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Abstract:

We show that specific institutional system of vertical-of-power (power-property)
determined by traditions of oriental despotism underlies privatization inefficiency. From the
viewpoint of power-property system constructed in the USSR a transfer of property rights from
central authority to the enterprise level meant the collapse of pyramidal (or segmental)
governance structure. However the collapse of hierarchy does not lead to efficient private
property and economic development.

We analyze political economy of Russian Vertical-of-Power in federal-regional aspects.
In the year 2008 in Russia new president (the formal head of Russian government) was elected,
in the next elections to come in the 2012 most probably that Putin is going to return his formal
presidential chair. In this paper we test if governor appointed by new president followed by extra
federal money (extra payments from federal budget to regional budget). There are two
hypotheses: if new governor appointed by new president leads to significant increase in
payments from federal budget to regional budget or there were no changes in payments from
federal budget to regional budget. The data analysis confirms the first hypothesis.



The reforms are carried out but the economy is still in crisis. Government officials regard
an attempt of power centralization as a way to treat the problem. Whether centralization of
government decision making is a step to the free-market or it is backward movement to
command economy?

To answer this question we need to consider previous history and in particular analyze
power-property institution as an inherent feature of the oriental despotism system. Wittfogel has
given complex institutional treatment of this phenomenon (Wittfogel, 1957). Vasilev has offered
the term "power - property" (Vasilev, 1982), and Semenov has characterized this governance
structure as pyramidal or segmental (Semenov, 1980).

For the first time in Russian literature Nureev has made analogy between oriental
despotism (Asian mode of production) and socialism (Nureev, 1976, 1990). This analogy has
become more obvious in Russia after the publications of works Djilas (Djilas, 1956) and
Voslensky (Voslensky, 1984) in the West. However, the detailed analysis of the Russian State
socialism as the successor of Asian mode of production in Russian literature was not done until
1990. Only in 1990 years works are appeared, in which the Asian features of the Russian system
of property (Starikov, 1996; Gaidar, 1997; Bessonova, 1999; Kirdina 2000) and its social
structures (Radaev and Shkaratan, 1991) are analyzed.

It seems that new institutional economics tools such as path dependence (Schotter, 1981;
North 1991), import of institutions (Cornell, Kalt, 1995) institutional innovation (Bromley,
1989), genesis of the property rights (Alchian and Demsetz 1967; Alston, Libecap, Schneider,
1995) specifications / attenuation of the property rights (Pejovich, 1998; Barzel, 1989)
alternative governance structures (Willamson, 1991) could be fruitfully applied to analyze the
problem. The gap appears between new institutional methodology (Eggertsson, 1990, Furubothn
and Richter 1997; Shastitko, 1998; Kuzminov and Yudkevich, 2000, Oleynik, 2000) and
empirical research of post-soviet Russia (Radygin, 1994, 1998; Chubais etc.). The gap was
reduced partly with the appearance of western researches (Cooter, 1992; Olson, 1993, 1997;
Boycko, Shleifer, and Vishny, 1995; Joskow and Shmalensee, 1997). Moreover, special papers
concerning privatization in East Europe (of East Germany, Czech Republic, Hungary and
Poland) from the position of path dependence (Stark, 1992) are appeared.

Meanwhile, the new tendency characterizes a modern stage not only as a stage, breaking
off the past, but also having common features. In these conditions the path dependence problem
becomes extremely urgent and allows to understand possible ways of development of Russia in
the first decades of XXI century.

In the first section we analyze vertical of power in pre-soviet Russia, Soviet Russia, and
post-soviet economy. The second part is about new evidence of the vertical-of-power in the
Putin's regime and in the third part we analyze the vertical of power in the Medvedev's regime
where we analyze federal-regional aspect of vertical-of-power. We show that many problems of
modern administration are predetermined by remaining elements of power- property system.

1. "Vertical-of-Power"

1.1. Power-property system in pre-soviet Russia
The power-property arises in the conditions, when monopolisation of official functions in
a public division of labour occurs, when power and domination are based not on a private
property, but on a high position in traditional hierarchy and prestige (Fried, 1967; Sahlins, 1968;
Service, 1975; Vasiliev, 1982).



The forms of function monopolisation in a public division of labour can be various. 1)
The monopolisation of distribution functions; 2) the monopolisation of sphere of deficit
resources’ exchange; 3) the monopolisation of production conditions (infrastructure, know-how,
experience, knowledge etc.); 4) the monopolisation of control and management functions in
public production or in its separate branches. The further monopolisation of functions in a public
division of labour could be supplemented by the property on resources.

The necessity of collective activity in creation the conditions of production prevent an
appearance and development of a private property, and restrict the process of social
differentiation. The owners of means of production and bureaucracy and military are not wholly
divided. Not the political sphere is determined by economic one, but vice versa (Wittfogel,
1957).

The rent in the form of tax was paid not to the owners, but to the government, which on
behalf of despot allocated it between the bureaucracy and military. The economic basis of
assignment of the rent - tax serve the supreme state ownership on land.

The private landed property in Russia develops mainly from the top: the central
government assigned the right of a tax collection to this or that representatives of a prevailing
class. As a rule similar land ownership are temporary and conventional. The government
redistributes them quite often or simply replaces one possession with another. Though the state
ownership is not to 100% under pre-soviet Russia its influence is dominant. The nominal right of
a state ownership frequently become quite real due to a monopolisation of the supreme
administrative function, an appropriation of a significant part of the product, a control of the
Orthodox Church possessions, strong government regulation etc. Under these conditions private
enterprises have the minor influence on the economy and have no chance to undermine the
supreme property of the State land ownership. There is no reliable guarantee of private property.
State power tries to suppress any signs of private initiative, slightest attributes of any
independence. This process develops extensively since Ivan the Terrible.

The prosperity of any ruling class representative depends entirely on his position in state
hierarchy. In a society, with strong State and weak private property, the officials play a key role.
They get a profit (legal or illegal) out of carrying out their duties. A corruption is inevitable then
there are a strong bureaucracy and an absence of the reliable public control of its activity.

The distinctive feature the system is that the private ownership, possession and property
develop on the basis of a state ownership and are even oppose to it (Nureev, 1989). As a rule, the
expansion of a private property (privatisation) is carried out then the central authority becomes
weaker due to internal or external factors. Quite the contrary, a private possession absorption by
the State often appears during the new strengthening of centralisation.

The official possession can be inherited only in case of assignment of the nearest relative
(son, son-in0law) to the appropriate post. However it is not always possible. (Nureev, 1993). It
influences on national mentality.

Russian economic mentality is formed during the centuries. It characterizes specificity of
consciousness of the population developing historically and shown in unity of conscious and
unconscious values, norms and installations reflected in behavior of the population. The people
either accept new social norms or reject it. As it is well-known, Russian economic mentality can
be characterized as municipal, communal, considering the man as a part the whole. Processes of
the reciprocity and redistribution (Polanyi, 1944) always play an important role in Russia.
Orthodoxy fixes strongly redistribution customs of a country community. It develops propensity
to humility and resignation and interferes with allocation of the individual as independent agent,
absolutizing moral values in contrasting material values. From here low ranks is active -
attainment of values in modern Russia.



The success in Russian culture is, first of all, good luck and happy coincidence (and naive
belief in fast enrichment), but not a result of long own efforts. Most likely it is a result of
personal communications but not a consequence of objective processes. Private property
frequently are considered in national culture not as positive, but as negative values. Freedom is
treated not as an independence, but as an opportunity to do what you likes (in spirit of anarchy
and willfulness). The dependence of the personal on a community and community on the State
interfered with a development of private work and private property, increase of an efficiency and
a culture of individual production. To overcome these obstacles in ways of technical progress
become possible only in conditions of genesis of a private property institution.

The analysis of power - property would be not complete, if we do not show the
mechanisms process of its reproduction and development in economic system. According to
movement of the rent - tax the reproduction can be considered: 1) at a level of patriarchal family
and community, 2) at a level of an administrative unit, 3) at a level of the State as a whole (figure
1).

Financial and military resources of the administrative unit are gradually concentrated in
hands of the local officials. Such unit was reproduced independently, and in frameworks of the
state it was kept only by force of the weapon of the monarchy. Any lightening of his army
strengthened the centrifugal tendencies.

Last and main level, which rent - tax reached, was the level of the state as a whole. In
conditions of the closed economy of Russia opportunity of an exchange of a huge product
produced assembled in the natural form, were extremely restricted. And the stocks of the
foodstuffs and resources(not consumed by a prevailing class) are used in the production of
luxurious goods, construction of palaces, churches and fortresses.
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Figure 1 Movement of the rent - tax in system of power - property

The similar system of reproduction on the basis of consumption of the rent - tax has
braked the further development of Russia, cycling her forward movement. Society, in which the
product does not use for development of individuals, gets stagnation; thus all stimulus for the



further development are closed, it is expected only disintegration in the future, so as economic
development of each unit and management are stereotyped.

The impulse for market modernisation in Russia was generated by external factors in a
great degree. Capitalism in Russia grew not so much "from bottom", but "from top" due to
favourable, guaranteed orders, large grants and subsidiaries to the private capital, creation of
exclusive conditions of manufacture and realization of separate kinds of production, direct
development of state business etc. Using of institutes of the Russian semi-Asian monarchy for
creation and strengthening of the capitalist relations has predetermined not only progressive, but
also reactionary features of the Russian capitalism of the beginning of XX century.

Table 1.

The comparative characteristic of power - property and

rivate property systems

Criteria

Power - property system

Private property system

1. Pattern of ownership

Public-service property

Private property (individual or
collective)

2. The subjects of property
rights

Government officials

Individual owners of resources,
households.

3. Type of property rights

Public-service rights (authority) of
officials within the framework of

Individual rights

hierarchical  system of state
management
4. Character of distribution | Rights are attenuated between all | The separate bunches of rights
of competences between the | managing subjects: they don’t | belong to the independent
subjects (degree of | belong to anybody wholly. The | private proprietors
individuality) realisation of warrant has the form
of a service
5. Target function of | The maximisation of a difference | The maximisation of given
subjects between the received distributions | current cost of actives or
and deliveries dividends under the shares in the
enterprise
6. System of motivation The administrative control and | Individual motivation to
compulsion increase of personal well-being
7. Mechanisms and tools of | «Delivery» and «distributions» The contracts between the

transfer of the property independent participants

rights

8. The subjects —guarantees | Special administrative — retaliatory | Courts, law-enforcement
of property rights divisions of central and regional | organisations

power

9.Mechanisms of guarantees
of property rights

Administrative complaints

The statements of claim against
the infringes of the contract
obligations

10. Transactional  costs
structure
a) Specification

0) Protection

a) Property rights are intentionally
“washed away” by the officials with
the purposes of receiving rent and as
a base for corruption.

b)Protection of the rights is made by
the government officials in the
individual order

a) Property rights are precisely
specified with the help of legal
procedures

b) State protects within the
framework of the procedures,
established by the law of the
right of the  individual
proprietors

Source: Nureev R., Runov A. Russia: Whether Deprivatization is Inevitable? (Power-property Phenomenon as a

Path Dependency Problem) - Proceedings from the Fifth Annual ISNIE conference. Berkley, September 2001.




Let's summarize. In pre-soviet Russia two institutional systems (two sets of formal rules
and informal restrictions) struggle with each other (North, 1991; Tambovtsev, 1997; Kuzminov
and Yudkevich, 2000). The basic distinctions between system of power-property and system of a
private property can be shown to the following basic elements. (table 1). If in system of power -
property dominates the public-service property (Bessonova, 1999), then in the private system
individual property dominates. If in power- property system the basic subjects of the property
rights are the officials, then in private property system the owners of the factors are the basic
subjects. Therefore in first case redistribution and reciprocity dominate (Polanyi, 1944,
Bessonova, 1999), in the second case contracts dominate (table 1).

