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Moarina Nistotskaya

olitical culture

odern Russia emerged as an independent state in 1991 from the remains
of the USSR — once one of the most powerful states in the world, but whose
pacity — ability to make and implement policies — was severely undermined

the course of Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms in the late 1980s. The
smantlement of the Gommunist Party’s monopoly on power was followed
by the proliferation of institutions with competing claims to authority. At the
central level the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies challenged the powers
of the president; and at the subnational level, the leaders of the constituent
members of the USSR, strengthened by their electoral mandates, called for
the independence of the republics. The uncertainty about the future of the
USSR led to colossal defection and asset-stripping by the party and state
officials (Gregory 1990; Solnik 1998), which incapacitated the Soviet state even
further.

New Russia experienced considerable difficulties in state building,
Institutionally, fractures within the Russian state unfolded along both the
vertical and horizontal axes. The early 1990s were marked by a showdown
* between the national legislature and the president. Not only did each of them
~ claim to be thé supreme governing body, but they were ideologically
. diametrically opposed. This hampered the ability of the state to formulate

cohesive policies and to pass co-ordinated legislation. In the early 1990s much
policy was carried out in the form of presidential decrees and government
regulations. The dissolution of the national legislature and the adoption of the
constitution in 1993, which considerably empowered the president, resolved
the acute legislative-executive stalemate. However, significant ideological
heterogeneity between the branches of authority continued to persist
throughout the 1990s, providing for a low degree of co-operation between
them and therefore impeding coherent Jaw-making. In addition, as with the
republican leaders of the USSR, the regional clites of new Russia sought
greater political and fiscal autonomy and even independence, while the federal
center tried to keep the federation intact through the policies of ‘executive
bilateralism’ (Tafel 2010) and ‘selective fiscal appeasement’ (Treisman 1999).
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Consequently a systemn emerged in which diverse constituent c.aa enjoyed
different rights and obligations and were governed by the centre in an ad hoc
and opaque manner. Furthermore, relying on political Emcmwbon .593 .Hrms
on competitiveness for their success, much of post-Soviet _o.Hm business
developed a cosy relationship with the state (Guriev and Wmo.rEm_Q 2005;
Slinko, Yakovlev and Zhuravskaya 2005) thereby undermining its autonomy.
The early 1990s also witnessed a large-scale exodus of state officials to mrn
private sector (Huskey and Obolonsky 2003). While the success of sweeping
economic reforms critically depended on the ability of the state apparatus to
implement them, by 2000 Russia’s public bureaucracy remained largely
unreformed, and also was older and less educated than its Soviet counterpart
(Brym and Gimpelson 2004). Overall, through the 1990s the ability .o.m the
Russian state to structure a coherent policy-making process and the ability to
implement policy decisions remained low. . .

Vladimir Putin made ‘re-building the state’ a cornerstone of his presi-
dential agenda in the 2000s. The political component o.m Putin’s ‘etatization
project’ was concerned with the autonomy of the state in m.obnw& and ﬁ.:n
president/federal government policy-making center in wm.nc.o.Em.ﬁ Am.mm_‘:ws
2005; Remington 2003, 2006; Sakwa 2008). The major initiatives in this
sphere are:

* the indictment of several politically active business tycoons;

*  weakening of the regional executives’ sway over key policy-making centers
through the reform of the upper house of parliament and suspension of
gubernatorial elections; . . o

* weakening the autonomy and the role of the parliament via the Institu-
tionalization of the ‘party of power’ — an electoral vehicle that Uﬁbmm. ‘to
the national legislature politicians who are loyal to the federal executive’
(Golosov 2004: 29).

The improvement of the administrative or mﬁ%_ogobﬁmmow .omwm.o#v\ of the
state was another component of state-building. Public N&EEms,mﬂos reform
has been processed through three interconnected strands — civil mogoﬁ.dcmmﬁ
and administrative reform. These developments have taken place against the
background of the vastly improved macroeconomic m.#cwaos and the émw.mbm
of the political polarization in society that characterized the early transition
period.

The constitutional framework

According to the constitution of 1993 Russia is a democratic federal state.
Therefore de jure the country’s system of government meoﬁm _oo.% @5
democratic principles of the separation of powers into executive, F%&.mﬁé
and judicial branches, and the federative principle of a mrmwoa sovereignty
between the federal authorities and the authorities of the constituent members
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(regions).! De facto, however, a clear separation of powers has never been
achieved in post-Soviet Russia, and the intergovernmental relationships have
evolved from the 1990’s system of ‘asymmetric federalism’ with a weak central
government and a considerable difference among regions in their rights and
obligations, to the contemporary arrangement known as ‘the power vertical’,
reflecting the supremacy of the federal authority in general and the institute
of president in particular.

The Russian president, who since 2012 is elected by an absolute majority
in a two-round national election for a term of six years, is the head of state.
Within the constitution, this is distinct from all branches of power. At the same
time, the president possesses considerable powers that belong to both legislative
and non-legislative domains (see List below). This range of powers makes the
Russian presidency ‘more dominant than the F rench, and about as powerful
as the American, but well short of the Mexican and several other Latin
American presidencies’ (White and Mecallister 2008, 605). The selected powers
of the Russian president are:

*  issue decrees with the force of law, draft federal laws, veto legislation passed
by the parliament, and suspend acts passed by the regional executives;

* nominate and/or appoint and dismiss key officials from the prime-
minister, federal ministers, key Judges and supreme military personnel;

* directly oversee the ministries of the federal government with coercive
powers: Defense, Interior, Security, Justice and Emergency;

¢ chair the meetings of the federal government;

*  dissolve the State Duma (in certain circumstances) and dismiss the federal
government as a whole without reference to the parliament;

* settle disputes between the federal and regional governments and between
the regions;

* announce referenda and introduce a state of emergency;

*  shape the directions of the domestic and foreign policies.

The system of institutional checks and balances is weighted heavily in the
president’s favour. He may veto legislation and dissolve the obstructionist
assembly, but there is no practical way for the legislature to block or overrule
the president’s decrees. In his analysis of the Russian presidency in the 1990s,
Stephen White concludes that ‘In terms of the constitutional powers of
president, prime minister, and parliament, the president was clearly the
dominant figure® (1999, 222). During Putin’s first two presidential terms this
feature of Russia’s constitutional framework has been further reinforced.

Since at least the parliamentary elections of 2003 the State Duma, the lower
450-member chamber of the Russian parliament, has been controlled by the
pro-Kremlin majority party. This has been done through a series of changes
in electoral law (Golosov 2011), and has ensured that not only the president’s
legislative initiatives and personnel decisions that require the approval of the
parliament are passed smoothly but, more importantly, that the policy agenda
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of the president and government dominates the floor (Remington 2006; 2008).
The most recent elections to the State Duma took place on December 4, 2011.
Under party-list proportional representation system the pro-government party
United Russia received 49 per cent of the vote, which translates to 53 per cent
of the Duma’s seats.

