The Stalinization of Putinism: A doomed effort 
Russia in 2013 is on the threshold of serious changes, which could happen at any moment, with or without sanction from the top. In fact, these changes have already begun with the political crisis of the fall and winter of 2011/2012. The interests of the principal actors – the regional elites, the business sector, civil society – are more and more frequently coming into sharp conflict with the interests of the federal government. And in Russia today, there are no institutions or even accepted frameworks for reconciling these different interests. 
THE PRINCIPAL ACTORS
The Federal Government
State governance still hinges on rigid centralized control over all spheres of life – from politics and economics to the administration of Russia’s regions and society in general. But in the context of growing conflict and contradictions within the federal government, this model of administration has begun to run into serious difficulties.
There is no unity within the federal government: it is characterized by corporate and departmental divisions that only grow deeper with the further weakening of the figure of the Chief Executive. At the same time, the radical weakening of democratic institutions – the result of a concerted campaign throughout the Putin era – has created a state in which there is virtually no separation of powers. There are no effective mechanisms for reconciling the interests of various clans and groups. Instead, there exists a complex system of communication through the Chief Executive, to whom all of the main government players still swear allegiance. A shrinking global market for energy suppliers, together with a decrease in administrative efficiency, have led to a drop in federal income, resulting in a smaller “economic pie” for Putin to divide among the various groups within the elite. This has lead to increased intra-elite competition that has, with growing frequency, begun to spill over into public space. A short planning horizon lowers the possibility of national development. This creates a vicious circle: long-term investments in economics and politics are impossible in the context of a short planning horizon, and, in the absence of long-term investments, the planning horizon inevitably shrinks.
Resources of the Federal Government: Putin remains fairly popular. A large majority of Russians (including those who do not support him) still feels that there is no alternative to Putin’s leadership. Popular support (even with reservations) allows Putin to maintain the loyalty of the elites and significant financial reserves make it possible to continue the current populist policies and delay the adoption of harsh and unpopular reforms for at least another year-and-a-half to two years. The Kremlin still has absolute control over the entire law enforcement system, including the police, the Investigative Committee, the Prosecutor’s Office, the Federal Security Service, and the courts. It also still wields a powerful propaganda apparatus, including all of the leading electronic media outlets. And the elites, despite increased internal competition, remain relatively consolidated and loyal to the Kremlin. But this loyalty is increasingly enforced by the stick (in particular, threats of criminal investigations of corruption and a prohibition on holding assets abroad). Although tactics of intimidation and asset “freezing” are quite effective in guaranteeing loyalty and obedience, they hinder, rather than promote, the possibility of reform and national development. 
Society
Russian society has experienced significant shifts over the past few years. The more modern segments of the population – in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and a number of other large cities – have gained considerable experience with social activism, primarily in the form of charitable and other volunteer work. At the same time, these groups, who have rejected paternalism and become focused on achievement and success, are growing increasingly dissatisfied with Putin’s regime, which they view as corrupt, mendacious, and immoral. This attitude spilled out into the streets during the protests of 2011/12. Although the protestors represented only a “minority of the minority,” their mood was shared by approximately one third of the Russian population in 2013. Government authorities categorically refuse to engage in dialogue with the activists, correctly considering them to be a weak and disorganized opponent. Instead, the government has been attempting to neutralize these groups by discrediting leading activists, labeling them as immoral, unpatriotic figures trying to undermine traditional social norms or as agents of hostile forces in the West. At the same time, the government has begun to resort to repressive police tactics with ever-greater frequency, increasing dissatisfaction and deepening the divide between the authorities and the most progressive segments of the Russian population, as well as between more modern Russians and their conservative compatriots. In this way, the authorities are deliberately provoking a confrontation with the politically active part of the population and creating divisions within society (including between the post-industrial capital and the “blue-collar” cities). 
Although the government still has an enormous advantage in power resources compared to the public (see above), social resources should not be underestimated. The private sector of the economy and, specifically, its post-industrial component, contribute to the public’s liberation from traditional paternalism, bolstering, and in the long-run expanding, the segment of non-Soviet Russians who reject the traditional model of an all-powerful government and a powerless society. A significant amount of social capital had been generated by the end of the 2000s – not only in connection with the protests, but also as a result of the experience of effective cooperation, the success of a variety of social initiatives, and the explosive growth of social networks. Of no small importance is the fact that a significant portion of the Russian population shares in the resentment of the immorality of the current regime.

