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realities of 2000s Russia and intelation to the main elite groups at the national level,
who largely determine the composition of politics. _
17. Let us think of the aggregate of players as a set divided into three subsets:

(1) players who have maintained their share of the market; (2) players who have

increased their share; and (3) players whose share has decreas_ed. The sizes of the
second and third subsets coincide: these two groups have played a zero-sum game.
In an expanding market, players in the first subset will increase their income and
tend to associate themselves with the winners, forming a loyal majority with them.
In a contracting market, conversely, their income will decrease and they will tend
. to associate themselves with the losers. » )
18. See, for example, Barbara Geddes, “Authoritarian Breakdown: Empirical
Test of a Game Theoretic Argument,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Atlanta, September 1999 (hitp://ipa21.cu.ac.
kr/supervisor/UploadFiles/guest/AuthoritarianBreakdown_Geddes PDF).
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NIKOLAI PETROV

Highly Managed Democracy
The Tandem and the Crisis

The author analyzes which characteristics of the political system created
under Putin have and have not changed since Medvedev became president.
He considers the likely impact of the economic crisis. '

The system of governance that has taken shape in Russia under the rule
of President Putin may be described as highly managed democracy -
(HMD). Use of the term HMD does not mean that the current model has
a democratic basis. “Democracy” here refers to the origin of the model

- in the protodemocracy of the Yeltsin period, which later evolved toward

“managed democracy,” of which the last and highest stage is HMD.

-The system of HMD is torn by internal contradictions; it is not capable

of reproduction. It is unstable and transitional in character, The system
is located at a point of bifurcation: it must either continue its slide into
authoritarianism or turn back toward democracy. The second scenario
seems to me not only preferable but also more likely. The term “highly
managed democracy” therefore emphasizes both the current attempt at
excessively rigid and centralized—beyond the limits of what is reason-
able and effective—governance and confidence in the inevitability of

“democratization in the next stage,’

Since the economic crisis reached Russia, the HMD system has had

* to face serious external difficulties as well as intrinsic internal ones. The

English translation © 2011 M.E, Sharpe, Inc., from the Russian text © 2009 Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace. “Sverkhupravliaemaia demokratiia: tandem i
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A Year of Life in Crisis ,

The HMD system has not undergone any significant changes, either

evolutionary or revolutionary, in Iesponse to the serious economic cri-

sis, d§sp1te its obvious—and 'increasing—_ineffectiveness.2 How can we
explain such stability? One reason 18 that the System is experiencing no

ended in mass protests by pensioners, the authorities have done al] they
can tq prevent a repetition of anything similar.

This tactic may prove effective only if two conditions are fulfilled:
(1) the wo%rld economic crisis turns out to be short; and (2) when it.
ends, Ru.ssm resumes the position it occupied before the crisis—that
of a privileged exporter of expensive, and increasingly costly, miner-

our marvelous “buffer of safety”.

The system is nonetheless_unde_rgoing a certain internal political

evolution, if'.at. a snail’s pace. Two obstacles block its path. First, even
| before the crisis the HMD system was poorly adapted to the making of
carefully considered strategic decisions, and now it is doubly paralyzed.

Second, the separate parts of the system are spending their energy in
fighting over the remaining resources. Thus, at present the crisis, instead
of impelling the system toward self-development and self-improvement,
has preserved it for a certain period. , _
The HMD system has entered its third term, and it is now already clear
that by its own efforts the regime will not be able to escape the bounds of this -

‘model. In Putin’s first term, it consolidated the state and restored control;

in the second term, it strengthened the state’s presence everywhere, beyond
the requirements of reason and necessity, even as the system of state power
began to decay; and in the third term it appears that the defects will reach
the point of absurdity and the whole political system will collapse.

Does the regime itself sense all this? Evidently, it must, but it responds
in the moment and without cohesion. When those in power see that the
situation is changing, and that their responses to emerging problems cause
the system to malfunction, they become nervous and alternate between
decisions that are too mild and decisions that are excessively harsh. Vari-
ous representatives of the regime make statements that are often mutually
contradictory and settle their scores with one another in public. As arule,
matters do not go farther than declarations. The ruling group pays no at-
tention to the widening gap between old concepts; strategies, plans, and
instructions and new realities. In terms of the well-known anecdote that
describes how different Soviet leaders react in different ways when the
train they are riding suddenly halts, the regime has chosen Brezhnev’s
response: close the curtains and rock the carriage to make it appear that
the train is moving.*

HMD in Transition

It would be a mistake to argue that HMD has not changed at all since the
mid-2000s, when its construction was largely complete. It has changed, if
only in accordance with the inner logic of the development of its individual
elements and of their interaction. For instance, the system of appointing
governors, once fully implemented, not only introduced new figures butalso

