having studied the rights enshrined in Ukraine’s Constitution in their Civics textbooks, a point that underlines the importance of certain pedagogical material in fostering political support for and/or mobilization around the Orange Revolution. Students also indicated that their awareness of “less corrupt” governments came from traveling to Western Europe, especially in the case of wealthier private-school students). 

			After passing the barricades, we wade through the crowd and the flurry of flags and ribbons that is becoming denser as we approach Independence Square itself until we reach the part of the crowd standing close to the center of Maidan. “Yush-chen-ko! Yush-chen-ko!” chant the people in unison, some of them raising their fists rhythmically to the intonation of the opposition leader’s name. We find a space on which to stand and chime in: “Yush-chen-ko!” I notice Marko’s reluctance to raise his fist and chant, until his friend glares at him and eventually pushes him into action. When I later ask Marko why he hesitated to join in, his answer is revealing. He explains that, “everyone in the crowd was doing the same thing at the same time… just like in Indiana Jones movies [and particularly the films portraying Nazism].” Despite his stated support for Yushchenko (I had seen him craft a Yushchenko-themed day planner with newspaper cutouts in school), Marko found his first-hand experience of bodily unanimity on Maidan unsettling: to him, mass compliance seemed overdone, and perhaps even slightly ridiculous. While his classmates framed the protests as “anti-totalitarian,” Marko seemingly “diagnosed” totalitarianism instead in the protest collective’s behavior, comparing the latter to brainwashed masses blindly saluting a leader.91

			If unity around a common cause is seen as a precondition for solidarity, heteronomy is also imagined as a possible outcome. We encounter in Oksana’s and Marko’s statements two slightly different articulations of the notion of edyna ideia (literally, “one idea,” but what students explained to me as a “collectively shared idea or ideology,” “unanimous opinion,” or “common goal toward which people collectively move”). The same “line of thought” could signify a unifying force, as with the student who said how good it felt to unite around a shared idea on Maidan, or the teacher who reminisced about the sense of direction and solidarity found in Soviet times. When taken as evidence of ideological capture, however, a “shared idea,” even within a putatively anti-authoritarian movement, could spell trouble. In other words, in the context of protest, “unanimity” (traditionally defined as consensus, complete agreement, or undivided opinion) could be framed in different ways: it could evoke, for students, feelings of unity and solidarity, or, qua uniformity (and here Oksana’s comparison with school uniformity is revealing), it could appear suspect, bringing to the fore persistent doubts and questions about the degree to which participants in the protest constituted a conscious and mature public. While citizens may come to believe that mass protest is the only way to bring about true democracy, some participants in protest also view it as potentially leading to democracy’s demise. Why? Because, at least in their view, it is precisely in the form of a “crowd” that citizens may be tricked (fooled, manipulated, cajoled), by opposition leaders as well as by each other, into supporting a leader who may later be deemed more unfit for rule than his predecessor. 

			Individualizing Practices 

			School

			Anthropologist Tomas Matza claims of Russia that the “refashioning of subjectivities from the remnants of Soviet experience is unfolding at the intersection of market forces, state governance, and new forms of expertise.”92 Increasingly present in the humanities curriculum in Ukraine in the mid-2000s were post-Soviet technologies of the self, including self-esteem (a concept that students also encountered in The Oprah Show, newly translated into Ukrainian and broadcast every weekday afternoon), self-respect (a concept that evoked personal dignity but also Ukrainian national consciousness), and self-reliance (a concept that had come to the fore to describe post-Soviet entrepreneurs who had successfully navigated the transition to capitalism). These emergent subjectivities went hand in hand with new strategies that aimed to foster students’ autonomy, initiative, and capacity for self-regulation. In an edited collection published by the Association of Partner Schools [Asotsiatisa shkil partneriv, based in Western Ukraine], one article identifies the concept of “self-made man” as one with which Ukrainians should become familiar. According to the author, circumstances do not make a person; rather, it is the person [liudyna] who must make her own circumstances and, ultimately, make herself [maie sama sebe tvoryty].93 As we shall see below, the pedagogical focus on individual autonomy, agency, and self-regulation is in agreement with the logic of protests in that it fundamentally supports the view of the protester as a conscious agent (rather than a “puppet”) fighting for the opportunity to make her own future. Paradoxically, the focus on individualism and individual agency can also undermine trust in collective forms of self-determination, as when the collective comes to be equated with forms of uniformity and heteronomy that fundamentally threaten the individual.

			Exposure to at times conflicting pedagogies on the nature of the person (for instance, pedagogies that extol solidarity and those that extol individualism) is reflected in 63 voluntary anonymous essays that students in the public and private schools wrote for me in answer to the question “What does it mean to you to be a person (liudyna)?” There was almost an equal split among respondents between those who presented the self as “independent” and those who saw the self as “interdependent.” Some students emphasized the need for tolerance and solidarity, stating that “we want to live in a normal society where people care for one another, and not give our soul away for money” (a reference to corruption), that people “have to be united” and “[must] have a desire to help others, not be egotistical,” or that one must “love not only oneself but one’s family and friends, and, in fact, the whole world.”94 Others, in contrast, clearly showed the influence of neoliberal pedagogies. They typically articulated “being a person” around “being an individual and having self-esteem” or “to be an individual [osobystiu], have one’s own thoughts [maty svoiu dumku], to be self-confident, and to have a feeling of dignity,” or “to be able to express yourself and not to be willing to submit [pidlashtovuvatysia] to anyone or any ideology.” A person is “someone who is a free being [istota] who does what she wants and is not made into a slave [rab] by her government,” added another student. The first few statements suggest the need to live a moral life that is not only centered on the self but also on others, while the last three definitions of personhood move away from unity and suggest that students would resent any attempts at oppressing them or trying to dissolve their individuality into mindless unanimity. For example, the idea of having one’s “own thoughts” arises here against the concept of “one idea/ideology for everyone”—the message is that one should resist conforming to any ideological pressure. I suggest that students’ ambivalence in the revolutionary moment emerged in part as a manifestation of this tension between solidarity and autonomy, between the collective and the individual. 

			Street 

			The opposition politicians on Maidan attempted to balance the collective and the individual. At the closing of each day on the Square, Yushchenko blessed the masses: “Glory to each and every one of you! Glory to Ukraine! Glory to the Lord our God!” (Slava kozhnomu z vas! Slava Ukraini! Slava hospodu Bohu!)95 This blessing hailed citizens in a way that sought to recognize the individual (“each and every one of you”) within the national collective, thus representing the masses as an “individualized public” rather than a “heteronomous crowd.” Students did not necessarily agree that the protesters on Maidan comprised an individualized public, however, and at times described instead what they viewed as a lack of autonomy and personal commitment among some participants.