Business
Big business directly depends on the natural-resource economic model that it serves. The success of big companies is based in large part on the preferences that result from government connections. This, in turn, strengthens the bond between business and the state. As a result, big business essentially opposes free competition and supports the maintenance of the political status quo, since the current regime guarantees favorable operating conditions. At the same time, business interests are seeking both greater independence from the authorities and the strengthening of property laws, which creates tension with the government, especially since loyalty to the regime is not limited to a simple oath of allegiance. Instead, it entails the subordination of for-profit and non-profit activities (of all investment generally) to the interests and directions of the political leadership. The increase in clan conflicts within the current political regime not only affects the business world, but also ensures that it is a direct participant in the struggle. On the one hand, business interests increase path dependence, but on the other, they restrain the government from taking steps that would destabilize the situation, therefore lengthening the planning horizon. 

These circumstances lead to a contradictory role for business as an agent for change. Innovative business, as well as small and medium business, is weak, and, in the context of a natural resource economy and increased government interference their share of the pie is only shrinking, making them an ineffective lobby incapable of shaping the future course of events.

The Resources of Business – Though they do not hold any official positions, “Putin’s oligarchs” engage directly with the planning and implementation of high-level government decisions. The Russian political leadership, in other words, operates as if it were the board of directors of Russia Inc.
Business shares a large portion of its resources (especially its media outlets) with the government. It can only use its own resources freely on a very limited scale (this is true of the relatively small number of media outlets that have maintained an independent editorial policy), but this independence is not at all guaranteed and business as a whole is vulnerable to pressure from the government.
Many government officials are deeply engaged in business-political clans and use their authority to further the interests of these clans. Business serves as “government’s wallet” and pays for expensive political projects, including elections. In the event of an escalation of political conflict, big business could become an important player as it did in 1996, for example, when it played a key role in helping to elect Yeltsin to a second term.

The Regional Elites 

The regional elites have been weakened as a result of the increased centralization of the past ten years and the sharp constriction of public political space. At the same time, the separation of powers and the system of checks and balances often works better at the local than at the federal level. The absence of dominant leaders – a role occupied in the 90s by the heads of the regions – hinders opposition to the Center, but helps generate political competition at the regional level. The weakening of the natural resource economy and the resulting decrease in centralized financing of the regions will contribute to the emergence of a more powerful regional elite, leading to inevitable tensions with the federal government. Contrasts and conflicts among the different regions will also increase.  
Resources – Most important for the regional elites is the electoral resource, which has been somewhat strengthened with the partial return of direct gubernatorial elections and the planned shift to a mixed system of electing representatives to the State Duma. This new electoral system for the State Duma and the Federation Council may also contribute considerably to the consolidation of the resources of the regional elite. Finally, in regions that are important for big business, the regional elites could benefit from a connection to business interests. 
THE SITUATION

