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DOMINATION, POWER AND AUTHORITY IN RUSSIA: BASIC CHARACTERISTICS AND FORMS

Three sets of concepts – domination, configuration of power forms and effectiveness of power – are used to describe the nature of the political regime in modern Russia. The administrative class is the dominant actor in contemporary Russian society; it has the power to control political processes and to use the state as an effective instrument of its domination. The configuration of power forms corresponds to the bureaucratic nature of domination. The limited role of legal authority is replaced with / subordinated by various forms of manipulation, coercion and force. The state currently under Putin is much more effective, coherent and powerful than it was under Yeltsin. However, it reproduces power over (bureaucratic domination) which has not yet become power to – an instrument of effective government for the benefit of the people.

Political regime and power in modern Russia are usually discussed and explained in terms of authoritarianism or ‘delegative (guided, deformed, illiberal, partial) democracy’
 focusing on deviations of the Russian regime from normative models of democracy. In this article I suggest another model of power and politics in Russia which is based on a set of terms and distinctions developed by scholars involved in a conceptual analysis of power and its forms (D. Wrong, S. Lukes, T. Wartenberg, J. Scott, K. Dowding et al). Application of the ‘vocabulary of power’ (‘domination’, ‘power’, ‘authority’, ‘control’, ‘force’, ‘coercion’, ‘manipulation’, ‘the rule of anticipated reactions’, ‘non-decision-making’, ‘effects of power’, etc.) allows an investigation of the whole range of power relations and can help to create a framework for comparative studies of power.

The following analysis of political power in Russia is based on three sets of concepts: (1) domination, (2) configuration of power forms, and (3) effectiveness of power. These three conceptual tools can help to discuss three key problems in the analysis of power: (1) who has power (who dominates), (2) how is the power exercised, and (3) what are the effects of power.

DOMINATION

The concept of domination describes ongoing relationships between social agents where the power ‘is systematically used by one agent to detriment of the other agent’ and the dominated agent ‘is specifically harmed through the relationship’.
 Thus, two basic defining properties of domination as a specific use of power can be distinguished: (1) ongoing (recurrent) character of power relations and (2) benefits of dominating agents and losses of the dominated. Domination rests on different bases determining its forms and manifestations. It can be based on force, numbers, military and technological superiority, class privileges, religious norms and traditions, economic power, cultural identity, knowledge, etc. In all cases of domination, the advantaged position of dominating groups allows them to control options open to other (dominated) agents, thereby influencing their motivational structure and forcing them to accept particular (unequal) exchange patterns or/and (unfair) social order.

In Western democracies domination is usually attributed to the business (capitalist) class. William Domhoff argues that in the United States the owners and top-level managers in large income-producing properties are by far the dominant power: ‘Their corporations, banks, and agribusinesses come together as a corporate community that dominates the federal government in Washington’.
 John Scott holds a similar view on domination in the UK: ‘Britain is ruled by a capitalist class whose economic dominance is sustained by the operations of the state and whose members are disproportionately represented in the power elite which rules the state apparatus’.
 In both explanations, state bureaucracy (political elite) plays an important but secondary role which is limited by business class priorities.

In Communist Russia and Soviet-type systems domination has been explained in different terms. Here it is characterized by the absence of private property and a business class (class of owners); a one-party political system and state ideology of Marxism-Leninism that predetermined the domination of party-state officials (bureaucracy) in the decision-making process; privileged position in the distribution of goods and services; and ideological hegemony.

Who dominates in modern Russia – the business class (‘bourgeoisie’) or the administrative class (bureaucracy, ‘nomenklatura’)? At first glance, relations of power in post-communist Russia correspond (or are similar) to the Western model of domination since the transition to democracy and a market economy destroyed communist patterns of (monopoly) government and gave rise to a powerful capitalist class able to dominate over other social groups. This seems true for Yeltsin’s regime which has usually been explained as ‘oligarchy’ (oligarchic authoritarianism), though after ‘Putin’s reforms’ such explanations have become less popular among scholars.

The modern political regime in Russia is commonly described as ‘bureaucratic authoritarianism’ with an emphasis on the dominant position of state officials (bureaucracy, political class) in the policy-making process and the shaping of social institutions. 