Most commentators agree that up until the year 2000 the Federation
Council, the upper 178-member chamber, populated by the incumbent
governors and the heads of regional legislatures, served as a constitutional
venue for center-regions’ bargaining, and was capable of defending the interests
of Russia’s regions, or at least their elites, by delaying or blocking legislation
(Remington 2003; Tafel 2010, 267-270). However, since 2000 under the
initiative of the president the composition of the Russian senate has been
altered several times and its political clout has been diminished to the ‘rubber
stamp’ of the Kremlin. Thus, in the spring of 2011 the Federation Council
approved 264 laws and rejected one, in the autumn session of 2011 it approved
153 and rejected 2, and in the spring of 2012 it approved 101 drafts, rejecting
none (Vedomosti 2012a). Soon after commencing his third term as president,
Vladimir Putin initiated a new law altering the rules for the formation of the
upper chamber once again. Under the new rules regional parliaments choose
one of the senators from their own members through a vote. The procedure
for the second representative is linked to the elections for governors, which
were re-instituted in May 2012. Each gubernatorial candidate nominates
three candidates for the Federation Council post, and the winner of the
gubernatorial race appoints one of them at their own will. The law also sets
forth a new residential qualification for senators. They must have lived in the
region for at least the past five years before the nomination. At the same time
the age qualification was relaxed from 30 to 21 years. In contrast to the
previously existing rules, neither governor nor regional parliament can recall
the region’s representatives in the Federation Council.

While formally the president is not the head of the executive, the post-holder
wields many executive powers, including some that are not clearly specified
in the constitution but conferred by office. The president nominates the top
state officials, including the prime minister, who must be approved by the
State Duma. In turn ministers are formally nominated by the prime minister,
but the power of appointment lies firmly in the hands of the president. Russian
presidents have been more likely to draw ministers from their personal
networks than from the national parliament or regional leaders. Furthermore
the president directly oversees ministries and agencies with coercive powers
such as Defence, Interior, Security, Justice and Emergency, and steers foreign
policy (see the list of selected presidential powers above). The work of the
president is supported by his executive office, one of the largest administrative
bodies of the central state. It drafts federal laws and presidential decrees,
oversees the implementation of presidential decisions and co-ordinates the
work of the governments of all levels.
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It should be noted that the real distribution of power in Russia goes beyond
the constitutional prescriptions and ‘a great deal depends on the individual
office-holders’ (White and Mcallister 2008, 606). Thus, although formally the
current system is heavily ‘stacked’ in favour of the president, scholars of Russia
agree that in his spell as prime minister between 2008 and 2012 Vladimir
Putin had more influence over events than the actual president (Colton 2012;
Orttung 2013). The recent return of the most influential figure of Russian
politics to the most influential office of the Russian state leaves no doubt
that in the next six to 12 years the locus of power and the decision-making
center in Russia will be located in the Kremlin.

The civil service

The early 1990s were the heyday of neo-liberalism, and post-communist
reformers focused on privatization and price liberalization with the civil service
featuring low on their reform agendas. Yet when Russia’s Civil Service Act
was passed in 1995, this was one of the first among the post-communist
countries. The 1995 law introduced the rules and procedures for hiring, firing
and promoting career bureaucrats and this had the potential to create a
competent and impartial bureaucracy. However, it was never fully imple-
mented (Huskey 2004; Huskey and Obolonsky 2003; Nistotskaya 2009) and
was subsequently replaced with a new law.

A new civil service act, 79-FZ, effective from 2005, preserved large parts
of the existing system, namely the key personnel policy provisions. 79-FZ
provides a clear definition of the scope of the civil service vis-a-vis political
posts and other forms of public sector employment. The term ‘civil service’
refers to professional activity pertaining to the fulfilment of the powers of the
state, i.e. the execution of decisions made by elected officials and state organs.
Civil service can be in the federal or regional levels (see Table 8.1). The former,
which is sub-divided into the federal bureaucracy in Moscow and the federal
bureaucracy in the regions, considerably outnumbers the regional bureaucracy
(see Table 8.2). As local self-government is formally separated from the state,
municipal officials do not form part of the civil service. Similarly individuals
working in other sectors of public employment, such as teachers, doctors and
about 4 million employees of the semi-autonomous organizations operating
under the auspices of the central and regional governments (Vedomosti 2012b)
are not part of the civil service.

The legislation also distinguishes between the senior civil service, known as
managers, or advisors to managers and the rest of the public bureaucracy,
labelled as specialists (see Table 8.1). According to the law, personnel decisions
with regard to the former two categories are a matter of political judgment.
That is, while officials such as ministers and governors can hire and fire
managers at will, managers have a free hand in personnel decisions relating
to the posts of advisors. At the same time, the law authorized vacancy contests
as the main procedure for hiring specialists. Such elements of the hiring
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Table 8.1 Structure of Russia’s Civil Service

Classtfication grounds Main groups of state service posts
Branches of authority Legislative

Executive

Judicial

Federal in Moscow
Federal in regions
Regional

Levels of authority

Managers: deputy heads of the state organs, heads of the
structural units of the state organs

Aduyisors: organizational, information and analytical
support to managers

Specialists: including support-specialists

Categories of posts

Grades/ranks of specialists, Level 8 = most senior level
including support-specialists ~ Level 1 = most junior (entry) level

Table 8.2 Russia’s Civil Service and municipal service (executive branch): 2001, 2011 (in
thousands)

Federal civil Federal cinil Regional cuil Municipal service
service in Moscow  service in regions  service

2001 26 287.1 130.2 280.3
2011 29.9 454.6 182.6 358.3

Source: Rosstat 2009a

procedure as the compulsory advertisement of job vacancies in the mass
media and the presence of independent experts in the commissions adjudi-
cating the competition were sought to enable the emergence of a competent
bureaucracy, free from undue political influence, cronyism and nepotism.

Promotion-wise, Russia adopted a position-based system, in which senior
bureaucratic posts are open to both internal and external job seekers, and
advancement in ranks is carried out through competitive contests. In reality,
however, insiders are hugely favoured. Act 79-FZ also provides for a rather
limited use of such personnel policy tools as demotions and discretionary
dismissal of specialists. Overall, while Russia’s Senior Civil Service is highly
politicized by design and in practice, the lower ranks, which account for the
overwhelming majority of the civil servants in the executive branch (see Table
8.3), are modelled more on a Weberian/Progressivist bureaucracy.

