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Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

“My wife asked me to not be involved in politics so that I could feed
our family,” a middle-aged man in the former Soviet Union recounted
to me in 1997. This simple, pragmatic statement reveals a fundamental
way in which capitalism influences democracy. Specifically, capitalism
acts on democracy through individuals’ assessments of their economic
autonomy, or their ability to earn a living independent of the state.
With the end of Soviet communism in 1991, this man became actively
involved in democratic politics. He founded a branch of a political
party, which supported candidates for regional and national elections.
“When I created the party, I did not think there would be risks,” he
explained. He had assumed that greater political freedom in the late
Soviet period meant that he no longer had to fear government reprisals
for oppositional activity. He was wrong. Provincial authorities fired this
man from his job as a school director three times between 1991 and
1997 as punishment for his political activism. Meanwhile, his orga-
nization dwindled from 100 to 12 members as others faced similar
workplace harassment. Unable to find a job beyond the reach of local
officials, the man decided to abandon the party. He and his fellow lead-
ers dissolved the organization, even though the party was thriving in
other regions of the country.

This story is typical of the accounts I heard from current and for-
mer activists in post-Soviet countries. The common theme is that when
one’s livelihood and one’s political activism collide, the latter suffers.
To be precise, these accounts illustrate that economic autonomy is the
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2 Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

foremost means by which capitalism increases people’s capacity to exer-
cise their democratic rights. Furthermore, they suggest that investiga-
tions of capitalism and democracy should not concentrate exclusively
on socioeconomic groups but should also consider individuals. The
importance of individual assessments of economic autonomy is easy
to grasp, but this link between capitalism and democracy has been
overlooked in previous scholarship.

CAPITALISM AND DEMOCRACY

Existing studies of capitalism and democracy acknowledge both com-
patibility and tension between the two systems. As Charles Lindblom
noted in Politics and Markets in 1977, “liberal democracy has arisen
only in nations that are market-oriented.”™ Moreover, scholars have
described how the two systems share many characteristics, including
uncertain outcomes and pluralism.* Yet, debate continues as to whether
capitalism is a net benefit to democracy. Research suggests that capital-
ism promotes the right to participate in democratic institutions; how-
ever, it both supports and undermines people’s capacity to exercise that
right.

Capitalism has directly contributed to the creation and maintenance
of democratic rights. Historically, capitalist development produced a
new economic class that demanded democratic rights.> “[Democra-
cies] were established to win and protect certain liberties: private prop-
erty, free enterprise, free contract, and occupational choice,” Lindblom

t Charles Lindblom, Politics and Markets: The World’s Political Economic Systems (New
York: Basic Books, 1977), 165.

> In market and electoral competitions, the outcomes are not predetermined but uncer-
tain. In other words, a business may succeed or fail; a candidate may win or lose.
Market economies and democratic systems also exhibit “extremes of pluralism,”
meaning that each system is decentralized, with power and resources widely dis-
tributed. See V. Bunce, “Elementy neopredelennosti v perekhodnyi period,” Polis 1
(1993), 44—51; Friedrich A. von Hayek, The Road to Serfdom (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1980); Lindblom, Politics and Markets; Adam Przeworski, Democ-
racy and the Market: Political and Economic Reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin
America (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).

Robert Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989),
252; Barrington Moore, Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and
Peasant in the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966); Dietrich
Rueschemeyer, Evelyne Huber Stephens, and John D. Stephens, Capitalist Develop-
ment and Democracy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992).
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Capitalism and Democracy 3

explains.# In the modern era, business continues to support democratic
rights as a means of maintaining these liberties.3

However, although capitalism promotes democratic rights, it does
not necessarily enable people to use those rights. On the one hand, the
pluralistic nature of capitalism enhances the capacity to exercise demo-
cratic rights.® Political resources that are helpful to exercising rights,
such as money, knowledge, status, and access, are held not by a single
authority in capitalist systems but are distributed throughout society.”
Moreover, these resources increase the organizational capacity of non-
state actors, allowing them to protect these rights against government
encroachment.?