What are the arguments in favor of the (predominantly) bureaucratic nature of domination in modern Russia? For some scholars this is quite natural since power (state, administrative, bureaucratic) has always played a major role in Russian society. They argue that bureaucratic domination has been reproduced throughout Russian history despite circulation of political elites and revolutions;
 Russia has always been a ‘political’ society in contrast to other European ‘economic’ societies.

However, this explanation is too abstract; so we need to concentrate on various manifestations of power and answer several relevant questions:  1) who benefits? 2) who governs? (who occupies important institutional positions?), 3) who wins? (who successfully initiates, modifies, or vetoes policy alternatives?), 4) who shines? (who has the reputation of being powerful?), 5) who exercises control over ideas? and 6) who determines the political agenda?

In my view, bureaucratic domination in Russia has its roots in the expansion of state (administrative) control of society. No matter how Putin’s policy to strengthen the ‘power vertical’ is evaluated – as the only possible way to increase the effectiveness of state power, or an attempt to preserve the system of bureaucratic domination – this policy strategically coincides with the corporate interests of the administrative class. Control over organizations and institutions (mass media, political and civic organizations, regional and local authorities) which were relatively autonomous in the 1990s; growing state interference in the economy (increase in the number of large corporations where the state has become the biggest shareholder, pressures put by state officials on private enterprises to make business ‘socially responsible’, etc.); and the active role of the state in shaping values and ideological priorities – all these trends lead to ‘widened reproduction’ of bureaucracy, despite the proclaimed measures to cut the state apparatus. 

Bureaucratic domination has been largely predetermined by an inefficient legal system which supports officeholders’ opportunism, inspires frequent changes in the (formal and informal) rules of the game and limits the possibilities of society to influence and control the process of government. Dissemination of informal practices and violation of law (this will be discussed further) allows the bureaucracy to use state powers to advance its corporate interests, thereby exercising power over other groups. The administrative class in Russian society is not an instrument of law but a principal power holder able to convert laws into self-serving power resources.

The inefficiency of laws is closely related to the high level of corruption in the state apparatus.
 In this particular context, corruption reflects society’s dependency on state officials and the existence of numerous obstacles to people solving their economic, commercial, professional or other problems on legal grounds. 

The high level of corruption is evidence of the distribution of public goods in favor of the administrative class. Stable income growth, benefits, pensions and other social and economic privileges of state officials that sufficiently exceed the income growth and benefits of other “budgetary” social groups is another indicator of their privileged position in Russian society. However, the most important source of well-being for a substantive portion of the administrative class lies in its business opportunities. Many state officials have their own businesses and can use state powers, informal connections, information and other public resources to support their enterprises. For some, their official position becomes just an instrument in their business career. 

Bureaucratic domination in the ideological sphere is reflected in a particular set of values (ideas) that have been intensively instilled into peoples minds by the Russian power elite and become widely accepted by the population (‘Great Power’, ‘strong state’, ‘order’, ‘stability’, ‘governmentability’, ‘traditional way of life’, ‘cultural originality’, etc.), while other values (‘freedom’, ‘democracy’, ‘modernization’, ‘global community’) are on the periphery of mass consciousness and elite preferences. ‘Ideological turn’ has been caused by a broad set of circumstances including pragmatic orientations of the governing elite. In the 1990s the administrative class supported the ideology of economic liberalism with an emphasis on ‘minimal state’ to justify privatization and accumulation of capital; in the 2000s it turned to a conservative ideology to defend the existing social order.
 Thus, the ruling class cultivates values that reproduce and maintain the conditions of its domination.

Finally, domination of the administrative class has become possible since the decline of political influence by corporate business after the default (1998) and (especially) attempts of the new political leadership to narrow political space and exclude from politics all actors with large potential for power. Business has never been properly politically organized
 and could not effectively resist this attack. Up to 2003 (‘case of ÎÛukos’)
 those who tried to keep their political autonomy and participate in public policy were prosecuted. Business surrendered and was forced to accept a new pattern of relationships with federal authorities called ‘equal distance’ (‘ravnoudaleniye’): consultations with business do not touch strategic political issues (‘complete ban on politics’), national economic development (‘partial ban on economics’), natural monopolies (corporate community participates only at the stage of implementation of decisions made by the political class), and federal electronic mass media.
 In contrast to Yeltsin’s rule where the Russian state was ‘captured’ by corporate business (‘state capture’), now a reverse process of ‘business capture’ takes place;
 ‘state officials exercise informal control over particular business enterprises and use their resources for departmental or personal purposes’.
 