			“In its first days the revolution was genuine,” stated Liuda, a female 10th-grader from the private school whose parents were entrepreneurs, “but later…people started wearing orange ribbons and screaming ‘Yushchenko!’—and that became fashionable [tse stalo modnym]. And so it happened that a significant percentage of the people only wanted to be ‘like the majority’ [iak bilshist’]. Many people don’t even know if Yushchenko is [a] better [candidate] than Yanukovych or whether it’s the other way around.” The student, who had taken part in the protests from the very beginning, emphasized how risky it had been to stand on the streets before a critical mass of protesters gathered. She questioned whether some of the people who joined later did so out of political conviction or whether theirs was simply an impulse to follow the mass into what had suddenly had become not only “trendy,” but also—given that the political scale had tipped toward protesters—a social, and perhaps moral, obligation.96 (This was, after all a movement “against corruption.”)97 Liuda also worried that the fear of being branded a bila vorona (lit. white crow, here meaning black sheep) by their friends, relatives, or coworkers if they failed to show up on Maidan had impelled many to get involved. She characterized these individuals as politically illiterate or undecided but as nevertheless coming to Maidan to “scream ‘Yushchenko.’” Here, screaming has the negative connotation of “making noise” of the kind that substitutes for real political engagement; the logic is that the louder one screams, the more committed one appears to others, even though one may in fact be indifferent or outright opposed to the protests. (Here, she borrowed from discourses that circulated in schools and beyond about the putatively “fake” or “staged” protests of the late Soviet period.)98 Liuda characterized a “significant proportion” of protesters as insincere and/or incapable of resisting the social pressure to conform: indeed, what she seemed to lament was the dearth of “individuals” whose actions corresponded in an unambiguous way to their personal, innermost beliefs (the kind of individual at least one set of school pedagogies enjoined students to become). 

			Liuda’s comments reflected what I observed as common youth attitudes toward society more generally. In an anonymous essay (students had the option to declare gender only) on nation-building in Ukraine, a female student deplored the slow pace of nation-building and argued that Ukraine could not go forward because “The people [narod] don’t have their own [personal/individual] thoughts [vlasnoi dumky]. The nation [natsiia] does [collectively] whatever someone who knows how to talk tells it to do.” (We might recall here a student’s definition of “person” as someone who is unwilling to “submit to anyone or any ideology.”) For this female student, the national collective could not be trusted because it had not yet become a conscious or discerning individualized public.

			Many other students echoed this thought about a lack of autonomous individuals, repeatedly mentioning how easy it had been for Kuchma and Yanukovych to fool people into voting for them. “Why did we believe them?” was a question that came back in various forms, posed by students in both the public and private schools. (Given that Kuchma’s term as president began in 1994, when these students were very young, it seems plausible that this particular articulation of doubts borrowed from grievances expressed by parents, relatives, or teachers.) The question underlined a feeling of skepticism about the possibility of political change (regardless of which politician promised it), combined with a mistrust of the nation that in turn overlapped with mistrust of the self. This was echoed in an interview with a male student from the public school from a lower middle-class background who was a Yushchenko supporter and had stood on Maidan several times. He explained to me that, “99% of our people are bydlo” (literally, cattle , the same term used by Yanukovych to describe opposition supporters, but in this case with the connotation of poverty and ignorance), adding, “How can you expect political change under these conditions?” 

			Some students even identified their particular age cohort as likely to fall for ideologies, indicating that suspicion was not reserved solely for others: “Students are minors [nepovnolitni liudy] and their thoughts can easily be manipulated,” while another added: “It’s not our [young people’s] fault, but politicians try to control our thinking.” Here, students reproduce widespread discourses, in Ukraine and elsewhere, around gullible youth. In some ways, therefore, the protest that ambivalent students could describe as a “groundbreaking event” (perelomna podiya), they also frame as a moment in which people never truly ceased to “be themselves” in terms of political culture. Some students’ perception that people were essentially “being themselves” suggests their belief in a set of lasting dispositions (the so-called “mentality” invoked by some of their teachers?) Students’ perceptions in turn undermine the imagined “evented-ness” of the revolution by pointing to the characteristics the latter shares with dynamics of power deemed habitual in Ukraine. 

			If the specter of the herd was that of the deadened crowd, the threat of the heteronomous, violent crowd also appeared in students’ narratives. Some students did not entirely subscribe to the image of the “noble” protester presented by certain media outlets and often pointed to “gaps and cracks” in the protest, telling me, for example, “When you come here [to Maidan], you can see that people are not always smiling like when they show [the revolution] on TV.” Upon witnessing an altercation at the entrance of Maidan, with two drivers making heavy use of expletives, one 9th-grader remarked that, despite rumors to the contrary, “people have not become entirely nicer (dobrishymy, or better).” Toward the end of the seventeen days of protest, a male 10th-grader from the private school, remarking on the visible exhaustion and impatience of one of the sentinels of the tent camp who had just snapped at someone, told me: 

			—People have been here for days and are on edge. I hope they get what they want [a new round of elections], because otherwise they might get desperate, and desperate people can do anything, they have nothing to lose. Some people say that there could be a Ceauşescu scenario in Ukraine like there was in Romania, you know? The mass (masa) just gets fed up and they take the law in their own hands.

			—You think that could happen here?

			—You never know.

			While most students evoked the threat of a Tiananmen Square scenario,99 in which (young) protesters are unequivocally victims, invoking the “Ceauşescu scenario” allowed this particular student to frame protesters instead as potential perpetrators. In so doing, he acknowledged a measure of unpredictability in the outcome of the protests.100 In his imagination, “peaceful” protesters could, if frustrated in their demands, perform an extreme cleansing of corrupt elements, i.e. turn into a murderous mob. (Bessinger’s claim that the Orange Revolution was more against the authorities than in favor of “democratic values” is instructive here in understanding how students might have imagined retaliation against the government as a key element of the protests.101) These statements undermine the “people vs. state” dichotomy of official protest discourse. Indeed, by portraying some of the protesters as potential perpetrators of violence, the image of the honest, unblemished crowd is questioned. In these statements, protesters are paradoxically brought closer, discursively, to their putatively “violent” and “morally comprised” government. 

			Conclusion 

			My analysis shows that while street action is widely perceived, in Ukraine as elsewhere, as a key strategy for safeguarding democracy, it can also produce ambivalence among those who engage in it. The minority of students whose attitudes I foreground in this article tend to concur with the idea that taking to the streets is the best way of achieving change when elected leaders rule in a fashion deemed corrupt and authoritarian, but in their view the paths available to people to create change are also thought to open up an abyss, such that there is seemingly no way for crowd members to be agents without already being pawns. Because of ambivalence around “unity” and anxieties vis-à-vis autonomy and its putative collapse in the crowd, democracy in this form becomes, for some, an acute threat to itself. For some young people, the crowd conjures up ideas of solidarity but also has the potential to produce the sorts of (“violent”) subjects it set out to contest. 