Politics
The political system, built on centralization and a monopoly of power in the federal center, restricts development and requires reform. At the same time, political reform since December 2011 has been following the pattern of “one step forward – a half-step back” – in other words, reform has been accompanied by counter-reform.
· State Duma elections: There is a proposal to abandon the majority electoral system in favor of the old, mixed system of electing representatives to the State Duma (one half of the seats would be filled on the basis of party slates, while the other half would come from single-mandate districts). However, the proposal includes a “criminal filter,” forbidding the nomination of candidates convicted of certain crimes (this filter, it seems, will be used in the interests of the regime, in order to completely close off a path into politics for the most notable members of the social protest movement – see  page 8 below). In addition, party coalitions will remain forbidden.
· Gubernatorial elections have been formally restored (they were abolished in 2004), but they will also be accompanied by a system of “filters,” which provides the incumbent with a number of important advantages. A 2013 proposal for indirect gubernatorial elections at the discretion of the regions has already been adopted in a number of Northern Caucasus republics. Finally, the announced reform of the Federal Council has yet to be implemented, although there are now plans to transform the quasi-representative Civic Chamber into a sort of Upper House for civil society with representatives from each region.
· The widely advertised reform to make the creation of new parties much simpler will lack any real effect in the absence of changes to the electoral system in particular and the political system more broadly. Parties have almost no place in the current political system. They are not transmission belts or mechanisms for cooperation between the government and the public; rather, they are elements of a political show. Dozens of phantom parties have already been registered, but even the few that are able to play a real role in the elections are unable to seriously affect political decision-making (this is true not only of parties, but of the representative branch in Russia generally). Subjected to the will of the Executive, “United Russia” – the so-called “party of power” – has also seen its role diminish.
By betting on a fragmented party landscape, by forbidding parties from uniting in coalitions, etc., the government is, in effect, sawing off the branch it is standing on: in the event of a serious crisis, it will be impossible to transfer power from one party to another – it will be necessary to change the entire political system. In other words, the very survival of the Russian political system will be in question. 
The Economy

The former model of economic development has run its course and Russia has entered a phase of stagnation, characterized by decreased economic growth and an outflow of capital. Without a new model capable of generating economic growth, both the country and Putin’s current politics of social-populism have no future. But, in contrast to the modern highly-qualified economists who developed the liberal “Strategy-2020” in the period immediately preceding Putin’s return to the Presidency, the current regime’s economic gurus are old Soviet state academics led by a group of dirigistes. 
Development is currently following a number of different vectors: On the one hand, there have been proposals for massive privatization programs; on the other hand, the oil and gas sector is effectively being nationalized. The government has raised taxes on small and medium-sized businesses, decreasing their share of the economic pie significantly, while, at the same time, developing programs for their support. Welfare expenditures are being cut, while huge sums are being spent on unproductive “image” mega-projects and the military industrial complex.
In an attempt to curb the outflow of capital and attract vital investment, the Kremlin is using both the stick of forcing the return of financial assets from abroad (“de-offshorization”) and the carrot of making technical improvements to the tax and custom system as a means of attracting potential investors. However, this strategy has, for now, been unable to reverse the current negative trend.
A CRISIS OF LEGITIMACY 

The Putin government is a hybrid regime, both from an economic and political perspective. Russia has a hybrid economy because, despite the nominal existence of a free market, the economy is under the mostly informal control of the government. Russia has a hybrid political system because the democratic institutions defined by the Constitution have been neutered and the whole political sector is under the rigid control of the Putin regime. In order to maintain this hybrid regime, it is constantly necessary to reconcile the interests and conflicts of various subsystems “by hand.” If this is not done, internal conflict could accumulate until it reaches the surface, potentially destroying the entire system.
The weak point of a hybrid regime is the juncture between the real and the decorative. Elections are a prime example of this difficulty. Even the decorative procedure of voting can give rise to the “sprouting” of new growth – for example, the work of independent observers – that needs to be “clipped” to prevent decorative elections from becoming real and preclude the uncertainty that characterizes democratic elections. The overpowering of the semi-democratic component of the system by its authoritarian component is driven by the mechanism of self-preservation: the hybrid system seeks to preserve itself against the «corrosive» effect of democratic elements upon the authoritarian ones. As the regime gets weaker, so does its ability to keep the balance and maintain its hybrid quality – this is what is happening with Putin’s regime entering its second decade. 
In December 2012, just as Putin gave his presidential speech, supporting, essentially, the maintenance of the status quo, Russia passed a point of bifurcation and set out on a path of increasing authoritarianism.
 