The process of formalization and institutionalization of relationships between the power elite and the business community also leads to strengthening the position of the former and limiting the autonomy of the latter. The ‘regime of consultations’ and growing status of business organizations (‘The Russian Union of industrialists and entrepreneurs’, ‘Chamber of commerce and industry’, ‘Business Russia’) provide new possibilities for businesspeople in relationships with the administrative elite. However, these organizations become more dependent on Putin’s administration which ‘certifies’ the list of participants in the negotiation process. Thus, ‘changes in political status of interest groups take place: “pressure groups” are transformed into “influence groups”. Pluralism survives at the expense of autonomy of its elements. Institutionalization of interest groups is accompanied by strengthening of their weaknesses and dependency on the state. Balance of power within the system excludes any possibilities for interest groups to impose their will on authorities’

In everyday relationships on a micro-level, the domination of bureaucracy over business is usually based on a discretionary application of law, while controlling agencies (environmental health service, fire department, tax police, etc.) are used to create and/or reinforce formal and informal barriers for business activity.
 The administrative class is interested in sustaining this order of things from which it derives ‘rent status’. Therefore, regular attempts (or their imitations) to reform the system of government cannot substantially decrease officeholders’ opportunism and their ‘business opportunities’.

Finally, the Russian business class is not popular within the society and cannot successfully appeal to public opinion. This negative perception of businesspeople has become widespread among different social groups; state authorities have an interest in promulgating a negative image of ‘oligarchs’ to divert responsibility for poor economic performance onto the business community.
 As a result, Russian corporate business refused to oppose or publicly criticize the power elite and accepted the new format of relationships, ‘business capture’ and other innovations in modern Russian politics.
This conclusion raises a question about the relevance of the idea of ‘structural (systemic) power of business’
 to the Russian social context. It is possible to discover and assess ‘structural power of business’ in empirical terms only in cases of overt conflict between business class priorities and politicians’ intentions, public opinion or preferences of other interest groups. A set of indirect indicators – generally favorable conditions for business, rapid growth of entrepreneurs’ incomes, ‘market’ orientations of the ‘red’ (communist) governors in Russian regions – show that the ‘structural power’ of the Russian business class really matters in considerations of reform.

However, the effect of systemic business power seems lower in Russia than in developed (capitalist) countries: constitutional protection of private enterprise is not effective and investment risks are still very high; the growth of state property undermines the role of private capital; the ruling elite has its own resources (‘administrative resource’) which become the most effective instrument in Russian electoral campaigns; voting behavior does not necessarily reflect the government’s economic performance. The administrative elite do not need strategic political union with the business class (or any other social group): on the one hand, it is ‘affiliated’ with extremely popular President Vladimir Putin; on the other hand, economic growth and high prices of natural resources allow the government to fulfill its commitments without extraordinary financial mechanisms. The ‘structural power’ of the business class has also been undermined by strong egalitarian values supported by the ‘antioligarchical rhetoric’ of the ruling class.

So far I have been discussing the dominant position of state bureaucracy in contrast to the business class, while in reality these groups are highly interwoven. Therefore, many scholars point to ‘merging’ of administrative and business elites in modern Russian society.
 Close relationships between business and bureaucracy go back to the end of the 1980s-beginning of the 1990s and are associated with ‘komsomol economy’, privatization, ‘loans for shares’, auctions. Today ‘administrative enterprise’ is a common feature of the Russian economic system: politicians and state servants (including top officials) use state powers and resources for their own business interests. This makes formal positions in federal, regional and local governments and legislatures highly attractive to many businesspeople.
 

Thus, a significant part of the Russian administrative class is also a part of the business strata. This does not contradict the idea of bureaucratic domination, since membership in the administrative class is usually the key factor of business success of ‘bureaucratic capitalists’ but not (necessarily) vice versa. Moreover, concentration of economic as well as political resources in the hands of bureaucracy increases its power and influence while the ‘double identity’ of officeholders-businesspeople helps to establish a better dialogue (mostly informal) between the two groups. Thereby ‘bureaucratic business’ reflects the privileged position of a state bureaucracy that is able to reproduce conditions for successful merging of administrative and commercial resources for its own sake. The initiative and strategic positions are in the hands of the administrative class which is powerful enough to exercise severe sanctions towards the business community if necessary.