- *Lenin wants to call a holiday and make the workers and peasants fix the problem.
Stalin threatens to shoot the driver, and Khrushchev suggests taking the rails that the
train has already passed over and using them to construct new track. In post-Soviet
times, the joke has added Gorbachev (announcing that the train had been heading
in the wrong direction), and Yeltsin riding the train off the rails (http:/en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Russian_political_jokes).—Ed. :



altered the institutional relatiohshjp between federal and regional politic-:al

The preparation and implementation of the “transfer of power” in-
cluded the following components;
—vplacing governance on, autopilot in adopting “Economic Strate
? _ _ , gy
2020” and developing doméstic and foreign policy doctrines. This point

Stration olf a course of action. In this sense, Putin’s Munich speech and
the Georgian war carry more weight than signed presidential decrees. In

domestic policy, the main decisions of this kind gave fina] shape to the
party and electoral systems;

general” [invited so that his dress uniform would lend splendor to the

occasion—Trans.], who would never become a full-fledged head of
state; and o ’
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—emasculating the siloviki [defense and security ministers—Trans.],
who were greatly weakened as political actors. The level of confronta-
tion among them fell, as did their ability to intervene in political decision
making. : :

Let us note that all these changes were made within the personalistic
system, without strengthening existing institutions or creating new ones.
Apparently, a real transfer of power was not part of Putin’s plan. Under -

. prevailing conditions, a transfer of power would require preliminary

institutionalization, because Viadimir Vladimirovich Putin remains the
sole functioning “mechanism’” for harmonizing elite interests and the
sole guarantor of all informal agreements. ‘ :

The present article examines in detail only the silovik component of
the transition to the “Putin-Medvedey” regime.

Between the autumn of 2007 ‘and the spring of 2008, there was a
major shakeup of the siloviki. All the influential heads of security and
defense—the armed forces (Sergei Ivanov), the Federal Security Service
(FSB, Nikolai Patrushev), and the Federal Narcotics Service (FNS, Viktor
Cherkesov)—who had belonged to Putin’s “inner circle” were relegated to
second-tier positions and stripped of control over the means of coercion.
Even earlier, in the middle of 2006, the same fate overtook Prosecutor
General Vladimir Ustinov, who a year or two earlier had been virtually the
most influential and certainly the most public of the siloviki; at one point
rumor considered him a possible presidential candidate representing the
security elite. Ustinov’s dismissal weakened not only him personally but
also the procuracy as an agency that had claimed a leading role among

 the siloviki. The Prosecutor General’s Office weakened even more after

it lost control of the Investigation Committee. '

Other agencies also lost influence after the transfer of their siloviki
directors. Moreover, only in the FSB was the new chief a man from
within the system, although not a politician. The men named to head the
armed forces and the FNS were “outsiders,” who started work in their
new posts by purging a significant number of headquarters staff. While
“public” siloviki like Patrushev, Cherkesov, and Sergei Ivanov were
relegated to less important positions, two nonpublic siloviki—Viktor
Ivanov and Igor’ Sechin—were brought into the public sphere. From
the presidential administration, where their role was determined not so
much by their official positions as by proximity to Putin, Viktor Ivanov
was put in charge of the FNS (the “Afghan front”), while Sechin was
appointed deputy prime minister for the energy complex. In this manner



they caplt.alized their informal influence into formal resources and powers
and acquired greater autonomy.

representative in the Volga federa] district,
While moving his old colleagues into the political shadows, Putin
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of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the government apparatus, and the
presidential administration.

Finally, we must note the special role played by the FSB and to some
extent by the procuracy: these agencies serve as instruments of expan- -
sion (that is, they provide a personnel reserve for filling leading posts

_ elsewhere), but they are not themselves targets of expansion for other

departments. The heads of the FSB—in contrast even to the procuracy,
let alone the FNS or Ministry of Defense—are selected exclusively from
among “our own people.” In all this administrative engineering, which
is fraught with a certain risk of disorganization, Putin fears only for the
FSB—or takes the best care of it. The ESB agents and, to a lesser extent,
the prosecutors who are appointed to head other departments are more
than a personnel reserve for Putin; these are like dynastic marriages.

HMD “Under Medvedev”: Adaptation and New Elements

'The period that began in the spring of 2008 and is formally designated
as life “under Medvedev” is not, however, life “after Putin.” The changes
that have taken place since Dmitry Medvedey took office (a list of them "
is presented in Table 1) fall into three main categories:

—adaptation of the system to individual personnel transfers (“switch-
ing of nameplates”) and to changing external conditions;

—continuation of established trends within the logic of the “Putin”™
presidency; and -

—=emergence of new, specifically “Medvedev” elements.

