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Regional Aspects of National Elections in Russia

Rostislav Turovsky

The second electoral cycle provided a new opportunity for regionally specific 
analysis of elections in Russia. The Russian electoral space is discussed in this 
chapter as a geographical formation characterized by territorial differentiation. 
Structural and functional geographic analysis of elections is almost unlimited 
due to the extremely complex and exhaustive division of the country. If one is 
to seek cross-sectional and time serial regularities and trends in Russia, the 
choice of an electoral map made up only of a patchwork of federal units must be 
avoided. The high degree of heterogeneity within them produces inaccuracy in 
the analysis. The geography of elections can be adequately analyzed only on the 
basis of data for compact localities. We make use of cities and administrative 
districts whose heterogeneity can be assumed to be less significant in a nation
wide analysis. This treatment of basic structural units of electoral space as elec
toral process components is in line with current political geography usage. Ac
cording to the literature, a nation-wide political process consists of numerous 
local processes, with the resulting total sum always being greater than the 
arithmetic sum (Agnew, 1987).

A geographical analysis of an electoral campaign is divided into three stages. 
In the first and elementary stage, information about the election and its results is 
distributed among spatial units: regions, cities, districts and other territorial 
units. The result is an electoral map of the country. In the second stage, a geo
graphical model is constructed, making use of information collected and dis
tributed among spatial units. This model can be used for the generalization and 
interpretation of the electoral map to reveal the most significant regularities in 
the geographical distribution of votes. The third stage is a geographical analysis 
of the election through identification of meaningful links between election re
sults in spatial units and demographic, socioeconomic, historical and cultural 
characteristics of these units.

The initial stage of the electoral-geographical analysis of the second electoral 
cycle can be found in many works (McFaul et al., 2000; Turovsky, 1999/2000, 
2000b; Vybory, 2000). There is no need to discuss detailed statistics for these 
elections in regional terms and there is even less need to do so at the level of the 
units of the federation. It is far more important to solve the tasks of the second 
and third stages and to develop a dynamic geographical model of regularities in 
the 1999 and 2000 parliamentary and presidential elections.
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The objective of a geographical analysis of any social process is to identify 
the impact of the geographical position on a place by its characteristics. The hi
erarchical, dimensional and dynamic structure of geographical space is inter
preted using one of the most effective geographical models, the center- 
periphery model. This model treats any social process in its territorial perspec
tive tracing the emergence and dissemination of new phenomena or innovations. 
Developed on this basis is a conception of space polarization that involves iden
tification of innovation generating centers and peripheries that assimilate or re
ject innovations (Gritsai et al., 1991). Thus hierarchical relationships between 
centers and peripheries are developing and continuously reproduced.

It is much easier to identify the center than to differentiate and stratify the 
more extensive periphery. The center must continuously reproduce its functions, 
i.e., it must undergo uninterrupted qualitative transformation that enables it to 
remain an innovation-producing core (Friedmann, 1966). The center as a spatial 
phenomenon is not a single geographical unit but an array of centers united by 
common functions. The complex and heterogeneous nature of peripheral behav
ior, on the other hand, calls for a distinction between the "close" periphery in
fluenced by the center and the "far" periphery living its own life (ibid.). Some 
authors suggest that regions should be divided into creative, adaptive and con
servative regions (Gritsai et al., 1991), the first being a source of innovations 
(center), the second assimilating them (close periphery) and the third upholding 
the tradition (far periphery). The last of these may be a former innovation sys
tem whose evolution has ceased.1 The semi-periphery is a special middle layer 
between the core and the periphery that combines creative and adaptive func
tions (Taylor, 1989; Wallerstein, 1991).

According to Stein Rokkan, differentiation of nominally uniform, homoge
neous space proceeds along three lines: military-administrative, economic, and 
cultural. Hence processes within it include fragmentation (division into units or 
components with stable and flexible borders), expansion and compression of 
fragments, and reorganization of the territorial structure accompanied by 
changes in interior borders (Rokkan, 1975, 1980; Rokkan and Urwin, 1983). 
The system of center and periphery relationships describes the vertical architec
ture of the territory, i.e., its hierarchic structure and polarization. For research 
purposes it would be helpful if the administrative and economic hierarchy of 
space were united into a single geo-political-economic structure presenting cen
ter and periphery relationships in simple form. Geographical analysis of elec
tions enables one to avoid the problem of a formal regional structure (like Rus
sia's division into federal units) and to deal simultaneously with the country in

1 The conservative far periphery can be treated as non-adaptive, i.e., choosing rejection as a
specific response to innovation.
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its exhaustive differentiation and with it as a complex system of localized terri
torial units occupying different positions within vertical relationships.

Rokkan (1980) suggests the following parameters for synthetic evaluation of 
the central or peripheral positioning of places: (1) the administrative status 
(capital city, regional administrative centers down through the political divi
sions); (2) the level of socio-economic development (indicators of economic 
development and of standard and quality of life); and (3) intensity of communi
cation links (nodal or peripheral position within transport and information sys
tems). The synthetic evaluation of places on the basis of these parameters al
lows their positioning within the general center-periphery system. As a first ap
proximation, the following positions can be distinguished in Russia:

-  first-level centers: capitals, cities with one million residents and more;
-  second-level centers: other regional administrative centers;
-  semi-periphery: medium-size cities other than administrative centers;
-  close periphery: small towns, urban-type villages, and suburbs;
-  far periphery: villages located far from large cities and backcountry small 

towns.

Various divergent cases of excessive gaps in the economic and political- 
administrative status need to be analyzed separately. These include, for exam
ple, small enclaves or techno-polities which, though not being administration 
centers, stand out due to their high development level, or capitals of certain fed
eral units that are small remote towns and even villages.

In addition to the vertical measurement of geographical space, the ordinary 
horizontal three-dimensional measurement exists. The structure of a flat surface 
is analyzed primarily through geo-cultural parameters (the third line of spatial 
differentiation according to Rokkan). The geo-cultural space is built largely ac
cording to the area principle as a mosaic of ethno-cultural areas. Although some 
authors have developed the idea of its own polarization (in connection with the 
generation and dissemination of cultural innovations), this seems superfluous 
for our purposes and we shall assume that geo-cultural space is a horizontal mo
saic. In the case of Russia, we consider two macro-regions -  the ethnic Russian 
core and the non-Russian periphery.2 Each of these has its own inner pattern 
and is divided into numerous sub-ethnic Russian areas (Turovsky, 1998) and 
territories where many peoples of Russia reside grouped according to linguistic 
and confessional distinctions.

2 A ssessm ent o f the periphery in geo-cultural terms lacks value premises. An ethnic pe
riphery within a state is essentially a parallel center (sub-center), but in term s of a  given 
state's politics it is still periphery, i.e., a territory connected to the nucleus and having ex
plicit ethno-cultural distinctions.



