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l. PURPOSE, APPROACH, AND METHODOLOGY

he purpose of this report is to support USAID/Russia’s effort to draft its 2005-2010

country program democracy strategy. The Mission’s Office of Democratic Initiatives is

organized into subsector teams that are responsible for civil society, political process,
independent media, rule of law, and local governance.! As part of the country strategy devel-
opment process, USAID has commissioned an assessment of each of these five subsectors.

ARD, Inc. was engaged by USAID under the democracy and governance analytical services in-
definite quantity contract to provide USAID/Russia with an assessment of three program areas
within the agency’s democracy portfolio: political processes, civil society development, and lo-
cal governance. ARD also was asked to identify possible linkages and synergies across the Mis-
sion’s democracy portfolio. Finally, ARD was tasked to conduct USAID’s annual NGO
sustainability index in Russia. The NGO sustainability index for Central and Eastern Europe
and Eurasia is a tool used by USAID to study the strength and overall viability of NGO sectors
in each country in the region. Through analysis of seven dimensions that are critical to sectoral
sustainability, the index is a valuable resource for USAID missions, other international donors,
and local NGO umbrella groups and support centers. The overall assessment of three of the
subsectors, recommendations for linkages across the portfolio, and the sustainability index ac-
tivity should be seen as an integral component of the larger country strategy development effort
currently underway.

The formal scope of work for this activity, including the sustainability index, is attached to this
report as Annex A.

This evaluation was carried out over a six-week period beginning in June 2004 by a research
team consisting of four Americans and three Russians. In addition, two special part-time advi-
sors provided significant input into the development and crafting of prioritized recommenda-
tions in each of the subsectors. The team conducted more than 100 interviews in Washington,
Moscow and five other Russian cities. 2 To augment the information gleaned from the inter-
views, the team also relied on selected bibliographical sources (see Annex C) in compiling the
present assessment report.

The assessment process included the following activities:
* Review of background information and documents.
* Conduct pre-travel interviews in Washington, D.C.

* Conduct on-site interviews in Washington, D.C., Rostov-on-Don, Irkutsk, Nizhny
Novgorod, Bor, and Vladimir.

* Conduct interviews with approximately 150 individuals representing over 100 organizations.

* Apply organization and institutional filters.

! There is also a team that handles partnerships and special projects.
2 A contact list for the assessment team, advisors, and interviewees can be found in Annex B.

O USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society 1



Chapter 1

* Conduct post-travel interviews and research.
* Formulate key findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

* Formulate expected programmatic results and estimated budget outlays.

The ARD team began its work in the United States in late May 2004 by reviewing available
documentation relevant to USAID/Russia’s democracy program. The American members then
traveled to Russia, met their Russian team members, and spent nearly three weeks meeting with
a wide range of people involved in political process, civil society, and local government devel-
opment assistance. Interviews were conducted across Russia with USAID officials and staff,
USAID partner organizations, political party leaders, heads of non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), leaders of municipal organizations, and many other professionals. The assessment
team was divided into three working groups (one for each subsector) that included an Ameri-
can and a Russian member. All three working groups traveled to Irkutsk; the political process
and civil society working groups then traveled to Rostov-on-Don, while the local governance
working group traveled to Vladimir, Nizhny Novgorod, and Bor. A USAID staff member ac-
companied the team to each of the cities visited. Annex D contains summaries of discussion
from selected meetings. (Owing to length, this annex is included only as a pdf file on a disk at-
tached to the sleeve of the bound report.)

Upon completion of the fieldwork, the team considered the following institutional filters in ad-

vance of providing its key findings and recommendations:

* Mission strategic objectives.

* The stated expected level of Mission resources that will be available for activities in the three
subsectors.

* Expected results and potential impact.

Prior to departure from Russia on June 19, 2004, the team presented a draft outline of its major
tindings, conclusions, and recommendations for each of the subsectors, as well as for potential
synergistic activities across the democracy office’s portfolio. These preliminary results were dis-
cussed with Mission staff in Moscow, and written comments were provided to the team during
finalization of this assessment report.

Research for the NGO sustainability index was completed in November 2004. The final version
of the index is available from USAID.
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2. OVERVIEW

he assessment team has generated the enclosed report at a perplexing time for the cause

of democratizing reform in the Russian Federation. Prevailing political tendencies in-

side the country, consonant with those in many parts of the post-Soviet expanse, are
discouraging, and this in turn creates dilemmas for the USAID mission and for American policy
as a whole.

The roots of the problem go back to the circumstances of the fall of the Soviet regime at the be-
ginning of the 1990s. Besides pressures for a more open and a more responsive political system,
the collapse unleashed an unruly struggle for power and wealth and a multitude of fissiparous
forces that at times seemed to jeopardize the very fabric of Russian society and the ability of the
state to govern. Euphoria over a smooth “transition” to a democratic polity yielded to wide-
spread concern at the elite and the mass level about the need to entrench governing arrange-
ments and to bring the overall transformation process under tighter rein—notions that meshed
with traditionally paternalistic Russian attitudes toward authority. The stoutly presidentialist
constitution put in place by independent Russia’s founding president, Boris Yeltsin, in 1993
proved to be a suitable vehicle for the purpose. Yeltsin’s successor, Vladimir Putin, having
tapped the yearning for stability in his ascent to power in 1999-2000, promptly installed a bun-
dle of measures aimed at “law and order” and “strengthening the state,” surpassing what his
patron initially had in mind. These included additional buttressing of executive and especially
presidential prerogatives at the expense of parliament; the insertion of numerous officers from
the security apparatus into senior political and administrative positions; curbs on the flow of
news, information, and opinion; a frostier stance toward NGOs; restrictions on aid providers
and on contacts between Russian citizens and foreigners; steps to recentralize Russia’s federal
system and to pare back the role of regional leaders in national decision making; reliance on a
harsh military occupation to quell the insurgency in Chechnya; and the construction of a privi-
leged “party of power,” United Russia, with which officialdom in Moscow and the provinces
has been obliged to cooperate.

Recent events have extended this unsettling trend several more notches. Strictures on the mass
media and the national television networks, in particular, were noticeably stiffened in 2003—
2004. Governmental manipulation of mass politics attained unprecedented heights during the
latest Russia-wide electoral cycle. The Kremlin-aligned United Russia harvested two-thirds of
the seats in the State Duma in December 2003, and the major liberal parties were shut out for the
tirst time. Putin was reelected as president in the qualifying round in March 2004 with more
than 70% of the popular vote. Concurrent with the election campaigns, the multipronged attack
on the richest man in Russia, Mikhail Khodorkovsky, and the oil company he headed, Yukos,
betrayed a determination to set limits to big business’s political influence and to reassert state
primacy in the natural resources sector, the engine of the Russian economy.

Contemporary Russia is by no stretch of the imagination a liberal democracy, and on Putin’s
watch it has regressed significantly from certain of the democratic gains of the preceding dec-
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Chapter 2

ade. This being said, however, the USAID assessment team does not consider past achieve-
ments to have been totally eviscerated or the battle for democracy to have been irretrievably
lost. Russia, like many nations swept up in the “third wave” of global political change in the last
third of the twentieth century, is governed today by a hybrid regime that blends aspects of
democratic governance and authoritarian domination.> Over the long haul, modern history
gives us ample reason to expect the democratization dynamic to resume and deepen, subject
always to zigzags and intermittent setbacks. A well-regarded body of scholarship holds that
political democracy tends sooner or later to go hand in hand with market economics and with
the accumulation and prosperity fostered by private property and free exchange. Among other
dividends, sustained, market-induced growth ought to encourage the emergence of a Western-
type middle class in Russia. By some estimates, a sizable minority of the population already
belongs to such a grouping.* A large and flourishing middle class committed to defending its
own interests in the public arena would eventually be one of the most reliable props of civil so-
ciety, rule of law, limited government, and, above all, of political pluralism in the new Russia.

A series of short-term considerations also argue against drawing overly gloomy conclusions
from Russian political developments. For one thing, many of Putin’s cardinal decisions owe as
much to the logic of tempering the excesses of the Yeltsin period as to any urge to revert to the
unalloyed tyranny of Soviet days. The 20032004 electoral cycle, which the ruling group was
bent on winning at all cost, exaggerated the propensity to shun Yeltsin-era prescriptions. Putin
and his allies and clients capitalized shrewdly on popular apathy (vis-a-vis media freedoms)
and resentment (vis-a-vis Khodorkovsky and the “oligarchs” who profited so disproportion-
ately from privatization). It is simply too soon to judge whether they will be willing or able to
undertake a more radical march along the autocratic path in future.

For another thing, some of the recent efforts to boost the capacity of the Russian state—by im-
proving tax collection, budgetary procedures, and bureaucratic discipline, for instance —pose no
dire threat to economic, social, and political freedoms and may well contribute to the founda-
tions of good government by equipping the authorities to respond more adequately to policy
problems. A related point is that Putin’s program has contained liberal as well as illiberal
strands. Examples would be passage of a land code that sanctions private ownership, reduction
in red tape for small businesses, and the introduction of jury trials for serious criminal offenses.

” o i

3 Devising catchphrases for the resultant mix—“managed democracy,
and “competitive authoritarianism,” among others—has become somewhat of a cottage industry among academics.
The contours of the debate can be traced in the periodical Journal of Democracy.

* Thirty-six percent of voting-age citizens surveyed by Russian sociologists in the winter of 19992000 (in a project
organized by Timothy Colton and Michael McFaul) answered affirmatively to a yes/no question about whether they
belonged to the middle class. A more complex question used in an analogous survey in 2003-2004 (project directors
Colton, Henry Hale, and McFaul) drew a rather different response, mostly because it explicitly gave respondents a
sizable list of alternative social groups (14 in all) with which they might feel an affinity. Eight percent said they felt
closest to the middle class, putting it fifth on the list of groups (workers were first and pensioners second). A slightly
larger proportion identified with the intelligentsia, a group recognized (unlike the middle class) in the Soviet lexicon.
Studies putting the middle class at around one-fifth of the population have been done by Tat'yana Maleva of the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Harley Balzer of Georgetown University, and the U.S. State Depart-
ment’s Office of Research.

managed pluralism,” “electoral democracy,”
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Economically, Putin has had the good fortune to preside over the remarkable, export-led boom
that followed on the heels of the financial crisis and devaluation of 1998. A truism of political
economy is that good times redound to the benefit of incumbents, and so it has been in Putin’s
Russia. His almost effortless reelection in 2004 owes an enormous amount to the economic re-
covery, credit for which would in all likelihood have accrued to almost anyone holding his job
in that same span of years. In the political sphere, quite a few of the structural features of the
more liberal 1990s remain viable, albeit in attenuated form. For all the backsliding, Russia con-
tinues to have competitive elections, a plethora of political parties (though they are relatively
ineffectual), somewhat abridged rights to organize and assemble, a spectrum of points of view
and sentiments on offer in its communications media and intellectual establishment, and a
functioning federal system. In the private sphere, there has been no tampering with the vast
majority of the personal liberties granted to the populace under the aegis of Mikhail Gorbachev
and Boris Yeltsin. Indeed, they have been enhanced in many cases by greater purchasing power
and the newfound availability of consumer conveniences.

It is equally worthy of note that, barring a drastic revision of the rules of the game, the end of
Vladimir Putin’s tenure in office is now in clear sight.> Like Yeltsin before him, he can be
counted on to want to designate a reliable political heir. Prior experience shows that under
semi-democratized Russian conditions it is feasible for a strongman to manage such a succes-
sion process in terms of personnel—Yeltsin made the hitherto obscure Putin a national figure
overnight by appointing him prime minister and then acting president in 1999 —but that, by the
same token, the cleverest maneuvering will not be enough to guarantee the final result in terms
of policy. Within Russia’s broader political elite, the inherent uncertainty of the impending
transfer of control is bound to heighten tension and willingness to engage in risky behavior.
This will all unfold against an unpredictable economic backdrop. Oil and gas production,
stimulated by elevated world prices, has accounted for about half of the rise in Russian eco-
nomic output since 1999, so any cooling in demand will commensurately shrink the size of the
pie to be distributed and intensify conflict over it. And other economic and socioeconomic dan-
gers lurk as well,® to say nothing of the interminable strife in Chechnya, which is again showing
signs of spilling over into neighboring sections of the Caucasus and beyond.

In so open-ended a setting, we recommend that USAID programs combine a patient and guard-
edly hopeful perspective on Russia’s long-term political prospects with a willingness to invest
in undertakings that give leverage toward at least partially favorable outcomes in the short
term. The approach should be strategic, proactive, flexible, and informed. Adverse and uncer-

5 Under the 1993 constitution, he is limited to two four-year terms, the second of which will expire in May 2008. There
has been discussion within his administration of a constitutional amendment to extend his presidential eligibility or
to turn Russia into a parliamentary republic in which he could succeed himself by becoming prime minister. Putin
has repeatedly declared his opposition to any such change, although it cannot be excluded that he has concealed his
true opinion or would be open to changing his mind.

¢ As we complete this report, a payments crisis has beset the Russian banking sector for several months. There is
abundant dissension, too, over the plan to slash public subsidies in the housing and municipal-services sector. Some
press commentaries have linked these simmering problems to the sag in Putin’s popularity ratings since the March
election.
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Chapter 2

tain tendencies in the immediate Russian environment dictate realism and a sense of proportion
in setting program objectives in the coming years. We are persuaded, nonetheless, that USAID
actions can make a discernible difference in two main respects, notwithstanding the near-
impossibility of democratic breakthroughs at this juncture. First, it behooves the agency to im-
plement its programs with an eye toward protecting key elements of pluralism that have survived
from the more benign climate of earlier years. Second, and consistent with the recommenda-
tions found in this report, we suggest that USAID be selective in new initiatives intended to
break new ground in terms of longer-term political change.

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the assessment team in the political process,
local government, and civil society USAID/DI subsectors can be found in the chapters that fol-
low. In addition, the team has prepared a special set of recommendations based on the finding
that USAID’s impact, over time, can be maximized by leveraging programs and approaches
across activity sectors.

/R) USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society 6



3. POLITICAL PROCESS ASSESSMENT

3.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE SECTOR
Trends and structures pose challenges for pluralism

The trends described in chapter 2 are particularly manifest in regard to political processes.
There was considerable progress made since 1993 in the articulation of a new enabling envi-
ronment for democratic practices, but these initial steps proved to be no panacea for the con-
flicts and confusion that followed the end of the Soviet system. The Russian penchant for order
helped the presidency emerge as a powerful center of stability. But early aspirations for a rapid
move to mature democracy have been tempered by political tactics somewhat reminiscent of a
prior, more authoritarian era.

Most recently, it appears as though the trends in the direction of greater concentration of power
in the Kremlin is continuing. President Vladimir Putin, referring to the need to strengthen cen-
tral authority after a spate of terrorist acts in recent weeks, introduced plans in September 2004
to abolish direct elections for regional governors and to alter the voting rules of parliament. The
recent announcement by Putin has led former president Boris Yeltsin to criticize the recent
trends away from democratization under Putin’s presidency. Yeltsin lamented the fact that Rus-
sia appears to be moving away from the spirit and letter of the 1993 constitution that he intro-
duced, and which was subsequently approved by national referendum.

The recent trends, however, should not be overstated and seen as a complete reversal, since the
structure of the political process itself already favored a powerful executive. Rather, Putin has
been exercising the powers that he inherited to further strengthen the Kremlin’s control over
Russian politics. The president is committed to maintaining stability through means of control,
rather than through greater liberalization.

A strong presidency as an institution dates back to the constitution of 1993, which provided the
executive with sweeping powers. The constitution provides for little in the way of parliamen-
tary oversight, with only a handful of appointments needing to be ratified by the legislature.
The president can only be challenged by a two-thirds majority of the 450 member Duma. Such
an opposition is unlikely. At first, there were too many parties for opposition forces to obtain a
majority, and after the last election, pro-Putin factions have held sway over United Russia,
which has emerged as the dominant political party.

The presidency also dominates the federal system. This concentration of power became more
pronounced as a result of the diminution of the powers of the 178 member Federation Council.
President Putin moved to pass a law in 2000 whereby elected regional governors and heads of
regional assemblies no longer automatically gained membership in the Council. Instead, the re-
gional representatives are now themselves elected from forums that Kremlin can more easily
control. The governors continue to have access to State Council, which provides them with di-
rect access to President, which in some ways is seen as more important than formal powers. The
recent moves to further limit the independence of governors comes in part as a result of re-
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gional complaints about the Kremlin leaving regions to pay for promises made by Moscow
without transferring additional resources downwards. Just this past summer, several governors
openly criticized the Kremlin’s fiscal policies. More on the decentralization of fiscal resources
and authorities are discussed below in the section on local governance.

The lack of strong checks on executive power has meant that systems of patronage are resilient,
which is a recipe for corruption. The judiciary is also a weak and ineffective counterweight to
the strong executive, further improving the environment for corruption. The dominance of
strong personalities, long a feature of Russian politics, has again emerged with the consolida-
tion of power in Putin’s presidency.

The combination of contemporary trends with the structures that favor a strong presidency
poses considerable challenges for short-term breakthroughs or improvements at the national
level toward democratization. There is a lack of political will for further liberalization from the
top of the political system, and advocates for democratic reform currently lack the vehicles
(such as effective political parties and free media) to effectively push for change from below. As
will be seen later in this report, there are more opportunities for effective interventions at the
local levels than at the national level.

Competitive and representational mechanisms remain weak

PARTIES

In part reflective of the limited role of parliament, political parties have not effectively played a
key role in fostering effective competition. Party building in Russia has been hamstrung by the
limited penetration parties have had in important political institutions. In the executive branch,
most officials do not belong to parties, and there is no proportionality by party in awarding
powerful positions. The two men to hold the most potent position in the Russian political sys-
tem, the presidency —Boris Yeltsin and Vladimir Putin—have eschewed membership in any
party, although both have lent support to pro-Kremlin parties.

The problems with political parties in Russia have a financial dimension: electoral campaigns
are expensive and politicians need to find the wherewithal to cover campaign expenses and
maintain head-office organization. Although money is not the decisive problem for them, inter-
views with party leaders indicated that they devote inordinate effort to identifying donors and
raising funds. The parties have to devise ways to finance themselves that are less vulnerable to
external and state pressures, as well as potential cutbacks. The Khodorkovsky affair suggests
that large- and medium-size businessmen may be reluctant to risk getting too engaged in party
politics, at least in opposition party politics. Party dues may prove effective at some point as
well.

What perhaps most grievously inhibits Russian parties from building wider memberships and
constituencies is their frequent inability to define themselves in programmatic terms and to
demonstrate to potential members and voters exactly how they intend to accomplish their
stated goals. Large egos, a penchant for infighting, and a lack of strategic thinking and planning
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frequently stand in the way of articulating a compelling political vision. In the succinct evalua-
tion of one senior officer in a liberal-minded party, the failure of his party in December 2003
was caused by external and internal factors, strategic and tactical. His most interesting com-
ments concerned the internal strategic factors. First, although the party’s platform had good
points, its message was transmitted poorly. Second, the party had no conception of how to deal
with the United Russia juggernaut—how they differed from United Russia especially —or with
the other major liberal-minded party. Third, they had no effective feedback mechanism from the
local activists and mid-level party functionaries back to the top leadership in Moscow (“no one
likes to hear criticism, but it’s essential”). A local party leader was more pointed in summing up
relations between his organization’s center and party troops on the ground: “We don’t need
anything from them. What they tell us to do [in the way of election techniques, for instance]
changes with every new election, and this is handled in an idiotic fashion.”

The assessment team is convinced, in light of party shortcomings and the absence of more fa-
vorable political will, that support for party organization at the center, and for center-out or top-
down organization building, should not be the nub of the agency’s work under current condi-
tions. Instead, periphery-in or bottom-up techniques are much more promising at the present
time. A related focus for activity should be the rules of the electoral and party game. Here the
agency should seek out ways to support those who advocate greater coherence and simplicity
in electoral laws and, especially, greater transparency and integrity in their implementation. We
can expect considerable turbulence in the party realm as political players regroup for the Duma
elections scheduled for 2007. New faces are sure to appear in many parties—and not least in the
liberal factions that did so miserably in 2003. For new or revamped parties to succeed, they will
need to redouble their efforts to build strength locally, all the more so because recent legislation
will make regional elections between-party affairs. United Russia is already investing heavily in
regional campaigns, and any party or bloc that wishes to resist it will need to do the same.

The building of relationships between political parties and NGOs is another approach worth
considering. But this will also face many challenges, as civil society at the national level is also
weak and somewhat artificial, as elaborated more fully in the subsequent section on civil soci-
ety. The assessment team’s interviews, especially outside of Moscow, suggest linkages between
parties and NGOs will be effective only after protracted engagement. While constituency
building is essential for a more democratic future, linking party processes with NGO support
should be done carefully and selectively, perhaps by starting with activities that involve eco-
nomic and social issues rather than overt political issues. For example, constituency-building
linkages between NGOs involved in social service delivery and municipal authorities could
help build the networks of interaction between parties, local authorities, and NGOs, which
would have positive implications for political processes in Russia at the local level.

ELECTIONS

Genuine electoral competition has been hindered in most polls in which the Kremlin has an in-
terest. Television broadcasts have been increasingly slanted toward Kremlin positions. At-
tempts by business scions to enter the political arena have been heavily discouraged, as with
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Khodorkovsky. Many Russian experts see harm in the 2002 change in the election law that be-
ginning in 2007 demands a minimum of 7% of the national party-list vote for any party to be
seated in the State Duma (until now the threshold has been 5%). The argument is that the higher
threshold will exclude certain minority views from representation at the national level and will
allow the Kremlin to intimidate smaller parties. Other observers, however, point out that the 7%
barrier will mostly impede the emergence of frivolous, single-issue parties and will actually
present politicians with incentives to consolidate their efforts and voters with more palatable
alternatives at election time. Of perhaps greater importance and detriment is the requirement in
the new Russian law on political parties that any party must have chapters in 50% of the 89
provinces of the federation and that in half of the 89 it must have at least 100 members. This
clause will work against the spontaneous development of regional-based parties. It is also oner-
ous for national-level parties, for they will be hard-pressed to recruit significant numbers of ad-
herents in remote and sparsely populated areas, and will be tempted to resort to subterfuge and
financial incentives to meet the stipulation.

Another new federal law, requiring that regional assemblies elect at least half of their deputies
on party lists, like the State Duma, is double-edged. On the one hand, it may serve to strengthen
political parties in some regions and acquaint the populace better with parties and party-based
politics. On the other hand, the rule can be easily manipulated to stifle the legitimate political
activities of some groups, as was done, for instance, in Yekaterinburg during the recent election
of the oblast duma. The liberal-minded SPS and Yabloko alliance there was kept out of the elec-
tions on a technicality and so denied representation in the Duma.

Much of the legislation in effect in Russia regarding elections is adequate and relatively fair. The
failures come in its implementation—as with nearly all laws in Russia. To cite the most egre-
gious examples: (1) electoral commissions at various levels of government are packed with po-
litically connected members, mostly supporters of those in power in the jurisdiction; (2) close
monitoring of elections, by foreigners as well as Russians, is hampered by current administra-
tions; (3) requirements for and limitations on campaign finance are arbitrarily and sometimes
illegally enforced, again so as to minimize the efforts of opposition groups; and (4) ruling
groups have been free to set up artificial “duck” or “decoy” (utka) parties to deflect votes away
from rivals or to create political schisms at the highest levels (such as with Rodina and the
“Speakers’ Party” in the 2003 campaign for the State Duma).

What laws not currently on the books would be most helpful in promoting greater democracy

in Russia? Among those suggested by current USAID grantees:

* Requirements for greater transparency at all levels of government and greater access to
public officials by the media.

* A law attaching a “societal” committee to every elected body, which would watch out for
the voters and their concerns.

* Elimination of spending limits on election campaigns, as they cannot be enforced in practice

or are enforced inequitably, and are often used as a pretext to winnow out troublesome can-
didates.
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Federalism offers some potential traction at local levels

It appears as though the situation at national and federal levels is not filled with promising op-
portunities for effective donor intervention. But there are some dynamism and ongoing refash-
ioning of arrangements as one moves away from the center. In part, this is due to the failure of
the state to be able to maintain a centralized hold throughout the country. The political econ-
omy of contemporary Russia means that the state is no longer to play the benevolent role it as-
pired to under the communist system. There is a pressing financial need to delegate some re-
sponsibilities to more regional and local levels. This holds for both private investment and the
provision of public goods and services.

The problem is that the reach of a patronage system based on strong personalities is too limited
to maintain legitimacy in the periphery. If Putin or a local governor does not look your way;, it is
difficult to get important things accomplished. Few if any Russians today find it effective to
work with or contribute to causes that are not in some way encouraged or supported by the
authorities. Much of the Russian political process thus has the nature of self-fulfilling prophecy:
ordinary Russians think that an effort without the imprimatur of a governor or of Putin will fail

USAID'’s interest in refocusing on Russia’s regions and on an issue-oriented approach is there-
fore on the mark. The highly charged political situation in the national political arena at present
is not conducive to the development of meaningful, long-term, and sustainable reforms. The
assessment team believes that grassroots work is the most essential work to be done in a devel-
opment context in Russia. To be sure, the obstacles at the local level are also great. In the telling
phrase of one Rostov-area official (reported by a local political activist), “The governor wants to
have all the political parties in his pocket: one in the front pocket, another in the back pocket.”
On balance, however, locality takes on special importance in a sprawling country with ethnic,
climactic, and other diversity and, now, a federal constitution. As a practical matter, local and
regional initiatives have more room to unfold than those undertaken exclusively at the federal
level.

Conceivably, political programs might be developed to cater to certain public discontents sur-
rounding the Russian taxation system. Namely, the inequities of the system tied closely today to
the idea of “donor regions” and net “recipient regions” could play a role in focusing greater
public attention on government transparency and fairness. The regions most often considered to
be budgetary donors are St. Petersburg, Moscow City, Moscow Oblast, Lipetsk, Samara, Tatar-
stan, Perm, Sverdlovsk, Bashkortostan, Khanty-Mansi, Yamal-Nenets, Krasnoyarsk, and Irkutsk.”

Both key challenges and opportunities exist in looking downward

So far as the population is concerned, observers of the Russian scene (Richard Pipes, for exam-
ple) are correct in noting a measure of passivity, indifference, and even hostility toward “de-
mocracy,” as Americans understand this concept, and a strong desire for stability and order in

7 There is much fluctuation in the published lists of donors and recipients. The number of donor regions grew from 9
or 10 in 1996 to some 13 in 1999 and 18 or 19 in 2000, and then went back down to 9 in 2002. In 2003 it was said to
have increased to 13.
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their lives.® Ordinary Russians deeply resent the fact that the former system of government and
its ways of doing things ended so swiftly, facing them with a sink-or-swim situation and a
shredded social safety net. The corruption that reached epidemic proportions in the 1990s and
the refusal of many public officials to heed popular concerns have also alienated them. But this
hardly means that Russians have rejected all aspects of a more open society or even that they
have given carte blanche to their leaders and will absolve them of responsibility for their ac-
tions. Public apathy, cynicism, and lack of civil awareness are big but not insurmountable
problems. Pipes himself has far from given up on the prospects of democracy in Russia, as il-
lustrated by his active participation in Moscow School of Political Studies (MSPS) conferences.
He is hopeful that Russia will eventually settle on a form of governance suitable to it, combining
aspects of liberalism and Russian traditionalism.’ It is our judgment that limited political in-
volvement by a relatively narrow circle of people now creates the possibility of more involve-
ment by a broader stratum of people in time. Now is emphatically not the moment to throw to
the winds the seeds of democracy that remain on Russian soil.

Citizens tend to be more politically active where there are salient social issues that need to be
resolved. Resolving social/community services may be the single greatest stimulus for getting
people involved in politics. The gap in the provision of such services and the resolution of
community problems presents promising opportunities that has the potential to increase citizen
participation, and is explored further in the subsequent sections of this assessment.

3.2 USAID’s ACTIVITIES VIS-A-VIS THE POLITICAL PROCESS
Strengths of USAID programs

In general, all USAID programming that promotes political competition and pluralism, the
growth of liberal-minded political parties/groups, and/or changes in electoral and party laws to
make them more equitable and transparent is of value. The issue is not the inherent merits of
contributing to this effort, but rather whether the commitment of resources in this area has been
able to lead to sufficient impact given other opportunities for investment. Given more resources,
USAID should continue all such programs.

The election monitoring work of GOLOS (funded through multiple mechanisms) is of great im-
portance to USAID’S political mission because it brings greater transparency to the political
process. All methods that can reduce voting manipulation and other chicanery associated with
“administrative resources” deserve to be fostered. Considerable resources are already devoted
to this work from other sources. More critical for USAID is to help Russians find ways to make
use of the monitoring data collected and available. With a pilot program only one year old, it
may be too soon to tell, but GOLOS'’s effort to monitor deputies may not lead to significant pro-
gress given the overall constraints facing both parties and elected bodies.

8 Richard Pipes, “Flight from Freedom,” Foreign Affairs, May/June 2004. But see also the more upbeat conclusions
drawn from survey evidence in Timothy J. Colton and Michael McFaul, “America’s Real Russian Allies,” Foreign Af-
fairs, November/December 2001, and “Are Russians Anti-Democratic?” Post-Soviet Affairs, April/June 2002.

9 Personal communication to the ARD assessment team.
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USAID'’s recent efforts to do targeted and stratified survey opinion research is an innovative
way to assess aspects of the agency’s work. Well-designed and well-executed surveys can pro-
vide (1) some significant benchmarks for future comparisons of regions receiving assistance
with those not receiving assistance (or receiving less assistance) and (2) insights for planning
purposes into how major social actors and groups, political figures, and/or strata of society view
the processes and changes in which USAID is engaged. On the other hand, survey research
cannot be expected to provide (1) absolute proof of USAID effectiveness, (2) detailed justifica-
tion for any particular program or programs, or (3) a definitive way to prioritize programs.

USAID is fortunate to have the services of a respected survey research team (Debra Javeline and
Vanessa Baird) to help educate it about the use and abuse of survey data and the possibilities
and limitations of survey research. As USAID itself has done, grantees like the International Re-
publican Institute (IRI) have commissioned survey research for assistance in internal decision
making and allocation of money to their own grantees. Among the useful products to appear
(for its insight) is Boris Makarenko’s “Political Parties after the Parliamentary Elections” (Janu-
ary 2000).

In its semi-annual reports, IRI cites many polls conducted on the regional and local levels—as
well as two nationwide surveys—designed primarily to help liberal-minded parties succeed at
the polls. Judicious use of opinion polling should remain a fixture of grantees’ strategic and tac-
tical planning. IRI, the National Democratic Institute (NDI), and their grantees are not as aware
as they might be of certain other survey research resources. Foremost is the State Department’s
Office of Research surveys, readily available to the Moscow USAID office and through them to
grantees. In addition, nearly all major Russian polling firms have their own websites, which
present much useful data on a regular basis. Despite the good use to which some commissioned
survey data have been put, there is a great deal more that can and should be done with this
material.

Weaknesses

Grantees and especially sub-grantees have not been sufficiently careful to monitor their own
work. Sub-grantees sometimes judge their success in boilerplate language and self-serving as-
sessments. They often confuse outputs with impact. It would be advisable to see movement to a
more systematic, GPRA-like approach of measuring their work. IRI and, to a lesser extent, NDI
have attempted this approach in their semiannual reports. Their recognition of the need to have
true benchmarks of outcomes, not just of outputs, is praiseworthy and should serve as a model
for their own grantees in turn.

MSPS also provides a good example—in its report for the years 2000-2003—of how sub-
grantees sometimes mix “outputs” with “outcomes.”'® The entire section on “Impact” (pp. 14—
16) is a first-rate example of wrestling with the complex and difficult task of measuring how
their work has influenced various people in Russia. In addition, on p. 7 of that “Final Report,” it
is noted that “At the end of every seminar, feedback forms are distributed for participants to

10 MSPS, “Final Report, Period: July 2000-July 2003,” Moscow, n.d.
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noted that “At the end of every seminar, feedback forms are distributed for participants to
complete. It serves to improv|[e] the School’s program and selection process.” Similarly, on pp.
9,11, and 12, the MSPS includes, respectively, a list of publications, the assertion that “with the
support of the Alumni Association, Regional Schools of Public Politics have been founded in 10
regions of Russia,” and a further affirmation that “the revamp of the website has resulted in a
steady increase in the number of hits. The website is also ranked among [the] best 30 websites in
‘politics” on some search engines.”

The activities described above are all accomplishments of a sort, and yet testimonials to them
can easily become exercises in mere bean counting. USAID must induce MSPS and other sub-
grantees to get at the crux of the matter: the bald statement that “No doubt, these kinds of ex-
changes have had a positive impact on democratic processes in various regions of the Russian
Federation” should not go unchallenged. MSPS should demonstrate how its publications were
used and to what effect. What impact did these 10 new regional schools actually have on local
politics? Did they end up preaching to the choir, or did they enlist new people into the political
process? Has the website managed to change the public’s perceptions or behavior in any way,
or is this another form of self-congratulation and internal reinforcement for those already con-
verted?

3.3. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITIES IN POLITICAL PROCESS

General considerations

Detailed cross-regional analyses of the political map can be drawn in any number of ways,
given the large number of factors that can affect political life in any locale. By the same token,
general laws or correlation between regional development and political programming, no mat-
ter how desirable, are hard to sustain. For many hypotheses of this type, there are both illustra-
tive supporting examples and countervailing examples.

To be concrete, here are some potentially useful “correlations,” based in part on current pro-

gramming, that USAID might consider in formulating its new strategy:

* In some regions, there has been established a “pyramid” of elections, with balloting for
more than one legislative body all held simultaneously. This appeared to have a sanguine
effect in Kalmykia and the Altai krai, where incumbent conservatives lost in a recent vote.
However, in other locales, this simultaneous holding of elections for legislatures at various
levels has not had the same effect.

* Effective work with legislative deputies often depends on the region’s level of industrializa-
tion and its number of large businesses. In regions with one or more large enterprises, influ-
ential deputies tend to be leaders of these large businesses and devote less time and effort to
their work as deputies and especially to working with the public, out in the open. In regions
without such large enterprises, by contrast, deputies are sometimes more open and public in
their activity.

* During elections, media outlets tend to be less shackled in regions where the governor is at
odds with legislative deputies or with the mayor and/or council of the regional capital. Ex-

O USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society 14



Chapter 3

amples where this has been the case in the past are Yekaterinburg, Samara, and Nizhnii
Novgorod. These divisions can shift rather quickly.

= (itizens tend to be more politically active where there are salient social issues that need to
be resolved. Social/communal services may be the single greatest stimulus for getting peo-
ple involved in politics.

*  “Overlapping programming” appears to pay dividends. In two broad regions, NDI has tried
to combine media, advocacy, NGO-party coalition-building, and constituency-building po-
litical work —mostly to good effect. These two regions are along the Volga River (Astrakhan,
Samara, Saratov) and in the Urals and west Siberia (Yekaterinburg, Magnitogorsk, Chely-
abinsk, and Tiumen).

* Liberal ideas tend to fare well in communities with a disproportionate share of college and
university-level students. An example cited by Rostov SPS leaders is the city of Taganrog.
Others include Novocherkassk and, to a lesser extent, Rostov itself.

* Conceivably, political programs might be developed to cater to certain public discontents
surrounding the Russian taxation system. Namely, the inequities of the system tied closely
today to the idea of “donor regions” and net “recipient regions” could play a role in focus-
ing greater public attention on government transparency and fairness. The regions most of-
ten considered to be budgetary donors are St. Petersburg, Moscow City, Moscow Oblast,
Lipetsk, Samara, Tatarstan, Perm, Sverdlovsk, Bashkortostan, Khanty-Mansi, Yamal-Nenets,
Krasnoyarsk, and Irkutsk.!!

Geographical Considerations. Creation of “political geographies” of Russia has often been at-
tempted in the past. In the mid-1990s, the CIA produced a famous map of the “red-brown belt,”
stretching along the Volga River and down across much of southern Russia. Most of these have
been based on national election results, however, and not on more localized data. IRI is the most
recent organization to attempt this kind of task, and its report is suggestive of opportunities for
political reform but far from exhaustive. Unfortunately, the time it takes to develop this infor-
mation often leads to results that are overtaken by events.

With respect to geographical distribution of USAID’s new program, it would appear, based on
interviews conducted by the team, that regions where the administration and/or the citizenry
are more receptive to democratic and or liberal ideas include: Novosibirsk, Karelia, Perm, Bri-
ansk, Tomsk, Ulyanovsk, Arkhangel’sk, Voronezh, Riazan’, Tver, Kamchatka, Altaiskii krai,
Chuvashia, Kaliningrad, Sverdlovsk, and Samara.

Among the regions where the administration and/or the citizenry appear to be less receptive to
democracy and liberalism are: Moscow, Tatarstan, Bratsk, Bashkiria, Krasnodar.

11 There is much fluctuation in the published lists of donors and recipients. The number of donor regions grew from 9
or 10 in 1996 to some 13 in 1999 and 18 or 19 in 2000, then and went back down to 9 in 2002. In 2003 it was said to
have increased to 13.
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One interesting region is Kalmykia, where some would put it in one camp, others in the oppo-
site. The same is true of Moscow and the city of St. Petersburg. Even non-democratic regions
sometimes have democratic-leaning localities (e.g., Novorossiisk in Krasnodar krai).

For greatest potential impact of its development resources, USAID may wish to focus its activi-
ties on regions that are scheduled to have legislative and gubernatorial elections over the next
several years. The Mission would have the choice of working with pro-democratic regions, anti-
democratic regions, or a mix of the two.

Monitoring and Evaluation Considerations. In general, the assessment team believes that
USAID/Russia would do well to increase its expectations with respect to holding grantees and
contractors accountable for effectively measuring the impact of development activities. In addi-
tion, the team believes that USAID/Russia should use training-of-trainers methodologies to the
maximum extent possible. The resources for promoting democracy in Russia are meager, and
each and every dollar needs to be stretched as far as possible.

Commendably, USAID/Russia has built into many of its programs guidelines for measuring
“success” or “impact.” On closer look, however, these guidelines are unevenly implemented.
IRI’s semiannual report for March-September 2003 is a model effort to measure impact (see pp.
44-52).12 IRI staff has clearly thought long and hard about what measures are meaningful and
measurable for their program on political party-building. They have clearly and unambiguously
defined five separate indicators and then proceeded to spell out in detail what they accom-
plished to satisfy those five indicators. USAID should hold this up to other grantees and sub-
grantees as a “gold standard” to follow.

However, in their semiannual report for October 2002-2003, this same IRI group followed a
more problematic approach to assessing impact. Sprinkled throughout this report are what ap-
pear to be good indicators of the effectiveness of their various training programs. However, the
report contains strong evidence of “grade inflation” in program evaluations. Based on the ubig-
uitous problem of “courtesy bias” that creeps into such evaluations, it seems clear that partici-
pants were telling IRI that the training was not quite as successful as the high numerical values
might at first suggest. The team estimates that the actual ratings of participants were probably
much lower, meaning that grantees such as IRI should constantly be vigilant of quality control
with respect to its speakers and training program. One way to do this would be to continue to
ensure that some IRI staff attend almost every training seminar and pull aside participants for
candid conversations about how things are going and how well the speakers are doing.

Specific follow-on activities

Now is a propitious time for USAID to amend its strategy in the political process arena. Until
now, the U.S. government and USAID have tried a rather sweeping approach to transforming
Russian politics. It appears that now is the time for smaller deeds. In the interests of protecting and

12 International Republican Institute [IRI], “CEPPS-2/IRI Semi-Annual Report: March-September 2003.
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deepening political pluralism, the transcending goal and focus of its efforts in the realm of political proc-
esses should be the involvement of Russian citizens in the political life of their country. For ordinary
Russians to want to get involved there must be a more widespread perception that such activity
affects their daily lives in significant and direct ways and that their more active participation
will not prove bootless.

Operationally, the best way to effect change in present-day Russia is to act at the regional and
local levels rather than primarily at the national/federal level. The attitude here should be, as
one Novosibirsk activist put it well: “To try to get change at the federal level now is ridiculous.
We must get the regional governors to change.” If in due course a half dozen, a dozen, or two
dozen regional administrations approach the center to lobby for changes nationwide, then it
might happen.

Given the mismatch between Russia’s size and complexity and the resources the U.S. govern-
ment likely will provide, USAID must reconcile itself to a small and maybe diminishing future.
Clearly, USAID is in no position to transform the political landscape, the laws and constitution,
or the entire media system. USAID should move from providing assistance to Russia to be-
coming a partner with selected Russians on selected issues of reform.

Within the limited scope of USAID activity, the generation and dissemination of information is
paramount. Monitoring of elections and elected deputies” activities plays the next most impor-
tant role. If these programs can encourage even small changes for the better in local and re-
gional legislation and legislatures, they will have accomplished much. The team recommends
the following activities, with the most important listed first.

1. Political Parties. Although the 2003 elections suggest that the development of effective po-
litical parties in Russia remains at an indeterminate stage, it is important that USAID not
give up on this activity entirely. Training for political party leaders, and encouraging the
emergence of a new generation of political leadership, is of great importance to the U.S. se-
curity and political interests. The assessment team recommends that USAID focus its devel-
opment activities regionally, working with political parties at the local level to increase their
incorporation of grassroots constituencies. Parties could also be encouraged to link with is-
sue-based NGOs, perhaps through strategic use of grants for NGOs in areas where the ap-
petite for reform is greatest. The point of entry would be issues rather than the parties per se,
and the goal would be to encourage NGOs to ally with parties as a means to better access
decision-makers. Linkages with USAID local government programs on issues such as con-
stituency building and municipal service delivery could well be an effective way to bring
new faces and ideas into Russian politics. We believe that it would be advantageous to work
with political parties in regions where USAID otherwise is active. The cumulative effect of
multisectoral programming could bring substantially more positive results. In sum, the ob-
jective would be to work with parties to try and develop their grassroots base by developing
specific platforms and programs on local issues.
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2. Election Monitoring. USAID should support election monitoring even more broadly and
deeply than it currently does and make better use of the information gathered through such
monitoring. It is not clear from grantee reports and from our interviews—though it may be
the case—that grantees have used monitoring results as “wedge issues” for arousing greater
citizen activism, gone to local/regional/federal assemblies with specific legislative proposals
to eliminate abuses, or spread this information broadly as a means of educating the public to
its civic duties. Specific activities would include monitoring of candidate nomination, regis-
trations, and de-registrations. Aleksandr Rutskoi, Yurii Skuratov, and other potentially
troublesome candidates were kept off the 2003 ballot through shady tactics that would be
comical if they did not have such serious effects. Henry Hale, Robert Orttung, and Nikolai
Petrov recently put a lot of effort into determining how the 2003 nominations worked in the
225 single-mandate districts for the Duma, cataloguing all the dirty tricks and informal coa-
litions set up by governors and local oligarchs. This effort could easily be replicated in re-
gional, especially gubernatorial, elections, and work could usefully go into pulling the in-
formation together in a readily accessible way.

3. Use of Information Technology. In conjunction with its media activities, we recommend that
USAID increase and enhance the use of the Internet and websites not funded by the agency
as well as other information-sharing technologies and resources. For example, the use of cel-
lular telephony, not to mention the spread of broadband Internet, is rapidly expanding
across all sectors of the Russian population and in all regions. USAID should look carefully
at using these media to reach greater numbers of people. Significantly, the media assessment
recently conducted by the Mission does not cover this medium. All major Russian cellular
carriers provide Internet-based text messaging; in many countries, this technology is becom-
ing an important source of news, entertainment, and general information. This technology
could be harnessed as a way to expand the flow of information about political processes, in-
cluding political platforms and the nuances of particular political issues. It is axiomatic that an
informed electorate is a more effective electorate, and telephony-based initiatives may be a
valuable resource in this regard.

In addition, effective use of information technologies greatly reduces the transaction costs of
disseminating information and knowledge. It is a key to getting more “bang for the buck” and
greater multiplier effects from every program dollar. To the extent that information technology
is used for monitoring, evaluation, and information-sharing and pooling, there are no incre-
mental budgeting needs associated with this recommendation: it should be a continual, integral
part of the work of USAID, all of its grantees, and all sub-grantees.
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4. LOCAL GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT

4.1. GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE SECTOR: PRE-NEW LAWS ON REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
ASSIGNMENTS AND THE NEW LAW ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

The political, institutional, and economic transition of Russia during the past 10 years is best
characterized as the halting emergence of foundations for a market economy, democratic politi-
cal institutions, and civil society. As the Soviet Union collapsed, a new consensus was formu-
lated in the developed world: successful countries had to arrange their economies under the
principles of market economics; government had to be smaller and efficient; and democracy
was the political system most compatible with a market economy. The principles of competi-
tion, efficiency, and civic participation were identified as the core values of successful societies.

Russia’s path to a new economic and political structure has been challenging. This is the case
because the principles of competition, efficiency, and civic participation are foreign to a society
that historically is biased in favor of centralization, is suspicious of competition, and is skeptical
about the benefits of open public participation in public affairs. This dialectic is reflected in the
organization of the state in Russia: the current political and administrative system is character-
ized by a centralized governmental structure that includes de jure federal organizations and de
facto elements of a unitary state.

Russia’s 89 political units have very different administrative and political status, largely re-
flecting differences in the relative degree of autonomy from the center and the ethnic mix of the
local population. The evolution of the legal and institutional framework after independence re-
flected political compromises in the face of strong opposition from the regions, as evidenced by
the proliferation of bilateral arrangements between the center and individual regions, rather
than by consistently applied rules and principles. In recent years, regions have also claimed
greater de facto legal and regulatory authority, largely in the absence of effective federal in-
struments necessary to monitor and regulate regional fiscal behavior.

Although the 1993 Constitution, along with numerous other supplementary laws and decrees,
provided for constitutionally mandated interactions between different levels of government, the
framework law on local government adopted in 2003 contains many inconsistent and conflict-
ing provisions. In addition, rules and procedures intended to resolve jurisdictional issues (over
shared responsibilities between central and regional governments and legislatures, for example)
are ambiguous and often contradict other legislation. Overlapping and poorly defined roles and
responsibilities, asymmetric fiscal relations, and unclear divisions of power between different
levels of government have created confusion about the functions and modes of interaction of
different parts of government. Furthermore, distorted incentives for prudent fiscal management
at subnational levels have encouraged creative accounting, including reliance on tax offsets and
extra-budgetary funds. In addition, contradictions among various laws and regulations often
are resolved in an ad hoc manner, with crucial provisions often decided in the annual budget
laws, which imparts a measure of unpredictability and instability to the system of intergovern-
mental relations.
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Between 1995 and 1998, the laws on local self-government and financial autonomy of local self-
governments were adopted. The latter set the apportionment factors for sharing federal taxes
with local governments, which led to more predictable budget revenues for municipal govern-
ments. However, the federal government continued to issue social laws, which imposed a sub-
stantive financial burden on municipalities. Between 1999 and 2001 the federal government re-
vised the budget and tax laws of the Russian Federation, but there were no significant changes
for local governments.

Local governments were created in Russia in the early 1990s based on the principle of geo-
graphical “area.” This meant that local governments were not correlated with population, but
rather with territories administered by rayons. Thus, by 2002 half of Russia’s cities did not have
a local self-government. From a corporate governance point of view, elected mayors presiding
over “governments” that do not have significant revenue and expenditure autonomy, and
therefore become agents who are assigned with the responsibility of redistributing state funds,
thus serve as “transmitters of state decisions.”’?

Revenue assignment

A revenue assignment system characterized the period up to 1994. This system was non-
transparent and unpredictable due to frequent changes in basic sharing parameters and as-
signments that were ad hoc and negotiated with individual regions. This “regulation” approach
basically aimed at designing tax-sharing arrangements in which individual regions had suffi-
cient resources (in combination with their “own” revenues and transfers) to finance a set of de-
fined “minimum” expenditures. The lack of clearly defined, stable, and uniform revenue as-
sighments between the center and subnational governments inherent in this approach
weakened budgetary management at the subnational level and created perverse incentives for
subnational governments to either hide locally mobilized revenue sources in extra-budgetary
funds, or simply to reduce their efforts to mobilize revenues locally.

Although the reform initiatives subsequent to 1994 have addressed some of these concerns,
particularly at the central and regional levels, the present system still suffers from a lack of ef-
fective tax autonomy at the subnational level. Revenues from taxes shared on a derivation basis,
whose structures can only be changed at the central level, continue to account for the largest
share of regional revenue receipts. Autonomy over taxes, which are permanently assigned to
subnational governments and whose yields are fully allocated to subnational governments, is
limited by federal restrictions over tax bases and rates. The minimal subnational autonomy to
raise revenues and decide tax policies at the margin and the resultant mismatch between ex-
penditure responsibilities and the real tax base has important implications for accountability
and responsibility at the subnational level. In addition, there are weaknesses in the choice of
taxes that are shared between the center and subnational governments and how the shared tax
revenues have been apportioned among subnational governments. Revenue sharing arrange-

7

ments between regional and local governments continue to be based on the “regulatory” ap-

13 Chernyavsky, A.V., Review of the Municipal Finance Development in Russia in 1992-2002. No date, p. 2.
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proach, with customized and yearly changing of sharing rates and compensations through
nontransparent transfers.!* This approach has created negative incentives for revenue mobiliza-
tion as regional governments routinely claw back any additional revenues raised by local gov-
ernments.

The absence of a modern tax administration has also hampered both the day-to-day implemen-
tation of revenue assignments and adversely affected general government revenue collections.
Despite the existence of a centralized national tax administration authority, a major difficulty in
tax administration has been the inability of the federal tax-collecting agency to exert effective
control over the regional and local branches. The de facto dual subordination of tax officials has
encouraged the widespread use of tax offsets and other monetary surrogates in subnational
budgets, and weakened federal revenue collections.

Transfers

Historically, in Soviet times, negotiated and “gap filling” transfers were used to implement the
“regulatory” approach toward revenue assignment. In the mid-1990s, a new system of formula-
driven equalization transfers was introduced, known as the Fund for the Financial Support of
Regions (FFSR), with two windows, one designed to equalize revenue availability across re-
gions and a second to provide additional funding to regions with unmet expenditure needs.
Total funding was determined in the annual federal budget and allocated separately between
these two objectives, largely on the basis of past tax revenue and expenditure performance of
the region. This system had several significant limitations, including the technical problem of
accurately measuring taxable capacity and expenditure needs and the problem of financing suf-
ficient equalization transfers to offset the precipitous fall in general government revenues
(caused in part by the negative incentives to revenue mobilization discussed above). In addi-
tion, the actual determination of these transfers was subject to substantial political manipulation
and pressure, with frequent changes in the formulas reducing revenue predictability for re-
gional governments, particularly during the early years of transition.

Recently, a new equalization formula for the FFSR has been introduced, which combines both
fiscal capacity and expenditure-need equalization in a single step, with the funding for the
equalization grant fixed in the annual budget as a percentage of all federal tax revenues (exclu-
sive of import duties). While this represents a significant improvement over the previous sys-
tem, the continued use of other ad hoc and non-transparent transfers, such as mutual settlements
(which accounted for over 75 percent of all non-equalization transfers in 1998),'> have provided
a disincentive for sound budgetary management at the subnational level. In addition, ear-
marked transfers to regions, which may be used for current or capital expenditure purposes,

14 While transfer formulas are on paper transparent, the constant scarcity of revenues compared to the obligations of
all levels of government makes full compliance with the law difficult to attain. Thus during the execution of the
budget law, many adhoc measures and compromises are made.

15 Mutual settlements, which consist largely of unbudgeted transfers to compensate regional governments for man-
dates or the delivery of federal programs, emergency transfers, as well as other negotiated and discretionary funds,
are typically allocated during the process of budget execution.
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also contain a large element of negotiation and bargaining between the center and regional gov-
ernments.

At the regional-local level, transfers continue to be gap-filling and negotiated in nature, which
provides local governments with a soft budget constraint and perverse incentives for revenue
mobilization. According to Chernyavsky,!® during the past 10 years the level of municipal
autonomy has not increased, but has fallen considerably. By 2002, municipalities were able to
tully control only about 4-5% of local budget revenues, as the federal government strictly
regulated the remainder. Furthermore, Chernyavsky argues that there has been a steady reduc-
tion in the total share of local budget expenditures as a proportion of GDP. Between 1997 and
2002, the share dropped from 10.9% to 6.5%, while for regional governments the share grew
from 6.6% to 8.3%, and for the federal government, it grew from 10.8% to 16.6%.!7

Subnational borrowing

From the time of independence until very recently, subnational governments were granted the
right to borrow with very few restrictions. In particular, no explicit limits were imposed and
subnational governments were allowed to borrow for all purposes, including for financing cur-
rent expenditures. However, as subnational governments had only limited access to private
credit sources, most of the borrowing took the form of loans from the Ministry of Finance at the
regional level and from regional finance departments at the local level as well as ad hoc adjust-
ments in transfers, all of which provided subnational governments with a soft budget con-
straint. In recent years, concerns about the lack of responsible fiscal management at the subna-
tional level and its impact on macroeconomic stability at the national level have prompted the
introduction of limits and control regulation for subnational borrowing. It also has resulted in
limits on overall debt as well as limits on the budget deficits of regions as a share of their
budget revenues. Although the overall level of subnational borrowing remains low, there is an
increasing trend toward greater subnational deficits, accumulation of debt, loan guarantees, and
loans from “wealthy” enterprises operating within a local jurisdiction. Commercial bank debt
has become the primary source of deficit finance, particularly since promissory notes (veksels)
have been disallowed since 1997.

Social services/Civil society organizations

Civil society organizations (CSOs) exist throughout the Russian Federation. From the point of
view of local governance, it is important for citizens to be active in local/municipal service de-
livery issues. CSOs fear that if they become dependent on local government or come to rely
primarily on government money, they will be co-opted into some type of compliance with the
“system.” But on the other hand, there are realities and needs faced by people at the local level
where local government and citizens can collaborate. For example, most of the unfunded man-
dates at the local level are in the area of social services and increasingly, a greater portion of
vulnerable groups (e.g., elderly, youth) are being excluded from the mainstream of Russian so-

16 Chernyavsky, A.V. Review of the Municipal Finance Development in Russia in 1992-2002. n.d.
17 Ibid. Page 4.
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ciety. This presents an opportunity for collaboration between local governments and citizens
that need to be exploited in the future. Most of the work of CSOs in Russia at the regional and
local government levels has centered around the modification of laws at the regional level in
order to allow CSOs to provide certain social services. The IUE has started work in this sector in
three specific areas: simplification of transaction costs through the creation of a program called
the “one window stop”; improvements in the identification of recipients of social service subsi-
dies; and training unemployed people to find work, thereby leaving the welfare rolls.

Local governance

Given the institutional setting in which local self-governments live, there are no conditions and
incentives for them to have a responsive, flexible, pro-active, and service-oriented set of policies
and actions. For all practical purposes, local governments are budgetary entities of a deconcen-
trated unitary state rather than governments per se. In the case of the Russian Federation, most
expenditures are earmarked from above and “local” revenues are collected by a federal agency
are then channeled to local governments. Thus, local governments have neither the autonomy
nor the authority under current law to behave as a local government is expected to behave in
the Western world’s view of fiscal decentralization.

This reality has led to citizens’ indifference to municipal elections, according to Chernyavsky,
evidenced by the fact that many municipal elections do not attract the minimum required num-
ber of voters needed to make them valid.'® Elected officials under this type of institutional ar-
rangement have no incentive to interact with local citizens to find out about the community’s
pressing needs or to find new ways to provide for better services. Instead, most mayors seem to
spend their time at the regional government’s headquarters lobbying the governor or the re-
gional administration for more money or for unfunded special projects. This behavior is not
surprising, given that local governments do not have revenue and expenditure autonomy and
therefore are forced to behave as if they were unelected heads of a budgetary institution at-
tached to and dependent on the federal government.

It is important to mention “mono-enterprise” municipalities, which face the same constraints
and limitations of most municipalities in the Russian Federation, except that instead of lobbying
the governor or the regional government administration, they develop close relationships with
the successful enterprise located in their jurisdiction. For example, the mayor of Shelekhov, a
former executive of the aluminum plant located in the municipality, accepted a contribution of
700,000 rubles from that plant in order to pay the costs of federal government-imposed un-
funded mandates and other pressing social needs. In the short run this contribution helps a lo-
cal government to resolve pressing problems and to avoid borrowing from commercial banks at
high rates (up to 14%). However, it also creates governance problems: it softens the municipal-
ity’s budget constraint, there is no accountability as to how the money will be allocated and
spent, and it creates the possibility that local elites will capture local government.

18 Ibid. p. 6.
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Because they are at the bottom of the pyramid of a centralized state, local governments suffer
from the institutional arrangement within which they have to exist. A.V. Chernyavsky summa-
rizes the state of local self-governments as follows:

The main fundamental cause of the crisis (of local self-governments) was the system of mu-
nicipal finance imposed on local self-governments by the federal authorities. This is the root
of all problems of Russian municipal process; this is what blocks its normal development.
Deprived of almost any autonomy in the use of funds, constantly baffled by endless change
of rules introduced by the federal government, powerless and debt-ridden —such self-
government simply could not be of any interest to the citizen, who was supposed to find it, in
the arena for public activity. The indifference of Russian citizen to new self-government was
a rational reaction to its powerlessness and its uselessness, and therefore should not be
viewed as a sign of some inherent anti-democratic value within Russian culture. The popula-
tion viewed local self government as respectable when it functioned as a transmission chan-
nel for state funds allocated for culture, education, and healthcare, but as far as its role as the
school of civil society (at least a primary school), it seemed to be a pure formality, i.e. not any
better than official federalism during Soviet times. Mired by the State (whether with or with-
out intent), local self-government lost its appeal in the eyes of the general public, and the
question now is: has the appeal of local self-governance perished for good, or are there any
possibilities for its revival?'

To answer Chernyavsky’s question, there is room for hope because the new laws on local self-
government provide some loopholes that could be exploited in order to create important syner-
gies between local self-governments and civil society. A strategic area that needs to be exploited
at the policy level is to generate more autonomy in local revenue generation (i.e., revenues gen-
erated by local property taxes that remain in the locality). At the same time, more autonomy in
deciding how to spend local self-governments’ budgets needs to be supported. Furthermore, it
is important to search for mechanisms that promote local participation in budget planning and
monitoring of budget execution. In short, the contradiction of the new law, from the point of
view of the federal government, is that while it might attempt to reign in regional governments,
it is opening the door for marginally more autonomy for local self-governments—a contradic-
tion that USAID needs to exploit.

The new law on local self-governments

On September 16, 2003, the federal Duma approved a new law on delimiting functions between
the federal, regional, and municipal levels of government and reforming the existing local gov-
ernment system. Many experts in the Russian Federation are critical of the new laws, which will
take effect in 2006, and have argued that they will reconcentrate the vertical power of the fed-
eral government and represent a step backwards in Russia’s democratization process. For ex-
ample, Tomila Lankina expresses the following point of view:

Although the reform's ostensible key concern is “local” in that it is to bring a more efficient
and transparent local government to every city, village, and settlement in Russia, it is inex-

19 Ibid. p. 3.
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tricably linked with the broader transformation of center-region relations and with the po-
litical, rather than purely “administrative” or “technocratic” concerns, behind them. The lo-
cal government reform accompanied radical measures aimed at restructuring center-
regional relations, through which the federal government gained extensive power and the
regions lost many of their important prerogatives vis-a-vis Moscow. However, the gover-
nors were able to win major concessions from Moscow since they were given an important
decision-making role in the Kozak commission, and their influence on the commission's
work is apparent in provisions strengthening the governors' ability to select and remove
mayors and control municipal spending. The local government lobby, in contrast, was
granted only token representation in the key relevant decision-making bodies, and the critical
voices of municipal practitioners warning against over-centralization were largely ignored.?