Adaptation

Adaptive changes are the most numerous. All the forms and instruments
previously developed by the system have been retained practically in full,
undergoing only minimal stylistic modifications; in some cases, they
have merely been renamed. For example, whereas as president Putin
used to hold meetings with key ministers, in his new capacity he con-
ducts sessions of the government presidium with more or less the same -
ministers in attendance. Putin has not, however, managed to retain some
things—for instance, presidential councils, including the State Council.
Here there has been some change, if not fundamental (see Appendix D).
Both the president and the prime minister meet with governors at equally
frequent intervals; moreover, the style of these meetings in many ways
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i j riously, the practice of gover ing ¢
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Ee prime. minister. Following each session, moreover, the governmen



Not counting leaders) a

' d includes two de ut
sters.(of economic deve -

Ippment, industry and
cience), and the heads

“carrots” to selected citizens, but on the whole the format is extremely -
inexpensive. Unlike Putin, Medvedev has an active Internet presence.
At the Valdai Club, foreign journalists and political scientists now meet
with both the president and the prime minister—something that never
happened when Putin was president. Medvedev has been given his own
forum—the Yaroslavl Forum. While Putin is a master of the trenchant
phrase or expression, Medvedev’s speechwriters deliberately place crude
language in his mouth while thinking up striking formulas and slogans
like the “Four I's” or “freedom is better than unfreedom.” Medvedey is a
president of declarations; he dominates the space of virtual politics. Putin
is a prime minister of deeds and decisions; he dominates real politics.
Because President Medvedev does not have much to do in the space of
real politics, his extraordinarily active presence in the space of virtual
politics is partly compensatory in nature. Need I say that most of the
“divergences” that experts detect between the members of the tandem
stem from attempts by Medvedev’s public relations team to construct
for him an image independent of Putin?

Development Along Old Lines
Although the political system that emerged under Putin is sometimes
subjected to sharp criticism, including from Medvedev’s retinue, the
president himself—while indulging in harsh general statements—never
proposes concrete steps to change the system. On the contrary, he em-
phasizes that political parties have been established in our country, that
elections take place in an organized fashion, that the procedure for ap-
pointing governors need not be changed for the next hundred years, and
so on. The political package that Medvedev announced in his presidential
address for 2008 and subsequently implemented is at best an adornment
of the existing political structure with pseudodemocratic trinkets like a
consolation seat or two in the Duma for political parties that do not quite.
clear the 7-percent threshold ® At worst, Medvedev’s political modifica-
tions—in particular, the abolition of the election deposit as a means of
party registration—continue tightening up the system. There are, however,
two exceptions—prOposed innovations that do not preserve the system
but introduce real changes. I have in mind the longer terms of office for
the president and State Duma, dictated by considerations of the moment_
that remain hazy, and the requirement that candidates for the Federation
Council should first pass through local or regional elections.”



weakens the mechanisms of Communication iti
e and feedback b,
and the authorities at all levels. e clizens
2 Itis hkely,' however, that Medvedev’s political péckages of 2008 and
09 are not just attempts to simulate improvement of the political sys-
tem but the gradual Implementatiop of plans to strengthen control in this
System and reduce the number of relatively autonomous actors. If this

AL I VIV UL 1 71

expelled them, attests to the troubled state of the judicial system.® To this
we may add such measures as the exclusion of a whole series of crimes
from the jurisdiction of courts that conduct trials by jury.

Even the limited relaxation of policy regarding nonprofit organiza-
tions and the promise of state support for nonprofit organizations that
the authorities regard as useful are in reality a continuation of the previ-
ous course of exerting selective pressure and giving equally selective
support.’ ’

Elections and ratings—a remnant of a dismantled democratic insti-
tution and the chief pivot on which all substitutes depend—merit our
special attention. , ‘

Because elections are held regularly, they make it possible to trace a
political trend, casting light on the actions of the regime at various levels.
The trend in the year of crisis that began in the autumn of 2008 pointed
in divergent directions. This was fully manifest in the elections of the °
spring and autumn of 2009. *

Although, on the whole, the repressive electoral system aimed at bar-
ring undesirable players from the political arena remained in force, at the
beginning of 2009 changes took place that can be interpreted as a liberal-
ization of electoral practices. These changes occurred through hands-on
management, when a peremptory shout from Moscow prompted local
authorities to reinstate banned candidates (for example, Boris Nemtsov

in the mayoral elections in Sochj and Oleg Shein, who was standing for
the office of mayor of Astrakhan) or at least to moderate their rage. At
the same time, elements of publicity and political competition within
United Russia—be it the creation of discussion clubs or, let us say, the -
conduct of primaries—were strengthened.

However, the United Russia primaries, which are now conducted al-
most everywhere, not only expand public political competition, if within
a single party, but also extend the application of indirect democratic
procedures. Such procedures include secret public opinion surveys and
complex procedures for assessing performance on the basis of multiple
criteria, as well as “zero” readings in the State Duma, which take the .
interests of key groups into account at an early stage and without public

debate, thereby averting unwelcome legislative initiatives. In all these
cases there seems to be some sort of basis for decision making, but the
opinions expressed can be adjusted or altogether ignored.