			I have tracked students’ view of the crowd as Janus-faced in part to their exposure to conflicting pedagogies in the school context, including some that extoll agency and solidarity and others that emphasize individual autonomy at the expense of the collective. Under conditions of protest, students are also exposed to street pedagogies that hail the transformative capacity of collectives. Young people engage with these various pedagogies in a context marked by rumors around heteronomy (e.g. the idea of people “hired” to protest), depictions of popular protests as possible elite projects (“millionaires against billionaires”), cynicism about political leaders’ promises of radical change, and some measure of mistrust of self that may in turn be connected with the portrayal of national history in schools as one in which Ukrainians are repeatedly “fooled” or “victimized.” (No doubt additional contributing factors could be uncovered through further analysis of the internal dynamics of the Orange Revolution; research into a similar phenomenon during the Euromaidan would be especially enlightening, given the latter’s more violent turn.)

			I propose here that through their everyday engagement with school pedagogies, some students create new configurations that allow them to negotiate what to them is a completely novel experience: mass street protests. In the process, they apply knowledge about one context to an entirely different and perhaps seemingly incompatible context, for example applying the meanings associated with the Soviet collective to the post-Soviet pro-democracy protest collective. The fact that so much hinges on students’ particular modes of reception and appropriation makes it difficult to indict particular pedagogies or to pinpoint those that should be changed. Moreover, as suggested above, it appears to be the tensions between pedagogies (rather than any particular pedagogical direction) that create the conditions for student ambivalence. It would be interesting to see whether the consolidation of Ukrainian pedagogies in one direction (rather than the many that existed during my fieldwork in the mid-2000s) could reduce ambivalence among high school students. This in turn raises the critical question of ambivalence’s place in—and value for—democratic culture. 

			Despite attempts to “cleanse” the government of corruption, Ukraine is still mired in political problems, and conversations (in 2015) with citizens who had participated in the Euromaidan reveal a belief among some that the Poroshenko government is “even more corrupt” than the government that was deposed. While former Prime Minister Arsenyi Yatseniuk survived a non-confidence vote in February 2016, rumors are also spreading of a brewing “third Maidan.” It is worth asking whether the need to take to the streets over and over may relate to the way that some protesters view the “crowd form” as simultaneously necessary to achieving lasting democracy and already inscribed with democracy’s demise. 
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			Abstract: We examine police reform in Armenia as an illustrative case study to assess what kinds of reforms are feasible in post-Soviet states. Using documentary sources, ethnographic observation, and key-informant interviews, we review four major areas of reform: anti-corruption measures in the highway police, modernization of police recruitment and training, the policing of protest, and treatment of victims and witnesses in criminal investigations. The outcomes of Armenia’s reforms are modest, with significant improvement in some areas, ambiguous or cosmetic changes in others, and lack of reform in still others, where the government and international partners have not made progress a priority (“neglected reforms”) or reject change altogether for reasons of regime survival (“blocked reforms”). We explain these outcomes through the country’s intra-elite relations, antecedent levels of corruption and street crime, and international linkages, suggesting Armenia’s reforms may be more typical of the region than better-studied Georgia and Russia. Based on these findings, similar modest reforms could occur in electoral authoritarian regimes throughout the region, although reforms may only be possible following a radical political transformation.

			Introduction: Police Reform without Democracy

			The complex causal relationships between policing, regime types, and regime transitions, noted more than 40 years ago by Bayley,1 are still being unpacked. Mere transition from authoritarian to democratic rule does not solve most problems of policing in the transitional society.2 Rather, only changes to specific policing institutions and practices can combat corruption and foster “democratic policing.”3 As a corollary, even highly repressive authoritarian regimes can undertake police restructuring that benefits citizens, whether through improved police probity or technical enhancements.4 We examine the police reform process in one post-Soviet political system, Armenia, to gauge the scope for reform in similar “hybrid” or “electoral authoritarian” regimes in the region. While the presence or absence of democracy per se constrains possible reforms in a given polity, other parameters of each case determine more specific outcomes, including intra-elite relations, antecedent problems of crime and police malfeasance, and international linkages. 

			Police corruption is multifaceted. Alongside bribery and extortion of civilians, corruption can include nepotism in hiring, as well as protection rackets, which in the former Soviet Union often encompass much of the economy.5 Moreover, economically-motivated corruption constitutes only one aspect of police malfeasance, alongside procedural infractions such as falsification of evidence and abuse of suspects,6 and racial or ethnic discrimination.7 Reform during political transitions requires reform instilling respect for democratic politics and civil rights among officers8—though even in established democracies, policing is rarely fully “democratic.”9 Bayley comprehensively outlines the components of democratic policing: transparency to the public, cooperation with civil society, selection and training procedures that are free of corruption and reflect democratic values, and inclusion of women (both as police officers and recipients of police services).10 Bayley’s holistic approach to democratic policing structures our investigation of Armenia.

			The post-Soviet region is ideal for studying varieties of both police malfeasance and electoral authoritarian police reform. Outside the Baltic countries, post-Soviet republics range from the fragile transitional democracies of Ukraine and Georgia to various shades of the authoritarian spectrum. With some exceptions in Central Asia that lean more authoritarian, most are “hybrid” or “electoral authoritarian,” exhibiting deficiencies in free elections and civil liberties.11  

			Although many post-Soviet states have undertaken at least nominal police reform, scholarly attention has focused on two cases: Russia and Georgia. Regarding Russia, studies emphasize reforms’ structural disappointments.12 In contrast, Georgia is known for its sweeping transformation of policing, albeit with major deficiencies in democratic accountability, citizen trust, and human rights.13 

			The Armenian police have also been examined, though there is significantly less research on this topic.14 Pearce et al. analyzed police-citizen communication.15 Kutnjak Ivković and Khechumyan initially reported Armenian police officers’ high tolerance for corruption, but later found modest changes in police attitudes.16 Comparing Armenian and Georgian reforms, Sholderer critically assessed the outcome in Armenia, citing lack of improvement in its Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index or civilians’ self-reported bribe-giving, a fact she explained by the absence of Georgian-style elite replacement in Armenia.17 

			We aim for a more comprehensive review of Armenia’s police reforms, encompassing full, partial, and absent reforms, aspects of democratic policing, and corruption. Below, we first present and comment on the evolution of Armenia’s post-Soviet police reforms. We then assess several key reforms, including the anti-corruption campaign in the traffic police and the Department of Visas and Registration (OVIR); modernization of police recruitment and training; policing of protest; and treatment of crime victims and witnesses, with a focus on domestic violence and rape. These indicators capture important criteria of Bayley’s “democratic policing” that other studies of Armenia have omitted, including police respect for democratic rights, reform of police training, and gender equality. We then divide reforms into those that have been modestly successful; those that are ambiguous; those that have been neglected but could still be realized; and finally, those that are fundamentally incompatible with the current political system. 