Rapid growth of wealth and increasing numbers of millionaires in the business strata (despite ‘prohibition of politics’ and ‘equal distance’) also do not refute the idea of bureaucratic domination. Unlike the corporate community’s political influence (which can really threaten bureaucratic domination), the growth of corporate wealth per se does not contradict the interests of the Russian administrative class: there is no ‘zero-sum game’ here. The existing order can benefit business and/or other social groups but they have no power to change it. Therefore Kenneth Dowding prefers the term ‘systematic luck’ instead of ‘power’, emphasizing the difference between an actor’s ability ‘to bring about outcomes’ (power) and ‘get what he wants without having to act’ (luck).
 In contrast to luck, exercise of power assumes overcoming the subject’s resistance and making changes in the situation. From this point of view, one can speak about power (domination) of the Russian administrative class and luck of the corporate community, though in some cases the latter can exercise power by imposing its will on other (lower-order) social groups. Business was powerful in the middle of the 1990s, but the situation has now changed.

FORMS OF POWER
There are many classifications of power forms. I distinguish between force, coercion, inducement, persuasion, manipulation and authority.
 I also consider it important to characterize spheres and instances of ‘the rule of anticipated reactions’
 and specific cases of political power (decision-making and non-decision-making, value-shaping, etc.).
Legal authority. In the normative ideal of liberal democracy the basic forms of political power are (should be): (1) legal authority (in cases when power is ascribed to particular state structures and state officeholders) and (2) persuasion (in relations between equal agents or agencies not formally subjected to each other). Legal authority is ‘a power relation in which the power holder possesses an acknowledged right to command and the power subject an acknowledged obligation to obey’.
 The subject of power accepts and follows legal norms; this motivates submission to the power holder. Legal authority performs a major role in a political system only if legal rules are firmly embedded in society; otherwise they would not allow officeholders to exercise their legal powers. In the latter instance, power holders need to use other resources of power that will necessarily transform legal authority into another form of power, e.g. coercion.

Legal authority plays a limited role in the power structure of Russian society. This seems evident and quite natural. Predominance of informal practices in the operation of state power has been commonly recognized by scholars
 and explained as a result of ‘authoritarian experience’ and the absence of the rule of law in the history of the Russian state. Another popular explanation concerns the nature of the modern Russian state which is ‘weak’ but is getting stronger in conjunction with the construction of the ‘power vertical’. However, strengthening the administrative capacities of the state per se cannot guarantee adherence to or enforcement of the rule of law. On the contrary, a strong state, as Vladimir Gel’man points out, ‘can also create obstacles which are very difficult to overcome, when administrative force is combined with low level of autonomy. In this case formal institutions become just instruments in the hands of government to encourage loyalty and punish for unloyalty’.
 The limited effect of formal rules not only decreases the overall effectiveness of political power (I will discuss this problem in the next section) but substantially changes the nature of power in society by increasing the role of other power forms. Finally, predominance of informal practices obviously corresponds to the interests of the administrative class which is outside of popular control. These and some other factors (I will discuss them later) undermine the effectiveness of legal authority in all its manifestations.

Personal authority. In contrast to legal authority, personal authority has always played a major role in Russian politics. In all kinds of political institutions (state, party, civic organizations), top leaders have a large amount of personal power (though it is not only based on personal authority). Vladimir Putin’s personal authority plays a key role in legitimizing the political regime and policy-making process.