To sum up, the three-dimensional geographical space is both a horizontal 
mosaic of homogeneous areas and a vertical system of centers and peripheries 
or, to use different terms, it consists of nodal areas that are functional hierarchi
cal systems formed around various kind of nodes (Rodoman, 1999). Electoral 
space as one of its derivatives is a combination of overlapping areas and spatial 
networks.

Distortion of the geo-political-economic-cultural environment of a country 
brings about distortions in its electoral space. What these distortions are and 
how strong they are is the subject of electoral-geographic analysis. We could 
follow the authors who suggest that the geography of voting is to be analyzed 
using splits (gaps), thereby artificially emphasizing spatial polarization and tak
ing the analysis to the level of global and inevitably simplified trends. The lit
erature usually discusses the North-South and the West-East splits (Taylor, 
1989). However, a closer study of electoral space prompts us to use a territorial 
gradient model that highlights gradual transitions (gradients) between the poles 
within a territorial system. As a result, instead of a fixed polarization picture we 
shall have an uninterrupted spatial continuum with two cores: innovation cen
ters and clearly manifested ethno-cultural areas, and transitional spaces between 
them.3

Let us emphasize once again that the area principle should be combined with 
the nodal one. In the former case we speak in terms of spaces like North or 
South, different areas with their own geographical names, and this can produce 
geographically continuous zoning. In the latter case we analyze voting in cen
ters and peripheries with a resulting inclusive classification according to elec
toral behavior. The relationship between these two principles depends on spe
cific conditions of a given country.

The development of the electoral process in post-communist Russia makes 
the center-periphery model preferable. In an ideal typology it can be viewed as a 
process of dissemination of political innovation (liberal democratic ideas) from 
generating centers that meets with resistance from the conservative periphery, 
inheritor of Soviet political culture. Another argument in favor of the use of this 
model is the vagueness of our geo-cultural space if viewed horizontally. There
fore in this study, we shall proceed from the nodal principle, and meaningful 
geo-cultural gradients will manifest themselves as the analysis goes deeper.
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3 The concept o f  uniformity cores is used in Russian geography.
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Voting Types in the Second Electoral Cycle

In Russia where the party system is still very unstable, it makes no sense in 
geographical analysis to discuss voting for individual electoral blocs in parlia
mentary elections or even for individual candidates in presidential elections. 
Localized and personality elections (elections for the State Duma in single
member districts, for governorships, and for heads of local self-government) 
require different methods of geographical analysis as they are largely deter
mined by local factors. These elections are not in a proper sense national but are 
rather the sum of local election campaigns. Their distinctive features are dealt 
with in detail elsewhere (Turovsky, 2000a, 2002). The focus of this chapter is 
upon election results that demonstrate basic patterns of political and ideological 
differentiation in the Russian electoral space (Zubov and Kolosov, 1994). These 
include elections to the State Duma by party lists and elections for the presi
dency.

In contemporary Russia three ideal types of voting seem to have been 
formed: the conformist (support of the pro-presidential government party), the 
leftist and the liberal type. Each of these types represents votes cast for more 
than one party or candidate; nevertheless, one party or candidate may dominate 
any of the types. As a measure of the voting types, we shall identify territories 
where the respective percentages of votes are notably higher than the average 
for Russia. (We choose the excess threshold to be at 1.2 times the average.) 
First, our task is to see how positioning of a place in the system of center- 
periphery relationships influences types of voting. We shall also consider the 
geo-cultural peculiarities of these types.

The conformist type o f voting was represented in the 1999 parliamentary 
election by votes cast for Unity, Fatherland -  All Russia (OVR) and Our Home 
Is Russia (NDR). These political forces were formed with the support of the au
thorities and represent a party reflection of the ruling group. Unity was virtually 
directed by the Russian national leadership; Fatherland -  All Russia articulated 
the interests of regional leaders; and Our Home Is Russia was a remnant of the 
former party of power (see Likhtenchtein in this volume). In the 2000 presiden
tial election, this type of voting was dominated by support for Vladimir Putin.

The degree of electoral space polarization within conformist voting proved to 
be very high. The spread in votes among units of the federation was from 89.4 
per cent in Ingushetia to 25.7 per cent in Samara Province; and for districts and 
cities it was from 99.5 per cent in Karabulaksky District of Ingushetia to 7.8 per 
cent in Kamyshlinsky District of Samara Province. The electoral poles in the 
presidential election at the level of federal units were Ingushetia (85.4 per cent)
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and Kemerovo Province (25 per cent), and at the district level, Nurlatsky Dis
trict of Tatarstan (97.8 per cent) and Kamyshlinsky District (10.2 per cent).

The analysis of voting returns shows that conformist voting is most typical of 
rural areas in the national republics, i.e., the ethnic far periphery of the Russian 
space. These are above all territories where voting is completely manageable by 
regional and local elites: rural districts in Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Ingushetia 
and Dagestan that demonstrated the highest possible level of loyalty to the gov
ernment party. The same was typical, however in a lesser degree, of rural dis
tricts in Kabardino-Balkaria and Mordovia and in the parliamentary elections, 
of Tuva (due to the particular popularity of Unity4). Thus, by the second elec
toral cycle, the periphery had become a salient pole of Russia's conformism. 
Characteristically, republican administrative centers with a lower share of titular 
population showed more moderate results (with the exception of Nazran and 
Makhachkala that have a low share of ethnic Russians and, less so, Nalchik).

The ethnic Russian electoral space is characterized by a somewhat lower de
gree of polarization. Only several rural districts of Saratov Province stand out. 
The governor's influence on election results has been traditionally strong there 
(for instance, in Baltaisky District, the birthplace of Governor Dmitry Ayat
skov). These districts are similar to ethnic backcountry areas in their electoral 
behavior. The fact of rural areas, as a rule, remote ones, prevailing among the 
more conformist-inclined regions became a typical feature of the second elec
toral cycle. The rural periphery of Novgorod and Vologda Provinces and North
ern and Northwestern Russia in general, as well as the northern part of Central 
Russia (Kostroma, Yaroslavl and, to a certain extent, Tver regions) and the 
Volga-Vyatka area (a part of Kirov Province) became a particularly distinctive 
pole of loyalty. Even Cherdynsky District of Perm Province, which proved to be 
the most loyal area, historically and culturally belongs to the Russian North.