			Our sources of data comprise documentary evidence—NGO, government, and international organization reports, local press, and statistical data—as well as ethnographic observation by first author Nona Shahnazarian between 2011 and 2013 in several Armenian cities, including Yerevan, Vanadzor, Stepanavan, Razdan, and Masis. Shahnazarian also interviewed 117 people, including NGO activists, police officers, taxi drivers, government officials, and ordinary citizens. In order to understand the consequences of Armenia’s police reforms for routine interactions between police and citizens, interviews and field observations focused on the professional behavior of Armenian siloviki and, in particular, the highway police.18 Together, the two authors then conducted approximately 20 key informant interviews in Yerevan in January 2014, complementing the earlier field research on graft by examining the “democratic policing” issues noted above. We identified initial key informants known to Shahnazarian or her professional contacts in civil society, international organizations, and the local scholarly community.19 We also identified relevant publications and approached further interviewees using the “snowball” method. Senior Armenian police and other officials were unwilling to speak to us in 2014, perhaps suggesting the relatively low political profile of Armenia’s police reforms and uncertainty about high-level official attitudes. Nonetheless, especially in view of Shahnazarian’s earlier interviews with police officers, our data reflect diverse Armenian and international sources. We deploy several scholarly literatures: one on democratic, authoritarian, and “electoral authoritarian” regimes; another—on institutional diffusion—drawn from international relations; and a third on police malfeasance and reform.  

			Evolution of Armenia’s Police Reforms

			In contrast to Georgia, police reform in Armenia is not exclusively identified with a specific presidential administration. As early as 2002, the Soviet-style Ministry of Internal Affairs was transformed into the “National Police,” whose chief no longer holds ministerial rank but reports directly to the president, ostensibly in keeping with European standards. (The measure may also have served to increase presidential control over the police.)20 One curious result has been a decline in parliamentary oversight of the National Police, although a police-dominated “Court of Honor” and a “Public Council” were created.21 Later, cooperation with the OSCE and other international partners led to some innovations, such as a “community policing” pilot project in Yerevan, international police exchanges, and police training reforms. 

			A new burst of activity came in 2011, when Armenian president Serzh Sargsyan announced several measures to reduce corruption, declaring, “This is a new Armenia. That’s all!”22 The speech and subsequent reform initiatives suggested that policing was high on Sargsyan’s policy agenda, even if only rhetorically. As in Georgia following the 2003 Rose Revolution, the Sargsyan government demonstrated commitment to reform by naming a new police chief with a mandate to implement changes. Vladimir Gasparyan, appointed head of the National Police in November 2011, promptly declared, “We will decisively put an end to the sunflower seed-chewing, smoking, bribe-extorting policeman.”23 

			Although our requests for interviews with relevant officials were denied or not answered, we infer that one proximate cause of Sargsyan’s statements could be a police scandal, as scandals often create pressure for reform initiatives.24 Indeed, Sargsyan took office in 2008 after a disputed election and a mass protest by supporters of the losing candidate, Levon Ter-Petrosian. When police dispersed the protests on March 1, 2008, eight civilians and two officers were killed.25 Several respondents, including at the OSCE, suggested that Sargsyan’s desire to overcome the taint of this post-election violence motivated him to announce reform. However, Sargsyan had been in office for three years before initiating this anti-corruption drive, suggesting that other factors explain the timing of his decision. Western pressure is one possibility. In the post-Cold War world, greater “leverage” of Western democracies over competitive authoritarian regimes, or “linkages” between the West and such regimes, promote democratic transition.26 In particular, Western governments and international organizations often condition trade agreements on developing countries’ acceptance of international human rights norms.27 Western states also demand increased policing cooperation from developing countries.28 In Armenia, international partners such as the OSCE, World Bank, and the EU’s Eastern Partnership have long urged the government to address police malfeasance. They also promote policy innovations, including by offering funding. But although Sargsyan issued a decree denouncing corruption in 2008,29 little action followed until his 2011 speech and the appointment of Gasparyan. The timing of the 2011 initiative may have been the result of accelerating negotiations with the EU over an association agreement. Our evidence also suggests that Armenia’s international partners significantly influenced the reform process. 

			In addition, Sargsyan’s reforms followed the better-known policies of Georgia’s Mikheil Saakashvili, which began in 2003. Considering the intense contacts between these neighboring states, this sequence may reflect “diffusion,” “emulation,” or “norm cascade,” in which a government seeks to improve its reputation by adopting international norms.30 In one scenario, Armenian citizens’ travel to Georgia and other informal contact may have promoted policy diffusion from Georgia.31 As Armenians realized that major police reform was possible, public pressure on the government may have increased—or perhaps Armenian officials simply concluded that Georgia-style reforms were feasible in Armenia (or both). In a related scenario, the “demonstration effect” created by Georgia’s reforms may have put Armenia under increased pressure from international partners, such as the EU, to implement reform.32 Just as the American prison system diffused from a few pioneering states on the Eastern Seaboard,33 it seems likely that Georgia’s dramatic example somehow inflects the police reform carried out by its neighbors.34

			We return to the overall significance and regional context of Armenia’s police reforms later. First, though, we consider in more depth specific aspects of policing noted above, assessing how they have evolved (or not) toward “democratic policing” standards, and considering the causation of each reform, partial reform, or failure to reform. 

			Anti-Corruption in Traffic Enforcement and OVIR: Police-Dominated Reform?

			Armenia’s highway police, long famed for corrupt and abusive behavior—and, after 2003, compared unfavorably with their Georgian counterparts—have been a major target of police reforms, which are in turn linked to broader efforts to improve driving. These efforts have brought mixed results.

			Modernization of Armenian traffic enforcement actually began before Sargsyan’s 2011 initiative. After independence in 1991, traffic initially continued to be governed by the Soviet traffic code, although its exact legal status was unclear. According to Eduard Hohvanissyan, who heads the “Achilles” NGO for highway safety and drivers’ rights, this legal ambiguity promoted unchecked police discretion, leading to bribery and extortion in traffic enforcement.35 The Soviet code was finally replaced in 2006 with a new statute based on European models.36 Police officers are now trained in the new code, and a special traffic court is in place. Moreover, stricter enforcement apparently led to improved public compliance with safety rules between 2009 and 2010.37 Indeed, the Armenian police Shahnazarian interviewed even claimed that some of Armenia’s driving rules are now stricter than Georgia’s, notably those relating to enforcing the requirement for a safety inspection certificate.38 

			Since 2011, the government has also sought to reduce bribery and extortion by using automated fines to reduce interaction between citizens and highway police. According to “Achilles,” the highway police have used the money raised in fines to substantially improve their equipment, purchasing 400 new Toyota cars. Some 90 traffic lights have been installed in Yerevan; in 2012, surveillance cameras—some functioning, others dummies—were also set up. Additionally, the authorities have installed road speedometers that gauge traffic speed. With the help of Achilles, the police developed a new software system for reconstructing accidents, evocatively named “PC Crash,” to replace the measuring tape and other obsolete technology used in many post-Soviet states. 