It allows some researchers (Kirdina, 2000) to put forward a hypothesis about various
institutional matrixes, eastern (oriental) and western. The institutional matrix, in opinion of these
researchers, covers not only sphere of economy, - «it is steady, historically usual system of the
base institutes regulating interconnected functioning of the basic public spheres — economic,
political and ideological». (Kirdina, 2000: 24). The main distinctions is that in east matrix non-
market mechanisms, institutes of the unitary-centralised state, priority of collective, overpersonal
values prevail.

1.2. Ideologization of power-property

Tradition of power- property have not died after 1917. In the contrary, they have received
an original reinforcement from the party of communist ideology, denying private-property. The
policy dominates the economy in conditions of the lowest development of a civil society.

Excessive de facto nationalization (overstatement) of economy began at the end of the
20-th years (not based on a real level of development of economy). The replacement of private
sector was carried out more uneconomic, then economic measures. The new authoritarian power
finds a support in rigid centralism. Both external (capitalist environment), and internal (the
necessity of creation of own heavy industry as bases of a defensive industry) promoted
destruction of market relations. The function of the control and accounting of public production
is transformed to function of organization and planning of development of system as a whole.
The State machinery adjusts communications between separate units of production and
determines, what part of public time is necessary for spending on satisfaction of public needs.
Planning bodies of the state decide how and in what sizes to make, and for whom, and when and
where to consume. However, this task more and more becomes complicated with enlargement
economic system, there is a decrease of quality of balances, slump of growth rates.

Hyper centralism naturally promotes enlargement of the bureaucratic device. The system
of the vertical responsibility develops in conditions naturalization of economy and strong
deformation of the market.

Monopolization of a role in hierarchical division of public works was basis of the
expanding bureaucratic device. The tendency to speed up a course of business by administrative
methods, absolutisation forms at the expense of contents, bringing of strategy in a victim to
tactics, submission of the purpose of organization to tasks of its preservation are characteristic
of the Soviet bureaucracy, as well as for bureaucracy in general, . At the same time Soviet
bureaucracy had also number of specific features. The administrative - command system is
ideological form of bureaucratizm.

There are top, average and lowest parts within the framework of bureaucratic structure.
The top level covers bureaucratic device of the central bodies, the average level includes officials
of regional bodies and lowest level consists of managers of factories and organizations. It is
possible to speak about reproduction at a new stage of pyramidal segmental of structure (see
figure 2). However not tsar, but Central committee CPSU (Politburo) is at the top level, regional



committee and municipal committee CPSU is at the average level and director of factories (or
organizations) is at the lowest one (Winecki, 1996: 68-69).

The new subordinated pyramid is not the copy of previous one. But there are elements,
which are subordinated to the central authority directly (for example, largest enterprises).
However, importance of this factor is reduced. It happens because the structure was not constant
during all existence of command economy. Later there is a redistribution of power from top to
bottom. Undoubtedly, that all completeness of authority belonged to a top level under Stalin.
There is a significant strengthening of average bureaucracy in Khrustchev’s and Brezhnev’s
period, but lowest - in the epoch of Gorbachev (table 2). The strengthening of an average link is
connected with the economic reform in 1957, when not branch ministries, but sovnarchoz started
to play a conducting role. And though Kosygin’s reform in 1965-th tried to proceed to a branch
principle of management again, there was a downturn of its status. The further shift aside of an
average and lowest links took place in 70-80-s.This process finished with the privatization in

1991 (table 2).

Central Committee of CPSU (All-
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Politburo CC CPSU
i | \ Party Committees of socialist republics
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Figure 2. Structure of power -property in USSR 1950-80-s.
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However it does not mean, that the command economy covered all society. During all
history of the Soviet Union dualism of planned and market economy, on the one hand, and legal
and illegal economy, on the other hand, kept (table 4). About what we wrote above, characterizes
only so-called planned economy alongside with the collective-farm market. These two elements
characterize dualism of legal economy. However alongside with it there was also an illegal
economy, which, in turn, was too dualistically. It included, on the one hand, “clan socialism”,
and on the other hand, - informal sector. We designate the bureaucratic market administrative
agreements and market of posts and privileges by concept clannish of socialism, which has
developed in conditions of decomposed socialism (Naishul, 1992). Informal the sector included
unregulated economic relations, fictitious and black economy (Latov, 2001).



Table 2.
Evolution of an economic mechanism in USSR and Russia (on G.B.Kleiner)

Periods Key Events Basic economic
agents
Beginning 1940-s - end | Reform of management 1940 — 1941 State
1950-s: "economy of the
state "
The end 1950-s — mid | Economic reform of 1957 Economic regions,
1960-s: " economy of sovnarchozs.
regions "
Middle 1960 — mid | Economic reform of 1965 Branch ministries
1970-s: " economy of
branches "
Middle 1970s — mid | Reform of management of an industry | Main directorate of the
1980-s: " economy | of 1973. The general circuits of | ministries, all-Union
subindustry" management of an industry industrial associations
Mid 1980-s — 1992: " | Reorganization of 1985 Large enterprises,
economy of the large association
enterprises "
1992 - 1993: “economy | Privatization of 1991 Enterprises; small
of the small enterprises” enterprises, allocated from
large
1993 - 1995: " economy | Voucher, post-voucher privatization Chiefs of the enterprises,
of the physical persons " their  divisions, physical
persons

Source: Kleiner, Tambovtsev, Kachalov. 2000: 48.

The strengthening of a state-bureaucratic form of property occurs at the expense of
collective, cooperative and individual forms of property. It’s not the secret, that in 30-s family
production was superseded with administrative methods, that essentially has limited satisfaction
of public requirements. De facto nationalization (overstatement) took place simultaneously not
only in sphere of production, but also in spheres of distribution, exchange and consumption. The
State defined the standards of life of a man in all spheres according to his place, which he
occupied in party-state hierarchy.

Redistribute principle of distribution dominates in the conditions of administrative -
command system. The participation in authority means also participation in distribution. Vertical
form of distribution of a product is embodied in nomenclature levels of distribution. The income
in a society depends on the status, grade and post.

It is no wonder, that the bureaucracy has natural aspiration to add the property to
authority in Gorbachev’s epoch (Gaidar, 1997:142-144; Pejovich, 1998: 143-145).

The former soviet party and economic nomenclature was quite satisfied with the way the
things were. It even has been ready to provoke the change of the system for the sake of receiving
the property in exchange for a part of the administrative power. But the deal has been completed
at the post-soviet Russia.

Table 3 is consisting information of which level of soviet society was made modern
economic elite. There are five most important groups. These groups are from Party, Komsomol,
Soviet and from Economic. As we can see the Party and the Comsomol are most important
groups in constructing of elite. Only Economic and Another are important in the Government.




Table 3

The structure of the Russian political and economic elite of a highest level,
the middle of 1990th (In % from an aggregate number of elite group)

The top Leaders Regional the Business- asa
management of parties elite Government elite whole
In total from the nomenclature 75,0 57,1 82,3 74,3 61,0 69,9
including:
From party 21,2 65,0 17,8 0 13,1 23,4
From Komsomol 0 5,0 1,8 0 37,7 8,9
From Soviet 63,6 25,0 78,6 26,9 33 39,5
From economic 9,1 5,0 0 423 37,7 18,8
From another 6,1 10,0 0 30,8 8,2 11,0

Source: O.Kryshtanovskaya, 1995: p. 65 (as basis of data sociological researches which were spent by
sector of studying of elite of Institute of sociology of the Russian Academy of Science under direction of
O.Kryshtanovskoj in 1989-1994 have served)

2. Vertical-of-Power under the Putin

Under Putin, there was a noticeable change in the political elite. There was a marked
decrease in the proportion of people educated in elite universities and have a PhD. Dramatically
increased the number of military in the top echelons of power, and people with military
education, who come from rural areas and countrymen of the president (see Table 4)..

Table 4
Change in the elite characteristics in the first two years of
Eltzin's and Putin's regimes, %

Elite characteristics* Eltzin's elite Putin's elite
(1993) (2002)
Average age (years) 51,3 51,5
Women 2.9 1,7
Those from rural areas 23,1 31,0
Individuals with higher education 99,0 100,0
Persons with PhD 52,5 20,9
Individuals with military education 6,7 26,7
People with economic and legal education 24.5 25,7
Persons with educated in elite universities ** 35,4 23,4
Countrymen of the President 13,2 21,3
Appointees business 1,6 11,3
Military 11,2 25,1
Source: O. Kryshtanovskaya Putin regime: liberal melitokratiya? // Pro et Contra.2002. Vol.7 Ne 4,. 161.
Note:

* Assigned to the elite members of the Security Council, the deputies of both chambers of Russian Federal
Assembly, the members of the Russian Government, the heads of Russian regions.

** The category of elite universities classified State University, MGIMO, Institute of Foreign Languages,
HPS, ESC, ANE under the USSR Council of Ministers, the CPSU Central Committee Academy of Social Sciences,
the IFls, the Academy of Foreign Trade, Diplomatic Academy.

Let's consider how these changes affected the strengthening of vertical power.




2.1. Administrative resource as a signal of the political market imperfections

Administrative resource - the barrier at the entrance political market, a kind of expression
of the degree of monopoly in the political market.

On the political monopoly presents not only the number of candidates nominated, but,
above all, an opportunity to exclude (withdrawal) of the competition most meaningful
competitor, as well as the possibility of postponing the election for the convenience acting Chief
Executive of the time. In order to determine the monopoly Governor (or the candidate supported
by local authorities) must take into account the political orientation of the region, because the
election of a candidate may be not only the result of the efforts of the executive branch, but also
the result of the influence of one or another party in the federation entity. Therefore, it is
necessary to adjust the percentage voted for the current Chief Executive of the region on political
affiliation. All these parameters political monopoly reflected in the table. 1.

Will consider several manifestations of administrative resources on the material he 1996-
2004 elections. Above all, these include:

e < The possibility of transferring elections and the withdrawal of significant competitor
e« Pressure on turnout and drive up turnout
e -« Reduce the political competition in elections

Analysis of the candidates withdrawing from the elections shows that since 2000 has
become increasingly power to intervene in regional polling company. If in the election of heads
of the executive from 1996 to 1999. 6 was only lifted significant competitors, the 2000 and 2003
- already 16 (see Fig. 3).
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Fig. 3. Elections of heads of executive and withdrawing significant competitors
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

A similar trend is observed in the elections of mayors and regional centres. Analysis of
the election of mayors of major cities showed that in the new millennium the cases withdrawing
from the election of candidates - serious applicants for the posts of mayors of major cities.
Between 1995 and 2000, respectively. there were only two cases, and since 2000, more than 6.

In the elections of deputies to the State Duma in 2003, in 20 subjects of the Russian
Federation registered candidates from the pre left the company. The largest percentage of
retirement registered candidates for deputies observed in the Republic of Tyva, the Sakhalin
region, Khabarovsk Territory, the Republic of Dagestan, the Republic of Chechnya, Adygeya
Republic, the Stavropol territory. The percentage who voted for the party "United Russia" in
these regions amounted to 51.4%, while the average for Russia 39.5%.
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Thus, a marked strengthening of government interference in the elections. During 2000
- 2003. candidates in the elections of governors were shot at the 16 - and polling companies, in
the elections of mayors of major cities - in the 6 - and. Elections to the State Duma 3 - the second
convocation held in 1999, with the increased intervention of the authorities at the time of
registration and cancellation of registration of candidates than the parliamentary elections 4 - the
second convocation in 2003.