Unlike some post-communist countries such as Poland or Hungary who
experienced reform backslide after gaining accession to the EU (Meyer-Sahling
2011), Russia has maintained its effort to reform public bureaucracy without
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Table 8.3 Civil service personnel (executive branch) by levels of authority and categories
of posts, 2009 (in per cent)

Managers Aduvisors Specialists Support-specialists
Federal in Moscow 10 1.1 744 14.2
Federal in regions 17.4 0.2 58.8 23.6
Regional 22 1.6 60.3 16.1

Source: Data on local self-governments as of January 1, 2011 (Rosstat, 2011a); on the number of
Ministries, Agencies and Services as of June 1, 2012 (Government of the Russian Federation 2012¢)

facing strong external pressure. However, the road to the full implementation
of 79-FZ and related legislation (including that on standards of conduct and
conflict of interests, and standard operating procedures that regulate
bureaucratic behavior) has remained bumpy. For instance, although public
notice of job vacancies in the state organs has become a permanent feature
of the labour market, a considerable proportion of vacancies still remain
unadvertized. According to the federal government, in 2011 about 40 per cent
of all appointments in the regional civil service circumvented this provision
and were made through the so-called ‘cadres reserves’, pools of pre-qualified
candidates (Federal Portal of Managerial Cadres 2012). Other impediments
include, but are not limited to, the absence of an independent merit-protection
agency, coherent competence standards for bureaucratic positions, and a non-
judicial system of appeal for unsuccessful job candidates and aggrieved civil
servants, as well as the problems of the objectivity of the examination system
and the selection commissions.

Although 79-FZ provided for salaries tied to the seniority of the position
and service length as the main form of remuneration for bureaucrats, civil
service reform was also concerned with strengthening performance incentives
for individual officials. This element of the reform is part of an ongoing move
to a performance-based management style within the public administration,
which has been followed not only through civil service, but also administrative
and budget reforms. It was expected that individual civil servants would
be assigned performance targets that would influence their regular appraisal
and the overall level of pay. While such indicators are being developed, the
law provided for an interim measure in the form of monetary rewards
for good performance distributed at managerial discretion. Consequently, the
pay formulae are ‘extremely complex and thus opaque’ (Tompson 2007 19).
Although some progress has been made since, especially in the central
government (Gorodetski 2012; Verheijen and Dobrolubova 2007), today a
fully functioning pay-for-performance system based on the formally assessed
effectiveness of individual civil servants seems as far away as it was at the end
of the 2000s.

In the executive branch of the civil service 85 per cent of personnel at all
levels of government have university degrees (Rosstat 2009¢, 2009d); however,
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only about 5 per cent hold a specialized degree in public administration
(Vedomosti 2012c). Degrees in public administration are offered by institutions
of higher education throughout the country, including specialized academies
of state service. Service-related specialized training is available through
educational establishments attached to the federal ministries and agencies.
While in service officials may pursue graduate, postgraduate and other training
with the financial support of the state. Despite this, the quality of Russia’s
Civil Service remains low as the bulk of university educated civil servants

graduated in the Soviet times (Vedomosti 2012¢) and the quality of Russia’s
higher education remains low (Guriev and Tsyvinski 2012).

Central government agencies

The Russian government system is structured in three substantive tiers: federal,
regional and local (see Table 8.1). The federal government is the chief executive
organ of the state. The constitution has empowered it with considerable
policy-making authority, especially with respect to macroeconomic and fiscal
policies. The federal government initiates about half of all enacted laws
(Bocharova and Gallay 2013). One of the key responsibilities of the government
is the development of the annual budget.

The year 2004 witnessed a radical attempt to create an ‘agency model’ of
central government, aimed at separating the core, rule-making, function
of the government from its more operational routines. To this end a number
of formerly ministerial functions, namely regulatory, monitoring and law
enforcement, and public service provision, were devolved to services and
agencies, which were supposed to operate at arm’s length from their parent
ministries. The initiative, however, was short-lived as most of the services and
agencies were gradually brought back under direct control of their ministries.
Thus, in a comparative perspective most of Russia’s central government
agencies and services are located on the right hand side of the ‘quango
continuum’ (Greve, Flinders and van Thiel 1999, 142) as among the most
restricted in terms of their independence. At the same time about 20 agencies
and services, for example, the Federal Antimonopoly Service, the Federal
Space Agency, the Federal Security Services, and the Federal Migration
Service have remained as independent units of the central government.

The actual number of ministries and other units within the central
government has evolved since 2004. As of June 2012, there were 20 ministries,
23 agencies and 34 services. At the end of 2011 almost 30,000 civil servants
worked in the central apparatus in Moscow, with the Ministries of Foreign
Affairs, Economic Development, Defense and Finance being the largest
organizations employing 3,100, 1,800, 1,600 and 1,300 civil service staff
respectively (Rosstat 2012). Most of the departmental units of the federal
government have their own territorial structures to exercize their jurisdiction
throughout the country. In 2011 there were almost 455,000 civil servants
working in such field units of the government (see Table 8.2).
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The different ways in which the structural units of the federal government
are configured can be illustrated by the following examples. The Ministry of
Finance is one of the largest and one of the most influential ministries of the
central administration. It is subordinated to the prime minister. The Ministry
has three services within its structure — the Tax Service, Financial and Budget-
ary Oversight, and the Treasury. It also has 11 quasi-autonomous organiza-
tions operating under its responsibility (as of June 2012). In turn the Tax
Service, which is a subordinate unit of the Ministry, has offices in all territorial
units of the Russian Federation, with 14 specialized field offices and 11 other
sub-service organizations.

The Federal Civil Defense and Emergency Management Ministry is one
of the oldest ministries, and one of those that is directly subordinated to the
president. It is responsible for the protection of people and territories from
natural and human-made disasters. Functionally its responsibilities include all
phases of the policy process from rule-making to co-ordinating the response
to the disaster. Although there are no agencies or services within its structure,
the Ministry has territorial branches in all 83 regions of the Russian Federation
and about 1,130 sub-ministry quasi-autonomous organizations that operate
under its responsibility (Federal Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Ministry 2010).

At the sub-ministry level one can observe a variety of organizations that
do not make strategic decisions independent of their parent ministry, agency
or service, but enjoy varying degrees of operational autonomy. They are the
outcome of ‘agencification from below’ — the emergence of public organizations
that charged user fees of various types or were engaged in direct commercial
activities — that was typical of the first decade of transition in post-communist
countries (Lehmbruch 2012). The legal forms of these organizations vary from
joint stock companies with majority state ownership, state unitary enterprises
that are under ministerial responsibility but ‘work on the basis of commer-
cial accounts and commercial legislations’ (Kraan et al. 2008, 16) to a variety
of so-called ‘budgetary organizations’. These are non-profit organizations
established by the central, regional or municipal authorities and financed by
the state in whole or in a part. As of April 2009 there were about 25,000 such
budgetary organizations at the central level and about 300,000 at the regional
level, receiving financial resources from the state in exchange for the provision
of public services (Government of the Russian Federation 2009).

Currently the amount of money that the state allocates to a budgetary
organization depends on the amount of money it spent in the previous
budget period (so-called cost budgeting) and not on performance evaluation
(performance budgeting). Although financial reporting of the budgetary
organizations has improved since the budget reform of the early 2000s, the
overall efficiency and effectiveness of the quasi-autonomous organizations
and their accountability remain low (Klyachko, Mau and Sinelnikov-Murylev
2010).
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Since the middle of the 2000s the political leadership of the state has pushed
for a complete overhaul of the system of the budgetary organizations in
the spirit of performance-based management. This ambitious reform is
currently still in progress with many questions being raised about the feasibility
of its implementation (Diamond 2005; Timoshenko and Adhikari 2009).
Indeed, while some elements of performance-based management have been
successfully implemented at the level of ministries (Verheijen and Dobrolubova
2007), performance-related contracts are not an established feature of the
relations between the ministries, services or agencies on the one hand and
their quasi-autonomous organizations on the other.