It is not as if the Kremlin fundamentally changed its position. Instead, a series of steps, each of which separately could be considered a tactical maneuver in response to some challenge or other, come together to form a general authoritarian trend.
The key problem of the Putin regime is a crisis of legitimacy. Putin won the presidential elections of March 2012, but was unable to reinforce his legitimacy: his result of 63.6% (47% in the capital!), which would be good for any democratic leader, does not add anything to the authority of the “father of the nation” who picks his own opponents. The tens of thousands of people chanting “Russia without Putin” in the streets of Moscow make up a tiny percentage of Russia’s population, but the very fact that they took part in the first mass political protests in all the years of the Putin regime inescapably diminishes his legitimacy as a leader. In April 2013, Putin’s ratio of approval/disapproval stands around 63:37 – a significant shift from its peak 88:10 in September 2008.
 Overall support has decreased substantially: about half of the country’s population does not want Putin to be president after 2018
 and a growing number of Russians see him as representing the interests of big business, top managers, the power agencies and the bureaucracy and not common people.

In May and June of 2012, the Kremlin launched an active campaign against the protest movement. It is possible that at the beginning the goal was to clamp down on the street protest and take the edge off of the political crisis so that the government could enact a new strategy of socio-economic development. But by the beginning of 2013, it became clear that there was no strategy for Putin’s third term except to consolidate his power.
With Putin’s return to the presidency, the Kremlin has launched a campaign on three fronts:

· Against politically active citizens expressing their displeasure with the current situation 
· Against the remainder of organized and autonomous social activism in the form of NGOs

· Against political elites potentially capable of playing their own game.

Scare tactics and demonstratively harsh punishments are employed in all three cases. The Kremlin’s objective is to avoid a fragmentation of the elites and a unification of these “splinter groups” with dissatisfied citizens. 

The first front: the struggle with the protesters and politically active segment of society
The new policies of repression employ methods developed earlier – discrediting political opponents, tightening legislative screws, limiting rights and freedoms, harassing specific activists. All of this was in use in the 2000s, but, beginning in mid 2012, these policies became harsher and more unforgiving: discrediting campaigns were no longer limited to propagandistic television segments; TV reports became the basis for criminal investigations; administrative detention and minimal jail time of up to 15 days were replaced by months-long pre-trial detention and real sentences with long prison terms.
In this context, the trial of Pussy Riot, the “May 6” affair, and the continued harassment and investigation of the most visible figures of the protest movement – Sergei Udaltsov and Aleksei Navalny – are particularly noteworthy. The trial of Pussy Riot combined medieval obscurantism with gross violations of the letter and spirit of Russian law and procedure and culminated with a harsh sentence for the members of the punk group, despite considerable international attention. The mass rally of May 6, 2012 was the first in five months to end with clashes with the police. There is serious reason to believe that these clashes were intentionally orchestrated (members of an independent investigation came to this conclusion
). All told, around 30 rally participants were arrested. They were accused of mass disturbance and, as of this writing, many of them have been in confinement for approximately one year. In all likelihood, they will face an extended court case and lengthy prison terms. Sergei Udaltsov, a leftist political activist, is under house arrest and is practically cut off from any contact with his supporters. Aleksei Navalny, who has the best claim to leadership of the protest movement, is under investigation for several economic crimes simultaneously. The accusations against him appear fabricated and are practically not being supported by facts. Guilty verdicts for both activists seem predetermined and the probability of long prison sentences is high, but even suspended sentences would preclude them from running in any elections.
The second front: containment of the elites

In the fall of 2012, the Kremlin launched an anticorruption campaign and imposed a ban on state officials holding assets abroad. The campaign was designed to fulfill several functions at once:

· To demonstrate that legal investigations can be a threat to any member of the elite, so that nobody would feel secure; to preempt the risk of disobedience and minimize the risk of a schism among the elites
· To create a system of “soft purges” necessary for the maintenance of a minimal level of administrative efficiency

· To engage in a financial maneuver to carve out a portion of the “pie” for new elites
· To “isolate” the system, lessening its vulnerability to and dependence on the West.