From a fiscal point of view, the IUE* notes that the centralization of expenditure decision-
making by the federal government will reduce local self-governments expenditures by 31-43%.
At the same time, the share of expenditure authorities transferred by the bodies of state power
to local self-governments in local budget expenses may increase from 11% to 49%. In short, ex-
penditures assigned to local self-governments under the new law will significantly exceed any
net increase in local revenues.

Interviews with the Mr. Vitaliy Shipov, Adviser to the Ministry of Finance and a key drafter of
the new legislation, and with Mr. Sergey Lavrov, Deputy Minister of Finance, a key thinker on
the fiscal side of the legislation, suggest that the motivations of the federal government were the
following:

1. The necessity of the Russian State to have presence throughout the whole territory of the
Federation. Mr. Shipov described to the ARD team the different typologies of regional and
local governments that exist in Russia. According to the federal government, there are cases
where the oblast is strong and the municipalities are weak or nonexistent. In this case, the
Russian State is present in the oblast but not in its surrounding area. There are also situa-
tions where there is a weak oblast and the municipalities also are weak, or a weak oblast
and a strong urban municipality. In theses cases, the regional center is weak and there is no
state presence in the rural areas. A third case is where neither the regional nor the local gov-
ernments have any presence. The federal government expects that the new law will resolve
this problem by creating thousands of municipalities throughout the country.

2. Mr. Lavrov argues that the current law does not allow for the growth of civil society at the
local level. He recognizes that the importance of regional governments offsets the growth of
grassroots activities by local communities. Mr. Lavrov also states that the importance of re-
gional governors gives tremendous leverage and power to governors vis-a-vis local gov-

2 Cited on Federal, Regional Interests Shape Local Reforms by Tomila Lankina, excerpt of a book to be published in
2004: Peter Reddaway and Robert Orttung, The Dynamics of Russian Politics: Putin’s Reform of Federal-Regional Rela-
tions, volume 2. Rowman and Littlefield.

2t Liborikana, Marina. Local Government Report in Russia. The Institute for Urban Economics. Moscow. n.d.
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ernments and the federal government. Similarly, Mr. Shipov stated that the political pur-
pose of the new laws is to weaken the political influence of governors.

3. On the fiscal side, Mr. Lavrov states that the new law will have positive consequences for
the federal government. First of all, it will contain the accumulation of arrears caused by un-
funded mandates because it does not provide for them. Furthermore, if there is a mandate
and there is no financing specified in the budget law, local governments are not responsible
for providing the service. Mr. Shipov provided examples of how this law will be executed.
For example, in the future veterans and elderly people will not be allowed to ride in public
transportation free of charge. They will have to pay the tariff that most people pay to use
public transportation. Mr. Shipov stated that subsidies will be targeted as of 2006, which
means that the benefit will be based on need and it will be provided by the federal govern-
ment via a transfer of cash and not via the supply of the service. By approving this law, the
federal government is reforming the Russian social safety net. From a purely fiscal and fi-
nancial point of view, it is necessary to come to terms with what the federal government can
and cannot afford. It goes without saying that under all of these new social policies, the fed-
eral government is resolving budget deficit issues.

4. Mr. Lavrov explained that the new law on local self-government would change the propor-
tions of funds that will be going to the different levels of government. While it is true that
the federal government will maintain a higher share than in the past, mainly at the expense
of regional governments, local self-governments will be allocated a higher a share of local
taxes collected within their jurisdiction. Plus, local self-governments will be allowed to de-
termine how the extra funds will be spent. According to Mr. Lavrov, the latter will create
the financial conditions for a more proactive local self-government administration and local
citizenry, since the federal government will be giving more autonomy to local self-
governments.

5. According to a report by the IUE, a strength of the new law is that revenues for local self-
governments will increase by 11%. This is the case because the new law sets tax rates and
shares for federal and regional governments for the long term; it allows municipal govern-
ments authority to set salaries and wages of municipal employees, and employees of mu-
nicipal enterprises and institutions. Another strength of the law is that the three types of
municipalities are created: settlement, municipal rayon, and urban district. Each type of mu-
nicipality has its own particular set of assignments.

The observation of the ARD team is that USAID should work with this new reality. Therefore, it
is important to take advantage of the opportunities that are open by the new laws. Although
there is a perception that the federal government is centralizing, it is at the same time giving
some room for local self-governments to be more active and to gain political legitimacy by dele-
gating decisions on spending that may, with appropriate technical assistance, trigger examples

O USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society 26



Chapter 4

of more vibrant and active local politics.??> The new set of laws allows for marginal improve-
ments in local autonomy. These marginal opportunities need to be exploited and used to create
examples that can be replicated not just by international organizations, but by Russian reformers
in their struggle to prove that a democratic/decentralized system, when given an opportunity,
can be more responsive, efficient, more accountable, more participatory, and open to citizens.

4.2 USAID’s ACTIVITIES IN LOCAL GOVERNANCE

The collapse of the Soviet Union created opportunities for a particular set of technical assistance
in the area of local governance. The lack of private property, markets, and economic competi-
tion required a quick response in these areas. Most Western economists and political scientists
agree that private property rights are a necessary condition for economic growth and for a more
active citizenry; and therefore efforts to create private property ownership among citizens are
needed. Furthermore, the former totalitarian-bureaucratic state operated under a different eco-
nomic logic: efficiency was not important, hard-budget constraints were not important, and
quantity over quality was important. Services and their delivery were standardized from above.
People were subjects of the state and not active citizens.

Under these conditions, USAID’s technical assistance within the local governance sector fol-
lowing the break-up of the Soviet Union was appropriate. The emphasis on introducing private
property rights in the housing sector (it is important to note that the federal government still
owns the land, and most property is still in non-private hands) was an important one. USAID
was correct in its assessment that only private property owners would be motivated to maintain
housing structures. Similarly, in a country where markets had been repressed, it was important
to create a housing market. Creation of a housing market was important because, for markets to
function, legal codes had to be developed, and court systems had to be modernized. In a totali-
tarian-bureaucratic state there was no competition in the economic arena, and the ideas of com-
petition had to be introduced. It was important in the ideological arena to prove with concrete
examples the benefits of competition in the economic arena and in the provision of services.
Ideas about markets, competition, and democracy had to be disseminated.

The contractors working for USAID, first the Urban Institute based in Washington, D.C., and
then the IUE, centered their technical assistance on four crucial areas: property rights; creation
of markets; economic competition; and dissemination of ideas in favor of private property,
markets, competition, and democracy. These four areas were a logical and consistent response
to the reality that the Russian Federation faced in the first 10 years of political and economic
transition. The actual technical assistance was translated into the following actions:

1. Policy. Both institutes have been important in having a strong and credible voice in policy
issues in the following areas: fiscal decentralization, local self-governments, property rights,
housing markets, law on housing accessibility, and so forth. At each visit, the ARD assess-
ment team saw material produced by the IUE; many individuals have attended a seminar

221t could be argued that the “net losers” of this reform are regional governments.
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on housing issues sponsored by the IUE. The IUE is asked by the federal government and
the federal Duma to participate in policy debates in the areas mentioned above. Sometimes
they are able to influence the debate and the drafting of the law, as was the case with the
Law on Housing Accessibility. Sometimes IUE is unable to influence the law, as was the
case with the new laws on decentralization and local self-governments. The important point
here is that the IUE is an important and credible player with respect to governance policy in
the Russian Federation.

2. Dissemination of New Economic Thinking. Through the Policy Fellows Program, the IUE
has brought new ideas to municipalities where key policy-makers at the regional and local
levels are interested in reform and are willing to be exposed to new approaches and policy
issues.

3. Housing Reform. Building on the original success of the Urban Institute, the IUE has been
extremely successful in housing reform. A logical extension in this area was passage of the
Law for Housing Accessibility, which aims to create a mortgage market that will allow for a
more equal sharing of the investment burden among developers and potential new owners.
Currently, new housing development has to be financed solely by new owners.

4. Creating Competition in the Area of Housing Maintenance and Services Provision. An
important area where the IUE has worked is in the area of creating competition in the provi-
sion of housing maintenance and services provision. Traditionally in Russia, municipal en-
terprises have provided this service. The IUE has provided assistance to municipalities like
Bor, for example, in creating conditions for privately owned firms to compete with the mu-
nicipal enterprise to provide this service. Competition has created incentives for firms to
charge fees for the services they provide and for making a profit in the process. In the mu-
nicipality of Bor, private firms are providing services and according to municipal authorities
they have resolved a long-standing problem in this area. Furthermore, the IUE has also used
this approach to organize citizens to monitor services provided by either municipal enter-
prises or private enterprises.

5. The Provision of Social Services under the “One Window-One Stop” Program. Tradition-
ally, a citizen who receives several benefits has to go to several offices to collect those bene-
fits. This program consolidates the transaction costs related to receiving benefits in one of-
fice and in one window. To consolidate services under this program, there has been a
consolidation of databases to identify beneficiaries, to minimize the possibility of corrup-
tion, and cut costs of benefit distribution. The IUE reports that a greater number of people
are receiving benefits because of this reduction of transaction costs.

6. Creation of Performance Indicators in the Provision of Municipal Services. Another inter-
esting pilot developed by the IUE has to do with the development of performance indicators
that measure the service delivery in waste removal services. Given the institutional struc-
ture of government at the local level, the delivery of services is separately administered
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from the production of the service. Production of a service has to do with the “production
function” associated with producing one unit of output of a given service. That means that
the administration, municipal or private, sets up a tariff that theoretically is related to the
cost of producing the service. Producing the service includes the amount and cost of labor,
the capital infrastructure associated with producing a service (such as trucks), and the tech-
nology used to deliver the service (e.g., trucks equipped to pick up waste, waste treatment,
etc.). Production is also related to the administration of the service, including the develop-
ment of the client database, billing and collection, and so on. The financial capacity of the
clients served determines the level of service (e.g., how many times a week waste is re-
moved in a municipal jurisdiction). The service provided is the actual removal of waste
from neighborhoods. Service delivery can be municipally executed or privately executed. If
it is privately executed, the municipal administration should have the capacity to regulate
and monitor the service delivery. The project carried out by the IUE has developed per-
formance indicators for the collection of waste removal. Pictures that show different degrees
of cleanliness in the waste removal area of residential neighborhoods helped to determine
the level of service. The IUE organized neighborhood organizations that monitor the per-
formance of the waste removal services. It also has developed a simple spreadsheet moni-
toring system that is administered by the municipal enterprise in charge of waste removal.
This pilot is successful in improving performance and in bringing together local government
and civic organizations. This successful methodology also is being used in the area of juve-
nile delinquency in the municipality of Bor.

7. From Benefits to Wages. Inspired by the Clinton administration’s program “from welfare to
workfare,” the IUE developed a set of means tests to determine what groups of people could
qualify for a job-seeking program. The requirements included responsibility for a child be-
tween the ages of 18 months and 18 years old, and an income level between 50% and 100%
of the subsistence level. Pilots were developed in three municipalities, including Krosnika
and Perm. According to consultants working for the IUE, about 85% of people in the pro-
gram continued to be employed a year after graduation. The negative aspects of the pro-
gram, according to IUE consultants, include jobs landed by people participating in the pro-
gram did not get them out of poverty; the program is not able to address issues related to
rural poverty; there are high administrative costs associated with monitoring the program;
and given the financial fragility of most municipalities, most municipalities are unable to
continue with the program.

8. Revenue and Expenditure Forecast Model. This is an important tool to develop. The ARD
team was unable to see and evaluate the model, but based on the annual reports produced
by IUE for USAID, the tool has been tested successfully in a couple of municipalities.

9. Other Activities Carried Out by the IUE:
* City Barometer: a system of socioeconomic indicators of municipalities.

* Designing New Practical Instruments for Municipal Socioeconomic Development
Programs: evaluating cost-efficiency of socioeconomic development programs; survey
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on citizens’ perceptions of communities’ main problems; support for small-business de-
velopment; advancing residential mortgage lending in the municipalities of Perm,
Dimitrovgrad, and Buzuluk.

* Procedures for Developing Comprehensive Municipal Development Programs with
elements of strategic planning with the participation of local self-governments and pub-
lic organizations representing different local community interests in Perm and Dimi-
trovgrad.

* Improvements in Urban Transportation in Volzhsk, Yoshkar Ola City, and Saratov. A
manual based on these experiences was prepared for dissemination purposes.

* Professional Management of Municipal Real Property in Yaroslavl City and Chevoksary.

In general, the IUE has attempted to move beyond its original purpose, from housing-related
issues to social services provision, introducing the concept of urban zoning, urban planning,
local development, and to increasing the efficiency of service delivery. The new laws in provi-
sion of social services passed by the federal Duma where the whole logic of service provision
moves from subsidizing supply to financing demand (benefits to cash) are an example of how
the ideas espoused by the IUE have shaped public policy in the Russian Federation.

Strengths of USAID-funded programs

* As mentioned above, the IUE is a respected, credible, and influential think tank in Russia.

* The IUE has trained and produced excellent cadres of professionals who are now serving in
the private sector, government, and in the Institute itself. These are pro-reform assets who
are invaluable for Russia.

* The IUE has trained many key policy-makers of pro-active/reformist municipalities
throughout the country.

* The IUE has sponsored effective seminars and has produced information material that has
been disseminated throughout Russia.

* The IUE has provided long-term technical assistance in more than 60 cities.

* Numerous pilot experiments in new public policies at the municipal level have been carried
out successfully in the areas of service provision, social services, and safety net policy. Their
results and experiences have been disseminated throughout the Russian Federation,

* The IUE has been a reliable and honest partner of USAID.

Weaknesses of USAID-funded programs

The development of market economics and a democratic political system requires strong insti-
tutions in the private sector, in government, and in civil society. As mentioned above, when it
comes to decentralization and local governments, it is critical to design clear responsibilities
among levels of government. It is also important to design institutional incentives that allow
participation of citizens and encourage response from elected officials and public administra-
tions. In a democracy, coordination among different actors and stakeholders is critical; unfortu-
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nately, such coordination is voluntary and therefore incentives are required to generate the type

of participation and collaboration needed for the system to work.

The emphasis of the past 10 years has been on private property rights, creating markets, foster-

ing competition, economic efficiency, and massive dissemination of ideas. This emphasis should
be shifted to a new approach designed to foster conditions for responsive government at the
local level. To continue with the same emphasis would be a strategic mistake (and therefore a

weakness), especially at a time when a new law on decentralization and local self-government is

on the verge of being implemented.

Notwithstanding the preceding paragraph, there are several tactical weaknesses that could be
addressed:

Although the IUE is a center of knowledge and has produced hundreds of seminars on pol-
icy, the knowledge is concentrated in Moscow. It can be argued that in order to be credible
and respected, the IUE needs to have a critical mass of knowledge close to the center of
power. But intellectual power alone will not change Russia. Russia needs ideas, excellent
pilot projects, and well-trained people to implement them at the regional level. The way it is
now, the IUE is recreating the same structure of vertical concentration of knowledge and
power at the center that it is trying to change as a matter of public policy.

From our rapid visit to Russia it is not clear how many of the 100 people employed by the
IUE in Moscow actually travel to the field. On the basis of conversations with consultants
working for the IUE, most of the consultants did not like to travel to regions; did not have
experience in local government issues; and preferred to spend time in Moscow gathering in-
formation, creating databases, and doing research. If this is true, USAID is strengthening the
Institute and not the new institutions that need to be strengthened at the local level —
namely, local government administrations.

IUE policy recommendations assume that competition, free markets, and private property
rights form the core conditions for creating a market economy. However, even in a market
economy government regulation is necessary (there are arguments of how much regulation
is desirable in a market economy, but all schools of thought in Western economics agree that
some degree of regulation in markets is required to avoid “corner solutions” —i.e., the de-
velopment of private monopolies and oligopolies). This emphasis short changes govern-
ment and misses the opportunity to build the basis for a government that is responsive and
open to citizens.

Similarly, too much emphasis on efficiency and competition ignores the need to define levels
of service by local governments. Levels of service, as it has been discussed above, are devel-
oped by organizations in charge of producing a service. Typically, governments do this in
consultation with local citizens. The delivery can be done by municipal or government en-
terprises, but governments need to play a role in making sure that most people in a commu-
nity receive some level of service in the different areas of local government’s responsibility.
Emphasis on training key policy makers focuses on individuals as agents of change and not
on strengthening administrations as counterparts of a citizenry that needs to have a voice in
the local affairs. Administrations remain in place, individuals are not reelected or choose to
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4.3

leave their position in government, and therefore the effort does not have the same multi-
plier effects.

Technical assistance is dispersed throughout Russia. Although it is understandable that the
IUE and USAID want to work only with municipalities interested in exploring new ideas
and methods, the fact of the matter is that dispersion does not create a critical mass of re-
form anywhere in Russia.

There is an emphasis on working with the same people. The impression of the ARD team is
that somehow the “usual suspects” have captured the financial assistance provided by
USAID. The usual suspects report many activities (e.g., seminars, books, publications, ex-
pensive brochures), but these outputs provide a partial view of reality. In the reports pro-
duced by the IUE there are no performance indicators; for example, money saved in a
budget, increased coverage of a service provided at a lower cost, more revenues collected,
degree of budget execution, and so forth. The apparent reason for not reporting perform-
ance indicators is because the IUE is reporting what they are doing and not how local gov-
ernments that they are assisting are improving (or not).

Examples of using performance indicators, such as in the municipality of Bor, are important
and need to be replicated. But the production of the service needs to be integrated with the
delivery of the service.

The ARD team perceived a tendency on the part of IUE and USAID to have an adversarial
relationship with the government. This could be a tactical mistake if the IUE or USAID want
to have more opportunities to make a difference in Russia.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITIES: A NEW DIRECTION

From a traditional Western point of view, decentralization and fiscal federalism are important
complements to democracy. To have a functional decentralized state, the following conditions

should exist:®

The decentralization framework must link, at the margin, local financing and fiscal author-
ity to the service provision responsibilities and functions of local government, so that local
politicians can deliver on their promises and bear the costs of their decisions.

Local communities must be informed about the costs of services and delivery options and
the resources envelope and its sources, so that decisions they make are meaningful. Partici-
patory budgeting, as used in Porto Alegre, Brazil, is one way to create this condition.

Communities need a mechanism for expressing their preferences in a way that is binding on
politicians and administrations, so that there is a credible incentive for people to participate.

Accountability based on public and transparent information that enables communities to
monitor the performance of the local government effectively and to react appropriately to
that performance, so that politicians and administrations have an incentive to be responsive.
The instruments of decentralization—the legal and institutional framework, the structure of
service delivery responsibilities, and the intergovernmental fiscal system —must be de-
signed to support the political objectives.

3 Litvack, Jennie and Seddon, Jessica, Editors. Decentralization Briefing Notes. The World Bank. No Date. Page 8.
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From a strategic point of view, actions financed by USAID in the near future should be guided
by the principles mentioned above. These principles derive into two broad areas of work: cre-
ating more autonomy for local governance and encouraging greater local government account-

ability.

More Autonomy for Local Self-Governments/More Own Source of Revenues for Local Government

At the policy level, it is important to give local self-governments greater autonomy in the reve-

nue area. This implies the following:

* Regional and local governments should be assigned at least one major source of revenue, for
which they could determine the rate, in order to increase accountability and responsibility.
A group of economists working for an IMF mission?* suggested the introduction at the re-
gional level of a personal income tax (on a residence basis) with a flat rate that piggybacks
on a national progressive personal income tax. The group also urged the introduction at the
local level of a real estate property tax. Arguing for these policy choices is important in or-
der to unblock the financial chain imposed by the federal government to local self-
governments. Even if there are improvements at the margin as a result of the new law, in
order for local self-governments to be viable, credible and politically legitimate they will
need more autonomy.

* More autonomy implies greater responsibility and oversight in the collection of local reve-
nues. The problems created by the de facto subordination of tax authorities to subnational
governments have created conflicting incentives for tax collection. One way to address this
problem is to strengthen and modernize the central tax administration, while paving the
way for creation of tax administrations at the subnational level charged with the enforce-
ment and collection of regional and local taxes. An effective way to proceed would be to
adopt pilot programs with separate tax administrations in some regions and large cities to
collect taxes well suited for local enforcement, such as the real estate property taxes. Over
the longer term, the development of a tax administration capacity at the subnational level
should also take into account the significant institutional limitations of local governments.

Making Politics Local in Russia: Accountability, Transparency Leading to Responsive Government

and More Active Citizenry

USAID programs should create an enabling environment through policy work in the following

area:

* Incentives for sound fiscal management and local accountability could be substantially en-
hanced through a clear, consistent, and stable legal and regulatory framework that assigns
roles to the different levels of government in a much more transparent and predictable way.
The new law still has ample room for improvement.

24 Era Dabla-Norris, Jorge Martinez-Vazquez, and John Norregaard. Fiscal Decentralization in Russia: Economic Perform-
ance and Reform Issues. Fiscal Affairs Department, International Monetary Fund. Conference on Post-Election Strategy.
Moscow, April 5-7, 2000.
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Combining policy work with pilot projects that can serve as demonstration effects in a policy
dialogue with the federal and regional governments:

Developing supporting federal regulations for regional and local governments in the areas
of budget classification, information disclosure, debt registration, and others would allow
for greater harmonization of standards across regions. Subnational governments also need
to adopt regional and local laws and regulations that are consistent with federal laws (e.g.,
in the areas of tax sharing and transfers to municipalities), thereby enhancing the account-
ability and transparency of the budget process.

Improving service delivery:

The system of expenditure assignments should also allow for greater subnational autonomy
in setting service levels according to local needs. It is critical to combine service delivery with
production of a given service. This is an area where there are opportunities to work with
CSOs. An important aspect of the synergy between local self-governments and civil society
is that there needs to be a movement toward efficiency and greater coverage of services.

Creating synergies between local self-governments, CSOs, and the political process:

As it has been mentioned and demonstrated throughout this report, municipal governments
are not legitimate and perceived as useful by citizen owing to a lack of stable finances and
poor institutional enabling environments that impede autonomous actions by local self-
governments. In 2000, Russians expressed a high level of distrust in all institutions, except
the Army and the President.”> On the other hand, according to the New Democracies Ba-
rometer, 66% of Russians said that most people can be trusted.?® A key aspect of the syner-
gies among self-government, civil society, and politics is the process of creating trust be-
tween citizens and government institutions. An important first step in this process is
strengthening the financial position of local governments, its administration, and opening
spaces for citizen participation. Compared with the United States, Russians have a greater
degree of interpersonal trust and capital —66% versus 35%? —an important initial condition
to create synergies among the three sectors discussed in this assessment. Examples of this
level of interpersonal trust are described by A.V. Chernyavsky in his report on local self-
governments. He describes how in one of the Volosts of the Leningrad Oblast, a community
tired of living with garbage became organized and hired a private firm, OOO Kolpinskii
Spetsavtotrans, to pick up their garbage every week. There were tremendous negative ex-
ternalities that nobody could ignore, and everyone was suffering from the negative conse-
quences of not doing anything about garbage collection. The importance of this event is that
citizens can be mobilized around a specific traditionally municipal type service, but also it is
important to point out that government is absent from the solution. The upcoming imple-
mentation of the new law presents opportunities where local governments can become more

% Rose-Ackerman, Susan. Trust, Honesty and Corruption: Reflections on the State-Building Process. Research Paper
#255. Program for Studies in law, Economics and Public Policy. Yale University. USA. 2001.Page 5

26 Tbid.

77 Ibid. Page 5.
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proactive, useful, and therefore gain political legitimacy. In the case of Volost of the Lenin-
grad Oblast, local government and civil society became partners in disseminating the expe-
rience, monitoring the service delivery, and demanding a more pro-active and creative role
for local elected officials. According to a report produced by the IUE, a survey on citizens’
attitudes toward local government showed that about 10% of citizens in Yekaterinburg were
willing to participate in municipal activities that directly affect them.?® This number is a
good number anywhere in the world.

Strategic Priority for a New Direction in Local Governance

The implementation of the new law in 2006 presents USAID with a window of opportunity to
enhance its efforts to strengthen local governments and local governance. In order to make the
best use of USAID’s scarce resources, and to focus USAID activities within the vastness of the
Russian Federation, the ARD team recommends exploring the possibility of developing indica-
tors that can determine, in a quantitative way, which municipalities would be more responsive
to absorbing and taking advantage of USAID technical assistance. The “classification” indica-
tors could be centered on activities in the following areas:

= Effort to collect own-source revenues.

* Budget preparation, budget execution, and closing of financial/accounting books at the end
of a fiscal year.

*  Municipalities reporting arrears and other types of municipal debt.

* Municipalities opening spaces for citizen participation in determining budget priorities, and
investments in local infrastructure/economic development.

» C(itizens participating in monitoring provision of public services.

* Municipalities, citizens, and private sector collaborating in lowering transaction costs and
therefore making local governments more accessible to citizens and businesses.

* Commitment from municipalities, citizens, and businesses to sustain reforms after the tech-
nical assistance is finalized.

As a first step, a short questionnaire to be answered by interested municipalities could be de-
veloped and a database could be created where the results for each municipality would be
stored. This database would provide the basis for determining which municipality would qual-
ify to receive USAID-financed technical assistance. The information collected during this first
stage of the process would serve as a baseline for a municipality that qualifies for USAID fi-
nanced technical assistance. The impact of technical assistance would be measured annually
against the baseline to determine positive, negative or no impact of USAID-financed technical
assistance on local governance.

Follow-on Activities

1. Eliminate the dispersion of USAID-funded activities and decide on three regions where
USAID will concentrate its activities in the next four years. Dispersion is generated by a de-

28 Liborikana, Marina. Local Government Report in Russia. The Institute for Urban Economics. Moscow. n.d.
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mand-driven process. But the result is that there is a lack of a critical mass of projects or ex-
perience that show that USAID activities are having an impact in Russia. (Success is the
strength of the IUE in Moscow.) Therefore, it is appropriate to evaluate seriously all activi-
ties financed by USAID, determine successes, and assess where there is a political gain from
making inroads in the area of local governance and focus future activities in three critical
regions.

2. Both the IUE and the federal government claim that they have “simulated” the impact of the
new set of laws on local government. The ARD team suspects that they have simulated the
macro-impacts of the law at the different levels of government, but they have not micro-
simulated the impact of the law on budget codes that will remain or be transferred to local
governments. Also, they might not have micro-simulated the impact on transferring prop-
erty of local governments to regional governments. At the policy level, it is important to
simulate the impact of the new set of laws—for example, in the Vladimir Oblast and in the
municipality of Vladimir and in one rural municipality within the Vladimir Oblast. It would
be important to measure whether in fact local governments will retain more revenues that
are collected within its jurisdiction, and whether those revenues are in equilibrium with the
responsibilities that are assigned under the new set of laws. It is probable that a rural mu-
nicipality where there is little or no economic activity will have fewer revenues under the
new law than under current law—and perhaps more responsibilities, as the critics allege.
Furthermore, it is probable that municipalities will bear the burden of dealing with people
who will be affected by the elimination of subsidies and unfunded mandates. This area
needs to be recognized early on in order to generate a strategy with CSOs as to how local
governments and CSOs could cooperate to ameliorate the social impact of the new laws.

3. Local citizens need to be informed about the new law —its advantages and disadvantages. If
it is true that the intent of the law is to create the basis for local democracy by giving local
governments more resources and more autonomy, it is critical that USAID provide technical
assistance in selected municipalities in the areas mentioned above. Also, it is important that
technical assistance be provided to inform local citizens about the new law and to how to
organize themselves to demand better services at the local level.

4. Building the foundations of strong and responsive local government administrations should
be emphasized. Most of the work carried out by the IUE has been in the direction of creating
a viable class of private owners and a private sector at the local level. This has been impor-
tant work and needs to be commended. But it is time to strengthen local government ad-
ministrations. If it is true that most local governments will have more autonomy as to how
they will spend and execute their budgets, it is important to train public administrators on
budget planning, budget execution, government accounting, and tax administration.

5. Recognizing that all politics is local is a good idea. Programs such as performance indicators
in provision of municipal services, targeting in social services, and one window-one stop
should be complemented by adding the production of the service considerations that have
been described in this report. Efficient delivery of the service is of paramount importance.
This implies that the production and the delivery of the service are working under one or-
ganizational and administrative roof. This administrative and organizational change implies
that the cost of production of the service can be lowered, new technologies in the provision
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of the service are easier to be introduced, and most importantly, people become of aware of
the cost of producing the service. Similarly, if a service will be privatized, local governments
need to be strengthened to monitor and regulate competition in the provision of services. In
this area, many synergies are present: more autonomy and more revenues combined with
greater autonomy in budget decisions at the local level, lead —in theory at least—to more
active local self-governments. The latter —also in theory —should provide the basis for more
citizen and CSO participation in setting priorities, defining level of services in the provision
of services, and monitoring performance of budget execution and local government per-
formance in general. The challenge is to make theory closer to reality in Russian local gov-
ernance.

6. Diversification of USAID’s partnerships. Reliance on one contractor leads inevitably to a
status quo bias where monopolistic behavior might be an unintended outcome. For the next
four years, it would be important to reconsider how the new work orders will be competed
and allocated. Arguably, there are other think tanks in Russia that could be given the op-
portunity to compete to provide technical services on behalf of USAID. However, to “shake”
the inertia that seems to dominate the activities sponsored by USAID, it would be worth-
while to explore the possibility of allowing American firms to compete for specific parts of
the USAID portfolio in local governance.

7. Better monitoring by USAID. If the emphasis becomes to help construct responsive, trans-
parent, and efficient local governments, a new set of indicators needs to be developed in or-
der to measure the performance of the contractor. These indicators will measure the impact
of the technical assistance in local self-governments” activities. Examples are better budget
execution, more revenues collected, more recovery of arrears, and more frequent open
hearings where citizens influence and shape the choices and decisions made by local self-
governments. According to technical specifications determined by USAID, contractors
should maintain this new set of indicators. USAID should also monitor the performance of
local self-governments post-intervention in order to measure sustainability and absorption
of technical assistance. This new emphasis moves the technical assistance provided by
USAID from an emphasis on training policy-makers to training public servants in charge of
making local governments more efficient, pro-active, and open to the public.

8. Dissemination of results to local administrators. Work in support of new law implementa-
tion should pay more attention to dissemination methods. More impact-related activities
and fewer seminars or workshops where people show up to socialize and not to learn. An
example of this activity could be the following: assuming that the successful project (imple-
mented by the IUE) in the municipality of Bor in the provision of garbage collection is
broadened to include the operation and production of the service under one organization,
then workshops can be organized in regions where USAID will be providing technical
services, and besides producing a manual, the administrators from Bor can show other ad-
ministrators how they have reorganized themselves to be more efficient and to provide an
increasing service coverage. Instead of having consultants do the training, it is better to have
administrators brag about their successes.
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Priorities for USAID

At this point, the ARD team on local governance is aware of the budget appropriated for local
governance activities in the next four years. It is premature to specify how much of each activity
should be executed in the near future. To answer those questions, Activities 1 and 2 need to oc-
cur in the next six to nine months. Activity 1 is a serious self-evaluation where international
consultants can evaluate the impact of all of the programs executed by the IUE thus far. This
would entail visiting municipalities where the Institute has worked and interviewing their per-
sonnel as well as consultants and members of government. This exercise should take three
months, and the results should be input for a two- to three-day evaluation meeting.

Concurrently, Activity 2 could be carried out in three regions: one where USAID has financed
technical assistance, one that is predominantly rural, and one that is predominantly urban. The
results of this quantitative analysis combined with the results of the seminar mentioned above
should provide the Mission with inputs to determine how much of the activities proposed above
should be funded over the next four years. It is important for the Mission to create its own
knowledge base and not to rely on have proxies having a different set of interests and priorities.
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5. CIVIL SOCIETY ASSESSMENT

5.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE THIRD SECTOR AND CIVIL SOCIETY

Russia is in the midst of the process of developing an independent civil society, or “that arena of
the polity where self-organizing groups, movements, and individuals ... attempt to articulate
values, create associations and solidarities, and advance their interests” autonomous of the
state.?” Civil society, it is argued, is intrinsic to the functioning of democracy on numerous lev-
els. Civic groups breed civic culture and serve as nesting grounds for social capital, a term used
to describe the norms of trust and reciprocity that loosely bind citizens together.*® They also
serve as an important mediating bridge between state and society, acting alternatively as inter-
est aggregators, watchdogs, and partners to both society and state. In sum, they help deepen,
widen, and heighten the parameters of political discourse. For those who adhere to the “civil
society argument” —that civil society is an important and crucial component of transitioning
and consolidated democracies—Russia’s civic transition is just as momentous as its political and
economic transitions.

If one were to take the pulse of civil society in Russia, what would that diagnosis reveal after
over a decade of independent activity? Reflecting trends in economic and political develop-
ment, Russia’s civic pulse is also located in something of a “gray zone,” exhibiting some en-
couraging developments as well as some worrisome symptoms. While Russian civic groups
have filled the institutional space created for them through a variety of laws in the 1990s, they
have not fulfilled the expectations placed on them in the heady days of the collapse of the Soviet
Union.*

NGO development is one part of this larger civic transformation.®? Of the thousands of NGOs
that have registered in the previous decade, a majority either exists on paper or consists of a
membership of one. Groups are often weak and fragmented, operating sporadically when time
and money permit. Most are not financially sustainable, and groups supported by Western
funding have few strategies to raise income when donor support will wane and, potentially,
end. Nor are there mechanisms in place to ensure the continued influx of human capital; there
are few formal recruiting mechanisms to promote people into the nonprofit sector as a career

» Linz and Stepan, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation, 7.

3% Robert D. Putnam, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1993).

31 Michael A. McFaul, “Introduction,” in Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet Affairs, Vol. 10 No., 2 Spring 2002
p. 109.

32 We emphasize that the third sector is not synonymous with civil society, although we use both terms throughout
the report. Rather, the third sector refers to a much narrower slice of activism; the “formal, functionally differentiated
and frequently professional nonprofit organizations that interact with the state and market actors.” This nonprofit
sector is one component of civil society, a term that refers to the numerous forms of associational life between the state
and the private realm. Thus, this analysis tries to distinguish between these two terms, rather than conflate them. In
addition, we do not include political parties, labor unions, or religious organizations in our definition of civil society,
because donors often slot them in different categories of support, even though in theory they are considered part of
civil society.
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choice, and there is little formal training for those people who choose to pursue nonprofit de-
velopment as a profession.

Further, many groups are disconnected from the publics they claim to represent. Although an
NGO sector exists, that sector is not clearly anchored in domestic constituencies, and the public
knows little about it. This makes NGO growth, whether in terms of financial or human re-
sources, difficult to sustain.

The NGO community itself is badly fractured. Organizations in Moscow tend to view NGOs in
the regions as overly provincial and backwards; regional NGOs resent what they perceive to be
an elitist attitude combined with a lack of “real” grassroots experience. This fuels a situation in
which a few NGOs assume self-appointed leadership positions and speak for NGOs across Rus-
sia as a whole. Many of these NGOs are located in Moscow, and are termed the “Moscow ma-
fia,” for they are perceived by many NGOs in the regions as oligarchs of civic activism —they
absorb resources but the investment has not necessarily resulted in better service provision,
policy implementation, or policy influence. Western media sources and donors tend to facilitate
this process of centralization, by speaking with a few select organizations (primarily human
rights), and extrapolating from this about the condition of civil society as a whole in Russia.

While NGOs have slowly developed relationships with governments on the municipal and re-
gional levels, on the federal level groups have struggled to move from gaining access to elites to
impacting public policy. This will continue to be difficult, given that many NGOs have little
public support to lend credence to their demands. In addition, conflicts within the sector im-
pede their abilities to organize effectively at the federal level for change that might benefit the
third sector. Nor are President Putin’s intentions toward the sector clear; as in other areas of re-
form, the administration is more comfortable with management from the top, especially with
respect to organizations that tread too near core national policy issues such as human rights.

Finally, all of the larger contextual factors that facilitated the growth of a nonprofit sector in the
West—such as beneficial tax legislation, a population with disposable income, a culture of
“checkbook activism” as well as one of voluntarism—are either entirely absent or poorly devel-
oped. Factors that facilitated the emergence of civil society in the West—a middle class; equita-
ble economic growth; and a clear framework of property rights, rule of law, a developed, inde-
pendent media, a civic culture—are also extremely underdeveloped. Unfortunately, if one is an
adherent of the civil society arqument—civic groups enhance and strengthen democratic norms
and institutions—Russia is a mixed test case. As one observer has stated, “Russian civil society
is not well, but it is alive.”3

However, some small but significant positive trends in NGO development are worth noting.
Many of these trends are developing at the municipal and regional levels, slowly “trickling up,”
in contrast to Russia’s historically top-down development process.

31bid, p. 116.
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Most Russian citizens may not be card-carrying members of their local NGOs, but they infor-
mally organize around issues that are important to them. Citizen activism around local issues
such as traffic codes, illegal construction, pension reform, health care, and education indicate
that citizens can be engaged, even if they are not formal members of or volunteers for an or-
ganization. In other words, a narrow focus that views citizen activism only as NGO member-
ship paints a much more pessimistic picture than actually exists.

Further, while influence at the federal level has been minimal, NGOs have made inroads in
working with regional as well as municipal governments, primarily with regard to social serv-
ice provision, government sponsored grant competitions, and consolidated budgets. This is
paving the way to more institutionalized forms of cooperation and communication between
NGOs and the state.

In addition, the emergence of a small number of community foundations indicates that other
key institutions in society, whether it is businesses, local and regional governments, educational
institutions, or professional associations, are networking with the third sector. A small percent-
age of successful businesses are also beginning to slowly absorb the concept of corporate phi-
lanthropy by establishing their own grant programs as well as foundations, which also provide
a counterbalance to Western foundations and their priorities. This can also provide legitimacy
to a third sector in search of financial as well as moral support.

Finally, there is the larger Russian context; although the increasing centralized political struc-
ture leaves little space for an independent opposition, nonetheless the continued economic
growth is promising for the slow evolution of an independent third sector and, in the long term,
civil society.

While these developments should not be overestimated, and are unevenly spread across Russia,
nonetheless the status of NGOs is in a much different position than even three years previously.
Certainly, compared with the development of the nonprofit sector in the West, it is extraordi-
narily weak. Even in comparison with third sectors in other post-communist nations, the third
sector in Russia is still in a period of very uneven transition.* However, compared with the
status of the third sector in Russia a decade previously, it has grown leaps and bounds. A pri-
mary challenge for USAID will be building on Russian successes at the local and regional levels,
rather than imposing an overly “Americanized” view on what civic development “should” look
like. Although progress is often slow and halting, the key lies in discovering the curious blend
of factors that made projects work in the Russian context and replicating that, rather than trying
to make Russia fit into an often mythologized (and idealized) Western vision of civic develop-
ment. Another key task is to widen the definition of civil society; NGOs are but one small part
of larger patterns of citizen culture and interaction. Moving beyond NGOs to help create link-
ages between a variety of key civic players is the next critical challenge for donors.

3 For example, see the yearly NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia.
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The following sections further discuss some of the key issues with which NGOs are currently
wrestling: NGO sustainability, popular support, intrasector networking, and state access.

NGO presence and sustainability

Since the Gorbachev era, Russia’s third sector has grown from a ragtag collection of 40 or so
small informal organizations to more than 450,000 formally registered organizations as of early
2001.%> Molded by the economic exigencies of the transition era, the bulk of voluntary organiza-
tions provide essential services and support to citizens struggling to maneuver Russia’s brave
new world of economic decline and political and social fragmentation. In addition, many
groups filled the void created by a retreating state unable to maintain its commitments to the
Soviet version of the welfare system. As a result, some estimate that 70% of NGOs are involved
in some type of social service work.®* These organizations are not all created “from scratch”;
many Soviet era groups, having achieved legal independence, regrouped and reorganized
within the new Russia. Associations of disabled, pensioners, and veterans, for example, are
some of the organizations that bridge the old system and the new. In addition to the bulk of or-
ganizations that provides some form of social service or support, a small minority of Western-
style environmental, women’s, and human rights organizations are scattered across Russia.

Despite this organizational proliferation, the fledgling third sector is experiencing a wide array
of growing pains. Outside of the major metropolitan areas, NGOs are thinly stretched across
vast swathes of territory. To speak of “Russian” NGO development masks critical differences
between NGO communities at the regional level. Drawing from data collected by Charities Aid
Foundation, there are 3.78 organizations for every 1,000 people in Central Russia, compared
with 3.72 in the Urals, 3.54 in Northwest Russia; 3.04 in the Far East, 2.75 in Siberia, 2.53 in the
Volga, and 2.53 in the Southern district.”” These numbers are also somewhat illusive. There is a
large gap between the statistical presence of NGOs and the substantive reality of their opera-
tions; a much smaller percentage of groups carry out their activities on a regular basis.*® Thus,
although there may be more organizations per person—for example, in the Russian Far East—
the third sector in Siberia and the Volga is much stronger in terms of regularized presence and
impact. In sum, NGO development is progressing in fits and starts, and is unevenly distributed
across numerous time zones.

Part of this anemic development is rooted in Russia’s overall economic environment; while the
economic climate of the 1990s provided the impetus for organization, it simultaneously kept

% This number includes independent civic associations, as well as labor unions and political parties. USAID, 2001
NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia (Fifth edition, March 2002), 133. The Charities Aid
Foundation Russia office estimates that there are currently 300,000 NGOs, although they do not specify what they
mean by NGO or identify the source of this information. www.cafonline.org/cafrussia/default.cfm. Finally, the civic
activist Alexander Nikitin estimates that there are over 350,000 registered NGOs and 90,000 active NGOs. Notes from
speech given by Alexander Nikitin at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, D.C. Thursday,
December 13, 2001.

% Interview with Olga Alexeeva, Director, Charities Aid Foundation, October 7, 2002.

% Numbers drawn from Anna Sevortian and Natalya Barchukova, “Nekommercheskii Sektor I Vlast’ v regionakh Roccii.”
3 For example, Alexander Nikitin estimates that as few as 25% of groups are active. Ibid.
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groups from developing a stable presence. Despite encouraging economic trends, many groups
currently face a daily struggle to find financing. Many citizens are unable or unwilling to give
money. In a country where even checkbooks do not exist, checkbook activism, the backbone of
nonprofit development in other countries, is slow to develop. The absence of tax incentives, ei-
ther for businesses or individuals, to donate time and money to organizations complicates the
search for funds. International sources of funding are shifting as well; several donor organiza-
tions are pulling out of Russia, scaling back their commitment, or are reprioritizing thematic
emphases, which affect the approximately 7-10% of NGOs that receive financial support from
the West.»

Critical resources are not just financial; ensuring a constant stream of human capital remains a
problem for NGOs. Citizens rarely choose the nonprofit sector as a career choice; one very op-
timistic estimate places the number of people involved in the nonprofit sector at about 1% of the
country’s adult population.? The Civil Society team was struck, particularly in the regions, by
the impact of declining financial resources, particularly from abroad. Many NGOs that had once
received support from the West had lost their most talented workers to government or business
in the wake of shrinking budgets. Elena Malitskaya, president of the Siberian Civic Initiatives
Support Center, estimated that their network of resource centers had lost 30 people in the last
year because of budget cutbacks. In addition, the lack of university programs in nonprofit man-
agement ensures that talented students will choose alternative professions.

The prognosis, however, is not entirely negative. Rather, progress tends to be incremental, and
is evidenced by specific, small-scale (yet significant) examples scattered across Russia. Govern-
ments at the municipal and regional levels have begun to support NGO initiatives by funding
small grant competitions for public initiatives and projects. Though the amounts are small, and
often do not provide salary support, they nonetheless represent a big step forward for NGO le-
gitimacy. In addition, there is growing interest among a small percentage of the business com-
munity in corporate philanthropy. The small movement of community foundations, primarily
nurtured by Charities Aid Foundation, is evidence of this emerging culture. Businesses such as
YUKOS, Bee Line, and Alfa-Bank have also ventured into sponsoring grant programs of their
own. This comes with inherent dangers; a few of the major businessmen that have started to
support nonprofit organizations, such as Mikhail Khodorkovsky and Boris Berezovskii, have
also become ensnared in fights with the Kremlin, and thus are not necessarily guaranteed
sources of continued support for NGOs. In addition, for many smaller businesses, owners are
hesitant to give help to a nonprofit organization when their own business is not turning a profit.
Many also simply do not know about or fully trust nonprofit organizations. Despite these quali-
fications, businesses are donating more money overall in support of efforts, particularly those
that relate to “traditional” charitable themes, such as efforts to provide assistance to children or
cultural events. All of these developments indicate that other key players in Russian society are
very slowly beginning to perceive NGOs as potential partners in Russia’s transition.

3 Interview with Alexander Borovikh, June 2004.
4 Oslon, A., “Predbaritel’'niye zametki,” in Pogovorim o grazhdanskom obschestve (Moscow: Fond Obschestvennoye
mneniye, 2001): 6-13.
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NGOs and the public

Many NGOs also lack a visible constituency. This is problematic; without domestic sources of
support (financial as well as moral), NGOs will be unable to sustain themselves, not only in
terms of financial resources, but in human resources as well. In addition, however, the lack of a
visible constituency makes it difficult for NGOs to be taken seriously by governments. Thus,
developing ties to the public (as well as to the state) is a critical task for many NGOs.

Groups are tentatively beginning to act as a conduit from private citizen to public realm; how-
ever, state-society relations are fragile, for activists had relatively little experience in functioning
as an autonomous civic sector within the framework of a (somewhat fragile) democracy. Or-
ganizations are still small, insular, and wary of outreach to the public. Many organizations’
membership is limited to those who work for the organization, or to the small group of clients
they serve.

In turn, citizens are ambivalent about joining organizations. Although citizens have deserted
their former Soviet-era organizations, they have not joined new ones. Russia’s rate of associa-
tionism, at 0.65 organizations per person, is low, even for post-communist countries, which, as a
bloc, have the lowest rates of organization among democratizing countries.*!

The reasons for this lack of enthusiasm for “joining” are several. Some citizens may be weary of
organizational membership after years of forced participation in “voluntary” activities. Scandals
in the 1990s, in which the Mafia or other operations formed front nonprofit organization in or-
der to import and export alcohol and cigarettes, or in which pyramid schemes were touted as
charitable funds, did not improve the third sector’s public relations situation.* In addition, citi-
zens also are unfamiliar with larger theoretical concepts such as the third sector, or civil society.
A 2001 survey revealed that only 16% of Russians were familiar with the term civil society.*
NGOs are not the only ones on a steep learning curve; citizens themselves are navigating their
relationships with social groups in a new era of legalized organization.

However, once again, many small initiatives have emerged at the local and regional levels. For
example, the Spring Week of Good Deeds, which emerged in many of the regions serviced by
the Pro-NGO project, attracted about 327,000 participants in 2003, a number which has tripled
in over two years. These initiatives were most successful with more “traditional” social service
organizations that targeted disabled children, disabled adults and veterans, pensioners, daycare

4 Data drawn from Marc Morje Howard, “The Weakness of Postcommunist Civil Society,” Journal of Democracy, 13.1
(2002), Figure 1, 159.

4 For example, in 1992-1995, the National Foundation for Sports became the biggest importer of alcoholic beverages
in Russia, providing for 80% of imports to Russia. See D. Dokuchaev, “Fond Sporta—Natsionalny, a Prinadlezhit
Edinitsam,” Izvestiya June 5, 1997. In addition, the financial pyramid “MMM” which absconded with millions of peo-
ple’s savings, called people’s investments “charitable donations.” http://www.cafonline.org/cafrussia/r_fact.cfm.

# Oslon, A., “Predbaritel’'niye zametki,” in Pogovorim o grazhdanskom obschestve (Moscow: Fond Obschestvennoye
mneniye, 2001): 6-13.
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centers, nurseries, and so on.* These few examples demonstrate that citizens are engaged, but
that the issues have to be ones that are compelling to them and meet their needs.

NGOs and the state

NGOs are very slowly developing channels of access and influence at various levels of the gov-
ernment. As discussed previously, NGOs have been most successful in garnering resources as
well as influence in formulating policy at the municipal and regional levels.

These developments are beginning to be felt in numerous areas across Russia. For example,
many of these changes were pushed by the Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Center, and
worked most effectively in regional cities such as Novosibirsk, Tomsk, and Krasnoyarsk. In ad-
dition, the “Povolzhe” Center, located in Samara has also been credited with developing a sys-
tem of round tables, in which NGOs and governments pool expertise and knowledge in order
to formulate more effective policy. The former resource center in Rostov helped write legisla-
tion regulating NGO-government interaction. In Tolyatti, businesses and NGOs helped push for
favorable tax legislation to encourage businesses to donate to the community foundation. The
positive trends mentioned here are broader than the organizations engaged in the Third Sector
Advancement Programs, and not limited to USAID partners.

These organizations involved in these negotiations worked tirelessly over the process of several
years to make slow progress. This is a difficult task, for when administrations change, often
NGOs must start over again, proving their merit to local governments. In addition, NGOs have
had to engage in a difficult dance as some governments confuse NGO cooperation with NGO
cooptation. Thus, for example, the Irkutsk administration scaled back NGO involvement in the
awards committee because they felt third sector representatives were “too difficult.” NGOs had
different priorities than local officials, which meant that many potential funding decisions were
deadlocked. Also, many administrations have unrealistic expectations of NGOs. They expect
NGOs to quickly solve the problems they themselves have been unable to resolve, and are im-
patient when NGOs are not immediately more efficient. Thus, some administrations, such the
Irkutsk oblast’ officials, complained about the lack of “results” from NGOs. Although there may
be some truth to this, local and regional governments have not exhibited a promising track rec-
ord of service provision, and thus are somewhat suspect in their opinions.

Although NGOs have struggled to gain access to government at the municipal and regional
levels, they also have limited control over broader contextual factors that influence their access.
Progress and setbacks with regard to NGO-state relations can also often be attributed to the at-
titude of the governor and other important political elites. Thus, for example, the Volga region’s
relations can be attributed to federal representative Sergei Kirienko’s championing of NGOs.

At the federal level, NGOs have slowly succeeded in gaining access to state elites, but have had
difficulty translating that into actual influence on policy. The state at the national level, until the

#IREX, “The Spring Week of Good Deeds 2001-2003,” Moscow, February 2003.
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arrival of the Putin administration, has been relatively indifferent to the utility of nonprofit or-
ganizations. The Duma has been slow to pass further legislation on areas such as social service
provision, or laws regulating charitable donations, which might help support a third sector. In
addition, in its efforts to cut through some of the loopholes regarding taxation, the Duma has
passed legislation that has resulted in tightened regulation of the third sector.® When there is
limited success, it tends to happen with regard to specific issues, rather than on sector-wide
needs.

Nonetheless, NGOs have made some progress in terms of developing relationships with vari-
ous departments in the administration of the federal government. Briefly during the Yeltsin
administration, the president retained an advisor on environmental policy (which subsequently
was eliminated, but has recently been recreated, and the administration still maintains a human
rights commission (even if it has little impact on policy). NGOs also have a presence on some of
the other commissions and advisory councils located within the administration, such as the
Committee on Women, Family, and Youth, or Education and Science. This role of minor advisor
rarely translated into legislation or policy implementation, however. This is due to a variety of
factors. Poor government awareness of NGOs, lack of large or vocal constituencies, and the ab-
sence of a strong party system (and now the presence of a unitary party system) also keep the
third sector from having a greater presence in national level politics.*

Finally, NGOs themselves are often unable to unite on national issues; there is little or no “NGO
community” or “NGO identity” at the national level. While the third sector is replete with lead-
ers who speak for the third sector, these leaders are often self-appointed. This makes it difficult
to push for legislation at the federal level on third sector issues. The ongoing battle over secur-
ing resources from abroad complicates the issue of cooperation. Groups are more interested in
staking out their claim to resources at times than thinking strategically as a sector.

The Putin factor

Since Putin’s ascension to the Russian presidency, pundits have been trying to interpret his true
intentions toward developing democratic norms, practices, and institutions in Russia. Although
his commitment to promoting economic growth is clear, how this goal will impact democratic
developments is less so. An often hyperbolic Western press, which perceives shadowy KGB
elements behind every move, often muddles intricacies of Russia’s complex dance with pro-
moting greater levels of development, economic and political in Russia. Yet, recent develop-
ments are troubling.

Accustomed to state indifference during the Yeltsin administration, NGOs have developed a
much different relationship with the Putin administration, which has been verbally supportive
of strengthening NGOs and civil society, but has engaged in activities which reveal much more

4 For example, groups are potentially eligible to be taxed on incoming grants, as well as the value of the good sand
services they provide. As of yet, this has yet to significantly impact NGOs. Interviews, fall 2002.

4 See Marcia A. Weigle, “On the Road to the Civic Forum: State and Civil Society from Yeltsin to Putin,” in Demokra-
tizatsiya, 117-146.
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ambivalent attitudes about supporting independent third sector growth as well as broader civil
society development. On the one hand, the Civic Forum of 2001 was the first time that govern-
ment officials and NGO representatives from throughout Russia met to discuss the develop-
ment of civil society in Russia. Though many worried that this was an opening salvo in a
broader effort to co-opt, and eventually muzzle, opposition to the Putin administration’s
agenda, in his own speech at the conference, Putin dismissed charges that the state wished to
co-opt opposition, noting that “civil society cannot be established at the state’s initiative, at the
state’s will, much less in accordance with the state’s plans.”# In addition, the Civic Forum, by
setting up roundtable discussions between NGOs and federal-level administrators, created
more channels of communication and a potential for greater NGO-state cooperation. For many
groups in the regions, struggling to develop ties with local administrations, it sent a positive
sign to regional power holders that NGOs were an important force with whom to negotiate.*®
However, in the ensuing years, many NGOs became frustrated that while the Civic Forum was
an important first step in gaining access to important political elites, that access rarely translated
into an impact on policy, particularly at the federal level.

In addition, Putin’s more recent State of the Union address of May 2004 demonstrated that
nearly three years later, the interest was also tinged with suspicion; some NGOs, he maintained,
were primarily concerned with obtaining financial resources from abroad, or served “dubious
group and commercial interests. ” As a result, he argued, these civic groups do not serve the
real interests of the people, in contrast to the thousands of organizations on the ground who
continue their work unnoticed. A subsequent Kremlin-organized meeting with perceived pro-
Kremlin NGOs (human rights organizations such as Committee of Soldier’s Mothers and Me-
morial were not invited) strengthened the perception that Putin, despite his protestations,
wants a “managed civil society” to accompany his concept of a “managed democracy.”

In our own interviews, NGOs presented various interpretations of Putin’s statements. Nearly all
were apprehensive, wondering what government actions would come next after this statement.
Many interpreted these remarks to be aimed at primarily human rights organizations, which are
almost wholly reliant on Western funding and have consistently critiqued the administration’s
policies, particularly with regard to Chechnya. However, several interviewees also thought that
Putin’s statement was somewhat accurate, in addition to being extremely worrisome. They
agreed that some large, Moscow-based NGOs do get a large amount of funds from abroad, yet
are unable to demonstrate “results.” These groups advocate on issues that are not compelling to
the population, they are much richer than most other organizations, but have no proactive plans
for how to work constructively, either with the government or with local populations. In addi-
tion, some interviewees pointed out that these organizations had used ineffective strategies, of-
ten choosing an adversarial stance with the government rather than one that could yield coop-
eration. Many NGOs did not disagree with the substance of Putin’s remarks so much as fear the
potential application of his comments. Would these few sentences mark the launch or a selec-

4 “Vladimir Putin: States are Judged by the Level of Individual Liberty. Excerpts from President Vladimir Putin’s
Speech at the Civil Forum.” Vremya Novosti, November 22, 2001.
4 This was my own experience in interviewing groups in the regions.
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tive campaign against Western-funded NGOs? How would overzealous Putin supporters in
local and regional administrations, in the absence of a significant opposition, interpret his com-
ments? Putin’s approval of Civic Forum helped legitimize NGO activities to many administra-
tors in the regions; his recent comments may have the opposite effect. Many of the NGOs in the
regions were subdued, waiting for the other shoe to drop in response to his comments.

Certainly, it would be foolish to ignore the many ominous developments over the past five
years. Yet, it is also important to recognize that “independent media” under Yeltsin was a me-
dia controlled by various oligarchs; that while Putin is influenced by KGB colleagues, Yeltsin
was surrounded by “the family”; that Putin’s agenda of economic order first, political develop-
ment later is supported by a majority of its citizens. In other words, the 1990s was hardly a
“golden era” of democracy for Russia. And a realistic foreign policy has to work with the exist-
ing situation.

Given these recent developments, it is a good time to assess the status of NGO development as
well as civil society in Russia. Do NGOs have the capacity to play a viable role in Russia’s
democratic development? Second, how can outside actors facilitate this process of domestic de-
velopment? After more than 10 years of civil society aid, it is an appropriate time to pause, as-
sess, and ask what has worked in building, in USAID’s words, a “more open, participatory soci-
ety”? Support for civil society initiatives is critical. However, USAID should continue to build
on its previous successes by continuing its work with the regions and its small grants programs,
and continue to broaden its definition of the third sector to include other important civic actors,
such as schools, universities, and libraries. Above all, what it critical is that the next phase of
strategy continue to be pro civil society, and not anti-Putin’s perceived anti-third sector policies.

5.2 USAID’s ACTIVITIES IN CIVIL SOCIETY

USAID has worked for over a decade to facilitate the emergence of civil society in Russia. This
has been a difficult task; unlike the field of economic development, which has existed for well
over half a decade and is animated by a series of policy debates based on extensive research as
well as field experience, not only in Russia, but in many developing countries, civil society de-
velopment is somewhat unchartered activity. While NGOs around the world have long been
involved in implementing development projects, their work has often been limited to facilitat-
ing economic development or implementing social projects. The concept of self-consciously de-
veloping civil society, in the same vein that one might stimulate economic growth, originated
out of the ashes of the Cold War. As a result, development practitioners still know little about
how one stimulates “civil society” and which particular strategies yield results. In many ways,
Russia, along with many other post-Communist countries, have served as development labo-
ratories. USAID, as well as other donors interested in civil society development, have also been
on a steep learning curve in trying to develop effective mechanisms to stimulate civic growth.

From the beginning of its work in the early 1990s, USAID has chosen a strategy of working al-
most solely with NGOs as a mechanism to develop civil society, although the thematic empha-
ses of development have shifted over time to meet changing realities. This approach differs
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from what evolved in the West. While in the West, the nonprofit sector evolved out of decades,
if not centuries of more diverse patterns of civic activism; in the East, donors often chose the re-
verse strategy, by focusing on the nonprofit sector first and then hoping that civic attitudes and
patterns would follow.

In addition, civil society work in Russia is complicated by the fact that USAID works with
NGOs across all portfolios. Thus, the NGO Support Program works with only a small slice of
NGOs. These groups work on issues important to the third sector as a whole; issue-specific NGOs
either are funded through USAID-sponsored small grants competitions through Pro-NGO or
are often slotted under other programs within the USAID structure. Thus, there is no single
portfolio that handles all civil society projects.