Development of a political monopoly in Russia can be seen in the turnout at the federal
electoral companies to the State Duma and presidential elections Russia. If, in 1991, turnout in
all subjects of the Federation was about the same level. The national republics, it averaged 76%,
79% in the fields and in general in Russia 78%, whereas by 2004 the level of turnout has
undergone significant changes. Against the background of an overall decline of voter
participation, especially highlighted the growth in national republics turnout, which increased
from 72% (1996) to 80% in 2004 This clearly demonstrates the exercise of administrative
resources in the national republics. This trend is particularly evident in some regions. Data shows
that in some regions there has been a significant increase in turnout: more than 8 percentage
points from 2000 to 2004, a detailed analysis of the political monopoly submitted to the Open
Economy Institute's study. The study, using data on voting at the level of territorial election
commissions 1996 2004. Virtually all "irregularities" were in favour of a candidate from the
party of power and particularly pronounced in the national republics.

o0

40 4
B g

30 |
20 | -

31 30
10 122

e e

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

| ENew Olncumbent |

Fig. 4. Reelection of head of regional executives (1996-2004) and appointment in 2005
Source: constructed by cikrf-ru data

Administrative resources are linked not only with the imperfections of the political
markets, but, in turn, helps reduce economic competition. Facts about the existence of tax
exemptions and other privileges mean that in the region there is duality rules (division into its
other people's) - a concrete manifestation of economic monopolies connection with the political,
visual impact of administrative resources to limit economic competition in the region.

Political factors determine only the relative capacity to use part of the available resources.
Absolute values are determined by available indicators of administrative resources available
local budgets (on the basis of their dependence on federal authorities), the level of autonomy the
region, etc.

11



- Reelected - New |:| No elections

Fig. 5. Elections of head of regional executives 1996-1998
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

- Reelected - New |:| No elections

Fig. 6. Elections of head of regional executives 1999-2004
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

Analysis of the election of heads of executive in the year 1996-2004 shows (see Fig. 5-8), that if,
prior to 1999, was the main trend in the change of existing chapters, since 1999, in most cases,
the heads of the executive branch has been able to maintain their position. Before 1999, less than
half (45%) were able to governors renewed for a further term, from 1999 to 2004. two thirds
(66%) of governors retained their posts.

12



- Reelected - New |_| No elections

Fig. 7. Elections of head of regional executives 1996-1998 (European part of Russia)
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data
ay,

- Reelected - New |_| No elections

Fig. 8. Elections of head of regional executives 1999-2004 (European part of Russia)
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

After the adoption of a new order of elections of governors in 2004, when the candidacy of
Governor proposes president of the Russian Federation and approved by the regional legislature,
overwhelming majority of heads of the executive power (79%), retained the post and stayed appointed
gOvernors.
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2.2. Turnout on Federal Elections

On the political monopoly presents not only the number of candidates nominated, but, above all,
an opportunity to exclude (withdrawal) of the competition most meaningful competitor, as well as the
possibility of postponing the election for the convenience acting Chief Executive of the time. In order to
determine the monopoly Governor (or the candidate supported by local authorities) must take into
account the political orientation of the region, because the election of a candidate may be not only the
result of the efforts of the executive branch, but also the result of the influence of one or another party in
the federation entity. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust the percentage voted for the current Chief
Executive of the region on political affiliation. All these parameters political monopoly reflected in the
table 5.

There was a substantial increase in turnout in the elections for the national republics in 2004
compared to 2000 against the backdrop of falling general interest in elections in Russia. While Russia as a
whole, turnout fell from 69% to 64%, the national republics, on the contrary, it increased from 76% to
80%, see Fig. 9.

80% 1%

80%

70%

60%

50% L] L] L] L] L] 1
1861  96.1-A Tvp 96. 2+ Tvp 2000 2004 2008

‘ —e—Regions —#—Republics 4— Total in Russia

Fig. 9. Turnout on president elections 1991-2008
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

Development of a political monopoly in Russia can be seen in the turnout at the federal electoral
companies to the State Duma and presidential elections Russia (see Fig. 9). If, in 1991, turnout in all
subjects of the Federation was about the same level. The national republics, it averaged 76%, 79% in the
oblasts (regions) and in general in Russia 78%, whereas by 2004 the level of turnout has undergone
significant changes. Against the background of an overall decline of voter participation, especially
highlighted the growth in national republics turnout, which increased from 72% (1996) to 80% in 2004
This clearly demonstrates the exercise of administrative resources in the national republics.

However, these data indicate a different trend, that the elections in a weak democracy can become
a instrument for demonstrating the loyalty of local authorities vis-a-vis the central government.

The ability to manage the mass consciousness is becoming a signal of reliability of local
authorities and should be rewarded by the center. The extent of the reward depends on the specific
situation and may become a subject of bargaining.

Election models of national republics became a example for the other parts of the Russian
Federation. This is evidenced by the shift that occurred from 2004 to 2008.

Elections 2008 demonstrate curious trend, when unopposed elections combined with an increase
in voter turnout.

Total turnout in Russia rose from 64% to 70%, the level of turnout in the Republic remains at the
2004 level (80%). Largest contribution to turnout growth made by the Russian regions (oblasts) in which
the turnout growth from 61% to 67% since 2004 to 2008 (see Fig. 2).

14



Curiously, the earlier high standard of turnout in the national republics has not changed (on

average about 80%) see Fig. 9.

Table 5

Regions with significant increase in turnout on presidential election (2004-2008)

Turnout on Turnout on Difference in turnout
Regions president election | president election 2008 and 2004
2004 (%) 2008 (%) (percentage points)
Krasnodar 63,25 87,39 24,14
The Republic of Mari El 65,09 83,48 18,38
Omsk Region 66,78 83,10 16,32
Zabaikalsky Region 55,72 70,50 14,77
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous
District - Ugra 64,03 78,57 14,53
Altai Republic 62,58 76,86 14,28
Komi Republic 57,59 71,79 14,20
Tula Region 55,23 68,65 13,43
Irkutsk Region 53,18 64,74 11,57
Yamalo-Nenets  Autonomous
District 80,84 91,96 11,12
Tver Region 54,90 65,90 11,00
Kaluga Region 56,35 67,33 10,98
Moscow Region 58,29 69,19 10,91
Karachay-Cherkessia Republic 81,42 92,20 10,78
City of St. Petersburg 57,40 68,10 10,70
Amur Region 59,28 69,89 10,61
Murmansk region 57,61 68,00 10,39
Kirov Region 60,05 70,26 10,21
Krasnoyarsk Krai 51,10 61,27 10,17
Kemerovo Region 71,82 81,95 10,13
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data
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Fig. 10. Shift on turnout on Russian President Elections 2000-2008
Source: constructed by cikrf.ru data

15




If in 2004 the main sources of growth in voter turnout have been some national republics (see
figure 10.) then on election 2008 major turnout growth drivers were already other regions (see Table 3).
The movement started from the «periphery» to the center. A large number of regions have been able to
substantially (by 10 percent or more) to increase voter turnout in presidential elections.

Turnout growth wasn’t result of votes interest in election and in politics but result of activity of
local bureaucrat, for whom a high turnout is a prerequisite for preserving and strengthening their own
power.

As the heads of the regions shall be appointed from the center and they should «work for» his
appointment.

Political
monopoly

Administrative
Resource

Economic
monopoly

Fig.11. Interconnection of political and economic monopolism with administrative resource.

The existence of a political monopoly, his explanation of the main reasons for creating the
preconditions for overcoming the political and monopolistic competition (see Fig. 10).

There is a vicious circle in which a high turnout in the region is the condition of reappointment
and reappointment leads to high turnout in elections. This is reminiscent of the practice of the Soviet
Union, when voter turnout is below 99% was seen as a failure of local authorities and became the subject
of a special investigations and could mean the end of political and bureaucratic career.

2.3.  Focal points on elections

We found that exist significant outliers in turnout distribution on round figures (50%, 60%, 70%,
75%, 80%, 90%). This unnatural behavior repeated on every federal election. On 2007/2008 federal
elections outliers were more significant then on 2003/2004 elections.

Article discusses peculiarities of turnout behavior. We analyzed official Russian electoral data
(from 95 000 local districts electoral committees) on parliamentary and presidential federal election on
2003, 2004, 2007 and 2008.

On the president elections these outliers were more significant then on the parliamentary
elections. In our article we discuss the nature of this abnormal behavior. We explain this effect as focal
points — spontaneous behavior strategies chosen by different individuals in the same situation. We suggest
that focal points come into existence as result of bureaucratic pressure on turnout.

When authorities will try to stimulate electoral activities, local bureaucrats tend to think in round
figures (50%, 60%, 70%, 75%, etc.). The higher pressure on election makes focal points more visible and
on president elections focal points will be more visible then on the Duma Elections.

What are the reasons for increasing the voter turnout in a virtually non-alternative elections?

Russian electoral statistics date coverers about 95 000 local districts election committees
(Uchastkovaya Izbiratelnaya Comissiya - UIC). We analyzed official Russian electoral data (from 95 000
local districts electoral committees) on parliamentary and presidential federal election on 2003, 2004,
2007 and 2008.

What are the form of this distribution should be? Naturally voter does not choose his out
probability of voting. And turnout distribution close to the normal distribution. Analyzing turnout
distribution constructed based on official results.
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Russian Duma Elections, 2003

Number of UICs

7
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Fig 12. Turnout distribution on Russian Federal Parliament Election (State Duma), 2003
Source: Central Election Commission of The Russian Federation (http.// www.cikrf.ru )

Figures 12 & 13 show that exist significant outliers in turnout distribution on round
figures (50%, 60%, 70%, 75%, 80%, 90%).

This unnatural behavior repeated on every federal election. On 2007/2008 federal
elections outliers were more significant then on 2003/2004 elections (Fig. 14 & 15)

Why outliers in turnout distribution ONLY on round figures:

e 50%
e 60%
e 70%
e 75%
e 80%
e 90%?

If authorities will trying to stimulate electoral activities bureaucrats tend to think in round
figures (50%, 60%, 70%, 75%, etc.)
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Fig 13. Turnout distribution on Russian Federal Parliament Election (State Duma), 2007
Source: Central Election Commission of The Russian Federation (http.//www.cikrf.ru )

Number of UICs

Focal point — spontaneous behavior strategies chosen by individuals in the same situation.
If bureaucrats “responsible” for turnout, rationally choose round figures like 50%, 60%, 70%
etc. The more pressure on election makes focal points more visible

On president elections focal points more visible then on the Duma Elections

On the president elections these outliers were more significant then on the parliamentary
elections. In our article we discuss the nature of this abnormal behavior. We explain this effect as focal
points — spontaneous behavior strategies chosen by different individuals in the same situation. We suggest
that focal points come into existence as result of bureaucratic pressure on turnout.
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Fig 14. Turnout distribution on Russian President Election, 2004
Source: Central Election Commission of The Russian Federation (http.//www.cikrf.ru )

When authorities will try to stimulate electoral activities, local bureaucrats tend to think in round
figures (50%, 60%, 70%, 75%, etc.). The higher pressure on election makes focal points more visible and

on president elections focal points will be more visible then on the Duma Elections.
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Fig 15. Turnout distribution on Russian President Election, 2008
Source: Central Election Commission of The Russian Federation (http://www.cikrfru"
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The reasons for increasing the voter turnout in a virtually non-alternative elections. The
appointment of governors. «Competition» between the regions for the level of turnout.