On the other hand, the division of labor in capitalist societies cre-
ates differences in status and opportunity that result in some groups
having greater political resources than others.? For example, Lindblom
identified the “privileged position” of business in America that stems
from the larger amounts of money, status, and access companies enjoy.
Corporations can use their funds for political influence, companies’ tax
payments make governments beholden to them, and consequently busi-
nesses have greater access to government officials. Businesses can even
circumvent democratic means of influencing government officials.™

4 Lindblom, Politics and Markets, 169.

5 Ibid., 164.

¢ Robert Dahl, After the Revolution? Authority in a Good Society, Rev. ed. (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1990).

7 Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics, 252.

8 Lindblom, Politics and Markets, 170-174, 179; Max Weber, Economy and Society:
An Outline of Interpretive Sociology (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978),
143.

9 Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics, 326; Robert Dahl, Democracy, Liberty, and Equal-

ity (Oslo: Norwegian University Press, 1986), 1o-11; Robert Dahl, A Preface to

Economic Democracy (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), 55; Robert

Dahl and Charles Lindblom, Politics, Economics, and Welfare: Planning and Politico-

Economic Systems Resolved into Basic Social Processes (New York: Harper, 1953),

281-282; Robert Dahl, Toward Democracy — a Journey: Reflections, 1940-1997

(Berkeley: University of California, 1997), 147.

Scholars who acknowledge the inequality of resources have explained the coexistence

of the two systems in different ways. According to Lindblom, businesses’ support for

democratic rights and their ability to indoctrinate the public enable capitalism and
democracy to function together. Similarly, Claus Offe and John Keane have attributed
the coexistence of the two systems to an accord between labor and capital, which
party systems support by keeping anticapitalist issues off the agenda. See Lindblom,
Politics and Markets; Claus Offe and John Keane, Contradictions of the Welfare State
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1984).
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4 Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

The contradictory influences of capitalism are perhaps best recon-
ciled in a quotation by Robert Dahl, a scholar who early in his career
argued that capitalism had a purely beneficial impact on democracy
but then acknowledged its negative influences. “In the twentieth cen-
tury, the existence of a market-oriented capitalist economy in a country
has been favorable to democratization up to the level of polyarchy [or
democracy as we know it]; but it is unfavorable to democratization
beyond the level of polyarchy.”™ In other words, capitalism facilitates
the creation of contemporary democracy, but it impedes the full real-
ization of democratic ideals.

ECONOMIC AUTONOMY

This book argues that economic autonomy is the foremost means by
which capitalism enhances people’s ability to exercise their democratic
rights, whether in advanced democracies or hybrid regimes, govern-
ments that exhibit both democratic and authoritarian characteristics.
Economic autonomy is a product of capitalism, and it is essential to
the practice of democracy. Economic autonomy results from capital-
ism because in a capitalist economy the market, not the state, generates
opportunities for earning a living. Most citizens make a living through
private ventures, with minimal interference from the state.’ In turn,
economic autonomy allows people to engage in the political activities
that are essential to the operation of democratic institutions.

The calculation of whether one’s economic autonomy is sufficient to
protect one from government harassment comes before consideration
of interests, resources, and organizational capacity — the focus of other
studies that examine the impact of capitalism on democracy. Demo-
cratic interests and resources are not sufficient for political activism.
The ability to make a living independent of the state is critical to the
practice of democracy; otherwise, citizens will avoid activism for fear
of economic reprisals by the government.

The idea of economic autonomy encourages us to refocus the debate
from socioeconomic classes to individuals. Previous studies argued
that capitalist development provides classes with the resources and

™ Dahl, Toward Democracy, 147.
> Bunce, “Elementy.”
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An Empirical Puzzle 5

organizational capacity to act against dominant groups in pursuit of
their pro-democratic interests.”> The pro-democratic leanings of one’s
strengthened social class may be sufficient to motivate an individual
to join peers in a single street protest. However, for long-term politi-
cal engagement, individuals calculate their own economic risks before
acting. The accounts of post-Soviet citizens in this book illustrate that
decisions by individuals, not characteristics of classes, are the first link
in the chain between capitalism and democracy.