Regional and local government

Regional authorities

The Russian transition of the 1990s entailed a change from a highly centralized
state to the largest federative state in the world. Currently it is made up of 83
constituent members, known as subjects of the federation or regions each with
a broad jurisdiction and its own legislative and executive authorities.

Since 1990 Russian regions have had several rounds of elections for regional
parliaments. Two rounds of gubernatorial elections took place between 1996
and 2004, when they were substituted by a system of presidential appointees.
In May 2012 the direct elections of governors were reinstated, however
restrictions on who can run for governor raise doubts as to whether the
elections will change the status quo (Golosov 2012; Orttung 2013, 469).
Indeed in five regions that held such elections in 2012 the Kremlin managed
to ensure victory for its preferred candidates. A similar trend was observed in
the course of gubernatorial elections held in eight regions in September 2013.

In contrast to the benchmark principles of effective federalism (Weingast
1995), the formation of center—periphery relations in Russia in the 1990s was
conducted ‘without a map’ and driven largely by transient political reasons
(Shleifer and Treisman 2000). Consequently a system of ‘federalism, Russian
style’ emerged with asymmetric powers enjoyed by formally equal constituent
units, governed in a highly idiosyncratic and non-transparent manner by the
centre. The regions’ response to ‘the delinquency, inconsistency and caprice
of the central state’ (Goode 2010) was chronic noncompliance with federal
laws and the constitution. Regional confrontation with the federal centre was
also fuelled by the interests of the local economic elites, on whose behalf
regional administrations set up tariff and other barriers for inter-regional trade
and allowed nonpayment of federal taxes (Sonin 2010) and preferential
treatment of local firms (Slinko, Yakovlev and Zhuravskaya 2005). Overall,
Moscow’s legal and financial leverage over the territories was so weak that by
the end of the 1990s the system of centrer—periphery relations was evaluated
by most observers as a threat to the cohesion of Russia as a single political
and economic space (Stoner-Weiss 2006, 4).
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Vladimir Putin addressed this issue in his election campaign in 2000, and
made federal reform one of the cornerstones of his ‘state building’ political
agenda. As of today, most observers agree that a new center—periphery
balance, heavily tilted towards the centre, is achieved. The immediate problems
of the federal relations were addressed through a series of political measures
in the early 2000s. The most important of them were: reform of the system
of presidential oversight in the regions (Goode 2010), reform of the Federation
Council (Remington 2003) and eventual suspension of gubernatorial
elections.

More fundamentally, the entire distribution of authority between the federal,
regional and local governments was revisited. In June 2002 a special
presidential commission, known as the Kozak commission, came up with a
detailed list of public services and functions for regional authorities, which
substituted a catalogue of rather vague powers implied by Articles 72—73 of
the constitution. Most constitutional powers of the regions remained formally
intact, but a shift from defining them broadly as, for example, ‘co-ordination
of issues of health care’ to the detailed description of functions and services
pertaining to health care, considerably reduced the scope of the regions’
policy authority. Many powers that regions held jointly with the federal centre
were simply gutted (Goode 2010). Also bilateral power-sharing treaties with
42 regions were abolished, with exceptions for Tatarstan and Chechnya. At
the same time, some of the most demanding state responsibilities involving
little or no policy authority, such as the bulk of social security obligations were
assigned to the regions (see list below). Currently the distribution of authority
between different levels of government is regulated by about 300 legal acts,
and the process has not completely finished (Government of the Russian
Federation 2012a). The main responsibilities of regional authorities can be
summarized as follows:

+  provision of health care (specialized hospitals);

« provision of vocational education;

+  planning and financial provision for pre-school, primary and secondary
education, delivered by municipalities;

+  provision of the welfare of the elderly, disabled and orphans;

+  provision of social security to low-income households, families with
children, victims of political repressions, workers of the Second World
War defense enterprises, and unemployed;

+  environmental protection and emergencies prevention;

+ regional roads and other infrastructure;

¢ intercity public transport;

» culture and sports events, regional libraries, and museums.

The redistribution of powers in favour of Moscow translated to an increase
in the number of people working for the federal authorities in the regions.
Between 2001 and 2011 the total number of civil service and auxiliary staff
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employed in the territorial offices of the federal government increased by a
staggering 74 per cent, compared to the 31 per cent increase in the number
employed in the central apparatus of the federal government in Moscow and
the 29 per cent growth in the regional governments (Rosstat 2013).
As far as the civil service per se is concerned, in 2011 the average ratio of
federal to regional officials (the executive branch) in the regions was 2.5 to 1
(see Table 8.2).

The effort to delineate the scope of authority was coupled with the reform
of intergovernmental fiscal relations. The reform had three major components.
First of all, subnational governments were assigned new revenue sources. ‘Own
revenue’ is made up of a few taxes, three for regional authorities and two for
municipalities. The tax rates are set by the subnational governments and
retained by them in full. In addition ‘own revenue’ is comprised of nontax
revenues that include income from property and business operations,
administrative fees and fines. Second, all subnational authorities retain a fixed
and equal for all regions/municipalities proportion of some federal taxes
raised in their jurisdictions. Hitherto the share of the federal taxes that went
to subnational budgets was often set individually for each region/municipality
in an ad hoc manner, and frequently renegotiated. Third, the system of
redistribution of cash from richer to poorer regions via so-called equalization
grants has been overhauled. In the 1990s the allocation of transfers was an
important tool of Moscow’s regional policy: cash transfers served to appease
regions ill-disposed toward the centre (Treisman 1996, 1998a, 1998b) or to
reward the loyal ones (Popov 2004). A new, formula-based, grant allocation
system has been in place since 2001. The formula reflects the regions’ capacity
to raise sufficient resources to cover the costs of delivering public services in
their jurisdiction (de Silva et al. 2009, 37) and covers the gap between the
spending responsibilities and the region’s fiscal strength.

Most commentators agree that these were important changes for the better.
The current system is based on an adequate legal framework and ex-ante
specified rules for tax sharing and transfer allocation. Therefore it is more
stable and transparent, and ensures that the responsibilities of subnational
authorities are sufficiently provided for (de Silva et al. 2009; Kraan et al. 2008;
Zhuravskaya 2010). However, as a result of this reform lower governments
also found themselves overall more dependent on the federal government than
they had been before. Thus, while in 1998 the share of subnational revenue
in the total state revenue was at its highest at 55 per cent, in 2010 it was only
about 37 per cent (de Silva et al. 2009, 44; Strategy 2020, 776).