In the early to mid-1990s, programs such as the first Civic Initiatives Program (CIP) focused on
providing training and technical assistance to NGOs on such topics as registration, social mar-
keting, budgeting, and others. In addition, through World Learning as well as IREX, USAID
sponsored several partnership programs, which joined Russian organizations with Western
counterparts in order to transfer knowledge and skills from experienced Western NGOs to in-
fant Russian ones. Third, USAID, through the Eurasia Foundation, sponsored small grants
competitions to spread money to smaller organizations scattered all around Russia.

As NGO development shifted, so did USAID’s strategies. Starting in the mid-1990s, USAID be-
gan to focus more intensively on funding networking projects and on supporting resource cen-
ters in order to spread knowledge and expertise to regional NGOs located far from Moscow.
These efforts to strengthen regional development evolved into the Pro-NGO Program, which
linked more than 20 resource centers in four regions in an effort to further institutionalize NGO
development in the far corners of Russia. By continuing to support training and small grant
making, the program aimed to ultimately increase citizen participation as well as enhance NGO
capacity, financial sustainability, and public image. In addition, a separate project run by ISAR
in the Russian Far East also linked NGOs across a broad expanse of territory. Many of these
centers have evolved into civil society development organizations, and help facilitate govern-
ment interaction or community activism, rather than simply as service providers to regional
NGOs.

As Russia entered a new century, USAID, in addition to its work with NGOs, moved toward
stimulating citizen activism in the hopes of fostering the emergence of a civic culture as well as
building social capital. The second CIP, located in the Russian Far East, as well as Pro-NGO-
funded grant competitions, marked the shift away from a solely NGO focus to one with a
broader definition of civic participation. Programs such as “You the People” and the Commu-
nity Service School Program, further moves USAID away from the narrower NGO approach.

This does not mean that USAID is finished with NGO support. The Third Sector Advancement
Program continues its focus on NGOs, by helping them further develop their abilities to act as a
critical bridge between citizen and state at local, regional, and federal levels by focusing on
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three activities: strengthened associations among CSOs; strengthened policy-making capacity
among CSOs; and strengthened community of practitioners that provide services to CSOs.*
However, they have begun to branch out to significant other players within civil society in ad-
dition to their third sector work.

Strengths of USAID-funded programs

CREATING A NONPROFIT SECTOR
There is now a weak, but existent nonprofit sector that did not exist 10 years ago. In addition,
these efforts have created an entirely new vocabulary for activists—“civil society,” “third sec-

s

tor,” “nonprofit organization,” “NGO” —as well as a new way of visualizing and creating link-
ages with the state, political society, other actors in the civic sector, and the private citizen.
Given that the majority of growth has taken place in the past 10 years, this institutional, as well
as conceptual, growth is significant, both in its statistical presence as well as in its theoretical

implications for strengthening democratic institutions and practices in Russia.

CREATING AN ALTERNATIVE

In addition, throughout the trip, interviewees stressed that USAID is an important source of
funding for organizations that often cannot, because of the nature of their activities, find sources
of domestic support. For example, in the foreseeable future, it is unlikely that the government or
business will be interested in funding rights protection groups or environmental groups. For
example, the group Baikal Wave, which has fought to block YUKOS oil from building pipelines
in the absence of following appropriate legal procedures, could not have accomplished its work
without the support of Western organizations. This type of project is not of interest to local ad-
ministrations in search of foreign investment, or businesses in search of profits.

Further, many grantees emphasized that aid from USAID and other donors helped them main-
tain their sense of independence from local and regional administrations in search of political
support. Although many of these same groups were also pleased with the progress that they
had made in securing small amounts of financial support from administrations, they recognized
that it was too early, and relations were too fragile, to count on, or even work for intensive gov-
ernment support, particularly given the political practices of some administrations. While West-
ern donors can create their own set of pressures on influencing group activities and goals,
nonetheless NGOs noted the important role that Western funding played in creating an alter-
native in an increasingly narrow political space.

BROADENING BEYOND “WESTERN” NGOS

Enabling local resource centers to, in turn, become grant-making organizations has helped ex-
pand the types of organizations that can qualify for assistance and support. This has slowly
helped donors reach organizations that do valuable work but may not fit easily within donor
priorities to support democratic reform or change. This is particularly true, for example, for
groups that may consider themselves involved in “rights protection work” (protecting the

# USAID Russia, “Third Sector Advancement Program Annual Program Statement,” May 28, 2004, pp. 4-5.
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rights of invalids, blind, veterans, etc.) but are unable to fit themselves within the Western
rhetoric of “human rights” organizations.

FOSTERING GOVERNMENT RECOGNITION AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL

While developments have stalled or in some ways moved backwards at the federal level, NGOs

have worked hard for and achieved recognition from municipal and regional administrations,

which has been manifested in a variety of ways.

* NGO fairs. For many NGOs in the regions, this was an initial step in educating administra-
tions, the public, and other NGOs about their work. NGO fairs have become common in
parts of Siberia, Central Russia, and the Volga district.

* Regional and municipal grant competitions. In the past few years, NGOs have successfully
lobbied municipal and regional administrations to sponsor small grant competitions. Many
USAID-funded NGOs were active in helping administrations set up transparent mecha-
nisms through which to judge recipients. In many of the regions, governments increased
budget funds, not only for the competitions, but for the amount delegated for specific indi-
vidual projects. Although this money is still small (many budget competitions are for only
several hundred dollars), nonetheless it is an important step.

* Consolidated budget competitions. In addition, USAID-sponsored NGOs have lobbied ad-
ministrations to develop funding mechanisms that draw from various institutions within
society. Thus, for example, government, NGOs, and businesses might agree to pool money
for specific social projects.

* Social contracting. As governments have become more familiar with NGOs, they have also
gradually relinquished responsibility for various tasks.

* In addition, NGOs have become increasingly active at the municipal and regional levels in
drafting legislation and influencing policy.

Many of these developments were initiated by centers funded by the Pro-NGO project.

FOSTERING DOMESTIC FUNDING SOURCES
All of these developments have helped a small but notable trend in increasing domestic sources
of funding for the NGO community.

SPECIFIC PROJECT SUCCESSES

These broader trends were often facilitated by a few instrumental NGOs who worked particu-
larly effectively with grant money and USAID support, or with support from other donors. For
example, many NGOs acknowledged the role that the Siberian Center had played in pushing
for many of these changes. The Center was singled out by many NGOs as providers of effective
training, excellent models of organization, and strategic thinking. In addition, the Samara Cen-
ter “Povolzhe,” which has traversed a very different organization path, was also praised as an
effective center, particularly with regard to their abilities to build relations with local and re-
gional administrators. Furthermore, the Center for NGO Support was cited as an important
source for on-line training for many NGO activists in the regions. Although these examples
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were mentioned to the assessment team, we expect that similar success stories would be found
elsewhere were a more comprehensive assessment be undertaken.

CONSTRAINTS AND WEAKNESSES OF USAID-FUNDED PROGRAMS

The Civil Society team recognizes the large and very intricate structure of USAID, both in the
United States as well as in Russia. Programs are divided between numerous departments and
portfolios. In addition, particularly in Russia, resources have diminished, while the immensity
of the task at hand (fostering political and economic change in a country spanning eleven time
zones) has remained constant. This has led the Civil Society team to raise the following issues,
given the importance of the critical task at hand.

COORDINATION WITHIN USAID

While the Third Sector Advancement Program works on strengthening NGOs, the delineations
between the different portfolios within USAID are somewhat illusory. NGOs are funded within
all sectors. Yet, it is not clear how the different portfolios within USAID interact, exchange in-
formation, or create synergy among the various “successes” within their portfolios. The Mission
has been breaking ground in terms of innovative programming that cross-fertilizes across port-
folios, and efforts should continue in this regard.

For example, nearly every single NGO in the regions complained about networking projects
that created “umbrella” coalitions among organizations across Russia. Many felt that Moscow
trainers were poorly versed in local conditions, had little practical experience to impart, and
were generally unprepared to provide quality training. In addition, many regional groups re-
ported that regional representatives of Moscow based umbrella organizations were weak; the
Moscow center claimed an extensive network which did not really exist on closer inspection.
Alternatively, regional representatives for the umbrella projects complained that they operated
alone, with little to no support from the center. The benefits they did receive—a small stipend,
information through the Internet, a yearly trip to Moscow —were few compared with the costs
incurred by the center.

Even though these projects are not formally funded under the Third Sector Advancement Pro-
gram, it affects the work of NGOs within this portfolio. Yet, this issue may not be addressed,
because it also is not formally considered the Third Sector Advancement Program’s “problem”;
it belongs to rule of law or political processes or some other portfolio. These programmatic de-
lineations make it difficult to fully address third sector growth. This is unfortunate, for it makes
it difficult to connect issue-specific successes with sector-wide attempts to improve the legal,
social, or political environment for the entire sector.

In addition, activity managers within the different portfolios within USAID as well as the
broader Embassy staff have differing definitions of the third sector, of civil society, and how
these two phenomena can contribute to democratic sustainability in Russia. For example, some
staff (not in the Third Sector Portfolio) tend to equate civil society with just NGOs. Others have
a very Americanized view in terms of their expectations of what NGOs “should” look like in
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Russia. Some tend to view civil society as being led primarily by human rights organizations,
others are more interested in social service provision NGOs as the potential locus of greater or-
ganization. As a result, it is difficult to coordinate projects, strategies, and goals in the absence
of common agreement or at least understanding of each other’s priorities.

Project weaknesses

CONNECTING THE NONPROFIT SECTOR WITH CIVIL SOCIETY

Although a nonprofit sector now exists, it is one that is often divorced from the constituencies
they claim to represent. For example, while the Civil Society team believed that aid had helped
support eloquent, democratic thinking activists in cities such as Irkutsk, for example, many of
these organizations consisted of a few members, who ran several organizations and grant proj-
ects. In general, for many donor-supported organizations, the public is still absent. The main
constituent is still the donor.

WEAK PARTNERS

Inevitably, not all projects will create the expected results. Nationwide programs implemented
by different people in different environments inevitably create a wide range of results, some
more successful than others. For example, with the Pro-NGO Program, funding regional hubs
to act as incubators of greater civic activism makes sense in a country as large and diverse as
Russia, particularly when donors are trying to support organizations based far away in the re-
gions. In the ideal situation, regional hubs can act as spider plants of activism, stimulating
greater organization among surrounding NGOs. However, the reverse is also true; an ineffec-
tive center can retard, subvert, or strangle development. A mentoring relationship in which a
regional center acts as a mobilizing leader can turn into a monopolizing one, in which a central
organization sucks up valuable resources, without fostering further development. In a bad
situation, funding can create a “black hole” of development.

While Novosibirsk and Samara were credited by NGOs for stimulating regional activism and
fostering growth, Krasnodar (the Pro-NGO project) and the various programs run by ISAR and
currently ISC in the Russian Far East were nearly unanimously perceived as weak. Unfortu-
nately, weakness in the center often stymies development elsewhere. Particularly in Southern
Russia, although NGOs credited SRRC with being a consistent source of training, it was also
consistently criticized for monopolizing resources and for using less than transparent policies
and procedures. This created divisions within the NGO community, and when the pro-NGO
project ended, so did the work of many of the regional resource centers in the network. Thus,
networking projects did not work universally across Russia.

After interviewing multiple NGOs that worked across various portfolios, we believe that good,
talented people make projects work, rather than the reverse situation. Nice sounding, impor-
tant, and even necessary projects can founder and eventually shrivel, even when implemented
by professional NGO activists, particularly when they have different priorities, passions, and
interests. Supplying projects based on what donors feel “should” happen rather than designing
projects based on what NGO activists want to make happen, feel passionate about making hap-
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pen, and have been able to make happen in the past creates projects doomed to fail. Work on
building on past successes rather than on future aspirations.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

We recognize that fostering civil society, or even a nonprofit sector, is a long-term process,
which is contingent on a wide array of contextual factors that are often out of the control of
relevant actors. Supporting this development takes a long-term commitment, reinforced with
adequate resources. Unfortunately, USAID may have access to neither in the upcoming years.
Thus, we wrote the evaluation under the assumption that funding will wax and wane, and may
cease entirely in the near future (i.e., five years). As a result, we have tailored our recommenda-
tions under the assumption that aid will come to an end sooner rather than later, and thus our
recommendations revolve around a belief that now is the time to preserve and nurture the pro-
gress that has been made while cutting away the counterproductive activities. We do not advo-
cate an entirely new course of action, but rather seek to refine previous strategies that will fit
into new program objectives of strengthening associations among CSOs, strengthening policy-
making capacity among CSOs, and strengthened community of practitioners that provide serv-
ices to CSOs.

Defining focus/mission

The third sector team at USAID is professional and knowledgeable, with a wealth of experience
over the past decade. All of the various Annual Program Statements, strategies, and so on are
clearly written. However, as the amounts of money lessen, the ARD team encourages the third
sector portfolio to more clearly articulate what it hopes to leave as a defining legacy with regard
to either third sector or civil society development. The mission of the USAID’s civil society
promotion strategies has spread substantially, such that its programs on civil society are
stretched so broadly that it cannot focus compellingly on any single issue. The 2004 Annual
Program Statement provides some of the direction that was lost as a result of the close-out
scare; new program objectives revolve around strengthening associations among CSOs,
strengthening policy-making capacity among CSOs, and strengthened community of practitio-
ners that provide services to CSOs. But other new programs also include the Community Serv-
ice School Program, as well as “You the People.” All of these concepts and projects are impor-
tant, but it also stretches the team very thinly across many varied approaches to civic
development. It is unclear where the office’s “passion” lies, if we may use the term. What does
it want to leave behind after over a decade of hard work?

Coordination with other units

We would like to encourage all of the relevant actors who work with NGOs across the USAID
portfolios to sit down together to exchange information on successful projects, as well as on
more basic assumptions about the nature of their work. In conversations with various officers at
USAID, the ARD Civil Society team noted that different officials had different definitions of the
third sector, civil society, what signifies a “successful” project, and so on. This makes it difficult
to coordinate activities, when different development specialists have different definitions, ex-
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pectations, and so on. There is some intersection, but each goal is going to target a different
audience and different types of projects.

Not only does there need to be greater information sharing among portfolios, but the work
sponsored under the varying portfolios needs to be relayed to relevant regional partners. In the
regions, groups complained that they did not know of the work of other USAID-sponsored
projects that were implemented under different portfolios; this made coordinating work, as well
as building cooperation, difficult.

Where we see potential overlap ...

Continue to look for ways of cross-fertilization with the local governance sector. Much progress
that has been made has been made at the local level in working with city and regional admini-
strations. However, this entails allowing civil society more say in the IUE plan, which is weak
on NGO-government interaction.

Where we do not

Although, in theory, NGOs and other relevant actors in civil society should build relations with
various important political players, in practice, building relations with political parties is not a
viable option for most NGOs.

The ARD team concluded that NGO-political party networking should not be the primary fo-
cus of USAID’s political process work in Russia. Given the lack of strong alternative parties, the
dominance of United Russia, and the weakness of party structures in general, most NGOs felt
that working with parties was completely useless. They all recognized the importance of finding
allies within the policy process; however, many felt it would be useful to work with sympa-
thetic individuals within legislatures as well as administrations rather than gamble on parties.

Programmatic emphases

Within its work with the third sector, several projects have been particularly effective. The Sibe-
rian Center, Povolzhe, and the Center for NGO Support, although there have been many other
successes as well, in other regions including the RFE and Southern Russia. Find ways to further
support the work that these organizations already excel in, rather than designing new pro-
grammatic emphases. Two of these organizations, the Siberian Center and the Center for NGO
Support, have also taken initiative to secure their own office space, which should help them
with their long-term strategies to make the transition to finding greater sources of domestic
support.

With regard to Southern Russia, SRRC has been unable to play a similar role as that played by
the Siberian Center or Povolzhe. There are several possible solutions: scale back their activities
to what they do best, which seems to be something revolving around consulting, or spread re-
sources among the three strongest resource centers in the area, to ensure that other NGOs can
continue to receive services in the region. However, currently, the NGOs we spoke with tended
to view SRRC as an unhealthy monopoly in the NGO community.
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Finally, training for NGOs is still necessary. The Academy for Education Development is one of
the few organizations that is still sponsoring training for NGOs in Russia. Certainly, most
NGOs have developed beyond the initial trainings offered in the 1990s. However, NGOs are
faced with new challenges; as many groups achieve success in terms of gaining access to social
service provisioning, or in impacting legislation, or in working with local and regional govern-
ment, they will need more expertise as well as more opportunities to share their successes with
other NGOs. In addition, as some NGOs develop into stable organizations, they need increasing
education to match the increased sophistication of their work.

Continue emphasis on regional development to stimulate national impact

It is critical to continue assistance to NGOs in the regions, rather than get sidetracked by focus-
ing solely on change at the federal level. Civil society developments must trickle up from the
regions rather than down from the center, via a select group of Moscow organizations. How can
all of these varied grassroots initiatives trickle up into building a coherent strategy to affect po-
litical change at the national level? Only by building successes at the regional and local levels,
spreading those practices, and then using that momentum to create support for change at the
national level.

Certainly, change is needed at the federal level. However, need and ability are two separate is-
sues, and unfortunately, the presence of the former does not guarantee the presence of the latter.

For example, real breakthroughs, such as on taxation, are not realistic expectations for the near
future. The government’s focus on cleaning up business and eliminating loopholes means that it
will not want to implement legislation, which will further impede that process by creating new
potential loopholes. As tempting as it is to want to sponsor splashy, federal-level campaigns on
“national” issues such as taxation, these efforts will not yield results until the third sector de-
velops an identity, a strategy, a plan. Thus, it makes much more sense to encourage pushing for
change at the local and regional levels, giving groups the experience they need to effect change.

Further, developing NGO tax legislation does not have to be initiated by the NGO community.
In the West, 501(c) 3 legislation was very much a creation of business, not civil society activism.
If the push is to come for better NGO legislation, it could originate from business, or from busi-
ness and NGOs working together, or from some other configuration. In other words, the re-
sponsibility for passing legislation that favors NGOs does not need to rest solely on the shoul-
ders of NGOs alone. In addition, what lessons can be learned from efforts to pass pro-NGO tax
legislation in other post-Communist countries?

What can the third sector do to develop the types of interaction needed in order to become a
player at the federal level? More interaction is needed between the various players at the re-
gional and Moscow and Petersburg levels across the different sectors of USAID aid. Many of
these groups operate in isolation from each other, and until they start talking to each other, they
will not have to ability to develop short-, medium-, and long-term strategies.
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Redefine meaning of viability

Sustainability is another issue that is critical for NGOs; yet, we must be realistic. Certainly, fos-
tering groups’ abilities to ensure their own work is critical; yet, USAID must avoid an overly
“Americanized” view of financial sustainability. There simply is not the tax framework, nor the
domestic financial support to sustain the NGO sector. Certainly, there are encouraging signs:
the emergence of Russian foundations and of grant competitions at the regional level signal
progress. However, we have to broaden our conception of sustainability and think about hu-
man sustainability. That is, is USAID supporting the people who will continue their work, even
when funding lessens, trickles, or stops altogether?

Continue to broaden beyond the third sector

USAID has faced difficult choices about the best way to stimulate the development of a civil so-
ciety. Certainly, the focus on institutionalizing a nonprofit sector makes sense. However, the
nonprofit sector is not the same as civil society, and we urge USAID to continue to broaden
definitions of civil society beyond the concept of the third sector/institutionalized NGO frame-
work. Russia needs engaged citizens. The institutional network of nonprofit organizations will
mean nothing if there are no constituents to interact with them. USAID needs to reach out to
new priority areas, such as TOC and organizations oriented around health initiatives as well as
use museums, schools, and libraries as nesting grounds of social capital. In that sense, the team
supports projects such as the Community Service School Program, or the You the People Pro-
gram, both of which work with schools to foster greater citizen involvement.

In sum, what should be prioritized? Finding ways to support the organizations that have, over
the past decade, demonstrated a proven track record of success in terms of generating change,
whether it is in pushing for legislation, facilitating government recognition, implementing pol-
icy, or engaging citizen activism. These organizations tend to be located in the regions. They
tend to work on specific issues that are important to local populations, or are able to facilitate
the work of such service-oriented organizations. And these organizations have been able to
build critical human capital by attracting talented, smart, and dynamic individuals. The best
way to facilitate civil society and democracy is to find the talented people and help them do
their work, rather than define the work that needs to happen and hope that the people arrive. If
USAID can continue to build on these small areas of citizen activism, rather than define where
citizen activism should happen, it can make a lasting impact on the evolution of civil society in
Russia.
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6. SYNERGIES AND LINKAGES

6.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW: THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF REFORM

Russia definitively entered into its post-Communist era with its recent elections. The poor
showing of the Communist Party in the parliamentary elections of December 2003 signaled an
ongoing consolidation of power by President Putin and his supporting coalition known as the
United Russia party. With his landslide victory in the subsequent presidential elections of
March 2004, the popular Putin further set the stage for a strong second-term mandate. Positive
macroeconomic growth has provided a relatively propitious context for Putin’s second presi-
dential term, enhancing prospects for reform.

But Putin’s pursuit of economic reform has not been accompanied by increasing political liber-
alism. Rather, the president appears to be reducing the political space for expressions of criti-
cism of the regime. Concerns over a trend toward authoritarianism have been enhanced by the
strengthening of Putin’s position as he has cracked down on Russian oligarchs who emerged
during the Yeltsin period. A pall has fallen over the media sector as the government has flexed
its muscle in this sector that previously was dominated by the oligarchs. The arrest of oil mag-
nate Mikhail Khodorkovsky suggested a decline of tolerance for the support of opposition par-
ties, such as the Union of Rightist Forces (SPS) and Yabloko, both of which received material
support from Khodorkovsky.

What has transpired in Russia is that, as the vestiges of the Communist Party continue to
weaken, the vacuum has been filled by a strong presidency. One of Putin’s appeals to voters has
been the image of him as a strong leader capable of maintaining political stability during an era
of change. But the means of consolidating power have reinforced trends toward authoritarian-
ism, which is linked to a reward system based on patronage. This patronage is being fostered by
the increasing concentration of power within a dominant party.

Such dynamics have had two consequences that mitigate against the transition toward demo-
cratic governance. First, for patronage relationships to continue to play such a pronounced role
means that government units tend not to be so responsive to the citizenry, such as at the local
level. Lines of accountability still tend to run upward toward the center, rather than downward
to the constituents and their representatives. Second, for patronage to flourish, there must be an
element of discretion available to decision-makers, which also creates conditions favorable to
pervasive corruption. An ineffective rule of law system is a symptom of these political dynam-
ics as well.

However, a dilemma is emerging as a result of this trend toward reduced political space.
Namely, the state’s commitment to economic liberalization and market reforms is also condi-
tioned by an increasing responsiveness of the state to the interests and concerns of both civil
society and the private sector. To make progress in terms of public sector’s diversification and
reducing the government’s dependence on energy export revenues, there needs to be a more
favorable environment for private investment. Similarly, for the provision of public services to
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keep pace with popular needs and demands, public policy needs to incorporate more commu-
nity participation in overcoming developmental gaps and problems. So the regime faces a di-
lemma that even as it seeks to consolidate its own power, it must take further steps to ensure
greater responsiveness to non-state actors.

One of the principal accomplishments of the Putin regime has been the consolidation of political
stability in a context of change. Widespread civil unrest has not accompanied the adjustments
that have gone along with the severe economic dislocations of the past decade. The 2000 elec-
tion of the popular Putin helped to curb speculation over presidential succession, and his 2004
reelection has further reinforced a sense of stability, although the business and political elites
are still struggling to work out an accommodation over the respective exercise and limitation of
formal and informal power. The volatility and political fragmentation that characterized Rus-
sian party politics in the 1990s have begun to settle, with new laws contributing to some coales-
cence of party activity at the national level.

Although stability is not a substitute for development, it does contribute to a context in which
the political risks of some reforms are not as marked as in other environments characterized by
conflict. There are currently opportunities afforded by this stability to push ahead with select
but needed reform. In particular, there are political changes that must accompany certain eco-
nomic adjustments if Russia’s transformation from an inefficient centralist system is to be sus-
tained. The three democracy and governance subsectors covered in this report offer comple-
mentary means by which to pursue common objectives that will help Russia implement reform
while maintaining cohesiveness and stability.

6.2 OPPORTUNITIES FOR USAID ACTIVITIES

In such a context, the linkages and relationships between sectors and subsectors of the Mission’s
portfolio offer key opportunities for synergies. That is, there is a need to introduce elements of
more responsive governance into policy making over substantive issues that pose develop-
mental challenges. USAID can be a catalyst in helping foster greater citizen participation and
involvement in identifying problems, advocating for solutions to those problems, and getting
involved in overseeing the execution of public policy in resolving the problems.

An issue-oriented approach in building synergies across sectors offers considerable promise in
fostering participation at the local level. One way to accomplish this would be to focus a series
of coordinated activities around some of the key issues of the day. These would include issues
in such areas as social subsidies, health, education, and the environment. All of these public
policy issues are best addressed and resolved through citizen participation, and by including
constructive input and state/society interaction over the resolution of key developmental chal-
lenges, such an approach would help to foster greater pressures for democracy and governance
reform.

There are several characterizing dimensions to the proposed synergies initiative that have been
drawn from the findings of the preceding sections:
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I. Focus on local level interventions

One of the more striking common themes to emerge from the assessment teams’ findings is the
opportunity and need to work on developing effective means for participation at the regional
and local levels. As the centralized state became fiscally unable to generate the revenue growth
needed to provide the goods and services aspired to by citizens, the government tentatively
moved to devolve power and decentralize many functions. However, such reforms have been
partial, since the local government units were not ready to assume the functions and mandates
that were, in theory, being accorded to that level of government. The result has been that there
is a confusing array of laws and degrees regarding the interactions between different levels of
government. There remains a strong reliance on transfers, which are often the source of nego-
tiation between regions and the central government and even within regions. In short, the cen-
tral state has not yet clearly passed along the fiscal responsibilities and mandates that are neces-
sary to enable local government units to plan their policies in accordance with a predictable
revenue stream. The 2003 law on decentralization and local self-government is a key step in the
right direction, but the decentralization framework needs to evolve further as local govern-
ments and communities become more capable of taking initiative.

Part of improving the enabling environment for decentralization relies on Russia’s further de-
veloping its system of federalism. Federalism, a Soviet myth that became a reality in Russia af-
ter 1991, is a crucial bulwark against total domination of the polity by the president and the
Kremlin. In fact, further strengthening the federal system with clearly delineated authorities
and responsibilities for regions and localities is arguably a more likely effective bulwark against
renewed centralization than either political parties or the media. But for the Russian govern-
ment to develop confidence in more federalist arrangements, there needs to be more confidence
by the center in local administrations, which are often viewed by the center as particularly
prone to corruption.

Local governance continues not only to be held back by such supply-side considerations. In ad-
dition, the subsector assessments uniformly observe that the responsiveness of governance at all
levels is undermined by poor participatory and representative mechanisms. The political parties
have very poor ability to integrate grassroots concerns and participation into their policies and
platforms. The weak civil society sector at the national level has been both disconnected from
the popular base and relatively ineffectual in advocating for national-level changes. At the local
and regional levels, the focus has tended to be on the relationship between the levels of gov-
ernment rather than on the linkages between citizens and the state.

The Russian political system still largely reflects the paternalism and top-down approach that is
its heritage. Increased responsiveness of local government depends on several improvements.
The first is in the regulatory environment, where the ambiguities regarding the relationship be-
tween governmental authorities remains to be further refined. Second, regional and local govern-
ment units must be strengthened in order for them to carry out their expanded functions such as in
their capacity to plan and budget in a transparent fashion. Third, local and regional mechanisms
for incorporation of citizen participation into policy making deliberations (including but not lim-
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ited to NGOs and parties) must be enhanced to counterbalance the top-down political culture
that has dominated Russia’s past.

The area of local governance provides a promising platform from which to address public deci-
sion-making processes while simultaneously tackling substantive developmental issues and
challenges. By focusing democracy and governance interventions around practical and tangible
developmental challenges in other sectors, considerable synergies may be obtained. For in-
stance, engaging community-level involvement in public health will depend on improvements
in both local- and regional-level CSOs, but also in the willingness and capacity of governmental
officials to absorb such input. Likewise, improved management of environmental resources will
also benefit from structured participatory mechanisms that have a direct impact on public policy.

2. Need for demand-side improvements

The prospects of further achieving high-level national reform in the next four years will depend
less on donor assistance than on increasing demand for governmental responsiveness and ac-
countability from below. There is an opportunity for USAID to have a significant impact on po-
litical development by enhancing citizen participation around public policy at the regional and
local levels. There is not only a pressing need to render government more responsive to the
needs and concerns of the citizens, but there is a material need as well to get communities more
involved in the provision of public goods and services. Democratic governance does have bene-
tits for economic growth, public health, and overcoming other development challenges, espe-
cially at the local level.

In addition to citizen input, USAID should also consider encouraging the formation of pub-
lic/private partnerships. There is currently a high premium in Russia on the promotion of the
concept of the social responsibility of business. The current campaign in this regard which has
been emanating from the Kremlin relates to a huge conundrum for Russia’s development,
which can be phrased as either “How much of a voice should the new business elite have out-
side its realm of operations?” or, conversely, “How much and through what devices should that
elite contribute to society and the state?” This is obviously a ticklish subject, but one which
could in part be addressed at the local level through public/private partnerships in the resolu-
tion of community challenges.

Opportunity exists for USAID to strengthen demand-side mechanisms in all of the subsectors
evaluated in this assessment. For Russian political institutions to become more responsive and
representative, political parties need to become more integrally linked to their constituent base.
Already, there are signs that United Russia is seeking to use top-down methods to consolidate
its reach down to more local levels of government. To counterbalance tendencies toward pa-
tronage, it would be helpful for the parties to try to better articulate various alternatives to pub-
lic policy. In regard to civil society, there is ample room to begin to aggregate interests through
issue-based associations that can in turn seek to access parties as well as government officials
for influence. The NGOs capable of filling the developmental gap at the local level are perhaps
most likely to be able to establish partnerships with the public sector that will in turn facilitate
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greater civil society influence. In general, civic education will be a key element in informing
citizens about the roles they can effectively play in democratic governance.

3. Anticorruption as a cross-cutting theme

A third area of potential synergy that calls out for linkage between sectors and subsectors may
be found in the need to mitigate the pervasive corruption from which Russia suffers. A by-
product of centralized communist rule, corruption found root in the top-down legacies that in-
hibited transparency and accountability. These tendencies have been reinforced by the contin-
ued reliance on patronage to consolidate the political hold of the regime.

This tendency toward corruption will not easily be reversed, especially not just through na-
tional decree or regulation. A more promising means to mitigate corruption involves public in-
formation and citizen oversight over concrete local issues. If citizens and communities are to be
effectively encouraged to participate more in meeting developmental challenges, they must be
enabled to be sure that public resources are being well spent and that those who make decisions
over these resources are held accountable. An element of transparency and citizen oversight
should therefore be built into activities at the local level that take advantage of synergies be-
tween sectors and strategic objectives.

This assessment recommends that an anticorruption cross-cutting theme be integrated into a
synergies program through combining transparency and citizen participation elements. A good
antidote to the arbitrary discretion that feeds corruption is for the budgets and expenditures on
public investments to be subject to public scrutiny through concerned citizens. This practice
could be introduced at the local level through the developmental issues tackled in the recom-
mended synergies program. As social infrastructure initiatives are developed, the planning and
budgeting should be done in a participatory and transparent fashion. Then an operating com-
mittee could be formed for each project to oversee expenditures and procurement associated
with the initiative. Such an anticorruption element will be essential to encourage the type of
counterpart contributions that could result from the synergies initiative, as discussed below.

6.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

While each of the democracy and governance subsectors addressed in this assessment contain
elements that could be strengthened independently, there is also compelling reason to seek to
link their impact at the local level so that synergies may be obtained. By linking interventions
within these subsectors to the resolution of key challenges in other sectors, the impact of the
democracy and governance assistance may be rendered more concrete, evident, and measur-
able. The USAID strategy could therefore seek to maximize the impact of limited resources by
building on synergies related to the resolution of tangible issues. Communities and their local
(or regional) governments could be encouraged to tackle priority problems through a partici-
patory process that contributes to democratic governance while simultaneously offering solu-
tions to problems in the health, environmental, educational, and economic growth areas. In
other words, this assessment has identified ways in which improved local governance processes
and capabilities could lead to improved results in other sectors. The democracy and governance
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interventions would in turn be designed to support mechanisms that enhance participation, re-
sponsiveness, and accountability—all of which are essential to enhanced performance in the
provision of services and in generating counterpart contributions.

These recommendations for a synergies program point to an issue-oriented program. It would
involve the engagement of civil society, local and regional governments, and the private sector
in the identification and resolution of developmental challenges. The formation of develop-
mental partnerships between local government, civil society, and the private sector will follow
the identification of community and local governance priorities through a participatory process.
By introducing a more participatory element into overcoming key developmental challenges,
the goal will be to render governance both more responsive and transparent. This transparency
and the oversight it renders plausible will enhance conditions for investment and participation.

The synergies program would be driven by a social infrastructure fund around which program
activities would be integrated. That is, a fund in a given sector (such as health, economic
growth, or environment) would be established that could be accessed through proposals that
involve developmental partnerships with counterpart contributions. Program support would be
provided for the prioritization of issues, the development of plans and proposals with the nec-
essary technical and budgetary specifications, the implementation of concrete small-scale proj-
ects, and the oversight of expenditures.

The key will be to use democracy and governance innovations at the local level to mobilize
community and private sector participation and contributions in resolving priority challenges.
This will involve bringing the various parties (local authorities, NGOs, and private sector) to-
gether to prioritize and plan for problem-solving initiatives. Agreements will be developed re-
garding the nature of the roles and responsibilities of each party to the agreement, and an over-
sight committee will be established. By focusing on concrete issues and investments, innovative
means for participation, oversight, and the ability of local government units to deal with press-
ing issues can be enhanced.

The synergies program would use local governance as a platform in identifying what issues the
communities see as of highest priority. Mayors and elected officials can be encouraged to reach
out to community groups that have an interest in cooperating with the public sector to over-
come pressing concerns. By providing oversight through local councils and oversight boards,
citizens and NGOs will be more likely to participate in leveraging both public and private re-
sources. Such issues are likely to involve other sectors in the Mission’s portfolio. USAID could
engage the demand side through greater issue-based campaigning that unites NGOs and politi-
cal parties around common goals. There could be some assistance provided to NGOs to take on
the technical challenges associated with specific issues, such as in the health or education sec-
tors. The parties could be encouraged in their aggregation and mobilization of participation
from below. Local government could be enabled to better incorporate public input and to plan
in a transparent fashion that contributes to greater transparency. A grants program across sec-
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tors would provide some material resources to accomplish concrete objectives in addressing the
developmental issues that are identified.

The Mission might consider focusing investments in a cluster of cities within a region or small
number of regions. Municipalities within a region can learn from the experiences of their most
immediate neighbors and successes can be replicated most readily. The approach recommended
here depends on increasing accessibility by the public to governmental authorities, which tends
to mitigate in favor of working in smaller cities, where the more personal ties can bring the
people closest to their government.

In sum, the assessment points to an opportunity to address Russia’s developmental dilemmas
by focusing on multiple issue-oriented initiatives in a targeted region. The desired impacts
should be evident both in the democracy and governance sector and in the other sectors under
which particular issues might fall. By overcoming specific and tangible developmental obsta-
cles, the benefits of democratic governance to multisectoral development will be realized. By
concentrating several initiatives within a selected region, the prospects for replicability and im-
pact on the national policy dialogue will be enhanced.

The proposed synergies program has the following elements:

= Selection of region(s) and municipalities: Rather than dispersing resources across too broad an
area, it would be best to focus on numerous municipalities within a single region or small
number of regions. Such a geographically targeted approach would allow for the maximi-
zation of impacts in a single region or a couple of regions that would create a more favor-
able environment for replication. The concentration of interventions within a single region
can help to involve regional government as well, which will be important in furthering the
policy dialogue over federalism. It would also provide a ready base from which to roll out
the program at a later date if desired.

» [dentification/establishment of social infrastructure funds: A fund or sector-specific funds would
be established and/or identified around which proposals could be developed. These pro-
posals would be contingent on the formation of developmental partnerships between local
governments, civil society, and/or the private sector. The proposals would also entail the use
of participatory methods in public policy deliberations, and the improvement of transparent
budgeting practices. Oversight and sustainability elements would also be required for each
successful proposal.

= [dentification of priority issues: Working through the governors, assistance would be provided
to local elected officials such as mayors to convene public sessions to identify priority issues
and potential ways to resolve them. Such issues would be practical community problems
that could conceivably be resolved through public and collective action. These issues are
likely to be in such areas as health, environment, or economic growth. They should not be
determined a priori, but identified through open deliberations that involve elected local of-
ficials interacting with constituent groups and associations. Through a participatory process,
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priorities would be involved for the development of plans to overcome such challenges. The
conveners would then seek to identify interested parties (both NGOs and potentially private
sector) that could mobilize counterpart contributions in the realization of the social infra-
structure projects that are envisaged.

= Development of proposals: After the formation of operating committees around the resolution
of concrete problems, proposals would be developed to carry out the investments. This
would involve both technical input in the preparation of plans and budgets and some tech-
nical assistance and training to municipalities to carry out these functions. The proposals
would be for donor and public social infrastructure funds to tackle concrete challenges of
manageable scope in other sectors that are identified as pressing by local constituents. These
proposals would include provisions for counterpart contributions, oversight, and
sustainability.

»  Articulation of agreements: Once a proposal is worked out, formal agreements would be
worked out to clearly identify the roles and responsibilities of the various parties involved,
as well as specifying their counterpart contributions. The solicitation of counterpart contri-
butions is a key element of this recommended approach. This will help institutionalize the
principles of accountability and transparency that will be essential to creating a conducive
environment for such contributions. The memoranda of understanding that are developed
should include clear procedures for not only the respective contributions of the various par-
ties in terms of monetary or in-kind resources, but also in terms of participating in the op-
erational and oversight committees for each project.

* Formation of oversight committees: In conjunction with the operating committees, oversight
committees would be formed to provide some control and oversight over the execution of
the plans. This anticorruption component of the program would depend on there having
been transparent planning an budgeting from the start.

* Implementation of the social infrastructure projects: The projects would be implemented ac-
cording to plan and signed off on in phases so as to provide assurance to all contributors
that the funds and respective responsibility are being discharged in accordance with the
agreements.

* Dissemination of experience: The dissemination of the experiences through the media and re-
gional forums would help to build a basis for replicability. There should also be a compo-
nent of the program that feeds back into a national policy dialogue regarding decentraliza-
tion. This would involve both incorporating local and regional officials into the dialogue, as
well as associations of municipalities as appropriate.

The results that would be attained through the recommended synergies program would tran-
scend sectoral distinctions. On the democracy and governance side, local governments would
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be rendered more responsive. Constituent groups would actively be involved in policy delib-
erations, and mechanisms of transparency and anticorruption would be introduced and imple-
mented. The policy dialogue over decentralization would be informed through lessons learned
during implementation of the synergies program. The results in other sectors would depend on
the specific nature of the social infrastructure investments, but would involve improved delivery
of the various public service issues that have been addressed. The incorporation of citizen input
and sustainability components in plans for sectoral investments also provides areas of likely
impact, as does the introduction of oversight mechanisms into public procurement processes.
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ANNEX A: SCOPE OF WORK

Assessment of Three Program Areas and Conducting of Three Short Workshops on
Democracy Strategy in Russia
SUMMARY:
Structure of the Task Order: There are two tasks in this order:

1. to conduct a combined program assessment of three key areas of the USAID/Russia
democracy program: political process, civil society and local governance with a team
of three US and three Russian consultants and a local support facilitator; and

2. to award and manage a small grant to a leading Russian policy institute (think tank)
with strong ties to the US policy analysis community working on Russia, to conduct
three workshops with leading US and Russia experts on democratization in Russia,
for the benefit of USAID/Russia’s Office of Democratic Initiatives and concerned
senior managers in the broader USAID and US Embassy community.

Time frame of Task Order:

Sign task order (and Contractor signs grant to think tank) 17 May
Assessment (US team members) have met DC informants & read up: 28 May
Assessment team first work day together in Russia 31 May

Assessment team US members leave Russia (Mission has conclusions) 19 June

Assessment final report due in USAID/Russia 12 July

Third and last policy workshop held 11 August
Workshop materials (panelists” short papers, conclusions) published 25 August
Task Order ends 31 August

PART 1: CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF TASK ORDER

1.1.  Context of Task Order:

USAID/Russia will draft its 2005-2009 country program strategy by the end of September 2004.
In time for this effort, the USAID/Russia Office of Democratic Initiatives (DI) is preparing its
own five-year democracy strategy. The first complete draft of the DI Democracy strategy must
be ready by no later than 15 August 2004.

The Office of Democratic Initiatives consists of 20 employees organized into six teams handling
various aspects of USAID’s effort to build a more open, participatory, civil society and improve
key elements of governance at the local, regional and federal levels in Russia. The six DI teams
work on civil society (NGO strengthening and civic education), political process, independent
media (TV, radio and print), the rule of law, local governance and partnerships/special issues.

Events in Russia, particularly over the last 12 months, have dramatically altered the conditions
under which democracy is practiced, and have aroused levels of concern among local democ-
racy advocates and Western policy makers of the likes rarely seen since Russia’s aborted coup
in 1993. A major factor shaping democratization in Russia over the coming years is that, fol-
lowing the startlingly complete victory of President Putin’s United Russia Party in the Decem-
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ber 2003 Parliamentary and March 2004 Presidential elections, Russia will not hold another fed-
eral ballot until the next Parliamentary race in 2007. This fact, combined with the recently tight-
ening restrictions on the press, a confusing new and considerably more centralized law on local
governance that phases into effect over the next three years, and a series of government crack-
downs on private corporate philanthropists and a tax law that continues to deny any tax breaks
or private funding sources to non-profits, raise daunting new challenges for Russians who strive
to bring openness, transparency and accountability to their country’s political, social and eco-
nomic arenas. DI must develop a strategy that effectively addresses these and other challenges.

Given the wide diversity and range of global interests which the United States shares with Rus-
sia, DI's strategy must integrate our efforts with those of other branches of the Embassy, notably
the Law Enforcement, Public Diplomacy and Political/Internal sections.

DI's goal for the democracy strategy is to develop a clear and viable approach to investing
USAID/Russia’s democracy funds, to strengthen the hand of key activists in the non-profit,
business and public sectors who are committed to open, participatory and effective democratic
governance at the community, local, regional and federal levels. In addition, the strategy should
help forge consensus within USAID and among concerned branches of the U.S. government on
the elements of Russian democracy that are most essential to U.S. interests and how most effec-
tively to support them.

The DI Office has also reached a pivotal point in the life cycles of many of its current programs
(primarily grants to local, and some US, NGOs), when some portfolio restructuring may be re-
quired. Therefore, some short-term portfolio restructuring must also take place even as we de-
velop this new five-year strategic agenda.

1.2.  Purpose of Task Order:

DI, with some support from colleagues in USAID/Washington, will write the actual democracy
strategy. To do so effectively, though, DI must complete the remaining three of the five program
assessments needed this year. Like the already-completed media assessment and the planned
May 2004 rule of law assessment, the three-part assessment envisaged under this task order
must recommend specific approaches to restructuring some key elements of the civil society,
political process and local governance portfolios to respond most effectively to changing politi-
cal and social circumstances and opportunities.

The assessment will thus produce a single report that will consist of four principal sections: the
three sector assessments and a fourth section that analyzes the ways that these areas are inter-
related and could be addressed jointly to greatest effect.

On a parallel track (and for the most part shortly following completion of the field work for the
assessment), this task order envisages a series of three strategy-level workshops managed by a
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Moscow-based think tank.! This think tank will assemble three Russian-US expert panels, each
to examine one aspect of the broader problem of establishing a strong democracy and civil soci-
ety in Russia. USAID/Russia, in conjunction with this think tank, will establish the three specific
themes or questions for the workshops. The panelists will each prepare a short paper on a spe-
cific cross-cutting analytical question that can draw attention to particularly promising ways of
approaching the problem (their respective workshop theme). At each workshop, DI staff and
other senior USAID and Embassy officers will work with each panel to identify and consider
the broader policy challenges for Russia and the US, and the more concrete opportunities for
targeted cooperation and grants (from US or other donors) to improve the situation. In each
workshop, part of the time may be devoted to a broader discussion involving key USAID part-
ners and Russian activist groups.

By combining insights gained from both the assessment and the workshops, USAID/Russia’s DI
team hopes to produce its five-year democracy strategy, with a first draft ready by approxi-
mately 15 August 2004.

1.3.  Background information on Civil Society, Political Process and Local Governance
programs and current operating assumptions:

The annexes at the end of this scope of work provide background statements on the three areas

to be assessed and a brief summary of USAID assistance in each area. They also include the lists

of questions which the assessment team must address.

Sources for written records of past USAID programs are provided in the “Existing Resources”
section below. Our current assumptions about these three sectors are also included there. These
assumptions are merely those that tend to guide current DI program decision making. It is vital
that the assessment team question and suggest amendments to this set of assumptions.

A few details on how DI expects the contractor to approach these tasks, along with qualifica-
tions of consultants and an indicative work plan follow.

PART 2: APPROACH, METHODOLOGY AND SCHEDULE
21 Assessment:
USAID/Russia expects that at a minimum the assessment team members will:
1. Review and analyze the existing reports and performance information as identified in
the annexes below;
2. Interview representatives of the home offices of organizations included in the review;
3. Interview field staff of USAID/Russia, the implementing organizations, organizations
implementing associated programs, including private sector organizations, other do-
nors, and appropriate federal, regional and local governments counterparts; and

1 After contract ratification, USAID/Moscow decided for programmatic reasons that this component of the task
order would not be required. Instead, the Mission requested ARD to complete the 2004 NGO sustainability
index. The statement of work for this activity can be found at the end of this annex.
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4. Conduct site visits to a selected cities and regions in the Russian Federation, including,
including at least five areas outside of Moscow and St. Petersburg. The teams are en-
couraged to conduct interviews together as much as possible. It is expected that this will
lead to better thinking on the synergies part of the final report. Even if the sub-teams
split up for different meetings in the same cities, at having at least some meetings in
common (e.g. the civil society group might sit in on a meeting with local government of-
ficials and ask questions about civic participation, etc.) might be beneficial.

In addition, USAID/Russia expects to hold periodic update meetings with the team during the
time spent in Russia. The team must formally present its findings, conclusions and recommen-
dations DI staff and then to interested members of the Mission and the Embassy during their
last week in country.

Approximately six weeks (three weeks in Russia) are estimated to complete this assessment
with an assumption of a six-day workweek (including necessary travel time) and includes one
week for USAID/Russia to review the final draft report and to provide comments. The assess-

ment should begin no later than the end of May 2004. A representative work schedule is indi-

cated below.
Activity

Description Location

Stage | Review background information. U.S. (and Moscow | May 21, 2004
Discuss and finalize the methodology of as- | for locally hired
sessment with USAID/ Russia. Develop re- | team members)
port outline.
Develop a work plan for the assessment.
Make logistical arrangements.
Conduct US-based interviews
Stage Il Initial work planning with DI Office, Con- | Moscow May 28, 2004
ducting interviews and gathering necessary
information from Russian sources and site
visits in Moscow
Stage llI Visit sites outside of Moscow Sites vary by sector| June |-7, 2004
Stage IV Conduct preliminary analyses and make a | Moscow (then, US)| By June 10, 2004
presentation to USAID/Russia DI on conclu-
sions and results.
Make a presentation to DI partners, USAID June 11, 2004
Director and other staff, and Embassy, on 10-18 June, 2004
conclusions and results.
Draft report and keep USAID/Russia apprised
of progress on the report. Receive feedback
from USAID
Stage V Incorporate USAID comments into the re- | US (and help July 5, 2004.
port, finalize and submit to USAID. from Moscow
team if needed)

The final report is expected to be submitted to USAID no later than July 12, 2004.

2.1.2 Assessment reporting and dissemination requirements
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The structure and format of the report will be proposed by the team and approved by
USAID/Russia at the beginning of the assessment. The assessment report will primarily be for
use by USAID/Russia project management in Moscow and implementing partners, and should
be provided in English. A comprehensive Executive Summary capturing key findings and rec-
ommendations should be prepared that is suitable for broader distribution.

At USAID/Russia’s determination, the full report also may be disseminated to outsiders. Prior
to the return of the international consultants to Washington, the assessment team will provide a
presentation on key findings to USAID/Russia and its implementing partners, as well as to Em-
bassy colleagues..

The final report will adhere to the purpose of the assessment, and will address the questions
listed in the annex below. A draft report outline is also provided below. Other information to be
included in the report will be determined in consultation with USAID staff over the course of
the assessment.

2.1.3 Sample draft assessment outline

L Table of Contents

II. Executive Summary stating purpose, findings, conclusions and recommendations
I1I. Body of the report:

a) Justification for the assessment

b) Statement of methodology used

C) Political Process: analysis of the sector, discussion of strengths and weaknesses of prior
USAID/Russia support to the sector; recommendations on follow-on activities, provision of a
prioritized list of recommended follow-on activities (including project design, monitoring, and
evaluation) and corresponding budget levels (if follow-on activities are recommended); discus-
sion of what USAID/Russia can expect to achieve, conclusions.

d) Civil Society: analysis of the sector, discussion of strengths and weaknesses of prior
USAID/Russia support to the sector; recommendations on whether USAID/Russia should sup-
port follow-on activities, provision of a prioritized list of recommended follow-on activities (in-
cluding project design, monitoring, and evaluation) and corresponding budget levels (if follow-
on activities are recommended); discussion of what USAID/Russia can expect to achieve, con-
clusions.

e) Local Governance: analysis of the sector, discussion of strengths and weaknesses of prior
USAID/Russia support to the sector; recommendations on whether USAID/Russia should sup-
port follow-on activities, provision of a prioritized list of recommended follow-on activities (in-
cluding project design, monitoring, and evaluation) and corresponding budget levels (if follow-
on activities are recommended); discussion of what USAID/Russia can expect to achieve, con-
clusions.

f) Synergies and Linkages between Political Process, Civil Society, Local Governance, In-
dependent Media and Rule of Law: list of identified synergies, analysis of synergies, recom-
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mendations for cross-cutting activities (if any), including project design, monitoring, and
evaluation and corresponding budget levels.

Iv. Conclusion

V. Annexes to include: scope of work, list of persons contacted, background supplemental
materials, bibliography of significant documents consulted, list of acronyms

The assessment team will provide USAID/Russia with ten hard copies of the final report, and
will send the report electronically to an address provided by USAID/Russia. The format should
be in MS Word.

214 Assessment team composition and qualifications

A six-person team comprised of at least three international consultants and three Russian con-
sultants will conduct the assessment. The assessment team will be divided into three groups
(political process, civil society and local governance) comprised of one Russian and one inter-
national consultant each. Each group will coordinate site visits with other groups. To facilitate
the exchange of ideas and findings among assessment team members during the assessment it
is recommended to have weekly meetings in USAID/Russia to discuss progress of the assess-
ment and shift priorities if appropriate.

The field work might be supplemented by USAID/Russia staff, as available. All team members
should be fluent in English. USAID/Russia suggests the assessment team be designed as follows:

1. Team Leader/Political Process Specialist -- Expatriate — 33 days.

The team leader will be responsible for directing the assessment exercise, and submitting
the draft and final report. The incumbent must have extensive overseas program evalua-
tion/assessment experience, including USAID experience, preferably in the E&E region and
related to political process, civil society and/or local governance activities. He/she must be
thoroughly familiar with techniques of program appraisal. As team leader, the incumbent
should possess excellent organizational and leadership skills. Russian language skills are
desirable. NOTE: Team leader’s functions may be executed by one of the three international
consultants as appropriate.

2. Civil Society Development Specialist — Expatriate -31 days.
S/he must have at least five years in political process field; have substantive overseas experi-
ence; be familiar with USAID programs in the democracy sector to develop political parties,
democracy institutions, capacity of non-governmental organizations (preferably programs in
the E&E region). Evaluation/assessment experience and Russian language skills are desirable.

3. Political Process Specialist — Expatriate — ? days
S/he must have at least five years in the field of civil society development or NGO strength-
ening; have substantive overseas experience; be familiar with USAID programs in the de-
mocracy sector to develop democracy institutions, capacity of non-governmental organiza-
tions (preferably programs in the E&E region). Evaluation/assessment experience and
Russian language skills are desirable.

4. Local Governance Specialist — Expatriate 31 days.
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S/he must possess both overseas and evaluation experience and be familiar with USAID
programs in housing, urban, and local governance development. This consultant should
have a combination of consulting experience that includes urban, local governance, local
economic, public finance and social sector development. This person should also be familiar
with the role that federal, regional and local governments, CSOs, communal services pro-
viders and financial institutions play in the local governance development in Russia and/or
E&E region. Evaluation/assessment experience and Russian language skills are desirable.
Russian Consultants — 3 Experts:

5. Political Process Specialist (Russian consultant). S/he should be well-versed in the current
situation in the political environment in Russia, including the current status of reform ef-
forts undertaken by various donors, federal ministries, and regional authorities. Knowledge
of programs to develop political parties, democracy institutions, capacity of non-
governmental organizations in Russia is desirable.

6. Civil Society Specialist (Russian consultant). S/he should be well-versed in the current
situation in civil society development in Russia, including the current status of reform ef-
forts undertaken by various donors, federal ministries, and regional authorities. Knowledge
of programs to develop NGOs, democracy institutions and capacity of non-governmental
organizations in Russia is desirable.

7. Local Governance Specialist (Russian consultant). S/he must possess both overseas and
evaluation experience and be familiar with USAID programs in housing, urban, and local
governance development. This consultant should have a combination of consulting experi-
ence that includes urban, local governance, local economic, public finance and social sector
development in Russia. This person should also be familiar with the role that both federal,
regional and local governments, CSOs, communal services providers and financial institu-
tions play in the local governance development in Russia. Evaluation/assessment experience
and English language skills are desirable.

2.2 Workshops:

The Contractor, in addition to conducting the above assessment, must select, and administer a
grant or contract with, a local Moscow-based policy institute, or think tank, with strong ties to
the US policy analysis community specializing in Russia.

As noted in Section 1 above, this think tank will assemble three Russian-US expert panels, each
to examine one aspect of the broader problem of establishing a strong democracy and civil soci-
ety in Russia. USAID/Russia, in conjunction with this think tank, will establish the three specific
themes or questions for the workshops in the first week after this Task Order is signed.

The panelists will each prepare a short position paper on a specific cross-cutting analytical
question that can draw attention to particularly promising ways of approaching the problem
(their respective workshop theme). There will be a preparatory discussion involving the organ-
izers and the Russian panelists and USAID/Russia in advance of the actual workshop. At each
workshop, DI staff and other senior USAID and Embassy officers will work with each panel to
identify and consider the broader policy challenges for Russia and the US, and the more con-
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crete opportunities for targeted cooperation and grants (from US or other donors) to improve
the situation. In each workshop, part of the time may be devoted to a broader discussion in-
volving key USAID partners and Russian activist groups. The think tank will be responsible for
preparing a short paper summarizing the workshop and its conclusions, and attaching the pan-
elists” position papers. This workshop paper will serve as aide-memoire to USAID/Russia and
concerned sections of the US Embassy as they seek to integrate some of the workshop conclu-
sions and insights into democracy strategy.

The workshop themes would be developed jointly with the selected local policy institute, but
would center on questions such as:

1. How can Russian democracy activists (whether NGO leaders, community leaders, journalists,
politicians, human rights advocates, lawyers, judges, business leaders or civil servants), per-
suade Russian citizens that they can influence or solve problems and “make a difference” at the
local, regional or national level?

2. What are Russia’s most promising, and replicable, democracy success stories and how and to
what extent can a foreign donor help those who would replicate them?

3. How can Russia better balance relations between government, business and the non-profit
sector — the “iron triangle” of a healthy civil society?

4. What will it take for the “higher angels” of Russian governance and civil society to assert
themselves more pervasively — in the fight against intolerance, corruption and abuse of individ-
ual rights?

Timing would be according to best availability of experts in each field, but would take place
from May through July.

The workshop/seminars final paper will submitted no later than August 11, 2004 and final
USAID strategy will be submitted no later than August 25, 2004.

A total of $50,000 has been set aside under this task order for the grant to the think tank to pro-
duce the three workshops and resulting reports.

The Russian Think Tanks experts will summarize the results of the workshops/seminars in one
final paper covering all three sectors.

PART 3: ANNEXES

Annex 3.1: Questions for the Assessment

The assessment should address the following four sets of questions related to political process,
civil society, local governance, and synergies and linkages between these sectors and independ-
ent media and rule of law.

A.POLITICAL PROCESS
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1. What conditions characterize the Russian political process after the 2003-2004 elections?

2. Is there a need for programs on political process, and should USAID-Russia support political
process activities?

3. If so, how should USAID-Russia design an effective 5-year political process program based
on lessons learned from prior programs, and this assessment process? Are there new activities
that should be designed?

4. What can USAID-Russia do specifically to “make a difference,” and what can we expect to
achieve through support of political process in Russia?

e Public Policy/Decision Making
1. What are Russian people’s perception of role and responsibilities of an elected official?
2. What are potential ways of influencing such perceptions and making communities more active?

e DPolitical Party Development
1. To what extent are current political parties an effective means of transferring public interests
into legislative initiatives/public policy? What is preventing political parties from building
broad memberships and constituencies?
2. How independent are regional political branches in suggesting their local agendas and
bringing for discussion issues important to their local constituencies? Do they seek public sup-
port for their agendas at the grass-roots level? If not, what are the constraints/challenges, how
they can be addressed effectively? Is there a need for emergence of a new popular party and
what could become the impetus for appearance of such a party?
3. What are common interests of political parties and other CSOs (NGOs)? What are reasons
that are keeping them from working together? What are main challenges to the development of
PP/CSOs partnership: Do the NGOs fear being identified too much with political organizations?
Are the political parties only interested in groups that support their causes, as opposed to inde-
pendent groups? Can our programs play an effective role in addressing the challenges, what-
ever they may be?
4. If the political party/NGO link is not going to happen in our lifetime, what other linkages
should we be pursuing instead/in addition to?
5. Is it productive to continue working with the same political parties, or is a different mix or
approach required? For example, should political party assistance focus on central branches of
national parties, focus on regional branches of national parties, or focus on regional and grass-
roots parties? Should political process training focus more on political activists than on mem-
bers of political parties?
6. What legislative changes, if any, need to be made to improve pluralism, free and fair elec-
tions, and political party development?

e Media and Elections
1. What are the ways to ensure that mass media are objective reporters of the political/electoral
processes? How can mass media resist various administrative pressures imposed on them dur-
ing elections?
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2. Is there a chance for increased public participation in elections and election monitoring as a
way to ensure democratic transfer of power and adherence to democratic processes/principles?
3. What assistance, if any, needs to be provided for elections? Is election monitoring by non-
partisan domestic organizations effective and relevant? Are exit polls and parallel vote tabula-
tions professionally conducted, and do they have any impact on elections and political process?
Should training be provided to teach monitoring, exit polling, and PVTs, and if so, at the na-
tional or local level?