The share of urban Russians among territories with the highest degree of 
conformism is rather small. A special case is a group of republican capitals, 
such as Nazran, Makhachkala, Nalchik, and Kazan and, with certain reserva
tions, Vladikavkaz and Kyzyl. All these centers are characterized by a high per
centage of titular population, i.e., they are centers of ethnic periphery rather 
than of Russia's space as a whole. The exception is Kazan, a center of the first 
level but with certain ethnic specifics. Otherwise, small and medium-size towns, 
i.e., semi-periphery and close periphery, demonstrate conformist attitudes. Par
ticularly conspicuous here are metallurgy centers (Magnitogorsk, Nizhny Tagil, 
Cherepovets, Norilsk and Serov), oil producing centers (Surgut) and some small 
administrative centers of autonomous areas, such as Khanty-Mansiisk, Anadyr 
and Kudymkar. Basically, the most reliable support was provided to the gov

4  This was probably due to the Tuva origins o f Unity party leader Sergei Shoigu.

ernment party by small towns in the industrial Urals and by the oil and gas pro
ducing Tyumen area, as well as by the northern part of European Russia, and 
the southern seaports Novorossiysk and Tuapse.

At the second-order level, and certainly at the first-order level, conformist 
voting was not pronounced. Except for controlled Kazan, large cities are not 
characterized by this type at all. Moscow stands out in the parliamentary elec
tion with its consolidated voting for the OVR, but it demonstrated less loyalty to 
Putin in the presidential election.

To sum up, the conformist type of voting proves to be most characteristic of 
the ethnic periphery (both rural and urban but less so for the latter) and also for 
the periphery and semi-periphery in the Russian North and partly in the new 
development areas in the East. In the latter, however, the territorial distribution 
of conformism is irregular and is strongly determined by local conditions. A 
particularly uneven distribution can be observed in cities where neighboring 
centers may be far different due to their unique combination of socio-economic 
and political-administrative conditions.

The leftist type o f  voting in the 1999 parliamentary election was defined as 
voting for the Communist Party of the Russian Federation (KPRF) or one of a 
number of small electoral blocs of radical left orientation. It is appropriate to 
consider voting for Gennady Zyuganov in the presidential election separately 
from voting for say Aman Tuleev. The final picture is more accurate because 
the obvious polarity in the presidential election was between Vladimir Putin and 
Gennady Zyuganov.

In the 1999 parliamentary election, leftist proclivity among the electorate 
ranged from 78.4 per cent (Magaramkentsky District of Daghestan, an ethnic 
Lezghin area bordering on Azerbaijan) to 0.1 per cent (Karabulaksky District of 
Ingushetia). For federal units, it ranged from 47.6 per cent in Karachaevo- 
Cherkessia to 2.7 per cent in Ingushetia. Ethnic peripheries acted as the poles 
also in the presidential election. The range was from 72.5 per cent in 
Teuchezhsky District of Adygea to 1.6 per cent in Nurlatsky District of Tatar
stan. Among federal units, the highest result was in Lipetsk Province (47.4 per 
cent) and the lowest was in Ingushetia (4.6 per cent).

The ethnic periphery in Russia is heterogeneous. Although much of it 
evinces an extremely high loyalty to the authorities, some areas express leftist 
commitments. This was especially clear in the parliamentary election in Dages
tan. The south, particularly the areas populated by ethnic Lezghins, voted leftist 
by more than a two-thirds majority whereas Kumtorkalinsky District on the 
plains gave the left only slightly more than 10 per cent and the mountainous ar
eas populated by Avars and Dargins supported it even less. The regions with the 
strongest leftist orientation were the peripheries of North Ossetia, Karachaevo-

Regional Aspects o f  National Elections in Russia 149



150 Rostislav Turovsky

Cherkessia and Adygeya. Leftist voting in these areas was unsteady; in the 
presidential election it frequently gave way to conformism that resulted from 
"voluntary coercion," i.e., pressure both direct and indirect exerted by regional 
and local elites. In non-Russian areas within ethnic Russian regions that experi
enced no such pressure, on the other hand, some of the highest percentages of 
votes were cast for the forces of the left. These included the ethnically Bashkir 
and Tatar Safakulevsky District in Kurgan Province, the ethnically Bashkir Ar- 
gayashsky District in Chelyabinsk Province, and the ethnically Tatar Kras- 
nooktyabrsky District in Nizhny Novgorod Province.

Generally, the periphery, i.e., the rural areas in the South of Russia, continues 
to be the left-wing pole on the Russian electoral map. Included above all are the 
rural areas in the southern half of Central Russia, such as the red belt of 
Bryansk, Orel, Kursk, Belgorod, Lipetsk and Tambov Provinces. Rural areas of 
Krasnodar and Stavropol Provinces, Volgograd and less so Rostov Province, 
can be described as the southern core of the red belt. Similar to them in ideo
logical typology and in cultural history are rural areas in Penza and Ulyanovsk 
Provinces and the southern part of Nizhny Novgorod Province. In the elections 
of both 1999 and 2000, leftist voting tended to be around 60 per cent in 
Khlevensky and Izmalkovsky Districts of Lipetsk Province, Shablykinsky Dis
trict of Orel Province, and Khvastovichsky District of Kaluga Province. Leftist 
leanings were less pronounced in the rural periphery in the Volga Area and 
North Caucasus. Except for a few striking examples such as the Beloglinsky 
District of Krasnodar Province, the area is less inclined toward voting for the 
left.

The agricultural periphery in the south of West Siberia and the South Urals 
(Altai, Novosibirsk, Omsk, Kurgan and Orenburg Provinces, and some rural 
areas in Chelyabinsk Province) demonstrates a high degree of red leaning. In 
the presidential election it was Sharlyksky District in Orenburg Province and 
Kamensky District in Altai Region that provided the second and third largest 
vote totals for Gennady Zyuganov. He received over two-thirds of his votes 
there. This area has its own red belt in the rural periphery from Orenburg to No
vosibirsk and Barnaul but with a gap in Tyumen Territory, the southern part of 
which is politically and economically influenced by its industrialized northern 
part. Other spots of the leftist type of voting are found in the periphery further 
east -  in Krasnoyarsk, Irkutsk, Chita and Amur Provinces, Primorye, Sakhalin 
and other areas. In the 1999-2000 elections, a left voting core was in formation 
to the east of the Yenisei.

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to associate the leftist type of voting exclu
sively with the rural periphery. In the 1999 and 2000 elections it appeared at all 
levels of the center-periphery nation-wide system in Russia. At the level of the
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semi-periphery, the communist candidate won more than half the votes in Ye
lets and Zheleznogorsk in Kursk Province and Mednogorsk in Orenburg Prov
ince. Moreover, some elements of the center are becoming leftist. Of particular 
interest here is the example of Omsk, a city of the first order, where Zyuganov 
gained over 40 per cent of the vote. Among cities of the second order, leftist 
voting was substantially more pronounced than in the country as a whole. These 
included many red belt administrative centers -  Orel, Bryansk, Lipetsk, Tam
bov, Kursk, Belgorod, Penza and Ulyanovsk. But this group also included some 
administrative centers of East Siberia (Irkutsk, Ulan-Ude) and South Urals 
(Orenburg). In an historically innovative center such as Irkutsk, this was unex
pected. Gravitation toward the left was evident in centers of the national 
autonomous regions that had predominantly ethnic Russian populations 
(Saransk, Yoshkar-Ola, Maikop, Cherkessk, Gorno-Altaisk and Birobidjan) as 
well as in the more ethnically non-Russian city Cheboksary, the capital of tradi
tionally red Chuvashia.