In these circumstances the existence of round numbers (60 vs. 59.5, or 70 vs. 69.5 etc.) in turnout
results is an obvious advantage in the eyes of local and central bureaucracies.

The fact of the existence of focal points in voter turnout distribution, shows a significant
modification of the institute of elections in Russia at the regional level.

If the distribution of the appearance was initially close to the normal distribution, it is a significant
change. In part, they relate to the behavior of voters (especially in the national republics), in part, the
activity of local bureaucrat using turnout at elections as a signal of their loyalty to the federal center.

In the context of strengthening the vertical of power is becoming an important factor in obtaining
the direct and indirect benefits. Direct, is the maintenance of power - as a result of the majority of the
governors retain their jobs, incomes and privileges. As a result of the election shall cease to be a
monitoring mechanism for the citizens of the authorities turning into a mechanism for state control over
the activities of regional and local bureaucrats, and society as a whole. Hence the decline of interest
among citizens to formal democratic institutions in general and elections in particular.

3. Vertical-of-Power under Medvedev

The economic crisis has uncovered a few negative Russian tendencies that created
institutional obstacles for market economy growth during the last decade: deepening of raw
materials specialization, wear and tear of the equipment, gap in scientific and technical progress,
and strengthening of the government. Political system reacted on economic crisis by
strengthening federal authorities. To stop these negative tendencies and overcome economic
crisis it is necessary to reform political system.

In the year 2008 in Russia new president (the formal head of Russian government) was
elected, in the next elections to come in the 2012 most probably that Putin is going to return his
formal presidential chair. In this paper we consider regional aspect, pros and cons of building a
vertical power under Medvedev.

Renewal of the regional elite it is a long and complex process, especially in a multinational
country like Russia. However, this trend intensified in recent years, the number of new governors
steadily increased, surpassing the old redirection (see Table. 6.) His gubernatorial seats are lost
"political centenarians" as Luzhkov (Moscow), Shamiev (Tatarstan), Boss (Kaliningrad
Region), Stroev (in the Orel region.), etc.

Table 6.
The number of "incumbent' and '"'new" governor under Medvedev
years Incumbent (reapointed) New
2008 2 7
2009 5 9
2010 18 19
2011 2 3

The new administration of President Medvedev, tried to create a new regional elite and
became more active use of its function of appointing new governors. In 2008 was appointed 7
new governors in 2009 already 9. In 2010 the number had risen to 19. Thus, for the first three
years of his rule was assigned 35 new governors (see Table 7).

The governor appointment mechanism has the features of autocratic rule. This does not
mean that there is no any choice in the appointment of governors, but the president appoints from
the limited number of candidates proposed by the ruling party "United Russia".
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New governors appointed under Medvedev

Table 7.

Region Governor Appointment date
1. | Arkhangelsk Region Mikhalchuk 19.03.2008
2. | Ryazan Region Kovalev 12.04.2008
3. | Stavropol Territory Gajewski 23.05.2008
4. | Chukotka Kopin 13.07.2008
5. | Amur Region Kozhemyako 20.10.2008
6. | Republic of Ingushetia Yevkurov 31.10.2008
7. | Kirov region Belykh 18.12.2008
8. | The Republic of Khakassia Zimin 15.01.2009
9. | Nenets Fedorov 24.02.2009
10.| Orel Region Kozlov 27.02.2009
11.| Pskov Region Turchak 27.02.2009
12.| Voronezh Region Gordeyev 12.03.2009
13.| Murmansk region Dmitrienko 25.03.2009
14.| Khabarovsk Territory Shport 06.05.2009
15.| Irkutsk Region Mezentsev 08.06.2009
16.| Sverdlovsk region Misharin 23.11.2009
17.| The Volgograd Region Brovko 12.01.2010
18.| The Republic of Komi Gaiser 15.01.2010
19.| Krasnoyarsk Territory Kuznetsov 17.02.2010
20.| The Republic of Dagestan Magomedov 20.02.2010
21.| The Jewish Autonomous Region Vinnikov 25.02.2010
22.| Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area - Ugra Komarova 01.03.2010
23.| Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District Kobylkin 16.03.2010
24.| The Republic of Tatarstan (Tatarstan) Minnikhanov 25.03.2010
25.| Chelyabinsk region Yurevich 22.04.2010
26.| Rostov Region Golubev 14.06.2010
27.| Orenburg Region Berg 15.06.2010
28.| The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) Borisov 17.06.2010
29.| Republic of Bashkortostan Khamitov 19.07.2010
30.| The Republic of Karelia Nelidov 21.07.2010
31.| The Chuvash Republic - Chuvashia Ignatyev 29.08.2010
32.| Novosibirsk Region Yurchenko 22.09.2010
33.| The Kaliningrad region Tsukanov 28.09.2010
34.| Moscow Sobyanin 21.10.2010
35.| Republic of Kalmykia Orlov 24.10.2010
36.| Karachay-Cherkess Republic Temrezov 01.03.2011
37.] Kamchatka Ilyukhin 03.03.2011

Source: http://www.governors.ru
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We check whether the impact of fiscal policy in strengthening the vertical of power, and if
shown how. The arrival of a new president was associated with a new round of regional
destinations (see Table 9). We test whether this was reflected in fiscal policy. We formulate two
alternative hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1.
In the newly-appointed governors, come with higher subsidies (non-repayable transfers
from the federal budget).

Hypothesis 2.
Governor appointment does not come with additional financial support from the federal
budget.

Hypothesis 1 suggests that the mechanism of formation of the vertical of power, is a
personal, paternalistic nature. On the contrary, the hypothesis 2, said about the depersonalization
of relationships and the early formation of the legal community when subsidies are allocated to
regions not linked to personal preference, but are dictated only by the real situation.

To test these hypotheses we calculate the subsidy per capita (see Appendix 1), which take
into account regional specificity, we calculated the subsidy relative to nationwide levels (see
Appendix 2) and relative to the level of the Federal District (see Appendix 2).

Table 8
Dynamics of non-repayable transfers from the federal budget,
thousand rubles. per capita, 2007-2011

2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 (9 mecsineB)

Non-repayable transfers from the federal budget,

thousand rubles. per capita, 2007-2011. 4,381 7,92 | 10,40 | 9,78 7,53

Calculated according to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (http://info.minfin.ru/subj analitics.php)

Calculations show that the subsidy policy changed during the reporting period (see Table.
8). Subsidization has increased significantly during the crisis (in 2009) and began to decrease as
the exit. From 2007 to 2009 subsidies increased by 2.37 times in nominal terms, which indicates
that increasing the federal government and its role in the redistribution of resources during the
crisis.

However, subsidies of various Russian regions are uneven. A certain role in this has a
political factor: the appointment of new governors. Calculations show that the federal
government allocates additional funds to regions subject to the new governor was appointed.

Calculations show (see Table 9). That in 25 cases out of 35 region received additional
federal subsidies (or reduction of payments to the federal budget) after the appointment of new
gOVernors.

Buying loyalty of the population in the elimination of the democratic procedure of elections
of governors require additional appropriations. Under Medvedev appointments of a new
governor for the federal government meant additional spending for federal budget.

All this suggests that we cannot reject the hypothesis 1, that vertical of power still retains
personified.
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Changes in Non-repayable transfers in regions with new governors

Table 9

Governor
appointment
date

Changes in non-repayable transfers p.p. to previous

year ((as a % shave of national average level)

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 at the year after
appointment | appointmen
year t Shift
Voronezh Region 2009 -0,20 | -0,07 0,12 | -0,09 -0,07468 0,120258 0,194934
Orel Region 2009 -0,35 0,12 | 0,09 0,09 0,122486 0,088472 -0,03401
Ryazan Region 2008 -0,17 0,08 | 021 | -0,11 -0,1667 0,079879 0,24658
Moscow 2010 4,45 | -0,06 | -0,02 0,18 -0,02359 0,176027 0,199614
The Republic of Karelia 2010 -0,39 | -0,06 | 0,07 | -0,06 0,069154 -0,06245 -0,13161
The Republic of Komi 2010 -0,30 0,28 | -0,21 0,13 -0,21378 0,133015 0,346794
Arkhangelsk Region 2008 -0,37 | -0,09 0,24 | -0,29 -0,37418 -0,0928 0,281384
The Kaliningrad region 2010 -0,33 0,41 | -0,66 0,17 -0,66315 0,173271 0,836419
Murmansk region 2009 0,58 | -0,62 | -0,30 | -0,01 -0,61527 -0,29917 0,316099
Pskov Region 2009 -0,49 | -0,03 0,20 0,10 -0,02526 0,196038 0,221295
Nenets Autonomous District 2009 6,49 | -2,26 | -1,61 0,34 -2,26192 -1,61127 0,650655
Republic of Kalmykia 2010 -0,79 | -0,38 | -0,20 | -0,01 -0,20269 -0,01336 0,189333
The Volgograd Region 2010 -0,51 0,05 | -0,16 0,01 -0,16069 0,014393 0,175087
Rostov Region 2010 -0,22 | -0,03 | -0,04| -0,03 -0,04273 -0,03241 0,010322
The Republic of Dagestan 2010 -0,74 | -0,01 | -0,04 | -0,12 -0,04359 -0,12495 -0,08137
Republic of Ingushetia 2008 -1,04 | -0,51 0,30 | -0,68 -1,03945 -0,50501 0,534434
Stavropol Territory 2008 -0,36 | -0,11 0,03 0,00 -0,36273 -0,10528 0,257448
Republic of Bashkortostan 2010 -0,25 | -0,02 | 0,09 0,04 0,094162 0,03926 -0,0549
The Republic of Tatarstan 2010 -0,08 0,38 | 056 | -0,36 0,555872 -0,36244 -0,91831
Chuvash Republic 2010 -0,74 | -0,09 | -0,06 | -0,01 -0,06189 -0,01152 0,050374
Kirov region 2008 -0,58 0,05 0,27 | -0,22 -0,58114 0,049292 0,630429
Orenburg Region 2010 -0,09 0,04 | 0,00 | -0,05 -0,00476 -0,04646 -0,0417
Sverdlovsk region 2009 -0,03 0,01 | -0,01 0,00 0,008806 -0,01435 -0,02316
Chelyabinsk region 2010 -0,08 0,16 | -0,06 0,02 -0,0582 0,017068 0,075271
Khanty-Mansi ~ Autonomous
Okrugy 2010 006 -0.081 -0.04 B -0,0445 0,029528 0,074025
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous
District 2010 0071 0151 0,02} 0,05 -0,01856 0,045512 0,064068
The Republic of Khakassia 2009 -0,11 | -0,04 | 0,08 | -0,01 -0,04463 0,084667 0,129292
Krasnoyarsk Territory 2010 -0,18 | -0,06 | -0,65 | -0,19 -0,65353 -0,18533 0,468202
Irkutsk Region 2009 -0,39 | -0,09 0,14 | -0,16 -0,09253 0,144511 0,237042
Novosibirsk Region 2010 -0,14 | -0,10 | 0,11 | -0,02 0,10858 -0,01898 -0,12756
The Republic of Sakha
(Yakutia)p so10 | MO| 05T | 042 -0M0 0,42241 -0,09975 -0,52216
Khabarovsk Territory 2009 0,79 | -0,13 | 0,16 | -0,11 -0,12594 0,162385 0,288328
Amur Region 2008 -1,03 | -0,39 | 0,22 | -0,26 -1,03173 -0,39124 0,640492
The Jewish  Autonomous
Region 2010 Lrg ) 019 0391 -0.78 0,386562 -0,77661 -1,16317
Chukotka Autonomous Okrug - | 354 | o042
2008 25,36 ' 11,54 ’ -25,3635 -3,54212 21,82135

Calculated according to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (http://info.minfin.ru/subj_analitics.php)
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Conclusions

The analysis has shown that the problems of modern Russia, caused by the transition to
the market, are predetermined by the path dependency phenomenon, by following the traditions
of the oriental despotism. Taking this circumstance into account the paper represents the
phenomenon of the power - property, when not the power is determined by the property, but the
property by the power, i.e. the position of the man in the state hierarchy. The results allow find
out the phenomenon of the organizational path dependency. Using comparative institutional
analysis we have come to a conclusion, that there is a hybrid form of governance structure
connected to the oriental despotism traditions.