4. What are the trends in voter turn out and voter apathy, and should USAID assistance address
voter education and get out the vote efforts?

B. CIVIL SOCIETY

1. What conditions characterize the Russian society after the 2003-2004 elections?

2. Is there a need for civil society programs, and should USAID-Russia support civil society ac-
tivities?

3. If so, how should USAID-Russia design an effective 5-year civil society program based on les-

sons learned from prior programs, and this assessment process? Are there new activities that
should be designed?

4. What can USAID-Russia do specifically to “make a difference,” and what can we expect to
achieve through civil society support?

5. What changes, if any, need to be made in the legal enabling environment to increase civic
participation? Do NGOs have adequate legal resources to defend themselves in response to offi-
cial harassment? Should USAID assistance address the legal enabling environment and legal
support for civil society?

6. What is the trend in financial sustainability for civil society organizations as donor funding
has diminished? How are NGOs funding their activities? Should, and can, USAID assistance
address the issue of financial sustainability?

7. Are watchdog NGOs effective in monitoring government and holding it accountable? Is civil
society effective in promoting transparency and exposing and preventing corruption? Can it be
more effective with USAID assistance?

¢ Decision-Making
1. What are the venues for public engagement in debate on burning societal issues?
2. What issues of public concern can be anticipated in four years ahead (increased government
control, shrinking public space, corruption, budget transparency, tolerance, health issues, qual-
ity, cost and accessibility of health, communal and other social services?

3. What can de done to enhance citizens” decision-making power?

e Public Discourse
1. What is the role of various civil society institutions in developing the culture of civic partici-
pation, and shaping public opinion? Who are opinion leaders at the national level?
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2. What are programming choices in balancing our efforts between strengthening civic activism
and social institutions? What non-electoral means should be promoted for citizens to monitor
the conduct of public officials and hold the government accountable?

e NGOs/Advocacy
1. What opportunities exist for advocacy/hot agenda organizations to promote common causes
in the current political context? Do they feel increasing pressure from authorities?
2. Which organizations should USAID target in its assistance programs to build platforms for
promoting public agenda, encourage various forms of public engagement and civic activism?

3. How can NGOs integrate elective leaders in their activities not becoming captive in the politi-
cal agenda? How can NGOs take up their constitutional right to contribute to defining social
policy priorities and participate in decision-making?

4. Would a coalition of NGOs and emerging political parties advance the position of both? If so,
how could outsiders encourage such coalitions?

e Democratic culture
1. Given the limited period for USAID involvement in the civil society development in Russia,
should we focus on systemic changes (including changes in mindset) or on strengthening se-
lected legacy institutions?
2. How should USAID continue its efforts in building youth citizenship competence?
3. Are the organizations that make up the third sector and the norms of generalized reciprocity
creations of western society that will only work in western societies, or is it possible for these
values to take root in Russian society and become part of the cultural and tradition?

4. Russians indicate that they have little faith in legal structures, law enforcement and law
making process. What effect does the lack of trust have on democracy, civil society, and gov-
ernance? What are remedies for rebuilding trust?

5. What is the efficacy of civic education? What are merits of working with informal civil society
groups, i.e. citizens groups, village units, student movements or other informal entities that
aren’t necessarily registered as a formal NGO?

e Sector advancement
1.What are the programmatic choices for USAID assistance to increase the impact the civil soci-
ety has on governance and politics at the national and local level? What are the channels to rep-
resent the third sector interests at the national level? What can USAID do to strengthen the sec-
tor’s capacity to unite and advocate for its interests at the national level? What needs to be done
to help the sector to become self-regulated and self-organized?
2. How could Russian universities and policy think tanks fill the information, research, and
training niche that is currently fuelling the growth of the third sector?
3. Should USAID assistance focus on NGOs and civil society actions that have an impact at the
national level, or is it better to focus on the local level where the impact is smaller but the pros-
pects for success are greater?
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C. LOCAL GOVERNANCE
The key assessment questions to be addressed are as follows:
1. What conditions characterize the Russian local governance system?

2. Should USAID/Russia support follow-on local governance programs? If so, how should
USAID/Russia design its follow-on activities based on lessons learned from its prior programs?

3. What can USAID/Russia do specifically to “make a difference,” and what can we expect to
achieve through its support? Is there a need/demand for a new local governance design? If so,
how should USAID/Russia design an effective local governance program for the period of
three-to-five years?

4. Do local government officials have the skills and tools necessary to fulfill their functions ef-
tectively? If not, should USAID assistance attempt to build the capacity of local government of-
ficials?

5. What mechanisms are in place to ensure transparency and accountability at the local gov-
ernment level? Would assistance to strengthen or create such mechanisms be effective? How
can USAID media and civil society assistance be more effective in promoting transparency and
accountability at the local level?

The assessment team should also answer the following essential questions complimentary to
the main ones:
Local Governance Reform

1. What are expectations of local and regional officials from the local governance reform?
2. What are impediments for local governance reform at the regional and local levels?

3. What is the federal strategy--if any--in delineation of authorities?

4. What are gaps in the current local governance legislation that impede local governance
reform efforts?

5. How will two level structure of local governance in Russia affect administrative
barriers?

6. What kind of a national-level public dialogue-if any-is needed to address local
governance reform issues?

7.What role emerging Russian think tank community plays in the local governance
reform? Is there need to expand this role?

e Public Participation
1. Is there a demand for a coordinating body for local governments, CSOs, and business

community at the federal, regional, local levels?

2. What instruments do local governments use to engage local communities more
effectively?

3. What initiatives local governments should support to get practical feedback from local
communities?

4. How you identify the term “community” in the Russian context? Could local
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governments work with communities/at community level? How

e Dissemination Strategy
1. Is there a demand from local, regional or federal administrators for training in local
economic development?

2. What are the most effective ways of dissemination and replication of best local governance
reform practices?

3. Do existing municipal associations have a capacity to advocate for reforms?

4. Do municipal associations in Russia have a capacity to serve as a dissemination vehicle?

D. SYNERGIES AND LINKAGES BETWEEN POLITICAL PROCESS, CIVIL SOCIETY,
LOCAL GOVERNANCE, INDEPENDENT MEDIA AND RULE OF LAW

Here are the questions which will identify the possible synergies:

1. What are the most important linkages between and among DG sub sectors? What are key

linkages between the DG sector and other sectors, such as Economic Development and Health?

Are there examples of successful public-private partnerships?

2. What differences do these linkages make to the USAID strategy and achievement of
USAID/Russia objectives?

3. What are common interests of political parties, civil society, local governance, independent
media and rule of law?

4. What are reasons that are keeping them from working together?

5. What are main challenges to the development of partnerships between the sectors?

6. Do civil society organizations fear being identified too much with political organizations?

7. Are the political parties only interested in groups that support their causes, as opposed to in-
dependent groups?

8. Is there a greater potential to anchor desired changes in Russian society by integrating train-
ing on the importance of civic participation by offering technical assistance through activities
designed to solve issues that exert immediate pressure on citizens, such as environment, health,
education, and employment?

9. What are examples of successful synergies among DG subsectors? Which of these should be
replicated or continued, and what new linkages should USAID design into its new programs?
Are there ways that USAID can build true synergy between and among different activities,
rather than simply directing some activities to unilaterally overlap with another subsector,
(such as a media activity training journalists in election reporting, or a civil society activity
funding NGOs that provide legal support)?

Annex 3.2: Background and Strategic Implications for USAID/Russia’s Initiatives in Political
Process, Civil Society and Local Governance
Following are summaries of USAID perceptions and assumptions of the current situations in
each of the three sectors. We assume that they will be changed, corrected, added to and sub-
tracted from during the course of the assessment study and the seminars, and this is perhaps
our overarching assumption: that they will be.

/R) USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society A-13



Annex A

A. Political Process:

Background: The potential for democratic reform and the firm establishment of liberal demo-
cratic values in Russia is hindered today by: a single party-dominated system, shrinking public
opportunism for political activism, popular apathy, restrictions on the independent media and
judiciary, and corruption.

Given this newest political scenario of a weakened system of check and balances, more centrali-
zation, and less pluralism, Russia’s most active reform-oriented parties have lost ground, de-
spite a decade of support for the multi-party system by USAID. Voter apathy and disillusion-
ment with the political process has risen in the last year, and recent polls suggest that a vast
majority of citizens do not believe Russian elections are honest or competitive, and have little
faith that they as voters, can effect change. These beliefs have been exacerbated by the heavy use
of administrative resources to support the administration-backed candidates during recent local
and regional elections, and also in the recent Duma and Presidential election campaigns.

Democratic Institutions: During the last four years, many nascent democratic institutions have
been subordinated, as federal authorities spearhead a country-wide consolidation of authority.
This centralization impedes the ability of the Federation Council, regional governments, fed-
eral-level television channels, the business community, elections commissions, NGOs, and in
many instances, the Courts, to participate in the legislative process, ensure public debate on
burning social issues, influence policy development on one hand and implement it on the other,
and to ensure equal access to justices and to unbiased information.

Membership in the administration-supported political party Yedinaya Rossiya is high, while
chances for such parties as SPS and Yabloko to participate in the legislative process has de-
creased as these parties failed to gain a five percent threshold in the December Duma elections.
Moreover, the State Duma introduced an informal procedure called “zero reading” which per-
mits discussion of pending legislation prior to the official Duma reading between the YRP and
the government. This procedure opens the possibility that forces loyal to the President can exert
an overriding influence on the course and substance of a proposed law before it comes before
the rest of the Duma, and that legislative initiatives in the regions can become the prerogative of
YRP and its loyal partners. This concern is magnified by a new law on political parties that re-
quires a 50% party representation in the local and regional Dumas; the reformist parties have
little significant representation, much less 50%.

Assumptions: USAID’s civil society programs in the next five years may be more effective if
they emphasize the roles and responsibilities of individuals and grass roots organizations,
working individually, in groups and in partnerships, and with their government agencies.

Small-grant programs could be awarded at the regional level for social and community services
activities, which in turn could be viewed as laboratories for citizen involvement, incubators for
practical experience at the grass roots and local government levels. Such experience and associ-
ated skills are those that could later feed into larger civic action programs involving citizen as-
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sociations and local governments in participatory decision-making. Philanthropic, social service
providers and business associations, community foundations, partnerships and networks, both
USAID-fostered networks such as Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Network, Regional NGO
Resource Centers in Southern Russia, Volga Federal District and RFE, Junior Achievement (JA)
and Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE) and other networks such as Russian Red
Cross and Russian Rotary, could be utilized as small-grant providers of civic society education
and social services.

B. CIVIL SOCIETY

Background: The term “civil society organizations” reflects a broadened perception of the types
of organizations that make up the core of the Third Sector: social service, environmental and
grass roots advocacy groups, small business associations and networks, civic organizations,
public health groups, economic think tanks, and the independent media. These are the agents of
a civil society, considered critical to Russia’s emerging democratic infrastructure; they have
been the focus of USAID and other donor assistance. The responsibility for civil society activism
is beginning its shift to Russian stakeholders. Increasing numbers of Russian philanthropic in-
stitutions and NGOs focused on various concerns are emerging; they have the political will to
work on pressing social, political and economic issues. These new groups, however, more often
than not suffer from lack of the initial skills and funding required for long term growth and
sustenance - support that is dwindling at a critical point in time as international donors phase
out their programs.

Current constraints on civil society development include the difficult Russian regulatory envi-
ronment, and unclear and inconsistent policies governing interaction between the civil society
organizations and the State. Moreover, individuals, groups and local government agencies have
no tradition, have never developed the skills, habits and practices, that are needed for the criti-
cal interactions between local government and citizen associations. Poor policy skills, lack of
unity among NGOs, and weak links to their citizen constituencies are the result of untutored
practices and the lack of a mechanism to incorporate Third Sector input into the policy formu-
lation and legislative process.

Mind-set is a huge constraint. Possibly due to the socio-economic and political instability of the
recent past, Russians typically have not forwarded their own or community interests. Nor do
they perceive citizenship as entailing responsibility for one’s neighbor and community at large.
The result is a lamentable lack of direct experience in mobilizing around common community
concerns, accessing expertise and resources, and partnering with others for solutions to these
concerns. In addition, especially among older citizens, there is an ingrained belief that it is risky
to “get involved,” and feelings of mistrust, futility and disbelief that their governing bodies are
interested or willing to interact with them on policymaking issues.

Assumptions: USAID’s civil society programs in the next five years may be more effective if
they emphasize the roles and responsibilities of individuals and grass roots organizations,
working individually, in groups and in partnerships, and with their government agencies.
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Small-grant programs could be awarded at the regional level for social and community services
activities, which in turn could be viewed as laboratories for citizen involvement, incubators for
practical experience at the grass roots and local government levels. Such experience and associ-
ated skills are those that could later feed into larger civic action programs involving citizen as-
sociations and local governments in participatory decision-making. Philanthropic, social service
providers and business associations, community foundations, partnerships and networks, both
USAID-fostered networks such as Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Network, Regional NGO
Resource Centers in Southern Russia, Volga Federal District and RFE, Junior Achievement (JA)
and Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE) and other networks such as Russian Red
Cross and Russian Rotary, could be utilized as small-grant providers of civic society education
and social services.

C. Local Governance:

Background: In 2001-2003, Russia conducted a major review of the delineation of authority
among the several levels of government: federal, regional and local. The result was new “re-
form” legislation, including laws on delineation of authority between the federal center and the
regions, on inter-governmental fiscal relations, and on local self-government. Although certain
aspects of the legislation is regarded positively, such as a more-rational, transparent distribution
of budget resources, the overall political tendency of the legislation is to recentralize authority,
e.g. the first shot over the bow, the Law on Local Self-Governance that could compromise the
evolving environment for civil society activism and concomitant development of participatory
democracy.

Key potential problems inherent in the Local Government Law are apt to undermine not only
the sustainability, but also the credibility of local governments among the citizenry. For in-
stance, although the law mandates that citizens be given an opportunity to participate in certain
aspects of local decision-making, such as the holding of local public budget hearings, most of
the real decision-making authority is shifted up to the regional government level, further away
from the population. The creation of a new sub-regional level of government promises a huge
increase in local bureaucracies, exacerbating the existing lack of human resources at all levels
and at the local level in particular. The law does not provide clear regulatory guidance for such
issues as municipality restructuring and redistribution municipal assets to other levels of gov-
ernment.

The impact of the new legislation in general, and in particular on municipalities, will depend on
its actual implementation. USAID anticipates in mid-2004 through 2006, an enormous demand
for testing the proposed new legislative, for proposing alternatives and for developing the
regulatory structure to make the new legislation effective.

Assumptions: The critical assumption underpinning the USAID local governance program is
(1) that local government as an institution will be jeopardized as the new Law on Local Self-
Governance comes into effect January 1, 2006, and (2) that during the two year period starting
in 2004, there is a time-critical window for participating in the development and testing of
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changes mandated by the Law, for example: transfer of municipal property to the regional gov-
ernments, introduction of a new two-level administrative structure of local governance, and re-
structuring of the social service delivery system.

Programmatically, USAID’s think tank program is the flagship for discussing, analyzing, draft-
ing, and proposing new regulations and laws. Its history and successes, and its working rela-
tionships with the Duma and GOR federal agencies position it for a leading rule in the analysis,
test and suggestion process for the new round of legislation.

Annex 3.3:  Current Program Summaries and Descriptions

A. Political Process Portfolio:

Political process portfolio includes the following activities:

Democratic Institutions Strengthening (International Republican Institute) activity promotes the
development of participatory democracy in the Russia through direct work with political par-
ties, potentially active citizens, and by supporting NGOs. The program also provides political
campaign training to political parties committed to democratic reforms and advocates for
greater citizen participation. USAID's main partner in this activity, International Republican In-
stitute (IRI) has been active in the Russian Federation since 1991. IRI's objectives aim to help po-
litical parties strengthen their role as regional institutions; foster increased communication be-
tween elected officials and their constituents; encourage further development of the multi-party
system in Russia; encourage women and youth participation in politics.

Democratic Institutions Strengthening (National Democratic Institute) activity promotes the de-
velopment of democratic political institutions and helps to strengthen the links between demo-
cratic political parties and citizen groups. Overall, this project aims to increase citizen involve-
ment in the political process. Over the four years of this activity, NDI continues the training and
expansion of the VOICE coalition in the areas of election monitoring and citizen advocacy
groups. The program works with pro-reform political parties to strengthen local and regional
presence.

Democratic Leader Training activity promotes democratic values and principles among politi-
cal, business leaders in Russia as well as among civil society groups and mass media. Through
seminars and published works the program reinforces the basic tenets of a democratic society
and increases participants' understanding of modern liberal political and economic systems and
how these systems can be best adapted to conditions in Russia. The program encourages closer
and more durable cooperation between Russian policy makers with differing political views as
well as regular working exchanges between Russian and western policy makers. Moscow
School of Political Studies (MSPS) has implemented this three-year activity since August 2003.

B. Civil Society Portfolio:

Third Sector Advancement Program aims to advance NGO community on the inter-regional
and national level, to solidify the role of NGOs in the legislative and policy-making process,
support professional association of organizations working on the similar issues, strengthen
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community of practitioners: NGO lawyers, NGO fundraisers, NGO educators. The program
also further develops the capacity of the regional grant-making institutions to design and ad-
minister grant programs and charitable giving programs that foster civic initiatives and address
local social needs in targeted regions.

NGO Taxation Program works to promote legislation conducive for the development of various
source of funding for NGOs (private donations, fees for services, corporate philanthropy, local
foundations, and competitive procurement).

Civic Education Program target schoolchildren and teach them democratic values, and enhanc-
ing citizenship competence by linking school’s curriculum and community service activities.

C. Local Governance Portfolio:

USAID/Russia’s current four year (September 2001-September 2005) local governance program,
Improve Local Governance and Economic Development: Transition to Smart Growth, is being
implemented by USAID/Russia’s leading think tank, the Institute for Urban Economics. The
program was designed to strengthen local self-governance through improved coordination
within local communities. The program helps local governments, federal and regional authori-
ties, CSOs and business communities make a democratic transition to a more open and ac-
countable society. Program activities develop and introduce effective and efficient models of
public participation for decision-making, public private partnerships, local economic develop-
ment, social service delivery practices and policies and development of a robust private housing
economy. The program increases the awareness and willingness of local governments to oper-
ate transparently and in sustained partnership with their communities. Local government ad-
ministrators and community leaders are provided with the skills and tools to increase the effi-
ciency, equity and effectiveness in the delivery of social and communal services. The program
also increases the policy development skills of local and federal officials responsible for local
governance and social reforms, as well as relevant local-level CSO leaders.

D. Supplement: 12 Years of Community Support Organizations Assistance in Russia:
Since 1992, USAID has made a significant investment in the development of the Russian Third
Sector. The following is a brief description of USAID programming;:

1994 — 1997: The Civic Initiatives Program (CIP) assisted Russian NGOs in developing a positive
legal and procedural public environment, and strengthening a network of viable private, vol-
untary organizations. In 1994, Russia had only two laws regulating activities of charitable or-
ganizations: the USSR law ‘On Public Associations” and the RSFSR Law “On Property.” Al-
though federally enacted legislation was already in the works when the CIP began, the program
helped to expand the legal basis for NGO operation and registration, by drafting three federal
laws. Today, many Russian partner organizations, which were supported or created under the
CIP program, operate effectively and respond to the evolving needs of the sector. Among them
are: the Partner Foundation, the Center for Democracy, the Agency for Social Information, In-
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terlegal, the Center for NGO Support, the Laboratory for Non-Profit Research, and NGO Re-
source Centers in Siberia and Southern Russia.

1997 — 2000: USAID/Russia’s assistance efforts in civil society development concentrated on in-
stitutional development (NGOs and municipal government) and support for grassroots initia-
tives through small grants programs. This approach had the following key components:

1. Development of NGO Resource Centers that provide training and consultation to NGOs on
issues of organizational and financial management, taxation, and fundraising, as well as technical
services, such as access to office equipment, internet access, and access to information resources.

2. Small competitive grants provided NGOs with resources to improve and expand their serv-
ices. A secondary effect of the proposal writing exercise is that applicants learn how to formu-
late their goals, develop strategies and budgets, and measure results. Successfully implemented
programs put NGOs in a better position to advocate to the government, to run awareness cam-
paigns, and establish trust with the public.

2000 — 2003: The Pro-NGO Program assists regional networks of NGO Resource Centers (in
USAID target regions) to improve the environment in which NGOs operate by developing local
philanthropy, promoting volunteerism, and improving the quality of NGO service delivery.
Most program activities between 1997 and 2003 have been carried out in the following regions:
Siberia, the Russian Far East, Southern Russia, and Samara and Novgorod Oblasts. The pro-
gram also introduces new focus on developing NGOs” advocacy skills and strengthening their
link to constituencies.

In 2003 USAID/Russia launched Third Sector Advancement Program to address evolving needs
of the Third Sector in Russia. Various program components aim to enhance NGOs capacity to
conducting meaningful policy dialogue, promote growth of private and corporate philanthropy
in the targeted regions, advance NGO sector through support to associations in the areas critical
for democratic transition.

Another new Democratic Values Through Civic Education Program work to expand and insti-
tutionalize the existing approaches for teaching civics, to establish and support school-based
service learning programs, and to embed democratic values throughout the local community.

Since early 1990s, USAID has been supporting the development of the Russian political system.
USAID has concentrated its assistance on the "nuts and bolts" of the political system, supporting
reform-oriented parties so that they are able to form a healthy opposition and advocate for their
causes effectively. This has included party building programs and election related trainings, as
well as outreach to politically active NGOs and work with youth and women’s groups to in-
crease public awareness and involvement in political processes. USAID has also supported the
development of the VOICE Coalition, a network of non-partisan election observation groups
that currently has affiliates in 16 of Russia’s regions.
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USAID support has clearly helped to fuel and sustain the explosive growth of NGOs in Russia.
Training and technical assistance has had a positive impact on the managerial competence of
NGOs, and is contributing to the gradual professionalization of the sector. "Lessons in Transi-
tion", a 1999 study, captured some of what USAID and participating American organizations
have learned about the process of strengthening civil society in the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe and the Newly Independent States. Several other studies reveal gaps, inadequa-
cies, and the practical problems of providing technical assistance in this area. Sarah
Henderson’'s article, “Selling Civil Society,” touches upon the unexpected and somewhat para-
doxical effects of foreign aid: the lack of a visible constituency, development of the distinct elite
within the NGO community, and ‘mission shift’ — when NGOs” agendas begins to reflect those
of donor organizations, rather than the NGO’s own mission and their community’s needs.

Currently various programs in USAID/Russia portfolio support selected civil society organiza-
tions that work to promote transparency, adherence to human rights, protection of worker’s
rights, voter education, free and fair elections, and environmental, economic, and social prob-
lems. For example, USAID supports the distance learning education program on NGO man-
agement for the NGO leaders from various parts of Russia, through the Center for NGO Sup-
port (CNGOS). Under Trade Union Development program USAID supports professional
network of seven Public Interest Law Centers working to protect worker's rights, provide ad-
vice to trade unions, and raise general public awareness on socio-economic and labor issues.
From 1999-2002, USAID has supported more than 40 Russian institutions that provide crisis
counseling and legal services to victims of domestic violence, and raise awareness on domestic
violence issues among specialists and the general public. USAID’s Women Crisis Centers Pro-
gram has contributed to the improvement of service delivery to crisis center clients, and devel-
opment of the Russian Association of Crisis Centers.

USAID also supports business associations and policy think tanks. USAID’s Local Governance
Program complements the NGO strengthening effort by educating and promoting among local
administrations the concept of competitive procurement for efficient service delivery, improv-
ing coordination among local communities, and developing the policy skills of municipal offi-
cials and local NGO leaders.

Annex 3.4:  Background Reading

This is not an exhaustive list of available information sources, but items below provide the As-
sessment Team with most of the available documents.

1. USAID/Russia Strategy 1999-2005,

2. Progress reports submitted by the grantees to USAID/Russia since 1998,

3. Meetings with USAID/Russia grantees’ staff,
4

Meetings with USAID/Russia project staff, grantees, experts, other donors, local, federal and

regional officials,

o

Strategy Framework,
6. NGO Index,
7. 2004-2008 Assistance Completion Strategy for Russia/Democracy,

/R) USAID/Moscow: Democracy Assessment: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society A-20



Annex A

8. USAID/Russia Strategy 1999-2005,

9. Third Sector APS,

10. General Population, NGO Leaders, and Lawyers Survey, Final Report, CESSI/Debra Javeline,
2003,

11. Survey “Development of Forms and Methods of Political Participation and Social Self-
Organization of General Public as a Foundation of Civil Society in Russia”, CESSI/IESD, 2003,

12. Russian Far East NGO Support Program Evaluation, Final Report, MSI, Fall 2001

13. Reports and assessments from other donors.

2004 NGO Sustainability Index

Overview of the Scope of Work

The Recipient is expected to develop 2004 NGO sustainability index for Russia using the
methodology describing in the section below. The Recipient will contract out the development of
the index to Russian NGO or sectoral expert to facilitate selection of the experts, holding expert
panel and translating last year index into Russian. We expect that the Recipient will organize
several 2-3 regional panels or organize travel of the regional experts (representatives of the NGO
community) to Moscow to attend the expert panel.

Experts will discuss each of the seven dimensions of the Index and score them in a similar
manner. When done with all seven dimensions, average the final dimension scores together to get
the final country Index score.

Prepare a Draft Country Report. The draft should include an overview statement, and
discussion of the current state of sustainability of the NGO sector with regard to each
dimension. The section on each dimension should include a discussion of both
accomplishments and strengths in that dimension, as well as obstacles to sustainability
and weaknesses.

This year USAID/Russia wants to create a longer report for its own use in-country. In
addition, we would like to translate the report so it can be disseminated locally as
broadly as desired.

Deliverables:

Draft country report, tables with expert scores

Longer report/analytical paper describing trends in NGO development over the past
year, regional differences and future prospects based on the regional and Moscow-
based experts contributions.

Background
The NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia is a tool used by
USAID’s Bureau for Europe and Eurasia to study the strength and overall viability of NGO sectors
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in each country in the region, from the Baltics to Central Asia. The Index is a valuable resource for
USAID Missions, other international donors, and local NGO umbrella groups and support centers.
By analyzing seven dimensions that are critical to sectoral sustainability, the Index highlights both
strengths and constraints in sectoral development. The Index allows for comparisons both across
countries and over time. While there are some recognizable limitations to the methodology and the
largely subjective data collected in the Index, it is an important tool for understanding and meas-
uring sustainability.

While the Index was initially developed as an internal USAID management and monitoring
tool, its uses have broadened significantly over the past seven years. In particular, we are
pleased that local NGO sector leaders and activists have found the NGO Index process and
product to be a useful opportunity to look at the larger picture and reflect on the advancements
made in the sector, as well as the challenges remaining. Demand for the Index has also
continued to grow. Several hundred requests for copies of the 2003 NGO Sustainability Index
were received from individuals and organizations in the U.S., Eastern Europe and Eurasia, and
other parts of the world over the past few months. Other offices and bureaus within USAID also
look at the NGO Sustainability Index as a unique model when developing their own monitoring
tools. This year we would like to explore the possibility of better tracking how the Index is used
by its various constituents, perhaps by including a tear-out survey in the Index, or by posting a
pop-up survey on the website.

The 2004 Index will be the eighth edition of this publication. In order to ensure consistency and
simplicity, no major changes in either the methodology or the questions were made this year.

However, one significant change this year concerns the coordination and editing of the Index.
E&E/Washington has contracted out the coordination and editing of the NGO Sustainability
Index to Management Systems International (“MSI”) and the International Center for Not-for-
Profit Law (“ICNL”), through a Task Order to the Civil Society IQC. Both organizations have
long histories of work in Eastern Europe and Eurasia regions and in the development and use of
the Index. The existing standards, methodology, and content of the Index will remain the same.
USAID will participate on the editorial committee in Washington, DC, as well as in the focus
groups in the field in which USAID has a presence. In countries with USAID presence, USAID
missions are still expected to convene their own panels of sectoral experts. MSI will provide
small grants to, and coordinate the reports from, local NGOs in post-presence countries.

MSI/ICNL will coordinate the country reports submissions, convene an editorial panel in
Washington, contact missions regarding negotiations of scores, and will draft thematic
discussion papers on civil society issues to be included in the Introduction section of the Index.
MSI/ICNL will coordinate negotiations over scores, but USAID/W will retain decision-making
power regarding the final scores.

For the past few years, several USAID Missions have arranged for an outside partner, generally
a local NGO support center or the U.S. NGO support program implementer, to conduct the
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NGO Sustainability Index exercise, including organizing the panel and writing the report. This
approach was found to have several benefits. We still got quality reports, and expanded the
universe of those who have a stake in the process and product. In addition, the workload for
overburdened USAID staff was reduced, without eliminating USAID influence or control over
the process, as USAID personnel still attended the focus group meeting(s), and
reviewed/cleared the country write-ups and scores before submitting them to Washington. Of
course, the success of this approach depends upon both the professionalism and objectivity of
possible partners. Efforts must be made to ensure that the Index is not used as a tool to promote
a particular NGO’s activities or a particular program’s successes, but to fairly evaluate the
overall level of development of the NGO sector.

Other Missions have started holding a series of regional panels, in order to ensure that regional
differences in the level of development were reflected. Scores from the regional panels were
then averaged together to come up with final national-level scores. While this approach
undoubtedly requires additional work, it may be particularly useful in large countries and/or
countries where regional variations are significant.

While keeping within certain limits to ensure that the data between countries is comparable, we
encourage you to experiment with these, or other similar, modifications to the NGO
Sustainability Index in order to make the process and final product as simple and relevant as
possible. Feel free to incorporate the modifications discussed above — or variations thereof — if
you feel they will enhance the process and product in your country.

2004 NGO Sustainability Index Scope of Work

Methodology
The following steps should be followed to determine scores and draft a country report for the
2004 NGO Sustainability Index:

1. Select a group of no less than 8 sectoral experts. The panel must include USAID Mission
personnel, and should in addition include a variety of the following:
* local NGO support centers, resource centers or intermediary support organizations;
* Jocal NGOs involved in a range of service delivery and advocacy activities;
* academic experts in civil society and the NGO sector;
* NGO partners from the government, business or media sectors;
* avariety of international donors; and,
* USAID implementing partners.

We recommend that at least 60% of the expert group be local nationals. NGO participants on the
Panel should include both advocacy and social service NGOs. To the extent possible, NGOs
should represent a variety of regions and the chief sub-sectors such as women's rights, civic
education and election monitoring, environment, human rights groups, youth.
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In some instances, it may be appropriate to select a larger group in order to reflect the diversity
and breadth of the sector. Please keep in mind, however, that a significantly larger group will
make building consensus more difficult. Alternatively, if regional differences within your country
are significant, you may want to consider holding a series of regional panels. It is advisable to
include at least a core of individuals who participated in the 2003 process, in order to manage
differences in scoring style and to have a pool of experience in the process from which to draw.

Ensure that panel members understand the objectives of the exercise. Then, distribute last year’s
NGO Index Country Report and the attached questionnaire and scoring instructions to the
members of the Expert Panel. (Depending on the composition and language capability of your
panel members, you may want to translate all documents into the local language.) We
recommend distributing these documents a minimum of three days before convening the panel so
that members may familiarize themselves with the contents of last year’s report, think about the
changes in the sector over the past year, and come up with preliminary scores for each individual
indicator before coming together with the rest of the group.

We are very interested in using the preparation of this year’s Index to track lessons learned for use
in improving the monitoring process in upcoming years. We would very much appreciate your
recording and submitting any observations you might have that will increase the usefulness of
this important tool.

Convene a meeting of the NGO expert panel. We recommend that you plan to complete this
meeting no later than Friday, November 12, 2004.

For each indicator of each dimension, allow each panel member to share his or her initial score
and justification with the rest of the group. At the end of the discussion of each indicator, allow
panel members to adjust their scores, if desired. Then, eliminate the highest score and the lowest
score, and average the remaining scores together to come up with one score for each indicator.
Once a final score has been reached for each indicator within a given dimension, average these
scores together for a preliminary score for the dimension. Be sure to take careful notes during the
discussion of each indicator, as this should serve as the basis of the written report.

Compare the proposed score for each dimension with the scores for that dimension in prior years’
Indexes. If there are substantial differences (more than two-tenths of a point), the panel should
discuss the reasons for these differences. (Please compare 2004 proposed scores with scores used in the
official 2003 Index, not the scores originally recommended by your panel last year.) Be sure to include a
synopsis of this discussion in your draft country report. If, upon comparison with prior years’
scores, the group does not feel that a proposed score reflects the direction of change within the
sector in that dimension, they may wish to reconsider the proposed score and adjust it
accordingly. Please remind the group at this stage that if the Editorial Committee in Washington
does not feel that the scores are supported, particularly in comparison with previous years’ scores
and/or the scores of other countries in the region, they may be adjusted.
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Discuss each of the seven dimensions of the Index and score them in a similar manner. When
done with all seven dimensions, average the final dimension scores together to get the final
country Index score.

Prepare a Draft Country Report. The draft should include an overview statement, and a brief
discussion of the current state of sustainability of the NGO sector with regard to each dimension.
The section on each dimension should include a discussion of both accomplishments and
strengths in that dimension, as well as obstacles to sustainability and weaknesses. In addition,
each section should explain any changes in the score since the previous year's report.

In the Overview Statement, please include an estimated number of registered and active NGOs,
as well as an overview of the primary fields and geographic areas in which NGOs operate.

Please limit your submission to USAID/Moscow to a maximum of ten pages. USAID/Russia will
do further editing and ensure that final report is an appropriate length before submission to
USAID/Washington.

While the individual country reports that go into the Washington-published 2004 NGO
Sustainability Index must be kept brief, you may want to create a longer report for your own use
in-country. In addition, you may want to consider translating the report so it can be disseminated
locally as broadly as desired.

Deliver your draft country reports with rankings via email to Chris Brown chbrown@usaid.gov
and Inna Loukovenko iloukovenko@usaid.gov at USAID/Moscow, no later than Friday,
November 29, 2004.

8. USAID Editorial Committee will review the scores and draft reports, and discuss any
issues or remaining concerns with Mission staff. The Editorial Committee may return to the
Recipient for clarification/justification if deemed necessary.

If you have any questions or suggestions, please feel free to contact Inna Loukovenko at
(7 095) 728-52 78 or by email at iloukovenko@usaid.gov
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ANNEX B: LIST OF CONTACTS

I. ASSESSMENT TEAM—ARD, INC.
802-658-3890
www.ardinc.com

Sergey Artobolevsky, Local Government
Artob@aha.ru

Timothy Colton, Advisor
tcolton@fas.harvard.edu

Steven A. Grant, Political Process

steveandsharon@access4less.net
Sarah Henderson, Civil Society
sarah.henderson@oregonstate.edu
Bradford P. Johnson, Team Leader
bjohnson@ardinc.com

Victoria Kolesnikova, Field Coordinator
eremurus@mtu-net.ru
Elena Kovalevskaya, Civil Society

Ekovalevskaya@mail.ru

Jose Larios, Local Government
Jlarios@ardinc.com

Rhys Payne, Advisor
rpayne@ardinc.com

Vladimir Rimsky, Political Process
Rim@indem.ru

2. USAID/Moscow

7-095-728-5278

German Abaev, Media Programs

Gabaev@usaid.gov

Chris Brown, Director, Office of Democratic Initiatives
Chbrown@usaid.gov

Ekaterina Drozhdova, Media Programs
Ydrozhdova@usaid.gov

Eugene Levkin, Local Government Programs

Elevking@usaid.gov

Yekaterina Lushpina, Political Process Programs
Ylushpina@usaid.gov

Patrick Murphy, Rule of Law
Pmurphy@usaid.gov

Rafail Narinsky, Local Government Programs
Rnarinsky@usaid.gov

Irina Turchina, Political Process Programs
Iturchina@usaid.gov

Hugh A. Winn, Senior Democracy Advisor
Hwinn@usaid.gov
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3. USAID/WASHINGTON

202-712-0995

Alex Sokolowski, Political Process Analyst
Asokolowski@usaid.gov

Richard Fraenkel, Team Leader for Russia
Rfraenkel@usaid.gov

Judith Robinson, International Cooperation Specialist
Jrobinson@usaid.gov

4. Moscow

Political Process

SPS

7-095-232-2846

Mikhail Yakovlevich Shneider, Executive Committee Member and Head of the Technical Support Dept.
mshndcr@sps.ru

mshndcr@hotmail.com

Yabloko

7-095-780-3010

Daniil Aleksandrovich Meshcheryakov, Head of National Election Campaign
daniil@yabloko.ru

Moscow School of Political Studies
7-095-937-3881
Yelena Nemirovskaya, Founder and Director

msps@co.ru

Golos

7-095-299-3290

Lilia Vasil’evna Shibanova, Executive Director
lilia@golos.org

NDI

7-095-956-6337

Terry Horton, Director

Terry@ndi.ru
Juhani Grossmann, Program Officer

juhani@ndi.ru

Foundation for Media Policy Development
Svetlana Grigor’evna Kolesnik, President
7-095-777-0174

kolesnik@pdi.ru

IRI

7-095-956-9510

Konstantin Viktorovich Kilimnik, Program Officer
ckilimnik®@iri.org

Aleksei Vladimirovich Korlyakov, Program Officer
akorlyakov@iri.org
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Marina Mikhailovna Malysheva, Program Officer
mmalysheva@iri.org

Anton L'vovich Alferov, Program Officer
aalferov@iri.org

Anastasiya Vladimirovna Kuz'mina, Program Officer
akuzmina@iri.org

Carnegie Moscow Center

7-095-935-8904

Andrew C. Kuchins, Director

andy@carnegie.ru

Nikolai Vladimirovich Petrov, Scholar-in-Residence; Member, Academic Council
nikolai@carnegie.ru

Mariya (Masha) Aleksandrovna Lipman, Editor, Pro et Contra
marial@carnegie.ru

Center for Ecological Policy
7-095-952-80-19

Alexey Yablokov, Chair
yablokov@ecopolicy.ru

Civil Society

Moscow Helsinki Group

7-095-951-17-29

Anastasiya Oseeva, USAID project manager

mhg-main@online.ptt.ru

Open Russia
7-095-291-90-89
Natalia Taubina

pr@openrussia.info

Agency of Social Information
7-095-364-68-42n (cell)

Elena Topoleva, Director
asi@asi.org.ru

Donors Forum
7-095-978-59-93
Natalya Kaminarskaya, Executive Secretary

Perspektiva (Disabled Support)
7-095-302-70-11
Mariya Perfilieva, USAID Project Coordinator

International Socio-Ecological Union, Ecological Club Eremurus
7-095-308-89-33

Victoria Kolesnikova, Campaign Director, Council Member
seupobeda@yahoo.com
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Charities Aid Foundation
7-095-792-59-29
cafrussia@cafrussia.ru

Olga Alekseeva, Director
Inga Pagava, Development Director
Vadim Samorodov, Manager of Local Communities Development Project

No Alcoholism and Narcomania Foundation
7-095-126-34-75

nan@nan.ru

Oleg Zykov, Director

Olga Dementieva, Program Officer

Women’s Crisis Centers Association
7-916-604-51-65 (cell)
rac2women@mtu-net.ru

Natalya Abubakirova, Executive Director

People’s Assembly (Narodnaya Assambleya)
Elena Kovalevskaya, Executive Director
Ekovalevshay@mail.ru

Center of NGO Support

7-095-291-5729,

Ngos@ngo.org.ru

Local Government

Congress of Municipalities
7-095-248-83-73

Sergey Babichev, Executive Secretary

Eurasia Foundation

7-095-970-15-67
efmosocw@eurasia.mask.ru

Tatyana Kipchatova, Program Specialist

Ministry of Finance
7-095-298-92-93
Sergey Lavrov, Deputy Minister

Ministry of Economic Development
7-095-290-11-77
Vitaliy Shipov, Deputy Minister

Center of Fiscal Policy

7-095-777-65-82 (ext.0101)

Ekaterina Sergeeva, Development Manager
esergeeva@fpcenter.org
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The Institute of Urban Economy
7-095 363-50-47
mailbox@urbaneconomics.ru

Nadezhda Kosareva, Director

Igor Kolesnikov, Munucipal Economy, Project Manager
Anastassia Alexandrova, Social Policy Director

Kiril Chogin, Consultant on Social Services

Institute of System Analysis
7-095-135-44-88
Vladimir Lexin

Center for Legal Support to Local Government
9 095 916-36-23

Marina Yakutova

info@lslg.ru

SUAL Aluminum Company

7-095-933-0200

Vasiliy Kiselev, Vice President

Ministry of Energy and Industry
7-095-930-22-36
Sergey Kruglik, Department Head

Union of Small and Medium Towns
7-095-925-17-49

Fax: 928-72-12

Alexander Kulikov, Executive Director
Rustowns@mtu-net.ru

5. IRKUTSK, SHELEKHOV AND ANGARA

Political Process

Irkutsk Oblast Administration

(395-2) 25-62-81

Aleksandr Ivanovich Vasil’ev, Head of the Committee for Contact with the Public and Minorities
connect@admirk.ru.

Nowvosti

25-59-33

Ivan Vorontsov, Reporter

Ekho Moskvy in Irkutsk (radio)
56-65-38

Aleksandr Igorevich Verkhozin

Trade and Industry Chamber or Eastern Siberia
33-51-00
Anatolii Petrovich Sterkhov, Vice-President (sterkh@ccies.ru)
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“Perspectives” Children’s Youth Center

Irina Konstantinovna Semina, Deputy Director
67-11-82; 67-40-44, 55-64-55 (ph/fax)

51-70-61 (home)

Hadrin P@mail.ru

Municipal Office for the Supplementary Education of Children

Mikhail Grigor’evich Zhivotovskii, Director, “Young Technologs Station”
51-23-94

mgjsut@rambler.ru

4

website: www.Angarsk.info (club section)

Civil Society

Vashe Pravo

(395-2) 53-88-77, 53-64-16, (cell) 619-746
Govorukhin Mikhail Evgenievich, General Director

Young Scholars Club

(395-2) 20-55-72

Mariya Plotnikova, President
plpet@email.ru
alexeyll09@yandex.ru

Center for Independent Social Studies and Education
(395-2)29-12-94

Mikhail Yakovlevich Rozhanskiy, Scientific Director
ustas02@yandex.ru

titaev-k@yandex.ru

Baikal Wave
(395-2)52-58-69

Jennifer Sutton, Co-chair
sutton@baikalwave.eu.org
www.baikalwave.eu.org

Siberian Renaissance

(395-2)59-84-42, 59-84-63

Elena Alexandrovna Tvorogova, President
root@vzs.irtel.ru

http://www.vzs.irtel.ru

Russian Red Cross, Irkutsk Affiliate

(395-2) 33-19-98

Anna Illarionovna Zagainova, manager of HIV program
redcross-youth@yandex.ru
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Local Government

Angara Municipality

Tel.7-3951-522396

Andrey Petrovich Kozlov, Deputy Mayor

Irina Evgenievna Tsypenko, Social programs manager
kostinavn@angarsk-adm.ru
cipenkoie@angarsk-adm.ru

Shelekhov City Municipality
Tel. 7-39510-4-13-35
Sergey Vitalievich Polyakov, Mayor

6. NIZHNY NOVGOROD AND BOR

Local Government

Bor Government

(83159) 224-30, (83159) 225-93, 21691; 22383

Vladimir Ivanov, Mayor

Alexander Kiselyov, 1t Vice Mayor, Economics and Planning

Alexey Mochkaev, Head, Department for Economics and Forecasting

Nizhny Novgorod City Administration

301/5, Kremlin, N.Novgorod

(8312) 391232, 197276, 391516

Artyom Karazanov Director, Department for Economics

Vera Zolotnitskaya Director, Department for Social Protection
Evgeny Sabashnikov Deputy Head, City Duma (Assembly)
Dmitry Nikishin Director, Department of International Relations
(8312) 391-506

Resource Center for Social and Economic Innovations
Tatyana Evstratikova, Director

Olga Sennova, Executive Director

(8312) 784-370

Vladimir Federal District

Sergey Kirienko, Plenipotentiary Representative of President of RF
(095) 924-8970 (Office in Moscow)

(095) 206-1241

Municipal Unitarian Company for Housing and Communal Property
Vladimir Sirotkin, Deputy General Director

Volga-Vyatka NGO Support Center
Evgenia Verba, Executive Director.
(8312) 313-052 or( 8312) 313-564
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7. ROSTOV-ON-DON AND SOUTHERN RUSSIA
Political Process and Civil Society

Rostov Resource Center

(8632) 917-446, 917-042

Kirill Bitkin

Rostov Foundation
(8632) 917-446, 917-042
Lyudmila Skachkova
fondrostov@aaanet.ru
lusile76@mail.ru

New Social Technologies
Yulia Bodnya
npfrostov@bk.ru

Southern Resource Center (Krasnodar)
(8612) 555-941, 537-564
Tatyana Lyskina

srrctany@list.ru

Vasiliy Ptitsyn
srrctrmn@list.ru

Rostov Union of Children and Youth Organizations
(8632) 40-13-92
Mikhail Chuprov

Civic League for the Defense of Human Rights
(8632) 77-09-54

Vasiliy Mulevan

liga70@mail.ru

International Human Rights Defense Assembly
7-903 4012144 (cell)
Dmitriy Esipov

Azov Branch, Movement of People Who Have Suffered from Chechnya Conflict
(8632) 31191, 63047

Dmitriy Titov

titov@azov.donpac.ru

Civic Accord
(8632) 48-13-23, 32-00-97
Mikhail Bobyshev

Yabloko Party
(8632) 63-25-42
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Vladimir Baiburtyan
Alexey Lyashchenko

SPS Party
(8634) 311-528

Alla Frolova
Irina Levina
Valentina Shnurkova

Party of Russia’s Renaissance
(8632) 40-45-36, 99-49-79
Sergey Gandrabura

Open Russia; Rostov School of Public Policy
Alexander Mamitov
mamitov@jeo.ru, shpp-rostov@aaanet.ru

Soldiers Mothers Committee
(8632) 34-16-77
Elena Zyubrovskaya

Foundation to Support Graduates of State Institutions
(8632) 77-11-14
Anatoliy Yazikov

GTRK Don TR (TV/radio company)
(8632) 64-22-45, 62-60-44
Evgeniya Aparina

Accord (NGO)

(8632) 40-25-97, 40-24-48
Lyudmila Mazurok
mazyrok@aaanet.ru
Gorod N (magazine)
(8632) 32-35-24, 910-610
Nikolay Protsenko
Niko@gorodn.ru

8. VLADIMIR

Local Government

NGO Danko

(0922) 354-009

Vitaliy Eduardovich Gurinovich, Director

City Administration

(0922) 331-267

Igor Vladimirovich Fateev, Head, Local Economic Development Division
ifateev@mail.ru
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Agency of Municipal Development
(0922) 235-715

(0922) 238-401

Alexander Efimovich Illarionov, Director

City Council
(0922) 237-932

Margarita Anatolievna Malakhova, Chairman

Department of Administrative Issues, Regional Department
(0922) 326-034
Valeriy Yurievich Smirnov, Director

TACIS
Jean Bagh. NGO Development
Tacis@comset.net
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ANNEX D: SELECTED MEETING SUMMARIES

l. “Angara”

Svetlana Uralova

Angara is probably the most well known women’s organization in the region. They run an international
conference in the summer. In addition, they link together many women’s groups across Siberia. | met
them in 1998 when | was previously in Irkutsk evaluating Ford Foundation projects. They are an example
of what | term “mission drift”; that is, in following grant money, they take on many projects that cover a
diverse array of topics. However, because of their success in getting grants, they are quite well known.

Currently, they are working on a project on Canadian women and the arts. They are also preparing their
international women’s conference. They advise the government at the okrug level on topics related to
Gender and Development. They are also implementing a program on women in business, one on women
in politics, and another of women and trafficking.

They feel that they have made progress in developing relations with local government. They are working
on trying to get the city government to also give municipal grants. They are active working as “experts”
for the regional Duma. They also give expertise in hearings. However, there are no highly visible women
politicians at the regional level and the government thinks that women are only good for working on so-
cial issues.

We talked about Social Service provision. She said there was a law on the books but that it did not work
in reality because there was no mechanism to realize it.

In closing, she also mentioned that she was also working on another grant, this one on open budgets.

Overall, this group is influential because of the connections the women have built over the years. It’s not
clear what are the results of their projects.

2. Angara City Administration
June 8, 2004

Participants: Dozens of representatives of NGOs, business people, a few from SMI, Steve Grant, Sarah
Henderson, Vladimir Rimsky, Elena Kovalevskaya (and Inna from USAID)

Told that we would be meeting with the city administration, we were floored to walk into a room and find
the room full of people and TV cameras! (Jose quickly excused himself to go closet with the actual offi-
cials.)

We tried to configure the gathering as a sort of town meeting. Until the TV cameras left, however, noth-
ing much of interest was said.

The more vocal expressed the basic view that they’re looking for stability in their lives. They resent the
fact that the (former) government and its ways of doing things just ended overnight and they were faced
with a sink-or-swim situation. No relevant information was promulgated by leaders about what had to be
done and especially, about how to do it.

In most cases, “We simply don’t know how to work under the new pertaining conditions.”
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The last five years have at least taught them a few things about how to complain and to defend them-
selves/their interests better. BUT their safety (and that of their children/families) are NOT assured. So it
takes a great deal of courage to speak up/out.

MORE RESENTMENTS: the region is a donor region, sending some 60% of their revenues off to Mos-
cow and St. Petersburg. Why can’t they keep more of the money here? Why, e.g., does the government
think it important to spend money to pay off foreign debts (e.g., from the Soviet period) when those debts
could be forgiven and the money “wasted” on that stay home and be put to use here.

27% of the work force (in Angara? the oblast?) are bureaucrats. Way too many.

Businessmen are at the mercy of the bureaucrats — they are defenseless when bribes are demanded — they
have to pay. At least 80% (even 90%) of taxpayers pay no taxes [or, alternatively, this percent of taxes are
not paid??], making the situation with revenues more critical (and thus encouraging bribe-taking?).

6000 people in Angara are without adequate housing, but the city is not building any new homes.

NGOs and their sources of support. All NGOs are off-budget, so they survive at the pleasure of outside

funds from Yukos, Soros, etc. (One org. present, working with invalids, won a Yukos competition and got
a grant for their work.)

SUMMARY: little by little, ordinary Russians may be learning a true civil education — how to learn about
their rights and how to defend them — but few are now willing to take the risks (to personal safety and
well-being) that the fight for rights entails.

3. Angarsk NGOs
Organized by Igor Shadrin, head of the local NGO resource center.

We walked into a very full room of organizations that belong to the administration’s NGO council. It was
interesting in the sense that these people were representatives of a much larger group of civil society. The
group includes representatives of labor unions, schools, old women’s councils, charitable funds, papers,
small business organizations, invalid organizations, administration, and lawyers.

Angarsk is in the unusual position of being a town where YUKOS works, and this YUKOS is omnipres-
ent. They sponsor a grant competition, are active in founding the local community foundation, and are
quite influential. More than 170 NGOs are registered in this town of 250,000, although only about 10 or-
ganizations work continuously, strongly.

The city has been sponsoring a concourse for the past three years. They gave out 200,000 RU last time.
NGOs portrayed a situation in which they worked well with local government, but then the conversation
veered into feelings of frustration about national politics, and about taxation, center region politics, regis-
tration, unemployment, etc.

This meeting was also videotaped.

4. Angara NGO Meeting

Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moe3aka B Upkyrck g ARD, 06 — 09 urons 2004 roxa.
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I'opoa Anrapck, UpkyTckas o6aactb

OO0uecTBEHHOCTH TOpPoOJa

08 uroHs1, BTOpAasi MOJIOBUHA THSA

3agaun fgeneranu. OLEHHMBAaTh TEPCIEKTUBBI PAa3BUTUS TPAKIAHCKOTO OOLIECTBA, MOJUTHYECKHUN
Hpolrecc.

IpucyTcTBOBAJIM NPEACTABUTEHN 00II€CTBEHHOCTH
[Ipodcoro3 paboTHUKOB 0Opa30BaHUS 1 HAYKU

lazera

IIpeanprHrMarens

CogerT xeHIIMH AHrapcka

CoBeT MOJIO/IBIX CHEIHATIICTOB

Kiry6 nHBaIMI0B ¥ TyIIIEBHOOOIBHBIX
BnaroTBoputensubiii @OHA MECTHOTO COOOIIIECTBA

CoBeT XEHIUH

JleTckast oO1ecTBeHHAsT OpraHu3anus OOJBHBIX CaXapHBIM JHa0eTOM
[Ixoma Ne 15

Herckas mkomna Ne 2

AHTapcKoe TePPUTOPHATEHOE 00BETMHEHHE PO COI030B
[Menaror-xopeorpad

[pennpunumarens

Hexommepueckoe naptHepcTBo CO03 MPOMBIIIICHHUKOB U MPEATIPUHIMATEIEH
CraHIus FOHBIX TEXHUKOB

LenTpanpHas 6uOIMOTEKA

Hentp «I[IepcnextuBa» u nentp «llpeongoneHue.
AHrapckoe pajauo

Tenexommanuss «K AHTAPCK».

MyHUnMnajdbHbIA pecypcHblii HeHTp noyiep:xkku HKO (opranusarop BcTpeun).

OcHoBHbIE BBIBOABI,CS

Aynutopuss odeHb HacTopoxkeHa. CoOpaHa aaMuHUCTparuei. JIFomM pasrOBOPHIUCH TOJBKO TOCHE
HEKOTOPBIX YCHUJIMA CO CTOPOHBI MPHUEXaBIIMX rocTeil. MecTHas BlacThb BHE KPUTHUKU. BcCs KpuTHKa
aapecyetcs Ha denepaibHBIi ypoBeHb. B ropone ects pecypcesl st pazsutus HKO, mo ornenkam camux
0O0IIECTBEHHUKOB, HO OHU HE JOCTATOYHEI.

OcCHOBHBIC TIPOOJIEMBI, BOTHYIOIIHE OOIIECTBEHHOCTh TOpoa — TPYAOBBIC MpaBa rpakiaH, 00pa3oBaHHe,
MEPCIEKTUBBI Uit MoJiofexku. (OTMedaeTcss HEOOXOIUMOCTh OOBCIUHCHHS OOIICCTBEHHOCTH IS
orcrauBaHus mpaB. [Ipy 5TOM OHUM W3 BaXHBIX (haKTOPOB, MPEMATCTBYIOIIUX OPTraHU3aIMH aKTUBHBIX
MPOTECTHBIX ACUCTBUH, SIBISETCS PaKTOp JIMIHOIN O0€30MacHOCTH.

Ectp xenaHue mnepeHMMATh MOJE3HBIM 3amajHblil ONBIT, B YaCTHOCTH, OTMEYAETCs, YTO HE YMEEeM
CHpalInBaTh, Kyaa NOTPATUIN HAJOTH IPaX/IaH.

Ha BcTpeue mpencTaBiieH MHUPOKHUA CIIEKTP COMUATBHBIX OpTaHH3aIHT.

Bbixomx — B KECTKHUX PperyJsiiusix, CTHMYJUPYIOIIMX Ppa3BUTHEe MNPeANPHUHUMATEIbCTBA,
OTTOP:KEHUE YACTH CPEACTB Y 0JIMTAPX0B

PacmiudpoBka BeTpeun

Pecypcubie ucrounnku i passutust HKO Anrapceka:

MyHHuIMTIANBHEIH TpaHT, GoHx MecTHOTO coodmiecTBa. Konkypc FOKOC "Co3pmaro!".
Bce nenaet B opraHM3alliOHHOM IUIAHE AAMUHHCTPALHSL.
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Wneun, xonup+ oOyyaromiie ceMUHapHlI.

B rtopome ©Gomee 170 opranmszanmii, mpodcoro3sl + peaurno3Hele KoH(eccuu. IlpemcraBiieHbI
BCEPOCCHUIICKIE 00IEeCTBa MHBAIHUIIOB, CJIETIBIX, Ca0BOI0B. 10 KpyITHBIX OpraHU3aIHii.
[Ipo6aemsr B paboTe, IpoOIeMbl B IS TEILHOCTH.

Ipenamcmeus 015 0eMOKpamuu, ecid MOJICHO OMKPOBEHHO 2080PUMb 00 SMOM.

[Ipodcoroskl.

Bnacte, pabotomatenn u pabotHuku. bonee Onaromony4Hsl Te, KTO YCHIMT KOOpIMHAIMIO. B ropoxe
paboTaeT TPEXCTOPOHHSS KOMHCCHS IO PETYJIMPOBAHUIO COLMANBHBIX NpeoOpa3zoBanuid. HemeranbHas
3apaboTHas miara. 1 maiickas JeMOHCTpalysl — a paHbllie JyMajd, Kak IUI0X0 Ha 3amaze. 3a CBOU MmpaBa
HaM HY:KHO GopoThbesi. JIo3yHr: HocToliHasi 3apa6oTHAs MJIaTa - MyTh K NMpeooJieHuio 6exnocTu. B
3TOM TOAy KOMMYHHUCTHI, Enunas Poccus mommepxkamu. HyXHO mBITaThCS HAXOJUTh JIUAJIOT.
Obbenunenne mpo¢cor3oB - 60 ThIC. YENOBEK. SKOHOMHYECKH AKTHBHOTO HACENICHHS Topona
obovenunsiem. I[lbiTaemcss apyr apyry mnomorath. C BIACThIO HOPMAJBHBIA UAJOT, HOPMAaJbHBIC
OTHOILICHHUS C COIO30M ITPOMBIIICHHUKOB.

[IpennpuHrMaTens 3aX0TeN J00aBUTh-

Ectp mu nemoxparus Jdemokpatuu 6oabine, yem B CHIA. IlepeBo3unk ¢ nuneH3ueil. Y Hac moOoin
KEJIAIOIUH MOXKET 3aHAThCS 3TUM BUAOM AEATENBHOCTH. JIMIIHSAS meMokpaTus He odeHb xopoimo. He
3HAI0 HU OJHOTIO [1paBa, KOTOPOI0 Y Hac HET II0 CPaBHEHUIO C 3aajioM.

®oHI MECTHOT'O COOOIIECTBA.

HcnomauTtensHbI aupekTop yuren. B ampene Tombko dro co3pmanu. Ero HaumHam ctpouth kKad. YUto
XoTHTe caenath ¢ ponnom? [IpuBneus HaceneHne AHrapcka JUIsi peIeHUs COLMAIbHbBIX POOJIEM ropoa.
He 0bu10 Hanpasnenuii. ®unancuposanue (1.4. - 200 py6neit — HeTounsie udpsl — E.K.). [Tonoxenue o
MajJbIX TpaHTaX W OOJNBIINX TpaHTaX. bIOMKETHBIM Kojekc. 37 3asgBok. llpeccy momkiouaeMm.
OKCHEpPTHBI COBET HOCHT PEKOMEHIATeNbHBIH Xapakrep. [locne 3akimroueHHsi SKCHEPTOB KOMECCHUS
pabortaer 20 nHeii. C y4eToM peKOMEHAALUi coBeTa OOJBIIMHCTBOM T'OJIOCOB MPHUHUMAETCS pEeIlieHHE O
(hMHAHCHPOBAHUH.