			Thanks to these changes, the highway police themselves are clearly better off: their base salaries have increased from around $120-140 per month before 2011 to around $600-900 in 2013, which is more than other public-sector workers such as teachers, doctors, fire fighters, and indeed other police (with the exception of the Elite Battalion, discussed below).39 These salary increases were enabled by a special fund established in 2006, with donations from the World Bank, OSCE, USAID, and EU agencies. About $10-12 million went toward the highway police alone, helping fund new equipment, among other things. Thus, an Armenian police officer proudly compared the force’s new Toyotas with the less expensive Skodas of the Georgian police.40 

			How citizens have benefited is less clear. Roadside cameras keep highway police under constant threat of surveillance; officers are now prohibited from standing in the street (seen as the prelude to extortion) and must patrol in their cars at all times. There have also been efforts to reduce police violence and rudeness to drivers, sometimes involving training in cooperation with NGOs such as Achilles. “Under the former minister, I would probably not have been subject to any [punishment] if I slapped a citizen, while under the new one I will be punished,” one officer told Shahnazarian. New rules requiring police to address drivers civilly also seem to be bearing fruit. “Until recently, the police did not introduce themselves. This has become customary now.”41 In addition, fines are now payable only in banks and not to officers. 

			As a result, Hohvanissyan concurred that bribery and extortion have declined considerably. Not coincidentally, however, fines have increased dramatically, even for minor infractions. These stepped-up fines fund the police through questionable incentives, whereby the officer who imposes a fine keeps a portion and surrenders the remainder to the state. In particular, fines have risen for minor infractions such as driving without a seatbelt or while talking on the phone; the latter incurs a fine of 5,000 drams ($12). Hohvanissyan of Achilles also criticized harsh enforcement policies that use every legal ambiguity to penalize the driver. Other citizens echoed this view: taxi drivers complained to Shahnazarian that they now pay more in “fines” than they ever paid in bribes.42 One respondent told Shahnazarian about a speed camera in a provincial town that was covered with a rubber tire and burned in protest against police fines.43 While public and parliamentary protest eventually led to limited changes to these policies, Hohvanissyan claimed that fines remained excessive.44 

			Moreover, traffic-related corruption has not disappeared. Hohvanissyan alleges that although the recently computerized theoretical portion of the driving test is now transparent, corruption persists in the practical portion, where the officer is alone with the applicant and thus still has the discretion to determine the outcome. Other respondents reported police officers extorting (or accepting) bribes when unobserved,45 a contention broadly consistent with the findings of Khechumyan and Kutnjak Ivković, whose research indicated that police are increasingly aware that corruption is wrong, but also advocate for and expect lenience when such wrongdoing is detected.46 These findings reflect what Punch terms “resilient deviance,” in which reforms suppress some malfeasance without changing underlying attitudes.47 

			Indeed, there are also allegations of connections between highway corruption and high politics. According to Hovanissian, the company “Security Dream,” which provided the new cameras, keeps 70 percent of the proceeds from their fines. Yet the ownership of Security Dream is unclear—there is a widespread view, echoed by some respondents, that it controlled by Sashik Sargsyan, the president’s brother. In fact, it is unlikely that Sashik is the owner,48 yet the perception that highway reforms are rigged in favor of the authorities may explain why reforms have done little to improve trust in the police, a point to which we return below.49

			In contrast, another anti-corruption policy has produced clearly positive results, according to our January 2014 interview with two OSCE staff involved in the project, Gohar Avagyan and Susanna Naltakyan.50 In 2010, a new director was appointed to OVIR, the agency that processes identity documents such as national identity cards, passports, and residential registrations. He carried out a wave of dismissals and introduced other changes, such as a five-day limit for issuing documents to citizens and a two-year maximum term for heads of OVIR offices. As an agency, OVIR thus appears to warrant comparison with Georgia’s very abrupt, visible reforms.51 

			In short, results of the anti-corruption reforms on the roads are mixed. Officers can now live more comfortably without bribery, yet drivers are subject to more surveillance and punishment, and fines go to unidentified private parties. Although draconian enforcement has led to more prudent driving, the policy is widely resented rather than respected. This attitude matters, because while measures against police corruption inevitably entail some “institutionalization of distrust,” it is difficult to build a successful policing model without public confidence in officers.52 

			Recruitment and Training: Innovation Leading Where?

			The National Police have undertaken initiatives to improve service to citizens and modernize police training. Although some innovations have benefited citizens, their impact remains limited, and it is unclear where they will lead, given the entrenched power of certain high-level police officials.

			Two initiatives concern “community policing.” One is the creation of the so-called “Elite Battalion,” initiated in 2011 in Yerevan as a pilot project, and then gradually expanded to major provincial centers. This battalion operates in public places from 5am to 11pm, policing high-profile protests, seizing unlawful weapons, and guarding Zvartnots International Airport in Yerevan. They also administer first aid. Relative to other Armenian police, they are highly qualified and paid. Only recruits under the age of 30 are accepted; they must hold a university degree and speak Russian, plus at least one other European language, usually English—presumably so that they can assist foreign visitors. They undergo strict anti-corruption and courtesy training and monitoring. Unlike other police units, women comprise a sizable proportion of officers.

			Elite Battalion officers play an ambiguous role in Armenian policing. With their greater education, civility, and public service, they represent a departure for the National Police:  indeed, the new battalion has been popularly dubbed the “Angels,” in an ironic homage to Police Chief Gasparyan, who is known for his piety.53 Stationing women officers in public places is also symbolically significant. As one woman “Angel,” Elen Babayan, told us, “Our citizens have never seen a woman in police uniform.”54 David l’Anson, a British consultant and former police officer who has advised the National Police extensively, reported up to 30 women in the Elite Battalion, including the supervising officer at Zvartnots Airport.55 Babayan also described rigorous training in modern crowd control, as well as international exchanges with Western partners such as the FBI. In short, these officers are groomed for leadership. However, in creating this new battalion, the government has implicitly conceded that it does not see other officers as competent to perform sensitive tasks.

			A related experiment is the creation of “community outreach” substations, which began following a 2008 Memorandum of Understanding between the OSCE and the government of Armenia.56 According to Avagyan and Naltakyan of the OSCE,57 community policing had been germinating in Armenia since 2006, but received further support with Sargsyan’s reform initiative. The first pilot substation opened in 2011 in Yerevan; by 2012, substations were present in all districts across the capital, and as of 2013 they were present in the regions. Staffed by officers who have completed a two-year training, the substations provide information to citizens and boast their own websites. Their staff have also been renamed (in Russian) from the Soviet uchastkovyi (“district inspector”) to obshinnaia politsiia (“community police”). According to the OSCE, the two pilot substations in the Arabkir district of Yerevan, which operate around the clock, have garnered a favorable public response.58 The OSCE has also produced an Armenian-language manual for community police.59 However, during our visit to Yerevan in January 2014, we could not observe community substations directly, as our requests for interviews were not approved by the National Police—suggesting that Armenian community policing is not yet fully open to the community. 