It is possible therefore to speak of the dissemination of the leftist type of vot
ing from the periphery to semi-periphery and even of its evident presence in the 
center. Several quite different kinds of territories have pronounced leftist vot
ing. The most prominent among them is rural periphery in the south of Central 
Russia, West Siberia and South Urals, and partially in the Volga Area and North 
Caucasus, East Siberia and the Russian Far East, i.e., almost the whole southern 
part of Russia. Another geographical area consists of cities, including adminis
trative centers in the rural areas. Small and medium industrial centers scattered 
around almost the whole of the country selectively represent the third geo
graphical category. These are most frequently found in the South and the East of 
Russia.

The liberal type o f voting is best analyzed using data from the parliamentary 
election, since in presidential elections liberals divided their votes among Vladi
mir Putin and a number of other candidates. In the parliamentary election, how
ever, several electoral associations with a liberal orientation can be identified. 
These include the Union of Right Forces (SPS), Yabloko and the Conservative 
Movement of Russia.5

This type of voting was unevenly distributed geographically. In the parlia
mentary election, votes for liberal parties ranged from 51 per cent in Yavlinskii 
District of Samara Province to 0 per cent in some areas of Dagestan (Yuzhno- 
Sukhokumsk, Kumtorkalinsky and Levashinsky Districts). Percentages among 
federal units were from 28.6 per cent in St. Petersburg to 1.6 per cent in Dages
tan. This type of voting appears to be less integrative and determining than ei-

5 It is inadvisable to discuss the Union of Right Forces and Yabloko separately in an elec
toral geography study, given their sim ilar social and geographical base.
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ther of the other two types. Rather it has a supplementary nature. Nevertheless, 
liberal votes succeeded in cutting in between the two basic poles and sometimes 
ousting one of them.

One feature of the liberal type of voting is that it belongs to the center. This 
was confirmed once again in the 1999 and 2000 elections. Unusually high sup
port in some rural areas of Samara Province is explained by local factors, i.e., 
loyalty of the regional periphery to Governor Konstantin Titov who was at the 
time one of the leading figures in the SPS. Otherwise, liberal voting was a clear 
characteristic of a territory belonging to the innovative center. Virtually all first 
order centers -  Moscow, St. Petersburg and other cities with a population of a 
million or more -  produced high rates of liberal voting. Among centers of the 
second order in all regional centers around Moscow, with the exception of 
Smolensk, the same was true. This orientation was also noticeable in all admin
istrative centers of the northern half of European Russia, but it was far less pro
nounced in the southern part of Russia. Apart from leading centers, such as 
Rostov, Samara, Volgograd and Saratov, only Stavropol had a significant liberal 
vote. In the Urals and further East, the liberal type of voting was typical for ad
ministrative centers except for peripheral ones -  Chita, Blagoveshchensk and 
Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk. At the innovative center level, it is most pronounced in 
leading industrial cities of the Urals, such as Yekaterinburg and Perm. These 
cities with a million or more residents are joined by some smaller centers whose 
social history causes them to imitate the capital-city model of electoral behav
ior. These include Tomsk, Arkhangelsk, Petrozavodsk, Novgorod, Tver, etc.

Even in the semi-periphery, however, liberals do not fare so well. The excep
tions are centers of the oil and gas industry in the Khanty-Mansi and Yamalo- 
Nenets autonomous areas (Noyabrsk, Kogalym, Strezhevoi and others). Some 
industrial company towns of the second order, such as Snezhinsk and Seversk 
that belong to the Ministry of Atomic Industry, and Chemogolovka located in 
Moscow Region, have liberal tendencies.

Other voting types are observed less in Russian regions and they need hardly 
to be dealt with here. The nationalistic type of voting -  for Vladimir Zhiri- 
novskii and his Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) -  almost eroded 
completely by the 1999-2000 elections. Then it was to be found only in far pe
riphery islets such as Chita Province, the Kuril Islands, certain other areas of 
Siberia and the Russian Far East (Novosibirk Province and Primorye), and in a 
number of small military communities. Conspicuous among the latter is Novaya 
Zemlya, a military testing ground, where the nationalist vote was slightly more 
than a quarter of the total. The nationalist vote survived at 15-20 per cent of the 
electorate only in a few isolated areas where remote location, the presence of
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LDPR activists, and the personal popularity of Zhirinovskii among the military 
influenced the voters.

Geographical Modeling of Russian Elections

Now, on the basis of available data for the territorial distribution of votes, a 
conceptual model of Russian electoral geography can be developed. It will be 
built on the triad of basic voting types -  the conformist, the leftist and the lib
eral. We shall generalize from the facts on the basis of vertical differentiation of 
the Russian electoral space. The essence of geographical modeling of an elec
toral process consists in describing regularities linking the geographical posi
tion of a place with its electoral characteristics.

The most obvious political feature of an innovative center is its developed 
liberal stratum. It is the key indicator of a classical capital city electoral behav
ior. No such Russian city has a liberal majority, but these innovative centers are 
more liberal than other places. The list of most liberal territories almost coin
cides with the list of administrative centers, except for those of republics and 
peripheral autonomous areas. The only exclusions among first order centers are 
Kazan and Voronezh; exclusions among second order centers include a small 
number of administrative centers of southern and eastern regions. The conform
ist type of voting is far less developed in the innovation centers than in the pe
riphery. Even though a larger number of voters in the center still remains loyal 
to the authorities than votes liberal, conformist voting is far from being the dis
tinguishing feature of the center. This can be described as notable inherent elec
toral stratification of the center into segments of comparable significance.

In the 1999 parliamentary election, Moscow demonstrated a high degree of 
conformism, but this was due to the popularity of the Fatherland -  All Russia 
party and one of its leaders, Mayor Yuri Luzhkov. Conformism in this case was 
encouraged by administrative resources and by personality, and it had a weaker 
link to Putin. In a number of regional centers, Unity succeeded. For the most 
part, these were small centers of second order located deep in the provinces. 
This trend was particularly typical of the eastern regions of the country where 
Unity triumphed in the expressly peripheral cities of Magadan, Blagove
shchensk and Chita, and in Kemerovo among the larger cities. It was similar in 
European Russia. In regional centers of the periphery -  Kirov, Pskov, Kos
troma, Ivanovo, Kursk, Penza, Astrakhan and Izhevsk -  Unity did well, but 
Volgograd was the only large city where Unity attained a signal success.