The concept of economic autonomy emphasizes how state economic
monopolies compromise democratic rights. In the former Soviet Union
and in other regions of the world where states play significant economic
roles, economic autonomy is highly salient. Where the state does not
have an economic monopoly, individuals may not consciously calculate
their economic autonomy because the idea of economic dependence
on government authorities is foreign to them. Yet, a decrease in eco-
nomic autonomy in these places would hinder democratic participation
nonetheless. Regardless of geographic location, economic autonomy is
a concept that illuminates when people participate.

AN EMPIRICAL PUZZLE

“A Few Miles Apart, 2 Russias Contend for Nation’s Future” ...
“Democratic Norms Under Assault in Russian Far East.”™ In the
1990s, headlines such as these revealed the real-world puzzle from
which my argument about economic autonomy emerged. Media
accounts and case studies suggested that Russia had only pockets of
democracy across its vast territory. Opposition candidates in one region
ran without negative repercussions, but those in another region lost

3 Moore, Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy; Rueschemeyer et al., Cap-
italist Development and Democracy. Eva Bellin also contends that group interests
motivate pressure for democracy, but she finds that support for democracy cannot be
assumed under conditions of late-developing capitalism. See Eva Bellin, “Contingent
Democrats: Industrialists, Labor, and Democratization in Late-Developing Coun-
tries,” World Politics 52 (January, 2000), 175-205; Eva Bellin, Stalled Democracy:
Capital, Labor and the Paradox of State-Sponsored Development (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2002).

Michael Specter, “A Few Miles Apart, 2 Russias Contend for Nation’s Future,” New
York Times, May 25, 1996, 1; Jeffrey Lilley, “Eastern Model: Democratic Norms
under Assault in Russian Far East,” Far Eastern Economic Review (April 7,1994), 28.

T
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6 Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

their jobs. Journalists in one province reported freely, but those in
another censored their remarks. Political groups in one region oper-
ated openly, but those in another disbanded because of harassment.
This patchwork of democracy is not unique to Russia. In countries
such as Mexico, India, Spain, Chile, and Brazil, democracy has also
developed unevenly.”s Even in older democracies, democracy may be
weaker in some regions. Prime examples are the American South histor-
ically and southern Italy to this day.™® Yet, the unevenness in established
democracies is not nearly as great as in countries that only recently
introduced democratic institutions, such as Russia. In Russia, only a
small percentage of regions can be considered democracies. Scholars
have provided country-specific descriptions of the uneven development
of democracy, yet no theories have incorporated these findings.
Democratization theories tell the story of democratic development
solely from a national perspective. One school of thought, “crafting”
theories,™” explains democratization through interactions among elites,

5 Jonathan Fox, “The Difficult Transition from Clientelism to Citizenship,” World Poli-
tics 46 (January, 1994), 151-184; Patrick Heller, “Degrees of Democracy: Some Com-
parative Lessons from India,” World Politics 52 (July, 2000), 486—501; Juan J. Linz
and Amando de Miguel, “Within-Nation Differences and Comparisons: The Eight
Spains,” in Comparing Nations: The Use of Quantitative Data in Cross-National
Research, ed. Richard L. Merritt and Stein Rokkan (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1966), 307; Marcus J. Kurtz, “Free Markets and Democratic Consolidation in
Chile: The National Politics of Rural Transformation,” Politics and Society 277 (June,
1999), 275—-301; Guillermo O’Donnell, “On the State, Democratization and Some
Conceptual Problems: A Latin-American View with Glances at Some Postcommu-
nist Countries,” World Development 21 (August, 1993), 1358-1361; Jeffrey Rubin,
Decentering the Regime: Ethnicity, Radicalism, and Democracy in Juchitdan, Mex-
ico (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1997); Simon Schwartzman, “Regional
Contrasts within a Continental-Scale State: Brazil,” in Building States and Nations:
Analyses by Region, ed. S. N. Eisenstadt and Stein Rokkan (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications, 1973), 226.