			Police training has also been addressed. According to Naltakyan and Avagyan of the OSCE, in 2010, a three-part “police educational complex” was introduced, comprising an academy, college, and training center. A new computerized test governs admission, and an independent commission oversees selection. Reflecting differential recruitment policies, each institution trains different ranks. The training center course, for ranks below lieutenant, lasts six months. The police college, for ranks from lieutenant to lieutenant colonel, lasts two years and qualifies graduates to serve a required stint in community substations. The academy (three years) is required for future ranking officers. At the OSCE’s urging, the curriculum is shifting from Soviet memorization of the criminal code to practical policing skills, including human rights and communication.60  Whereas a qualified lawyer could formerly become a police officer without further training, all candidates must now complete at least one of these courses. These changes appear more significant than those attempted in, for example, Russia.61 

			According to the OSCE respondents, the proportion of women cadets has risen significantly. Formerly limited by policy to 5 percent of each entering cohort, our respondents say that they now comprise 30 percent of cadets.62 This increase may reflect the improving image of policing, a lack of other attractive job opportunities for women, and more transparent policies that have reduced gender discrimination in police recruitment. Considering that recruitment of women officers is an essential component of democratic policing63 and that women police are less prone to engage in corruption than men,64 the rise of women officers is a significant change in Armenian policing. Nonetheless, while acknowledging improvements to infrastructure and equipment in the educational complex and (per the OSCE) increased emphasis on operational skills, I’Anson nonetheless opined that police training in Armenia remains too theoretical and oriented toward obedience, emphasizing marches and drilling rather than command skills, including independent judgment. In addition, he notes that women recruits are generally channeled to administrative positions. 

			I’Anson and the OSCE respondents broadly agreed that the gradualism of changes reflects resistance within the police hierarchy. Speaking of the academy director, General Varyan, I’Anson noted, “He’s not a person who will make change overnight, and he’s controlled from above.” In particular, Varyan cannot choose his own staff. The OSCE staff agreed that the education complex requires a “transition period” to move from legal to police training. As they put it, unlike in Georgia, where police had to be hired in a rush after Saakashvili’s early mass dismissals, “We’re not in a hurry.”

			Indeed, the Armenian government has notably refrained from large-scale staffing reductions, in contrast to Georgia and even Russia, where thinning of ranks was attempted in 2011, albeit with limited results.65 Armenia has not attempted even this nominal “reattestation” (that is, performance review with possible dismissal) of officers.66 Granted, there have been some dismissals, including a few commanders, but these are not necessarily career-ending. For instance, in 2013, a tax inspection revealed that Yerevan police chief Nerses Nazaryan had created a financial pyramid scheme; although he was dismissed, he was later considered for another post.67 Though some officers are prosecuted—as with two Yerevan policemen who demanded a bribe in exchange for a residence document68—the government shuns bolder actions against police misconduct, and in contrast to Georgia, dismissals are not highly publicized. Nor has Armenia followed Georgia in creating a unified North American-style “patrol police,” instead retaining many administrative divisions inherited from the Soviet era (including the highway police). 

			Mikaelyan suggested the Armenian government must move cautiously.69 Ccompared to Saakashvili’s Georgia, in Armenia there are more competing power centers, and decisions are less public. This interpretation finds support in other studies of Armenian police and politics.70 Grzymala-Busse and Jones Luong describe the system as “fractious,” with decisions brokered by competing elites.71 Levitsky and Way describe the regime as an oligarchy of former guerilla fighters from Armenia’s post-independence wars.72 High-profile dismissals or purges could threaten regime stability if they destabilize official patronage networks in the state’s key coercive institution.73  

			All in all, modest changes have occurred in police recruitment and training. The Elite Battalion and community outreach substations have evidently improved service. Other reforms, such as changes in recruitment and training, and increased hiring of women, are promising but incipient. And still others, such as episodic dismissals of officers, do not suggest a strong commitment to rooting out police malfeasance. Thus, the government and Gasparyan avoid encroaching on entrenched police interests or infringing institutional norms, likely reflecting the “fragmentation” of the Armenian political elite74 and resulting multiplicity of “veto players” in the policy-making process.75 

			Policing Protest: Enabling Peaceful Dissent, or Just Repressing It More Discreetly?

			The policing of protest holds obvious implications for any concept of democratic policing. Writing for the OSCE in 2010, I’Anson strongly criticized the Armenian police’s management of protest, noting that: (1) officers were not taught modern negotiation with protesters, including use of designated liaisons; (2) officers at protests lacked discretion for decisions that could avert violence; and (3) police were not well trained in the use-of-force continuum.76 Interviewed in 2014, he acknowledged improvements in smaller-scale or “passive” protests involving Elite Battalion officers, who are more restrained toward protesters, while criticizing the continuing lack of advance police meetings with protest organizers, as well as the failure to introduce the international standard “gold-silver-bronze” model that gives discretion to officers on the scene.77 I’Anson also noted that police can become embroiled in arguments (and sometimes fights) with protesters78 even where high-level political interests are not involved, as in a police riot during 2013 protests over the planned demolition of a historic market in Yerevan.79 

			Moreover, major anti-regime protests remain subject to political decisions to disperse crowds with force or arrest protesters. As I’Anson put it, “They’re trying to become a democratic police service within an apparatus that isn’t democratic.” Recalling a December 2013 visit to Yerevan by Russian President Vladimir Putin, other respondents presented an even gloomier picture. During Putin’s visit, citizens protested Armenia’s cancellation of the EU association agreement and planned accession to the Russian-led Eurasian Customs Union. In January 2014, we interviewed several protest participants who reported police violence and mass arrests. Indeed, more sophisticated police management of the anti-Customs Union protests may indicate that police (or the government) have learned perverse lessons from the 2008 election violence. According to Sona Ayvazyan, director of Armenian Transparency International, police arrested peaceful protesters en masse, seizing people after they had left the demonstration and holding them for hours without access to lawyers before releasing them uncharged.80 Three young civil society activists also claimed that police herded protesters into enclosed spaces before arresting them.81 Such tactics are also used by Western police, as with “kettling” of protesters during the 2010 G20 meeting in Toronto.82 In both Yerevan and Toronto, protests were methodically suppressed, but without mass violence. 

			These findings highlight the mixed incentives different governments face when confronting protests. When the political elite decides police are a “loose cannon,” the government may seek to prevent police abuses that could stimulate unrest, perhaps even in authoritarian contexts.83 On the other hand, in electoral authoritarian regimes, because of restraints on the democratic process, major public protests sometimes evolve into attempts to oust the government.84 For such regimes, toleration of even small protests may convey an unacceptable image of weakness.85 Indeed, noting continuing dispersals of protests, some Armenian civil society activists have become suspicious of international cooperation with their police. For example, Ayvazyan of Transparency International claimed that the OSCE was unwittingly promoting more sophisticated police repression: “When a person gets smarter, he just learns better how to do wrong things.” Of course, Armenia’s Western partners are not training police to suppress protests, and they condemn such abuses. Nonetheless, international assistance may indeed make local police a more precise instrument of government control over protests or help the government obscure other continuing abuses. Thus, according to Armenia’s ombudsman, journalists remain major targets of police harassment, and the police fail to investigate allegations of election fraud.86 It is unlikely that these patterns will change as long as the current political system endures.