Local self-government

The third substantive level of government in modern Russia is local self-
government. Russia, compared to most European countries, has had a very
short history of local self-government: introduced in late imperial Russia, it
effectively did not exist during the Soviet period and was re-established in the
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1990s. The 1993 Constitution legally separates local self-government from the
state in a sense that it is seen more as a type of ‘social organization’ dealing
with issues of ‘local significance’ through their own revenue sources rather
than the lowest level of a vertically organized system of government. However,
throughout the 1990s in sharp contrast to the proclaimed principles, both
federal and regional authorities transferred numerous responsibilities onto local
governments, including some of the state’s social security obligations, pre-
university education, some health care and recreation, and subsidies to
loss-making enterprises. For the majority of the municipalities the spending
obligations exceeded their fiscal capabilities. In the 1990s local taxes and other
locally derived revenues made only up to 20 per cent of the budget of a typical
Russian city with the rest coming from the taxes shared with higher govern-
ments and annually renegotiated transfers from regional budgets. What is
more, regional governments used to reduce the transfers to those municipal-
ities that increased their own revenue (Alekseev and Kurlyandskaya 2003). As
research showed such fiscal arrangements provide local governments with no
incentive to promote local growth and thus collect more tax and has a negative
effect on the efficiency of public goods provision (Zhuravskaya 2000).

"The reorganization of local self-government was part of a broader political
and public administration reform of the 2000s. In accordance with the new
law on local self-government, effective since 2006, the local government system
is a two-tiered one. Currently there are about 23,000 municipalities: about
90 per cent of them are the lower tier rural and urban settlements, and the
rest are the upper tier municipal counties (or raions) and cities (see Figure 8.1).
As under the previous legislation, all new municipalities, except for those with
a population of less than 100 people have popularly elected legislatures and
elected heads, that is, the highest local official with executive powers.

'Today local self-government can take on one of the three organizational
forms depending on whether the local head is elected in popular elections or
by the members of the local legislature. If the local head is popularly elected,
they can be either the local chief executive or the chairperson of the local
legislature. In the latter case, the administration is led by a non-elected
manager (known as city manager, although this form of local self-government
is practiced not only by cities but also by other municipalities). In those
localities where the head of municipality is elected among and by the members
of the local legislature, the role of local chief executive can be carried out only
by a hired manager. The concrete form of the local government is stipulated
by local charters and may be changed by the local population in a referendum-
type event. According to the Ministry of Regional Development, in 2011 about
9,000 municipalities had a council-manager form of government (Reznikova
2011).

The concept of ‘tier’, not present in the previous legislation, was meant to
help in allocating responsibilities and resources for municipalities in accordance
with their size and other vital characteristics. The law specified the lists of

‘issues of local significance’ for settlements, cities and counties (see Table 8.4),
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Table 8.4 Main responsibilities of local authorities (issues of local significance)

Municipal counties and cities Settlements

Delivery of utilities {electricity, gas, water,
heating), street lighting and provision of
waste collection

Delivery of pre-school, primary and
secondary education and after-class
activities using special-purpose funds
from the regional budget

Provision of health care (general hospitals, ~ Housing, including that for low-income

organizations of preventive medicine, households
maternity care and ambulance)

Provision of utilities (electricity and gas) Urban planning

and waste disposal

Municipal police (as yet not fully Parks, gardens and cemeteries

implemented)

Recreation and culture, including Libraries of local significance

libraries of local significance

Public transport of local significance
(intra-municipal)

Roads of local significance
(inter-municipal)
Public transport of local significance Basic fire protection

(inter-municipal)

and the number of items on those lists has more than doubled over time from
about 20 to approximately 50 nowadays.

The law re-allocated several important responsibilities from the municipal
to the regional level, at the same time permitting the delivery of the functions
of a higher government by a lower government, on the condition that adequate
financial resources are provided. Thus, for instance, today municipalities have
no authority over the provision of pre-college schooling. The provision of this
function, i.e. the overall organization, including specification of the service
standards and funding, was moved to the competence of regional authorities.
Yet, municipal counties and cities are charged with the delivery (as Oﬁwomnm
to the provision) of pre-school, primary and secondary education using special-
purpose funds from regional budgets. Local governments continue Ho.voma full
responsibility for housing and public utilities (communal services), an immense
task considering the deplorable state of the public infrastructure in Russia and
that these are highly monopolized and unreformed areas (Yegishyants 2012).

The expert community is agreed that the imposition of the lists of ‘issues
of local significance’ from above has stretched the centre’s steering of local
governments to the extreme. Moreover, these lists are too large for most
municipalities, and the two-tier structure of local self-government inadequately
reflects the variety of localities in terms of their financial and other capabilities
(Glazychev 2011). Furthermore, the problem of municipal revenue has
persisted. The federal personal income tax has remained the main source of
revenue for local authorities: in 2011 its proceeds were 1.5 times larger than
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locally levied taxes and nontax revenues (Government of the Russian
Federation 2012a). In addition, unlike the federal government that managed
to establish a reasonably transparent system of grant allocation to the regions,
regional-to-municipal equalization policies are neither fair nor transparent
(Kraan et al. 2008, 54). Regional governments have a major say in municipal
finances not only by determining the parameters of the equalization policies,
but also through executive decisions on investment programs and loans. As
most local revenue still comes from higher governments that are prone to
opportunism, nowadays local authorities face similar problems with incentives

to foster economic growth and to effectively provide public goods as in the
1990s.

Financing the system

For most of the 1990s public finance did not rest on a modern footing. Suffice
to say that the Tax and Budget Codes, governing the revenue and expenditure
sides of the public finance, were passed only in 1998. As far as taxation is
concerned, in the 1990s tax policy was greatly affected by elite bargaining.
As the revenue extracting strategy developed in Russia relied mostly on
enterprises in the commodity export sector rather than households, business
representatives sought and often succeeded in securing concessions on tax rates,
tax exemptions or simply not paying taxes at all (Easter 2002). Powerful
governors acted in a similar way, often in collusion with local large enterprises,
consolidating their claim over local revenue sources. ‘Across the government,
tax policy was made and remade in an idiosyncratic and personalistic manner’
(Easter 2006, 31), i.e. in negotiations between corporate and regional elites
on the one hand and senior officials in Moscow on the other.

Since 2000, the focus has been on shifting fiscal authority in favor of the
federal center, equidistant from powerful economic interests and regional
leaders. Together with the measures aimed to tame ‘oligarchs’ and governors,
major tax and budget reforms took place in the 2000s. The number of taxes
was reduced, the rates were lowered and numerous tax breaks were abolished.
Moreover today only federal authorities can levy a tax, regardless of whether
it is federal, regional or local tax. Federal legislation establishes the tax base
for all taxes and rates’ ceilings. The exact parameters of subnational tax rates
and tax exemptions are set by regional and local authorities. Revenues from
most federal taxes, including corporate, excise on goods and some natural
resource extraction, are shared between Moscow and subnational governments
in fixed proportions. Revenues from one of the most productive taxes, personal
income tax of 13 per cent, are split 70 to 30 per cent between regional and
municipal authorities.