16V, O. Key and Alexander Heard, Southern Politics in State and Nation (Knoxville:
University of Tennessee Press, 1984); Alexander P. Lamis, “The Two-Party South:
From the 1960s to the 1990s,” in Southern Politics in the 1990s, ed. Alexander P.
Lamis (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999), 1—49. Also, see Robert
D. Putnam, Robert Leonardi, and Raffaella Nanetti, Making Democracy Work: Civic
Traditions in Modern Italy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993).

7 John Higley and Michael Burton, “The Elite Variable in Democratic Transitions and
Breakdowns,” American Sociological Review 54 (February, 1989), 17-32; Giuseppe
Di Palma, To Craft Democracies: An Essay on Democratic Transitions (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1990); Mattei Dogan and John Higley, Elites, Crises, and
the Origins of Regimes (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 1998);
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whereas the other attributes democratization to socioeconomic condi-
tions.*® Both schools devote almost no attention to subnational poli-
tics, focusing instead on national elites, processes, and conditions. At
most, crafting theories allow a subnational civic movement to play
a role in negotiated transition, and socioeconomic theories lead a
scholar to footnote that a region is a socioeconomic outlier. Overall,
crafting theories seem implicitly to assume democracy will develop
evenly throughout a country once transition occurs in a national cap-
ital. Socioeconomic theories seem implicitly to assume that aggregate
characteristics will enable democracy to be consolidated equally suc-
cessfully across regions.

Studies that do focus on subnational politics give little attention to
questions of democratization. In 1974, Mark Kesselman and Donald
Rosenthal lamented the myopia of subnational investigations: These
studies considered center—periphery relations only from a legal perspec-
tive, they ignored the influence of rural and national governments on
urban politics, and they rejected cross-national research.™ Since then,
many of these problems have been overcome, but theories of subna-
tional political development still have not emerged.>° Instead, since the

John Higley and Richard Gunther, Elites and Democratic Consolidation in Latin
America and Southern Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Juan
J. Linz and Alfred C. Stepan, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation:
Southern Europe, South America, and Post-communist Europe (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1996); Przeworski, Democracy and the Market; Guillermo
O’Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead, Transitions from Author-
itarian Rule, 4 vols. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986); Dankwart
A. Rustow, “Transitions to Democracy: Toward a Dynamic Model,” Comparative
Politics 2 (April, 1970), 337-363.

Carles Boix and Susan C. Stokes, “Endogenous Democratization,” World Politics
55 (July, 2003), 517-549; Robert Dahl, Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1971); Karl W. Deutsch, “Social Mobiliza-
tion and Political Development,” American Political Science Review 55 (September,
1961), 493—514; Alex Inkeles, “The Modernization of Man,” in Modernization: The
Dynamics of Growth, ed. Myron Weiner (New York: Basic Books, 1966), 138-150;
Seymour M. Lipset, “The Social Requisites of Democracy Revisited: 1993 Presiden-
tial Address,” American Sociological Review 59 (February, 1994), 1225 Seymour M.
Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political
Legitimacy,” American Political Science Review 53 (1959), 69-105.

19 Mark Kesselman and Donald B. Rosenthal, Local Power and Comparative Politics
(Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1974), 10-12, 14.

This inattention to subnational variation is not surprising considering that schol-
ars created these theories to explain differences in democratic development among

18
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8 Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

mid-1970s, scholars of comparative politics have been examining the
subnational level through the lenses of federalism, elite values, decen-
tralization, local government law, and urban politics.>* In the 1990s
and the first years of the new century, there has been a reemphasis
on subnational politics, and the topics have expanded to include elec-
tions, political movements, state institutions, and economic policy.**
Over the years, Americanists have paid greater attention to the sub-
national level, but they tend to ask questions about the status quo
instead of change over time: Who controls local polities? How can

countries. Moreover, the national approach may reflect a certain pragmatism: As
Dahl acknowledged, investigating democracy in all subnational units, from munic-
ipal governments to trade unions, would be a Herculean task. Even a focus on
subnational governments can prove more difficult because in the provinces gov-
ernment restrictions on fieldwork may be more severe and suspicion of foreigners
may be greater. Finally, this preference for the national level over the subnational
level mirrors a pattern found throughout the discipline of political science. See Dahl,
Polyarchy, 14.