In the presidential election of 2000, Vladimir Putin was certainly the winner 
in the innovative centers but behind this formal statement of fact are significant



details. The vote for Putin in regional administrative centers was almost no
where substantially higher than nation-wide. If cities with specific ethnic popu
lations are excluded, only two relatively big regional centers -  Murmansk and 
Astrakhan, the northern and the Caspian Sea gates of Russia -  were pronounced 
in their loyalty to Putin. The conformist type of voting then is typical of Russian 
centers only as a voting type prevailing in Russia as a whole. There are no spe
cial features of this type. Even so, the leftist voting typical for a number of cen
ters of second and occasionally first order is a matter for further research.

A special feature of the 1999-2000 elections was the parallel advance of the 
liberal and leftist voting types. In some cities the left and liberal polarization of 
the electorate was accompanied by an erosion of its middle stratum represented 
by conformists. This trend was partly explained by a high degree of political 
and ideological awareness among urban residents due in part to their disillusion 
with Unity, perceived to be representing the government. It is best illustrated by 
Siberian cities such as Omsk and Novosibirsk. In Omsk, the leftists won 32.1 
per cent of the vote in the parliamentary election, the liberals won a quarter, and 
the government party got just 22.4 per cent. In the presidential election Gen
nady Zyuganov was 10 percentage points ahead of Vladimir Putin. In Novosi
birsk the leftists won almost 30 per cent, the liberals 26.9 per cent, and the gov
ernment party 26.6 per cent. In 2000, Vladimir Putin was a mere 4 percentage 
points ahead of the communist leader. Characteristically, in both cities Grigory 
Yavlinskii attained good results that were indicative of the liberal electorate's 
stability and low level of loyalty to the administration.

The situation in the periphery was distinguished for its heterogeneous nature. 
The periphery demonstrates a geographical stratification into the left (conserva
tive) and the conformist (adaptive) tendencies. So far the former is predominant. 
Very rural areas, particularly in the southern parts of Central Russia and Siberia, 
mainly represent the leftist periphery. They tend to be agrarian locales, with less 
favorable climates and in need of government support. Many voters there opt 
for a socialist, i.e., paternalist model. Yet, there also was conformist voting in 
favor of Unity and later of Vladimir Putin. Its core consisted of rural areas in the 
Russian North, particularly in former territories of the Novgorod Republic. The 
influence of the left has always been rather weak in this part of Russia. In the 
post-communist elections, it evolved from a liberal to a conformist area 
(Turovsky, 1999/2000). The reawakening of St. Petersburg as an innovative 
center of the new ruling group in Russia certainly played a role in this process. 
This polarization of the periphery between North and South is still subject to a 
fermentation process. Nevertheless, it reflects a profound socio-cultural hetero
geneity, due to historical differences, to wooded versus agricultural areas, and 
to taiga versus steppe.
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The non-Russian ethnic periphery is a special part of Russia's political space. 
Although not very large in population, it is very diverse in ethnic and cultural 
terms. It is also characterized by its own stratification into the conformist and 
the leftist segments. Conformism in some parts of the ethnic periphery is condi
tioned by the influence of local bureaucracies that have favored the national 
government party in their own self-interest. This is typical of those ethnic pe
ripheries that are less integrated into the Russian geo-cultural space, e.g., the 
North Caucasus, the Volga-Urals (Tatarstan and Bashkiria), Tuva, and Mor
dovia. The management of the electorate represents an articulation of ethnic 
identity partially concealed and distorted by the administrative resources. Ethnic 
areas that are more fully integrated and russified vote in patterns closer to 
neighboring ethnic Russian districts, but tend slightly more to the left. For ex
ample, the rural areas of Chuvashia are more fully a part of the red belt than the 
neighboring areas of ethnically Russian Nizhny Novgorod Province. In the 
North and the East many ethnic areas, e.g., Yakut, Buryat, and Altai, display 
strong leftist leanings.

The semi-periphery is often changeable, with differing forces contending for 
support with varying success. Both consolidation and stratification were found 
in the semi-periphery in the 1999-2000 elections, but the first effect was the 
stronger. The conformist and leftist voting types are combined in various shares 
and the liberal type appears in individual cases. Cities in newly developed areas 
and emergent industrial centers are most typically examples of semi-peripheral 
centers. Many of them have a significant liberal stratum. This is particularly true 
for metallurgy, oil, and gas centers and for the motor industry area of Togliatti. 
These are by no means economically prosperous centers.

In the 1999 parliamentary election, diverse industrial centers in Irkutsk Prov
ince and Kuznetsk coal basin energetically supported Unity, but other parts of 
the semi-periphery were under the influence of the left. These tended to be long- 
developed centers in southern Russia (Yelets, Murom, Kineshma, Arzamas and 
Novocherkassk) or similar areas in Siberia (Biisk, Kansk and others). Leftist 
voting is typical of cities in national republics. For example, it is characteristic 
of the multi-ethnic industrial centers of Bashkiria (Sterlitamak, Neftekamsk, and 
Salavat).

For the semi-periphery, the North-South geo-cultural differentiation is far 
less distinct than in the periphery. Typically southern cities, quite different cit
ies in the Russian Far East (Komsomolsk-na-Amure), a large group of Primorye 
cities, and centers in the Urals (Zlatoust, Miass) are all brought together in the 
semi-periphery. The most demonstrative examples, however, are the oil cities 
(Nefteyugansk, the primary area of production of the YUKOS company, and 
Muravlenko). It is worth noting that two cities in the semi-periphery -  conform-
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ist Surgut and leftist Nefteyugansk -  are politically far apart but located close to 
each other geographically. This is evidence that the semi-periphery is sensitive 
to the influence of local factors and is more subject to electoral instability.

Geographical Analysis of Elections: Voting Factors

Now it is necessary to identify the basis of the proposed geographical model of 
electoral process interpretation. Factor analysis serves to refine a geographical 
model. It enables one to reveal the most significant features that determine elec
tion results in this or that region (Gimpelson and Chugrov, 1995). Employing 
correlation analysis of electoral characteristics and quantifiable socio-demo
graphic indicators, electoral differentiation can be analyzed in causal terms. 
This helps to reveal regularities in terms of functional dependence of voting on 
socio-cultural factors. Three key variables are used in the factor analysis: living 
standards (per capita income), the level of urbanization (the share of rural popu
lation), and the age structure (the ratio of pensioners to active working-age per
sons).6 Only territories, regions and federal cities are included. National repub
lics and autonomous areas show excessive dependence of electoral behavior on 
management by regional and local elites.