From the point of view of the power-property thesis the transfer of property rights to the
enterprises has predetermined the USSR disintegration. However the soviet state’s decline does
not mean the development and the efficiency of a private property yet. It is so, because these
were not the private owners who became the dominant owners with market like traditions of the
private property using (unity of the rights and liabilities), but the former directors of the
enterprises and regional authorities.

The State is able to promote the development of the private property institute, but the
protection of the property rights should become its main function. The deprivatization is
inevitable, if we come back to amplification of the east despotism institutions. In this case Asian
cycle again will go on a stage of development, there will be strengthening power-property and
will begin spontaneous renationalization. As a result it will be crash of market reforms and delay
of economic development of Russia.

On the contrary, the deprivatization will not take place, if we shall create the
preconditions of the market development and, first of all, the effectively working private
property rights. If the Asian cycle will go on a stage of rise again, one will see the power-
property amplification, the crash of market reforms and the beginning of a spontaneous
renationalization — a decline of the economic system in Russia is inevitable as a result. Whereas,
deprivatization won’t take place, if we create preconditions of market development and
effectively working private property rights. The kind of private property when owner possesses
residual rights. The effective parity de jure and de facto of the property rights between the State
and private proprietors only, supported with the enforcement mechanisms and guarantees of
long-term state protection, will create the preconditions for the development of market economy
in Russia.

Analysis of the election of heads of executive power in the 1996-2004 year of shows that
if, prior to 1999, the main trend has been to change the existing chapters, since 1999, in most
cases, the heads of the executive branch has been able to maintain his post. Before 1999, less
than half (45%) were able to governors election for a new term, from 1999 to 2004, two-thirds
(66%) of governors retained their posts. After the adoption of a new order of gubernatorial
elections in 2004, when the candidate was invited to the Governor and the President of the
Russian Federation approved the regional legislature, acting overwhelming majority of heads of
the executive branch (79%), retained the post of Governor and designated left.

Analysis of the Russian political monopolism reform of the State is also a concern with
the aim of creating a truly competitive environment in the political marketplace. Only if there is
clear constitutional framework of the activities of the state may prevent a regional separatism,
which is a threat to the current hierarchical system.

The absence of functioning legal in Russia and other regulators of their politicians leads
to a further widening of the role of administrative resources. There are features of autocratic
regime where power is concentrated in the hands of one. Establishing the existence of political
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monopolies, explaining his reasons for creating the basic preconditions for overcoming
monopolies and the development of real political competition

Our analysis leads to conclusion that there is a kind of institutional trap, since 2000, a
kind of administrative resource, which is both a cause and a consequence of the increasing
economic and political monopolies in Russia.

Preservation of existing trends related to the strengthening of political and economic
monopolies in the regions. This scenario involves the consolidation of administrative resources
and authoritarian trends.

Another possible scenario for the emergence of elements linked to the political
competition between the old and new power. This can lead a partial renovation of regional elites
and the easing of administrative resources.

Now we could observe modification of formal democratic institutions. Democracy was a
form allowing, under certain institutional conditions, a very different content.

The calculations show that vertical of power only increases its expression, which limits
the possibilities of strengthening democratic institutions and the formation of Rule of law in
Russia.

References:

Alchian A. Some Economics of Property Rights // Politico 30, No. 4: 816-829.

Alchian, A., Demsetz, H. 1973. ‘The property rights paradigm’, Journal of Economic History. v.
33, No 1.

Alston, L.J., Libecap, G.D., Schneider R. 1995. ‘Property Rights and the preconditions for
Markets: The Case of Amason Frontier’, Journal of Institutional and theoretical Economics. 150(1): 89-
107.

Andreff W. Corporate Governance of Privatized Enterprises in Transforming Economies: A
Theoretical Approach | MOCT — MOST 6:59-80, 1996 / Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Andreff, W. (1999) The current state of economics of privatization: lessons from transitional
economies / in S.B. Dahiya, ed., The current state of Economic Science, Spellbound Publications (India),
1999.

Arthur, B., Ermolaev Yu. and Kaniovski Yu. 1993 (1987). ‘Path-dependent processes and the
emergence of macro-structure’. In Evolutionary economics / U. Witt (ed.). Edward Elgar.

Bardhan P. Corruption and Development: A Review of Issues // Journal of Economic
Literature 1997 1. 34. P. 1320-1346.

Barzel, Y. 1989. Economic Analysis of Property Rights. New York, Cambridge Press.

Blanchard O. The Economics of Post-Communist Transition. — Oxford: Clarendon Press.
1997

Blasi, J., Kroumova M., and Kruse, D. 1997. Kremlin capitalism: the privatization of the Russian
economy. New York: Cornell University Press.

Boycko M., Shleifer A., and Vishny R. 1995. Privatising Russia. Cambridge.

Bromley, D. 1989. Economic Interests and Institutions. The Conceptual Foundations of
Public Policy. New York.

Buchanan J. M. The essays. Moscow: Alpha Taurus, 1997. (bstokenen [Ix.M. CounHeHus.
M.: Taypyc Anbda, 1997.)

Buchanan J.M. Federalism and Individual Sovereignty // Cato Journal, Vol. 15, No 2-3.
1995.

Buchanan, J.M. 1975. The Limits of Liberty: Between Anarchy and Leviathan. Chicago.

Cadwell C. and Polishchuk L. Evolving Demand for Institutions in Russian Economy:
Implications for Economic Reform. Paper presented at the conference “Modernization of
Russian Economy”, Moscow, April 2001.

25



Cooter R. 1992. ‘Organization of property: economic analysis of property law applied to
privatization’, In: Clague, Ch. and Rausser G.C. (eds.), The emergence of market economies in Eastern
Europe. Cambridge, 1992.

De Alessi, L. 1980. ‘The economics of property rights: a review of the evidence’, Research in Law
and Economics, v.2.

De Alessi, L. 1990. ‘Development of the Property Right Approach’, Journal of Institutional and
Theoretical Economics, 146: 6-23.

Demsetz H. 1988. Ownership, Control, and the Firm. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Demsetz, H. 1967. ‘Toward a Theory of Property Rights’, American Economic Review 57: 349 —
59.

Djilas, M. 1956. The New Class: An Analysis of the Communist System. New York: Praeger, 1956.

Eggertson T. 1990. Economic Behavior and Institutions, Cambridge.

Findley R. and Wilson J. (1984) The political economy of the Leviathan // Seminar Paper.
No. 285. Stockholm: Institute for International Studies.

Fried, M. 1967. The Evolution of Political Society. An Essay in Political Anthropology.
New York.

Furubotn E.G., Richter R. 1997. Institutions and Economic Theory. The Contribution of the New
Institutional Economics. Ann Arbor. — The University of Michigan Press.

Gregory, P. 1998. Russian and soviet economic performance and structure / P. Gregory, R.
Stuart. (6-th ed.). New York: Addison-Wesley.

Greif, A. 1994. ‘Cultural Beliefs and the Organization of Society: A Historical and
Theoretical Reflection on Collectivist and Individualist Societies’, Journal of Political Economy
102: 912-50.

Hodgson, G., Samuels W., and Tool M. (eds.) 1994. Elgar companionto institutional and
evolutionary economics, (selected chapters).

Joskow, P. and Schmalensee, R. 1997. ‘Privatization in Russia: what should be a firm?’ In:
Transaction cost Economics C. Menard (ed.), - Edward Elgar Chentelham, UK, Brookfield US:
86-126.

Kahkonen, S. and Olson, M. (eds.) 2001. A new institutional approach to economic
development. New Delhi: Vistaar Publications.

Kapelushnikov R.  2000. ‘The Largest and Dominant shareholders in the Russian Industry:
Evidence of the Russian Economic Barometer Monitoring’. Russian Economic Barometer. Vol. IX, Nol,
Winter: 9-46.

Kasper, W. and Streit, M. 1998. Institutional economics: social order and public policy.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Keefer, P. and Shirley M. 2000. Formal versus informal institutions in economic development. in
Menard C. (ed.) Institutions, contracts, and organizations. perspectives from new institutional economics.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Kornai, J. 1990. ‘Socialist transformation and privatization: shifting from a socialist system’. East
European Politics and Studies. V.4 (2) Spring.

Madison J., Federalist, no. 51, 347—53, 1788

McNutt P.A. The Economics of Public Choice, Edward Elgar, 1996

Mikheeva N. Differentiation of Social and Economic Situation in the Russian Regions and
Problems of Regional Policy // EERC Working paper. No 99/09

Mueller Dennis C., Public Choice III. A revisited edition of Public Choice, Cambridge
University Press, 2003

Nellis, J. (1999) Time to rethink privatization in transition economies? // International Finance
Corporation Discussion Papers, No.38, Washington DC: International Finance Corporation, 1-29.

North D. (1981) Structure and Change in Economic History. — NY: Norton.

North, D. 1991. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance. Cambridge
University Press.

Nowak, L. 1983. Property and Power. Boston.

26



Oates W.E., Schwab R.M. Economic competition among jurisdictions: efficiency
enhancing or distortion inducing? // In Studies in Fiscal Federalism. 1998

Olson M. (1993) Why is economic Performance even worse after communism is
abandoned / Virginia political economy lecture series. — Fairfax, Virginia, March 17.

Olson, M. 1965. Logic of collective action. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Olson, M. 1982. Rise and decline of nations. New Haven: Yale University Press. (Russian
translation, 1997. Novosibirsk (Additional chapter for Russian addition: “UHcTUTyUnMOHANBHBIE
U3MCHCHWS, PAacCPEeIOTOUEHUE BIACTH W OOIIECTBO B MEPEXOTHBIA MEPHOI: JICKApCTBA OT KOPPYTIIIHH,
pacnana u 3aMeJIcHHUs TeMIIOB 3KoHOMHUeckoro pocta (Institutional change, dispersion of power . 388-
428).

Olson, M. 2000. Power and prosperity: outgrowing communist and capitalist dictatorships. New
York: Basic Books.

Pejovich, S. 1998. Economic Analysis of Institutions and Systems, Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Perevalov, Yu., Gimadi, I. and Dobrodey, V. 2000. Analysis of the Impact of Privatization on the
Performance of Medium- and Large-size Industrial Enterprises in Russia. Economic Education and
Research Consortium (EERC) Working Paper Series, No. 2K/01.

Perspectives on Public Choice: A Handbook, Ed. by Dennis C. Mueller, Cambridge
University Press, 1997.

Persson T. and Tabellini. Political Economics. Explaining Economic Policy. MIT Press,
2000

Peter C. Ordeshook, Olga Shvetsova If Hamilton and Madison Were Merely Lucky? What
Hope Is There for Russian Federalasim? // Constitutional Political Economy. 1999. Vol. 6. N2 P.
107-127

Polanyi, K. 1944, Great transformation. Chicago.

Ryan, A. 1987. Property. Open University Press.

Sahlins, M. 1968. Tribesmen. Englewood Cliffs.

Schotter, A. 1981. The economic theory of social institutions. Cambridge University Press.