But the role of the anticorruption campaign is of questionable value in reinforcing the legitimacy of the regime. On the one hand, the exposure of corrupt public officials serves to satisfy the wishes of the citizenry (surveys show that a considerable percentage of Russians is unhappy about corruption), but on the other hand, it undermines the already weakening legitimacy of the Putin regime. An anticorruption campaign waged by a political regime that has been in power for the last ten years discredits the regime as a whole as much as it does its individual members. The increased pressure on the elites has brought about a series of resignations, a rise of nervousness with intra-elite conflicts spilling over into public space, and an incipient exodus of business representatives from the governing apparatus (especially at the regional level).
The soft purges are carried out “by hand” – in other words, the targets of anticorruption investigations are handpicked by the Kremlin. As a result, the administration of the president and its personnel department have seen their power grow tremendously, as they now have the right to check the income and expenses of any member of the million strong bureaucratic army and of any candidates for positions within it. 
This strategy of purges cannot help overcome the crisis within the administrative system – a system that constitutes a hybrid of Soviet-style nomenklatura and new elites and is incapable of reproducing itself. At the same time, the increase in public competition, which pushed the system toward an elite-type model, has been blocked. 

Third front: the struggle with civil society

The most consistent and massive campaign is the one against non-governmental organizations. The targets of the campaign are NGOs with foreign sources of funding. Two political trends are combined in this attack: isolationist, anti-western policies and an absolute rejection of autonomous civic activity. Over the years of post-Soviet development, NGOs gained skills and experience in implementing a variety of watchdog functions. It was precisely foreign funding that enabled them to act independently of the government, but, similar to other public actors, they remained at the government’s discretion. Foreign-funded NGOs have been under government pressure at least since the mid-2000s, but in 2012, when the government realized that civic awakening was eroding the regime’s legitimacy, the Kremlin opted for a policy of essentially eliminating these NGOs. 
Russia’s eviction of USAID, which used to be a source of funding for many prominent NGOs, dealt a radical blow to their activities. This was followed by across the board inspections of almost all foreign-funded NGOs by a variety of government agencies. One after another, they have been subject to administrative penalties, and many of them are likely to terminate their operation by the end of 2013. This would eliminate the last remains of public accountability, such as election-monitoring (and thus facilitate the government’s election rigging); monitoring of human rights and the free legal defense of victims of human rights violations (and thus give the government an ever freer hand in unlawful activities); anti-corruption efforts (Transparency International is among the likely victims; the Kremlin wants to secure full control over anti-corruption probes including the choice of their targets ). 
The government will thus purge public space of the “enemy within” funded by outside “hostile forces.” The availability of information about domestic developments will thus be radically reduced and police-state operation will expand unhampered by autonomous watchdogs. The latter are being replaced by GONGOs, government-funded and therefore loyal organizations imitating genuine civil society. This replacement has gone on since the middle of the previous decade, and has been given a new boost in 2012-2013: government funds allocated for this purpose have been significantly increased and a trusted official, formerly a Kremlin staffer, was put in charge of distributing these funds. 
Another reason for neutralizing and eliminating unwelcome activists and organizations is to minimize the risk of future protests. The urgency of this goal may rise in the coming years: socioeconomic protests can become a real threat, since there is no way to keep in full the present model of paternalistic populist politics at a time of economic stagnation or even recession. 

MULTIFACETED NATIONALIZATION

The first year of Putin’s most recent term has been defined by government expansion and a “nationalization” of a variety of spheres, from economics to ideology.

· In the economy, this new wave of nationalization was epitomized by Rosneft’s purchase of TNK-BP and the transformation of the company, headed by Putin’s close ally, Igor Sechin, into a giant monopoly along the lines of Gazprom.