The elections of the autumn of 2009, especially to the Moscow city
duma, and the mayoral elections in Astrakhan showed that the Kremlin



Wlth' the participation rate down to 20-25 percent (such was the
_turnout in the Jatest Moscow elections), voting can no longer serve as an
nstrument :for legitimizing the regime."! Elections have already lost their
other functlons'fthe training and selection of politicians, the shaping of
an agenda, the testing anfi adjustment of platforms, and c;ommunicatgion

personne‘l reserve '(the “Med_vedev hundred” and “Medvedey thousand”);
and public reception centers (today these are attached to the offices 01;

mayors and governors presidential re i i
[ _ s e presentatives, and P
of United Russia). : o 2 bead

The number of elective offices continues to declipe. After gubernatorial

elections were abolished in 2005, Aleksandr Veshnj
: eshniakov, t
of th¢ Central Electora] Commission, Ov, the former head
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only their candidates now win in single-mandate districts, so they are
giving minority parties a chance. In fact, that is not true. Under the present
setup United Russia has a guaranteed victory in almost all districts, but the
winners are not faceless “soldiers of the party” but strong and relatively

- independent politicians. Often United Russia simply hands its banner to .

the strongest “independent” candidate. In addition, unlike appointments,
elections in single-mandate districts, even with violations, provide real
feedback from voters and make politicians answerable to them.

In his surprisingly frank article about the “secret-service wars,” Police
General Viktor Cherkesov said that secret police officers are the hook on
which post-Soviet society hangs, preventin g it from falling into the abyss
and smashing to smithereens.? According to this logic, if secret police

_officers are the internal hook—or at least the personnel reserve—then

ratings of confidence in the leader are the external hook. In the absence
of strong institutions, confidence in the leader is the sole basis of le-
gitimacy—a basis that gives the system relative political stability and
prevents it from “falling into the abyss and smashing to smithereens.”

Putin’s approval rating is currently at the fantastic level of about 80
percent.” In a crisis it is logical to expect a fall in the rating of the head
of government, whom citizens willy-nilly hold responsible for the hard-
ships that are inevitable in a crisis, especially if the government previously
claimed credit for all good things and assured them that hardships would
pass them by. The problem of a rating that has started to fall and fear of
the repetition of the 2005 social protests over monetization compel the
government to spend colossal sums on increasing wages and pensions.*
By continuing with populist policies—no longer thanks to but despite
the state of the economy—the government falls into the trap of steadily
rising social expenditures. o

Although sociologists meticulously publish the ratings of both lead-

- ers, in.reality there is only one rating—Putin’s. Medvedev’s rating, or

even the number of votes cast for United Russia, merely reflects Putin’s
standing. In two years Medvedev has done nothing to earn a rating of
his own; he was and remains Putin’s shadow, his retouched photograph
“for outside use. The work of Daniel Treisman shows a direct link be-
tween the rating of a Russian president (Yeltsin or Putin) and growth in
household incomes and the economy as a whole.'s Now the economic
health of the nation is shaken, but the government stubbornly pursues
its populist course. It is clear that if the crisis continues, there will come
a time when nothing is left to prop up the rating. Then Putin’s approval
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prime minister made about [the mining company] Mechel and its owner
Igor’ Ziuzin, causing a run on the market; the “Chichvarkin affair,” the
closing of the Cherkizovskii Market, and many other, less important cases
in which ill-considered and clumsy interference by the authorities—often
in the service of some corporate, departmental, or even personal inter-
est—has led to serious image-related and economic losses for the country.
A similar phenomenon was the strange and, on the whole, counterproduc-
tive gas war with Ukraine that broke out in J anuary 20009.

Such lapses happen because of the decline in resources and more
intense competition for them, the need for innovative decisions within
-stricter time limits, inefficient governance and the notorious hands-on

management by insufficiently qualified administrators, and the absence
of filters and “failsafe” mechanisms. Moreover, as a result of deinsti-
tutionalization and substitutionalization (see Appendix 3), discussion
- of the most important problems long ago receded from the public
arena into the depths of the administrative system, where subordina-
tion prevents officials from speaking freely and only interdepartmental
squabbles are possible. ’

The entire unwieldy administrative system, based on the performance
of standard tasks and on the transmission of signals from the top, is poorly
adapted to functioning in a crisis. The diverse and contradictory nature
of incoming signals disorients bureaucrats. In this sense, the crisis is
bad for the tandem (as the tandem is for the crisis), however formal and
internally harmonious the tandem may be. '

This is especially noticeable in ideology. Here people are searching for an
ersatz ideology while searching for scapegoats to blame for exacerbating the
situation if the crisis continues. An example of contradictory “ideological”
signals is the speech in which Medvedev makes a clearly negative appraisal
of Stalin against a background of ongoing “spontaneous” Stalinization, ¢
Putin soon followed this speech with a more evasive appraisal of Stalin, *
apparently intended to suit everyone.!” Here, as in a number of other areas,
there is competition between the teams, with Medvedev often positioned
as the “harsher” of the two leaders—for example, in statements about the
falsification of history by Ukraine and Georgia.