For example, see Betty M. Jacob, Krzysztof Ostrowski, and Henry Teune, Democ-
racy and Local Governance: Ten Empirical Studies (Honolulu: University of Hawai’i,
1993 ); Daniel Elazar, Exploring Federalism (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press,
1987); Henry Teune, “Local Government and Democratic Political Development,”
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 540 (July, 1995),
10-23; International Studies of Values in Politics Project, Values and the Active
Community: A Cross-National Study of the Influence of Local Leadership (New
York: Free Press, 1971).

Caroline Beer, “Assessing the Consequences of Electoral Democracy: Subnational
Legislative Change in Mexico,” Comparative Politics 33 (July, 2001), 421-440;
Rebecca Bill Chavez, “The Construction of the Rule of Law in Argentina: A Tale
of Two Provinces,” Comparative Politics 35 (July, 2003), 417-437; Kent Eaton,
“Designing Subnational Institutions: Regional and Municipal Reforms in Postauthor-
itarian Chile,” Comparative Political Studies 37 (March, 2004), 218-244; Frances
Hagopian, Traditional Politics and Regime Change in Brazil (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996); Elizabeth J. Remick, “The Significance of Variation in Local
States: The Case of Twentieth Century China,” Comparative Politics 34 (July, 2002);
Karen L. Remmer and Francois Gelineau, “Subnational Electoral Choice: Economic
and Referendum Voting in Argentina, 1983-1999,” Comparative Political Studies
36 (September, 2003), 8o1-821; Karen L. Remmer and Erik Wibbels, “The Subna-
tional Politics of Economic Adjustment: Provincial Politics and Fiscal Performance in
Argentina,” Comparative Political Studies 33 (May, 2000), 419—451; Rubin, Decen-
tering the Regime; Richard Snyder, “After Neoliberalism: The Politics of Reregula-
tion in Mexico,” World Politics 51 (January, 1999), 173—204; Richard Snyder, Poli-
tics after Neoliberalism: Reregulation in Mexico (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001); Yang Zhong and Jie Chen, “To Vote or Not to Vote: An Analysis of
Peasants’ Participation in Chinese Village Elections,” Comparative Political Studies
35 (August, 2002), 686—712.
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average citizens participate? How do different levels of government
interact??3

With respect to Russia, neither media accounts nor academic stud-
ies offer an explanation for subnational variation in democracy. Media
reports supply descriptions of one or two regions, but no generaliza-
tions about the uneven development. Many scholarly works provide a
comprehensive picture of politics in a single Russian province or city.*4
However, because each study explores different aspects of democracy
and uses different measures, it is difficult to draw general conclusions.
Another set of works has explored subnational political development
across multiple regions. These investigations have provided valuable
data and analysis about single aspects of democracy, such as the emer-
gence of democratic movements, administrative control over elections,
variation in electoral outcomes, political parties, legislative—executive
relations, and the effectiveness of government institutions.*S Yet, these

23 Robert Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press, 1989); Gerald Frug, Local Government Law (St. Paul,
MN: West, 1988); Key and Heard, Southern Politics; Paul E. Peterson, City Limits
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981); Clarence N. Stone, Regime Politics:
Governing Atlanta, 1946-1988 (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1989). Nancy
Burns’s work on the creation of special districts and municipalities is an exception to
this rule. Unfortunately, her study offers little insight into the uneven development of
democracy because she focuses on the establishment of new political entities instead
of change in existing ones. See Nancy Burns, The Formation of American Local
Governments: Private Values in Public Institutions (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1994), 25.

Single case studies of Russian regions and cities are too numerous to list here, but most
have appeared in the journals Europe-Asia Studies, Post-Soviet Affairs, and Eurasian
Geography and Economics and in edited volumes, including: Theodore H. Friedgut
and Jeffrey W. Hahn, eds., Local Power and Post-Soviet Politics (Armonk, NY: M.
E. Sharpe, 1994); Timothy ]J. Colton and Jerry E. Hough, Growing Pains: Russian
Democracy and the Election of 1993 (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press,
1998). Also, see Robert W. Orttung, From Leningrad to St. Petersburg: Democratiza-
tion in a Russian City, 1st ed. (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995); Nicolai N. Petro,
Crafting Democracy: How Novgorod Has Coped with Rapid Social Change (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2004).