The leftist type of voting is clearly correlated with the percentage of rural 
population. Rho reached +0.70 for the parliamentary election and +0.64 for the 
presidential election. Since rural areas are defined as the periphery, this indi
cates the peripheral nature of voting for the left. Voting for the left is also re
lated to the percentage of pensioners: rho is +0.40 for the parliamentary election 
and +0.34 for the presidential election. Social well-being, as measured by per 
capita income, is less closely correlated: rho is -0.28 for the parliamentary elec
tion and -0.24 for the presidential election. First, the rural periphery continues 
to be the main support for the left forces in spite of its geo-cultural differentia
tion. Second, voting is strongly influenced by the demographic pattern; a higher 
share of older people in the population entails greater leftist voting. Third, poor 
regions are more likely to foster leftist voting than richer ones.

A fairly distinct and fundamentally different dependence is observed in the 
case of the liberal voting type. The most significant correlation is with urbaniza
tion. Rho for the share of rural population in the parliamentary election is -0.58. 
The role of living standards is also significant. Rho for per capita income is 
+0.39. These findings confirm the association between the liberal type of voting 
and regions with cities and wealth.

6 Data are from the State Statistics Committee for 1999.
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Table 1: The electoral map of Russia (based on the second election cycle 
results)

Territory type Electoral characteristics Most illustrative examples 
(uniformity cores)

Centers of first and second order: 
capitals, administrative centers of 
federal units, as a rule with a 
higher standard of living.

Combination of the liberal, leftist 
and conformist types of voting in 
comparable shares with the for
mer two growing stronger. The 
liberal type far exceeding the 
average for Russia (the liberals' 
strongholds).

Liberal sub-type: Yekaterin
burg, Perm.
Left liberal sub-type: Omsk, 
Novosibirsk.
Conformist sub-type: Mur
mansk, Astrakhan; for Unity: 
Magadan, Blagoveshchensk, 
Chita.

Ethnic sub-centers: capitals of 
national republics with a high 
share of titular population.

Enhanced conformism with pos
sible outbursts of suppressed left 
and liberal voting types in the 
event of poor administrative 
impact.

Makhachkala, Nalchik, Ufa, 
Kazan. Leftist outburst: Che
boksary.

Quasi-centers: ZATO, techno
polities, atompolises.

Combination of liberal and con
formist voting types (the liberals' 
second stronghold).

Seversk, Snezhinsk.

Northern (typical) semi
periphery: medium-sized cities, 
industrial centers with no admin
istrative pressure, not necessarily 
with high living standards, fre
quently simply poor cities.

High level of conformism, in 
some cases including elements of 
liberalism (strongholds for Unity) 
and with some reservations for 
Vladimir Putin.

Cities in the North of Euro
pean Russia and in newly 
developed regions: Nizhny 
Taghil, Cherepovets, Surgut, 
and Norilsk. For Unity, less 
prosperous cities: Ust-Ilimsk, 
Ust-Kut, Mezhdurechensk, and 
small towns in Magadan Prov
ince.

Southern and partly eastern (left) 
semi-periphery: medium-sized 
cities with strong opposition 
leanings.

Leftist voting type prevailing in 
combination with conformist 
voting.

Cities in the long-developed 
part of Russia more to the 
south, in many cases firmly 
linked to rural areas (Yelets). 
Cities in national republics 
(Sterlitamak, Neftekamsk). 
This type may be expanded to 
include protest voting centers 
in the East (Nefteyugansk, 
Arsenyev).

Southern (typical) periphery: 
rural areas, as a rule, poor, with a 
high share of pensioners.

Leftist voting type dominating 
with conformism gradually grow
ing. A stronghold for the Com
munist Party of the Russian Fed
eration and Gennady Zyuganov.

Southern agricultural regions, 
as a rule not wealthy nor crisis 
stricken: southern part of Cen
tral Russia, Lower Volga Area 
and North Caucasus, South 
Urals and southern part of 
West Siberia, partly southern 
part of East Siberia and the 

| Russian Far East.
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Table 1: The electoral map of Russia (based on the second election cycle 
results) (cont'd)

Territory type Electoral characteristics Most illustrative examples 
(uniformity cores)

Northern (conformist) periphery: 
rural areas, close to left periphery 
in socio-economic terms, but 
separated from them geographi
cally.

Absolute domination of conform
ist type (second, though numeri
cally weaker, stronghold for 
Vladimir Putin and Unity).

Rural areas in the Russian 
North (European Russia to the 
north of taiga zone border, in 
particular Novgorod and Vo
logda regions).

Conformist ethnic periphery. Conformist type dominating and 
sometimes reaching highest pos
sible levels. Voting secured by 
local authorities' influence (ad
ministrative resources) and sup
pression of leftist voting type.

Rural areas in the majority of 
Muslim republics, as well as 
Mordovia, North Ossetia and 
Tuva.

Left ethnic periphery. Leftist type dominating (in the 
absence of effective administra
tive resources).

Rural areas in non-Muslim 
republics and some republics 
in North Caucasus (Adygeya, 
Karachayevo-Cherkessia, 
Dagestan in parts). National 
districts in ethnic Russian 
regions.

Deviating cases in ethnic Russian 
regions appearing due to em
ployment of administrative re
sources and special popularity of 
local people among candidates 
(subject to change from time to 
time).

Voting for parties and candidates 
under the impact of administra
tive resources and/or other local 
factors.

Rural areas in Samara Prov
ince, Kuznetsk coal basin.

It is far more difficult to find a connection between conformist voting and 
socio-economic characteristics. The vote for Vladimir Putin is virtually uncorre
lated with geographical indicators. Percentage of rural population is related only 
at +0.02. Putin's support was distributed across centers and peripheries. Voting 
for Putin was slightly more likely in areas with a greater number of older people 
and a lower level of average income, so the periphery component was still 
somewhat stronger. Presumably, Putin's electoral success owes much to the 
semi-periphery and close periphery, particularly the northern periphery. The re
lationship is clearer for Unity. The negative correlation with proportion of urban 
population (-0.45) and per capita income (-0.44) and the positive correlation 
with share of older people (+0.31) show that the electoral-geographical niche 
for Unity is a poorer city of older people. This in fact is the semi-periphery. In 
an analysis of the parliamentary election of 1999, we noted an electoral- 
geographical niche for the conservative pro-communist vote in advanced, large
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cities (Turovsky, 1999/2000). A positive correlative link to poverty together 
with urbanization is also true for the nationalistic type of voting.