The revisited Budget Code sets out the process of preparation, adoption
and execution of the consolidated budget of the state in great detail. The draft
budget 1s prepared by the Ministry of Finance and must be agreed by key
spending ministries before it is approved by the government and by both
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chambers of parliament and signed by the president after which it becomes
a law. Budget laws are getting increasingly detailed. The 2012 budget law
contained 4,289 pages compared to the 423-page-long 2002 and 8-page-long
1992 Jaws.

Although the Russian state does not have a uniform internal audit system,
financial monitoring and reporting are quite well developed. Audit is carried
out by the internal audit units within the ministries and by the Ministry of
Finance, the Federal Treasury and the Federal Service of Financial and
Budgetary Control. In addition, the Audit Chamber conducts an external audit
of the entire central government and those regions that receive the majority
of financing from the federal budget. External audit of subnational govern-
ments is also carried out by the regional audit chambers. The weakness of the
system of external audit is the absence of strong procedures to follow up the
findings of the auditors as the auditors themselves do not have the power to
bring legal charges.

Detailed reports of federal budget execution, aggregated by the Ministry
of Finance, are submitted to the government and parliament quarterly and
annually. The lower chamber of parliament draws upon annual reports of the
Ministry of Finance and the Audit Chamber to approve the budget execution.
International organizations, such as OECD and World Bank regularly assessed
the Russian budget process, and their recommendations have been largely
incorporated by the Russian government (Kraan et al. 2008).

In the years since the 2008 economic crisis government expenditures have
remained at the level of about 38 per cent of GDP, moreover this happened
on occasion with a budget balance surplus rather than deficit (World Bank
2011, 3; 2012, 24). The federal budget increasingly relies on proceeds from
ol and gas industries. If in 2009 oil and gas revenues made up 7.6 per cent
of GDP, equal to two-fifths of the federal revenues, in 2011, they accounted
for 10.4 per cent of GDP, equal to half of federal revenues (World Bank 2012,
25). The trend has remained the same in more recent years. Although high
oil prices and the macroeconomic stabilization have been important to Russia’s
fiscal recovery, research also credits the contribution of the tax and budget
reforms to financial stabilization (Appel 2008; de Silva et al. 2009; Easter 2006;
Fritz 2007, 285-314; Jones Luong and Weinthal 2004; Kraan et al. 2008).

Co-ordinating the system

Through the 2000s the dominant trend in relations between the organs of
state power of all levels and branches was increasing centralization. At the
top of the established ‘power vertical’ is the president, who not only has a
major say on the content of public policies, but also ensures the co-ordinated
functioning and interaction of all the organs of state power. The content of
public policy is decided in policy communities around three decision-making
centres: the president, legislature and the federal government. It is further
developed as rules and regulations by the federal government and passed down



158  Marina Nistotskaya

the line to the departments of the federal ministries, their field offices and
semi-autonomous organizations, and the regional and municipal governments.
Since 2000 special presidential envoys have attuned the work of the regional
authorities in line with the federal public policies and co-ordinated the work
of the territorial branches of the federal ministries in several adjacent regions
assigned to their jurisdiction (known as federal districts). The office of the
president also plays an important role in co-ordinating and monitoring the
performance of the regional authorities. In turn regional authorities have a
major say in co-ordinating the work of municipal authorities within their
Jurisdictions. The expert community considers that political and financial
centralization in Russia has reached the point where it becomes counter-
productive as public managers at the subnational level face no incentives to
innovate in the name of economic growth and adequate provision of public
goods (Strategy 2020, 775). .

The role of voluntary organizations in the system of governance has been
largely marginal since the onset of post-communist Russia. One reason for
that is that in a comparative perspective Russia stood out as a country with
a particularly low level of civic participation (Howard 2002; Bartkowsky and
Jasinska-Kania 2004). The most recent data from the World Values Survey
Association (2009) shows that, excluding trade unions and consumer organiza-
tions, 96 per cent of Russians do not belong to any voluntary association. The
number of voluntary groups is also relatively low, as of December 2011, there

were about 224,000 registered civil society organizations. However, experts -

estimate that as many as 60 per cent of them are inactive (USAID 2012, 168).
Furthermore, many of these non-government organizations (NGOs) such as
consumer co-operatives, do not have goals of achieving political or social
change and therefore do not actively seek participation in policy networks.
Yet those civil society groups that engage in advocacy work and accept foreign
financing were recently required to take on the stigmatizing label of ‘foreign
agent’ (121-FZ of July 2012). This measure is widely seen as a tool of control
that authorities wield selectively against targeted NGOs (Orttung 2013;
Human Rights Watch 2013).

Second, the channels of intermediation between the state and voluntary
organizations are poorly defined. Governmental control of the mass media
considerably impedes the efforts of the NGOs for influencing the policy-
making. The introduction of public chambers as a formal networking ‘node’
between interested voluntary groups and the executive agencies is seen, even
by their own creators, as a veneer for genuine state—third sector co-operation
(Putin 2012).

Unlike the situation in the 1990s when the key decision-making centres in
Moscow and the regions were under the influence of business, particularly
big companies (Fry 2002; Slinko, Yakovlev and Zhuravskaya 2005), today
business’s position in the governance networks is much less influential
(Yakovlev 2006). The mode of business—state interaction also changed from
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direct, informal contacts and individual lobbying to co-ordinated actions via
larger associations of business (Pyle 2011).

A new important line of interaction between business and the authorities
is public-private partnerships (PPPs). Having been sprung into life by the
deplorable state of the public infrastructure in Russia, the active development
of public—private partnerships began in the middle of the 2000s. Although
some successful projects have been carried out, such as the Western High-
speed Diameter or the Orlovsky toll tunnel in St. Petersburg, observers note
that the further development of PPPs in Russia is constrained, mainly by the
absence of a general law on public—private partnerships (The Expert Institute
2010). Concessions remain the most popular form of PPP projects in Russia,
enabled by the passage of the appropriate law in 2005. However, the law is
vague with regards to the relationship between the state and the private party.
It also lacks the provision to protect the rights of the concessionaire and allows
the pledging of the concession’s assets as security for bank loans only after the
projects have been commissioned and with the explicit consent of the grantor.
Interestingly, regional authorities seem to be ahead of the federal government
on the issue: as of June 2012, 59 of them passed acts regulating PPPs in their
jurisdictions. Practitioners find regional acts, like for instance the pioneering
law of Saint-Petersburg, to be more flexible regarding the types of PPPs
relationships, tender process and support from the authorities (Schwartz and
Ivanov 2008).

Managing the system

The overall template for managing the Russian administrative system
represents a mix of the Weberian rational-legal model and New Public
Management (NPM) initiatives. On the one hand, an array of measures has
been introduced in the name of making the government more client-oriented
and efficient. It puts much emphasis on performance-based management and
budgeting. On the other hand there has been a move to regulate administrative
behavior through clearly defined job descriptions, standards of conduct for
public officials and administrative procedures. While budget reform was
grounded more on performance principles, civil service reform was less
reflective of the NPM ideas such as ‘let the managers manage’. A distinct strand
of the public administration reform called ‘administrative reform’ blends both
approaches. The adoption of explicit standards and targets for the quality of
government services (NPM) is supported by a rational-legal approach through
the development of administrative regulations detailing how services are to
be provided.