From one hand, strong personal authority increases the effectiveness of state power (though this does not increase the authority of the state itself). From the other hand, it decreases the legal authority of state institutions since strong personal authority allows its bearers to change the rules of the game and violate laws and traditions without substantial loss in political image and reputation. Moreover, Putin’s authority does not really depend on his efforts to establish ‘dictatorship of law’.
 This makes him relatively autonomous in choosing power forms and resources. 
Force and coercion. Ineffective legal authority is usually compensated by force and coercion, both legal and illegal.
 If the power holder has no formal powers or the subject is not inclined to obey (no matter what are the reasons to disobey), threat of force (or direct application of force) becomes the most effective instrument of the power holder. There are several reasons why force and coercion have become widespread in Russian politics and society. First, application of force and (especially) coercion usually does not require a large amount of material resources since it relies on the relatively inexpensive communication of threats.
 Second, force and coercion have always (from ancient times) played a major role in resolution of social conflicts in Russia. In the Soviet Union the spread of violence was the result of the distortion of patron-client relationships by the nomenclatural system: the traditional contractual character of patron-client relationships was destroyed, so force (threat of force) became a major source of power and dependence. Mikhail Afanasiev describes this ‘animal-like’ pattern of social relations as ‘the dominant archetype of social being and/or consciousness’ in communist Russia. Military service, prisons and camps became powerful agents of socialization (supplanting community (obshchina), school, and university) which promoted violent practices in Russian society.
 The modern political regime in Russia encourages these practices by ‘making people accustomed to military and violent means of conflict resolution’.

Third, these practices are commonly accepted by a large part of the population which prefers ‘simple’ (plain) solutions, especially with regard to ‘strangers’ (‘aliens’, ‘oligarchs’, ‘liberals’). People perceive legal positions as coercive resources; law is not a ‘rule of the game’ they have to follow and use in their interests, but an imperative and repressive prescription that they are afraid of. According to sociological data, just a minority of citizens (6% in 2002) fulfills their responsibilities towards other people because they ‘respect laws’; others are motivated by fear, i.e. by coercion. These people do not understand why they should defend and respect the rights of others while no one else does so. Thus they are inclined to violate the rights of other people in every possible situation.
 

Fourth, the substitution of legal authority for coercion and/or other forms of power has been catalyzed by the shortage of legal norms (laws) which clearly and unambiguously fix subordination of different state agencies and structures. Experts point to the absence of clearly defined criteria of hierarchy and typology of ‘political’ and ‘career’ positions; preservation of too many departmental rules and regulations (which in turn leads to conservation of the former (soviet) style of government); and psychological discomfort of many officeholders who know that their positions and powers can be easily changed.

Particular manifestations of force and coercion in political practice are diverse and largely depend on the subject of power. In Russia a vide variety of coercive instruments are employed against political opposition, business groups, regional and municipal elites. Arbitrary use of physical force and/or threat of force by the ‘rule-protecting’ agencies (public prosecution office, police, FSB, courts, etc.) and ‘controlling’ agencies (tax police, ecological and fire departments, and so on) is aimed at creating a sense of fear, uncertainty, inconvenience; threat of dismissal, financial cuts, deprivation of tax privileges or political protection are regularly used when particular groups and organizations act contrary to the will of the power elite.
 Coercion (force) does not necessarily take overt forms. Usually the subjects act without open threats from the power holder because they anticipate the latter’s possible negative reactions. Self-censorship in mass media, ‘voluntary sponsorship’ of social projects by businesspeople,
 decline in political ambitions of corporate business after the ‘case of ÎÛukos’ are the most evident examples of ‘the rule of anticipated reactions’ in Russian political life.

Strengthening the political regime decreases the necessity of direct applications of force in politics. This evidently takes place in modern Russia where the number of overt conflicts between authorities and (actual or potential) opposition (political rivals, corporate business, regional elites) has been lessening. The dominant power position of the administrative elite in Russian society allows them not to (adequately) react to citizen’s demands, and to limit the spectrum of issues in the political agenda by preventing opponents from bringing to the fore any issues that might in their resolution be seriously detrimental to the preferences of the elite. After Bachrach and Baratz
 this kind of political power (‘the second face of power’ or ‘non-decision-making’) has become a subject of study. 
Non-decision-making does not belong to any particular power form mentioned above. In my view, the effect of non-decision-making looks very similar to some manifestations of force and/or coercion: in both cases power holders limit the scope of subject’s capacities by formatting the political domain (field). Non-decision-making in modern Russian politics takes place in different areas: control of mass media (where political agenda is legitimized), certification of participants in the negotiation process, creating and reinforcing barriers (ideological, procedural, financial) for political opponents, blocking initiatives aimed at limiting bureaucratic control in the economy,
 leveling of wages, opening access for political parties to state TV, etc.