Correlations are conditional to some extent. A geographical analysis of elec
tions should take into account non-quantifiable factors that may have a correc
tive effect on the final result. Factors identified in election geography theory, 
such as the friends and neighbors effect, the election campaign effect, or the lo
cal issue effect, should be examined (Taylor, 1989). These factors in Russia are 
strongly localized. The friends and neighbors effect, already noted for Putin in 
St. Petersburg and for Zyuganov in Orel Province, proved even stronger in 
neighboring areas (Leningrad and Lipetsk Provinces, respectively). In several 
national republics, the conformist type of voting became prevalent thanks to 
actions of the local authorities. This factor was behind the support for Konstan
tin Titov in the presidential election and for the SPS in the rural areas of Samara 
Province and for Aman Tuleyev throughout Kemerovo Province.

On the basis of the above analysis a conceptual map of Russian electoral 
space can be built through a combination of the nodal and the areal principles. 
A conceptual map differs from a geographical map in that it can be presented in 
the form of a table (see Table 1).

Territorial Evolution of the Russian Electoral Space

In order to make a more precise analysis of the Russian electoral map the dia
chronic approach is required. It consists essentially in developing a model of 
territorial evolution of the Russian electoral space, including its comparison 
with the first electoral cycle of 1993-1996. This is the fourth or temporal di
mension of the geographical space. It is possible to analyze the evolution of the 
electoral process using Torsten Hagerstrand's (1967) concept of innovation dif
fusion. With its help we can reveal territorial specifics in the development of 
new electoral phenomena and transformation of the old ones, as well as specific 
features of the transfer of voters (and territories associated with them) in the 
process of forming new electoral phenomena as successors to the old ones.

The electoral dynamics of territories can be viewed as a result of two basic 
types of diffusion: contagious and hierarchical (cascade) diffusion. In the for
mer case the phenomenon is disseminated in a continuous flow across the entire 
territory, and in the latter case it goes from periphery to periphery through a 
nodal network. Innovation diffusion is a transformational process going in 
waves: an innovation may be completely shifted to the periphery and with time 
become a tradition, whereas something new would be formed in the periphery 
(hence the concept of "diffusion of outdated innovations" which are no longer
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viewed as innovations by the periphery). It is also obvious that innovation dif
fusion stems from many centers, rather than from a single one, and that is why 
the entire process is figuratively described as orange molding.

Alternative elections in the USSR and Russia launched the first innovation 
wave that traveled across the country and was in almost complete conformity 
with the initial periphery-periphery socio-geographic pattern. Indicative in this 
sense were elections of 1989-1993 in which liberal-democratic innovation al
most completely coincided with centers of the country and caused rejection of 
the conservative "Soviet-style" periphery and corresponding polarization of the 
electoral space (Turovsky, 1996). A complicated process of expansion and an 
erosion of the innovation space followed since innovation diffusion is an evolu
tionary rather than a linear process. Investigation of the first electoral cycle 
demonstrated even stronger polarization of the electoral space with creative re
gions being supplemented by adaptive regions and becoming more loyal to in
novation, but on the other hand, the conservative periphery turned into a stable 
consolidated formation (Kolosov and Turovsky, 1996).

The second electoral cycle differs from the first in terms of innovation diffu
sion. First of all, there was powerful peripheralization of political loyalty. There 
was nothing new in the process, it first started in the ethnic periphery and was 
noted there back in 1995-1996 (voting for Our Home Is Russia and for Boris 
Yeltsin) (ibid.). As ethnic elites found their place in the new system, they made 
use of administrative resources to transform the ethnic periphery into an en
hanced loyalty zone. Thereby the initial innovation wave penetrated the ethnic 
hinterland by a cascade movement. However, the local population did not as
similate it directly but only via the arguments of regional leaders. In 1999 and 
2000, this process reached its peak due to a dramatic growth of conformism in 
the ethnic periphery. Simultaneously a new process of conformism -  peripher
alization -  developed in ethnic Russian peripheral and semi-peripheral regions. 
It was predetermined by mutual political adaptation between the ruling regime 
and the periphery, and Unity became an exponent of this trend.

As a result of the evolution within the ruling regime, the initial innovation 
wave was divided into a conformist and a liberal trend. The public dissociation 
of the government party from the liberals firmly locked in the periphery for con
formism that manifested itself in support for Unity and later for Vladimir Putin. 
In this way the backcountry began simply to replace its Soviet conformism 
demonstrated in the 1989-1991 elections with a new, post-Soviet conformism. 
The ethnic hinterland7 was the first to succeed in such replacement. It was fol-

7 M ost illustrative in this sense is the exam ple o f Tuva that supported Nikolai Ryzhkov in 
1991 and then became one of the mainstays o f the Russian government party and gave 
70.8 per cent o f its votes to Unity.
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lowed by the more dynamic northern part of Russia which acts today as an 
adaptive region (in the 1991 presidential election, it showed a fairly reserved 
attitude toward Boris Yeltsin). The greatest changes were observed in the north
ern countryside, and loyalty notably increased in many semi-peripheral indus
trial centers. This process resulted in the above-mentioned apparent splitting of 
periphery and semi-periphery largely according to the geo-cultural principle. On 
the one hand, the conservative Yeltsin-style periphery was preserved as reject
ing liberals and voting for communists. On the other hand, it was in 1999 and 
2000 that a new, adaptive Putin-style periphery appeared, assimilating innova
tions in their new guise.

This process manifests itself in an even more illustrative way in electoral 
trend analysis. One of the key results of the 1999-2000 cycle was greater loyalty 
in the periphery and growing opposition sentiments in centers and cities in gen
eral. In the 2000 presidential election, a large-scale expansion of the supporters 
of the government party took place in almost every traditionally red region of 
the southern part of European Russia, the Volga Area and so on (Turovsky, 
2000b).8 And this process was more pronounced in the countryside. In the 
North, the process has already led to some qualitative shifts and the emergence 
of a Putin-style loyal periphery; in the South, the conservative periphery became 
substantially less consolidated. At the same time, loyalty of the semi-periphery 
which became a support for the new government power, increased. Thanks to 
the formation of Unity, the semi-periphery was wrenched from its former lead
ers, Vladimir Zhirinovskii and Alexander Lebed'. Therefore the nationalistic 
type of voting strongly manifested there in 1993-1996 was replaced with con
formism represented by the Unity (Turovsky, 1999/2000).

Meanwhile, an inner transformation began within the periphery. The innova
tion wave stimulated by the Kremlin went basically to the periphery and in the 
periphery remained true to its liberal component. However, it became locked 
there and evinced no substantial tendency to expand according to the innovation 
diffusion pattern. A reassessment of the innovation process was initiated that 
manifested itself in the progressive development of innovation represented by a 
new leader of the liberal camp, the Union of Right Forces.9 This suggests that 
the liberal type of voting, and more specifically voting for the SPS in 1999- 
2000, was a sign of the inner transformation of the periphery, but its border 
turned out to be a barrier to its dissemination across the country.