DoH/T Pa3BUTHS MECTHOTO COOOINECTBA - €CTh JIM COTJIACHE IO JAHHOMY BOIMPOCY (IETCKHMe OpraHU3allvy,
SKOJIOTH..).

Poanb o0mecTBeHHoi najgatbl. Kak NpuxoauTh K COrJIacUIO MO0 NPUOPUTETAM.

AHrapckuii kinyOHBIH 7g0M - poamnuck oT TpaHta FOKOCA. JlymieBHOOONBHBIX C KaXXIBIM TOJIOM
cTaHOBHUTCS Bce Ooubme. IIpobiema ¢ momemieHWeM, aaMUHUCTparsa obelansa pemuTs Mpodiaemy.
PeaOunurannonnsie cpeicTBa - BBIACTIIN. EcTh moHMMaHue mnpobiiem wHHBaMUIOB. CoIpyKEeCTBO
accolMalyy IcuxosoroB. HoBast opraHu3anusi — XOTAT y3HaTh O 3apyOeKHBIX OpraHH3alusiX, 3HATH O
KHU3HENCATEIHHOCTH.

Hyoicna au 3anadnas nomows unu eMeuamenbcmeo?

Kax nanoconnamenvugurxu 006016161 Mpamou HAN02087?

CosceM noBonsHEI. HemoBobHEI coBceM. [Ipockba mpopaH K KupoBaTh.

Kenmmna-genyrar.

PaccmatpuBath otnensHO oT Poccuu ropoj HEBO3MOXKHO. PEIHOYHAS 3KOHOMUKA - OOIIECTBO HE OBLIO
TOTOBO HH JEMOKpaTHH, K PeIHKY. Hukorma He turatuimu Hanord. [IpaBuiia urpsl ObUTH MPO3PAYHBEIMU U
MOHATHBIMH. PBIHOK - OOINECTBO HE MOArOTOBWIM. HHKOMY He OOBSCHWIH, KaK Mbl OyJIEM IKHTb.
OOmecTBO TONBKO HauwHaeT pa3ouparbes. Cyl, MUIHIHS, HEYMEHHE CHpAIIMBATh, KyJa MOTPATHIIN
neHeru. He ymeem cmpamuBaTh, KyAa HOTpaTWIM AeHbru. Eciu mokazarb MUPOBOW OMNBIT IS
WHCTUTYTOB. JleHer He XBaTaeT HAa pa3BUTHE MECTHbIX MHMIUATHUB. Mbl cerogHsi OeJlHbI, y HAcC
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MHOI0 COIHAJBLHBIX MPo0aeM. MHBeCcTUIINY 3amaja - peajgbHasi IOMOIIb ISl TOpoaa. Y JOBIECTBOPECHHE
oromketroM. Kak Qopmupyercs Oromker Anrapcka, s 3Haw. Ho kak B Poccum gemaercs, modyemy
pOCCHICKHE COITHAIbHBIE TPOTPAMMBI XPOMAIOT?

[Ipodcoro3bl - TBOpUECKHii MOTEHIMAT €CTh, HET JaeHer. [lo denepanbHOMYy OROKETY JTOJKHBI
3alIMIIATHECS MHOTHE KATErOpUH TpaxkaaH. J[oaru 3a mpoes/ BeTepaHoB, OecruiaTHblie JiekapeTBa. OCTphiid
BOIIPOC MEXXBEJOMCTBCHHBIX OTHOIICHHH. 60 MpomeHTOB HAJOroB coOoupaercsi B MocCKBY. IJTOT
BONPOC HUKOIA He 03BYYHMBAaETCSl HA BepxaX. ['0TOBUMCS K OOLICPOCCUNCKOM aKIMK. A YTO BbI KaK
podCOI03bI MOXKETE CHIENATh B 3TON CUTyaIMU? Y MEHBIIUTH OTYUCIICHUE HAJIOTOB B (heIepaIio.

Ilpeonooiceno no odanmnomy 6ompocy npedcmagumov cebs KOHCYIbMAHMOM npasumenbcmed. Jpyroro
BAPUAHTA BBIILUIATUTH HET - Hy s Obl 3aHsjach oaurapxamm. Ilycts muatsat gensru. Ilpesuaent
OouTtcst. Ero coBeTHHKYM TpeUIOKUIN APYToi BapuaHT. MBI He BianeeM (DMHAHCOBBIME CPEICTBAMHU, KaK
ero coBetHuku. Kak cienats - ecTh i npepioxeHus. «Qaurapxu - npuriamai B Kpemias. Ha yame
BECOB CTOUT HacejieHHe. MbI He CMOKeM MEPEKUTh, HO, MoayMaellb, 4T0 30 MHJILTHOHOB BBIMPYT, -
HApoasATcs HOBble. B3HecuTe B3HOC cBoeil PoauHe, 4TOOBI OHA He MOTrUGIa».

A teuenmne mHOTUX JIeT [Ipe3numeHT 03ByIMBaET MOJIE3HBIE UeH - 1 Mec. 3a peruCTpaIuio 0OIECTBEHHOM
opranu3anuu Bmecto 300 pyosneit Haunnarot 6pats 3000. CrieauTh 3a IPE3UICHTOM.

THocnanue gpedepanvromy cobpanuio - Kak vl 06Cyscoaeme 3Mom 60NPoc?

[IpaBozammutHuky 1o Bceil Poccum Bcranu Ha nApiObl. BcTaer Bompoc, a KOro MpaBO3allUTHUKU
sammmiaotT. Ha DIpaxnanckom @opyme coOpaiuch Jiydlide OpraHM3aldd W OOIIaJHCh HAIPAMYIO.
MHoOro couuansHbIX NPOEKTOB NPOo(HUHAHCHPOBAHBI B TOPOJE U3 BHEOIOKETHBIX HCTOYHHUKOB. JleTcTBO
- yObITOuHast oTrpacib. [IpaBuTENbLCTBO 3212J10Ch 1EJbI0 U3BECTH MOJIOAexKbL Ha KopHio. Korma
XOAMIIb TI0 JETAM - BHOUWIIL YCIOBHUS, B KOTOPHIX XHBYT. B coBerckoii Poccun ¢unHaHcHpoBanoch. 5
CTpOoK oOpazoBaHusi, B Poccum HeiHemHe# - 1 cpoky. [leHbrm MoxHO MHOTO rAe Haiithm. Ecnmu Her
JaBlieHHs oOuiecTBa Ha BiacTb. Momuute. Bam caenanu 1 cratero. HukTo HE MOXKET MPEAIOKUTH U3BHE
pemieHre NpoOJIeMbl: MBI Kak OOIIECTBO 3a Takde NpoOJieMbl W NPOTUB TakuxX. Ecam Obl 51 ObLI
COBETHUKOM Npe3uaeHToM. 1 yka3 - 3aKoH 00 00pa3oBaHuM.

Ha ypoBHe ropona 3naem, xak (opmupyercs Oromker. Her HamorooGpasyromieir 6asel. Kto momken
CTaBUTh BONPOCHL. MOTYT JM TyOEepHATOPHI IPEACTABIATH PETHOHBI U OTCTauBaTh.

110006HbLIL 20p00 - CKONBKO YUHOBHUKO8 MPYOOCHOCOOHO20 HACeNeHUs?

OcHoBHOI1 moTeHIHaN pa3BuTus OrokeTa. [lpeMpuHUIMATETLCTBO TYHINTCS HA MECTaXx.

27 MPOLEHTOB TPY/AOCIOCOGHOI0 HACEJIEHUS] B AHIapcKe COCTABJISIIOT YMHOBHUKH. COKpaTHTe B /1BA
pasa - OyIeT MeHbIIIe OapbepOB.

Uper pedopma. bynmer HekoTopas cTpykTypa. UmHOBHHMKOB OyaerT MeHble. EcTh apryment y
MIPaBUTEIILCTB.

170 oOmecTBeHHBIX OpraHuzanuid, He oObenuHAloTcs. Ecim Mbl Oynem nmenath - Hac pasgaBsar. Ham
0e30MacHOCTh B CTPaHe HUKTO He o0ecrieuni. Ecim BBICTYIMM - HAc 3aHeCcyT B Jpyrue CHMCKH, H
MBI OydeM KMTh B ApPYyroii mkype. Hemp3s moswimath apengy. 50 mpor. [logoxomHoro Haiora
(dopmupyeTcst u3 OrokeTa. [lpeanpuHUMaTe o Bce paBHO, 4To IIaTUTh. C KaXa0H CBUHBU OEpyT 2 KT
Ha aHanu3bl... Penepanus crenana HaJoOTH, 3a Jr00YI0 - HANOru. Menkue MpeanpuHUMAaTeIH — €ClId UM
MIPEIOKHUTH TIOWTH YNHOBHUKAMH, YNHOBHUKOM MOHAYT 80 YMHOBHMKOM Ha MEHBIIyIo 3apmiaTy. Hamo
3apaboTaTh JEHbI'H, HY)KHO MX JaTh 3apaboraTh. MoxeT ObITh, AeTH OyAYT KUTh MO-Apyromy. Hy:KHBI
JKeCTKHME 3aKOHBI IS Pa3BUTHS NpelnpHHUMATeNbcTBAa. Bo BcemM wmwmpe Oecmokosarcs o
npennpuHuMaTene. Hu oauH denoBek He 3ajan BOIIPOC, YeM HYKHO MOMOYb, YTOOBI COXPaHUTh HAJIOTH.
Breixox: Hakasanme 4nHOBHUKOB. lloctanoBnenms Jlympr He pabGoTaer, ecin HE TOIKPETUICHBI
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(dbenepanbHBIMU 3aKOHAMH. S J€T Ha3aJd MbI Obl TaK He BbiCKa3bIBajguch. Hac :kKu3Hb yuut. Mbl
HAYAJIM 00beIUHATHCH, BeCcTH aQuaJor. JKecTkue 3aKOHBI M0 3aluTe MpaB mpeanpuHumatencii. Ecim
NnpeANpUuHUMATEIb YMHOBHUK - TO OH 3ammmieH. Ha Jlyme Hanucanu mHoro mnoanuceil. Ilucanu
CUETHOIl maJjaTe, MpeAcCTABUTENI0 npe3uaeHTa. HUKTO He ObLI HaKa3aH - HUKTO He MOWJAeT U He
OyJdeT MUTUHIOBATD.

Bonpoc k 3any, umo dymarom no nogody smoeo 8vicKa3vbléauus 0enymama’?
Uro MOXET psIOBOM TpaXKIaHWH, €CIM M JCMyTaT HEe MOXET PELIMTh BOMPOCHL. BIOMKETHUKH -
00IIeCTBEHHBIE OPTaHU3aIM1, KOTOPBIE CAAIOT HAJIOTH - KWJIOTpaMMa 2 MaKyJIaTyphbl.

Ham tpynHo cymute - Mbl He mnennpuHuMartend. 90 MpolEeHTOB NpeanpHHUMATeell He MJATAT
Ha/oru. BIoIKeTHHKY OLyIIAIOT HA cedsl HeyIJaTy HaJIoroB. B Havane ¢uHaHCOBOrO rOAa JACHET B
oromkere HeT. OOpa3oBanue B ropogax. Kak pemarorcest mpoGiieMsl B IpyTrux ropojax.

CrpouTtenbHas opranu3anus. Mbl MOXKEM CTPOUTH 00JIbIIe, 3aka30B oT Mapun HeT. 6000 moneit B ropone
BooOmIe He WMeEIOT Xuibi. Ha oOmexkuTne 0oable oyepemad, YeM Ha KWiIbe. MecTHas raszera -
aHrapck. 154 3akoHa BHECTH U3MECHEHWSI, 35 3aKOHOB YHHUTOKHUTb.

W3 TpamBaiiHoro yIpaBieHHUs ye3xkaloT BoguTessiMd B Mocksy, Tam tiatst 12000 u garot oOmexuTne
Yyepes 2 roja.

HyxHO perynupoBaTh 3aKOHOAATENBCTBO IO TPY.y, COIVIACOBBIBATH B TPEXCTOPOHHEM pekuMe. Pcmi.
[Ipodcorozkr... [IpotuB pedopmupoBanus Tpyna OJPKETHOW c(ephl - KaK TOJBKO BBIIUIA 2 MIIH.
Poccusih, 3a0bUTH PO 3Ty KOHIETIHIO. ONBIT COBETCKOT0 001eCTBA 0YeHb BAJKEH.

Pazoensiem au monooesco muenue, Oymaem uiu unaye?

Mosoaexb oTaaieHa OT MpodIeM YHHOBHUKOB. Ham BaxkHO, uTO Hac ciymarot. O0paliaeM BHUMaHUE Ha
JIMYHBIE Ka4eCTBA YeJ0BEKa. YCIEX 3aBHCHUT OT JIMYHBIX XapPaKTEPUCTHK. MEHTAIUTET - Pa3HUIIA MEKIY
JIIOJIbMH TIOKOJICHHSI. 7/ MOJIOJIBIX CIICI[HAIUCTOB B agMuUHHUCTparuu. «OcTanbHas MOJOJSKD KHBET IO
MpaBUIIAMY.

5. Association of Russian Cities
Bcetpeua B Corose poccHiiCKUX TOPOIOB

Yyactaukn ~ BcTpeun:  M.A.SIkyroBa, 3amectutens [eHepampHOro — mmpekropa Cormsza u
C.C.AproboneBckmii

M.A.SIkyTOBa OJJHOBpEMEHHO BO3IIaBiIsAeT LIeHTp mpaBoBOil MOIEp)KKM MECTHOTO caMoyTpaBieHus (1
94acTO MPEICTABISET MHTEPEChl MyHHULIUIIAIBHBIX 00pa30BaHUM B Cylax pas3iM4YHbIX YPOBHEH, BIJIOTH 10
KOHCTUTYIIHOHHOT0).

Coro3 cymectByeT yke 10 et u B Hero Bxoaut 110 kpymHBIX TOpoma. OH co31aH s BRIpaOOTKH OOIIeH
cTpateruu oOIiieHus ¢ (eaepatbHBIMH BIACTAMH (B TOM 4KCiIe B 00XOJ IJIaB PETHOHOB), SKCIEPTHOM
moMoni ropoaaM (Mpexae BCEro 3a CUeT MOCKOBCKHI CIEIMATMCTOB) M KaK IUIOIMAAKa Ui oOMeHa
OIIBITOM W TIPOBEJICHUSI COBMECTHBIX MeponpusiTuid. YieHamu Coro3a SIBISIOTCS OTHOCHTENLHO OOTaThIMU
u 00namaloT KBAIM(UIIMPOBAHHBIMU KaJapaM{ YIOpaBJeHIEB. B KkauecTBe TakoBBIX OHH Haumbosee
MPUTOAHBI B KAUEeCTBE MUJIOTHBIX, [T HApabOTKU ombiTa pedopM (C ero Mmocieayromeil TpaHcasaiuel B
MEHee YCIEIIHbIC TOPOACKUE MTOCETICHHUS).

Heine ocHOBHO# mpo0IeMoit MECTHOTO CaMOYIpaBIeHUS SBJSETCS BHEAPEHHE HOBOTO 3aKoHa. B menom
3aKOH XOPOIIO CTPYKTYPHPYET CHUCTEMY MECTHOTO CaMOYIPAaBIECHHs, MPOBOIUT Pa3yMHOE Pa3/elcHHE
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MOJTHOMOYHH MEXIy TeppUTOPHATBHBIMU ypoBHAIMH. Ho, B TOXKe BpeMs, MEXaHU3M €ro peaju3aliy He
paspaboran. OcoOeHHO 3TO KacaeTcsi mpobiemM (¢UHAHCHMpOBaHUS W coOcTBeHHOCTH. Hanmo
COCPEIOTOYNTCSI Ha AHAIM3€ MPaBONPUMEHUTEIBHON MPAaKTUKH BO BceX permoHax Poccum. Ilpunsarne
HOBOTO 3aKOHA U CBSI3aHHbIE C HUM M3MEHEHHS B ()eIepaIbHOM 3aKOHOATENBCTBE MOTPEOyeT H3MEHEHHUN
B 3aKOHOJIaTENIbCTBE PETMOHAIBHOM.

MyHUIMNaTBHBIE BJIACTH TPEOYIOT MPAKTUYIECKON ITOMOITH B pealH3aIlldd HOBOTO 3aKOHA, KOHKPETHBIX
pEeLenToB B PELICHUM IPUKIAAHBIX 3ahad. Tak ynoMsHyTelii LleHTp nmpaBOBOW MOANEPKKU LIMPOKO
pacmpocTpaHseT HaKOIJICHHBI IOPUAMYECKUI ONBIT, OTBETHl Ha HamboJiee 4YacTo 3a/JaBaeMble
MYHHUITUTIATHPHBIMA  00pa30BaHMAMH BONPOChl. C TOMOMIBI0 MyHHUIIUTIATBRHOW AKaIeMHUH CO3IacTCs
CHeIMAIbHBIA CalT, MArOMi UHPOPMAIIMIO 0 MyHHUIIMIIAIbHBIX 00pa3oBaHusx B Poccuu, opuandeckoi
0a3e MECTHOrO CaMOYNPAaBICHHS W TPEAyCMaTPUBAIONINN BO3MOXKHOCTH JUAJIOTA 3aWHTEPECOBAHHBIX
CTOPOH.

Coro3 pocCHHCKMX TOpPOJOB, PaBHO KaK M €ro 4ieHbl, TOTOBBl coTpynHuyatb ¢ USAID u npyrumu
IPaHTOAATEISIMH 110 BOIIPOCAM MECTHOTO CaMOYIPaBIICHUS, IPEK/IE BCETO B JIeNie OpraHU3aliuy CanTa.

B nacrostmee Bpems USAID ciummkoM opueHTHPOBaHHA Ha COTPYIHHUYECTBO ¢ HCTUTYTOM 3KOHOMHUKH
ropoa. XKenatensHo ObUTO OBI, ¢ TOMOIIBIO CUCTEMBI TEHJEPOB, IPUBJICYD K COTPYAHUIECTBY HECKOIBKO
AHAIMTHYECKUX IIEHTPOB.

PacnipocTpaHeHre HaKOIUIEHHOTO OIbBITa, MpPEXAE BCEro B IOPUAMYECKON cdepe, Bemercss W dUepes
cpencrea maccoBoil wuH(popManuu. Cor3 U3JaeT JKypHan «YmpaBa», IOJHOCTBIO TOCBSIICHHOTO
MECTHOMY CaMOYIIPABIICHUIO, €T0 JACATEIBHOCTh OCBEIIAeTCs B )KypHane «P® ceromHs» M pernoHaIbHBIX
CMMU. Uznaetcs cripaBodHas IUTEepaTypa. B ciaydae momydeHus TpaHTOB 3Ta ACSITCIHHOCTh MOXKET OBITH
pacIpeHHa.

6. Baikal Ecological Wave

Meeting with Jenny Sutton
Ulitsa Lermentova, 140
Irkutsk, Russia 664033

This group works on environmental issues in the Baikal region. Their most recent activities involve
launching a campaign against YUKOS oil and their plans to build a pipeline along Baikal.

New victory: the corollary for the EPA has just been recreated in the past few weeks, after being phased
out in 2001. It reports to the Prime Minister.

Much of their work involves monitoring the work of the government, in particular, the Ministry of Natu-
ral Resources. The Baikal area has the largest gas field, and so this means that Baikal Wave spends a lot
of time monitoring the government and the gas companies to make sure they follow proper procedures in
terms of developing fields. By law, the state has to conduct an environmental impact assessment. In order
to that, they must also open up the process to the public to get their assessment. However, often, compa-
nies start building without going through the appropriate channels, and governments also look the other
way.

Yet, she has decided that working through the courts is the only viable strategy. This is incredibly diffi-
cult; it is easy for companies to find loopholes in the law, courts are under the influence of the local ad-
ministration (and even an honest judge will try to avoid conflict). The process is often long and drawn
out, but using the law is the only way to have a major impact.
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Making a splash in the media can also be effective if the conditions are right. However, it is very hard if
the local administration is on the side of business, and business can buy people off very easily (i.e. buy
the school a new bus or something).

She explained what a citizens environmental impact assessment was and how it fit into the process of the
state environmental impact assessment. This is where they are active — trying to compile the impact as-
sessments, and making sure that they are done correctly.

She talked about some of the big projects run by transneft and YUKOS. YUKOS will ship in people to
the towns to turn the impact assessments in their favor. The government will also get involved in trying to
impede the process of open citizen hearings — Baikal Wave was raided by the FSB 5 days after an impact
assessment hearing. In addition, Sutton’s house was broken into and her car stolen. There was also a lot of
negative press; the media argued that Baikal Wave was taking away local jobs.

Yet, in the end, they had success. The Department of Natural resources sent the YUKOS development
plan back, asking them to make changes to improve the proposal (although this ended up costing the head
of natural resources her job). So YUKOS gave up; they will try to locate their pipeline elsewhere.

In addition to this, they are able to carry out a variety of other projects involving indigenous people, small
business incubators, networking, education, as a result of various grants from ISAR, Eurasia, SSISC, and
the Heinrich Boll Foundation. They want to continue their work on stimulating local initiatives.

They would like to get more people involved in their work, more grassroots support, but said it is difficult
because of the nature of the work. Most people don’t want to stick their necks out; they have a lot to lose
by getting involved.

Doesn’t think it is very effective to work with parties; it’s better to work with sympathetic individuals
because the party system is so unstable, and in general, parties lack principle. However, one of their
members goes to legislative meetings regularly to get a sense of who might be sympathetic to environ-
mental causes.

Another obstacle is lack of environmental lawyers.
Yet, she feels that if they can continue to find allies in the government, then change is possible.

Overall, this was a fascinating discussion of trying to adjust strategies to meet constant, ongoing chal-
lenges. There have been several successes, and the organization seems to have strong mentoring from a
variety of international organizations.

7. Carnegie Moscow Center
Participants: Masha Lipman, Nikolai Petrov, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky

In response to a query about how to better link central political processes/parties with local politics, Pet-
rov pointed to a few examples where this has worked fairly well because of what he calls “pyramid” elec-
tions — i.e., localities that hold SIMULTANEQUS elections for the national Duma, the regional duma,
and perhaps city council all together. In the Altai krai, when this occurred, Surikov, the incumbent, lost.
They’ve held similar elections in Kalmykia, the Archangelsk and Riazan regions.

On more general problems with democracy, Lipman believes that everything starts with Russia’s ordinary
citizens. Best example: the public reaction to increasing state encroachment on public life has NOT been
negative (enough, as it should be). They sometimes demonstrate initiative, and when they do, that must be
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supported (e.g., by AID). She, unlike SPS and Yabloko insiders, does not think that the/a basic issue is
money. True, the Kremlin has all the resources necessary to succeed in politics: control of the courts, TV,
the police/special services, etc. They can “find” resources when they need to.

Differences between older and younger voters are sharp and meaningful: turnout rate among former is ca.
56%, among latter — 45%. That means that as the older population dies out, the turnout rate will fall. [SG
comment: as in the West!?]

Need to build social capital here in Russia [SG comment: Have they been reading Bob Putnam’s Bowling
Alone?] Among the things that can be done to produce better-prepared-for-democracy citizens: get them
more Internet access, better textbooks for the schools (many books are “new” but the content is still not
what it needs to be) — Soros Foundation is doing good work in these two respects. Need to put Russian
youth more into the broader world. (Some Memorial project cited here — not sure what it is.) And there
has to be more English-language learning.

What will serve the interests of democracy: the open borders; Putin’s strong desire for (economic) inte-
gration with the West, which serves to bring in needed information too.

Russia is NOT anti-Western in any fundamental sense; there is no parallel to Islamic countries in that
sense.

SUMMARY': Russians have to learn to show initiative, build social capital.

8. Civil Accord

June 10
Participants: Mikhail Viktorovich Bobyshev, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky, Yekaterina Lushpina

In 96 he was working with Nash Dom Rossiya. In *97 he/others registered Civil Accord. It is NOT a po-
litical organization per se; it works along two lines: first, as an “information service;” second, doing “edu-
cational work” with/for the government, political parties, the public. The events they hold are for the en-
tire political spectrum (although basically they work with those on the “right” (liberals). Funding comes
from grants [IRI, NED, Eurasia; nothing from European groups], support from volunteers and from the
local legislature.

Russia lacks a legal culture [SG comment: this would not appear to be the same as rule of law — it implies
consciousness of what laws are and can do, an aware public]. “All the laws in the world don’t mean a
thing if they’re not observed.” The Russian state cannot decide what kind of state it should/is to be. Laws
don’t help much vs. “administrative resources.”

The last 4-5 years the group has put out weekly press reports. But for lack of funds, they have now lost
their website (which had been drawing about 3000 hits a month earlier, about 5% of whom were foreign-
ers). Should be temporary, he hopes. The site was devoted to local political affairs during the *03 election
campaign.

Observations on local political parties/politics: (1) if the center doesn’t fund the local branches, they die;
(2) SPS and Frolova are without any impact in Rostov, NOT BECAUSE OF RESISTANCE FROM THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT, HOWEVER; (3) NGOs and unions have greatest potential, can be most active
political forces; (4) the press can usually perform their function of informing the public of what it needs to
know; (5) if you approach the local legislature in a nonadversarial way and say “Can we help you resolve
such and such a problem, if often works.
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On the national political scene: (1) Khakamada did not come across well on TV; Nemtsov 7?7, (2)
you can’t criticize Nemtsov or Khakamada; (3) democracy depends on the economic situation; (4) the
people have just grown tired; they want stability [SG comment: compare with Pipes argument in his For-
eign Affairs article.]

WHAT IS TO BE DONE: the focus of his work is and must remain local self-government. If possible (if
there were money), he would: (1) establish an independent body of legal consultants to offer support (in
the form of lawyers) in the political process; (2) establish a resource center for NGOs (NOT political par-
ties), which would be open and accessible to all; (3) establish courses for the young, at VUZy and else-
where, on civic education (rectors would readily/eagerly accept proposals).

SUMMARY:: Russia needs many more legal experts and lawyers to establish not just a rule of law (that
comes from the top) but a legal culture (which comes more from the bottom).

9. Foundation for the Development of Information Policy
Participants: Svetlana Grigor’evna Kolesnik, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky

Est. in 2003, this body is an off-shoot of the National Press Center where Kolesnik worked earlier (from
1998), doing somewhat similar projects.

The basic rule of thumb on media play (i.e., how free, how accessible) is a function of the moskocts of the
people involved on BOTH sides of the issue (e.g., government officials and journalists). JloBkocts = a
combination of flexibility and know-how (ru6kocts + ymenue).

Here media is not “objective” for two reasons: state-run media are by definition not independent of the
control of those in power; but, on the other hand, nongovernmental, “commercial” media are also not
“normal” in a Western sense. They are all engagé — run by oligarchs and FIGs/business groups.

Fundamental job of the Foundation is to serve as a training center for journalists, editors, NGOs, members
of election commissions, even government officials (e.g., such people as Bol’shakov and Dubrovin have
participated). And it concentrates on what is happening at the LOCAL level. Minor area of work: conflict
resolution in Nizhny Novgorod.

Illustrative examples of how political life is going right now:

A. Interesting/important new technique being tried in some areas is putting on candidate debates (as in
U.S.). Trouble is that the host journalists are too eager to get involved, along with the candidates who are
suppose to be the ones doing the talking. The journalists try to “educate” the candidates!

Debates took place in various places before the Dec. Duma elections. Example of a poorly run debate:
Bashkiria. In Chuvashia, Gov. Volodin (?) tried to do better. But perhaps the best example of a good de-
bate was in Kaliningrad. (Kaliningrad also “overfulfilled the plan” with respect to voter turnout: 20+%
was the expected showing; instead they got 47%.)

B. Intriguing example of where things are not going very well, even though circumstances might suggest
fruitful ground for democratization = Krasnodar. This is a fairly well-off city because of its commercial
port. But the Gov. Tkachev is critical of pluralism and not tolerant, esp. toward minorities and refugees
(of which there are many, from Chechnya, and from Armenia) — very nationalistic. He makes hay out of
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attacking the “criminals” among these groups. FIGs try to dominate the political scene and not allow or-
dinary citizens to get involved.

C. Three basic problem areas for the media:

1. transparency

2. access to officials (there is no real law on this, but it is understood that there can be NO contact be-
tween politicians and the media without prior permission from their own party and/or the Kremlin)

3. there can be discussion of political issues before decisions are made but no real expression of differ-
ences of opinion after a decision is made (i.e., there is once again “democratic centralism” in Russial)

Somewhat less serious problem: Although the law states that candidates must be given free airtime and
space on TV and in newspapers, there are no mechanisms/organs to carry out this prescription. Compara-
tively minor problem: Ordinary politics does not/cannot hold the attention of the populace for long; they
perk up a bit for elections, then interest quickly wanes.

WHAT IS NEEDED: to attract more people at the local level to get involved. This would take what she
calls “civil advertising” — which draws people to ponder what they should be doing (to improve their own
lives) and how to do this. Thus, in two words, MORE INITIATIVE. Classic example of what’s needed is
the tiny village of Myshkin on the Volga. Without any help from outside or from above, this historical
village without any resources at all developed itself as a sort of Colonial Williamsburg, with all the citi-
zens living as in the last century, in order to bring in revenue.

The Foundation could survive without AID money but then it would need help from big business and
from local governments. Some of these would actually give — most out of self-interest, but a few would
do so with the public good in mind. The Foundation would survive from its more marketable activities —
training and consulting.

If given a huge boost in funds (e.g., from AID), it would enhance its work trying to establish/maintain a
dialog among NGOs, SMI, and gzacms. The model here: Novorossiisk, where a local newspaper managed
to pull off this hat trick and even got the local TV involved as well.

A pet project for Kolesnik: put on a TV series showing everyday civil life for Russians:

how consumer rights work, how civil rights work, aspects of the law that affect their normal lives; it
would also portray citizen lobbying and stress that people have to learn how to act not just out of self-
interest but in the interests of society as a whole. Is it possible? Yes, absolutely she says. There should be
about 2 shows a month for 9 months (i.e., 18-20 programs). National channels like ORT or Channel 6 or
even the more limited Ren TV would put it on, if given the money for it.

SUMMARY': most necessary for Russian media and politics — transparency and greater access to officials
for journalists.

10. Golos
Participants: Lilia Shibanova (Executive Director)
Organization established ca. 2000. In the beginning, the Moscow central office worked with social or-

ganizations/NGOsat the local level. This is now changing, and they want to establish their own local rep-
resentatives throughout the country.
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In the past couple years, they have worked in 3-4 areas: first, monitoring national elections; second, in 15
regions, fighting for greater transparency in the budgets of these regional dumas; third, “monitoring” of
duma deputies; and fourth, studying the election laws for, particularly, city councils.

What she considers the critical ingredient/most important focus for present/future work: INFORMATION
(and its corollary, transparency). This is not quite the same thing as education, but plays a vital role in the
process of educating Russians — to be good citizens, to defend their own interests, to play a more active
role in politics, etc. etc.

In 2004 they are embarking on a new 3-year project: to produce “social” and political profiles of the re-
gional duma representatives/deputies (based in part on their past regional duma monitoring) — a sort of
“Who’s Who” of local political actors. This would include a sketch of who these people are (with, e.g.,
past occupations) and some idea of how they work (i.e., do they engage in any kind of true constituency
politics, how “open” are they, how “publicly” they conduct their work).

The fruits of this labor should be made available widely, both through a published version and — if possi-
ble — on a website.

Asked for examples of successes and failures in their work, Shibanova offered one or two of each. Per-
haps the biggest shortcoming for Golos has been its ability to find and attract volunteers in the localities
to do all the necessary work.

As positive results, she cited the fact that after just one year of pressing for greater public-
ity/openness/transparency in the regions, many or most of the regional political bodies have now estab-
lished some kind of press centers which function to make their activities more public; unfortunately, as a
rule these centers do not produce very substantive information. Two exceptions to this rule: Kaliningrad
and Karelia.

Another positive: the local SMI can sometimes be/act quite independently. Two good examples: Ekater-
inburg and Samara. This applies not only to print media but also to TV and radio, where access to the
airwaves is “free.”

THESIS WORTH PURSUING: The local media appear to do especially well in regions where the gover-
nor is at odds with the duma deputies, allowing a little more “space” for independent voices.

1. “Gorod N’ Newspaper
Journalist Nikolai Protsenko, “Gorod N” newspaper
June 11

Participants: Protsenko, Steve Grant, Sarah Henderson, Vladimir Rimsky, Yelena Kovalevskaya,
Yekaterina Lushpina

“Gorod N” (Anonymous Town, or City X) is basically a business newspaper, established in 1992.

The entire political life of Rostov today is concentrated in one man — the governor, Vladimir Fedorovich.
But the new polpred, Yakovlev, down from St. Pete, may add something to the mix. Before, with the
CPRF head Ivanchenko, there were some signs of (political) life here, but when he lost one round of the
election and was dropped [illegally?] from a second, that put an end to it. There’s been nothing since him.
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Political parties are basically interest groups, without a voter base, without an ideology, without anything.
They have no future in Rostov either.

All initiative comes from the governor (top down), NEVER FROM THE BOTTOM UP.
The public is passive. Life (including politics) here in very “informal” — that is, everything is done by
“agreement”, not according to the law.

There’s a quasi-independent newspaper here called 7C, but nearly all publications are dependent on the
governor. Among the better papers are Evening Rostov, Komsomolka, and his own. The tax administra-
tion has its own newspaper. There is yellow/ scandalmongering journalism. (One recent one with the Ta-
ganrog Metal Works.) There are few public pronouncements.

Self-censorship is a reality. (Protsenko himself, reputed to be a good political observer/reporter, has quit
that line of work and concentrates now on writing up tourism stories.) Don TV has a very conservative
director.

The press plays a big role during election campaigns — in particular, they can keep any candidate that they
want to exclude out of a race.

ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS: (1) perhaps only half-serious, he proclaimed that the “3 biggest
problems” in Rostov were the dirty streets and constant repairs on the streets; lack of public toilets; and
young people sitting around in unsuitable posture. (These remarks obviously reflect his current interest in
tourism and possibly are his sardonic comment once again on how there is no political life in Rostov; (2)
there needs to be more “creativity” in how civic orgs. operate — a point he stressed repeatedly and pre-
sumably reflects his own “artistic/authorial” temperament); (3) there are NO large philanthropists in the
Rostov region and there are no big conflicts of interest between big businesses — AND WITHOUT THIS,
THERE CAN BE NO POLITICAL LIFE; (4) possibly reflecting his current employer, he claims that if
money is to be given out here, it should definitely go not to NGOs or parties but to businessmen and to
informal business/ entrepreneurial groups; and finally (5) there are NO charismatic (political) leaders
around to shake things up; all the politically charismatic people have gone off to Moscow. [SG comment:
the Chekhovian “3-Sisters” problem with local politics.]

SUMMARY:: Whether through cynicism or burnout, democracy MAY have lost another champion in
Protsenko, at least temporarily — it’s hard to tell on such short acquaintance. But it’s a resource — youth,
talent, wit, sharp sense of what’s going on — that the country cannot afford to lose. There’s got to be found
a way to keep such people from becoming disillusioned and/or indifferent.

12. N. Leksin, Institute of Systems Research

Berpeua ¢ sxcnieprom
VYuactauku Bctpeun: B.H.Jlekcun u C.C.ApTtoboneBckuii

B.H.JIexcun — 3aBeayroniuii oTaenoM MHCTUTYyTa CUCTEMHBIX MCCIIEIOBAHUM, OAUH U3 CaMbIX U3BECTHBIX
U BOCTpeOOBaHHBIX (B Ka4eCcTBE KOHCYJIBTAHTA) CHEIHATMUCTOB B OOJACTH MECTHOTO CaMOYIPaBIICHUS.
CosmectHO ¢ A.H.IlIBeroBsIM Oy OIMKOBAT 5-TH TOMHBIH CIIpaBOYHUK «MyHHUIIHUTIATBHAS Poccus».

OcHoBHas np06neMa MECTHOro CaMOyIIpaBJICHUA — 3aCTaBUTHh pa60TaTB HOBBIM 3aKOH. ,HJ'DI 9TOro
H€O6XO,Z[I/IM ITOCTOSIHHBIN MOHUTOPHUHI €r0 BHCIAPCHUA U ,I[eﬁCTBHSI. Vxke OYCBUJHO, YTO HOHaZ{O6HTC${
DOBOJIBHO MHOI'OYUCJICHHBIC ITOIIPABKU K 3aKOHY. 3aKOH CIIUIIIKOM YHI/I(bPII_IPIpOBaH, IIOYTHU HE YYHUTBIBACT
PEruoHAJIBHBIC 1 MECCTHBIC 0COOEHHOCTH CTpaHBbI.

/R) USAID/Moscow. Democracy Assessment.: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society D-13



Annex D

[IpunaTre 3akoHa ObUIO MHULIMHPOBAHO PEMIMMOCTHIO TOCYAApCTBa MOACPHU3UPOBATH MEXOIOKETHBIE
OTHOIICHUS (M ISl MyHHIMIIAIBHBIX O0pa30BaHUil OHHM MPOMHUCAHBI JOCTATOYHO MOApPoOHO). Ho B
o0JiacTy coLMaIbHBIX IPoOJIeM, OpraHN3ally KU3HU HACEJIEHHs 3aKOH HE A0 KOHIa npopaboraH. Ecth
OTaCHOCTh CBEJCHMS B3aWMOJEHCTBHUS DPA3IUYHBIX TEPPUTOPUANBHBIX YPOBHEH K MEXKOIOIKETHBIM
OTHOULICHUSIM. YK€ HayaJluch NPOOJIEMBl ¢ MPOBEACHUEM TPAHUI] HOBBIX MyHUIIUIATBHBIX 00pa30BaHH,
JeJIeKOM COOCTBEHHOCTH (B T.4. HHPACTPYKTYPHBIX CETEH).

locygapcTBo ¢ TOMOIIBI0 MEXKIyHApPOAHBIX JTOHOPOB MOTJIO OBl B3SITh Ha CeOsl JeTambHEHIITHi
MOHHTOPHHT Tpollecca BHEApPeHUs 3akoHa B 2-3-x cyOwbekTax P® (M mmpokoe pacmpocTpaHeHHE
MOTyYeHHBIX Pe3yJbTaToB. MOHHTOPHUHT [OJDKEH BECTHCh He MeHee 2-3-x JeT. B kadecTse
TEPPUTOPHAIBLHEIX O0BEKTOB MOXKHO OBLTO OBl PEKOMEHIOBATh HEMABHO CO3MaHHBIN llepMmckuii kpai,
Tam6oBckyro u CaMapcKyto 00NacTH.

[MapannensHo ¢ peanu3anmell 3aKOHA O MECTHOM CaMOYIPABJICHHUHM CTpaHa BTITUBAacTCS B pedopMbl
00pazoBaHusl, 3[paBOOXPAHEHHUS M COLMATBHOW MOMOIIM, KOTOpPHIE CHUIIbHEE BCETO 3aTPOHYT WMEHHO
MYHULMNANBHBIA ypOBEHb. 37ech OBl OYEHb NPUTOAWIACH O3KCIEpPTHas IOMOLIb, B T.4. WU JUIf
HCIIOJIb30BaHUS 3apyOEKHOTO OIbITA.

B memom momomp co croponsr US AID Opma BecbMa mone3na. Cienyer OTMETHTH OIpeesoliee
3HAYCHHE IMPABUJIBHOIO MOAOOpa aMEPHKAHCKMX OSKCIIEPTOB JJIs YCIEHIHOW pealu3alud IMPOEKTa.
IToceaame TOMKHBI XOPOIIO 3HATEH CUTyaIuio B PD (M HE3a30pHO MX CIIEIHATBHO TOTOBHUTE K 3TOMY).

Breibop HMHcTHTyTa SKOHOMHKM TOpoja B KadecTBe 0a30BOro IMapTHepa B 00JacTH MECTHOTO
caMOYTIpaBJICHUS sBIsAeTCS He OeccrmopHbIM. OTMedass BBICOKOE KadeCTBO MPOBEACHHBIX MHCTHTYyTOM
MIPOEKTOB, MOXHO yKa3aTh U Ha HEKOTOPYIO UX OIPaHUYCHHOCTD:

AOcomoTu3anus TnoepabHbIX UIel U IEHHOCTEH.

HeBrmmanwme k mpo0iieMaM ceThCKOH MECTHOCTH.

B mepcniektue US AID pacmmmputh cnucok monyuatenceit rpaHToB. COXpaHUB 3HAYHTENBHYIO POJIb
HNHCcTHTyTAa SKOHOMHKH TOpOAa, MOXXHO OBIIO OB TpHBIEYL K pa3paboTke MpoOiaeM HOCHUTENCH
abTEPHATHBHEIX B3TIAA0B. MeanbHBIM MPEACTaBIsLIOCH ObI co3manus otTaenbHoro think tank u3 umcna
HE3aBUCUMBIX 3KCIIEPTOB JJIsl OLICHKH JCSITeILHOCTH BJIACTEH B 00JACTH MECTHOTO CAMOYTIPABJICHUSI.

I13. Internews/Moscow
Eric Johnson
First, | want to know how active Internews is here today.

Very. Internews Russia (a russian NGO) has about 75 employees and has taken over the entire top floor
of the ali OOOTAIEOOA as well as a pair of floors on the reconstructed neighboring building (we had to
build a skywalk to unite them). it's just signed a new 4-yr grant with USAID/RU--a grant directly to In-
ternews Russia (not through Internews Network (the US internews)). i don't know if this is the first time
USAID/RU has provided a grant of this size directly to a russian NGO. at any rate, Internews Russia must
be one of, if not the biggest, russian NGO now. it's also got substantial support from khodorkovsky's
Open Russia foundation. (i'm on the board.)

Internews Russia is run by the very charismatic Manana Aslamazian manana@internews.ru ... I'm sure
she'd be happy to give you a half hour, if you want to contact her at 956-2248.
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The evaluations stop about a year ago and i haven't seen the one they've commissioned for now. Did the
wet blanket that putin threw on you guys in May 2002 affect you much (a lot, some, not much, not at all -
- you can see my old survey research instincts at work here)?

not much at all. Which blanket was that, anyway?

Second, the Kumar report (p. 25) is critical of RAMP/MDP (hope you recall all these alphabet-soup pro-
grams — they were all new to me) as lacking an overall strategy and direction. i wasn't sure if he meant
that AID was at fault or if Internews was to blame or someone else.

I think he was being critical of USAID. Internews, at the time, was pretty critical of USAID with respect
to that project, as well, for several reasons. Manana can tell you more. I can give you a somewhat periph-
eral view if you want--1 didn't work directly on that grant.

Third, is that national assoc. of TV and radio broadcasters" which grew like Topsy between '96 and
2002/3 still a great success, or has it petered out by now?

NAT is doing pretty well--i'd call it a success story. Helping finance NAT's launch was one of the 15 or
so projects in the framework of MDP, and one of the less problematic ones.

Fourth, i think that you guys were RIGHT ON THE MARK by insisting that the key to success for media
here was to get them on their feet as quickly as possible, to become self-sustaining, self-financing inde-
pendent BUSINESSES, not just media outlets. are they still able to do this, or has it gotten a lot
harder/impossible after all that's happened with gusinsky, berezovsky, and now khodorkovsky?

It's gotten harder, as usual for several reasons. The currency crisis of august 1998 was a big blow, since it
meant that most commercial firms had to tighten belts--and the first belt they tightened was their adver-
tising budget, which hit independent media hard. But in general the putin administration has taken a more
hands-off approach than the yeltsin administration when it comes to trying to stop local & regional gov-
ernment authorities from pressuring the (local) media. The result is that when a governor or mayor does
things like try to stop a newspaper from printing the local state TV's schedule, or tries to orchestrate a
buy-out of a local broadcaster he doesn't like, or tries to abrogate a long-term cheap rent contract for the
building a newspaper is using, or tries to change the editorial line of a semi-private newspaper, or uses
facile arguments to try to prevent the re-licensing of a talk radio station that carries opinions he doesn't
like--the "repressed medium" in question no longer can count on any defence/support from the moscow
government.

Fifth, there seems to me to be an awful lot of "underused" air time here -- not quite a "vast wasteland" yet
but they're fast approaching the sophomoric/cretin level of US TV -- and if i'm right that there's a sort of
"cultural/educational vacuum" here, excluding perhaps the Kultura channel, which reminds me of PBS,
then is there room there for a lot more high-quality programming that could include a lot of PBS-type
shows produced here, all around the Russian locales? This is where a great service could be performed for
Russian civil education on the lowest, broadest level | believe.

We did a lot of that in the late 90s via our (USAID- and Ford-supported) project called "Open Skies". We
bought PBS-type programming from around the world, versioned it into russian, and distributed it to hun-
dreds of local TV stations free of charge (via satellite), who ate it up. But: a) it's not cheap; program rights
for all of russia still cost, and high-quality versioning isn't that inexpensive, and space segment costs
something too. b) a lot of that stuff is now available on the russian market. c) if we truly do want broad-
casters to be sustainable businesses, they have to respond to market needs, and the market always prefers
crap to quality.
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Sixth, i'm going to recommend to AID that they try to utilize radio more, as murray seeger did in his re-
port | think. CAN WE FIND A DON IMUS OR EVEN A RUSH-LIMBAUGH-STYLE LIBERAL here
in Russia to put on the airwaves and woo people into political consciousness and even activism with hu-
mor, wit, and entertainment?

I don't know much about radio; we haven't done much with radio—the originally UK-supported FNR is
the main radio support NGO (internews does TV, and PDI does print). But are you sure "liberal talk ra-
dio" isn't a contradition in terms? There was an excellent piece in "the atlantic monthly" in the US about 9
mo ago which explained why liberal talk radio is so much harder to sell then right-wing talk radio. The
other thing in Russia is that people seem to be much more centered on TV than in the US, but | don't have
statistics to back that up. I'm awaiting somewhat breathlessly the current attempt to start a liberal talk ra-
dio network in the US--I think Gore's involved, isn't he?

Seventh, and this is a stunner probably, is it possible to create a nationwide public TV channel here in
Russia?

What does "public" mean? in other words, in what way would "public" be differentiated from ORT and
VGTRK (current national (government-run) channels 1 and 2)? The consensus is that TV can be public
(as opposed to state) only if it's got some source of financing that is a) noncommercial and b) not under
the control of the government. This could be, for instance, the TV tax we pay in france, or it could be a
tax on electricity as in (I think) Bosnia (and is currently proposed for irag), or a tax on commercial TV
advertising as in Estonia (I think). How likely do you think it is to set up a system to tax Russians for
that? Not likely. It would have to be something putin would not only "not stop” but would actually sup-
port--which he wouldn't if it were outside the control of the government. Putin is neither a democrat nor a
dictator; he's practical, and in his view of the world, russia at this point needs a strong hand—not a repres-
sive hand, but a strong hand, and that means controlling the media to the extent practical. That's why he's
done what he's done in terms of reining in the national TV channels. He (possibly arguably) hasn't done
anything illegal; he's just called in the debts that the private national TV channels owed to the state or to
state-owned companies.

14. IRI

Participants: Konstantin Kilimnik, Aleksei Korliakov, Marina Malysheva, Anton Alferov, and Anastasia
Kuz’mina

Five very bright, attractive young people (at least one of whom has worked in a legislator’s office in the
U.S.); they are the future for any “democratic” Russia (however defined). They are almost all optimistic
about the future of democracy in Russia, if not in the short-medium term, then in the longer term.

Their work is with local governments, legislatures, party building, and women, and youth.
They conclude that, post-2003 and -2004 elections they much change their aims somewhat. Their job now

is to try to create a true political platform such that it would serve as the basis for building a real political
coalition at the lower level (not yet, perhaps, on a national scale).

They seek to build cooperation between parties and NGOs and to spread “party advocacy.” Methods to be
employed include defining the right message(s) to convey, firmly establishing a recognizable identity for
a party among the populace, and — especially — keeping constituents informed (of their rights, of what is
going on, etc.).

/R) USAID/Moscow. Democracy Assessment.: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society D-16



Annex D

Work with youth needs to focus on developing better ties with local leaders, maintaining contacts, net-
working. Examples of success in this area: Barnaul and Perm. One political leader who succeeds in doing
this fairly well: Ryzhkov (?). They want to establish a website (working name: “Youthnet™) aimed at
young people in various locales (among the first planned is for Voronezh).

Work with women: even though Russia prides itself on how well it does in giving scope to women in
most areas of life, including politics, the record shows otherwise. Women are largely underrepresented in
such bodies as the Duma and in the government. IRI seeks to redress the balance.

Work with parties: Yabloko has certain allies, like the Moscow Helsinki Group and the organization “Za
pravo vyborov,” but needs/seeks new financing. SPS asked IRI for its analysis of why the party failed so
miserably in December. They want to take the lessons therein to heart and make use of the report.

Examples of IRI “success”: they compared regions where their local trained experts worked hard (to get
out the vote, to keep citizens informed of their responsibilities and what they had at stake in the election
process) with regions where their people did not concentrate and found that, in general, SPS and/or
Yabloko received about 2% more of the vote in the former case.

By extrapolation, “justifying their existence” in the wake of what some would call a disastrous failure on
the part of those working for a more democratic Duma, these IRI staffers would say that this cadre of
highly motivated and well-trained campaign workers is still intact and can be called on to work in future
elections. This legacy has not been lost.

WHAT IS TO BE DONE: there is a great need for more intermediaries (like IRI?!?) between the parties
and the people. Ideas have to be melded with competent managers in order to produce tangible results.

They have to find “new people” — i.e., people of a “new type” who at least understand something about
Western-style democracy and will work for some form of this kind of politics a la Russe.

There must be much more work done to develop constituency politics—especially right before elections.

They need to get more information out over the SMI, in particular, info showing positive results (e.g., of
what happens when ordinary citizens get involved in the political process). [comment: this seems essen-
tial in order to overcome both public indifference and public cynicism toward the entire political process.
Too many have the attitude that what they do — voting, engaging in politics — makes little or no differ-
ence. “Putin will win all the same.”]

How they’d spend a lot more money/what they’d do with more resources: not any new ideas; sounds like
more of the same, only more.....

I5. Irkutsk Oblast’ Administration Committee on Social, Religious and Inter-ethnic Affairs
Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moe3aka B Upkyrck ans ARD, 06 — 09 urons 2004 roxa.

Hpkyrck

BacnabeB Anexcanap UBanoBu4

Ipeacenarear Komurtera mo ¢Bsi3iM ¢ 00LIeCTBEHHOCTBIO, PEJIMTHO3HBIM M MEKHALMOHAJIbHBIM

OTHOLLIEHUAM 00JIACTHOM aIMUHMCTPALMHU

OcHOBHBIE BbIBO/bI;
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Komuter 1mo cBa3sIM C 06H_IGCTB€HHOCTI)IO, BO3TJIABIISICMBIi BaCI/IJIBeBLIM, JOCTAaTOYHO AaKTHBCH B
HpKy'TCKC. Bacunbses MMpUuIIeJI Ha YUMHOBHHUYCCKYIO NOJDKHOCTH, UMEA OIIBIT pa6OTBI B 9KOJIOTUYECKOM
HKO.

OCHOBHBIM HMHCTPYMEHTOM paboOTBl C OOLICCTBEHHOCTHIO SBJSIETCS TPAHTOBBIM KOHKYPC, KOTOPBIH
MPOBOJUTCSL €KETOAHO, OTKPHITO. PemieHns o (UHAHCHPOBaHWUHM NMPUHHMAET KOMHCCHS YHMHOBHHKOB
00nacTHOM axMHUHHUCTpanuy. MHeHHe 0OIIeCTBEHHOCTH YYUTHIBACTCS B MPOCTABISIEMOM SKCIEPTAMH OT
0O0IIIeCTBEHHOCTH pEHTHHTE.

P}’KOBOIH/ITCJ'IB KOMHUTETA CYHUTACT BaXHBIM COTPYAHHYECTBO C 3allagHbIMHU T'PaHTOAAOMIUMHA
opraHusanysMu, HO TOJIBKO B TOM Cly4dae, €CJIU 3TO B3aUMOJCHCTBHUC MMpOCTpanBacTCAd C y4aCTHUEM
AIMUHUCTpAlNHU.

OOIIECTBEHHOCTh, 110 MHEHHIO BacuibeBa, HYXKHO BBIpalllMBaTh, «BOYXHBATh» JICHBI'H B
nceBA000IecTBeHHOe He Hy»X)HO. OOIIECTBEHHOE TO, YTO YJOBIETBOPSECT COIMAIBLHOW MOTPEOHOCTH
obmrectBa. ['ocyaapcTBO 3Ty COIMANBHYIO TOTPEOHOCTh MOXKET HauboJIee aIeKBaTHO OIPEIEIUTh.

@doHaBl MECTHOro cooOIecTBa B TOM BHJE, Kak OHH ceddac CyIIeCTBYIOT, ciabbl. HyxHo
3aKOHOJIATEIEHO BBOAWTH HAJOTOBEIE JIBTOTHI 1 (JOHAOB MECTHOTO COOOIIecTBa. bu3HecC mpuBleKaTh
MOXHO. EcTh omacHOCTh mopmepkuBaTh HE OOIIECTBEHHOCTh, a TpakaaH, pabortarommux B HKO u
MOJIYYAIONINX JOXO0J OT 00mecTBeHHO# pabothel. Ilo muenuio BacunbeBa, Gombinue meneru miss HKO
MOTYT OBITh BPEHBI, TAK KaK OOIIeCTBEHHAas paboTa, «3TO KOI/Ia AyIla MPOCUT.

VYcemex BiacTH BO B3aWMOJICHCTBHH C OOIIECTBEHHBIMH OpraHu3aiusMu B HpkyTcke u obOnactu
0a3upyercs Ha TOM, YTO BIIACTh, Peajln3yeT OOIIECTBCHHBIC MOTPEOHOCTH HAa PAa3HBIX YPOBHSIX — OT
MOJICPKKU HU30BBIX MpoekToB HKO 10 11eneBhIX mporpamm.

Biracts mepeBonutr HKO u3 cdhepsl rpaHTOTBOpUECTBA B Chepy PEaTbHON CONMMAITLHOMN NEITeTLHOCTH.

PacmudpoBka cTeHOrpaMMBbI.

Bompocel, cBsi3aHHBIE C IEATENBHOCTHIO T'PAXIAHCKOI'O OOIIECTBA M INEKOTIMBBIE - PEIIUTHO3HBIE,
MEKHAIIHOHAJIBHBIE.

480 3asBok. 330 Moo Ha KOHKYPC.

Uewm 3anuMaercs Komurer.

Ha Teppuropun Upkyrckoit odmactu, 12 teic. HKO 6510 3apeructpupoBano - 1994-95 rr.

8000 u3 Hux - Hekommepueckue, 3000 - 0OIIeCTBEHHBIE.

3aperucTpupoBaTh HEKOMMEPYECKYIO OpraHu3anuio passiue - 10 dem., ceromHs Bcero - 3, U3MEHUICA
3akoH. (rocire nmepepeructpammu B 1996 - mepepeructpupoBainck 1 Thic. 0OIIECTBEHHBIX OPraHU3aIHH,
HEKOMMEpYECKHX - TONbKO 7. 3a 4 mocieqHue roja MpOU30LIeNl CEPhEe3HBIN OTTOK OOIIECTBEHHOCTH U3
cdepsl MyOIMYHON AEATENFHOCTH, «HE CTald MEHEee aKTHMBHBIMH, HO THUNa He XOTAT». OO0IecTBeHHBIE
OpraHU3aluy MOTYT ce0sl He PEruCTPUPOBAaTh, a IPOBO3IIIAIIALOT.

HexoMmMmepyeckre opraHu3anuy - BHIIOJTHEHHE COMUATBHO-3HAYMMBIX (DYHKIIUH.

1996 rox - rpynmna u3 BenukoOpuranuu npuesxana B MpKyTck - co3aath HHPOPMAIMOHHYIO ceTh (Kak
3aIIUTUTh CBOM MpaBa). Pa3Huma B moHuMaHuWW. [l aHITIMYaH - TPOJATh CKPENKY - 3aHUMAaThCs
KOMMEPUECKOHN NESITeNbHOCThIO. A Yy HAC MOXHO 3aHUMAThCSI KOMMEPUYECKOH JEATeIIbHOCThIO, HO HYKHO
WHBECTUPOBATh B Pa3BUTUE COOCTBEHHOW OpraHU3amud. J[0XOIbl JOJDKHBI IyCKAaThCS HA PEalH3allnio
HEKOMMEPYECKOH JEATENHHOCTH. 3aKOH HAJOKMJICS HA MEHTAJUTET COBETCKOr0 YeJIoBeKa.
Opranusanuu XOoTAT NOJY4YaTh NMOMOLIL OT IOCYapcTBa, 1a elle XOTAT 3apadorarh. Hampumep,
9KCIIEPUMEHTANIBHBIA 3aBOJ MOXKeT ObITh oOmecTBeHHON opranm3ammeid. HKO - perucrpupyroTrcs mo
MecTy HaxoxaeHus. CouuanbHO-3HaYMMBIE - OOpa3zoBaTenbHasl, SKojdoruueckas... Llupokuit cmektp.
MoOXHO 3aHMMAaTbCsi BCEM, €CIM HMHUIMATHBA HAXOAUT OTKIMK. ECTh CTPYKTypHl, KOTOpBIE HIIYT
MOTEPSABIIMXCA cobak... Y MeHs ObLI COIMaIbHO-dKOIOoruueckuii mentp (y BacuineBa). B Bumax
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JeSITeILHOCTH 3HAUMIIOCh 18 HampaiieHuit. 3a1aya - moMoraTh JIFOJSIM YTO-TO JCIaTh.

CKonvko opeanusayuii peaibHo pabomarom.

«O0mecTBeHHasi padoTa - 3TO KOIrAa y 4YejaoBeka ayma mpocut». CerogHs OH MOXKET 3aroperhes,
3aBTpa yTYXHYTh. PaccMaTpuBaTh aKTHBHOCTh C TOYKM 3PCHUS MOMAJaHUSI B MPECCY WU ydYacTHs B
KOH(epeHIUIX - HenpaBwIbHO. O0IecTBeHHas paboTa - 3TO KOT/Ia YeJIOBEK MPOBOIUT paboTy Ha CBOU
CTpax M PHCK.

1 TpeTL AKTUBHBIX. ECTB TOYKa 3peHI/I$I, Korga CrceuuaJbHO XOTAT IIOKa3aThb, 4YTO OpFaHI/ISaHI/II/I HC
AKTUBHBI, YTOOBI ONPaBaTh CYIIECTBOBAHUE TEXHUIECKUX CTPYKTYP.

Ionesnocms ons pecuona. MoocHo u OeamenbHOCMb KaK-mo Op2aHu3068amb.

Moxno. OOmiecTBeHHass pa0oTa HE TEPIUT HACHIMS, HYXXHO yMETh MOJAJCPKUBATh WHHIIUATUBBL
JlomkHa CymIecTBOBaTh CHCTeMa OTHOIISHHH MEXAY TOCyJapCTBEHHBIMH CTPYKTYPAMH M CTPYKTYpaMu
HEKOMMEPYECKOTO TUIaHa. ITO B3aUMOJICHCTBHE JOKHO OBITH THOKIM.