Inducement. In this case the source of a subject’s submission is a reward which can be obtained from a power holder for compliance with a command. Like coercion, inducement takes various forms in political practice. State power not only allows its holders to use negative sanctions in cases of non-compliance but also to motivate (encourage) the subject to obey their commands. The state possesses economic resources and may use them to support particular groups and policies. Inducement can be both legal and illegal. In the latter case the subject employs state resources without appropriate state powers. Obviously, coercion and inducement have much in common. In many cases it is not easy to distinguish between them; negative (coercion) and positive (inducement) sanctions are often turned into each other and/or used together (‘stick and carrot’). 

In Russian political practice inducement (like coercion) is actively used to ‘compensate’ for ineffective legal authority, especially in cases where power holders are not able (or inclined) to employ instruments of force. Weakness of legal norms and arbitrary rule are two highly interrelated sources of the widespread use of inducement: people prefer not to fight for their legal rights and opportunities but to bargain (‘make deals’) with authorities. This can be explained in terms of both coercion (the officeholder compels a bribe from the subject) or inducement (the officeholder encourages the subject to act in a particular way promising benefits and/or protection, e.g. tax relief, administrative support during election campaign, etc). Usually officeholders ask for money, media resources, financial support for particular events and projects, and other services of that kind. The readiness of both the bureaucracy and general population to accept illegal ‘services’
 has similar roots as dissemination of coercive power forms. ‘Light’ forms of corruption are in fact seen as legitimate in the eyes of the population, especially in particular regions.
 From this point of view, inducement is (more than other forms of power) associated with moral degradation, cynicism, careerism and other attributes of (a large part of) modern Russian bureaucracy.

In comparing the roles of coercion and inducement in Russian political practice, one may argue that coercive mechanisms prevail. Inducement is a basic form of political power in countries with oligarchic rule where the economic resources of the rich give them unlimited influence in the making of key political decisions. Bureaucratic domination in Russia renders administrative (coercive) resources of special importance, since such resources determine the whole set of opportunities open to the administrative class. Administrative resources are cumulative; they can lever other resources (including economic ones) and use them at a lower expense (cost) than threats or force (cost). 

Manipulation and persuasion.
 After 1917 ideological power became a major instrument of political domination effectively used by the governing communist elite. In the 1990s ideological pluralism and freedom of speech destroyed the ideological monopoly of the regime. However, the role of ideology (ideological debates and controversies) in modern Russia is still very important. Since 2000, the ideological domination of the administrative elite has substantially increased with the monopolization of the most important resources of ideological power: TV channels strictly follow the guidelines of state officials, several new ideological programs (e.g. ‘Real politics’) severely criticize alternatives to Putin’s policy while political opponents have no comparable chance to be heard by the population. Critics of the regime may present their views in some newspapers and internet venues. However, this does not compensate for their absence on TV. During election campaigns informational support for the ‘party of power’ and its candidates oversteps all formal and moral restrictions. In this situation the role of manipulation in the ‘manipulation/persuasion’ continuum is increasing: there is no objective (critical) analysis of Putin’s policy in TV programs; authorities deliberately conceal information about the decision-making process and key political nominations; positive economic trends are evidently exaggerated.

It is not easy to evaluate whether the administrative elite really believes that its domination has resulted in positive results for the Russian society. From one hand, Putin’s course largely corresponds to the mentality of modern Russian bureaucracy. On the other hand, the administrative elite hardly believe that the appointment of governors can help in anti-terrorist campaigns or that ‘American imperialism’ really threatens the sovereignty of the Russian state. Doubts about the sincerity of the governing elite
 inevitably arise when it acts contrary to declared principles and values (like ‘dictatorship of law’, ‘democracy’, or ‘civil society’). 

EFFECTIVENESS OF POWER
Effectiveness of power (exercise of power) has two dimensions. The first refers to an actor’s ability to achieve the submission (compliance) of another actor (effectiveness of the very power relation). This can be evaluated by Wrong’s criteria indicated in endnote 30 (intensity, extensity, comprehensiveness). 
The second dimension of the effectiveness of power refers to an actor’s ability to achieve a desired result (effectiveness of management). A subject’s submission to a power holder’s will does not mean that the power holder will necessarily attain their ultimate ends. Effective power relations (stable ability of an actor to get people to do something they would not do otherwise) may be flawed by ineffective management (power holders cannot predict the consequences of the exercise of their power or cannot use it in an appropriate direction). In turn, good managers (governor, state elite) can do nothing if their power resources are weak or inadequate. Thus, quite often evaluations of power and management do not coincide.