Searching for scapegoats was especially intense in the first half of
2009, when people in the Kremlin did not yet anticipate a rapid and -
favorable outcome to- the crisis. They tried out the “imperialists” (the
falsification commission) for the part, then the governors, replacing four

" regional heads at-one shot in February. The next sign of targeting the



governors came in May,
the results of a secret su
confidence in their local
right after Putin sorted
June, Medvedev made
“hide under the table.”’

While both halves of the duumvir.

ate rarely appear together in public,
they often implicitly correct one another in an indirect dialogue or “broad-
cast exchange.” The first to speak in this dialogue is usually Putin, with

Medvedev picking up the cue and making his move. But the exchange
can also happen the other way, as in the aforementioned statements about
Stalin and about state corporations (for a more detailed account of the latter
exchange, see below). In the opera of participation in the 2012 elections,
Medvedev and Putin sing in unison as two tenors—at the Valdai Club in
September and in Moscow and Rome in December.™ Here Medvedey, it
Seems to me, seeks not so much to demarcate a position that differs from
Putin’s, thereby gradually distancing himself from the government, as
engage in image making for the system, aimed at the domestic audience.
At times, Putin’s team attempts to belittle Medvedey’s image as the chief
leader of the country (here the target audience is, naturally, the international
one)."” A special group of changes weakly fit the current context and pertain
to long-term plans or models. I have already mentioned the len gthening of
terms of office for the president and State Duma and the new requirements
for membership in the Federation Council.
The consequences of some innovations are difficult to assess because
of the secrecy surrounding them and the opaqueness of the system as

a whole. This category includes the requirement that bureaucrats and

members of their families must declare their incomes and the president’s
monitoring of state corporations i

n the autumn of 2009. Some experts
viewed the monitoring, implemented by prosecutors in collaboration
with the Regulatory Department of the Presidential Administration,
virtually as a revision of Putin’s course and an attack against his people
(especially after the exclusion of Sergei Chemezov from the moderniza-
tion commission for failing to attend its sessions). So far, the monitoring
has led to a report by Prosécutor General Turii Chaika and Konstantin

- Chuichenko, the head of the Regulatory Department. They submitted
the report to Medvedev just before he delivered the presidential address
in which, as is well kn

own, he declared the state corporation a “form
without prospects.” The Teport cast as scapegoat Russian Nanotech, led

when the Public Opinion Foundation published
rvey showing that several regions expressed less
authorities than in the federal government. Then,
out the situation in Pikalevo at the beginning of
his harsh declaration that governors must not

: ) b
by Anatoly Chubais—one of the newest of the state cgrporaglc?ns(gi? a};
i i ic ,
i ient.? Putin soon delivered a pu ‘
no means the most inefficien o 8 D st
indirect Medvedev, by declaring g
always, indirect) response to . g du .
I ne,,yon 3 December 2009 that state corporations are - ne1th§r ic::;iem_
bad—they are a necessity.” At the same time, the prime mm; por o
hasized that the country’s leadership agreed on th1s issue ?:blishmem
gresident had taken part in decisions connected with the es »
of state corporations. ‘ _ , - oner
The forrrrll)ula that I used earlier to describe Mede‘:deV. S tea;?f ] i oher
ally applies to the innovations of the last two years: s.enou:,tam ors 2
dress unimportant matters, while those that deal with impo
are not very serious. N -
Atone tiZne it seemed that the crisis would push the system t;) r;l:gices |
ize. There were at least some signs of improvement in elec(:itfo?n 1];; ichees
o spring - i i d political competition .
the spring -elections), increase pol ) e
%Jniteg Rfssia), and institutionalization of the gqvem;ge;g ggdt;acl)s egt;n
with experts and business people. But apparently in mid- 00 o
the Kremlin decided that the worst was over and they had no
dernize the political system. y .
moAs a result, the essence of the system remam’f:d the_ same,r ;:/n}: o s
forms and certain mechanisms were mod1ﬁ§d a bit. Pl](.;ll’rll ?sh;; ime i
ister i i identical to Putin as president:
ister is functionally almost 1 es. fuee
meetings with key cabinet members (now the prefﬁmum :i, S}ljﬁﬁy o
' j ' ; ly the same team, the sam feity,
ent) just as before; he has large : -
gme)rileetings with governorsin accordance \ylth the same orlfz’ar}lsz?:)lfm "
framework. He also has his own ereigp pohcy..All hf? lac rIs11 ; ister;a
control over security and defense. He 1s a .polmcal p;ll;nepuﬁn e
role previously assumed only by Ye\{ geny Primakov an fe)}/( P primé
during the last year of Yeltsin’s premdency. The pl‘ace o. SN P
minister is now occupied by the two Igor IvanoYlle?es. ecd i
valov with his government commission for stabilizing the develop
e Russian economy. o nial
o E\}/lledvedev as president is almost identical tq 1\(Ie:c'lve(§h=,t;f1 aspzﬁcs)lrﬁ;lrtl “
idate: blic relations activity and the
candidate: a great deal of pu . i oo ol tatgor
' tative functions in relati
of a broad spectrum of represen ‘ ‘ et
groups (the president’s Web site now even has a‘speilal ;l;lbncrzls‘nidemial
ings with representatives of various communities ). (; p osident
councils and commissions have been refc?rrr}ulated and a (;w oo
established under Medvedev. The more limited the scope for chang



aWny;m.n g essential, the more superficial changes we see: the president’s
-Weo site, forms of communication, and so on.