2 COIMAaIBHBIX MTPOEKTA - MOMOYb JICTSIM U MOCTABUTH 3a00p BOKPYT PEIMKTOBOH poiu. B obiecTBeHHOM
CO3HAHWU JIFOH JOJDKHBI CKIOHUTHCS K AeTaM. [lepekoc B chepy moanep ku HYKIAFOIIUXCS B TTOMOIIIH.
KTo ompeaesier, kakoBa o01IecTBeHHAsI MOTPeOHOCTH? ECITH MMPOBECTH COIMOIOTHYSCKHIA OTIPOC, TO
BBIAACHUTCH, YTO HYXKHO IIOMOraTtb AC€TAM W CTapHKaM. AHpI/IopHOe MMpeaACTaBJICHUEC HHUBUJIIN30BAHHOI'O
obmrectBa. Bonpoc — BeIIENUTH cepbl 00IIeCTBEHHO-3HAYMMON JeSITETFHOCTH: YTO MEHHE 3HAYUMO IS
OCTaIILHOTO 00IIecTBa, 4To Oojee. CerofHs YHUYTOXKEH Jiec, 3aBTpa HE IMOMIEp)KaH TOC, MOCIIe3aBTpa
3aKpbITa CIIOPTCEKIIUAA. O6HIGCTBO BHC 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT HAJINYUA CPECACTB HAUYMHACT ACTPAIUPOBATE. Yem
0O0JIBIIIe CPEICTB BKIIABIBACTCS M3-32 BAXKHOCTH 33124, TEM JICTPaIUpyeT 00IIeCTBO.

l'oBopusl aHrIMyYaHaMm. HE HYKHO BKJIQJbIBaTh JIGHBI'M B CTPYKTYpPbl, KOTOpPBIE HE IMPEIINOJaraloT
JUIMTEIILHOTO CYIeCTBOBaHUsA. MOHIBI OPUEHTHPOBAJIUCH 0oJiee HA KeJlaHHe, 4 He MePCHeKTUBDI.
Bo3HuK ci10i JHUL, NOJYYAKIIMX J0X0A OT IPa’KIAHCKOM AeATeJbHOCTH. BhIpoc KiIaH JuIl - 3TO
JAesITeJIbHOCTD 10 TPAHTOTBOYECTBY, 2 He M0 PELICHHI0 COLMATIbHBIX PO0JIeM.

locynmapcTBo BBIACHACT NEHBIY Ha (DUHAHCUPOBAHHME MPOCKTOB - O0JIACTHON OFOJIKET —CKOJIBKO JIaTh Ha
obmmecTBeHHBIE opraHu3anuu? CrpaBeqInBOE pacupeneicHue - IMyTh B HHUKyna. CrpaBemInBOCTH -
CY6T>GKTI/IBHOG OINYIICHUC CETOAHAIIHETO JTHA. OpI‘aHbI BJIAaCTHU U O6IIICCTBCHHOCTI/I - €CTb MHOTI'O pa3HbIX
CTPYKTYp. ['0OCy1apCTBEHHBIE CTYKTYpPBI - pealM30BaHHbIC MOTPEOHOCTH B colMaibHON QyHKIUN. JIodas
BJIACTH peaju3yeT 00IeCTBEHHYI0 MOTPEOHOCTh.

Ipuopumesupyem nu npasumenbcmeo Oenvbel 8 00UecmeeHHOM cekmope?
[IpuopureTs
O0J1acTHO# 3aKOH 0 COITHANBHBIX MporpaMMax npuHAT B 1999 rogy

3aKkoH TpexnojaraeT - €cid €CTh COLHMaJbHO-3HaYMMas MpoOieMa, TO €€ HYXXHO pelIaTh, MCHOIb3Ys
BO3MOXXHOCTH BC€X CTOpOH. CTOMMOCTH OTHAENBHBIX MPOTPAMM HMCUMCIACTCS MHJUIMOHAMHU DPyOIeH.
Hanpumep, Hapxomanwus,- oxoio 10 oOIIECTBEHHBIX OpraHW3alWi, CHIOBBIC CTPYKTYphI pEHIAIOT
3agauy... Kommnekcublii moaxon. PaspabateiBactest [IporpamMm Ha Gase paboueil rpynmsl, mporpamMma
YTBEpP)KIAETCsl B 3aKOHOJATEIBHOM coOpaHuu. OTUuThIBaeTCs TyOepHaTOp. 3aKOHOAATEIFHOE cOOpaHue
MOXXET BHOCUT KOPPEKTUBEI. Hike ypoBeHb - 3aKOH 0 commaibHOM 3akaze, 1999. Ilate meT ycmenHo He
pabotan. MiM HH pa3y HUKTO HE BocCHOIb30Bajcsi. C OTHOW CTOPOHBI €ro cAeNald BTOPUYHBIM IIO
OTHOUICHUIO K COLMANbHBIM mporpamMmam. IIpo0jema B TOM, YTO He Bce COLMAJIbHO-3HAYHMBIE
MEpONPHUATUS MOIYT BXOAUTh B COLHUAJIbHbIE MPOrpaMMbl. MeponpusiTus MOTYT HOCHUTh Pa30BBII
XapakTep, HO OBITh O4YeHb Ba)KHBIMH. KOMUTET HHUIIMMPOBAT M3MEHEHHS B 3aKOH O COLMAILHOM 3aKase.
OtnenpHBI KOHKYpC Ha OOJaCTHOM YpOBHE MPOEKTOB couuainbHOro 3HadeHus - 500Twic.pyOieid.
[lepBonawansHO S5 MuH. pyOneir 3amoxumin. «OOIIECTBEHHOCTh HYKHO BBIPAIIMBATH B ILIaHE
B3auMoJieiicTBHS ¢ opraHamMu Bjactu. He BOyxuBaTh JeHbI'M B IICEBA000IECTBEHHOEY.
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Vike MOSBUIUCH HECKONBKO OPUTHHAIBHBIX MPOEKTOB — COXpaHEHHE CHOMPCKOW JIaliKH, cO3laHHe
MUTOMHUKA. ..

Bce kKoHKypChI IPUBIEKYT MOIIEHHUKOB U MTPOXOAMMIIEB - 3TO €CTECTBEHHO, Y Hac OOIECTBO HE TOTOBO,
BCE BOIMPOCHI pPEIIaroTCs B MpakTHKe. KOHKypcHas KOMHUCCHSI U PEUTHHT OOIIECTBEHHOCTH KaK OCHOBA
otbopa.

25 cexnuii B KOHKypce. BEICTaBIeHHE OTICHKH - C OIEHKOH OOIMECTBEHHOCTH .

Oo6mecTBenHrKkH nat0T 20 MPOIIEHTOB OIICHKH.

Hwuzogoii yposens - 2,5 MiH. pyOuteit pacnpenensercs Komuccueii.

Cnen stan - TemMaTudecKkas moanepxka. Yepes remaTudeckue KOMUTETHL.

Otor Komurer (Bo3riaBisemblii BacuinbeBbiM) — MeTOAMYECKHI KOHCYNbTaloHHbIA L{enTp. CHavana
MOJTy4YaloT AE€HBI'W Ha IEPBOM ypoBHE. [I0TOM BEIXOIAT B TEMAaTHYECKHE HAIPaBICHHUS.

KoHKypc OTKpBITHIN - Bce jKearolire MOTyT 3asBHTh cekiuu. Crmcok myonmkyercs. Konkype uuer 2
Mecsiua. 25 cexkuuit B 3ToM roay. CeKuusi cuuTaeTcsl COCTOSIBILEHCS, KOTAa MPOSKTOB MOJaHO HE MEHee 5.
Cex1yst MOKET BBICTaBUTH OOIIECTBEHHYIO OLICHKY.

Ectb nonoxxeHue o CeKIUSX, €CTh KIIyOHbIE CEKIIHH.

Komuccusi cocTonT U3 mpeacTaBuTeeii aIMUHHCTPAINH.
CHagana ObuTa 00BeTUHEHHAS KOMUCCHS 13 YnHOBHUKOB 1 HKO. Hauannch KOH(QIIUKTEL. ..

®oHABI MeCTHOro coodmecTBa... Majo M WX pa3BHTHe HAeT HeNpaBMJIBHBIM myTeM. Bce Tpu
CEKTOpa YYacCTBYIOT - HET 3aKOHOJIATENLHBIX aKTOB. ECTh pa3oBble HHUITUATHBBI TI0 CO3IaHUIO0 MECTHBIX
coobmects. [lomnepxars qoranuonHbie TeppuTopur. OUeHb TSDKENbIe B COIMAIFHOM TUTaHE TEPPUTOPHUH.
CounanpHasi OTBETCTBEHHOCTh OM3HECA - BOTIPOC HE HOBBIH.

Kak npusiiedb MecTHbIH OM3Hec - HA YPOBHe pPa3padOTKH, peliaTh Yepe3 HAJIOIOBbIe JbIOTHI B
MECTHOM 3aKOHOJATENbCTBE - Ja)ke 2 TNpPoOUeHTa TNPHuBJIeKYyT Ou3Hec. CHHMeETCSI BONPOC
MOJIMTH3ALMH COUMAJIBLHBIX MP0odJeM M NpoueccoB. B KOMUCCHN YNHOBHHUKH U JemyTaThl. OTKPBITHIE
MEpONPHUATHSL.

Ectp BO3BpaT ACHET 4 IMPOCKTAa BEPHYJIN JCHbI'N

[Ipo3paunsrii 610mket. Beero mo Komurery mpoxoaut 7 MitH. py0. 4 MITH. ISl OOMICTBEHHOCTH U 3 MITH.
IUIsl HAIIHOHAJBHOCTEH W penurud. AaMuHucTpanus obnactu - 60-70 muH. «Jlydmmii mo mpodeccun»,
HanpuMep. JleHbru uayT Ha 3TO U3 o0NacTHOrO OFOKETa, HO He Yepe3 KOMUTET. MoJOIe)KHBII KOMHUTET
pacmpenenset 9 miH. py0.Cortr. 3amuTa, 00pa3oBaHUE, CIIOPT TPATAT OONBIINAE CPEACTBA.

Kornma kOHKypCHI IPOBOAMIUCH TIEPBBIN pa3 — pEIICHUs] KOMUCCUEH mpuHUManuch 3a 4-5 nueii. Uepes 4
rojga ykmangeiBaeMcst 3a 1 genp. Otpabotamu. EcTe pedTHHT, ecTh mo3ummu. MOXXHO 3a/aTh pa3HbIe
BOIIPOCHI.

[Ipo3paunocTs - noBonkHO u Hacenenune. 100 mpoekToB B cpexnem moaaep:xxuBaercs u3 400. Te, xTo
HOYyYWIT JICHBI'W TOTOM 3 TO/a HE MOTYT IOJIydaTh M3 KOHKypca MOIICPKKY. JIMIIIOM M JeHEKHbIe
cpeicTBa. YYacTBYIOT B TEMAaTHUECKHMX KOHKypcax. A TOCIe WAET CONMAJbHBIH 3aKa3 - JOCTONHBI
OoybIIMX JeHer. A connanbHbIe IPOrpaMMBbI MOTYT Aenath He 6onee 10-ka cunpabix HKO.

Ecthb 6orateie ropoaa. Koukype rpantos B Aurapcke 6oraue - 300 toic. Ha rpanT (a 31ech garot 30 ThIC.).

Hayuonanvuvie omnowenus u perueus. Pacnpedenenue cpedcme 0100icema.
350 TBIC. Ha PETUTHIO - TPOCBETHTEILCKAS M PEIUTHO3HAs pa0doTa, OBIBAIOT MPOTHBOPEYHS Ha MecTax. I1o
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HaIlMOHAJIBHBIM OTHOIIEHHsIM 500 ThIC. BBIJENSETCS Ha MOJICPKKY HAIIMOHATIBHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX IIEHTPOB.
BonbmmMHCTBO neHer uier Ha OO0INMe MEpONpPHATHS, BBICOKAas aKTHBHOCTh B cepe HaIMOHAIBHBIX
oTHomeHUH. He pacmmcano, Ha kakue che3nbl moexyT. OTIpaBUTh TaTap Ha BceMHUpHBIM KOHTpECC TaTap
HY’KHO, IPYTHX Ha IPYTOH...MKIMBEHYECTBO. 3aKOH O HAIMOHAIBHO-KYJIbTYPHOH aBTOHOMHUU - B HOBOM
3aKOHE BBECTU OTOBOPKY - MO KOJIUUECTBY YEIOBEK.

CriernanpHasi CTPYKTypa, 3aHHMAIOIIasicsi BOIIPOCAaMHU MECTHOTO caMoyTipaBieHusi - [lemaprameHnTt mo
paboTe C TEPPUTOPHUSIMU - C M3IpPaMH M 3aKOHOJATEIbHBIMU COOpaHHMsIMH. BenepHukoB AnekcaHap
AmHatonbeBud. [loHEnEMEHUK -BTOPHHK ISl BCTPEed HEYJ00EH.

KommuectBennas crpykrypa Komuccnn Bacunsea. 2 penur. 2 Ham. 1 Had.

3 yen o o611 opr. Beero 9 uenorek.

Ceiiuac OyeT BOCeMb.

Bromxer mybnukyercs? CoriaacoBeIBaeTCs C OOIECTBEHHOCTBIO.

4 mutH. Het anMUHUCTPATUBHOTO Or0KeTa B 3TOM QoHe. ECTh pacXos! o TeMaM.

2 KOHKypca 10 HAI[HOHAIEHOMY HaIpaBJICHHUIO - MyOIUIIUCTHKY 110 HAIIMOHATLHON TPpOoOIeMaThKe -
Konkypc o camMuM HallmoHaIBHO-KYJIBTYPHBIM [IEHTPaM Ha JIYUIITYIO TIOATOTOBKY MEPOTIPHUSTHIA.
CexIust T0 MEeKHAITMOHAIBHBEIM OTHOIIICHISIM.

YBenuueHne (GUHAHCHPOBAHMS W3-3a pyoOeka. CumraroT, uro Bacwmibe cmposormpoBan Copoca Ha
CBOpavMBaHKE paOOTHI. 3anaHbIe TPAHThI HY>KHBI IS COTPYIHUYECTBA.

Her ¢opmanbHOTro y4acTusi OpraHOB BIACTH.

«JlaliTe TEHBI'M — MBI CAMH PaclpeeUM», - BOT TOYKA 3PCHHS OOIIECTBEHHBIX OpraHu3amuil. XOTAT
nenathb Bce Oe3 Bnactu. Ho ceifuac cramyu nepecMaTpuBaTh MOAXOIbI.

16. Irkutsk Oblast’ Administration

Participants: Aleksandr Ivanovich Vasil’ev, Steve Grant, Jose Larios, Vladimir Rimsky, Elena Kovalev-
skaya, interpreter

Vasil’ev heads the administration’s Committee for Contact with the Public and Minorities. Since the mid-
90s, some 10-12,000 public organizations have been founded; 8000 of them are NKOs, 3000 NGOs. In
1995 a new law was promulgated and they all had to re-register. Today about 1/3 are active on a fairly
constant basis; others wax and wane in activity.

Out of a total oblast budget of 60-70 million rubles, his commission gets ca. 7 million (the youth commis-
sion, e.g., gets 9 million). Of his funds, some 4 million go to NGOs/NKOs, 3 million to minorities and
religious groups.

The administration has tried many ways to encourage/support public involvement in political life of the
oblast. They established a resource center, which has been swamped with requests for assistance from
NGOs. For the past 4-5 years they’ve held a competi-tion for grants from NGOs/NKOs. They’ve tried to
be flexible in meeting the needs of business people.

The annual competition for NGOs/NKOs has had a checkered path. The first year, they received many
more project proposals than they could possibly fund. As time went by, fewer and fewer. The first year,
they had people from the NGOs/NKOs on the board of those choosing the winning projects. The debates
over whom to give the money to were furious and the process took 4-5 days. So they changed things: to-
day, they ask for input/ratings on projects from the public orgs. and that counts for about 20% of the deci-
sionmaking process, which now takes just one day.
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HIS PET PROJECT: to establish a “social/societal commission” under every political body in the oblast.
A second project: to establish a “school parliament” for teachers and school children — to educate them in
civic life. This one will take place, in October.

[Vasil’ev sought us out not once but twice more to elaborate on how he views the political process in
Irkutsk and in Russia more generally. Notes from Tuesday, June 8:]

He does not agree that it is a big problem in Russia today that the state keeps encroaching on the rights of
the public/society. For him, the work of government in Russia since the days of the tsars has always been
that of “enlightenment”; it’s the public that’s not ready to take upon itself all the work that must be done.

Equally important, the public is rather incompetent; his work with the annual grants competition has
shown him this. The groups that apply don’t get their act together, don’t do the necessary preparation to
ensure that their ideas can be implemented and funded over time.

BUT Vasil’ev thinks of himself as an idealist, in the sense that he wants more trans-parency in govern-
ment and wants more societal involvement in the public sector/public affairs. The governor is a political
liberal, he believes, because he surprised Vasil’ev when he did not support a proposal that political parties
like SPS and Yabloko should need to get 7% of the vote in elections rather than 5% to pass the barrier for
the Russian Duma.

Corruption per se is NOT the huge problem that most see it as. Mustn’t confuse certain customs with true
corruption. Thus, in order for business to flourish, they have to have good relations with the oblast ad-
ministration. So if small gifts are exchanged, birthdays observed, etc. this smoothes things out for good
cooperation and so on.

SUMMARY: Here is a truly “new” chinovnik (bureaucrat) in almost all respects: he knows how to talk
the talk and may even know how to walk the walk. It is self-evident that IF democracy is to have a chance
in Russia, there need to be thousands more like him. BUT it is still apparent that he has some/many of the
old limitations of Soviet-era bureaucrats, including the paternalistic mentality of ante-bellum American
slaveholders: the Russians/Negroes/slaves are just not ready yet for freedom/democracy/civil rights be-
cause they can’t handle the responsibility/initiative/knowledge needed for this.

17. Irkutsk Oblast Committee on Relations with Society and National Relations

Alexander Ivanovich Vasiliev, Head

Vasiliev is important to our mission because he is part of the emerging nexus between NGOs and local
and regional government actors. He is in charge of distributing grants to the third sector. We talked about
how he works with NGOs, and his view on the abilities of NGOs to act as partners in social service provi-
sion. For three years, the regional administration has given grants to NGOs. Each year, the amount of
money and number of grants given has grown.

This year (2004) they gave out the most in grant money and number of grants. They funded 87 projects
from 300 applications. Applications were also at an all time high.
In 2003, they gave out grants of about 30,000 rubles each ($1000).

However, he was also displeased with the quality of NGOs in the region. Many groups, he feels, don’t do
much, or don’t have anything to show for their actions. They produce packets of information, but they
don’t seem to work with the population. He’s tired of groups simply asking for more money. They all
think their problem is most important. Although he thinks govt is ready to work with NGOs, he thinks
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NGOs are not ready to work with government — they aren’t professional enough. They are prepared to
give money, and more money, if they find qualified NGOs.

He claims they had to change the way they pick grant winners because they spent 5 days arguing about
the people last year and couldn’t find agreement.

He also talked about the new Governor’s group of NGOs.

18. Irkutsk NGO Meeting

Groups present:

Radio Station Echo Moscow in Irkutsk
Press and Society

Alliance

Women’s Union “Angara”

Center of Social Partnership

Civil Information Initiative

Memory Tribute

Small Businesses of Irkutsk Oblast
Council of NGOs

First, all the groups got up and introduced themselves and explained the purpose of their organization. A
lot of the groups present were in some way related to the media, although there were also business and
women’s groups present. Many of them seemed to have received small grants from a variety of Western
donors, and were working on donor friendly projects related to transparency, freedom of the press, and
working with media/business/ or government.

A large part of the conversation revolved around the issue of a lack of transparency, whether from the
government or from local business
There was also a feeling that was no real political party in Irkutsk to unify interests/provide an alternative.

When discussing the NGO community, someone said that about 10,000 were registered in the oblast, but
that 300 — 600 work in reality. However, the NGO community is currently in a process of unification so
that they can work together more easily. This is a very different situation from 10 years ago, when many
organizations were informals, and weren’t registered. The only stable organizations were Komsomol, Red
Cross, the Women’s Council. The first organizations were more like clubs. Now there are many organi-
zations that are formally registered. There are 850 SMI organizations registered alone (media).

When we shifted the discussion to the issue of working with government and with political parties, they
talked about the problem of trying to work with the government but also independent of them. They also
discussed the danger of allying themselves too closely with political parties/people. It is an easy way to
develop enemies. That is why the Union of NGOs will not support any party or electoral block.

They also felt that there was no such thing as an independent media. The media is just interested in sensa-
tionalism. Part of the problem is that journalists are not paid well. No one knows who funds the various
papers.

When we talked about sources of funding, we moved to a discussion of government funding. Many felt
that foreign aid was important because it ensured choice, and helped them stay independent from the gov-
ernment. Others that that grants were a way for people to get money and then do nothing. In terms of
business funding, they talked about YUKOS and their grant program in Angarsk.
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The public, they feel, doesn’t know anything about NGOs. Someone cited the fact that 97% of the popu-
lation does know anything about them or their work. People discussed the role of the Soviet Union in
shaping people’s mentalities.

19. Irkutsk Focus Group with NGOs
Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moeznka B Poctos-na-Jlony mis ARD, 09 — 11 urons 2004 rona.

Hpkyrck

Betpeya ¢ 001ecTBeHHBIMY OPraHM3AUASIMHA
[Monutuyeckuii npouecc

®okyc-rpynmna

07 uroHs, BTOPas MOJIOBUHA THA

OcHoBHBIE BBIBOABI 110 CS

Jlupepst HKO akTHBHO ydYacTBYHOT B BBIOOpPAax Ha YpOBHE peruoHa. Breipaxaercs 03a00YCHHOCTH
noctpoerueM 3aBucuMocTd HKO ot maptum Emwnas Poccus B CBsSI3W ¢ WHTEpPECOM IOCIETHEH K
(DUHAHCHPOBAHUIO HEKOMMEPUECKUX MTPOEKTOB. ACCOIIMUPOBAHHBINA OM3HEC PETHOHA HE MOXKET 00paTUTh
Ha ce0s BHUMaHKe Ty0epHaTopa.

Pabore HKO Hpxyrcka momoraer TO, 4TOo OHM opranm3oBamu OOwemumHeHHsii Coer HKO,
00BbEUHEHHBIN COBET SB/ISCTCS HEIMOJUTHYSCKUM O0bETHHECHHEM.

CMU He cBoOomubl. OcTaroTCss BO3MOKHOCTH IS CaMHU3IaTa.

Curyaruio ycyryOisier XWIMHWYecKas To3uius lLleHTpa — pecypchbl pa3BOpPOBBIBAIOTCS, 3aBOJABI H
pou3BOJACTBa cKymaroTcs LlenTpoM. EcTh HeKOTOphIE HAACKIB HAa HOBYIO IOJUTHYCCKYIO JJIHTY,
KOTOpasi YaCTHYHO MOXKET BhIpactu u3 yuaepoB HKO.

PacmudpoBka 3anuceit

['anuna boOkoBa (ecTh B CIIPaBOYHHKE)..

[lepBoIit MPOEKT - pacckas O MOJIE3HBIX CONMATbHBIX NHUIINATHBAX B OOIIECTBE

Kax CMMU MoxeT OBITh yYaCTHUKOM CTaHOBIICHHS TPaKTaHCKOTO 00mecTBa. TeMbl B3SATH B HAYIHYIO
paboTy co cTyJaeHTaMu )KypHaJucTaMu. [Ipecca B MOMMTHYECKOM MPOLIECcCe HPKYTCKOTO PETHOHA
CrepxoB.

KoopanHatop 6u3Hec 00beqMHEHNH HPKYTCKOW 00J1aCTH

12 acconuanuii 6u3Heca.

[Iporpamma - moaepIKKa Majaoro U CpeAHero OM3Heca, OCHOBHBIX HAIPaBJICHUH 6.

Bepxynum.

Pamnoctarmus «9x0o MockBe» B UpKyTCKe, )KYPHATHCT.

[IpoGieMbl SKOHOMUKH, TOJTUTHKH

WBan Bopon1os.

HNudopmamonHoe areHTCTBO.

Kangunar B nemyTarsl HPKyTCKOM 00JI1acTH.

Onmnsra Kapacesa.

I'paxxgancaas waHGOpMannonHa naUNHaTHBa- [ PUH

OKoJorys, NPaBo3alUTHUIA U KYPHATUCTHKA

Kpynnble mpoekThl mo skosiorud B AHrapcke. Paborta ¢ mpaBo3amutHuKamu B KojoHuu. [lomoraem
OpPraHM3alMsAM PacCKa3blBaTh O CBOMX JIeNIaX — OKa3blBaeM HH(OPMAINHMOHHYIO MOMOIIb. MOCT MEXIy
mpeccoir 1 HKO. ACH - kxopmyskr. OcBemaror Bce, uto naenmaercs HKO. PaGora ¢ mpeccoi 1o
MpOQIIAKTHKE HAPKOMAHHH.

CemeHnoBa DibpMupa
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JIMpeKTop IeHTpa COIMAaIbHOrO MapTHEPCTBA.

3 rox cpenctBa OusHeca - rpaHThl. Tema Oecmpu3opHocTd. PabGora ¢ koanmuued - AeTH YJIMLI.
OIHOBpEMEHHO 3aMIMPEKTOpa TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO yUpekaeHHs - LleHTp mpoduiIakTukn HapKOMAaHUH -
pa3paboTka 06JaCTHOM rocyapCTBEHHOMN POTrpaMMBbl

KomuteT 1o cBsi3siM ¢ 00IIECTBEHHOCTBIO (MIPECTaBICH AaMOii).

Caeriana BanentuHoBHa YpasoBa - CO03 )KEHIIMH aHTapa.

CruBen [I'pant mpemioxun mooOmarbea - HedpopmanbHO. CTUMYIHpPOBaTh OIEHKH 110 TIOBOAY
JNEeMOKpPATH3alKU U MOTUTUYECKOH KU3HU.

Jlena TBoporosa

Ceituac oueHb HepBO3Has1 OOCTaHOBKa AJsl TaKOro pasroBopa. [IpenBeiOopHas kammanus B ['oponackyro
nymy. Bo BpeMst peaBBIOOpHO# KaMIIaHUM Ha BCE CMOTPST TOJIBKO B paKypce NpeABBIOOPHON KaMITaHUH.
Bozpaszun xypHanuct: no 3akoHy o CMU MokeM roBopuTh 060 BCeM, KpOMe MYHHULIMTIAIBHBIX BEIOOPOB.
CwMmena monutrndeckoil anutel. Bpems momelt HoxukoBa 3akoHumnace. Ilogpocia HoBasi mopocib. 19
paiioHoB B o0sacTu - 1,5 Thic. kKanANMIaTOB B AenyTaThl. [IpuaeT HOBasi MOTUTHYECKAS YJIUTA.

3 OoKT — HOBas cuctema: 50 TPOIEHTOB MO OJHOMAHIATHBIM OKpyram,50 MpPOIEHTOB — IT0 MAPTHIHHBIM
CIIHICKaM.

Hrone 2005 - BEIOOPEI TyOepHATOpa 00IACTH.

[one pacunmeno. He 00beqMHMIINACE C YCTh-OPABIHCKAM OKpPYroM. Ero oTMEHMIH, Tak Kak HE CMOTJIN
3aperucTpUpoBaTh rpynmy. YcTh-OpIObIHCK - 6 arpapHbIX pailoHOB, KOTOPBIM HE OY€Hb XOYeTcs
00BEeIMHATHCS C UPKYTCKOHM 00nacThio. U3 001acTi Bce pa3BOPOBaHO, BhIBE3€HO U npoaano Mockse.
ABHMACTPOUTENBHBIN 3aBOM 3apeTHCTPUPOBATN B MOCKBe, 3aBOJ pasHecau Ha 27 1op juil. Bce dupmbr
3aperMCTPUPOBAaHbBl Ha BHPTMHCKHX OCTpoBax. Buepa mnpounum BeIOOpPE B paiioHHyo aymy. 20
MPOIIEHTHAS siBKa. B ocTtanmbHBIX paiioHax sBka Ha ypoHe 10 mporeHToB. PaBHOoayme u peanusm - 88
MECTO HUPKYTCKas 00JacTh 1o Mpuxoay Ha BeIOops! ITyruHa (5 mpom. Hapucosanu). PaiioHHBIE BEIOOPEI -
BBITO/IHO 3aMOJTUaTh, MPUAYT 0aOyIIKH. ..

CBs131 MKy LEHTPOM U PerHOHAMM.

9xo. [Ipobnema 3a0aBHas1. Ee BbIpa3uinu BEIOOpPHI B pernoHe. MOCKOBCKHE NMapTUH HUYETO HE BBLACTIIN
CBOMM PETHOHAIBHBIM MapTHsIM Ha PErHOHAJbHbIC KaMIIaHWH, BBIMTPAIH HAa MECTaX MapTHH, KOTOPBIE
MOJ/ICPKUBAET BIAcCTh IpaBsAmias 3auTa. [lpaBsimas snurta B pernoHax npuHaaiae:kutr Enunoit Poccuw.
Bce 3Hanmu, kro mobemut Ha BBIOOpAxX, HET MHTPUTM M HHUKTO HE Ipuxoaur. B Mockse Obuia maes
o0penuuATs maptTuu U HKO. Kommynucter - 1,5 ThIc. SI0610KO0 yMmepino. [lapTun TOIBKO HOMHMHAIBHO
CYLIECTBYIOT.

busznec - mo3utuB. CMenoe BBHICTYIUICHHE, 3HAYUT MO3UTHUB. PocT komudecTBa u kadectBa HKO mnmer Ha
rnazax. Bce Oombiie ceOs 3asBNSOT. 25 4YeloBeK W3 HEKOMMEPYECKOr0 CEeKTOpa YYacTBYHT B
BbIOOpHOIT kKamMmanuu. B PymerHun - BX0oJ BO BinacTe Ou3Heca - oTkpoBeHue. Muoro nmuaepoB HKO.
OomectBennbiit Bec - 500-600 Ha Bcro oOmacte. M Manenpkue, u Oonbmue. [lomen mporecc
OpPraHu3allui, pacTeT OMbBIT, KOATUIIMHUPOBaHUs. Jaxke HeOONbIlIMEe OPraHU3alMK BHOCAT CBOM BKIAJ B
pa3BUTHE KOATHUIIHA.

IIpouecc KOHCOMUAALMH - IPHBEJ K TOMY, YTO CTAJIH 3aMe4aTh U MIyCKATh B AIMUHHCTPALHIO.
Kypnamuctuka B Poccum - x xopomemy mnpuBbikaemb ObicTpo. B 90-e Tomel MBI BCTpeyanuch c
HeopManaMu (9KOJIOTH, aHApXHMCTH). MOXHO TOWTH W 3aperMCcTpHpoBaTh opranmsaimio, CMU. B
Hpkytcke 3apeructpuposano 850 CMU (6e3 MOCKOBCKHX).

HKO crenoii nmoumun Ha BbIOOpHL. beina yauBieHa. Mbl B MONUTHKY HE TOHAEM - MOIUTHKA - AEJI0
IpsA3HOE.
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Cricok o0IecTBeHHBIX opraHu3anuii - 6osee 40, KOTOpBIE MOTYT y4acTBOBATh B BHIOOPHI

[Ipu Equnoii Poccuu. «/lefictByer CoBeT U3 HEKOMMEPUECKUX opranm3aiuii. OTHOIICHHSI TPHOOPETAIOT
dbopmy Gaprepa. Her cotpyaamuectsa». Kommepueckne OTHOMIEHUS PEKIAMBL.
HexomMmepueckuil cekTop paccocaiics 3a ciiHamMu kanauaatos ot Enqunoit Poccun.

OX0 - TOJBKO Ha MPONIUIOW HEeZAeNe y3Hall, 9TO MOXXHO paboTaTh, HE 3aBHCS OT BiacTu. llpum Hamem
YPOBHE KOPPYIILIUH - BXOXKJICHHE BO BIACTh... ECTh MHOTO 3HAKOMBIX JIUI], KOTOPbIE CHJIENH Y KOPMYIIKH
1 KOTOpBIE OyIyT CUAECTS.

CnoxHo mist HKO - B3aumojeiictBue ¢ maprtusmu. [lonutuueckas Oopbba uUMeeT HEOIAropoIHBIN
orreHok. [IpencraBurenu apyroi mapTum OyAyT BOCHPUHUMATH T€Os Kak MOACaAHYI YTKy. CTOWT Jin
B3aMMOJICHCTBOBATh - HYXKHO TIO{yMaTh.

Oo6vennnennnlii copetr HKO Bcerna 3asiBJisii 0 cBOeil HETPaJIbLHOCTH.
B T0 e Bpemst OBLT OIIBIT, KOT/Ia COBETY MApTHs XOTeNa IIOMOYb - MapThs o0elana IoMoYb ¢ SpMapKon
Y 3aBajuiu. Bee MmaTh JIeT nenany HelpaBUIbHO U MEPOIIPUATHE HE COCTOSIIOCK.

Poas CMU B nosiuTHKe

[TomrocTRIO HezaBucUMBIX CMMU He cymectByeT. Ecth Ooiiee cBOOOMHBIE M MEHee CBOOOmHBIC . B
OCHOBHOM MOHHTODAT 1o caiitaM. [IpuxoauT u3 o6JacTHON aJMHHHUCTPALUHU IpPecc-pen3 - MevaTaror.
310 MoKazaTenb paboThl MPECC-CITYKOBI.

CMMU - He3aBHCHM TOJIbKO caMu3aat. OH mo-npexxHeMy ecthb. COOMpPAIOT NEHBTH - U M3Mat0T. Harra
KYpPHAIIMCTHKA HE YKJIJBIBACTCS HU B OJHY U3 Teopuil. Jlubepruanckas. Her - Ha aene xypHanucTUKa
5710 PR. D710 He x)ypHanucTsl. Co3aHne GUHAHCOBBIX IPYIIUPOBOK.

JKypranmucty Ha 9TO-TO HY)KHO IMOKyHaTh XJjieOd u caxap. B demepaasanom CMU - rasere «BemomocTu»
OBLT OJIMH HE3aBUCHMBIH YEIOBEK, paboTas Ha TAII U MKCAJ TO, YTO €My UHTEPECHO.

OnHa U3 NPUYMH - OTrOJIOCKHM Npouwioro. BHyTpeHHe xuBem Buepa, mo3aBuepa. Ha ypoBHe
NPUHATHSA PelleHMii. Y Koro 0oJibuiue JeHbIH, OCYLIECTBISIOT caMble 00JIbIINE LEH3YPbI.
[Ipozpaunoctu CMU Het. OdunmansHbie OI0IKETH MyOIUKYIOTCS B Tazetax. KTo 310 yntaer? OcBoeHue
Oro[KeTa - IEHbIU JOJDKHBI BRIACIATHCA. JleTIoBbIe JIIOAH, CBA3aHBI ¢ aAMUHUCTPATUBHBIM HUCIIOIHEHUEM
Oro/pkeTa B onr. B KoHIIE rosla cyMMa IpoItaduBaeTcsl, HO IPOUCXOAUT MO3/IHO.

busnec;

KoHTaKThI U CBSI3M MEXKy 00JIACTHOIM OpraHu3aIiueii 1 Ha MecTax.

EcTb cTpyKTypHl, CO3JaHHBIE aqMUHHUCTpalMEell — HEKOMMEpUECKUe MapTHEPCTBA - Majble MPEeANPUITHS,
npousBoautenu.. TTIII- BeokugaTenbHble. JleiicTByeM B paMKaxX KOAJIULUU, KOTOPBIE pa3IpakaroT
aJMUHUCTpaIuio. MHoro coBmectHo# padotel. 30 set TIIII - ¢ ryOepHaTOpOM Tak U HE JOTOBOPUIIMCH O
nare, 9ToOBl OH CMOT NPUITH Ha Tpa3aHoBanue. JKiaem rybepHatopa, 30 mpou. opraHu3anuii — KpymHSK.
( u3 250). TakoMy KPpyNmHOMY 00beTHHEHHIO He MOTYT OTBeTHTh. OOmIas cuTyarus. XOTelH, YTOObI
porpamMma 1o HapKOTHKaM Obu1a cHU3Y. CMOTITH TOJBKO CAeNaTh (GOpyM, depe3 KOTOPBIA BCEe OOIIAITUCH.
Bonpmias pabota, depe3 KOTOPYIO BJIacTH MO OBl YCHBINIATh IIKOJIBHUKOB W MOJoAexb. llapamgokc
aamuHucTpanuil. Kpacuslil kpect npunnman nocna FOHUCE®. Hukro He 3HaeT B aAMMHUCTpPALIUH, YTO
ato 3a mocon IOHHWCE®. CHu3y HEBO3MOXKHO BBLIWTH Ha YpOBeHb Try0epHaTopa. MOXHO
OpPraHH30BaTh BCTPEUY C MPE3UACHTOM BypsaTuu... dUTHHCKMMH YMHOBHUKAMH, HO HE C UPKYTCKUM.

[IIxona MOIOABIX YUECHBIX.
Enmnaas Poccuss BHOCHT HOJUTHYECKYIO COCTAaBJISAIONIYIO Yepe3 (PHMHAHCOBYIO MOIICPKKY- CKa3aTh, UTO
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pecypc kiry0a HYKHO TOAJepKUBaTh TyoepHaTopa. Bee, ko 6onbmie 50 Thic. momydaer, Bce Ha ExnHyto
Poccuro momxab! cebuiathes. CoOpanu U mpu3Baiv roJiocoBath 3a [lyTuHa.

[Ipumep c BeIGOpaMu. 5 gexaOpsi — BbIOOpPHI, HHCTPYKTaXX B BOeHHOHM uactu: Ecnu HpaButcs Ennnas
Poccus, nocraBeTe IUIIOC, €cliM HET - MocTaBbTe MUHYC. ['onocoBatek 3a Enqunyro Poccuto. C mexa Ha
yuactke 2000 wenm. — «HaM cKaszajl HaydaJbHUK Iexa». A HEKOTOpbIE IOJHUTOJOIM TOBOPAT, YTO
aZIMUHHUCTPATUBHBINA pecypc mopsaka 7/ mpoll. Sl Xody MOBBIIIATh KA4€CTBO MPENOAABAaHUS - MHE HHUKTO
50 TeIc. He nacT, a Enunas Poccus naer.

Ects MomenT, uro HekoTopbie HKO yrmoBaroT, 9To MM AacT AEHBIH aqMUHUCTpanws. [lomumm pa3rpy3niu
BaroH - ¥ IPOBETU OOIBIIOE MEPOIIPHUITHE.

[IpuBecTu 3KCIEPTOB HE MOXKEM.

«Ecau 1 X04y caeJaTh NPOEKT, s J0JLKHA MOAYMAaTh, KOMY NPOJATHCS».

Ponw ons unocmpannoii opeanuzayuu 30ecs.

Touka 3peHus: y 4YejoBeKa NOIDKeH ObITh BBIOOp. Jlydie HammcaTh TpaHT, a MEHs Y)KE€ MOMPOCHIIH.
Baxxno Opi10 popMupOBaTH JIOEH, KOTOPHIE HE3aBUCUMBIME OBUIH OT BJIACTH. TOJIEPAaHTHOCTH OBLIO
JIKO, 32 3TO CJIOBO yOpanu ¢ 6ailiKaabCKO MOJIO/IEKHOM ceKunu. Y Opaiu 3a 3To cioBo ¢ baiikanbckoro
MOJIOJIEXKHOTO (hopyMma.

Kpynuerid Om3Hec mpITaeTcss YTO-TO mMOmo0HOe 1menarh cBomMu cmiamu. FOKOC - teppuropus
MPHUCYTCTBHS ropoJ AHrapck. TaM ecTh MyHHMIMIANbHBIN rpanT. ¥ CHerupeBa rpanthl 60 ThiC. JOI.
Toueunsie BimBanus. Celiuac co3gan (oua mectHoro coobmiectBa — rpantel o 1000 mon. U3z-3a
MaiocTu Hampsratbes. A UepemxoBckuii paiioH - rpanTsl gatoT o 10000 - ¢aHTacTHUeckue NEHBIH,
ITOTOMY 9TO JIoAu aeHbru He BumaT. 6000 mis opranmszanum- HeOombmue aeapru. HKO memaeT Bce 1o
3aKOHY, MPOIIe 3apaboTaThk IEHbIH B JPYTOM MECTE.

YenoBek MpOCTO C UHTEPECHOM UAeell HUYEro HEe HAMUIIIET.

Yconbsckuit nentpain. [lomoranu u3gars - Tydine ¢ KPy>KKO# cpein yColIbCKUX OM3HECMEHOB.

JlaBinenue Ha oOlecTBeHHbIC opranu3anuy - Ha Hanoru (y USAID - ecThb yciioBHe HeyIuiaThl HEKOTOPBIX
HAJIOTOB U HAJOTOBBIC MPOBEPKH). ECTh OpraHu3aiuy, KOTOphle B ONPEICICHHBIX YCIOBHAX MOOBIBAIH -
@OCbh.

IIpecca He cBOOOAHA

[TapTuit Het. I’ e kaHaANPI, TAC JTIOAW BEIPAXKAIOT CBOIO 03a009eHHOCTEL? ECTh uTO-TO KpoMe KyxHU? Bce-
Taku Tpecca 3T0 TOT (GOpyM, THe Bce O3ByumBaercsa. Uwurarenb, 3puteib, ciymarens. He mpocro
MMOCMOTPETh Ha TAUTPy MHEHUH, HO U Ha XUTPOCTH J000ucTOoB M PR-mukoB. 5-10 ra3zer HUKTO YUTATh
He Oyzet. To, 4TO IMeHCHOHEp BBIKCHIBAET, TO OHHU U YHTAFOT.

Caiit MmoxxHO mpuKpHITh. [Iporpamma COPM BHenpsetcs. Ectb 2 caiita B pkyTcke - ¢ KpUTUKOW MAPUHU
U aIMUHHACTpanuu (HEMHOTO TIEpernoaroT).

Apmapka HKO - He ObL10 HmeH3ypbl. bbul npencTaBieH MHTEPECHBIM CHEKTpP. TBOPUIM, YTO XOTEIH.
@denepanns anpnUHU3MA - OOM, KacKaJepbl YCTPOWIM 3aXBaT 3aJIOKHMKOB. Mbdp B ropoze omiajuel.
VYracia MojonekHas BBICTaBKa B CHO3KcIOLeHTpe. Bce ObUl0O O4YeHb MOINHO IIPEACTABICHO -
MOJIOJEKHBIE OpraHU3alUu.

BaxHo omeHuBaTh Moek u HacTpoeHne. CpaBHUBATH CUTYAITHIO ¢ 37 TOIOM HEIB3s.
8000 momomexxu ompocunu. 97 HUYEro He 3HaIM NPO OOINECCTBEHHBIE OpPraHM3AllMd W 3HATH HE

x0TAT.1000 uenoBek BeiOOpka. 10 uwemoBek mombiThiBanuch a0 Bcex. Otermmu 300 wen. Jlanm oTBer.
JIroau enaroT Y4TO-TO XOPOIIee - HYKHO JKUTh B 3ToM. DpoHaupoBaHue - jgroau mytat. Onpoc mokasai -
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s B IIOKe. | TaBHBIN JIO3YHT - BCe, YTO s JeNalo, MOJDKHO OBITH OIJIA4€HO. JTOMY IOKOJICGHHIO HTaK
xopomo. Cebs HyxkHO mckarh. OmHA TPeTh JyMaeT, YTO MHE Jy4llle 3alUIaTUTh YHHOBHHUKY, 4YeM
OTCTaWBaTh CBOW TpaBa. HemerampHbI OM3HEC - MHTEpecHO. ECIM THI OJMH MPOTHUB BCEH CHCTEMBI, S
COIJIaCCH OaTh B3ATKY. Tonbko COBMECTHBIE I[Cf/iCTBPISI - YUHOBHUK JOJI)KCH BBIINOJHATH YK€ OIINIAYCHHBIC
YCIIyTH.

Coserckmii Coro3 OBIT HMICOJOTHYECCKOW MAaIIuHOW It QopMupoBaHus co3HaHmsa. Kto cefidac
3aHuUMaeTcsi popMupoBaHHeM co3HaHus B MpkyTcke? PR-IIMKK 10 KOHKPETHOE JIENI0, HEKOMMEPUYECKHE
OpraHM3aIrH.

Hcropuu: kak oOlIecCTBEHHAS HHUIMATUBA ITepeOniia aIMUHIUCTPATUBHYIO.

Hcropus ¢ tpy6o#, 1989 rox - octaHoBWIM NpOKIaaKy TpyOy (CKpOMHasi yYMTEIbHUIIA JTHTEPATYpPHI).
Heckonmbko uenmoBek BcTamy Ha AbIOBI M momnepkamu ropox. B HMpkyrcke Moropas >KeHIIMHA
MpeIoTBpaTHiia CTPOUTEIBCTBO 3aBoJIa ¢ AeTckor rpynnoi «Ctpmwku». COXpaHWIN POILy, KOTOPYIO yKe
Hayalu MUIATh. Toraa o0mecTBo ObLIIO TOTOBO BOCHPUHUMATH STH BEIIH.

20. Roundtable with Various NGOs

Elena Tvorogova, “Rebirth of the Land of Siberia”

Mikhail Rozhanskiy, Center for Independent Social Research and Education

Roman Vasilevich, Mikhail Govorukhin, Olga Mikhailova “Your Right”

Jenny Sutton, Baikal Ecological Wave

Aline Simone, Siberian Resource Center

Anna Zagainova, Red Cross

Aleksei Petrov, Memory Tribute

Maria Plotnikova, “Alliance”

Vladimir Litvinov, Social Psychological Center for Aid to Children and Adults “Dialogue”
Alexander Vasiliev, Regional Administration

Note: This RT was videotaped by members of the organization “Your Right.” Lena speculated that they
were actually from the FSB, since no one seemed to know them or their work very well. But who knows?

In the RT, we asked about several things: working with local government, the search for resources,
working together with other NGOs, and impediments to further activities.

While the person in administration (Vasiliev) was positive about the coalition of NGOs they had formed,
and negative about the activities of some of the grant recipients of the oblast level competition, NGOs at
the RT had another tale to tell about the same issue. Many at the round table were doubtful about the
long-term ability of the government-sponsored coalition to really be a voice for the third sector. Several
people raised the concern about monopolization by the government and their interests. They argued that
the line was not clear between the government’s desire to work with them and their efforts to control their
activities. With all of the NGOs working together, in a way it just becomes easier to co-opt their work.

The lack of human rights organizations was also mentioned, that there are a lot on paper but that no one
works on these issues in reality. These organizations used to work much more frequently five years ago
but they have all disappeared now.

Other organizations talked about their specific activities.
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When we talked about funding, NGOs recognized that government funding was a plus, but also pointed
out that it wasn’t always neutral. The plus to foreign aid is that to them, it guarantees their independence.
They don’t feel as if they “owe” government anything.

In other words, it helps provide choice.

The person in the administration asked why does everyone have to have a formal registration? This set off
a debate about money, and how one can’t receive grants without registration. Also, someone mentioned
the need for trained accountants to keep track of finances. Just like a sick person, NGOS too will die
without the appropriate medicine and “treatment” and good conditions for growth.

This led to a discussion of whom the local administration does like to fund. NGOs at the RT felt the gov-
ernment tended to like best of all veterans, youth, and writers and other “traditional”” social organizations.
The government invites them to drink coffee, but doesn’t take them seriously. They still give large sums
of money to groups they like under the table (some group got 1 million rubles).

Then they explained the change in policy of the regional administration’s grant competition. For the first
two years, NGOs were invited to participate in judging the concourse. This year, the government changed
their mind, and invited them to participate and give advice, but the government made the final decision.
They feel that this change is a result of the differing priorities of the administration and the NKOs. Be-
cause the govt didn’t like their previous decisions, they’re changing the rules. Now they just get very ba-
sic indicators to rate the proposals, and the govt decides.

They see this as a larger problem of the government trying to build civil society, and that they don’t want
a “real” civil society.

21. Irkutsk NGO Meeting
Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moe3aka B Upkyrck g ARD, 06 — 09 utons 2004 rona.

Hpkyrck

Bcerpeua ¢ 0011ecTBEHHBIMH OPraHU3AMUAME

8 uions. IlepBasi moJIOBHHA AHS.

OueHkKa CUTYyallUM B FPaKIAHCKOM 0011eCcTBe HPKYTCKOI 00/1aCTH.

OcHoBHBIE BBIBO/bI.

B Hpkytcke cmaboe mpaBozammTHOe nBmxkeHne. OTMmedaercs cokpamieHue aktuBHoctd HKO. Dromy
€CTh pa3Hble OOBSICHEHHUS — OT TOT'0, YTO MHULIMATUBHBIEC TPYIIbI IPEAIOUYUTAIOT HE PErHCTPUPOBATHCS,
710 TPYAHOCTEH, CBSA3aHHBIX C HAJIOTOBBIMU MTPOBEPKAMH U BEJCHHEM OTYETHOCTH.

OtMeuaeTcs, 4TO B CEKTOpPE €CThb KOHKYPEHLMsS M MOHOIONHS Ha PECYPChl, €CThb «pacciabiiCHHbBIE»
rpa"rononyyareny. KoanunuHupoBaHUEe Kak BUA JESITENbHOCTH HE NPHUBETCTBYyeTcs. Bo MHOroMm 3to
OOBSICHSIETCS HETaTHBHBIM OIBITOM I10 MPHBJICYCHUIO CYOMOAPATUMKOB IO KPYMHBIM I'pPaHTaM B KOHIIE
CPOKOB BBITTOJIHEHUS TPAHTOB.

OTneabHO OTMEYEHO, YTO OOINECTBEHHBIC OPraHU3allMU HYKIAIOTCS B TOOMIPEHUH CO CTOPOHBI
obmectBa. Ilocnanue IlyTMHa B OTHOIIEHUM HEKOMMEPUYECKHUX OpPraHU3allMil CO37acT Cephe3HBIC
MPEnsATCTBUSl HAa MECTax B JIMIE YHHOBHHMKOB, KOTOPbIC HAYHYT JaBUTh HEYrOAHbIX. Memaer
MO3UTUBHOMY UMUJI)KY HEKOMMEPYECKHUX OpraHu3aIuii B odmectse. K 3amaHeIM JIeHbram, moiy4aeMbiM
HKO, Bnactu oTHOCATCS 6€3 HHTY3HA3MA.

PacuiugpoBka 3anuceid.
Bacuiibes
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He Bce n3mepuins aeabramMu. Bompoc - CKOJIBKO HYKHO JEHET.

HyxHo 3 muH. py6reli - a BoipBy 52 miH. «O0LIecTBeHHbIe CTPYKTYpPhl He TOTOBBI K OCBOEHHIO
aeHer. Jleabru OyayT pazBopoBaHbl». [IpoBanunack cutyauust ¢ ['paxnanckum ®@opymom. TosbKo
OTAETbHBIC CTPYKTYPhI CMOTJIH 1TOKa3aTh padoTy.

B mpouom roxy 300 ThIC. AeHET KOHKYPCHOTO I'paHTOBOTO (pOHIA OKa3aJMCh HEM3PACcXOJOBAHHBIMH.
[IpomepcTuny Bech CIUCOK — HET JOCTOWHBIX.

B cpennem no 5 miH. B rox B pKyTCKyr0 0071aCTh BKUIBIBAJIH.

Bown i 6 obnacmu ceoti I pasxcoanckuii @opym?

Kax dhopyM MOKHO paccMaTpuBaTh T'YMaHHTAPHBIA KOHTPECC.

[Moompenne HKO - ¢duHaHCOBO mMOOmIpsieM, MOMEIICHUE MpeAocTaBisieM. [lodeTHble TpamMoOTH -
ryoepraropa. K ryGepHaTopy HEBO3MOXKHO MPOUTH - y TeOs HOPMAaJbHO, HO YTO ThI €ACUIb. 3a4yeM UM
(HKO)nyxxno uatu k rybdepratopy? IlporoBapusarotcs netanu. Bce oObsicHsoT. «Hukomy He Oymy
TOBOPHUTH, TOJBKO TyOepHATOPY». 3aueM MpoOHBaThes K ryoepHaTopy? S ¢ rybepHaTOpOM pa3roBapHBall
3a 5 mer omuH pa3 - B 2000 romy. Pacctpen Bepnmka (5 uenoBek paccTpeisuii M3 aBTOMATOB),
PENUTHO3HbIE OpTraHU3aliy - 3aBall, MUTHHTOBaIH. XOTAT JIFOOBH OOIIECTBEHHUKH, YYBCTB HE XBaTaeT.
['yGepHaTop mys HUX- TOMa3aHHUK OOXKHIA.

Poxxanckuit Muxamui.
LleHTp HE3aBUCUMBIX COITMAIBHBIX MCCIICIOBAaHUI 1 00pa3oBaHMUS.

KauecTBennsie MeToabl, GOKyC-TpyNIbl, HHTEPBbIO. KHUTa 1O colmo-KynpTypHOH KapTe perrnoHa. Kuura
baiikanbckas cubups. 40 kefic-cragu. UTO MPOMCXOAMIO B KOHKPETHBIX IOpOJax M JAEPeBHAX. AKTHBHO
cBs3aHBl ¢ Bypsatuelt m umtmHCKOW oOnacThio. Yupemurenn — B.Boponkos. Co3ganm acconuauro
He3aBUCHUMBIX LeHTpoB.13-14 mas, 13 neHTpoB. MexnucuuiuinHapHele - pabota B npoektax. Co3nanue
obmiero nH(GOpMaMOHHOTO pecypca. LIeHTpBl MO TeMaTHKe pas3Hble - 00pa3oBaTeNbHAs IESTEIbHOCTE.
Boccranosunu UuTtepuentp B «IllaHuHke».

BJ'Ia,E[I/IMI/Ip .HI/ITBI/IHOB, AUPEKTOP COIMUATIBHO-TICUXOJIOTUYCCKOI'0O L[CHTpa

PemuzoB Butanuii, «Bariie npaBo» (mpaBo3aiiiTHasi OpraHu3alms)
[TpaBo3amuTHasi AeATEIBHOCT. 95 MPOLEHTOB yciyr - OecmiiaTHO. B WucTOM BHE MpaBo3alIUTHAS
AeATeNbHOCTD. [1yTatoT HAC ¢ YHHOBHUKAaMHU. B 4HCTOM BH/IE IIPaBO3AIIUTHAS IESITSIBHOCTb.

Kax usmenuncs 3 cexmop 3a 4-5 nem.

JIUTBUHOB.

B 2001 co3ngaBanm mieperoBOpHEIE IDIOMIAIKHA TI0 MOJIOACKHOHN MoIuTHKE. [[Ba 1mrara Ha3aja -1iar BIEpe.
[Motepsuin ABa MOMEIIEHUS B LIEHTpe ropoja. [IporpaMmM MHOTO OCOOEHHO MOJIOJICKHBIC MPOrPAMMBI,
COLIMOJIOTH, TICUXONOTH. BbiBHUTaercs B Topoickyr nymy. Pabora B JIH]I, pabora ¢ pebstamu Ha
JIO0OPOBOILHON OCHOBE.

5 Jer Hazaln MpKyTCKas OONacTh BBLAENAJACH MPABO3AIIUTHBIM ABMKeHHEM. - ¢oHz JlrobocmaBckoro,
MHOTO TpyIn Ha MecTax. Benach Oomnbiast pabota. JIrodocaaBekmii yexaa B MOCKBY, 3a IO/ BCe COIILIO
Ha HoJb. IIpaBo3amuTHasi cpega HeKOMMepPYeCKHMX OpPraHu3anuid oveHb cjaada. OpraHuzanuu
WHBAJINJIOB,..

«Baiire nmpaBo»

OTneabHOMY YeJIOBEKYy mojaThcs Hekyaa. OTcrauBaeM MHTEPEChl B 00JIACTH YACTHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH.
BoccraHoBeHue cripaBeiTMBOCTH - Tieperpy3ka. Hanexxna Ha oOmecTBeHHOCTh. KTo punHancupyer - 95
MPOIEHTOB yCIYT - OecIUIaTHBIE. S MPOIEHTOB YCIYT OYeHb XOpOIIo oruiadnBatoTcs. OroBapuBaroTCs
BBITO/IHBIE YCIIOBHS ISl OpPTaHHU3AIMH. 332 CYET ATOTO COAEPKHUTCA OpraHW3anys. becruraTHeie AeWCTBUS
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HOCHUT XapakTep pekiiaMbl. BOJBIIMHCTBO JIIO/IEH HE TOBEPSIET HUKOMY.

[Ipuatun paboter. OTKyma MOXHO HalTH momnepxky B HMpkyTcke. Bce 3aBHCHT OT TOTO, ¢ K€M ThI
Apyxuilb. MoxeT 3achllaTh aJMUHUCTpalMs. MHOrME TOBapHINM CHPAIIMBAKOT, 3a4eM HyXHa
HEKOMMEpYecKasi JCATEIbHOCTh, JIIOAU paboTaroT ans Jojiei. Ecte ryOepHckue mporpamMmbl. EcTh
3apyOekHbIe, XOTS W yMEHbIIarTca. JlomomHeHusl B ycTaB - 3apa0areBaTh JeHbrH. bema - camum
OOIIECTBEHHBIM OpTaHU3aIMsIM HY)XHO TIPOSIBUTH ce0s Tak, YToObl O HuX 3Hamu. Hwum ans
3apa6aTBIBaHI/I$I - MHOTO. MEBI OTXOAUM - CTPEMHUMCA YUaCTBOBATh B MAJICHHKOM O6HI€CTB€HHOM 6H3H€CG.
PEIHOK 0GJ1arOTBOPUTENBHBINA TOIBKO MOSBISAETCA.

Hexommepueckuii cextop B UpkyTrcke yoaBiasiercs. CioxxHas HEKOMMeEpUeckas CHCTeMa, OTO3alH,
BBI3BIBAIOT B HaJoOroByr - mrpadel. Ecnmm mocMoTpeTs CTapblii CIPaBOYHHK IO  MOJIOJIEKHBIM
opranuzauusiM, To 50 MPoOLEHTOB YK€ HET, TUKBUIUPOBAHBI.

Bacunbes.

ToHKOCTH - HE 00s3aTenbHO peructpupoBarbesi. B Hpkyrcke - ecth paboumit xiy0d bepobopomosa
KOTOPBIN ITOCTOSTHHO MTPOBOAMT MUKETHI. Ecin ObI X0TeH OBITh MPEANPHUSITHEM, TO €CTh OTKY/Aa IJISCATh.
JInuyHocTHOrO pecypca xBaraeT. IloHM:KaeTcss NPON3BOICTBEHHAsA AKTHBHOCTh. BiacTh cMOTpUT Ha
odopMHBIIHECS OpraHM3alMM KaK Ha 3apadaThIBalONINe JCHbI'W. AHTHKPU3WCHBIE BOIPOCHL. Bemercs
0e300pa3Ho skoHOMHKA. HOpHCTOB HET, JOTOBOPHI TMPUIAYMBIBAIOT camHu. Maurte B OWOTHOTEKH..
[Ipo6Gyiemsl 001, OpraHU3aIiK - aHAJIOTUH ¢ XUpyproM. Het Hamiexaniero moaxo/a - 3JKOHOMUYECKOTO,
¢unaHcoBoro. YenoBek He MPOCUUTA CBOI OM3HEC.

[TmorarkoBa Mapwus, Kiryd MOTOIBIX YUEHBIX «AJBSHCY .