Service, E. 1975. Origin of the State and Civilization. New Y ork.

Stark, D. 1992. Path Dependence and Privatization Strategies in East Central Europe. East
European Politics and Society. 1992 —v.6 (1): 17-54.

Tiebout C. Economics of Federalism A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures // Journal of
Political Economy, 64, October, 1956. P. 416-424

Tullock G., the new federalist / Gen. Ed. Critically IM, Rannevoy NA, Chernyavskoy GV
Introduction Osadchey IM - Metro: Foundation for economic literacy ", 1993. [1991] (Tammox
I'., HoBeiit denepamuct / O6m. pen. Ocamueit . M., PanneBoit H. A., Uepnssckoit I'. B.
Bcerynurensnoe cioBo Ocamueit 1. M. — M.: ®onp "3a 5KOHOMHUYECKYIO TpaMOTHOCTR", 1993.
[1991))

Voslensky, M. 1984. Nomenklatura. Doubleday.

Williamson, O. 1995. ‘Hierarchies, markets and corporate and power in the economy: an
economic perspective’, Industrial and corporate change, v.4 (1): 21-50.

Williamson, O. 2000. ‘Economic Institutions and Development: A View from the Bottom’, In: M.
Olson and S. Kahkonen, (eds.), 4 Not-So-Dismal Science, New Y ork: Oxford University Press: 92-118.

Winecki, J. 1996. ‘Why economic reforms fail in the Soviet system: a property rights
approach’, in: Alston, L., Eggertsson T., North, D. (eds.) Empirical Studies in Institutional
Change. Cambridge.

Wittfogel K.A. 1957. Oriental despotism. A Comparative Study of Total Power. London:
New Haven.

Yakovlev E., Zhuravskaya E. State Capture and Controlling Owners of Firms. Working
paper. CEFIR November 2004.

Zaostrovtsev A. Rent Extraction in a Rent Seeking Society / Working Paper, Spider Ne 10,
2000

27



Cornell, S. and Kalt, J. 1995. Where Does Economic Development Really Come From?
Constitutional Rule Among the contemporary Sioux and Apache / Economic Inquiry. V. XXXIII.

In Russian:

Bessonova, O. 1999. Razdatok: institutsional’naya teoriya khozyaistvennogo razvitiya Rossii
(Institution of distribution: institutional theory of Russian economic development). Novosibirsk.

Central Election Commission of The Russian Federation (http.//www.cikrf.ru )

Cheskov M., 1995. ‘Vecho givaya nomenklatura?’ ("Eternally alive" nomenclature?). ME & MO,
Ne6, p.32-43.

Chubais, A. (ed.) Boyko, M., Vasiliev, D., Evstafiev, A., Kazakov, A., Koch, A., Mostovoi, P.
1999. Privatizatsiya po-rossiiski (Russian privatization). Moscow: Vagrius.

Dinkin A., Sokolov A., 2002. ‘Integrirovannie bisness gruppi v rossiyskoy economike’ (The
integrated business groups in the Russian economy). Voprosy ekonomiki, Ne4, 2002, p.78-95.

Economicheskie sub'ekti v postsovetskoy Rossii (institucional’niy analiz)/ (Economic subjects in
the postSoviet Russia (nHCcTHTYIIHOHANBHEIH the analysis). Under edition Nureev R. - Moscow 2001, p.
309.

Gaidar, E. 1997. Gosudarstvo i evolutsiya (State and evolution). Moscow: Evraziya.

Gaidar, E., 1995 ‘Gosudarstvo I evolutcia’ (State and evolution), Moscow: Evraziya.

Kapelushnikov R., 2001. ‘Gde nachalo togo kontca?...” (Where is the beginning of that end?...’, (k
voprosu ob okonchanii perehodnogo perioda v Rossii)/ (Question on the termination of a transition period
in Russia) // Voprosy ekonomiki. Nel, p.138-156.

Kapelushnikov, R. 2001. ‘Gde nachalo togo kontsa? ... (k voprosu ob okonchanii perekhodnogo
perioda v Rossii’ (‘“Where is beginning of that end?....” (to a question on the end of the transition period
in Russia)’, Voprosy ekonomiki 1: 138-56).

Kirdina, S. 2000. Institutsional nyye matritsy i razvitie Rossii (Institutional matrices and
development of Russia). Moscow: TEIS.

Kleiner, G., Tambovtsev, V. and Kachalov, R. 1997. Predpriyatiye v nestabil 'noi economicheskoi
srede: riski, strategii, bezopastnost’ (Enterprise in unstable economic environment: risk, strategy and
security). Moscow: Ekonomika.

Kleyner G., Tambovtcev V., Kachalov R.. 1997 ‘Predpriyatie v nestabil’noy economicheskoy srede:
riski, strategii, bezopastnost’’ (The enterprise in the astable economic environment: risks, strategy,
safety). Moscow: Economika. p.48.

Konstituciya Rossiyskoy Federacii (The constitution of Russian Federation), Moscow, 1993.

Kordonski, S. 2000. Rynki viasti. Administrativnyye rynki SSSR i Rossii (Power markets.
Administrative markets in the USSR and Russia). Moscow: OGI.

Kordonskiy S., 2000. ‘Rinki vlasti. Administrativnie rinki SSSR 1 Rossii’ (The markets of
authority. The administrative markets of the USSR and Russia) Moscow: OGI.

Kordonsky S. Markets authorities. Administrative markets USSR and Russia. -- Moscow:
0GI, 2000. (Kopnouckuit C. Poiaku Brnactu. AngmunucrpatusHble peiHku CCCP u Poccun. —
M.: OI'H, 2000.)

Krishtanovskaya O., 1995. ‘Transformaciya staroy nomenklaturi v novuyu rossiyskuyu
elitu’ (Transformation of the old nomenclature in new Russian elite) / Obshestvennyye nauki i
sovremennost’, Nel, p. 51-65.

Kulikov V., 1998. ‘Rossiskaya privatizatcia v shestiletney retrospective’ (The Russian privatization
in a six-years retrospective show ).Rossiyskii economicheskii gurnal. Ne 1,10-19

Kuzminov Y., Yudkevich M., 2000. ‘Institucional’naya economika’ (Institutional economics), Part 2,
- Moscow, p. 68-71.

Kuzminov, Ya. and Yudkevich, M. 2000. Institutsional 'naya ekonomika (Institutional economics).
Moscow: Higher School of Economics.

Lvov D., 2001. ‘Sistema nacional’nogo dividenda — planetarnaya model’ 19 veka’ (System of the
national dividend - planetary model). Economicheskaya nauka sovremennoy Rossii. Ne3, 5-21.

Latov U., 2001. ‘Economika vne zakona’ (Economy outside of the law). Moscow: MONF, 2001.

28



Latov, Yu. 1992. K.A. Wittfogel ob aziatskom despotizme: referativnyi obzor, (K.A. Wittfogel
about the oriental despotism: review), 6-23. Moscow.

Latov, Yu. 2001. Ekonomika vne zakona (Economy outside the law). Moscow: Moscow Public
Scientific Foundation.

M. Olson Rassredotochenie authorities and society in transition. Medicines from
corruption and the collapse of the economic slowdown / / Business and mathematical methods.
1995. T. 31. Vol. 4. 53 - 81. (Oncon M. PaccpenoroueHue BiIacTu M OOIIECTBO B MEPEXOAHBIN
nepuoA. JlekapcTBa OT KOpPpPYIIUH, pacraga U 3aMeJICHUs] TEMIIOB SKOHOMHUYECKOro pocrta //
DOKoHOMHUKA U MatemaTtudeckue Metonbl. 1995. T. 31. Brim. 4. C. 53 — 81.)

Makarevich, L. 1999. Struktura sobstvennosti i bor’ba za yeyo peredel v Rossii v 1992-1999 gg.
(Structure of property and the struggle for its redistribution in Russia in 1992-99), Obshestvo i ekonomika,
10-11).

Mau V. Economic reform and political cycle in modern Russia / / Issues of Economics,
1996. Ne 6. Pp 25-41. (May B. Dxonomuueckas pepopMa U NOJTUTHUECKHUH LIUKII B COBPEMEHHOMN
Poccun // Boripocsl sxoHomMukH, 1996. Ne 6. C. 25-41.)

Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (http://info.minfin.ru/subj analitics.php

Naishul, V. 1991. ‘Vysshaya i poslednyaya stadiya socialisma’ (The highest and the last stage of
socialism), In: Pogruzheniye v tryasinu (Immersing in the quagmire). Moscow.

Naushul’ V. ‘Vicshaya I poslednaya stadiya socializma/ Pogrugenie v tryasinu’ (The maximum and
last stage of socialism/ Immersing in bog). Moscow, 1991.

Nureev R. 1993. ‘Aziatskii sposob proizvodstva kak economicheskaya sistema’ (Asian mode of
production as an economic system), In: Phenomen vostochnogo despotizma: structura upravleniya i vlasti
(Oriental despotism phenomenon: structure of governance and power). Moscow: Nauka, p.62-87.

Nureev R., Runov A. Russia: Whether Deprivatization is Inevitable? (Power-property Phenomenon
as a Path Dependency Problem) - Proceedings from the Fifth Annual ISNIE conference. Berkley,
September 2001.

Nureev R.M Public choice theory: lectures. Metro: PG-2005 g. (Hypees P.M. Teopus
o0mecTBeHHOT0 BBIOOpa: Kypce Jekuuit. M.: ['Y-BIID, 2005 T.)

Nureev, R. (ed.) 2001. Ekonomicheskiye subyekty v postsovetskoi Rossii (institutsional nyi analiz)
(Economic agents in post-soviet Russia (institutional analysis). Moscow: Moscow Public Scientific
Foundation.

Nureev, R. 1976. ‘Priznaki osnovnogo proizvodstvennogo otnosheniya i diskussiya ob aziatskom
sposobe proizvodstva’ (Attributes of the basic industrial relation and discussion on the Asian mode of
production), In: Mekhnizmy funktsionirovaniya proizvodstvennykh otnoshenii v usloviyakh razvitogo
sotsializma (Functioning of the industrial relations in conditions of developed socialism). Moscow: 212-
18.

Nureev, R. 1989. Ekonomicheskyi stroi dokapitalisticheskikh formatsii (Economic system of pre-
industrial formations). Dushanbe: Donish.

Oleinik, A. 2000. Institutsional naya ekonomika (Institutional economics). Moscow: INFRA-M.

Oleinik, A. 2002. ‘Biznes po ponaytiam’ : ob institucional’noy modeli rossiskogo kapitalisma.
(Business on concepts : About institutional models of the Russian capitalism), Voprosy ekonomiki Ne 5.

Opros ‘nationalizatia — na povestke dnya?’ (Nationalization - on the agenda?) / Fond «Obshestvennoe
mnenie», 1998 / http://classic.fom.ru/obzor/o411.htm

Oslund A. Rentoorientirovannoe behavior in the transition economies of Russia / / Issues
of the economy. 1996. Ne 8. 99 - 108. [1996] (Ocnynn A. PeHTOOpHEHTHPOBAHHOE MOBECHUE B
poccuiickoi nepexoaHoi 3xkoHoMuke // Boripocs! skonomukn. 1996. Ne 8. C. 99 — 108. [1996])

Ostrom B., The meaning of American federalism. What is a self-governing society /
Predisl. A. Obolonskogo. -- Moscow: Arena, 1993. [1991] (Octpom B., CmbIcT aMepuKaHCKOTO
denepammzma. Uto Takoe camoynpasistomieecs: obmectBo / [Ipeaucn. A. Ob6onoHckoro. — M.:
Apena, 1993. [1991])

Pappe Y., 2000 "Oligarhi" (Oligarches) : Economicheskaya hronika (The economic chronicle) ,
1992-2000. — Moscow, 2000.