The Dénouement: Life After HMD ’
ot , the Tandem, and the

0 i :
fenC g VSS?,IE ;f:;ni)i(g:feds by orders of Mmagnitude any possibiljties of ef-
A managerial crisis—and associated political crisis—await us in the
Next year or two, whichever Latin letter the trajectory of the economic
cnglg may follow (perhaps “0”?). A substantial reorganization of the
poh‘uc,al“system‘is inevitable, Probably this will be not a revolution with
Lenin’s “lower” ang “upper” classes but something like pulling a cork
out of a bottle. The chief role in the reorganization wil] probab}TJ 0 i
the middle stratum of managers and business people, where disha};lﬁon;
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within the system has provoked the greatest tension, with the complete
discrepancy between outside challenges and the response (or lack of
response) from the top. '

- The system as a whole has lost its instinct for self-preservation—or
at least its ability to act effectively in obedience to this instinct. Prob-
lems intensify, and the actions of the authorities become increasingly
inadequate. At a certain moment, it no longer matters whether the

authorities really think that nothing is more important than counting
the deputies in regional parliaments or whether they are merely simu-
lating activity.?!

In the personalistic Russian political system, the tandem is a problem.
Putin, too, is a problem, because he blocks decision making: he does
not make decisions himself, and others lack the necessary autonomy to
do so. A system in crisis needs to be decentralized: otherwise it cannot
adapt to rapidly changing conditions. Putin does not want to and cannot
manage a crisis; his inaction (there is the impotence of omnipotence for .
you!) paralyzes the entire supercentralized-administrative structure. Putin
is starting to obstruct and to burden the administrative configuration that -
he created. Appeals to him to go already resound from the depths of the
system itself.22 -

In conclusion, let us try to imagine how events may develop from
here..

First the tandem will go, then Putin—and with him the system of
highly managed democracy. With the disappearance of the leader with
the high rating (whether through the departure of the leader himself
or through the decline of his rating), the entire political landscape will
be transformed, like Cinderella at midnight. With the extinction of the
magical power of the rating, all substitutes will lose their luster: the
carriage of United Russia will turn into a pumpkin, its coachman into

arat, and so on. Weaker actors will start to build coalitions; the role of
institutions—the government, the Federal Assembly, the higher courts,
political parties—will grow in a natural manner. In their current form,
unfortunately, they are hardly ready to play a more independent role, but -
it is important for the mechanism to be set in motion, so that political
development will acquire its own impetus and proceed naturally. The role
of such a mechanism, uniting the actions of various parts of the political
 system, must be played by elections, which in the absence of an inflated
rating will become more competitive. Our task will be to strengthen and
* stabilize this situational, spontaneous institutionalization. '
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Vo vremena SSSR,”” Inosmi.ru, 1 Se tember 2009 i i :
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u » transcript, 12
November 2009 .(www.kremlin.ru/transcripts/5979). P
10. Fora detﬁlled a.na_lysils of the rr;’sults of the Moscow elections, see D. Oreshkin
andl\ll. ﬁc?czilov, Nepravitel stvennyi doklad,” Novaia gazeta, 23 October 2009.
. Ibid. , o :
12. V. Cherkesov, “Nel’zia‘dopus'tit', chtoby voiny prevratilis’ %
Kommersant, 9 October 2007. L y~ Y previais” v torgOVtSeV,
13. www.levada.ru/press/20091 12600.html.
14. See, e.g., the Public OpinionFoundation surve : “Politicheskie indi
4 &8 : _ y data: “Politicheskie indika-
tory,” Dominanty, no. 43, 29 October 2009 (http://bd.fom.ru/pdf/d43ind.pd1‘);

15. D. Treisman, “The Popularity .of Russian Presidents” (www.hse.ru/
data/351/229/1237/paper-Treisman.pdf). '

16. “Pamiat’ o natsional nykh tragediiakh tak zhe sviashchenna, kak pamiat’
0 pobedakh,” transcript of video recording in Dmitry Medvedev’s blog on Day of

"Remembrance of the Victims of Political Repression, 30 October 2009 (bttp://news.

kremlin.ru/transcripts/5862).

17. “Razgovor s Vladimirom Putinym. Prodolzhenie,” transcript, 3 December
2009 (http://premier.gov.ru/events/news/8444). . .