In relationships with a political opposition, the power of the governing elite seems effective. It can successfully initiate strategic political decisions in the Duma, block any policy alternatives, use instruments of coercion for threatening an opposition and control flows of information. In the last years, the ruling elite passed a set of laws (introduction of proportional voting system, prohibition of electoral blocks, closing access to elections of those parties whose members were blamed for former ‘extremism’) that substantially decreased the opposition’s electoral possibilities. Courts, public prosecution offices, police, federal security service and other state agencies realize that the will of the administrative class can be used against their political opponents. President Putin’s high personal authority now guarantees the stability of the regime, so the opposition’s political possibilities are minimal.

In relations with other groups with large potential and/or actual power resources (corporate business, regional elites) a similar tendency takes place. Creating federal districts, nomination of governors, declining role of the upper chamber of the Russian parliament, increasing share of federal financing in regional budgets, arbitrary use of the controlling agencies of the state in the regions – all these make regional authorities loyal to the federal administrative elite. Predominance of informal practices over formal institutional procedures substantially increases its power, especially in those realms where formal subordination is absent. Though regional elites still have zones of autonomy, they cannot play an active role in strategic political decisions.

The administrative elite occupies a dominant position in relations with corporate business, especially since 2003. Business accepted a new format of relationships with power authorities.

It is difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of power in relationships between the ruling class and the general populace. As I have already mentioned above, the possibility to assess power arises only in cases when elites demonstrate their abilities to initiate obviously unpopular decisions and block initiatives supported by a majority of the population. Another dimension of power in this particular relationship reveals itself in the ability of the elite to form political priorities and values necessary for the reproduction of the patterns of domination (Lukes’ ‘third dimension of power’). Putin’s high rating allows the administration to say that many Russian citizens either support the regime’s policy or are largely indifferent to the policy-making process itself. In any case, the regime does not need to overcome large-scale resistance from the population. The latter generally accepts its policy aimed at increasing the role of the state in the economy, strengthening the ‘power vertical’ and bureaucratic control, active involvement in world politics.

Taking into account the relatively low living standard of the population, one may assume that this has been a result of ideological domination by the administrative elite. Predominance of  ‘statist’ and ‘patriotic’ rhetoric both in political discourse and everyday conversations ‘at the kitchen’; justification of informal and coercive mechanisms of power demonstrated by the power elite; poor reaction to undemocratic tendencies in modern Russian politics – all these things show that the preferences and values of the Russian power elite and the population largely coincide. 

To what extent is this intersection a result of deliberate efforts by the governing elite, i.e. its ideological hegemony? ‘Conservative turn’ has evident structural roots, especially in political culture and traditions; mistakes and failures of previous governments catalyzed spontaneous rejection of the values of Yeltsin’s epoch. However, it is also a result of effective ideological control. This becomes evident in successful and very dynamic media campaigns aimed at creating new (formerly unknown) popular political leaders (Putin) and parties (‘YEdinaîâ Rossiîâ’),
 effective propaganda of the Russian government’s international actions and of state policy in general.  

So far I have been describing political power in terms of possibilities of the ruling class to impose its political and ideological preferences in the decision-making process. However, the effectiveness of political power largely depends on political institutions and their ability to realize its basic functions. Since 2000 the Russian state has become much more effective and functional than it was in the 1990s, i.e. its power potential has substantially increased. Force and coercion, as I have already mentioned, are effectively used to overcome actual and/or potential resistance of the subjects of state power; alternative centers of political power (‘oligarchs’, regional elites, mafia) have been neutralized; economic resources of the state are growing and the population supports the President. However, in many cases the state does not properly fulfill its functions (e.g. securing civil rights and liberties, collecting taxes, law enforcement, eradicating organized crime, etc.) because the power resources of (some) state agencies and officeholders are not sufficient; the state often fails to carry out its own decisions and enforce laws.
 The majority of Russian citizens (57.1%) consider the state bureaucracy as ‘ineffective’.
 
The power potential of various state structures (parts) is different. President Putin and his administration play a major role in the process of government in Russia, while legislatures, courts and governmental agencies and structures have limited autonomy. This balance of power between state institutions corresponds to the purposes of the ruling elite: centralization of power presupposes strengthening of the state hierarchy and unity of the governmental structures (with the President at the top), while separation of powers, ‘checks and balances’ and relative autonomy of state institutions do not fit this model of power.