29



Ponomarev A., ‘Sovershenstvovanie upravleniya gosudarstvennoy sobstvennost’uy v
usloviyah rinochnoy economiki. Zakluchitel’niy otchet.” (Perfection of management by a state
ownership in conditions of market economy. The final report). Moscow: Megvedomstvenniy
analiticheskiy center, 2000.

Prigogin A. 2001 ‘Celi organizaciy, stereotipi I problemi’ (The purposes of the organizations,
stereotypes and problems) // Obshestvennie nauki I sovremennost’, Ne2, p.5-19.

Radaev V., Shkaratan O. 1996. ‘Social’naya stratifikaciya’ (Social stratification). — Moscow:
Aspekt Press, 1996.

Radaev, V. and Shkaratan, O. 1991. ‘Vlast’ i sobstvennost’ (Power and property),
Sotsiologicheskie issledovaniya 1: 50-61.

Radigin A., Sidorov I, ‘Rossiyskaya korporativnaya economika: sto let odinochestva?’
(The Russian corporate economy: hundred years of loneliness?), Voprosy ekonomiki 2000, Ne 5,
c. 45-61

Radygin, A. 1998. Privatizatsiva kak protsess formirovaniya institutsional’noi bazy
economicheskikh reform (Privatization as a process of formation institutional basis of economic reform),
In: Ekonomika perekhodnogo perioda. Ocherki ekonomicheskoi politiki postkommunisticheskoi Rossii
1991-1997 (Economics of the transition. Essays of economic policy of post-communist of Russia 1991-
1997). Moscow: Institute of Economy in transition, p.405-65.

Radygin, A., 1994. Reforma sobstvennosti v Rossii: na puti iz proshlogo v budushee (Property
reform in Russia: on the path from the past to the future). Moscow: Respublika

Semenov, Yu. 1980. Ob odnom iz tipov traditsionnykh social’nykh struktur Afriki i Asii:
pragosudarstva i agrarnyye otnosheniya (About the one of types of traditional social structures of Africa
and Asia: pra-states and agrarian relations), In: Gosudarstvo i agrarnaya evolutsiya v razvivayushikhsya
stranakh Asii i Afriki (The state and agrarian evolution in the African and Asian developing countries).
Moscow: 102-30.

Shafarevich, I. 1991. ‘Sotsializm kak yavleniye mirovoi istorii’ (Socialism as the phenomenon of a
world history), In: Est’ li budushee u Rossii (Whether is the future of Russia). Moscow.

Shastitko, A. Neoinstitutsional 'naya ekonomicheskaya teoriya (Neoinstitutional economic theory).
Moscow: TEIS.

Shkredov V., 1973. ‘Metod issledovaniya sobstvennosti v “Kapitale” K.Marksa’ (Method of
research of the property in "Capital" by K.Marks ) Moscow: MGU.

Sovershenstvovaniye upravleniya gosudarstvennoi sobstvennost’yu v usloviyah rynochnoi
economiki. Zakluchitel’nyi otchyot’. (Perfection of state property governance in conditions of market
economy. The final report) 2000. (manuscript). Moscow. Mezhvedomstvennyi Analiticheskii Tsentr
(Interdepartmental analytical center).

Starikov, E. 1996. Obshestvo-kazarma: ot pharaonov do nashykh dnei (Society as a barn: from
pharaoh up to now). Novosibirsk.

Survey on Economic Policy in Russia in 2003, Moscow, 2004

Tambovtsev, V. 1997. Gosudarstvo i ekonomika (State and economy). Moscow: Magistr.

Tambovtsev, V. 1999. ‘Institutsional’nyye izmeneniya v rossiiskoi economike’ (Institutional
change in Russian economy), Obshestvennyye nauki i sovremennost’, 4.

Tambovtsev, V., 2001. ‘Institucional’niy rinok kak mehanizm institucional’nih izmeneniy’
(UuctutyunonansHbiii the market as the mechanism uHcTHTYIMOHANBHBIX changes) //, Obshestvennie
nauki [ sovremennost’, 2001, Ne5, p.25-38.

Timofeev L., 2000. ‘Institucional’naya korrupcia’ (Corruption). Moscow: RGGU.

Transformacia economicheskih institutov v postsovetskoy Rossii (mikroeconomicheskii analiz)
(Transformation of economic institutes in moctcoBecTkoii Russia (the microeconomic analysis)), 2000 /
Under edition Nureev R. - Moscow: MONF.

Vasiliev, L. 1982. ‘Phenomen vlasti-sobstvennosti. K  probleme tipologii
dokapitalisticheskikh struktur’ (Power-property phenomenon. Towards the topology of pre-
capitalistic structures), In: Tipy obshestvennykh otnoshenii na Vostoke v sredniye veka (Types of
social relation in the Medieval East). Moscow: Nauka.

Vasiliev, L. 1994. Istoriya Vostoka. (History of the East). Moscow: Nauka.

30



Non-repayable transfers from the federal budget,
thous. rub. Per capita, 2007-2011

Appendix 1

Regions 2007 2008 2009 2010 Ha 01.09.2011
The Russian Federation 4,38 7,92 10,40 9,78 7,53
Central Federal District -1,97 5,32 7,66 6,67 5,48
Belgorod region 4,80 7,84 12,80 11,91 10,25
Bryansk region 7,73 8,85 10,78 10,69 8,28
Vladimir Region 5,81 7,09 9,40 8,43 6,05
Voronezh Region 4,69 6,88 8,26 8,94 6,19
Ivanovo region 1,57 9,00 11,68 11,24 8,21
Kaluga region 6,77 7,08 8,61 6,04 5,12
Kostroma region 6,15 7,87 9,39 11,34 8,33
Kursk region 4,43 5,22 7,71 8,72 6,38
Lipetsk region 2,86 4,94 7,51 6,23 4,32
Moscow region 3,38 3,88 7,55 4,19 3,92
Orel region 5,56 7,28 10,84 11,06 9,21
Ryazan Region 4,11 6,10 8,85 10,41 7,16
Smolensk region 3,71 5,12 7,27 7,38 6,78
Tambov region 6,86 9,63 12,89 13,10 10,44
Tver Region 5,26 6,33 8,91 8,13 5,76
Tula Region 4,14 5,00 7,79 7,44 4,42
Yaroslavl Region 3,50 5,73 14,71 9,92 5,03
Moscow -17,48 3,62 4,08 3,61 4,10
NORTHWEST FEDERAL DISTRICT 5,13 7,57 10,41 8,54 7,31
The Republic of Karelia 7,55 10,58 13,24 13,13 9,63
The Republic of Komi 4,37 5,52 10,15 7,45 6,74
Arkhangelsk Region 8,54 12,47 15,41 16,81 10,73
Vologda Region 2,93 4,10 9,32 7,19 5,62
The Kaliningrad region 7,74 11,35 19,17 11,54 10,19
Leningrad Region 3,00 4,32 4,83 4,62 4,77
Murmansk region 11,84 16,78 15,64 11,79 8,98
Novgorod region 5,40 8,06 10,58 7,45 7,68
Pskov Region 7,13 9,04 11,62 12,84 10,61
St. Petersburg 3,38 5,17 7,69 5,75 5,84
Nenets Autonomous District 12,12 73,32 72,78 52,69 43,11
Southern Federal District 5,35 6,95 8,57 7,55 7,67
Republic of Adygea 11,56 14,65 17,13 15,32 9,96
Republic of Kalmykia 14,20 19,37 21,50 18,24 13,94
Krasnodar region 3,57 5,29 7,23 7,39 10,59
The Astrakhan Region 12,04 12,77 9,72 5,74 6,15
The Volgograd Region 5,06 5,13 7,28 5,27 4,16
Rostov Region 4,89 7,07 8,99 8,03 5,94
North Caucasian federal DISTRICT 14,38 16,86 18,54 17,65 13,75
The Republic of Dagestan 10,20 12,60 16,41 15,01 10,61
Republic of Ingushetia 20,05 28,00 31,53 32,58 19,95
Kabardino-Balkaria 10,49 12,31 14,31 13,48 10,68
Karachay-Cherkess Republic 11,96 15,49 17,88 18,95 12,67
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Republic of North Ossetia-Alania 12,36 20,15 15,29 13,90 11,08
The Chechen Republic 46,17 45,99 46,39 44,03 39,31
Stavropol Territory 5,58 7,22 8,38 8,20 6,31
Volga Federal District 4,48 5,95 8,29 8,81 6,12
Republic of Bashkortostan 3,20 3,83 4,83 5,47 4,50
The Mari El Republic 7,81 9,04 10,71 12,26 9,33
Republic of Mordovia 10,69 12,46 18,23 20,21 12,80
The Republic of Tatarstan 3,62 5,91 11,73 16,47 9,95
Udmurt Republic 4,30 5,72 7,76 6,49 6,53
Chuvash Republic 8,28 9,12 11,06 9,30 7,46
Perm region 3,99 4,62 6,27 5,44 3,52
Kirov region 7,29 8,58 11,78 13,74 8,95
Nizhny Novgorod region 3,26 491 6,03 5,83 4,12
Orenburg Region 3,22 5,11 7,09 6,63 4,75
Penza Region 8,24 9,09 10,90 11,92 8,21
Samara Region 2,01 3,62 5,33 6,44 4,13
Saratov Region 3,97 6,00 8,25 6,99 5,21
Ulyanovsk Region 8,13 10,43 12,19 8,36 6,31
The Ural Federal District 2,96 4,67 6,37 8,53 6,02
Kurgan Region 8,89 11,13 14,81 14,60 10,68
Sverdlovsk region 2,40 4,10 5,48 5,01 3,83
Tyumen Region 1,09 1,72 1,80 11,51 6,83
Chelyabinsk region 2,67 4,17 7,19 6,19 4,90
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrug 1,86 3,81 4,13 3,45 2,88
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District 2,95 4,78 4,77 4,31 3,66
SIBERIAN FEDERAL DISTRICT 7,38 10,08 12,41 10,68 7,46
The Altai Republic 30,81 32,98 49,69 43,66 38,36
The Republic of Buryatia 15,50 19,14 24,63 21,34 14,74
Republic of Tyva 25,27 32,30 39,66 37,22 27,46
The Republic of Khakassia 4,27 6,82 8,49 8,81 6,73
Altai Territory 9,18 11,51 13,60 13,34 9,38
Trans-Baikal Territory 10,86 14,21 16,30 15,68 10,20
Krasnoyarsk Territory 8,20 13,37 16,88 9,49 5,91
Irkutsk Region 5,96 7,66 9,10 9,97 6,45
Kemerovo region 3,44 5,76 8,87 6,73 3,48
Novosibirsk Region 3,71 5,60 6,30 6,99 5,23
Omsk region 6,87 7,50 7,23 5,60 5,22
Tomsk Region 5,45 9,00 11,16 10,35 7,51
Far East Federal District 17,41 22,16 30,45 28,77 20,57
The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 22,57 32,81 48,40 49,65 37,46
Kamchatka 61,19 52,92 76,05 87,05 79,13
Primorsky Krai 7,41 11,34 25,20 19,54 14,03
Khabarovsk Territory 9,22 10,39 12,34 13,20 9,33
Amur Region 14,51 18,05 19,65 20,67 13,98
Magadan region 35,05 55,58 67,31 67,91 45,05
Sakhalin Region 18,93 35,59 25,36 24,57 6,07
The Jewish Autonomous Region 19,57 21,31 25,97 28,21 15,86
Chukotka Autonomous Okrug 216,55 190,59 213,52 87,97 70,83

Calculated according to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (http://info.minfin.ru/subj_analitics.php)
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Non-repayable transfers from the federal budget,
Per capita, % of national average 2007-2011

Appendix 2.