18. “Medvedev i Putin ne budut konkurirovat’ na vyborakh 2012 goda,” RIA
Novosti, 15 September 2009 (www.rian.ru/politics/20090915/185190700.html);
“Medvedev: novoe prezidentstvo vozmozhno, protivorechii s Putinym net” RIA
Novosti, 15 September 2009 (www.rian.ru/politics/20090915/185199017.html); -
“Razgovor s Vladimirom Putinym”; “Press-konferentsiia po itogam Rossiisko-
ital'ianskikh mezhgosudarstvenuykh konsul’tatsii,” transcript, 3 December 2009
(www.kremlin.ru/transcripts/6236).

19. Compare this with the sudden hardening of Medvedev’s position regarding
sanctions against Zimbabwe, the appearance on the Internet of photographs of a
“drunk” Medvedev at the Russia—European Union summit in L’ Aquila, and so on.

20. Before this, the targets of attack chosen by Nikita Krichevskii in his widely
circulated report Russia After Pikalevo: The New Political-Economic Reality [Post-
pikalevskaia Rossiia: novaia politiko-ekonomicheskaia real’ nost’] were Russian
"Technologies and Oleg Deripaska; this caused certain experts to conjecture that the
Kremlin was preparing a demonstrative attack against two oligarchical business
groups: one old “family” group and one new group connected with the “defense
and security agencies.”

21. In his presidential missive Medvedev argues that the numbers of deputies
in our regional parliaments vary too widely: some regions, such as Tuva, have too
many deputies, while others, such as Moscow, have too few. A commission set up
by the Kremlin to implement the ideas in the presidential address is now consider-
ing how many deputies there should be in each region, which regions should have
fewer and which more. o '

22. “Putin obiazan dat” Medvedevu shans stat’ velikim prezidentom.” A conver-
sation with Gleb Pavlovskii (www.russ.ru/Mirovaya-povestka/Putin-obyazan-dat-
Medvedevu-shans-stat-velikim-prezidentom).

Appendix 1: Councils and Commissions

Presidential councils and commissions have become even more numer-
ous and now exceed twenty. Most of the councils that operated under-
President Putin have been reapproved and continue to exist or even to
function, with meetings once ot twice a year. _

The largest and most representative is the Council for the Implemen-
tation of Priority National Projects and for Demographic Policy, with
Medvedeyv as chair and Putin as chair of the presidium. It has met only
once, in December 2008, and the formation of three working groups for
specific national projects has dragged on for over a year.



The Council for Cossack Affairs (chaired by Deputy Head of the
Presidential Administration Aleksandr Beglov), which existed for three
years under Boris Yeltsin, was revived in January 2009 and has met
three times since then. Each of two new “Medvedey” councils formed
in November—December 2008 has also met once—the Council for the
Development of an Information Society (led by Dmitry Medvedev) and
the Council for the Handicapped (led by Sergei Naryshkin). The Council
Jor the Development of Local Self-Government (chair Dmitry Medvedey,
chair of the presidium Vladimjr Putin) was at one time, after its creation
under Yeltsin, regarded almost as a third chamber of the federal parlia-
ment but lasted only a couple of years. It was revived by Putin on the
eve of the 2007 elections and reapproved by Medvedev in Au gust 2008,
but by the end of 2009 had not held a single meeting of all its members.
The most active councils appear to be the Council Against Corruption
(chair Dmitry Medvedev, chair of the presidium Sergei Naryshkin), the
Council for the Development of Physical Culture and Sports (chair Dmitry

Medvedey, chair of the presidium Vladimir Putin), which is currently .

engaged in preparing for the Olympic Games in Sochi, and the Council
10 Assist the Development of Civil Society Institutions and Human Rights
(headed by Ella Pamfilova). Each of these councils has met many times,
and an entire series of ideas initiated or considered by them have been
embodied not only in presidential instructions but also in government
decisions and new laws.

Of the nine presidential commissions, five are somewhat restructured
versions of old commissions (this work occupied the whole of 2008): the
Commission for the Reform and Development of State Service, the Com-
mission for the Preliminary Examination of Prospective Federal Judges,
the Commission on Questions of Military~Technical Cooperation, the
- Commission on State Awards, and the Commission to Implement the
State Program for the Voluntary Resettlement of Compatriots. The com-
mission with the highest status—the commission for military—technical
cooperation—is headed by the president and prime minister, the com-
missions for state service and state awards by the head of the presidential
administration; and the rest by lower-level officials. To the five com-
missions that existed earlier, four new ones have been introduced by
the Medvedev presidency: (1) the Commission to Establish a Reserve
of Administrative Personnel (formed in August 2008 with Naryshkin as
chair and Sergei Sobianin and Oleg Markov as deputy chairs), which
has announced the creation of a presidential “hundred” and “thousand,”

a federal reserve of five thousand, and personnel reserves for regions
of the Federation; (2) the Commission to Coum‘erqct Attempts to Fal-
sify History That Harm Russia’s Interests (formszd in May 2009 undpr |
Naryshkin’s leadership)—an invention fully Soviet in spirit, as éveg its:
clﬁmsy name testifies; (3) the Commission for the Modernization and

Technological Development of Russia’s Economy (headed by Medvedev,

deputy chairs Sobianin and Vladislav Surkov, exe?cutive secre’;ary Arkadii
Dvorkovich)—the president’s favorite brainchild; and (4) finally, the
newest and most timely commission—the Commission to Improve ‘the_
Administration of the Unified State Examination (led by Naryshl_m.l);
formed in October 2009, the commission was expected to submit its
report and recommendations by 15 December. *

Note to Appendix 1

*When this issue [of Pro et Contra—Ed.] went to press, neither the report nor
the recommendations had appeared, even though all deadlines had passed.