What are the outcomes of state power? Does it allow the administrative class to achieve its aims? These questions concern the effectiveness of government; they are not directly related to power but their discussion is important for the analysis of the Russian political system.
Effectiveness of government is usually defined in terms of the state’s capacity to provide people with a particular set of values. Michael McFaul assessed the Russian state against three criteria of state strength: internal cohesiveness, both ideological and institutional; the relative autonomy of the state from society; and the ability of the state to implement policy.
 The first two criteria are largely related to power dimensions, the third one – both to power and governing capacities of the state. 

Some evident manifestations of ineffectiveness of the Russian state, as I have already argued, largely refer to insufficient power resources. However, many other problems have been caused by ineffective government (management), mistakes and failures of the governing officials in achieving public ends. Among them are: (1) passing laws which nobody attempts to enforce (e.g. prohibition of consuming alcohol on the streets); (2) regular fluctuations of state policy caused by immediate issues; (3) populism in decision-making; (4) conservatism, unwillingness to change traditional (informal) power forms; (5) inability to modernize the economy and the system of government, etc.

The most evident negative consequence of state policy lies in conservation of obsolete forms of government. The last decades have shown the inability of highly centralized political systems to take up the challenge of the third millennium. New patterns of social life enforce changes in the role of the state, transforming it from ‘supreme governor’ into ‘manager’. Modern systems of government cannot effectively function without cooperation with citizens and their associations. That is, the state does not refuse to be responsible for the development of society, but shares this responsibility (hence power) with other social institutions.
 Another evident direction of strengthening the state power lies in the sphere of laws and legal powers: the role of legal authority and institutional powers should be substantially increased. 

However, reforming the state mechanism in this way will necessarily destroy the modern system of power based on informal and coercive practices effectively used in the interests of the administrative class. As an instrument of bureaucratic domination over other social groups, the modern Russian state is quite effective: it is able to reproduce the monopoly power of the administrative class. But the state is ineffective in achieving public goals; attempts by the regime to strengthen the ‘power vertical’ do not actually make the state (substantially) better from this particular point of view. So there is an inherent contradiction (incongruence) between strengthening the state as an instrument of domination and the state as the instrument of effective government for the benefit of the people. The future of the state largely depends on the way this contradiction is resolved.

CONCLUSION
To sum up, the administrative class is the dominant actor in contemporary Russian society. Existing social order and governmental policy reproduce the privileges and benefits of the state bureaucracy; the power to control political processes, set the agenda and make decisions. The position of the Russian administrative class corresponds to at least three (out of four) of Domhoff’s criteria of power (domination): it occupies key institutional positions, successfully initiates particular political decisions (policy alternatives) and enjoys its privileged (beneficial) position. As far as the level of mobilization of corporate resources, class consciousness and ‘control over ideas’ are concerned, the Russian administrative class is hardly less coherent and organized than dominating classes in other countries, since its solidarity is strengthened not only by common interests and corporate consciousness but also by joint administrative functions requiring a high level of hierarchy, organization and collective action. Sociological data prove that the administrative class becomes a ‘cast’. Its representatives see their main task in ‘preserving and increasing their power and protecting their interests’ as opposed to the interests of society.

The configuration of power forms corresponds to the bureaucratic nature of domination. Various forms of manipulation, coercion and force are commonly used instead of legal authority. This cannot be explained just by references to authoritarian political traditions and/or political culture: the administrative class wants to keep the possibility of arbitrary use of law to preserve the status quo. Attempts to build the ‘power vertical’ strengthen the coercive mechanisms of state power but its legal bases remain weak.
Predominance of informal mechanisms in political and governmental practices makes state power an effective instrument of bureaucratic domination. At the same time it decreases the effectiveness of the state in achieving public aims, protecting citizens and providing social values and services. In general, the Russian state under Putin is much more effective, coherent and powerful than under Yeltsin. However, it still cannot effectively perform its functions – either because the power resources of the state are insufficient, or the configuration of resources impedes the rule of law, modernization of economy and government. Thus, the modern system of power in Russia is simultaneously effective and ineffective. It successfully reproduces power over which has not yet become power to.
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