· The enactment of a whole packet of legislation that clamped down on the administrative and political elites and made them more dependent on the president’s administration has experts talking of a “nationalization of the elites.”
· The “nationalization” of the population’s income is evidenced by the fact that the government has become the country’s largest employer. Putin’s first decrees in his latest term contained strong demands for raising the salaries of teachers and medical workers to regional averages; these demands reached down to the regions, where their implementation is obligatory.
· The nationalization of civil society can be seen in the rooting out of autonomous social activism and the co-optation of NGOs by planting new “non-governmental” organizations answerable to the regime (discussed above).
· The nationalization of the ideational realm – The government is once more attempting to conduct ideological indoctrination after two decades of essentially keeping clear of ideological matters. The state ideology supplied by the Kremlin in 2013 can be described in general terms as a form of state nationalism/patriotism of a conservative, protective nature based on an intolerance to foreignness (the West, the new, the modern) and a perception of Russia as a “besieged fortress” whose opponents constitute a “fifth column.” Putin’s demand for the swift creation of a single Russian history textbook serves as an explicit example of this claim to ultimate truth. 
A simultaneous attack on the bureaucracy – by launching an anti-corruption campaign, on parties – by depriving them of any real political role, and on business – by following a policy of informal nationalization, can only be justified politically if the regime definitively decides to further centralize state administration and transform Russia into a police-state.
PUTIN CHOOSES “STALIN-LITE” 
In our 2011 report analyzing development possibilities till 2020, we addressed the scenario described above, calling it “Stalin-lite.”
 

“Stalin-lite” as defined in our previous scenario exercise:
	Political Institutions 
	Degradation of institutions and an increase in personalist elements in the political system 

	The Party System 
	A one-and-a-half-party system plus other imitation parties

	Elections
	Neutered, ritualized elections 

	Government 
	Strengthening of the power verticals and increased cooperation among them; the institutionalization of a “politburo” for reconciling the interests of the main business-political clans; a growing role for the security forces. 

	The Government’s Role in the Economy 
	An increased role for state corporations and “business among friends.” 

	Federalism and Regionalism 
	Further centralization and standardization; a potential enlargement of the regions; the transformation of federal districts into an additional layer of state administration accompanied by a weakening of regional government; risk of secessionism.

	Society 
	Increased paternalism in the relationship between the government and society; an inculcation of the “besieged fortress” mindset together with the mass emigration of the opponents of this ideology; a growth of nationalism and ethnic tensions. 

	Foreign Policy 
	A slow turn toward isolationism; an anti-western perspective shaping foreign policy decisions, pushing Russia to become a junior partner to China. 