Appendix 2: Medvedev’s Associates

By the end of 2009, the president’s fellow students from the LSI{ Law Fac-
ulty were on the Higher Arbitration Court (Anton I.vanov3 Valeriia Adamo-
va), in the Court Bailiffs’ Service (Artur Parfenchikov), in the R_egulatory
Department of the Presidential Administration (Konstantin Chuichenko),
and on the Investigation Committee of the Prosecutor’s Ofﬁce (dF:put)f
head Elena Leonenko). They are also to be found in the regions: leqlal
Vinnichenko is the presidential representative in the Urals federal district,
Aleksandr Gutsan is deputy general prosecutor for the N oﬁhwestem federal
district, and Vladimir Kozhokar is head of the Main Administrlatlon'm'C the
Ministry of Internal Affairs for the Central federal .district Justice Minister
Aleksandr Konovalov is also a presidential associate. :
Of about fifteen regional heads appointed under Medvedey, only jch.reev
can be considered—on the basis of specific candidacies and pohtwgl
lbgic;‘ ‘new” people or (conditionally) “Medved;v men.” Thesg are Boris
Ebzeyev, head of the Karachai-Cherkess republ_lc aqd a former judge of
the Constitutional Court; Nikita Belykh, head of Kirov oblast and for-
mer leader of the Union of Right Forces; and Army Colonel Yunus-bek
Yevkurov, head of Ingushetia. They do not set the tone, _although eac_h
appointment is interesting in its own way. According j[o bureaucrat.lc
norms, officials are loyal primarily to the one who appoints them, so in



quantitative terms Medvedev’s clientele is substantial. In particular, the

new presidium of the State Council appointed by Medvedev in Decem-
ber 2009 consists for the first time almost wholly of new regional heads
appointed by Medvedey. '

In contrast to Putin’s first term, when German Gref’s Center of Stra-
tegic Development played an important role in developing an action
program, now there are no serious attempts to develop programs, with
the exception perhaps of the technological modernization program be-
ing developed by Medvedev’s riew modernization commission. Several
“intellectual headquarters” are, however, fighting for the right to become

the chief strategic center. For example, the Institute of Contemporary

Development (ICD) (board of governors headed by Medvedeyv, board of
management led by Igor’ Iurgens) lays claim to this role, but Medvedey
apparently does not maintain regular direct contacts with the ICD. The
institute conducts studies on its own initiative and does not propose
specific reform plans; these' studies are more like conceptual designs
or rough drafts for the future. One ICD rival is the Institute of Social
Planning (directed by Valerii Fadeev), which has ties to the right-centrist
wing of United Russia. ' ‘

Appendix 3: Substitutes Instead of Institutions

The institutional design of the political system under Vladimir Putin
gradually evolved. Initially the expansion of presidential power in all
directions weakened all other institutions. Then, when it became obvi-
ous that the weakened institutions were incapable of fully performing
their functions in the political system, various kinds of substitutes were
created to “assist” them. The substitutes, being tied to the president
and possessing no legitimacy of their own, serve not only as functional
replacements for the weakened institutions but also as means of the fur-
ther 'expansion of presidential power. Examples of substitutes include
the State Council and numerous other presidential councils in place of a
normally functioning parliament, the presidential representatives in the
federal districts, and regular, secret, mass sociological surveys in place of
normal elections. Two points are important in this context. (1) Although
stripped of their role and content, institutions are not eliminated—the
core is removed but the outer shell remains. They turn into decora-
tive pseudoinstitutions, pale likenesses of themselves. (2) Substitutes
‘never turn into institutions: they do not receive legal embodiment in the

Constitution or in constitutional laws, nor do they acqu‘ire i.ndc?pendent
legitimacy. They are not created to replace, over time, mstltutu?ns 'that
are becoming ineffective but to substitute for democratic institutions

 that formally continue to exist in a decorative role. For a more detailed .

discussion, see N. Petrov, “Rossiiskaia politicheskaia mekhar'li!(a 1krizis,”
the transcript of a lecture delivered on 21 May 2009 at Fhe B:ﬂmgua Cll‘lb
and Literary Café, as one of the “Public Lectures of Polit.ru” (www. polit.
ru/lectures/2009/06/25/crisis.html).
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