Kommepueckas u obiiecTBeHHast pasHoe. EcTh HampaBiieHus1, TJe Hellb3s 3apa0oTaTh. XOpoIas CXema,
Oonee 3penoe. Ho ecTh eme mokoineHuwe TeX, KTo HeceT rpy3 CoBerckoro coroza. Ecmm cryneHTHI
3aXO0TEH 3aHUMAaTHCS YeM-TO BaXHBIM, M HY)KHO JaBaTh BO3MOKHOCTb. B 3TOM rony OyneT mepBbIii pa3
maTHeId cemuHap Kiyoa.

Kax muozo 6 upxymckou obracmu npoyeemaouwux opeasu3ayull.

Y noBieTBopeHue OoT paboTHl. Sl memaio 4To-TO OT TOTO, UTO Y MEHsIA Takas akTHBHas pabora. Bacuiabes:
Yy Hac 00IIECTBO HE TOJbKO KOHKYPeHTHOe B cdepe MPOMBIILIEHHOCTH, HO U B OOIIECTBEHHBIX
opranm3amusix. ECTh TeNnblii psii TPYNIIUPOBOK B HEKOMMEPYECKOM CEKTOpE, KOTOphIE COBMECTHO
BBDKHBAIOT, PAaCIagaloTCs, COCYIIECTBYIOT. [ OCymTapcTBO MOIDKHO B3SAThH Ha ce0S poOJib B CO3TaHHH
MIEPBUYHBIX YyCIOBUH. Bce KpymHBIE OW3HECH BKIAIBIBAIOT JeHBIW. CTall0 MOJHBEIM - COILHAILHO
OTBETCTBeHHBIN Om3Hec. ConuanbHas MPUBSA3Ka - HUKTO HE MBITAETCS MPOCBENIaTh MPEINPUATHS, YTOOBI
OHH MOTJIH OCMBICTICHHO TTOAICP KHBATh.

PoxxaHckuil.

Cutyanus B rpaxknaHckoM oOmecTBe u3meHmoch. [locnanue Ilytnra. Komanna B Had. 90-x romoB - B
cthepe mopmepKUBaIach MHHOBAIMOHHAS JEATeNHbHOCTH. [locienuue roasl cuTyanus B 00pa3oBaHUU B
ctopony yHuukanuu. Co3naHue oOIIECTBEHHOW OpraHU3alluu - YXOA U3 o0pa3zoBaHus (HOPMaIbHOTO,
IIAaHCHI - YMEHHUE BITUCBIBATHCS B PHIHOK OOpPa30BaTENBHBIX YCIyT. 3a ToAbl aKTHBHOW MOIIEPKKH
dongaMu B TpeTbeM ceKTOpe Co03dajach paccjadjeHHasi 30HA - TPOCIOWKa JIOACH, KOTOPBIC
MIPUBBIKJIM CYIIECTBOBATh HA TPaHTHL. be3 cephe3HBIX pe3ynbTraroB. OOIecTBEHHAs BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTH
pe3ynbTaTa pa0doThl 3HAUUT ycreX. To 4TO MpOCST MPOJOJIKHUTE - He (DOHMBI, a UMEHHO oO0IiecTBO. He
COTPYJIHUYAEM C MOJUTUUYECKUMHU CTPYKTYpPaMHU.

27 opranmzaumii ropon Hpkytck. JlosmpHel Brnactu. EcTe opraHuzaunuu, KOTOpele KOMQOpPTHBL 0e3
Biaactd. Jpyx0a - HEKOTOpbIE NPEICTABUTENM YIIIM BO BiacTh. Wynpl - OamamyTUTEe MOJOAEKB.
MuUIMOHHBIE IeHbIY U3 Or0/IKeTa - OallKanbCKUe CKayThl.
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AJBSIHC - BO3pOXKIEHHE 3eMSM cuOupckoi. [loAroToBKa KaapoB - TO, YTO AeJaeT PECYpPCHBIH LEHTD.
OObenuHEHHNE B COO3bI - KOMIUIEKCHBIE. BpeMeHHbIE aIbsHCHI.

He cormnacHa, 4To rocyiapcTBO cJeNano Bce - XOpolias Jiazelka s tioxux iroaei. Hekommepueckue
OpraHu3ali| JKAyT TPU3HAHUS POJH HeKOMMepYeckuX opranm3amuii. CoOIMOIOTH - POIb
HEKOMMEPYECKOro cexrtopa Mana. OICHHTh MOJUTHYECKUN BKIAA, YCIOBCUYCSCKHUH - HY)KHO OIICHHUTH
skoHOMHUYeckuit 3(pdekt. O TpeTheM CEKTOpPEe BCIOMHHAIOT BO BpeMs H30HMpaATEIbHBIX KaMIIaHHIA.
OO0mecTBO PEIOOIOBOB criacaTeneil - 35 ThIC. YWICHOB.

Koanuuuu no nopoay koppynuuu. Opranusanys NOAK/INYAET HA NMOCHEIHUX ITaNax peau3aluu
rpanta naptHepoB. OIBIT U aBTOPUTET - HO HE Bcerna MOryT oTpaboraTh rpaHThl. Eciu He TSHeT,
HauMHET MCKAaTh BO3MOXKHOCTH COTpyAHHMUYecTBa. .Ilpumuiock 3aHMMaTbCcd TE€HAECPHON MOJUTUKOM.
[Monnepxare Mapuio - B KOQTUIMSAX €CTh PUCK MoHomoinuu. Opranusanum, 0ojee ycnemiHble ¢
HHBECTOPAMHU NMOKA3bIBAIOT KAK CBOii pecypc OpraHu3amnu, KOTOpble MOTYT 00 3TOM U He 3HATh.
Bomnpoc ¢opm... CorpyaandectBo ¢ «baiikansckoll BonHOW» - HEe HyXHO odopmiath. B 2001 koamuuus
MeCTHBIE coo0mecTBa Mo npeoaosieHnto Hacuius B ceMbe 2001 - oTkpbuH prytrai - pecypCHBINA IIEHTP
Pa3BUTHS CEMBH.

Bricka3piBanue IlyTuna 6y1eT NpHHIUIOM FOHEHHSI HA YTOAHBIX H HEYTOTHBIX.
HNurtepnperanus BiacTeil oqHO3HAYHAS. B1acTH He 04eHb XOPOIIO OTHOCATCS K TeM, KTO MOJIy4aeT
AeHbI'H U3-3a py0eska.

2005 rox BEIOOPEI TyOepHATOpPA - HAC HE CBEPHYT. 1 LITFOC - TPOBOIATCS KOHKYPCHI.

I'ybepHckoe coOpaHue OOIIECTBEHHOCTH - TOCIIOAMH XOpOINWX, opraHu3amus FHOBeHTa - paboTaroT B
AHrapcke ¢ HecoBeplIeHHOJIeTHHMU. Ha Oymare y Hac MHOTO TpPaBO3AIMTHBIX opranu3aiuil. [TyTuH -
JIBOMCTBEHHOCTH MOHMMaHus. Kyia yxoastT MecTHbIe pecypcH. CaMo pocCHIiCKOe TOCYyIapCTBO MOydaeT
3anajHble IeHbIU. Pa3phIB TOTHUKHY.

[Tomo3peHuss Bcerma €CTh - 3aBHCHUT OT aMOuIuil. Bce-Takm YWHOBHHK OT CBOETO pa3ymMa_ a OT
uHTepecoB, ciioBo llyTmHa MOXeT OBITh MeXaHH3MOM. APryMEHT CO CCBIIKOM Ha H30MpaTernbHYIO
nonmuTuky. KoHCTUTYMSI KOHCTUTYLHEl - HO BbI BUIMTE, Ky/1a MOJUTHKA UAeT.

['y6epHCKOE cOOpaHre 0OIECTBEHHOCTH - POJIb.

[[TaHTaxk BIAcTH - €CM MOAJAEPKaHbI He Te MPOeKTHl. Jlensru pKyTcka uayT B 00J1acTb.

IMepBoie ABa roaa Obu1a 00mast komuccus. Koraa monsmu, uro He TeM naeM. CoOpaiuch OJJHH YMHOBHUKU
1 OBICTPO pacmucany 3a 2 yaca. [Lmocuk - OyseM uMeTh B BUy. [IpOEKThI 0 HAIIMOHATIBHON KyJIbType:
JaJid CPENICTBA IMPOEKTY, KOTOPBIM 2 pa3a oTBeprayid. [10TOMy 4YTO MPOEKTOM PYKOBOIUT aKaICMHK-
AJIMAHUCTPAIUS CCOPUTHCS HE Oy IEeT.

3aI/IFpI)IBaHI/Ie C O6HI€CTBGHHBIMI/I OpranuvsanusiMu. CTpaTemquKoe IJIAaHUPOBAHUEC JId YUYAaCTHUKOB
PBIHKA. HpI/IFHaCI/IHI/I BCTYIIUTH B EI[I/IHyIO Poccuio - Morim Ha3HAYUTh PYKOBOAUTCIIAMU MOJIOACIKHOT'O
CINHCTBA.

22. Irkutsk NGO Meeting

June 7, 2004

Participants: lvan Vorontsov, Aleksandr Verkhozin, Anatolii Sterkhov, Galia Bobkova, Aleksei Petrov,
El’mira Semenova, Ol’ga Karaseva, Steve Grant, Sarah Henderson, Vladimir Rimsky, Yelena Kovalev-
skaya
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SMI are/must be a crucial part of civil society and democracy. But the problem here is basically twofold:
access and censorship. There are NO independent media in Irkutsk region — only samizdat is “free.” Peo-
ple can’t get objective information, even from the nominally “free” press. Basically, SMI do PR work.

The businessman present was more positive about general situation in the region. He’s involved in anti-
corruption work. Says the administration has encouraged the growth of business orgs. and has initiated
various pro-business projects.

CORRUPTION: On the one hand, corruption has penetrated not just big business but also small and me-
dium-size businesses. On the other, corruption can be “good” in the sense that it serves a certain purpose:
people get more of the pie, it makes some economic sense in present circumstances.

Politics still an iffy thing. E.g., turnout in recent elections has been barely 20%. Most NKOs don’t want to
get involved in politics at all. (Not all have the right to do so, but at least 40 do.)

Other notes: there’s a new political elite in the oblast. One big issue that has animated people is the refer-
endum in December about uniting the oblast with the neighboring oblast.

These people do not agree with the oblast administration rep that there is budget transparency. They don’t
see it.

The NGOs/NKOs say that they NEED the support of grant-giving orgs.
SUMMARY : the “big 3” lacking here are: money, transparency, and access to objective information.

23. Irkutsk SPS Meeting

Tuesday, June 8
Participants: Aleksei Koz’min, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky

Very useful explanation of center-local party relations. At the core, there is a coincidence of values and
ideology. The “platform” comes down to two basic planks: defense of political rights (e.g., freedom of
speech, press) and of private property. He is in constant contact with the executive committee of the party
in Moscow.

BUT the oblast party is far from Moscow both literally and figuratively in almost all respects. He —
Koz’min -- introduced an amendment to the party statutes earlier this year to allow the local branches to
decide how to handle their own affairs, especially whether or not to run in local elections. (Till then, the
center directed these activities.)

The amendment was accepted, but then began the opposition; many at the center don’t like the idea. E.g.,
in Dec. 2003 a certain Gosman (?) told Koz’min that the executive committee didn’t care a whit about the
localities and any campaigns by local party members. They were concentrating all their efforts on ads on
national TV and other nationwide measures.

So his concerns fundamentally differ from those of the center. He has to worry about getting and holding
on to local cadres and resources, even to the point of working with the party in power. The center will
help him only with the regional duma elections (NOT with the city duma elections) — they’re only looking
to keep their “brand” going in people’s eyes as widely as possible.
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Second excellent example of their differences: the Moscow party center looks at local politics only
through the prism of whether or not they should be for or against the local governor. And in some cases,
it’s an even more narrow focus: Chubais is settling his relations with Deripaska in Irkutsk (so that oli-
garch-to-oligarch relations trump local politics).

Meanwhile, his concerns are to rescue what he can of SPS in the region. They’re salvaging resources and
forming a new political coalition called BABAR (Baikal-Angara ....), with its own symbol, a tiger (ba-
bar). They need to work out a plan for developing the city’s economy, cleaning up the city, and — in gen-
eral — developing Irkutsk and Angara. They may even stop using the SPS brand. He’s toying with the idea
of forming a “liberal-patriotic” political group. Irkutsk population would be receptive to this because they
are at heart very liberal-minded, freedom-loving (comes from the Cossack, refugee, and Decembrist his-
tory), AND they are very attached to the land (patriotic in that sense).

CORRUPTION: Irkutsk is a very rich city; therefore it’s fertile ground for corruption.
Relations with/observations about NGOs and SMI:
NGOs provide a critically important service in election monitoring and others (e.g., the Baikal Ecological

Wave) perform additional very useful public service. The vote monitoring is critical, as it prevents too
much manipulation of the vote.

Perhaps NGOs could help with the crucial task of educating the public AND the candidates. The latter
have to learn how to relate to people, the former how to demand and defend democratic rights. Very few
lawyers here know election law — which is the only way to fight against the administrative resources used
against independent candidates.

SMI: they have no financing. A few newspapers, like Baikalskye Izvestiya, are fairly objective, as is the
press agency AS Baikal. But recently they’ve started running negative ads, “black” material, in order to
earn more revenue. Parties like SPS don’t have enough money to pay so they need to get free air time,
newspaper space. For the upcoming city council/duma elections (June 27), they will have to pay entirely
for the citywide campaign.

OUTSIDE HELP: Open Russia has been active here — it established a school for political work. Nothing
from AID up to now.

FOCUS OF FUTURE WORK: they are organizing small meetings with voters, not in their homes (too
intrusive) but in the courtyards and other convenient places near apartment complexes. They did NOT
employ door-to-door campaign techniques here for the Dec. Duma elections but must do so in future.

IMPORTANT ADDITIONAL COMMENTS.: first, United Russia frightens him. NOT because this repre-
sents a return to a one-party system but because these people are interested ONLY in money, their own
careers, and power. Unlike the CPSU, which still paid lip service to ideals, to working for the good of the
country and the people. United Russia is comprised of bureaucrats and criminals (literally). (In Bratsk, for
example, criminals are running the city government.)

Second, the court system is a hotbed of corruption. It works for the executive branch, not for society as a
whole. Worse, it works directly AGAINST any anti-government candidates.

Third, people of his political persuasion have already succeeded in putting 3 people into the oblast ad-
ministration, and if they can just “sneak” a few more people inside, they could create a revolution from
within.
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SUMMARY: this region — like every other — needs more lawyers trained in the niceties/details of election
law; the entire court system needs reforming and separation from the executive branch; change in the
Russian political system will almost certainly have to come from within — in a Trojan horse fashion.

24. llpeaBapuTebHbIi OTYET 0 pPe3yIbTATAX HHTEPBbIO, MPOBeAEHHBIX B MockBe 2-4 mions 2004
roaa
I'pynna «IoauTnyeckuii mpouecc»

Poccutickmii moONMMTHYECKHWA TPOIECC HA COBPEMEHHOM JTalle HE MOXXET OBITh OXapakTepH30BaH

OJTHO3HAYHO IO CBOEH HANpaBJIEHHOCTH M MPOTHO3aM Pa3BUTHUS COOBITHI. ABTOpUTapHbIE TEHICHLIUU

(denepanbHBIX W PETHOHANBHBIX BIACTHBIX CTPYKTYp HOKa HE CIHOCOOHBI MPHUBECTH K KOHCOMHUIALUU

MPaBSIIUX TPYII 3UTHL U CHOPMUPOBATH TOTaluTapHOe mpasieHue. [lo dopme pexxum ocra€rcs BO

MHOTOM JIEMOKpPaTHYECKUM, HO 32 3TOH (POPMOH MOCTEIIEHHO MPOoMNaaaeT NPU3HAHHOES MEXITyHaPOTHBIMU

HOpMaMH COfiep)KaHUe TaKMX UHCTUTYTOB AEMOKPAaTHU KaK:

. o0ecrieueHue MpeaCcTaBUTEIbCTBA HHTEPECOB TPaskAaH BO BIACTHBIX CTPYKTYypax,

. o0ecrieueHue 3alUThl IpaB U cBOOO IpakaaH, oOecreueHue 3alUThl IpaB 1 CBOOO MEHBIITMHCTB
(HAIMOHATIBLHBIX, MUTPAHTOB, JXYPHAJIHCTOB, CTOPOHHHUKOB TE€X WJIM HHBIX HE3aPETHCTPUPOBAHHBIX
MOJIUTHYECKUX TTAPTHI U T.IL.),

° obecrieueHUEe OTKPBITOCTH BJACTH W MPOLEAYyP NPHUHATHS TOJUTHYCCKHUX M YIPaBICHICCKUX
pelIeHuid,
L cBO0O/IBI CIIOBA U MyONIUYHOTO BBIPAKEHNU MHEHHI U IPYTUX.

I'pasxnane OBICTPO TEPSIOT MHTEPEC K MOJUTHKE, B YACTHOCTH, K BBIOOpPaM M KOHTPONIO AEATEIbHOCTU
M30paHHBIX NIEMyTaTOB W PYyKOBOJHUTENEH OpraHOB HCIIOJHUTENBHOM BIacTH B peruoHax, ropojpax u
paiioHax, mMoToMy 4YTo yOeXIeHbl B HEBO3MOXKHOCTH JJIsI ce0sl MOBIMATH HA MOJUTUYECKUH Mpolecc,
OTCTOSITH CBOM IMTPHOPHUTETHI U MHTEPECHI BO BIACTHBIX CTPYKTYpax.

[Monutryeckue naptuu Poccun (akTHUECKH MepecTanu OCYIIECTBISATh MPEICTABUTEIBCTBO MHTEPECOB
CBOMX M30MpaTeneii, a 3aHAThI TM00 0e3 BCAKOH KPUTHKH Pa3bsCHEHHEM PELICHHH PyKOBOJACTBA CTPAHbI
rpaxaaHam (MapJiaMeHTCKHE MapTHH), JU00 BBDKHUBAHMEM B YCJIOBHSX CHIIBHOIO aJIMHHHCTPATHBHOTO
napienus (MapTHM, HE MPOIICIIINE B TapiaMeHT 1o pesynbratam BeibopoB 2003 roma, B mepByio
ouepenpb — CIIC u «51010K0»).

HerocynapcTBeHHbBIC 1 HEKOMMEPUYECKHUE OpPraHU3al[iy UCTIBITHIBAIOT B ITOJIMTHKE MEHBIIICE JTaBJICHUE CO
CTOPOHBI aIMUHHUCTpAIMiA (EeNepabHOTO M PErHOHAIBLHOTO YPOBHEW, IMO3TOMY HMEIOT HECKOJBKO
OoJIbIlle BO3MOXHOCTEH I PAa3sBUTHS, HO 3TO Pa3BHTHE MOKAa HE HOCHT YCTOMUYMBOrO xapakTepa. B
YaCTHOCTH, COKpaIlleHHe, a TeM OoJiee TpeKpalieHue GUHAHCHPOBAHUS POCCHICKOTO TPEThEro CEKTOopa
CO CTOPOHBI 3alaJHBIX CIIOHCOPOB W TpaHTOJAATENIed HEM30€kKHO TMPUBEAECT K PE3KOMY COKPAICHUIO
YHUCICHHOCTH OpPTaHU3alllii 3TOr0 CEeKTopa, 00hEMAa M KavecTBa YCIYr, KOTOPBIE OHU OKAa3bIBAIOT
TpakJaHaM, a TaKKe C/IejaeT HEBO3MOXHBIM MX pa3BuTHe. [IpUYHMHA TOCIIEIHETO YTBEPKICHUS B TOM,
YTO POCCUHCKHE HCTOYHHUKHM ()MHAHCHPOBAHUS TPETHETO CEKTOpa HE B COCTOSHHM OOECICYHUTH
pealiM3alMio MpPOrpaMM HMX JIOJTOCPOYHOTO pa3BUTHS. OJTH HCTOYHUKU TIIOKAa WIPAIOT JIUIIIb
BCIIOMOTATENbHYIO POJib B OOCCICUCHUU NEATCIBHOCTH TPEThEro CeKTopa B PoccuM MO CpaBHEHHIO C
3apyOEKHBIMHU.

Jnis KpymHBIX POCCHHCKHX TOJUTHYECKHX TMapTHid mpoOnemMa (QHHAHCUPOBAHHUS TaKXKe SBISETCS
BaxHeimei. [Taptus Bnactu «EauHas Poccus» g 3Toro co3maér mpu HOoJJIepKKe aIMHUHUCTPALMU
[pesunenra PO ¢unancoBbie QOHABI, aKKYMYJIHPYIONIHE TEHEBble (DMHAHCOBBIC CpPEICTBA KPYITHOTO
Om3Heca. AHAJOTHMYHYIO NPAaKTUKY BHEIPSIIOT B PETHOHAX CTPAaHBI T'yOepHATOPHl M M3PHI TOPOIOB.
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[Momutuueckue maptuu CIIC u «S6moko», e mpomenmue B ['ocynapcreennyto JJymy PD na BriOOpax
2003 rona, HE B COCTOSHUM HAaWTU UCTOYHHUKH JIOCTATOYHOTO JUIsl CBOSTO Pa3BUTHS M MOITOTOBKH K
ycrenHoMy npoBeacHuio BeIOopoB 2007 roma. Ilpwmunua B ToMm, uto aaMmuHHCTparus llpesuaeara PO
(aKTUYECKH MPEMATCTBYET 3aKOHHBIM CHoco0aM (MHAHCUPOBAHUS JTHX TMAPTHH, a HE3aKOHHBIC —
OMAacHBI i KPYMHOTO OW3HEca, KOTOPBIM TIOCTOSIHHO BHAWT Tepex coboil mpumep Muxanna
XomopkoBckoro. Kpome Toro, KpymHbIi OM3HEC BBIHYXIEeH (uHaHCUpOBaTh napTuto «Exmnas Poccus».
B wurore ckmampIBaeTcs ciemyromas MO3WIMS KPYITHOTO OM3HEca: eMy OMAacHO M HE CIEeAyeT MOITOMY
(PMHAHCUPOBATH OMITO3UIIUOHHBIC TAPTUH.

B crnoxuBIIEHCS CUTyallnd BO3MOXHBI M PEATH3YHOTCS MHOT0OOpa3HbIe JEMOKPATHUCCKUE MHUIIHATHBBI

JIOKQJILHOTO YPOBHs. [IpakTHYECKH BCE TAKOTO POJia MHUIIMATUBBI PEATU3YIOTCS C IIOMOIIIbIO 3apyOeIKHOM

(hMHAHCOBOW MOANEPKKU. B 4acTHOCTH, K MHUIIMATHBAM TAKOTO POJIa MOXHO OTHECTH:

=  o0ydYeHHWE IKYPHAIHCTOB, JCMOHCTpAIMs WM JOCTOMHCTB OIMOPHl HA CBOM AayJAUTOPHU B
MPOTUBOCTOSIHUM C aJIMUHUCTPAIUSIMU PETHOHOB U TOPOJIOB,

"  [OBBINICHHE YPOBHS WHTEpEca Ipa)<aH K JIEATCIILHOCTU JCMYTaTOB M W30PaHHBIX PYKOBOIUTEICH
OPTaHOB UCTIOJHUTEILHOU BIACTH,

"  [OBBILNICHHE YPOBHS MHTEPECA IPakaaH K BbIOOpam,

"  [ONBITKKA JIOOOMPOBAaHUS MOMPABOK K 3aKOHAM B MHTEPECax Ipa)aH U CTPYKTYp TPakIaHCKOIrO
oO1ecTBa,

"  [ONBITKY IPUBJICYDb IPaKIaH K (POPMHUPOBAHHIO MOJIUTHICCKON TIOBECTKHU JHS B PETHOHAX,

" [IONBITKA CO3JaHUS HEMOJUTHUYCCKUX IIUPOKUX KOATHUIMA OOIIESCTBCHHBIX OpraHu3alil u
MOJIUTHYECKUX MMAPTHH 1O JT0OOMPOBaHUIO OOIIECTBEHHBIX HHTEPECOB,

= obecrevyeHue MPaBo3aIUuTHON ACATEILHOCTH, B TOM YHCIIE, COACHCTBHE TPAXKIaHaAM M OpraHU3aIHsIM
rpaXkaaH B OTCTAaMBAHHUU WX IIPaB U APYyTHE.

ITpoekThl ¥ MpOrpaMMbl TAKOTO poOjJa JydYllle PEalUu3yrTCsAd B OTIACIBHBIX peruoHax Poccuu, a He Ha
(denepanbHOM YpOBHE W HEe B OONBINMHCTBE PErHOHOB. [0 TONHTHYECKOMY Pa3BUTHIO POCCHHUCKHE
PEruoHbl CYHICCTBEHHO OTIMYANOTCA, IMO3TOMY CAUHBIC PEKOMCHIAIIMHN IO PA3BUTUIO ACMOKPATUYCCKUX
WHCTUTYTOB JUIS BCEH CTpaHbI Bps JIM MOTYT OBITh BhipaboTaHbl. Ho aemMoHCTpammsi Bceil cTpaHe
TTO3UTHUBHEIX IPUMEPOB TAKOT'O Pa3BUTH ObLTA OBI, OE3yCIIOBHO, MTOJIE3HOM.

Beio Obl MoNE3HO TakKe IMOCTOSHHO pa3palaThIBaTh CTPATErMU Pa3BUTHS TPETHETO CEKTOpa, €ro
B3aUMOJICUCTBHSI C TOCYAAPCTBOM U MECTHBIMU OpraHaMu BiacTu. [loka HM moJuUTHYECKUE MapTHH, HU
ACCOITMAINH TPaXkaH HE B COCTOSIHMH BbIpa0aThIBaTh TaKWE CTPATETHH CBOETO pa3BUTHA. B pesyibrare
OHHM TIPOTHO3UPYIOTCS CBOE pa3BUTHE Ha OYEHb KOPOTKHE IPOMEXYTKH BPEMEHH, a TOCyAapcTBO,
KOHTPOIIUPYSL M YacTO Jake 00jamas BCEMH KJIFOYEBBIMH pecypcaMu OOIIECTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTHS, BCE
Oonpllle yCHIIMBAaeT CBOE JOMHWHUPOBAaHHE B TIOJUTHKE U CHUCTEME NPHUHATHS W WCIIOJHEHUS
CTpaTerNYeCKUX JJIS CTPaHbI PEIIeHNH.

25. Moscow Helsinki Group

Participants: Daniil Meshcheriakov, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky

Meshcheriakov wears (or wore) two hats in the last year. He is both executive director of MHG and head
of Yabloko’s national election campaign (for 2003).

Re NGOs:

Human rights groups, like MHG, are well tied together now. There are 100s of them (he estimated about
600 at one point) throughout Russia, and their communications links are sufficient for now. The situation
with all the other “thematic” groups (e.g., ecological, health) are NOT so well linked. Perhaps 500 of the
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local NGOs are tied to national-level organizations. Because most must rely on existing orgs., what’s
needed is a coalition of NGOs.

One major problem: funding is done on a “parallel” basis, not in an integrated fashion. [SG comment:
thus, what appears to be missing here is a sort of “United Way” approach to fundraising, so that individ-
ual groups don’t have to compete against one another but can share a common pot of money.]

The organization “Golos” illustrates the biggest mistake made among NGOs: a definite conflict of interest
arises when small orgs. engage in fundraising. They NEED the money, to live on rather than spend on
programs, much more than the bigger ones, who can afford to spend the monies raised on programs rather
than survival.

Re Yabloko:

The problem with Yabloko is NOT Yavlinsky (both Meshcheriakov and Shneider of SPS agree on this).
The problem is fundraising — AND IT’S UNRESOLVABLE FOR NOW. Why? Because only the Krem-
lin is able to “resolve” this problem — it commands all the resources, esp. administrative ones, to control
the flow of money.

So, the main strategic problems at present for the liberal-minded parties like Yabloko and SPS are:

1. The absence of funds. One solution would be to collect party dues. The law permits this, but....

2. Access to SMI. They can produce TV programs/spots and newspaper articles/ads, BUT THEY HAVE
A HARD TIME DISSEMINATING THE MATERIAL.

3. Their “ideology” is hard to define right now.

Yabloko is set up in 6 independent regions outside of Moscow. These party organizations can survive on
their own now, without a lot of help from the center.

Yabloko needs to set up a DB containing names of all those who have participated in election campaigns
and find a way to hold them together between elections.

BASIC TASK FOR THE LIBERAL-MINDED PARTIES NOW: find a way to unite with/cooperate more
fundamentally with NGOs. What impedes this important step is that grant-givers (like AID) are only now
beginning to try to bring parties and NGOs together. The focus now must be on party-building, enlisting
cadres and fundraising at the local level. (With some more money, he’d like to set up a “micro” program
out in the field to serve as a model/show how this can be done.)

SUMMARY:

NGOs have to set up a United Way-like fundraising umbrella org. and link up more closely.

Yabloko (and other “liberal” parties/groups) has to link up with the NGOs for purposes of party-building.
26. NDI

Participants: Terry Horton (Dir.) and Juhani Grossmann (program officer), Steve Grant

Thoughts on present political situation: Russia has gone back to a one-party system. The Duma has abso-
lutely no role to play now at all (not only not legislative, but neither as a consultative/advisory body).

Focus of their work: to try to build a coalition of “democratic” parties/forces. BUT, focus must now shift
(after Dec. and Apr. elections) — from national level to the regional and city levels. They will work in 6
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oblasts where they see promising signs of political life: along the Volga in Astrakhan, Samara, and Sara-
tov; in the Urals/Siberia in Ekaterinburg, Magnitogorsk, and Cheliabinsk (but also some in Tiumen’). In
addition, they want to concentrate on both local media and local/regional dumas.

They (NDI) find that there do exist fairly strong and meaningful ties between the center leaders (of their
parties) and the local people. The locals are very enthusiastic and capable but what appears to be lacking
is initiative of a kind: they continually look to the center for more/better direction of what they should be
doing.

If given more resources, they would attempt to effect more of what they call “overlap programming” —
that is, to meld together as much as possible work with the media, political advocacy groups, NGOs, and
the democratic political parties — with the aim of building true constituency politics.

NDI is producing two products of note in the coming months: first, they are doing their own assessment
of their programs, which should produce a document this summer; and they are coming up with program
suggestions.

They do not/will not limit themselves to working just with Golos (as, however, appears to be case now).

Their suggestions for further discussions: SPS, Yavlinsky, Open Russia (Khodorkovsky’s organization),
Jennifer Hinkstenburg (?), and Laura Jewett in the DC NDI office.

June 3, 2004

27. Novosibirsk and Samara NGOs Meeting
Apxus, E.KoBanesckasi, Mocksa st ARD, 15 utons 2004 rona.

MockBa
IMectpuxoBa Banentuna, Manunkas Enena
10:00 — 12:30. A3pocrap

OcHOBHBIE BBIBO/IbI.

[Ipsameie kontpakTopel USAID B pernonax — Cubupckuii u Camapckuii LleHTpbl QaxkTuuecku
OIMCHIBAIOT CUTYAIMI0 B PETHOHAX, CXOIHYIO C TEMH ONHCAHMSAMH, KOTOpble ObLIM JaHbl Ha (YOKycC-
rpynmnax u uHTepBblo B Mpkyrcke u PocroBe-Ha-Jlony. Curyanusi xapakTepu3yercsl IByMs OCHOBHBIMU
YepTaMd. C OJHOH CTOPOHBI MHOTOJIETHEH JEATENbHOCTBIO B PErHOHE YAANnoCch JTOOUTHCS
B3aMMOJEHUCTBHUS C BJIACTBHIO, BJIACTh NEPEHHUMAET OMBIT PAaOOTHl ¢ OOLICCTBEHHBIMH OPraHU3ALHUSIMH,
MIPOBOJUT KPYIJIbIE CTOJIBI, €CTh IEPEroBOpHBIE IUIomanku. C Ipyroil cTOPOHBI BIACTh B HEKOTOPBIH
MOMEHT Hayaja y3ypIupoBaTh OOLIECTBEHHYIO HHULIMATUBY U BCe OOJIbILE IUKTYET CBOU YCIOBHS, B TOM
YHcie U B KAYECTBE OJHOTO M3 OCHOBHBIX (DMHAHCOBBIX TOHOPOB HAa MECTHOM ypoBHe. i Toro, 4ro0n
yAepkaTh OajaHC BO B3aMMOOTHOUICHUSIX C BJIACTBIO, JIMJIEpaM TPeOyeTcs MHOTO JIMYHBIX CBEPXYCHIIHUH,
WHHULUATHUBEL. VX NesSTelnbHOCTh Ha YPOBHE TOPOJIA U PETMOHA CTAHOBUTCS CYIIECTBEHHOW M MyOJIUYHON
(Muorue muaepst HKO B pernoHax uayT B MOJUTHUKY).

B 10 ke Bpems HabmI0gaeTCs OTTOK KaJlpoOB U3 CTPYKTYp ceTH. Bo MHOTOM 3TO CBA3aHO C T€M, YTO, CETH,
MOJIyYUB XOPOIIMH MMIYJIbC Pa3BUTHS 3a MOCIEAHHUE TPU roja, HE BBIIUIM MOKAa HAa YPOBEHb, KOTJa MX
CYLIECTBOBAaHHE MOXHO OBUIO OBl CUMTATh CTAOMJIBHBIM OOJiee MM MEHEe — BPEMEHU He XBaTuio. EcTh
[IOHUMAaHUE He0OXO0AUMOCTH BJIOXKEHHUH CPEICTB B CETEBBIE PECYPCHI PETHOHOB.

PyKOBOI{I/ITGHI/I I_[CHTpOB OTMCYAKOT, YTO Yy YICHOB HX ceTeil eCTh CaMOCTOSTEIbHBIC ITOBECTKH JIHA,
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BbIpabOTKa OOIIel cTpaTernu BeaeTcs O0e3 MOTepH HHIUBUAYAIBHOCTH WIEHOB ceTH. (PakTHYecKd
pETHOHANILHBIE CETU 00OUX IIEHTPOB OIEHUBAIOTCSI 00CUMU JIMCpaMHU KaK rOpU30HTAIbHBIC. B oTiinyne
ot cereit FOra Poccun.

OcraroTcss BaKHbIE B COACPXKATEIBHOM IUIaHE ISl Pa3BUTHUS JIEMOKPATUH TEMBI, KOTOpPHIE BIACTh U
Om3Hec He OyayT momnepxuBarb. He Bce BOMPOCH M3 3TOH «Ba)KHOM MOBECTKH MHS» WHTEPECHBI
HaceJeHUI0. B 4acTHOCTH, OTMEUEH HU3KWH WHTEpeC HaceleHHus K mpobiemaM BoiHBI B Ueune. HyxHa
NmoAACpIKKa i1 Pa3BUTUA TaKUX TEM. Ectep moHmMaHue Ba)KHOCTU PasBUTUA HWHULOWATHUB CHU3Y, HO
MMEHHO padoTa ¢ MHUIMATHBAME CHHU3Y TpeOyeT MPOCTPOCHHOW PECYpCHOM MOANEPKKA U B YaCTHOCTH
PECYPCOB I MECTHBIX TPEHUHTOB, 00OYYEeHHS U TIONCKA CTpATeTHi Ha MECTaXx.

O6ma;1 OIICHKa 6yI[yH_II/IX HaHpaBJ’ICHI/Iﬁ Ppa3BUTUA CCEKTOpa HC OTIMYACTCA OMNPEACICHHOCTBIO, YTO
CBUACTCIBLCTBYCT O TOM, YTO B IICJIOM 06H.ICCTBCHHI>Iﬁ CCKTOP HAXOAHUTCA Ha IMEPCIOMHOM I3TAIIC CBOCTO
pa3BUTUA. HY)KHO BpEeMA 1A ONPCACIICHUA CTpaTeruv, OLCHKU CUTyaluu. CI/ITyaLII/IH C TOYKHU 3PCHUA
OCTPOTBI CPAaBHUBACTCA CO BPpEMCHEM I'PAKIAHCKOI'O (bopyMa, Korga CTOsJ BOIIPOC «KTO KOI'0».

Pacuiugpoka UntepBbIO.

He ¢ nauana (nmpomyiieHo nepBoe BoicTymieHne E.Manuikoii)

B KoHIIe BBICTYIJICHUSI TOBOPHJIA O TOM, YTO MHOTHE, Ka3aJ0Ch Obl BasKHBIC TEMBI, TaKUe, HAIPUMEP, KaK
UYeuHs, He HHTEPECYIOT HaCEIICHHE.

ITectpukoBa BanenTuna.

Camapa. Hcropuko-akokynbTypHas opranmzanusa. Co3mana B 1993. Homep perumcrpannoHHOTO
ceuzperenbcBa 15. Co3maBany OpraHM3alUIo CIIEIHAIMCTHI TYMaHWTapHBIX BYy30B. KomoccambHBIN
WUCTOPUKO-KYJBTYPHBIM  MOTCHIMAN. 5  JIET  JeNalid  UCTOPHKO-KYJBTYPHBIE  MPOTPaMMBIL
[IpodeccuonanpHas acconuanvs B HCTOPHKO-KYJIBTYPHOM OTHOIIEHUH. VI3BECTHBI IO TEPPUTOPUU
obmactu. 47 MyHWITMIAIBHBEIX O0pa3oBaHUil Ha TeppuTopuu objacTH. Ha paHHHMX »Tamax pa3BUTHSA
HCKaJIM MEXYHAPOIHBIA OMBIT PabOTHl ¢ MCTOPHKO-KYJIBTYPHBIM HAcIeAHeM. Torma MexXIyHapoIHbIC
(OHIBI MHTEPECOBATHMCH IEMOKPATUEH U TpaskaaHCKUM oOmecTBoM . 1995-1996 rog Camapa oTKpbLIach
(mo sTOrO OBLTA 3aKPBITEIM TOpOmOoM). TONBATTH OBITA OTKPHITOM TeppuTopHeil. MHocTpaHmaM OBIIO
HEBO3MOXKHO TonacTh B Camapy. B mepByro ouepens B 1996 noexan NDI, Opuranckue opraHu3allvH.
Bonpimme cemMuHapsl, TpUBO3WIHM opranu3anuu u3 MockBbl. Mbl o0Hapyxwunu, Mel HKO, rpaxnanckoe
obmectBo. [lo3uiust opraHm3anuu Al HacC caMHX OTKpbUiach. OOecrmeyuBanu B3aMMOICHCTBHE C
BIIACTHIO.

VBHIEIH, YTO MHOTHE OpraHM3allM{ Jpyrue JAeNaroT Oojiee OCTpble mHporpammbl. OpraHu3amnuio
CO3MaBaJIM JOKTOpa HAayK W KaHIUAaTel. B TewyeHwme 2 yeT co3maBauch -5 JeTHAS mporpamma
JesTenbHOCTH. YeTKo oTpaboTaHa ropuandeckas cTopoHa Borpoca. CTpouiu opraHuzanmo. B ortnndne
OT TeX, KTO CTPOMUT OPTaHH3alHUI0 Ha BOJHE MOPBIBA. DMOLUMOHAIBHBIN TOPHIB JAOJKEH MOJKPEIUIATHCS
MEHE/DKMEHTOM. BolbIlioe KOJNMYecTBO OpraHu3aluii ¢ ropsumMu riazamMu. COMHEHUS - TPaBHIBHO JIN
MBI COCPEIOTOYMIIUCh Ha HMCTOPHKO-KYJBTYpHBIX TpoOiieMax. He xBaraeT TOPWU3OHTAIBLHBIX CBSI3EH.
Oynknua napopmuposanus. HyxHo Obulo caenars, 4ToOBl AWANOT C BJIACTBIO MHpojoinkancs. beuia
MOJHOMW Teopus odmecTBeHHOro napiaamenTta. Co3aanu 1Be pad rpymnmsl - 0JJHa 3aHUMAJIaCh PECypPCHBIM
IIEHTPOM, BTOpast mapiaaMeHToM. Bropas rpymma mpumuia kK uaee, 94to co3naBarbh OONIECTBEHHYIO TaaTy
HepeasbHO. XOTsI B 9TO BpeMs Oblia o0mecTBeHHas nanata B TonbsaTTu. LleHTpsl moguep:kku OusHeca.
Oxono 700 oOmecTtBeHHbIx opranm3aunii B Camape. I[leperoBopel C BIacTbl0 - BO3MOXKHOCTH
OOCyX/IeHHsST W TIeperoBOPOB C BIACTHBIMH CTPyKTypamu. Bompoc ObuI, Kak OpraHM30BaTh
MPEJCTaBUTEIBCTBO TPEThEro ceKTopa? TeXHWYecKr HeNb3sl CHeNaTh - CEKTOp HE Pa3BHUT, KOHKYPEHIIUS
IOypHasi, KOHconuaanuu He Obuio. B camapckoii obmactu Her oOmectBenHoro Ilapmamenrta. B 1996
obmiecTBeHHbIH [TapiaMeHT yHUUTOXIIIN HA YPOBHE HICH.
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Hentp moanepxkku HKO ctpouncs rpynmoii Hambonee akTUBHBIX opranu3auuid. Ha omHy u3 BcTpeu
nprexanyd NpeAcTaBUTENN pa3HbIX QoHA0B. EBpasus - KoHen roaa, ckasaiy, 4To ecTh AeHbru. Eciu ot
caMapcKoil 00JacTu NOCTYIHUT NMPOEKT - noaaepskut. ['pynmna nopoanna 3 npoekra. [lomyunncst KoHKypc.
Camapckuii LeHTp MOHAJ, YTO B CiIydae IMOJyuyeHHe rpaHta oT EBpasum — B TeyeHHWe roja NpUAeTcs
paboTaTh Ha Opyrue OpraHU3allMd, - TOTOM HE CMOXKEM OTKa3aTbCs OT JTOW AesATeNbHOCTH. BwiBOX -
WHOTIa HY>KHO CIIyIIaTh CyAbOYy.

HcTopuko-KyIbTYpHBIM MOTEHIHAN - yJIydlIeHHe KayecTBa JKM3HU. JedTenbHOCTh, KOTopas UAET depes
3TOT TPOEKT, AacT Oompmuii pedynbraT. B 1996 romy Bemrpanm rpant Ha 28 ThIC. Mon. beuim mo
TTOIEP>KKU TIPOTPaMMEBI peCypCHBIX IeHTpoB EBpasmm. Kmaccudeckuit pecypcHsiit 1ieHTp. 'ox HE OBLITO
HUKaKHUX JIEHET Ha MPOJOIDKEHHE AESTeNbHOCTH, HO MPOJ0JDKAIOCh TO, YTO MBI Ha3bIBAJIM MPOTpaMMOin
nogaepxkkn HKO. Korga He Obu10 pecypcoB - oOpaTHIMCh K TeM, KTo OblT KiMeHTOM. JlaBaiiTe BMecTe,
Kak ObITh. Y camux Obuto 38 kB. merpoB. TpaHcmopr, Oymara — 3TO JaBajid APYTrHe OpraHU3allWH.
Herckuii ¢oun npuHocusl Oymary. [IpuHsiau Ha ce0s MUCCHIO IO Pa3BUTHIO PETMOHOB, TOM €€ 4acTH,
KOTOpasi sIBJIIETCS HETOCYAapCTBEHHOM

Bcerna paGoraem Ha o0benumHeHue pecypcoB. B 1999 co3manu IlapTHepcTBO pecypcHBIX
opraHu3amnuii camMapckoii o0gacTu. Pa3BuTHe HerocyaiapcTBEHHOr0 CeKTOpa [0 YPOBHA
PaBHONPABHOIO MapTHepcTBa. B HacTosimee Bpemsi JAelicTBYeT CHCTeMa KpPYIVIBIX CTOJIOB
HEKOMMEPYEeCKHX OPraHM3aluii - ceMbH M [eTCTBA, HAIMOHAJIBLHBIX OpraHu3amuii u aAp. (Bcero
AEBSITh KPYIJIBIX CTOJIOB), NMPEeICTABUTEIN He HHUKe paHra 3amoB codupaiorcsi. CoGuparorcs He
peske pa3a B KBapTaJ JJs pelieHus npodsieM. KoopaAnHALMOHHBIN COBET - AaKKYMYJHPOBATh, YTO
Hapa0aTeIBalOT Kpyriable cTodbl. IIpomuto mepBoe 3acenanme OOImEeCTBEHHOT0 coOpaHus
caMapcKoil 00J1acTU - co0paHue He SIBJIsIETCS OPraHOB NPeACTABUTEIbLHBIM, B HEr0 He BLIOMPAIOT, B
Hero BXxoasAT opranm3anum - 164 (or 3800 B Camape u o6uactu). Jloctym OTKPBIT BCeM
opranu3anusiM. BiaacTe moHHMaeT Kak MMPOKYIO 001ecTBeHHYI0 JkcnepTusy. Iloka 0bLIO TOJBKO
nepBoe 3aceganue. BiacTb npeacrtaBuiia NpPor{o3 cOMAJIbHO-IKOHOMUYECKOI0 Pa3BUTHSI PerMoHA
Ha Omkaiimue 3 roga. SHAKOMWIH € TeM, KAKOB HETOCYAapPCTBEHHbIH CEKTOP PeruoHa.

Jlpyrue BOIPOCH! Ul KPYTJbIX TOJIOB - COONIOJCHHME IpaB YEJIOBEKAa B MECTaxX JIMIICHUS CBOOOJBL
[IpodeccunonansHoe coO0IIECTBO M3 OOIIECTBEHHBIX dKCHEpTOB. Bompockl Hanoroobnoxenuss HKO. 4
3a7auyl - OOIIECTBEHHBIH JOTOBOp. 3aKOH O KBOTMPOBaHWHU pabouynx MecT. COBMECTHOE MPOJBIKEHHE
3aKOHOTBOPUYECKMX HMHHIMATUB caMoro cexkropa. KOHTponb 3a HCHONHEHHEM AEHCTBYIOIIETO
3aKOHOAATENbCTBA.

Hcnonnenue 3akoHa 1o 6HaFOTBOpHT€HLHOﬁ ACATCIBbHOCTH. Bonbie BusaTh Ha CUTYalHUIO.

Mamnxkas JI.

YU Kak nporpaMMmsl, KOTopbie ObLJIM HANPABJIEHbI HA Pa3BUTHE U CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHE CEKTOPA.
Koraa yepe3 opranuzanum J0X0AUM 0 KOHKPETHOI0 4eaoBeka. MeHSJIM MEHTAJIUTET Ye0BeKa.
JelicTBHE KAXKA0T0 MMeeT CMBICI. ITO TO, UTO He TOTOBBI MOAAEPKUBATH BJACTH, OTOMY 4YTO ITO
¢dopMupoBaHue KOHKYPEHTOB JJIfl TeX JU/IePOB, KOTOPBIX MOJEePKUBAET BJIACTD.

Hensrm FOKOCA - sKCHepTHBIN TpaHT, KOTOPBI MBI BBITIONHSUIM, OBUT HampaBlieH Ha pa3BUTHE
AKTUBHOCTH TpakJaH. Bo3aMOXXHOCTH MPOM3BOAUTH HHPPACTPYKTYPHBIE H3MEHEHUSI.
3aMevaTensHO padoTaTh C OM3HECOM.

ITectpuxosa B.

Pabounii nenp ceiuac 20 gacoB - 8-10 mporpBamm ¢unancupytotcs. OcrtanbHble 12 - Ha moagepKKY
TOTO, 4TO paHblle ObUIO co3naHo. Hukakux (uHAHCOBBIX pecypcoB, KpoMe OHM3Heca, CI0Aa He MPHILIO.
Apect XoaopkoBckOro He mnoBjusij. IlpuMep BilOKeHHUsI B pa3BUTHE CeKTOpa - cKopee
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OTPULATEJIbHBI.

ConuajbHasi MOJUTHKA - MPEPOraTuBa rocyaapcrBa. Xo4yy MNOHSATH, KaAK HAM CTPOUTH CBOIO
crpateTuio. PecypcoB cexropa HexocraTouHo. IIpuHuMnMaJdbHble U3MEHEHUSI BO3MOKHbBI TOJIBKO
KaK MHHIHATUBLI cHH3Y. Korma permoHajibHbIX 00IeCTBEHHBIX COOpaHHi OyaeT MHOTO - OyIyT
m3MeHenns. [IporpamMmma qomwia 10 MajabIxX TOPOIOB - BJACTh KOHYAETCH BOJIOCTHIO. 5-10 porieHTOB
JKUTEJEH JOJIKHBI COPUEHTUPOBATHCS - U HE CTAHYT KOHKPETHbBIC MHULIMATUBBI PEAIN30BbIBATS.

IIporpamma HMHcTHTyTa SKOHOMUKH Tropoja. HekoTropwle NOSCHEHHMsT B OTHOLIEHWM MOHOIIOJBHOMI
no3unuu MuctutyTa (B.IlecTpukora).

JL.Manunkasi - MBI IIEHTPBI Pa3BUTHS OOIIECTBEHHON >KU3HHU, YXOIUM OT TOHATUA U TIPEIACTABICHHS O
Hac, KaKk 0 PECYpCHBIX LIEHTpax.

Camapckast pernoHajIbHasi OpraHu3aIys - KoTopas 0y1eT Bce BpeMs paboTaTh B peTHOHE.

B kakux nHampaBneHusx HKO u myHunmmanuteTsl MOryT BMecTe paboTarts? CouuajbHbIe YCIYTH -
couMajbHasl 3alMTa, o0pa3oBaHHWe, 3ApaBooxpaHeHue. YUepe3 IpaHTbl NOANEPKHUBATH HYKHO M3
(denepanbHBIX LeNeBbIX HporpamMMm. OpraHmsanusi BbIMIPBIBAEeT TeHAepP, 4YTO0bI OCYLIECTBJIATH
yeayru no HamnpajeHusMm. Ilomous padoTath Ha B3auMoaomoJiHeHue. biaroyctpoiicTBo - BiacTs,
skosoruyeckoe npocsenieHue - HKO. BiaacTbh ckJIOHHA NepeBOAMTH YCJYIM B MYHMIHUIAJIMTET -
BJIACTDb 3a0MpaeT yCJYry 1 HAYMHAET OTIABaTh ee HACeJeHUI0 KAK CBOIO.

H3-3a USAID - mbl He3aBucuMbl. BiacTh He JaeT JeHer, a OM3HeC He MOIEPKUT MPABO3AIIUTY,
JKOJIOTHIO He MO/IePKAaT.

Iocneocmasus 3aKona 0 MecmHom camoynpagieHuu. bydym au 2omogvl Mynuyunanumemolt, 4moowvl 83smo
Ha cebsl OMeemcmeeHHOCb?

ITectpuxosa B.

Hy’KHO IOCTOSTHHO KOHTPOJIHMPOBATh Mpotecc. [IpencraBurenn caMmapckoil 001acTi He TOHUMAIOT 3aKOHA
- camocrositensHOCTH Oonbiue... 300 oOpazoBanuii B camapckoi obnactu. [lo mmaHy 3amiaHupoBaHO
0OJIBIIOEC KOMUYECTBO CiyImanwii. FOpUCTBI ryOepHCKOH TyMBI OYAYyT MPOCBEIIATh, MBITATHCS TIOHATH
3aKOH. 371ech OyAyT HOBBIE TEXHOJOTHHU yIpaBicHUs. Kypc YMHOBHUKOB - Kak paboTaTh ¢ HacEICHUEM,
CIIPOC Ha 3TOT Kypc ecTh. Pa3ocnanu B MyHUIMIIAIEHBIE 00pa30BaHuUs IPEATIOKEHHUS 10 COTPY IHHYECTBY
B c(epe pa3BUTHS OJIAarOTBOPHUTENBHOCTH. [IMIIyT B 3asiBKax AeHBIH. [ OTOBBI y4acTBOBATh JAEHBraMU OT
40 no 50 TeICc. pyOIeli TpaHTOBEBIN MMy U compoBoXxacHHE KOoHKypca 10 100 ThIC. - TOTOBBI 3aIlIaTUTH
JIEHBI'H 32 COOCTBEHHOE 00yUCHHE.

B Camape u3 npoextoB USAID paboraror 'OJIOC, MSI, nporpamMma pa3BuTus 6J1aroTBOPUTEIEHOCTH U
MECTHBIX HCTOYHHKOB (pHAHCHPOBAHUS.

Bonpoc 0 mpenepax u obyuarowux npozpammax.

Camapa - 3apyOexHbIe TpeHephI. 3a nocieqHre 4 To1a MOCKOBCKOTO WIIM TUTEPCKOT0 TPEHEepa XOPOLIEro,
KOTOpPBIX ObI MOT MpoBecTu TpeHuHT B Camape, HeT. Teopueli oBianeu Bce, a JIIOIM MPAKTHKU XOTST.
Manunxkas JI.

HoBocubupck - ectb peakuusi Ha TOAOBBIC IPOrpaMMBbl, KOTOphIe Aeiainy paHbiie. Ceifuac HHTEPECHBIN
onelT - HoBocubupck nposoaun cemuHap B Camape. JIronsaMm HyxeH onbIT. MakeOHCKHE TpeHephl Ha
Hansnem Boctoke, cemuHap 1o paboTe COIMalbHBIX aHUMATOpOB - MOJMy4WIN 3ampoc. BoctpeboBan
peruoHaneHbI onbIT. OH Oonee mpubmken kK Poccun. 1o TpeHHMHrOBBIM MporpaMMam - TEOpHs HE
[IPOBEpPEHA MPAKTUKOW, HAIIPUMED, C COBETOM IUPEKTOPOB. CBOW OTPHULATENBHBIH ONBIT — 3TO OOJbIIE.
OnbIT BHEApsieTCA - pa3Hble BEIIH.

Manuikas
Baactp nbiTaercst B3SiTh OJ KOHTPOJIb J100bIe aeiicTBus. Hama 3aga4ya ciesath Tak, 4To0blI 3TOT
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npoiuecc He ObLI hopMaabHBIM. Map Topoga HoBocubupcka ToBOpHII MpaBUIBLHEIE CJIOBA HA OJHOM U3
MOCJICIHUX BBICTYIUICHUH, HO 3TO HE 00JIbIle, 4eM (OPMaTbHOCTb.

ITectpuxoga.

9 KpyrIbIX CTOJIOB paboTaroT - MpobieM HET. 3 KPYIJBbIX crojia chopMHUpPOBAIKCH IMOCIE TOTO Kak...
Ceituac HeT KypHUPYIOILICH CTPYKTYpbI, KOTOpasi ux cosmaBaia. Koutposs (?) pacmpoctpaHseTcst Ha Bce
JIECTBHS U TIPOIIECCHI.

Cmpamezuu 0151 mpemvezo cexmopd.

Manunuxkasg E.

He 3maro, kakas momwkHa ObITh cTparerus. CraduiabHocTh momaep:xkku USAID gamna Bo3MOKHOCTH
pa3Butus. Pa3sButHe MecTHBIX (GoHAOB - xopomasi Bemb. Ho MectHble ¢oHABI He OyayT
3aHUMATbLC M3MEHEHHeM YCJOBMii )KM3HHM CEKTOpa, pa3BuTHEM cBsi3eid... KpynHeiii OusHec moizer
M0 HAMpaBIIEHUIO CO3/aHUS COOCTBEHHBIX (DOHMOB. OHAAyMEHT, 4YTOOBI OpraHW3alud ObLIN
ycroitunBbIMU. [TocTOsIHHAS noaAepkKKa O3BOJISUIA PA3BUBATH CeTh. IIPOEKT - 3aKaHYMBAIOTCS YCIYyTH U
3aKaH4YMBAaIOTCs opranu3auuu. Pecypcubie neHTpsl EBpasuu - He oguH He paboTtaer. Konumiacsi mpoekr,
KOHYMJIACh JeATeJbHOCTh. ['JlaBHOe - BJANSIHMEe HA CUTYyallUl0, IPUBHeceHNe MH(PACTPYKTYPHBIX
u3MeHeHuii. BaacTn, HUKOMY 3TO0 He HY:KHO. CeKTOp Pa3HOPOJAEH - OH He YycmeJ YCTOSTHCS.
BpeMenu He ObLT10. YBJEKJIHCh W PpadoTajd Ha B3auMoJeiicTBHe ¢ BJacThbio. UcnbIThIBaeM
npood/eMbl BHYTPH ceKTopa. BiaacTs mosb3yercs.

Kpyrablii cToJ1 ¢ TOUKH 3peHHsi HUYTO, €cJIM OH He nmpeoldpa3yercsi B KOAJMIHUIO 00IIeCTBEHHBIX
opraHm3amnuii. A rae B3fiTh Pecypchl Ha Pa3BHTHE KOAJTUIHMHU? bBonblnne 3aTpaThl - TPCHUHT B
OpPraHW3allid - OJHU PECYpChl, TPEHWHT Ha TOCTPOSHHE KOMAaHIbL. 3aTpaThl OOJNBIIME TOpa3lo Ha
MMOCTPOEHNE KOMaHIbl M3 wWiIeHOB ceTH. CeKTOop CHIBHO TepsieT. 3aHMMAaThCs MPOodecCHOHaTH3AIIEH.
Jlener B perumoHax HeT. BnmacTh roroBa IUIaTUTh 3a ONpEACICHHBIC YCIYTH. BhIKauuBaeT pecypcehl.
Hotepsinu 30 yesioBek mo cetu. Yuumm. Jlroan BocTpedoBanbl. OMHOr0 B3sUIM B aAMUHHCTPANNIO,
Ha JApyroii - ousHec. [lensrn Muanonentpa - 3a 1,5 roma 3apaborany Ha moMenieHNe, KOTOPOE TMTOKYTaTh.
OtnaBanu yacth 3apruiatel. Jlectabunuszamus. [IpoGiema c momenieHneM OOJbIIIAS.

[Tectpuxosa B.

3aka3pl BHYTpH permoHa. Mecsi mpopaboTaiy - TOHSIH, YTO (U3WYECKH He cMokeM. HOKoCOBCKHit
MIPOEKT TpojoiixkaeTcs. OU3NYECKU CUT HE OCTaeTcsl Ha 3akaszpl. OOecrieunBaeM APYTHX CICIUATUCTOB
3akazamu. Yepes 3-4 Mecsiia MoBe3yT OTICKHUBATHCS B IPOPUIAKTOPUH.

Manunukasg E.

HoBocubupck - mopaboTtanu ¢ pyccko-HEM JOMOM, ceuac 3aka3 il eBpeickux oOmuH. Opranm3alig,
KOTOpBIE HanboJiee MPUOIIKEHBI K MECTHBIM cooOrecTBaM. [[xkoiHT. Tonbko ceifyac ctanu 3a00TUTHCS
YCTOWYHBOCTBIO CBOUX OpTaHM3aIIHiA.

HNHuTepecHbl mpouecchl Mo 0J1aroTBOPUTENBHOCTH - coOpanue, coOpan rydepHarop. Buaactb
NoCTynuJja ymeno u xutpo. I'ydbepuarop cka3an - :kaem momonru. Ha cpennem ypoBHe Ge300pa3ue.
Ham a00umblii Ty0OepHaTop - ecjii Obl He CKa3aJj, y HAC He ObLIO Obl 0JIArOTBOPUTETHHOCTH.
Bobixox - monbITKa MPOXOANTH HA BEPXHHIT YPOBEHb, BTOpas - BO3rJIaBUTH nponecc. Hopocuodupck -
OyayT mucath mucbMo. TexHosornu OepyT Bce ¢ OrPOMHBLIM yaoBoJibcTBHeM. Konkype Eamnoii
Poccuu. B KemepoBo 3TumM 0Oyaer 3aHumathbesi pecypcHblii Llentp. B HoBocuOupcke 0Oyaem
agMuHUCTpUpoBaTh. CxogHoe ¢ nepuoaoM I'pa:xkaanckoro popyma Bpems.