M. Steven Fish, Democracy from Scratch: Opposition and Regime in the New Russian
Revolution (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995); G. V. Golosov, “Elec-
toral Systems and Party Formation in Russia: A Cross-Regional Analysis,” Compara-
tive Political Studies 36 (October, 2003), 912-935; Grigorii Golosov, Political Parties in
the Regions of Russia: Democracy Unclaimed (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publish-
ers, 2004); A. Konitzer-Smirnov, “Incumbent Electoral Fortunes and Regional Eco-
nomic Performance during Russia’s 2000-2001 Regional Executive Election Cycle,”
Post-Soviet Affairs 19 (January—March, 2003), 46—79; Valentin Mikhailov, “Regional
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10 Capitalism, Democracy, and Economic Autonomy

studies do not provide a comprehensive picture of democratic activ-
ity. A small number of scholars have investigated subnational political
differences systematically and comprehensively; however, they have
asked other questions: How did provincial regimes differ during the
perestroika era? What were the consequences of these Soviet-era dif-
ferences? How can the democratic and authoritarian outcomes of tran-
sition from communist regimes best be characterized? What accounts
for differences in the power of regional political machines?*® Scholars
of comparative, American, and post-Soviet politics have yet to offer a
theory of democracy’s uneven development within countries.”

THE INVESTIGATION

The news articles and case studies about Russia suggest that it is a good
place to begin studying the uneven development of democracy. But,
how can we ensure that findings in Russia apply outside the country?

Elections and Democratisation in Russia,” in Russian Politics under Putin, ed.
Cameron Ross (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2004), 198—220; Bryon
J. Moraski, “Electoral System Design in Russian Oblasti and Republics: A Four Case
Comparison,” Europe-Asia Studies 55 (2003), 437—468; Joel C. Moses, “Political-
Economic Elites and Russian Regional Elections 1999—2000: Democratic Tendencies
in Kaliningrad, Perm and Volgograd,” Europe-Asia Studies 54 (2002), 905-931; Joel
C. Moses, “Voting, Regional Legislatures and Electoral Reform in Russia,” Europe—
Asia Studies 55 (2003), 1049-1075; Steven L. Solnick, “Gubernatorial Elections in
Russia, 1996-1997,” Post-Soviet Affairs 14 (1998), 48-80; Kathryn Stoner-Weiss,
Local Heroes: The Political Economy of Russian Regional Governance (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997). Also, Ralph S. Clem and Peter R. Craumer
have published numerous analyses of subnational electoral outcomes in Post-Soviet
Geography and Economics.

Henry E. Hale, “Explaining Machine Politics in Russia’s Regions: Economy, Ethnicity,
and Legacy,” Post-Soviet Affairs 19 (2003), 228-263; Joel Moses, “Soviet Provincial
Politics in an Era of Transition and Revolution, 1989-91,” Soviet Studies 44 (1992),
479-509; Mary McAuley, “Politics, Economics, and Elite Realignment in Russia: A
Regional Perspective,” Soviet Economy 8 (January—March, 1992), 46-88; Vladimir
Gel’man, “Regime Transition, Uncertainty and Prospects for Democratisation: The
Politics of Russia’s Regions in a Comparative Perspective,” Europe—Asia Stud-
ies 51 (September, 1999), 939—956; Vladimir Gel’'man, Sergei I. Ryzhenkov, and
Michael Brie, Rossiia regionov: transformatsiia politicheskikh rezhimouv, ed. Vladimir
Gel’man, Sergei I. Ryzhenkov, and Michael Brie (Moscow: Ves’ Mir, 2000).

Samuel Eldersveld, “The Comparative Development of Local Political Systems,”
in Nation, Power, and Society: Essays in Honor of Jerzy ]. Wiatr, ed. Aleksan-
dra Jasinska-Kania and Jacek Raciborski (Warsaw: Wydawnictwo Naukoe Scholar,
1996), 344-345.
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