Region 2007 2008 2009 2010 01.09.2011

The Russian Federation 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Central Federal District -45% 67% 74% 68% 73%
Belgorod region 110% 99% 123% 122% 136%
Bryansk region 176% 112% 104% 109% 110%
Vladimir Region 133% 90% 90% 86% 80%
Voronezh Region 107% 87% 79% 91% 82%
Ivanovo region 173% 114% 112% 115% 109%
Kaluga region 155% 89% 83% 62% 68%
Kostroma region 140% 99% 90% 116% 111%
Kursk region 101% 66% 74% 89% 85%
Lipetsk region 65% 62% 72% 64% 57%
Moscow region 77% 49% 73% 43% 52%
Orel region 127% 92% 104% 113% 122%
Ryazan Region 94% 77% 85% 106% 95%
Smolensk region 85% 65% 70% 75% 90%
Tambov region 157% 122% 124% 134% 139%
Tver Region 120% 80% 86% 83% 76%
Tula Region 95% 63% 75% 76% 59%
Yaroslavl Region 80% 72% 141% 101% 67%
Moscow -399% 46% 39% 37% 55%
NORTHWEST FEDERAL DISTRICT 117% 96% 100% 87% 97%
The Republic of Karelia 172% 134% 127% 134% 128%
The Republic of Komi 100% 70% 98% 76% 89%
Arkhangelsk Region 195% 157% 148% 172% 143%
Vologda Region 67% 52% 90% 74% 75%
The Kaliningrad region 177% 143% 184% 118% 135%
Leningrad Region 68% 55% 46% 47% 63%
Murmansk region 270% 212% 150% 121% 119%
Novgorod region 123% 102% 102% 76% 102%
Pskov Region 163% 114% 112% 131% 141%
St. Petersburg 77% 65% 74% 59% 78%
Nenets Autonomous District 277% 926% 700% 539% 573%
Southern Federal District 122% 88% 82% 77% 102%
Republic of Adygea 264% 185% 165% 157% 132%
Republic of Kalmykia 324% 245% 207% 187% 185%
Krasnodar region 82% 67% 69% 76% 141%
The Astrakhan Region 275% 161% 94% 59% 82%
The Volgograd Region 116% 65% 70% 54% 55%
Rostov Region 112% 89% 86% 82% 79%
North Caucasian federal DISTRICT 328% 213% 178% 180% 183%
The Republic of Dagestan 233% 159% 158% 153% 141%
Republic of Ingushetia 458% 354% 303% 333% 265%
Kabardino-Balkaria 239% 155% 138% 138% 142%
Karachay-Cherkess Republic 273% 196% 172% 194% 168%
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Republic of North Ossetia-Alania 282% 255% 147% 142% 147%
The Chechen Republic 1054% 581% 446% 450% 522%
Stavropol Territory 127% 91% 81% 84% 84%
Volga Federal District 102% 75% 80% 90% 81%
Republic of Bashkortostan 73% 48% 46% 56% 60%
The Mari El Republic 178% 114% 103% 125% 124%
Republic of Mordovia 244% 157% 175% 207% 170%
The Republic of Tatarstan 83% 75% 113% 168% 132%
Udmurt Republic 98% 72% 75% 66% 87%
Chuvash Republic 189% 115% 106% 100% 99%
Perm region 91% 58% 60% 56% 47%
Kirov region 166% 108% 113% 140% 119%
Nizhny Novgorod region 74% 62% 58% 60% 55%
Orenburg Region 74% 65% 68% 68% 63%
Penza Region 188% 115% 105% 122% 109%
Samara Region 46% 46% 51% 66% 55%
Saratov Region 91% 76% 79% 71% 69%
Ulyanovsk Region 186% 132% 117% 85% 84%
The Ural Federal District 68% 59% 61% 87% 80%
Kurgan Region 203% 141% 142% 149% 142%
Sverdlovsk region 55% 52% 53% 51% 51%
Tyumen Region 25% 22% 17% 118% 91%
Chelyabinsk region 61% 53% 69% 63% 65%
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrug 43% 48% 40% 35% 38%
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District 67% 60% 46% 44% 49%
SIBERIAN FEDERAL DISTRICT 168% 127% 119% 109% 99%
The Altai Republic 703% 417% 478% 446% 510%
The Republic of Buryatia 354% 242% 237% 218% 196%
Republic of Tyva 577% 408% 381% 381% 365%
The Republic of Khakassia 98% 86% 82% 90% 89%
Altai Territory 210% 145% 131% 136% 131%
Trans-Baikal Territory 248% 180% 157% 160% 136%
Krasnoyarsk Territory 187% 169% 162% 97% 78%
Irkutsk Region 136% 97% 87% 102% 86%
Kemerovo region 79% 73% 85% 69% 46%
Novosibirsk Region 85% 71% 61% 71% 70%
Omsk region 157% 95% 69% 57% 69%
Tomsk Region 124% 114% 107% 106% 100%
Far East Federal District 397% 280% 293% 294% 273%
The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 515% 414% 465% 508% 498%
Kamchatka 1397% 668% 731% 890% 1051%
Primorsky Krai 169% 143% 242% 200% 186%
Khabarovsk Territory 210% 131% 119% 135% 124%
Amur Region 331% 228% 189% 211% 186%
Magadan region 800% 702% 647% 694% 598%
Sakhalin Region 432% 450% 244% 251% 81%
The Jewish Autonomous Region 447% 269% 250% 288% 211%
Chukotka Autonomous Okrug 4944% 2407% 2053% 899% 941%

Calculated according to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (http://info.minfin.ru/subj_analitics.php)
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Current Governors of Russia

Appendix 3

Region Governor Number of term | Appointment date Till
Altai Territory Carlin 2 25.08.2009 08.2014
Amur Region Kozhemyako 1 20.10.2008 10.2012
Arkhangelsk Region Mikhalchuk 1 19.03.2008 03.2012
The Astrakhan Region Zhilkin 2 24.12.2009 12.2014
Belgorod region Savchenko 5 16.06.2007 06.2012
Bryansk region Denin 2 18.10.2007 10.2012
Viadimir Region Vinogradov 4 28.02.2009 02.2013
The Volgograd Region Brovko 1 12.01.2010 01.2015
Vologda Region Pozgalev 4 21.06.2007 06.2012
Voronezh Region Gordeev 1 12.03.2009 03.2014
The Jewish Autonomous Region 1 25.02.2010 02.2015
Vinnikov
Trans-Baikal Territory Geniatulin 4 01.03.2008 03.2013
Ivanovo region Men' 2 22.12.2010 12.2015
Irkutsk Region Mezentsev 1 08.06.2009 06.2014
Kabardino-Balkaria Kanokov 2 01.09.2010 09.2015
The Kaliningrad region Tsukanov 1 28.09.2010 09.2015
Kaluga region Artamonov 4 26.07.2010 07.2015
Kamchatka llyukhin 1 03.03.2011 03.2016
Karachay-Cherkess Republic Temrezov 1 01.03.2011 03.2016
Kemerovo region Tuleyev 4 20.04.2010 04.2015
Kirov region Belykh 1 18.12.2008 12.2013
Kostroma region Slyunyaev 1 25.10.2007 10.2012
Krasnodar region Tkachev 3 23.04.2007 04.2012
Krasnoyarsk Territory Kuznetsov 1 17.02.2010 02.2015
Kurgan Region Bogomolov 4 29.12.2009 12.2014
Kursk region Mikhailov 3 01.03.2010 03.2015
Leningrad Region Serdyukov 3 09.07.2007 07.2012
Lipetsk region Korolev 4 01.06.2010 06.2015
Magadan region Dudov 2 02.02.2008 02.2013
Moscow Sobyanin 1 21.10.2010 10.2015
Moscow region Gromov 3 04.05.2007 05.2012
Murmansk region Dmitrienko 1 25.03.2009 03.2014
Nenets Fedorov 1 24.02.2009 02.2014
Nizhny Novgorod region Shantsev 2 08.08.2010 08.2015
Novgorod region Mitin 1 07.08.2007 08.2012
Novosibirsk Region Yurchenko 1 22.09.2010 09.2015
Omsk region Polezhaev 5 24.05.2007 05.2012
Orenburg Region Berg 1 15.06.2010 06.2015
Orel region Kozlov 1 27.02.2009 02.2014
Penza Region Bochkarev 4 29.04.2010 04.2015
Perm region Chirkunov 2 01.12.2010 12.2015
Primorsky Krai Darkin 3 04.02.2010 02.2015
Pskov Region Turchak 1 27.02.2009 02.2014
Republic of Adygea (Adygea) Tkhakushinov 1 13.12.2006 12.2011
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The Altai Republic Berdnikov 2 20.01.2010 01.2014
Republic of Bashkortostan Khamitov 1 19.07.2010 07.2015
The Republic of Buryatia Nagovitsyn 1 15.06.2007 06.2012
The Republic of Dagestan Magomedov 1 20.02.2010 02.2014
Republic of Ingushetia Yevkurov 1 31.10.2008 10.2013
Republic of Kalmykia Orlov 1 24.10.2010 10.2015
The Republic of Karelia Nelidov 1 21.07.2010 07.2015
The Republic of Komi Gaiser 1 15.01.2010 01.2014
The Mari El Republic Markelov 3 15.01.2010 01.2015
Republic of Mordovia Merkushkin 4 10.11.2010 11.2015
The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) Borisov 1 17.06.2010 06.2015
Republic of North Ossetia - Alania Mamsurov 2 07.06.2010 06.2015
The Republic of Tatarstan (Tatarstan) Minnikhanov 1 25.03.2010 03.2015
Republic of Tyva Kara-ool 1 06.04.2007 04.2012
The Republic of Khakassia Zimin 1 15.01.2009 01.2013
Rostov Region Golubev 1 14.06.2010 06.2015
Ryazan Region Kovalev 1 12.04.2008 04.2013
Samara Region Artyakov 1 29.08.2007 08.2012
St. Petersburg Matvienko 2 06.12.2006 12.2011
Saratov Region Ipatov 2 05.04.2010 04.2015
Sakhalin Region Khoroshavin 1 09.08.2007 08.2011
Sverdlovsk region Misharin 1 23.11.2009 11.2013
Smolensk region Antufiev 1 24.12.2007 12.2012
Stavropol Territory Gajewski 1 23.05.2008 05.2012
Tambov region Betin 4 13.07.2010 07.2015
Tver Region Zelenin 2 10.07.2007 07.2012
Tomsk Region Cress 5 10.03.2007 03.2012
Tula Region Dudka 3 29.04.2010 04.2015
Tyumen Region Yakushev 2 24.11.2010 11.2015
Udmurt Republic Volkov 3 20.02.2009 02.2014
Ulyanovsk Region Morozov 3 08.04.2011 04.2016
Khabarovsk Territory Shport 1 06.05.2009 05.2013
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area - Ugra | Komarov 1 01.03.2010 02.2015
Chelyabinsk region Yurevich 1 22.04.2010 04.2015
The Chechen Republic Kadyrov 2 05.04.2011 04.2016
The Chuvash Republic - Chuvashia Ignatiev 1 29.08.2010 08.2015
Chukotka Kopin 1 13.07.2008 07.2013
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District Kobylkin 1 16.03.2010 03.2015
Yaroslavl Region Vakhrukov 1 25.12.2007 12.2012

Source: http://www.governors.ru
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