Russia is one of a few post-communist countries where the introduction of
performance-based public management systems is at a, relatively, advanced
stage (Verheijen and Dobrolubova 2007, World Bank 2011). However, it is
still work in progress as neither a comprehensive system of performance
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indicators nor powerful incentive systems embracing individuals in all public
administration organizations has been institutionalized. The performance of
individual regional governments is assessed in its entirety on an annual basis.
This is done against economic and social indicators, the number of which
fluctuated from about 40 in 2007 to almost 300 in 2009 and to 11 in 2012
(Kulikov 2012; Vedomosti 2012d). A system of individual performance
indicators is still under-developed, as ‘evaluation tools are highly formal and
disconnected from institutional performance management’ (World Bank 2011,
ix). An initiative to introduce key performance indicators for officials is
currently under way, but only for the senior federal bureaucracy (Government
of the Russian Federation 2012b; Vedomosti 2012e).

Contracting out, another NPM hallmark method, has been applied in
Russia on a small scale so far, mostly in social services (Cook and Vinogradova
2006; USAID 2012, 172; Zobnin 2011) and also with respect to the noncore
activities in other public services. For instance state education organizations
tend to contract out such supporting services as catering, cleaning, security
and accounting (Gadzhieva 2012). The limited use of contracting out (including
its more radical vintage — customer choice method of service delivery or
vouchers) could be due to the weak managerial autonomy experienced by
Russian public administration organizations. Autonomy is expected to increase
with the progress of budgeting reform.

Public procurement of goods and services for the needs of public
administration is perhaps an area where the approach of introducing private
sector practices in public administration is most evident. Since 2006 the law
has required that most goods, services and works by the government and
budgetary organizations be purchased through open competitive tendering
and auctioning. The reality is, however, far from the legal ideal. According
to the Audit Chamber, 70 per cent of large contracts have been concluded
with a single supplier/provider without competition (Kotova 2012), and 17
to 20 per cent of all funds spent on public procurement is embezzled (Lutova
2013; Zakharov and Popov 2010).

Accountability, secrecy and openness

The lack of transparency and accountability on the part of government
organizations has been noted by many observers. Russia’s rank on voice and
accountability — one of the World Banks’ Worldwide Governance Indicators
measuring governments’ preparedness to be externally accountable through
citizen feedback, democratic institutions, and a competitive press has
considerably deteriorated in the last 15 years (see Figure 8.2).

Until recently Russia lacked basic formal prerequisite for openness such as
a freedom of information act (FOI). Having been in the legislative pipeline
since 2002, Russia’s first FOI Act was finally adopted in 2009. The law has
two important elements. First of all, it regulates in detail what information
government organizations should make publicly available by, for instance,
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publishing it in the mass media, including the Internet, or allowing citizens
to attend government meetings. Second, it regulates the practical aspects of
the realization of the right to information about the activity of the state/
municipal organ. Although on paper the FOI Act (8-FZ of February 2009)
marks a radical step toward greater public service transparency, the imple-
mentation of the law remains problematical. Recent monitoring showed
that, on average, both federal and regional governments publish on their
websites only about half of the information that is required by the FOI Act
(Freedom of Information Foundation 2012a, 2012b). The effective implemen-
tation of the law has also been hampered by the lack of clarity on the notion
of ‘information about-the activity of the state/municipal organ of power’. Often
officials reject information requests and courts uphold such decisions on the
grounds that the required information does not relate to the activities of a
government body and is therefore not subject to the FOI law. The Constitu-
tional Court consistently refuses to clarify the notion in question — one of the
most recent instances was on June 19, 2012 {Constitutional Court 2012) —
therefore permitting practices restricting the right of access to information.

The development of administrative law allowing citizens to seek redress
against the state has proceeded at a slow pace. Although the Russian

_constitution lists the right to address the state by filing a request, complaint
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or suggestion, among the fundamental rights of Russian citizens (Article 33),
the first legislation regulating complaints procedure was passed only in 2006
(59-FZ). The law covers mostly complaints over illegal treatment of citizens
by the state. It does not provide for an independent institution that may review
and adjudicate decisions made by public organizations, with exceptions for
Human Rights and the Children’s Ombudsmen. These two attributes make
59-FZ a rather weak legal instrument for improving the accountability of public
officials.

A mechanism allowing citizens to seek redress against the state regarding
poor provision of public services was adopted by the federal government in
August 2012. As all governmental services are now codified in terms of basic
quality standards and procedures regulating their delivery (such as deadlines,
costs and documents required), this provides a solid foundation for the effective
challenge of the authorities by citizens and hence improved bureaucratic
accountability.

Hope for improved transparency and accountability also comes from the
success of e-government in Russia. Having advanced 32 positions in the
United Nations e-government world ranking from 2010 to 2012, Russia is
currently the Eastern European leader and is above such western European
countries as Italy or Ireland (UN 2012, 30). One of the most notable projects
of e-government is the Internet portal of public services (www.gosuslugi.ru),
which provides a single point of access to all references on government services
and allows citizens and organizations to receive services and to file complaints
electronically. The proliferation of this type of interaction between citizens
and officials may help to overcome the pervasiveness of informal rules and
personal contacts that for many years was the modus operandi of Russia’s
public bureaucracy (Jakobson 2001; Barabashev and Straussman 2007).

Democracy and the administrative system

A clear consensus among observers is that over the past decade democracy
in Russia has deteriorated. It has been classified as ‘not free’ (since 2005) and
as a consolidated authoritarian regime (since 2009) by Freedom House
(Orttung 2013). The fundamental feature of authoritarianism is the limited
number of political players. Indeed Vladimir Putin managed to wrest authority
away from oligarchs, regional leaders and parliament, and to emasculate the
mass media and civil society. These measures resulted in a monopoly of
power in the hands of the president that may have both advantages and
disadvantages for state capacity and the quality of government. It is argued
that systems with a limited number of veto players are capable of making quick
policy changes compared to systems with many veto players who tend to
limit the set of feasible policy changes, rendering governments less decisive
(Tsebelis 2002). They can also implement their decisions effectively due to
the advantages of their hierarchical monitoring system (Back and Hadenius
2008, Ertman 1997). Indeed, Russia’s considerable improvement in tax admin-
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istration, budget process, land property rights, judiciary and center—periphery
relations and some improvement in the state’s fiscal and other infrastructural
capacities since 2000 cannot be gainsaid (Appel 2008; Aslund 2004; Colton
and Holmes 2006; Taylor 2011).