			Treatment of Domestic Violence Victims and Witnesses: Not a Reform Priority

			Police handling of criminal investigations has evidently changed only modestly since the reform initiative of 2011. As several respondents noted, police still see confessions as the queen of evidence; have no knowledge of modern investigative techniques; and lack basic office equipment, such that witness statements are often recorded longhand.87 I’Anson also criticized police evaluation by raskryvaemost’, or clearance rates, which makes officers reluctant to take on difficult cases—a pattern familiar from Soviet and Russian policing.88 While these issues deserve further study, on account of our interest in reductions in abuses required for democratic policing, we focus on police treatment of crime victims and witnesses, in particular the illustrative problems of domestic violence and sexual assault. We thereby evaluate the ability (or inability) of officers to deal sensitively with victims and witnesses, as well as related issues of hierarchy and gender. 

			We interviewed three key informants in Yerevan in January 2014: Lara Aharonian, who heads a women’s crisis center, and her colleagues Tatevik Aghabekyan and Lusine Minasyan. They criticized police handling of domestic violence and sexual assault, with Aharonian discerning no noticeable improvement since 2011. In her view, police frequently treat domestic violence as a family matter requiring mediation rather than prosecution, or stigmatize women who disclose they have been raped. She also contrasted this relative failure with successes against human trafficking, which the OSCE and other international partners have promoted89—underlining the selective nature of Armenian reforms and their partial dependence on international sponsorship. Aharonian also noted the absence of women police officers during victim interviews, claiming she had never seen a woman officer in that role. 

			Aghebekyan and Minasyan also criticized the absence of domestic violence training in the police educational curriculum, with Minasyan (a lawyer) attributing this deficiency to the Soviet emphasis on memorization of the criminal code rather than policing skills (a problem now receiving official attention, as we noted above). They also reported that police have not heeded calls to appoint more women detectives. As a result, they say, while those provisions of the criminal code that cover domestic violence and rape have been strengthened, there has been little improvement in practice. Evaluation by clearance may also play a role: since domestic violence cases often fail because victims decline to lay charges against abusers, officers often refuse to open an investigation. Moreover, even when police have discretion to help victims—such as by cooperating with NGOs to raise public awareness or even providing referrals—they rarely do so. The activists even complained of police reluctance to protect their office after they received death threats.

			Thus, overt sexism merges with problems pf police training, inertia, and evaluation. Like Khechumyan and Margaryan,90 who trace excessive pre-trial detention in Armenia to Soviet-era practices, we attribute some of these problems to persistent “legacies” of Soviet policing in Armenia.91 Overcoming these legacies would require significant investment in retraining existing officers and perhaps removing certain incorrigible ones, as well as recruiting junior officers with different interpersonal skills or aptitudes. While such changes would presumably not threaten core regime interests, they are evidently not a priority. 

			Parameters of Police Reform in Post-Soviet Countries 

			Table 1 summarizes findings regarding police reform vectors examined above. 




			Table 1. Reform Outcomes and Inferences about Political Significance
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							Interpretation

						
					

					
							
							Traffic Enforcement

						
							
							Increased surveillance of police and drivers

							Crackdown on bribery and abuse

							Increased enforcement and fines

							Improved police salaries

							Low public enthusiasm

						
							
							“Pro-police reform”: reduces most visible corruption and responds to international pressure without challenging underlying police attitudes.

						
					

					
							
							Personnel and Training

						
							
							Elite Battalion

							New educational structure

							Greater recruitment of women

							Training in policing skills

							Community policing substations

							Selective dismissals, but no mass dismissals or “reattestation”

						
							
							Changes represent gradual move from Soviet model and could permit further long-term reforms, but avoid confrontation with bureaucratic vested interests; appeal to international opinion.

						
					

					
							
							Policing of Protest

						
							
							More disciplined police response to “passive” protests

							Continued undisciplined police response to “active” protests

							Continued systematic repression of major anti-regime protests and harassment of regime opponents

						
							
							Efforts to avoid “police riots” and reduce violence at protests, constrained by limited organizational changes. Elimination of threats to regime remains core police function. 

						
					

					
							
							Handling of Domestic Violence and Sexual Assaults

						
							
							Continued poor treatment of victims and witnesses

							Overt sexism

						
							
							Soviet legacies; low international visibility and low priority for reform; limited personnel turnover and organizational changes.

						
					

				
			

			


What should we make of these findings? Anti-government interviewees, such as the diplomat, political activist, and academic David Shakhnazaryan, claimed that the current regime is not interested in seriously attacking police misconduct. In his words: “Dlia takoi strany, imenno takaia politsiia budet.” (“This is just the kind of police that a country like this one is going to have.”)92 However, in our view, the record does not reflect total failure. We distinguish four outcomes:

			
					Genuine reforms: Examples include the attack on corruption in OVIR, improvement in police training, and increased recruitment of women.

					Ambiguous reforms: An example is reform of the highway police, where organized state pressure on motorists has replaced individual police graft.

					Neglected reforms: These have not happened, but presumably could do so under the current government (for example, improved police service to domestic violence and rape victims).

					Blocked reforms: These probably could not happen under the current government (for example, an end to police repression against protesters, opposition leaders, and civil society activists). 

			

			As Armenia demonstrates, an electoral authoritarian regime can implement police reforms, albeit modest ones, even absent a Georgian-style anti-corruption revolution. Although Armenia as yet lacks a dramatic success such as Saakashvili’s virtual elimination of police bribery, Armenia’s reforms may “add up” to more than those of Russia, which, although publicized extensively by Presidents Medvedev and Putin, have effectively increased police centralization, raised police pay, renamed the militisiia the politisiia, and included limited “reattestation.”93 

			These results point to both commonalities and differences across post-Soviet police reform environments. Armenia, like Georgia and Russia, features nominal electoral competition for political office in which opposition actors participate, some independent civil society organizations and media outlets, and relatively open borders. We see these features as necessary conditions for a reform drive of the kind analyzed here. Only in a relatively open authoritarian regime can popular dissatisfaction with police lead to a publicly debated legislative agenda and can citizens easily compare their police with counterparts in neighboring societies. Police reform would not follow this trajectory in closed authoritarian regimes such as China or North Korea.94 On the other hand, to explain contrasting reform outcomes across post-Soviet states, we turn to variation in the composition of the political elite, antecedent problems of crime and corruption, and external influence. We argue that Armenia is probably more typical of post-Soviet countries than either Georgia or Russia.