A quick glance at our description of the “Stalin-lite” scenario shows that, in essence, we described the general trend correctly, but were unable to foresee specific events and the Kremlin’s reaction to them. In part of the political system, elements of a corporatist government have become stronger than we had supposed in our Stalin-lite scenario. Also, instead of the one-and-a-half-party system with the party in power and a cloud of satellites, we can now observe an evolution toward a pseudo-party system, where the bureaucracy has all of the real power.
In contrast to what we believed in 2011, an anti-Western orientation has not been the only important element of Russia’s foreign policy positioning in a context of continuing global economic crisis. Russia has also attempted to create its own “global power center” – be it with the Eurasian alliance, the Customs Union with Belarus and Kazakhstan (and, ideally, Ukraine as well), or the totally ephemeral BRICS.
But the most important phenomenon, which we could not have foreseen, was the beginning of the mass protests in December 2011, the regime’s subsequent shift toward becoming an authoritarian police state, the “ghettoization of the opposition,” the repression of protestors and NGOs, and the soft purges of the elite. This shift has been enforced by the Kremlin's turn to ideology with a focus on Soviet-style state nationalism and social conservatism sowing intolerance toward those perceived as Other, alien, or unpleasantly modern, as well as Putin's positioning as the «father of the nation» edifying his subjects on issues ranging from patriotism to family values to school curriculum and language style). All this makes the scenario of authoritarianization, defined as «Stalin Lite», significantly worse than we envisioned back in 2011. 
SUMMING UP 
Putin’s apparent bet on a policy of maintaining the socio-economic status quo cannot possibly pay off in the long run. The system has almost completely exhausted its resources from the Soviet period (its transportation and engineering infrastructure, its industrial potential, and its education and health care systems), from the Yeltsin period (renewed elites), and from the early Putin years (the first term economic liberalization and an increase in available funds). Putin’s system is impotent and incapable of reproducing itself. Its own effectiveness is plummeting as external conditions change all around it. Megaprojects – both completed and planned – serve as perfect examples of the system’s colossal ineffectiveness. Vladivostok-2012 and Sochi-2014 have proven many times more expensive than originally projected, despite the extremely poor quality of the work (newly built roads began to deteriorate before construction was even complete). A similar fate awaits all other extremely costly projects, including the overhaul of the military, the 2018 World Cup, “Northern Caucasus Resorts,” and the Development of Siberia and the Far East. Whatever is not stolen is shoved into the ground with minimal benefit for the economy or people’s lives.
Rather than maintaining the status quo, Russia must modernize. But economic modernization is impossible without political modernization. The Kremlin is capable of blocking development (for a little while, at least), but is unable to provide alternative scenarios or mechanisms. And the longer it stalls and plays for time, the more turbulent and unpredictable the inevitable changes will be in the end. Revolution provides an alternative and accelerated path of evolution. Either the regime decides to lead the process of radical political and economic modernization itself or it will lose control of the situation and be replaced by a new regime, potentially even worse than the current one – more authoritarian, repressive, and isolationist, but more effective at maintaining power.
The idea that “putinism” – a Russian iteration of a hybrid regime with elements of traditional Soviet paternalism – might last much longer, is as ill-conceived as the earlier idea that Russia would see a swift transition to democracy. Putin’s regime is rapidly deteriorating and transforming from a hybrid system into a more standard authoritarian regime.

The effects of this are felt differently in different parts of the country – a divergence that will only grow in the long run. Although Moscow is a global, post-industrial city that differs little from the large capitals of the West, the human resource in the surrounding regions is severely compromised and cannot serve as a major building block for modernization efforts. A few national republics look like semi-feudal princedoms, while Chechnya is probably most similar to the authoritarian regimes of the Middle East.
At the same time, Putin is seeking the support of this non-modernized majority and is essentially creating a course of anti-modernization, reinforcing resistance to change and blocking any possibility for the government to propose serious reforms in the future.
Over the next few years, the growth of heterogeneity in Russian society will lead to an increase in tensions among the various regions, as well as between the regions and the Center. If before, re-centralization was based on the natural resource model of economic growth, then now, decentralization will follow a non-natural resource model. This significantly increases the danger of soft, or perhaps even hard, territorial disintegration, which would be provoked by the clumsiness of the Center, incapable of accounting for vast regional differences and unable to predict the regional consequences of decisions made on the federal level.
An escalation of the political crisis in Russia is likely in the next few months as a result of increased economic difficulties, incorrect government action and government inaction when action is necessary. The system will face its first test in September 2013, when widespread regional elections will inevitably result in an intensification of existing tensions and serious defeat for the party in power in a number of regions. Next come the Sochi Olympics in 2014, the almost inevitable destabilization of the Caucasus, and city council elections in Moscow, where opposition feelings are strongest. In store for 2015 are the mayoral elections in Moscow and the preordained failure of investment programs in the military-industrial complex. Elections to the Duma and a widespread replacement of the country’s governors will take place in 2016-2017. This list can also be expanded to include unfavorable external conditions caused by the global economic recession and the likely political destabilization of neighboring countries, as well as the serious risk of massive internal technological and infrastructural failure.
It appears that, in the foreseeable future, there are two possibilities for further development: one characterized by a series of systemic crises, each leading to significant changes to the system, and the other, by a single powerful crisis that would result in its total replacement. Figuratively speaking, the first would develop according to the laws of an internal combustion engine, provided that the current regime of personalist hands-on administration began to institutionalize, and the second – according to those of a powder keg, if the prevailing trends continue.
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