8 This process was observed in the most conservative regions o f  the eastern and southern 
parts o f  Russia.

9 In 1999, liberal voting was stronger than in the 1995 parliam entary election in alm ost all 
m ajor cities. In such cities as Yekaterinburg, Perm, Novosibirsk, Tom sk and Nizhny
Novgorod, the share o f liberal voters more than doubled.



Enhanced leftist, pro-communist sentiments were another indication of the 
inner transformation and fermentation in the periphery. This was graphically 
demonstrated by parliamentary and especially presidential election results. A 
shift to the left was noted in industrial regions in the North and the East of the 
country even in the parliamentary election10 (ibid.). In the presidential election 
a new red belt quite unexpectedly appeared in Siberia and the Russian Far East 
where support for Gennady Zyuganov was notably higher in a large group of 
eastern regions than in Russia as a whole (Turovsky, 2000b). A shift to the left 
was conspicuous in regional centers. Irkutsk is one example: Zyuganov ob
tained 37.5 per cent compared to 18.5 per cent in the whole of Russia during the 
first round of the 1996 presidential election.

This process also affected a part of the semi-periphery, particularly in the 
south of the Russian Far East where a spontaneous shift to the left engulfed 
practically the entire territory. For example, Zyuganov won an additional 20 
percentage points or so in Primorye cities such as Dalnegorsk and Arsenyev. 
But even in politically more stable Khabarovsk Territory a shift to the left was 
notable -  almost by 10 percentage points in Komsomolsk-na-Amure. The most 
radical transformation occurred in Nefteyugansk. This region turned from a 
bulwark for Yeltsin (Zyuganov got a mere 11.7 per cent in 1996) to almost a red 
belt (Zyuganov won 36.8 per cent in 2000).

Thus, the second election cycle reflected a new, transitional situation. The 
initial liberal-democratic innovation in the course of its movement around Rus
sia was transformed into the government party exploiting electoral conformism 
and adapting to backcountry requirements. In this state it remained frozen in the 
periphery; the semi-periphery shifted away from the periphery. Erosion of the 
conservative backcountry started with its leftist leanings preserved but they 
weakened notably.

Meanwhile, complicated transformation processes emerged in the periphery 
reflecting its tendency to search for a modus vivendi in a new geo-electoral 
situation. On the one hand, the periphery attempted to enhance its innovation 
function, which resulted in strengthening radical liberalism. Thereby it had 
somewhat reinstated its position at the times of perestroika when the periphery 
was a powerful re-transmitter of liberal values. On the other hand, the leftist 
renaissance started in the periphery as an opposite ideological quest. Thus, par
tial peripheralization of the government party brought about symmetrical radi- 
calization of the periphery that was in search of new innovation roles for itself. 
Simultaneously with the above processes, territorial polarization of the election 
space weakened due to a partial convergence of extremes.
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10 This was a distinguishing feature in Chelyabinsk, Perm, Sverdlovsk and Irkutsk regions, 
Khabarovsk and Primorye territories, M urmansk Province and the Republic o f Komi.
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Some Conclusions

Our analysis shows that description of the Russian electoral space requires a 
combination of the areal and nodal (network) principles. According to the latter 
principle, positioning of a territory in the center-periphery system largely de
termines its electoral options. Geographical modeling and correlation factor 
analysis revealed that the leftist type of voting is characteristic of the periphery, 
the liberal of the center (core) and the conformist of semi-periphery. Thus, the 
role of territory in the geo-economic and administrative spaces essentially af
fects voting returns. Let us note here that geographical interpretation of election 
results using the center-periphery model correlates with existing explanations 
based on the analysis of socio- demographic parameters: for instance, a higher 
living standard is characteristic of nodes and of larger and more important ones 
at that.

At the same time there is another dimension of geo-electoral differentiation, 
the geo-cultural dimension that is less pronounced in Russia. Two gradients, 
"North-South" and "ethnic Russian core/non-Russian periphery" are noticeable 
in Russia's space. For instance, the North-South gradient reveals itself in differ
entiation of the periphery as well as the center and semi-periphery, as the South, 
other things being equal, is as a rule more conservative than the North. The lib
eral type of voting is less prominent in southern centers; whereas northern semi
periphery and periphery are as a rule more conservative than in the South. Curi
ously, this gradient, formerly associated with European Russia, is now evident 
in Siberia and the Russian Far East with a notable shift to the left being ob
served in its southern half. The sources of this fundamental split should obvi
ously be searched for on the geo-cultural map of Russia because the agrarian 
South has always been a bulwark of conservatism, whereas the North has been 
historically more dynamic and more adaptive towards values of liberty.11 Rela
tionships between Russian and national territories also play a determining role 
in the formation of the Russian electoral space, depending upon which ethnic 
periphery is literally torn between the conformist and leftist voting types.

The fourth dimension in our system is developmental and it is connected 
with electoral space dynamics. Here substantial shifts in both network and areal 
terms can be observed. In the former approach a shift to the left and secondary 
strengthening of liberalism are evident in the center with conformism growing 
in the periphery. At the same time a more detailed analysis of this process re
veals apart from the usual North-South gradient also the West-East gradient

11 That is why in studying the electoral map of Russia it is helpful to bear in m ind the 
borders between northern and southern dialects o f Russian, between render and corvee 
areas, etc.
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(long- and newly developed territories in Russia). For instance, a shift to the left 
among voters turned out to be more typical of the East than of the West, 
whereas the growth of conformism was more typical of the North than the 
South.

Further prospects of Russia's electoral space development will depend on its 
political system evolution. If the government party retains the conformist domi
nant character, then the results of peripheralization of conformism will be con
solidated and will promote the government party's reliance on the periphery, 
semi-periphery and, partly, the center. Return to liberalism, on the contrary, can 
strengthen the authorities' position in the periphery. However, it is not clear 
what would be the response to such a turnabout in the periphery, including the 
ethnic periphery, in view of the coolness in relations between the capital and the 
republics. The process in the left wing is in a similarly incomplete state. The 
center's shift to the left in principle fits well into the West's model, but there the 
left forces are differently positioned as a vanguard and are an innovative rather 
than a conservative force. In the context of Russia and the Russian left wing, 
this process cannot yet be described as a long-term trend. To sum up, in terms of 
the geography of elections the 1999-2000 cycle was not a critical one. Rather 
these elections can be described as transitional, and tendencies formed do not 
seem to be irreversible. Apparently, what we have here is an interdependent sys
tem of incomplete transformation of the political system and the electoral space 
interacting like communicating vessels.
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