			Intra-elite politics and regime-police relations: As suggested above, the Armenian government has been less willing to confront the police than Georgia, and perhaps even Russia, where Medvedev and Putin curtailed regional governors’ police powers.95 Intra-elite politics help explain Sargsyan’s reticence. Although formally parliamentary, Armenia’s current governing coalition represents an alliance of powerful magnates, rather than mobilized interest groups within society. While Armenia has a flourishing civil society sector comparable to Georgia’s,96 and the government has sometimes been willing to work with it, as with Achilles on highway police reform, it lacks a leader like Saakashvili, who fully dominated the police and could impose reforms on them and other members of the political elite. In this respect, Saakashvili’s Georgia represents a “limiting case” whose conditions are unlikely to be replicated elsewhere, if more post-Soviet states resemble Armenia’s muddle than Georgia’s autocracy.97

			Crime and corruption: As Murakawa notes, police reform typically appears on the political agenda because of mass or elite concerns about public order.98 In this vein, Gavin Slade and colleagues have argued that within the FSU, Georgia is exceptional in its vitriolic political debates about crime. Saakashvili’s police reforms were closely linked to his crackdown on organized crime and related policies of mass incarceration, surveillance, and abuse of prisoners.99 In contrast, despite Armenia’s external travails (conflict with Azerbaijan over Nagorny-Karabakh and corresponding resettlement of refugees, blockade, and economic crisis), it has never gone through civil turmoil like that of Georgia in the 1990s, nor experienced a homicide epidemic like Russia’s.100 Rather, the victors of the 1990s conflict with Azerbaijan quickly restored order, disarmed the population, and established a stable regime.101 Indeed, this government of combat veterans deploys force effectively.102 In contrast to Georgia, in 1990s Armenia, organized crime was rapidly tamed under an aggressive national police chief, Vano Siradeghyan, whose own misconduct (including mafia-like extortion of businesses) resulted in his dismissal and flight from Armenia.103 As a result, while policing in Armenia has been “commercialized,”104 the Armenian state never became fully criminalized. 

			This contrast is significant because research suggests that only extreme police malfeasance actually taints the whole regime,105 something that was present in Georgia in the early 2000s, but evidently not in Armenia then or since. Moreover, in developing countries, citizens accept some police corruption when they believe street crime is under control. We infer that crime was simply less salient in Armenia (and perhaps in other post-Soviet states) than in either Russia or Georgia.   

			International linkages: In Georgia, police reform represented a rejection of Russian influence. In contrast, Armenia’s dependence on Russia limits Western scope for pressing for ambitious reforms.106 Russia, for its part, has more scope to reject Western criminal justice reforms than other post-Soviet states.107 Again, therefore, Armenia may be relatively typical of the region as a whole, featuring both Russian and Western linkages.  

			To summarize, Russia’s recentralization and cosmetic reform are no more paradigmatic of the post-Soviet region than Georgia’s radical (if flawed) reforms, which owed much to a unique political constellation in the mid-2000s. Armenia’s experience may reflect a more regionally typical confluence of circumstances, in that reforms responded to dissatisfaction over the quality of an important state service without a crime epidemic and were mediated through fractured national elites, as well as through contacts with Georgia and the West. We summarize these claims in Table 2.




			Table 2. Police Reform Trajectories in Georgia, Russia, and Armenia
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							Georgia

						
							
							Full domination of police by president 

						
							
							Anti-corruption revolution 

						
							
							Rejection of Russia; desire to join EU and NATO

						
							
							Radical reforms, with some continuing authoritarian policing practices 

						
					

					
							
							Russia

						
							
							Centralized federal executive with police clearly subordinate, but authority mediated by powerful regional executives 

						
							
							Public anger over crime and corruption; regime’s desire for centralization 

						
							
							Regional hegemon with limited Western leverage or linkages

						
							
							Recentralization of police and “reattestation” without major reduction in corruption or abuse

						
					

					
							
							Armenia

						
							
							Intra-elite fragmentation; police commanders autonomous and connected to multiple power centers in regime

						
							
							Crime and corruption ongoing concerns, but no crisis

						
							
							Economic and political cooperation with EU, defense cooperation with Russia, diffusion from Georgia

						
							
							Modest ongoing reform, with some acceleration after 2011

						
					

				
			

			


While Georgia’s radical changes first put police reform squarely on the agenda of other post-Soviet states and their Western partners, Georgia’s post-revolutionary reform sweep is not a likely template for other regional states.108 In this respect, President Sargsyan’s (perhaps overly) bold statements in 2011 actually obscured that police reform in Armenia has been a process, not a one-time event. Other post-Soviet countries may well resemble Armenia in displaying potential for modest ongoing improvements to police service, without experiencing either an anti-corruption revolution (as in Georgia) or a democratic transition (as in the Baltic states or Ukraine). 

			Conclusion: The Future of Armenian Police Reform and Implications for Western Involvement 

			Despite the government’s promises, Armenia’s much-vaunted police reforms after 2011 failed to make much of an impact on most citizens, as reflected in Figure 1.109

			As the data show, trust in the police was still lower in 2013 than in 2008.110 Another poll by the Armenian NGO “Partnership for an Open Society” found that “jurisdiction” (justice and law enforcement) was regarded as Armenia’s most corrupt institution.111 Transparency International reported 66 percent of respondents rating police as “corrupt” or “highly corrupt.”112 Granted, in 2013, Gallup found that 17 percent of citizens evaluated the trend in police work over the last year as “positive,” and 52 percent as “rather positive.” Only 25 percent claimed not to have seen any improvement.113 Still, these are tepid evaluations. On a similar note, in our informal conversations with Yerevan citizens in January 2014, many barely knew of the government’s reform initiative.

			


Figure 1. Trust in Armenian Police, 2008–2013
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			Source: The Caucasus Research Resource Centers, “Caucasus Barometer,” At  http://caucasusbarometer.org.




			Armenia’s police reforms may stagnate without further public mobilization to demand further changes. Studies since Sherman114 have noted the importance of building reform “coalitions” of police and society (press, civil society, and informed citizens) to drive reform. Such a coalition, or at least a mobilized electorate, emerged in Georgia in 2003, but has not done so in Armenia thus far. Likewise, the country’s rejection of the EU and (coerced) embrace of Russia in 2013 may reduce the incentive to accelerate reforms. Indeed, as we noted, some Armenian observers argue that police retraining assistance from the OSCE and Western governments has only lent respectability to an authoritarian regime. One such analysis bluntly claims that there is no official appetite to subdue corruption.115

			While we do not dismiss this argument, some modest good has come from extant reforms, and other incipient projects could still bear fruit. Moreover, not all disappointments of Armenian police reform stem directly from the electoral authoritarian regime. As we noted, the current government has permitted some reforms, and could permit others that do not threaten the regime’s power. Also, while Armenia’s regime is “fragmented,” it is also (perhaps in consequence) less “polarized”116 than that of Saakashvili, thus possibly compelling a more consensual approach. Although Armenia’s policing reforms have been more modest than Georgia’s, they have also been undertaken over years, in some cases since the early 2000s. Thus, it would be imprudent for Western partners to abandon police reforms in Armenia and similar polities in the FSU and elsewhere. Rather, international cooperation efforts could target areas of policing in electoral authoritarian regimes where proposed reforms are both politically feasible and likely to benefit citizens.
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