On the other hand, the comparative advantages of autocracies are said to
be unsustainable. This happens for a number of reasons, fundamental to which
are the following. First, a wider account of the relationship between democracy
and high quality of government holds that the absence of political competition
breaks the link between the preferences of citizens and the policy output of
the government. Therefore authoritarian ‘steering from above’ mechanisms
as in Russia are ‘standing on a perilously narrow base, out of touch with society
and hence in danger of making bad decisions’ (Shevtsova 2004, 74). Second,
and more important, when power is concentrated in one pair of hands, there
is a danger that the rules of the game are manipulated to the advantage of
the ruler and her associates (North 1990). Thus assessing the current
governance system created in Russia, Ekaterina Zhuravskaya notes that 1ts
sustainability rests upon ‘the utopian assumption of honesty and self-limitation
of federal authorities’ (2010, 77).

It is interesting to note evidence suggesting that Russia’s ruling elite
understands some of these limitations of the government system it has built.
In his 2012 election manifesto Vladimir Putin outlined a number of initiatives
aiming to bridge the preferences of citizens and government policies. One
such initiative, which is similar to the United Kingdom’s e-petitions, presup-
poses a mechanism by which the government and parliament are obliged to
consider a citizens’ initiative that collects 100,000 or more signatures (Putin
2012). Another initiative is concerned with the re-launch of public chambers
as a platform for intermediation between the state, business and the third
sector. In addition to these measures, that are all located outside the realm of
competitive politics, the authorities also undertook steps that were meant to
improve the competitiveness of Russian politics. First, the law on political
parties (28-FZ of April 2012) made it considerably easier for Russian citizens
to set up political parties. As the law reduced the minimal number of members
from 40,000 to 500 the number of officially registered political parties increased
from 7 in April 2012 to'72 in August 2013 (The Ministry of Justice 2013).
However, with the next parliamentary and presidential elections not due until
December 2016 and March 2018, the practical effect of this change will likely
be minimal. Second, the popular elections of regional governors were restored,
and today 12 subjects of the federation, including Moscow city, have popularly
elected heads with about a further 40 elections to be held in 2014-2015.
However, as it was predicted by experts, the so-called ‘municipal filter’ — a
feature of the law that stipulates that any candidate wishing to run for governor
has to first ensure the endorsement of 5 to 10 per cent of the region’s municipal
lawmakers (each region establishes its own threshold), who are dependent on
both the ruling United Russia party and the sitting governors — effectively
allowed the incumbent authorities to manipulate the contest.
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The nature of the political regime also affects the quality of Russia’s
bureaucracy. The authoritarianism built by Putin and Medvedev is an
‘electoral authoritarianism’ that presupposes the considerable involvement
of public bureaucracy in elections to ensure the ‘right’ election outcome
(Golosov 2011; Remington 2008). Consequently, within the public administra-
tion ‘there are employees whose career prospects depend directly on the
results of the elections’ (Golosov 2011, 637). This is clearly in contradiction
to the key structural prerequisite for a welfare-enhancing bureaucracy to
place bureaucrats ‘above politics’ by creating a set of incentives that are
different to those of politicians (Knott and Miller 2008; Miller 2000). Instead
of separating the incentives of politicians and bureaucrats electoral
authoritarianism aligns them, therefore inhibiting positive qualities of public
bureaucracy, such as for instance impartiality in the implementation of the
law (Rothstein and Teorell 2008).

Another important feature of the recent political regime that may have had
a negative impact on the quality of bureaucracy is ‘a Russian roulette’ pattern
of gubernatorial appointments (Petrov 2010). The environment of high
uncertainty it had created was clearly conducive to the shortening of the time-
horizons of individual governors, which is found to have a negative impact
on the success of the institutionalization of politically neutral bureaucracies
(Lapuente and Nistotskaya 2009).

Further developments and issues with the system

Examination of the developments in Russia’s public administration since
2000 has clearly shown that there has been a concerted drive to reform it.
What is less clear is the extent to which the reform undertaken is likely to
succeed. Both research and practitioners’ accounts demonstrate that there is
real progress in some important areas. For example, in terms of the budget-
ary process, intergovernmental transfers and public procurement, making the
processes more rule-based and public has certainly made them less susceptible
to abuse. Considerable developments have also taken place in the area of access
to public documents and administrative redress.

While reform initiatives in public administration have led to some modest
improvement in the infrastructural state capacity — the ability of the state ‘to
implement logistically political decisions throughout the realm’ (Mann 1986,
113) — there is little evidence to suggest that there has been improvement in
the quality of government and the provision of public goods. Russia today is
no safer than in the past, the threat from terrorism and organized crime
remains unabated (Taylor 2011, 82-94) and the military is ‘poorly trained,
ill-equipped and undisciplined’ (Rummer and Wallander 2003, 63). There is
a lack of improvement in public health and property rights protection (McFaul
and Stoner-Weiss 2008; Taylor 2011, 102—-107), nor does there appear to have
been improvement in the level of corruption (Figure 8.2).
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The state of the public infrastructure remains poor as corroborated by the
recent admission by the Russian authorities that only half of Russia’s roads
satisfy government standards (Prosecutor General’s Office 2012). Of course,
one can point to the substantial economic growth of the recent past as an
encompassing measure of the improved well-being of Russians and therefore
the improved quality of government. However research shows that economic
growth is unlikely to be a consequence of the Kremlin’s steering (McFaul and
Stoner-Weiss 2008; Robinson 2011).

There are competing explanations as to why the output of government
has not improved despite a reform agenda that appears to have targeted
the key areas for change. It may be argued that the full impact of the indi-
vidual reforms has not yet had sufficient time to make itself apparent. In effect
the reform has not yet ‘kicked in’. Alternatively the lack of real progress
may be due to an incorrect sequencing of New Public Management and the
rational-legal approaches to public administration reform as it has long been
argued that the NPM tools work only in countries where basic attributes of
a Weberian bureaucracy are irreversibly institutionalized (Manin and Parison
2004, 54; Pierre and Rothstein 2011; Schick 1998).

In the most extensive study to date, Brian Taylor (2011) attributes Russia’s
low state capacity/low quality of government trap to the interplay between
structural (Leninist legacy and hydrocarbon dependence) and organizational
factors (patrimonial bureaucracy, the lack of strong monitoring of the state
by citizens and the lack of organizational mission that encourages public-
interested behavior on the part of the state officials).

Perhaps even more profound is the suggestion that the ultimate problem
relates to the character of the current political regime, and a contradiction
between the regime-strengthening and state capacity-building elements of
Russia’s etatization project (Hashim 2005; Taylor 2011). As part of a perennial
debate about regime type and human well-being, the answer to this question
remains largely open. However, current scholarly debate on Russia seems to
link the hope for an improvement in the quality of Russia’s government with
the evolution of'its political regime into a fully-fledged democracy rather than
a developmental dictatorship (Taylor 2011; Shevtsova 2004; Zhuravskaya
2010).

Note

1 Inaddition to this, there are also local self-governments that are formally separated
from the state but in reality act within the scope of power prescribed to them by
the higher levels of authority.
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