HoBocu6 - myctp Om3Hec mact Ham neHer. 120 merelt mayHOB B HOBOCHMOWPCKOW oOiactu. buzHec
MPOXJIAZHO OTHECCS K HJIEe.

Ecnu npooonscams pabomy, umo xomenu 6vl coenamo.

Manunnkas E.

He 3Ha10, 4To AenaTh. 3anpammBaJa NpeAcTaABUTEIbCTBA

Be3ne pasnoe. Hukto He xoder Opocarb TO, 4YTO HakomieHo. CMOTpeTb B permoHax -
aJanTHPOBATh.
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W3buparenpHas KaMmaHUsl B caMapcKol 00JIACTH - KOHTPOJIb 3a M30MpaTeldbHBIM mopoueccoM. Jlnaepst
HKO naumnatotr moxox 3a Bimacth. Kaumumatel or HKO. B Cempanm rorosarcs pykoBomutenn HKO.
Cozganbl o0benuHeHus JIIo0uMbIit Topos. O0bennHEHHs TpakJaH, KOTOPbIe B MEpHO] N30MpaTEIbHBIX
KaMIIaHW{ JeMOHCTPUPYIOT HAcEIeHHUI0, YeM XOpOoIlia BIacTh. DTUM 3aHHUMaeTcs pernon Camapa. Korna
JIOAW UAYT B KaHAWAATH - 32 HUMU uayT Bce. Cerognsa no Camape HeJb3s CKa3aTh, KTO OyleT yCIHellIeH.
MHOro HCTOYHHUKOB, KOTOPBIE MO>KHO ITIOCMOTPETh ¥ 00y4nTh. MHOIHE npouuiy o0y4eHue Ha ceMuHapax
1o OOIIECTBEHHBIM KamIaHusiM. Hy)kHO MHIMBUAYaIbHOE pemenue - Poccust cimimkoM 00Jib1ast.

IIporpamma PPO-HKO Be3ne pa3BuBaiach mo-pasHomy. Pa3sutue mpodeccrmoHaaIbHBIX COOOIIECTB.
Accommaruu mpoheCcCHOHABHEIX OyXTalTepoB, COIO3BI IOPUCTOB - €CTh MPO(EeCCHOHANBI, KOTOPBIX HaM
He xBataer. C HMMH HYXHO pa0oTaTh, HO Kak? OOIIECTBO, CEKTOP, CHIBLHO 3aBHCAT OT COCTOSHUS
o0benuHeHmid. Koanuius 3a o01re HHTepeCh MBI aCCOIMANNS FOPUINIECKUX U PH3NIECKUX JTHUIL.
Camapa - MOUCK COBMECTHOU NIeATEIHLHOCTH.

[IpsiMBlE KOHTPAKTOPHI M3 PETHOHOB JIOJDKHBI BO3MOKHOCTH ITIOTOBOPUTH C OIEHIIMKAMH (pUYMHA
HEOOXOIMMOCTH B pasroBope)

ITpobrema, kotopas BomHyeT Beex (Manuikas J1.):
Baxxnas mpobnemMa - BeCh CHEKTp 0e30mMacHOCTH delioBeKa. [IpoOieMbl, KOTOphIE CBSI3aHBI C IpaBaMH
YesoBeKa Ha 6e30MacHOCTb.

28. “Rebirth of the Land of Siberia”
Elena Tvorogova, President

This organization is the local resource center for NGOs, and part of the Siberian Network, which was part
of the Pro-NGO project.

I asked her to discuss what would allow her to continue her activities, or even strengthen her abilities to
carry out her activities. Her first comment was stable office space. Every month, she has to worry about
having enough money to pay rent. She feels that if she only owned their office, many of their problems
would be solved.

She also complained about USAID funded projects that she felt were useless. These were the ones that
involved Moscow groups and Moscow training. They aren’t really interested in working with people in
the regions, and they aren’t interested in learning from them. Rather, they are focused on telling them
what to do. They make the mistake of telling regional groups what they need instead of asking what they
need. In particular, she was not impressed with the Institute of Urban Economics. Often, groups such as
these come in for a quick training, and then claim the credit for “success” when most of the work is done
by local NGOs over the period of several years. Another example was when CAF facilitated the fund on
Angarsk, while her organization had been working on that for several years.

She further pointed out the problem of coordination. Often, USAID may be sponsoring several projects,
directly or indirectly, in the same city. Yet, many people do not know who is working on what. All of the
people involved on funded projects need to form a coordinating council so people can work together in-
stead of duplicating each others” work.

29. Party for the Rebirth of Russia (“‘Rodina’’)

June 11
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Participants: Sergei Leonidovich Gandrabura, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky, Yekaterina Lushpina

Their platform is to establish a “social [read “socialist”] state” that will meet all the social needs of the
people. He would like to unite all people/blocs/parties of a social-democrat bent. (Earlier, he helped
Rumyantsev organize his party.) They get funding from businessmen purely out of a coincidence of
ideological interests. These are people reminiscent of the great merchants of the 19" century like Moro-
zov and Tretyakov (he of the art gallery fame) who donated money to “liberal” parties and — in the case of
Tretyakov — even the Left SRs.

His party [Russia itself??] really can’t borrow much from the United States or the West more generally.

Overall party successes: some of their people are in the city administration; 3 mayors around Russia.
What works: personal contact with individuals; his party has enough staff to do this kind of work. They
publish 2 weeklies, both national, and 1 local paper.

Local situation: the mayor in Rostov is not worth working with; the party is allied with labor and unions.
They are close to the CPRF in ideas but NOT in methods. They lack “administrative resources” to match
those of the incumbents. This situation is much more one-sided than even in 1989, under the communists,
when the first “free” elections to the Congress of People’s Deputies occurred. [SG comment: | agree!]
Yabloko lost its voters when it just didn’t DO anything. It went from about 27% of the vote in Rostov to
today’s pitiful level.

He works well with center/other regional branches. He has daily phone conversations with the director of
the southern region. They coordinate putting out pamphlets (e.g., there will be 4 issued in the course of
this summer). When he proposed to the center that the party establish a youth organization (like the old
Komsomol, or even the Boy Scouts), the center accepted the idea readily.

GREAT QUOTE: “The more complex the election laws [in Russia], the easier it is [for incumbents] to
find ways [to strangle democracy/use administrative levers against the outs].”

BIG PROBLEM: His party simply can’t get election result data from the local administration — a problem
that has to be solved on the federal level.

THE GREATEST TRAGEDY IN RUSSIA TODAY: People don’t know/understand the law. And law-
yers are not allowed to do their job.

SUMMARY: One extremely useful thing that AID could try to do is work with the federal election com-
mission (Veshnyakov) AND local election commissions to update and maintain voter lists and then make
all this information available to the public. A second: work to simplify current election laws.

30. Accord

June 11

Participants: Lyudmila Mazurok, Sarah Henderson, Steve Grant, Yelena Kovalevskaya, Vladimir Rim-
sky, Yekaterina Lushpina

She personally was a Duma deputy (first federal gathering), then came here and established the Accord
(Soglasie) women’s org. Composition of the group: intelligentsia, doctors, teachers, small business lead-
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ers. They hold roundtables and discussion groups with a variety of people, including from all political
parties.

Everyone in Russia today (especially business people) thinks that they have to work with the president
and his administration. They need to break out of this mentality and the way to do this is to establish a
civil society.

Her own group, nonetheless, works quite amicably with the local administration. Marinova (on the ad-
ministration’s office dealing with NGOs) is favorable toward their work. But Mazurok doesn’t like the
rampant cronyism in the administration — people support “their own.”

They try to encourage people to vote, to get involved in civic affairs — but the people are mostly indiffer-
ent. They seek to identify candidates for public office who aren’t in it just for the money/perks/power, but
who will work for the good of others/all. They are working with a variety of religious-based groups (i.e,
of a range of faiths). She believes that more women are elected to office by rural residents than from ur-
ban areas; with men, it’s the reverse.

Political parties — even United Russia — has made use of her group, inviting members to come give talks
on various topics. They accept all invitations, especially because these have given them the opportunity to
appear before more young people, a broader audience.

WHAT IS NEEDED: a law establishing clear rules for business and NGOs, laying out, e.g., how money
can be raised, how it can be spent. (She has noted that women’s groups that were “living” on grants alone
didn’t survive.

SUMMARY:: She repeats the common, oft-voiced call for a new law on NGOs — an essential if these
groups are going to thrive and accomplish their tasks.

31. Fond Rostov

June 10, 2004

Participants: Kirill Vladimirovich Bitkin, Yuliya Bodnya, Lyudmila Sergeevna Skachkova, Sarah
Henderson, Steve Grant, Yelena Kovalevskaya, Vladimir Rimsky

The Rostov Resource Center (RRC), founded with such high hopes in 1996, is now doing nothing. All its
resources have been transferred to the Fond Rostov. But back in 1996-97, the RRC was absolutely essen-
tial for supporting NGOs. The RRC set up a competition for giving out grants to NGOs [to fight corrup-
tion??]; the city administration set up another competition of its own. Very limited funds, however.

Since then, about 1/3 of these orgs. have become successful on their own (in particular, the human rights
groups) -- through their own fundraising efforts. Many have youth branches. One good example of suc-
cess: Phoenix (?).

But many others became just sort of “consumer” groups, or turned into one-man operations. They are in-
effective; they never got together with/gathered their members for concerted action.

Most funds for NGOs now come from the international donors org./foundation. Even the RRC is now
seen as something of an “outside” force [SG comment: he even used the term “spies” | believe] which
many blame for their own failures. One fundamental problem for the RRC was that it could not [by law?]
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invest its capital so as to increase the pot for future use; they had to spend it when they got it. So they be-
came just like any other NGO — looking for money from the same sponsors as they.

POLITICAL PARTIES: none has asked the RRC or Fond Rostov for help.

Neither SPS nor Yabloko could ever show voters a good reason to vote for them in elections. So they lost
potential voters/supporters.

SUMMARY:: NGOs definitely need a change in the law on how to raise funds and especially on how they
can administer the funds they raise.

32. Rostov Journalists’ Union
Don TV and radio producer and union president Yevgeniya Aparina
June 11

Participants: Aparina, Steve Grant, Sarah Henderson, Vladimir Rimsky, Yelena Kovalevskaya,
Yekaterina Lushpina

She is the head of the local journalists union. He father was a real “shishka” in Soviet times — one of the
first directors of the local TV station and a producer of shows.

Her aim is to put on TV things that interest people at the local level. She wants to foster a sense of com-
munity and of civic society. Rostov has one of Russia’s biggest local TV stations. It’s received a grant
from the Soros foundation. Internews runs/has run a program here.

Her biggest obstacle is a very conservative station management. In the typical old style of thinking, she
meets all the time with such as the following from her boss: “I’m in charge and you’re a fool.” There has
to be created more of a sense of “equality” [i.e., subordinates have some say too]. She wanted to apply for
a grant from some ministry but her boss/the station director didn’t want her to get any state grant, so that
fell through.

The station wants her to put on a cooking show. Great, she says, but let’s include as a natural part of this
show exchanges with such people as civil society activists, psychologists — so that right along with
teaching people how to cook they can teach them lessons in how to live in a democratic society.

The TV station has run/runs two interesting kinds of programs: first, the more educational but still con-
tent-rich, like “The Sphere of Reason” (or The Noosphere) (Sfera Razuma), which is all about science and
learning; “Our School-Based Country” (Nasha Shkolnaya Strana) — which, despite management’s resis-
tance, turned out to be extremely popular, ran for 6 years and all schools wanted to show it. [another pro-
gram called “36 x 67?7?]

Second, shows of a more directly political nature, such as “Freedom Square” (Ploshchad’ Svobody); and a
nicely titled program called “From Friday to Friday” with political commentator Ol’ga Nikitina — a talk
show that alludes to Robinson Carusoe in its title: Russians are like Carusoe, left stranded on a desert is-
land without any direction/help and they need to learn how to do everything anew — with the assistance of
a man Friday.

SITUATION FOR MEDIA/JOURNALISTS MORE GENERALLY: There’s no way she or any other
reporter can work as a “free” (independent, contract) journalist. TV basically performs the function of
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showing news, sports, and kids shows but has no obligation to show civic programming. The idea of
“cultural” programming here includes no more than shows on libraries and museums, NOT “culture” in a
broader sense that would political life.

Two years ago people went to the legislature with a law project — supported by 44 different groups — to
enable NGOs and NKOs to work more closely/easily together. It sat for a half year without moving and
eventually died.

On TV 35, until 5 PM there is “private programming” and after 5 PM only state programs. (So no prime-
time audiences for “private” shows.) Also private stations are Tele X and Channel 38 (??). Between elec-
tions, there are very few programs dealing with politics; there’s more news.

SUMMARY:: With all the new ideas and objectivity in the world, TV journalists still have trouble buck-
ing “the system” when their bosses are not ready for more liberal ideas. AND THERE’S NOWHERE
ELSE TO GO, in most cases, from state-dominated broadcast media.

33. Apxus, E.KoBajnepckasi, noe3aka B PocroB-Ha-Jlony mist ARD, 09 — 11 uionsi 2004 roaa.

IIpaBo3alIMTHUKH

Ecunos JImutpuii. MexayHapoHast mpaBo3allnTHas accamosies (manee mo texcty MITA)
Turos IMutpuii. A30Bckoe oTeicHre [IBUKEHUS OCTPAABIINX B YSYCHCKOM KOHMIIUKTE.
Myunesan Bacuymmii. ['paxianckas IpaBo3alllUTHAS JIUTA.

HutepBbio npoBeneno 11 uions. 9:30 — 11:35

OcHOBHBbI€ BHIBOJIbI:

Bce opranumzanuu, mpencTaBlieHHbIE CBOMMH IJIMAEpaMH Ha HHTEPBBIO, BXOIAT B (elepaiabHbIe CEeTH
MPaBO3AIIUTHBIX OpraHu3anuii. BMecre ¢ KpUTHKOHN «1ieHTpay (HeahPEKTUBHO paboOTaTh C PETHOHOM U3
LIEHTpa, HEPABHOMEPHOE pacrpesiesicHne GUHAHCOB MEXKIY IICHTPOM H CEThIO, HCHYKHBIC MEPOIPHUSITHS,
Ha KOTOPBIC TPATATCS ACHBIU...) OTMEUACTCS BAKHOCTh HH()OPMAIIMOHHOW TMOMICPKKH ICHTPOB U
(akTopa BKIIOUEHHSI B OOIIepoCcCHHCKOE U MEXKIyHAPOTHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO IIPABO3AIIMTHBIX
opranuzanuii. Ha ypoBHE pernoHa Kaxaoi U3 OpraHu3aiuii yIaloch JOOUTHCS YCIIEXOB B OMPEIEICHHBIX
npoekrax. Hanbosnee BaKHBIMU M3 OCYIIECTBICHHBIX MHHIIMATUB OTMEUAIOTCS MPOCKTHI M0 KOTKPBITOMY
OFO/KETY», 3alllUTE MTPaB MHOCTPAHHBIX CTYJEHTOB, pad0TE C MUTPAaHTAMH.

HpaBO3aIlII/ITHI/IKI/I Y6C)KI[€HBI, qTO CErogHss IIOOAMHOYKE BBIKUTH HCEBO3MOXKHO. HY)KHI)I CCTCBBIC
MPOEKTHl Ha pErHoHANBHOM YypoBHe. [lng peanm3anmuyd 3TUX TPOSKTOB HMEETCS ITOTEHIUA,
HapaOoTaHHBINA 3a Tociequue 5 yeT. OObeIUHATHCS HEOOXOIUMO 10 HECKOJIBLKUM TpuunHaM. [ raBHAs:
BO3pacTaroliee naBiicHHe Biacteidl Ha mnpaBo3amutHeie HKO. Cpeam cymecTBeHHBIX (DakTOpoB JUIst
OOBEIMHEHHsI Ha3bIBAIOTCS «YCTaJOCTh», OTCYTCTBHE BEpPHl B TO, YTO MOXKHO YTO-THOO H3MEHHTH,
OTCYTCTBHE TPHUTOKA HOBBIX IJIIOJE B CEKTOp, OTCYTCTBUE sApKuX wuzaei. CoBMmecTHas MpPOEKTHas
ACATCIIBHOCTE MOKET IMOMOYb IIPEOAOJICTL I3THU TPYAHOCTH. HpaBO?,aHII/ITHI)IG Oopranuvsanuu BUOAT
COTPYIHHUYECTBO C MApTHAMH KaK HEKOTOPYIO AOCTATOYHO AAJEKYIO MepcHeKTuBy. [IpuumHOil 3TOMY
CIIy’)KUT BCTPEYHOE OTCYTCTBHE BHUMaHUS MapTuii kK Bo3MoxkHocTssM HKO, oTkpoBeHHOE UCIIONB30BaHNE
ceteii HKO B mepuwon BBIOOpHBIX KaMITaHUK 0€3 KakOH-THOO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B IajbHEHIIEM 3a
oOeIIanus, cpalliBaHUe TMOJIUTUYCCKOTO HCTIONHUIIMEHTA C aJMHUHHCTPATHBHBIM. Ha ypoBHE Malbix
TOPOJIOB OYEHb CJIa0bl M MAaJOYHUCICHHBI HU30BBIC TNAapTUiHBIE sSuehku. Jlaxke OHU (QOPMHUPYIOTCS C
WCTIIOJIb30BaHUEM aJMHHHACTPATHBHOTO pecypca.

Taxxke oTMEYEH TaKoi (I)aKTOp, OKa3LIBaIOI.LIPII>i BJIMAHUC HaA Pa3BUTHUC MNPABO3AINIUTHOTO ABUIKCHUSA KaK
CTOJIKHOBCHHC HJCOJIOTUYICCKUX HUHTCPCCOB. I[eMOKpaTI/I‘IGCKaH HIOCOJIOTHA CTAJIKUBACTCA C HHGOHOFHeﬁ
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Hp&BSIH.[CfI peFHOHaHBHOﬁ OJIUTBI, KOTOpasd BO MHOI'OM OIIMPACTCA Ha PCEruoOHAJIBHOM YPOBHEC Ha
OXPaHUTCIIbHYIO U KOHCCPBATUBHYIO UJCOJIOTMIO Ka3aucCTBa.

Jng toro, 4yToOBl ycmemrHo pa®oTaTh Ha PETHOHAIHHOM YpPOBHE HYXHBI, IO MHEHHUIO PECIIOHIIEHTOB,
HapsAy C CETEBBIMHU MIPOEKTaMH, CYLICCTBEHHBIE TI0 MacIITabaM MPOEKTHI 110 MPABOBOMY MPOCBELICHUIO
HaCeJICHUS, PACIIMPEHUIO COLMANbHONW 0a3bl HEKOMMEPYECKOTO CEKTOpAa, HYXKHBI KOHCYJbTallMOHHBIC
BIOXKEHHsT (OT CIeNHaIM3UPOBAHHBIC PECYPCHBIX MPABO3AIIMTHBIX LEHTPOB [0 HPHBICUYCHHUS
MEK/TyHAPOJHBIX KOHCYJIBTAaHTOB U POCCUHCKHX FOPUCTOB BHICOKOTO YPOBHS).

PernonanbHEIN TOTEHIIMAT TPETHETO CEKTOpa €CTh, OH 3HAYMUTEIHLHO BO3pOC 3a mociemuue 5 yer. Ho
celiuac MNEepeJIOMHad CUTyallusd UMCHHO C TOYKHU 3PCHUA MPOTHUBOCTOAHUA JABJICHUIO BJacTell Ha TpeTI/Iﬁ
CEKTOp — JJS TOTO, 4YTOOBI OOIIECTBCHHBIM OpTaHU3aIMsIM BBICTOSATh B PETHMOHAX M COXPAHUTh
HE3aBHCUMOCTh, Hy»KHa PECYpCHas TIOIep>KKa, B TOM YHcIie (HAHCOBASL.

PacuugpoBka cTeHOrpaMMBI.

Ecunos /.

Kpatko mnpeacraBun opranuzanuio. OTMmeTHn Xoporiee HWH(POPMAIMOHHOE B3aWMOJACHCTBUE IS
MexayHapoaHOW MpaBO3aIIUTHONH accamOien (BosrimaBnsier ApyTioHOB, Mocksa). Mupopmarms
cobupaercs Ha opTaie ¢ uHpopMaIKeH Mo MpaBaM YeoBeka (MOCMOTPETh KOOPAUHATHI) — HHGOPMAITUS
paszbura mo HampaBieHusM. MITA umeer dumuans! mo Poccuu. OTaeneHus opraHu3aiil 000CO0ICHB.
Unenckas opraausanus — okoisto 70 wienos (3apy0., cpemauss Asus - 5).

Bonpoc: kak 6onee s¢pghexmusno nodoepocusamos mpemuil cexkmop? bonvue pacckazame o cumyayuu 8
obwecmeeHHbIX op2anuzayusx — pecuonax Poccuu.

MesxayHapo Hast MpaBoBas acCOLUAINs Bea MPoekT «OTKPBITHINA OromKkeT». MaTpa npoduHaHcHpoBana
nmpomoipkeHne. Marpa ¢uHaHCHpoBana aBa pasza Tonpsd, 4ro ObBaer penko. CoOpamn MHOTO
marepuasioB. OCHOBHas 3ajada HAy4WTh OOIIECTBEHHBIC OpTaHM3aIlMU padoTaTh C OIOIKETOM.
3akoHONmaTenbHOE ywacTHe. B pganbHeiilieM HHTepecHee padoTaTh ¢ TOBapHILECTBAMH
COOCTBEHHMKOB KUJIbsA. JT0 crermanusuposanuasie HKO. TTmoxo 3HaroT mpaBa/obs3ansoctr. He ymeror
B3aMMOJICHCTBOBATH JIPYT C APYTOM U HE yMEIOT B3aumoieicTBoBaTth co CMU. [laTh mpaBoOBBIE OCHOBBI —
B KOHTEKCTE IpaB 4YelloBeKa. Xaoc. ECTh xopomunii crienuaancT-IopucT.

Camoe sdextuBHOE mia mogaepxku. Iloamep:kka MAPTHEPCKOH ceTHM B Pa3HbIX peroHax. 5-7
naptHepckux opranmzanuii  (PocroB-Kpacuomap-CraBpomosb). IlpoekTHsiii mpoxaykr. Ilo omHo#i
OpraHu3alii BBIKHUTH HeBO3MOXKHO. Ha oOmepoccuiickoM ypoBHEe - TpOMajHBIE CETH, 3aHSTHIC,
3aBHCHMOCTBH (TOJIOBHASI OPraHU3alHsl IOJy4aeT BECh pecypc, 4acTo HaxoauTcst B Mockae).

Bonpoc: kax moscHo 0asams 0eHbau Makum napmHepcmeam?

MoXHO J[aBaTh JCHbIM OJHOW OpraHU3alMd — KOTJa CeTh MAalleHbKas, HET aJIMHHHCTPATHBHON
3aBHCHMOCTH, HAJICTPOCK. MOXKHO ClieJaTh JOTOBOP — COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY KTO-TO OTBEYaeT 3a
U3/1aTeIbCKUI KOMIIOHEHT, KTO-TO 3a 00pa30BaTe/IbHbIi KOMIIOHSHT. Bee 3HalOT, YTo 3a KeM 3aKperuieHO.
EcTb X0poIIo ycTOsIBIIMECS MapTHEPhl — KOTOPBHIM TOBEpsiClllb, HE MOJABEAYT. [IpuMep: Beld MPOEKT B
KpacHomape — oOy4eHue mpaBam 4delioBeka B Inkonax (rmy6uHke). [TncbMa MOIIEPKKH MHCATH OT PYKU
50 ceTeBBIX OpraHu3anuii.

HN3aep:kku LHEHTPAJBLHOH CeTH @ NMOJHOMOYHMI He XBAaTaeT, Bce BpeMsl IOHAKWT B MockBy Ha
cemuuapnl. Hy:xkHo oxBatuth HOkHblil okpyr. Heduero tackaTth mMOCTOSIHHO Jroaeii B MocKkBy —
Aoporo u He 3P PEeKTUBHO.

Bonpoc: Ecmb nu cneyughuxa npasosawumusix opeanusayuti FOza Poccuu.

Mynesan B.
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Crnemuduxka mpobiem Ha Ore.

MXT': BbIsIBIIEHa dTHUYECKasl TUCKpPUMHUHALU B npecce. beil B MockBe Ha KOH(EpEeHIHH C MOCIOM TI0
MIPUBJIEYEHHIO CTYAEHTOB By30B ( K O0phOe MPOTHB AUCKPHMHHAIMK B By3ax?). 3aHATHS IO IIpaBaM
YeloBeKa, MEXKIYHapoJHBIM HOpMaM TpaBa, MexayHapoaHble MNpaBa HaceJeHHs KacalTcs
He3HA4YUTEJbHO. Ha mpakTuke J110AM He MOHMMAIOT, YTO 3TO Takoe. B opraHuzanyy OTCIIEKHUBAIOT
Jesia; CMOTPETh, HalpuMep, Kak B CyJax HPOXOIT aHAJOTHYHBIC JAena PyccKuX M apMsH. OxazaHue
momomu cryAaeHTam Asun, Adpuku, KaBkaza. MHoro mpobiem — oOMmEXHUTHS HE O0JIaroycTpOCHHI,
YacThle MOXapbl (BBITOpEIN IEJbIiH 3TaX B OOIICKUTHU ... MCIUIUHCKOM ? — HUKAKHX ICHCTBHU MO
PEMOHTY HE NPEINPHUHATO, JAM B Ka4eCTBE WIUTIOCTPAUKM cBOed paboTsl craThi). HezammimeHHocTs
HHOCTPaHHBIX cTyaeHTOB. Ha Bce 3asiBieHusi — orgyrooanBaot. [IpaBooxpaHuTte/ibHble OPraHbl
BBIMOTAIOT JeHbIH. Ha Mecsi mpu Bbe3/ie B TOPO U PETHCTPallii OTHUMAIOT MACTIOPTa, TAIOT CIIPABKY.
Brnactu: xypaTtopbl mo crtpaHaMm, HO paboTaroT Hed(pdekTuBHO. MyseBaH HaxXxOOUTCS B KOHTAaKTE C
KypaTopoM 1o appuKaHCKUM CTyAeHTaM. HOCTpaHHBIX CTyAeHTOB 3abuparot B muuimio ( mo 5000 p.
«Tuna mrpad»). CoOUparT IeHbIH 3a OXpaHy oOmexkuTHs. Vcropus orpalieHHs: y HHOCTPAHHOTO
CTyZAeHTa OBbUT LIBETHOM TEIEBU30p U UTO-TO ellle U3 Bemei. ['paburens 3amen B Macke U ¢ THCTOJIETOM —
Bce 3a0pan (Ha rmasax y JkeHbl W peOenka). OOpamancs B Mumunuio, OespesynbraTHo. Coro3
adpUKaHCKUX TOCYIApCTB €CTh, CTYISHTHI M3 A(QpUKH caMOOPTaHW30BaNCh. ApaObl OOBETUHUTHCS HE
MOTYT — apabbl 00beauHAIOTCA 1o mapTusM. CBOH coro3 co3nanu adpuKaHIBl. Apadbl KATYIOTCHA, YTO
UX NIPMHUMAIOT 32 TEPPOPHCTOB. 8§ - ro MapTta B ropojae PocToBe 0bl1a aKuusi: BBILLIH ¢ IBETAMH B
ropol K JKUTEJSM C Meccaa:KeM «Mbl He TeppopucThI». Jluaep adppukanckor oOmmHBI yke 6 jer
yunutcst B PocroBe. K mpuezxkuM W3 pPyCcCKMX MHIIHMIMS B TOpoAe HE LEIUISeTCS — OHH YKe
opueHTHpytoTcs. VI301eHusl HHOCTPaHHBIX CTYACHTOB.

Hcropus: xorga xenbcHHKCKUIM OHI HeaaBHO NMpoBoAMa moJ PocToBoM ceMHHap IO MpaBaM YesIOBEKa,
ceMuHap nmuKeTUpoBanyu npeacrasuteny PHE ¢ mmakaramu «HO0CTpanIter — moion u3 Poccunl!».
Cucrema mnongepxkun MXI peruonanbHoro koopaunaropa — «lloaydyaio mo mnpoekry
«HOpuauueckue KaIuHUKU» 3apmiaary (2200 py6. B mecsin). OctanpHoe JIeNal0 caM Ha BOJOHTEPCKHX
Hadanax. Kak comepkaTh KIMHMKY IPH TaKuX YCJIOBUSX, KaK 3aHMHTEPECOBBIBATH CTYAEHTOB?» B
JabHEHIIeM — CTyICHTaM y4acTHe B KIIMHUKaX He HHTEPECHO, HET IePCIICKTUBHI.

OOmanuck ¢ KOPpeCcmoHIEHTaMy — IO BOIIPOcaM ObITa M HE3AIIUINEHHOCTH MHOCTPAHHBIX CTYAEHTOB.
CryneHTsl He Ha3bIBalOT CBOM MMeHa. bosATcs mocnencTBuii Ha ypoBHE By3a. IIpoBenn aHOHUMHBIN
KOHKYPC IO BBISIBJICHHIO MTPOOJIEM MHOCTPAHHBIX CTYICHTOB COBMECTHO C aJMUHUCTPALUEH POCTOBCKON
obnactu. TonpKo 2 yenoBeKka yKa3ain UMeHa. AJMUHHCTpaNus Mpu3Hana npooemst (?)

B PoctoBe 1294 unHocTpaHHBIX cTyAeHTa W3 /6 cTpaH. MeIWIMHCKHHA YHHBEPCUTET — TIOJB3YeTCs
cupocoM. 'ox yueOwr ctout 200 mom. Ormermnu, uro H. IIponenko xopomio paboraer B 3 CEKTOPOM
(xypuanucT m3manus «opox N»), He nckaxkaeT HH(POPMAITHIO

Turos /.

JBmwkeHue mocrpanaBmux B dedeHCKoM KoH(pmukre. Jlo 1992 roma xmmm B ['po3Hom. JIBmxkeHue
OCHOBaHO MurpanTamu u3 Yeunu. EcTh B ABMKeHNM MUTPaHTHl n3 CpenHeil A3uu, AaabHEro 3apyo0eKbs.
OObenuHeHsl Ha JOOPOBOJILHBIX Hauanax. 8 oTAeleHUi OBMKEHHS. 8 pasIMyYHBIX HACEJICHHBIX MTyHKTOB
pocToBckoil obmactu. PaboTaemM Ha MecTax, IIe MPOXKUBAeT HauOoJjblee KOJMYECTBO MUIPAHTOB.
Jpmwxenne Bo3HUKIO B 1996 romy (Azos — ropox B 30 kM. ot PocToBa) A3oBckoe orneienne MoHma -
3a/lauy’ OKa3aHHUE COLMAIBHOM, TICUXOJIOTMYECKON, COLIMAIBHON U IOPUAMYECKON OIEPKKH MUTPAHTaM.
B A3oBe HajaseHO TecHOe B3aMMOJeiiCTBHE ¢ COUMAJBLHON cdepoii, ¢ 001acTHOI MUTPaHOHHONM
cayxooii. IlpoGmembr Hadasmch — ¢ 2000 — korma mwurpamuoHHas ciyx0a Obuta TepenaHa B
MunuctepctBo BHyTpeHHUX aen. Cynsl — murpantam BbigaBanock 8000 py0. kak KoMmIeHcamms 3a
yTpaueHHOE KWibe (Ha CTPOUTENBCTBO — MPUOOpPETEHHE) HOBOTO KWiibs. Ilociie momydeHus ccynusl —
BBIUCPKUBAIM W3 OYEpedu Ha KWibe. l'ocymapcTBO B3sUI0 Ha ce0s KOMIICHCALUMHM 3a MEepHoJ HepBOH
yeueHcKko BoWHBI — 120 TwIc. pyOseit Ha demoBeka — i nepruoaa 1992-1994 roma. A monn yeskaau
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panbine, B 1991 rony. Ceituac BepxHioro rpanuity — 1994 roa. — yopanu — o0I11ecTBO 3a 3T0 00pOJIOCh, U
3TO MOXHO cuuTarh nodenoir. MBJI ¢ coumajbHOil padoThl MEepenLIo HAa CHJIOBBIE METOAbI OOPBHOBI ¢
HeJleraJbHbIMH MUTpaHTaMu. TpyaoBas Murpanus it pOCTOBCKOM 00JIacTH SIBICHHE YK€ OObIYHOE —
1 muH. 4YenoBeK MpHe3kaeT ¢ YKpaumHbl paboTaTh Ha MOJSA. 3aKOHOAATENbHAas 0a3za OYEHb YCIIOXKHSIET
pPETUCTpaLMIO NpUEXaBIIMX Ha padoTy. JIFOIU KUBYT Ha TONAX, KUBYT B TPYIHBIX YCIOBHAX — CTPOSIT
LIaNaly OpsiMO Ha MOJIAX U B HUX XUBYT. Opransl MBJI mpoBoasT cienaibHbIe perb.

PaGoTHHKM MUTpalMOHHON CIyObl, YBOJIGHHBIE TPH IEPEBOJIE MHUTPAHOHHON cinyxObsi B MBJI,
pacckaspiBarotT, uto MBJ[ mpousBena 3akynky KBapTHUp Al MIIMLHOHEPOB — BMECTO TOT'O, YTOOBI
MIPEIOCTABUTH JKUIIbE MUTPAHTaM.

Brictynaem 4depe3 @opyMm mnepecejieHYecKuX opraHusanuii, Cow3 001I1eCTBEHHBIX OPraHU3aIHUii,
padoraromux Ha FOre Poccunm — mo murpanTam. bonbiioe KOJMYeCTBO MUTPAHTOB W HAIIMOHATBHBIX
o0mmH — uepra PocroBa-Ha-/loHy. 3 BOCTOUHBIX palioHa B POcTOBCKOI 001aCTH, 3aCeIEHHBI YSUEHCKUMU
oexennamu. Poip @opyma — obMen unpopmanueit. MHorma cobupatorcst Ha koHpepenimsax. (Jlumep
dopyma — J.LU.I'padosa, neHer Ha MOAICPIKKY CETH HET).

Baxno: Pacmmpenue cdepbl AeATeIbHOCTH HA MaJjble TOPoJa M CeJIbCKYI0 MecTHOCTh. Cnabo
HaJa)KeHa JIeATENIbHOCTh OOIECTBEHHBIX OpraHM3aluid. 3a4aTKU TPEThETO CeKTopa. BriOmmm B A30Be
OecIuraTHyI0 KOMHATY JJIsl OOIIECTBECHHBIX OpTraHU3aluid — B AJIMHUHUCTpAITAU. BpeMst U1 COBEIIaHuA —
no rpaduky. Hanaxena pabora ¢ anMuHHCcTpanueld. B cemax eme xyke cuTyalus — HET KOMITBIOTEPOB,
Het nomenteHuid. ['opox Capck (PocToBckast 00:1acTh) — IpUeXain JIOIH, KOTOPBIE XOTeIH ObI CO3/1aBaTh
oOmiecTBeHHbIe oprann3anuu. KoHcynmpTupoBamu. Uepes HEKOTOpOe BpeMs IPU BCTPeYe BBISICHHUIIH, YTO
CO3/1aTh OOINECTBEHHYIO OpPTraHM3alHMIO0 3allpeTWiIN — aaMUHHCTpanus He naja. «Bpimen kazaumii
aTaMaH ¢ IIAIIKOW M cKa3aj, Kakue BaM TYT OpraHuM3auMu — s BaM TYT ycTporo. Kazaku BooOie
NMPOTHB TPHe3KUX. AJIMHUHHUCTPAIUs He TpPOraer Ka3zadecTBo. 3aM ry0epHATOpPa POCTOBCKOM
obsacTu — Ataman Beamkoro Boiicka gqonckoro». Pecypc. Ilonmutruka ¢ nepecenennamu. Io3uumnu
Ka3a4ecTBa 0YeHb CUIBbHBI. Pazsute CMU — mitopani3M — HEBO3MOXKHO. DTO AOJKHA OBITh MacCHBHAs
nporpaMma — JieT Ha 5-7.

H.TutoB Bxoaut B CoBer mpu rybepHarope. C 1996 roga — 15 mpoekrToB, 4 OTHeleHHS TONYYHIN
¢unancupoBanue ot (oumos. 2000 r. — KOHCYJBTATHBHBIM COBET NPH YNPAaBICHUH aIMHHUCTPALUU
ropoja A30B — B Hero Bouutd 17 opranuzanuii. JIMuTpuii ero BO3riiaBiseT.

Bemum Ha PocroBckuii pecypcnsiii ientp B 2001 — 2003 r. PPIl mposen 20 cemuHapoB B A3oBe.
BbazoBbie ceMuHapsl A OOLIECTBEHHBIX OopraHu3auuii. Hauamu rpaHThl nucath Menkue OpraHu3aluy —
paseutae. C 2003 rtoma corpymamuaeM ¢ MXI. [IpoekT mommepKKd MHOTO(YHKIHOHATHHBIX
MPaBO3ALIUTHBIX IEHTPOB. bbuln mpuBIeueHsl aasi paboTel B oOjact. B Axcae HamaxkeHO
B3aMMOJICHCTBUE C caHaTopueM «3apaBHHLA». Cbe3KaroTcs AETH, BKIIOYAs MHUTPAHTOB M MECTHBIX.
Axcaiickoe otnenenne Beio npoekt «lllkona TonepanTHocTH» ( Ha 6a3e akcalickoro caHaropwus). «/lereit
MPUYYal0T BMeCTE€ K TOJEPaHTHBIM OTHOIIEHUsAM». B mpommiom romy 6su1 mpoekT ot PRI. B A3zose
€IMHCTBEHHAs B POCTOBCKOHM 00JIaCTH MOAPOCTKOBAs KOJOHUS + ceifyac OpraHu3yIoT )KEHCKYIO KOJIIOHUIO.
bpamn mozmpoctkoB (0CBOOOKHAIOIIMXCS?), BENM CONPOBOXICHUE. B TepBble Mecslpl peaau3anun
MIPOEKTa CHU3WIICS penuauB npectyruieHni Ha 30 %.

Cranmu BBIXOIUTH Ha oOpa3zoBaTelbHbIE TPOCKTHI B cepe mpas yenoBeka. IOpuandeckoe oOyyeHue. ..
MHoro pa3nuuHbIX HauoHanbHBIX 00muH. FOPPL] — 2002 rog — mpoekT mo TpyAOyCTPOHCTBY B cenax.
SIpmapku BakaHcuil B cenax. I{piranckue u (? — HasBaHa BTOpas HaIlMOHAIbHAs oOIIMHA, Hepas0.) B
paiioHax — 3aMKHYThIE OOIIIMHEI, CIIOKHO PabOTaTh.

C 2004 roma — mpoeKT O MOHHTOPWHTY COOIIOJCHHs IpaB MHTPAHTOB Ha oOpa3oBaHue. Y nereil
MHTPAHTOB €CTh TPYXHOCTH ¢ 00pa3oBaHueM. JleTn oTcTaroT.
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HyxHo mnpomoaxaTh pa3BHUTHE NPOrpaMM pa3BUTHS OOLIECTBEHHBIX OPraHu3aluii B MaJbIX
ropoJax M cejax.

[Ipo6Giemsl, o0mmme i 001acTH — pe3roMe:

HaumonanbHbie 00IIMHEBL

MecTHbIE — IPHE3KUE

Bocnuranue TonepaHTHOCTH

[IpaBa yenoBeka B MaJIbIX cenax

He xBaTaeT pecypCcHOro npaBO3alIUTHOr0 IeHTpa. MHOro HyXHO HWH(OPMAIWH, ITOMOIIL C
IOpUIUIECKUMU KIMHUKaMU. UTOOBI pa3BHBaTh B MENKUX ropogax. He mogammytcs. HykHa moMoIrs.
Metonuueckue Marepuaisl. [IpuMep 3KCIiepTHO-NPABOBOTO COBETA. OPraHM30BaTh B PocToBe 00ydeHue
Ha Mectax ropuctoB. HOpHUCTBI, agBOKaThl, Kak oOpaTUThCS B eBpomeickuii cyxa. HezaBucumblit
DKcnepTHO-TIpaBoBo# coBeT B PocTore. M.IlonskoBa npeyiaraeT — eciiu cobepeTe CyneH, cienoBaTenei,
MPOKYPOPOB — IKCIIEPTHO-IIPABOBOM COBET MOKET MPHUEXaTh 3a CBOH cueT. MHOro I0pUCTOB pabOTaIOT B
apmuHucTparuu. B AW cnenanu ropuaudeckuii oTaea — CBOM OpUCThl. O0yYaTh rocynapCTBEHHBIX
FOPHICTOB TIpaBaM YeJIOBEKa.

Bonpoc: C kaxumu cmpyxmypamu éracmu 63aumooeticmsayom?
MecTHbIE aIMHHHACTPALUN. KOMHTET MO paboTe C WHOCTPAHHBIMH TpaXTaHAMU - 3aMECTHTEIH IO
cTpanaMm. MecTHOE YIIpaBICHHUE COIUATHHON 3aIIUTHI.

Bonpoc: xax ezaumooeiicmeyrom (u ecmb U nepcnekmuebl 63auMOOCUCmeUs) ¢ NOAUMUYECKUMU
napmuamu?

IonuTHYecKue MAPTHUM HHTEPECYIOTCS] HEKOMMEPYECKHUMHU OPraHM3alMsMH TOJLKO B TEPUO
BHIOOPOB.

Mynesan B.

Benu neperosopsl ¢ EnuncteoM, S16mokom, CIIC. HeratuBHoe oTHomeHHE K MurpanTam. [laptuu nepen
BBEIOOpaMU OOpAIIAOTCSI — MPOCST MPOBECTH coOpaHus MurpanToB. «OOeMal0T B TpU KopoOa, MOTOM
OeraTth Hy>XKHO 32 HIMH, YTOOBI HCTIOTHSITA OOCIIaHus».

Hacenenue k adpukaHiiaM OTHOCUTCSI HETATUBHO.

Ecumnos /.

Pa6oTa ¢ moJuTHYEeCKMMH MAPTHSIMU — padoTa oyaymero. C memyTaTaMu OT MapTHil paboTaTh MOXKHO
(oOrtIecTBEHHBIE TPUEMHBIE, ITOMOIIHWKKM JEMyTaroB). IIMCbMa JIIOMM BCErAa MHUINYT B  BBICIIHE
uHCTaHIMU — ryOepHaropy. IIpesunenty. He paboTaer memouka oOpalieHHl B HMXHHE HWHCTAHIUH.
HekoTopsle nemyTaTsl TOTOBBI MIATH Ha KOHTAKT — «YEJOBEK IMPOHMKACTCS, YEIOBEKA MOXKHO YBIICUBY.
[TocnenHee mocnaHue Mpe3ueHTa — HEM3BECTHO, KaK CKaKeTcs Ha 3Toil padore. s coTpynHUYeCTBa
HY’KHO, 4YTOOBI COBHAJalld TIOJHOCTBIO B3MNsAAbl. Ham Bce paBHO, KakWe MOJMTHYECKUE B3TIISIBL.
HezaBucumocts. TOYKH COMPUKOCHOBEHHS €CTh, HO MEXaHM3MbI He BbIpadoTanbl. B Mockse ObLI
®opym nonuTHYeCKHX mapTuil (HempaBmiIbHO, Kaxkercs, HasbiBaeT — E.K.). Korma Bce monuTHdecku
naptuu OblIH TpeacTaBicHbl. HenmpaBmiabHO padoTaTs TOJAbLKO ¢ 0AHOI maptueii. Hyxen nuanor n
IUTOIAJIKa JUId TMOHUMaHus padotsl Becex maptuil. MXI™ He paboraer ¢ Sl6mokom (oTBEeT Ha BOIIPOC O
mouepkke MXI fI6510ka). B MajibIx ropoaax Bce 3aBHCHT OT JIMYHBIX OTHoOWeHHil. Ecin B MamoM
ropoae napyxat auzaepsl JIIIIP u SI610ka — TO oHM MOTYT KoomepupoBartbecs. IlapTadeiku B MaslbIx
ropojiax MaJIeHbKHE.

Turos /.

CIIC B A30Be BO3TNIaBIISIET Ka3auuii aTaMaH. DK30THYecKkue uaeH. Beex kasakos 3ardan B CIIC.

[Ipaeie maptum mpourpanmu B Jymy. llouemy: He mposBmium 0co0Oi aKTHBHOCTU. PernoHanmbHBIC
MpEJICTABUTENIM MapTUM BCE CBOU aKI[MU COTJIACOBBIBAIOT C aIMUHUCTpAIIUEN. Y YaCTHUKH OJTHOW UTPHI.

/R) USAID/Moscow. Democracy Assessment.: Political Process, Local Governance, and Civil Society D-51



Annex D

Bce Ha MecTax HaXOASITCS MOJA BJMSHUEM aAMHUHHCTPATUBHOrO pecypca. Jlns B3pocnsix — 3a CIIC
HEJIB3s TOJIOCOBATh, Tak Kak TaM — Yyobaiic.

Ecumnos /I.
MecTHas BIacTh KOHTPOJIHPYET BCE MOJUTHUYECKUE MPOCTPaHCTBO. [lonutnyeckas 6oprda Bsnas. Hukro
HE IIPUrJacul Ha YTeHHE NporpamMmel. Bee orpaHnynBaeTcst pacnpoCTpaHEHUEM JTUCTOBOK.

Bonpoc: o npenamcmeusax — umo mewaem pabomams?
Pecypcol
Her 3akonoB

MDuHAHCOB He XBaTaeT. AIMMHHCTPATHBHOeE JaBJeHHe He J1aeT pa3BepHyThes. IIpoBepkn ocTnnmnmn

3akpeiTHe opraHm3anuid. Eciou sBHO BhICTYnatb mpoTWB BiacTd. bynyt naBute. OOBHHATH B
mmuoHaxe. JlaBnenne co croponsl OCB. Ecnm cunbHO BBICTYNaTh, MOAKIIOUAT Bce. B Ganke mpu
OTKPBITHH cueTa ToBOpSAT: «Bwl, HaBepHOoe. YeueHckuli 60eBuK». OYeHb MaJIO0 JI0Jeli TOTOBBI UATH B
o0mecTBeHHblil cekTtop. HoBble siomm He roroBbl. Crapele BbiAoxauch. Her mpeii. Mbl He
BOCNIUTHIBaeM Kaapbl. Hukro He moiiger 3a koneiiku. ECTb rpaHThl, €CTh 3apIjiaThl — HET TPAHTOB —
HeT 3apIuiar.

Henonumanue o0uiecTBa, YeM 3aHHMAIOTC O0LIECTBEHHbIE OPraHM3alMM. 31€Chb U BHHA OTYacTU
oOriecTBeHHBIX opraHuzanuii. [Ipobiemsl KagpoB BHYTpH OOIIECTBEeHHOM opraHuzanuu. Bee mgymaror,
yT0o mnuoHsl. «Ecnu IlyTHH Tak nymaer, HaBepHOe, BCsI CTpaHa Tak aymaer». JIoau ToToBbI AyMaTh, 4TO
370 Tak. HykHa HH(OpPMALHOHHO-00pa3oBaTe/ibHAS NporpaMma Jisi BCero HacejdeHusl. BaxHo
JoHecTH 110 Jroaed. Bee obliecTBeHHBIE OpraHU3aluy KUBYT B CBOEM KPYTY, a OOILIECTBO — OTAENBHO.
Baxnbl MeToauueckue HapaboTku EBponsl, AMeprKH — 4TOOBI MOAHUMAIIH MJIAHKY TOTO, YTO MBI MOXKEM
cenaTh.

Karactpoda, kommepueckas pekiiamMa — Majo MecTa Uil couuanbHoi Temarnku B CMMU. Ilocne
cemuHapa ¢ MXT', xoropsiii mukerupoBana PHE B Hambonee maccoBoil ropojnckoii razere «BeuepHuit
PocroB» (mioxast rasera, Mo MHEHHIO NPaBO3AIMTHHKOB) ObUIa OIyONMKOBaHA CTAaThs, B KOTOPOM
paccykJanock O TOM, IIOYEMY CEMHHAp IPOBOJUTCS HAa MHOCTPAHHBIE JE€HbIM, KyJa IOWIeT
aHanuTHaeckas nHpopmanus. UHpopManus npernoIHOCUTCS HACEICHUIO B HCKAKEHHOM BH/IE.

B A3zoBe pazpabarbiBaeTcsi MPOEKT 3aKOHa O MyHHLIMIIAIBHOM TIpaHTe. KOHTponms M KpuTHKa 3a
JEMCTBHEM TOCYIapCTBa HEBO3MOXKHBI.

Bonpoc: Kaxosa cemv npagosawummuvix opeanuzayuti 6 Pocmoge?

Oxono 20 opranmszarmii. PeanpHo paboraromux mo PoctoBy u obmactr MoxuO HaszBath 7-10 (B PoctoB
npueskan KocrpoyB, koTopblii ceifuac pabotaer Ha MakaprypoB B MockBe). AKTHBHO paboraer
YepeBaTeHKO, HO OHA ACIyTaT, y Hee HEMPUKOCHOBEHHOCTh. Hy KHBI TpaBo3aIIUTHEIE OMOINOTEKH.

Curyanusi ¢ TpeTbUM ceKTOpoM B PocroBe m o6umactm «cnsmas». dDopmansHo oxono 4000
opranusanuii B PocroBckoii o6nactu (2002- 2003 rr. — E.K. He yBepena B Tounoctu uudp). [lo obmactu
—400. Her TenneHiy, 4To0bl cekTop pa3BuBaics. B koHie 90-x ObLT BCIUIECK — 0KUAATIOCH, YTO MIPHUIYT
FOPHUCTBI, KOTOPBIM OyeT HHTEPECHO OTCTaMBaTh MpaBa YeJ0BEeKa C TYMaHUTAPHBIX MO3ULIKH. VIHBAIHIBI
Bcerya OyZyT OTCTauBaTh CBOM ITpaBa. 3aluTa IpaB — UACOJIOTHS, €l HY)KHO MPOHUKHYTHCS.

Bonpoc: Kax modcno coxpanums nomenyuan <mpemuve2o cexmopa»?

Ecumnos /.

Pa3BuBaTh Te NMpOEKTHI, KOTOpble HAa 3TO HampapJjeHbl. IlocMOTpeTh HampaBjieHHMe — HYKHBI
ceTeBble MPOEKTHI. AKTHBHO BeJack padoTa ¢ OekeHIIaMH, Kora ObUTM OPUTAaHCKHE ICHBIH — padoTanu
10 HANpaBJICHUSAM «KOH(IMKTOIOrUS», MUPOTBOpUecTBO. IIpaBo3amuTHeie IporpaMMbl — CIICIIUAIbHBIE
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MporpaMMbl 10  Pa3BUTHIO W OTKPBITMIO HOBBIX IPABO3AIIMTHBIX opranm3auuid. Hyskna
KOHCYJIbTaTHBHAs YacTh. [lonaepikka: 31eck paboTaeM M, 371eCh padOTaIOT OHU.

Crnoxnoctu: ¢ ®CB, ¢ nanorosoii. B IOctummio (B MHMHIOCT) €KETOMHO IHIIEM OTYET: KTO C KEM
B3auMoJielicTByeT. [lomHeHmmMii KOHTPONb, CHIBHO YykecTouwnd. [IpoBogstcst perynsipHo Oecensl —
BBI3BIBAIOT Ha Oecexy B MuHIOCT, 3amaioT Bompockl. [IpoBepku. HemssectHo, uem 3akoHuuTCs Oecena
(MHEHMe pecoH/IEHTa, KOT/Ia UeIIb Ha Oecelly, HEM3BECTHO, KaK OHA 3aBepiiuTcs). Jaror oOpaser s
OTYETOB, KaKHe IYHKThl HYXHO OCBeLIaTh. 1peOyIOT MPOTOKOJIBI COOpaHWi, YTO PEIIMIH, BCE HYXHO
3HaTh. [IpuMep: pernoHanbHas accamOiiest Bctynuia B nBrkenue [lamduinosoii «/letn Poccun», 4To0bI
y4acTBOBaTh B MporpaMme o0y4yeHHs IIpaBaM 4deioBeKa — JeTeil. Bonpoc «A 4To, BBl XOTHTE TaM KPBILLY
HaiTH, 9To Bac Ilamdumosa 3ammTur?».

Bonpoc: Kaxue ecmov ycnexu? Cumyayus ceiiuac nyquwe, wem 5 nem nazao?

Twuros /.

5 ner nHazaj pabora Obuta Gonee aktuBHOM. YBKB OOH ymuto w3 Poccuu. I[Ipobiaembr Murpanmu
npuenuck. CMU panbie ocsemany npobiemy. beuto 6onpme ¢punancupoBanus, Obuia uesl, ObUT BEIXOX
Ha MEXIyHapOJHBIH ypoBeHb. CTallo 3aTUXaTh, HAYAIOCh MECTHOE NIaBJICHHE, CTal MCIOIb30BAThCS IS
3TOTO aJIMHUHUCTPATHBHBIN pecypc. JlaBuTs. OgHa mapTus craja HMEHTPANbHOM, «yXe MOBBICTYIIATh HE
MOBBICTYTIACTIIY.

Ecunos /I.

3a 5-6 ser paGoThl B CeKTOpPe BBIPOCIH, M3MEHWJIHMCh, NMOHsiM. HaOpamuch ombITa, HayduIHCh
MOHUMATh MPOOJIEMBI — CMOTPETh Ha MPOOJIEMBI JIIOJCH, a He ¢ MO3MUMW JTHUYHOW BHITOnbL Tepsiercs
Bepa, 4TO B JAJIbHEIlIeM MBI CMO:KeM H3MEHSITh, MOMOraTh. [lonuTrdeckas cuTyaius MOBEPHYJIACH,
UIET OTTOK M3 ceKTopa. YToOBI He MOTepsATh MyTh, Hy)KHA COBMECTHAS JESTENHFHOCTh. Bece pa3po3HEHHI.
Jiis B3auMOJIEHCTBUS HY>KE€H UMITYJIbC. [loNuTHKA: BBIIABIMBATh 3apyOeKHBIC UCTOYHUKH, 3aMEHSATh MX
COLIMANIFHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTHIO OM3Heca. A OW3HEC BIacTh WTak HarubaeT. B OraroTBOpUTENBHBIX
mporpamMmax On3Heca OyIeT Ta ke CTPYKTypa 3aBUCHMOCTH On3Heca oT BiIacTH. Kpyr He pa3mbikaercs. O
co(hMHAHCUPOBAHUH: IOMIOJTHUTEIILHO OM3HEC MOXKET BIOXHTH 10 10% oT Xoporiero rpaHTa.

34. Open Russia’s Rostov School of Public Policy

June 11, 2004
Participants: Aleksandr Kirillovich Mamitov, Steve Grant, Vladimir Rimsky, Yekaterina Lushpina

The arrest of Khodorkovsky had little or no effect at the local level. Only difference is that small and me-
dium businesses are now more afraid to help. So he has gone to “managers” (mid-level?) and private
companies (??) for support.

PARTIES: Political parties at the local level have completely fallen apart after Dec. ’03. They are not of
interest, so local party leaders have changed affiliations or left the parties. Baiburtyan is a first-rate man-
ager, but NOT a party leader in any real sense. But the oblast administration does not create problems for
them. There is little initiative FROM BELOW UP in Rostov.

There is NO BASE HERE FOR LIBERAL PARTIES. SPS has about 700 party members in Rostov [re-
gion?], Yabloko about 400. The former are primarily business people, who want practical help from SPS
in how to oppose/fight administrative resources and demands from the side of the local administration.
Yabloko, meanwhile, attracts the intelligentsia and students (who form a large part of the population in
Taganrog and Rostov). But they have absolutely no prospects. Next year — maybe a new party will
emerge from their ruins.
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GOOD QUOTE: One official told him that “The governor wants to put all the political parties in his
pockets — one in the front pocket, another in the back pocket.” [SG comment: in other words, he would
work more closely with some, less with others, but they’d ALL be beholden to him.]

The RSPP: His school has trained many local people; e.g., nearly all SPS leadership have gone through
courses there. This part of the alumni form a sort of “government-in-exile”, a local “opposition” — at least
some small sign of pluralism and democracy. [SG comment: does this make the RSPP a sort of Brookings
Institution?]

Alumni include members of political parties (ca. 40%) and another 60% of various kinds, some office-
holders. The RSPP invites ALL to its events/courses, INCLUDING MEMBERS OF THE LOCAL
ADMINISTRATION.

They will do more work with NGOs starting this fall: showing them how to register, other practical matters.

He would like to start a “club” and hold open meetings/talks on subjects of local interest (on, e.g., mi-
norities, a multiparty system); he’d include political PR experts, the technocrats, so as to attract more
people from the middle class and the better off.

With a lot more money (not from Yukos), he would do more in the way of party building, because Yukos
ONLY funds seminars and a small Bulletin (freely distributed). Since the downturn in Yukos’s fortunes,
he has relied heavily on help from some unions and from friends (e.g., they can get him free space to hold
events).

SUMMARY: It’s not just pressure from the federal or local power elite which is preventing the growth of
true political parties in Russia.

35. Rostov Union of Children and Youth Organizations
Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moe3aka B Pocros-na-Jlony ans ARD, 09 — 11 urons 2004 roxa.

Yynpos Muxaui I'eoprueBny
PoctoBckuii cor03 JETCKUX U MOJIOAEKHBIX OpraHu3aldi
10 wurons, 15:30 - 17:00

OcHOBHBIE BBIBO/IbI.

[To ouenke M.Yymnposa okono 30 mporeHToB HacedeHus Topona Pocto-Ha-J{oHy cocTaBiseT MOIOACKD.
PocToB — yHuBepcuTeTckuid ropos, Tpetuit mo BeanuuHe B Poccun. Kak ynuBepcuterckuid nentp Poctos
IIPUBJIEKAaeT MOJIONEXb co Bcero FOra Poccun, B TOM umcie U U3 HaMOHAIBHBIX peciyOiuk. Mononoe
HaceJIeHHE ropojia MOMOJIHIETCA U 3a CUET MPUTOKA MOJIOAEKH U3 CEIbCKUX AETPECCUBHBIX PETHOHOB C
BBICOKOH pokaaeMocThio. OcoOeHHOCTH (POPMHUPOBAHUS MOJIOAEKHOTO Cpe3a TIopola B CBS3H C
YKa3aHHbBIMH (DakTopamMM IUKTYIOT IPHUOPUTETH B paboTe C MOJIOJEKBIO. MPOrPaMMBbl SKHJIMIIIHOTO
00yCTpONCTBA AJI1 MOJIOJBIX, TPOrPaMMBI BOBJICUEHHUS MOJIOJIBIX B COIHAIBHYIO JESITEIbHOCTH B TOPOJIE,
JIOCYTOBBIE TPOTPaMMbI Ha TOPOJCKOM YpOBHE, NpPOTpaMMBbl JIETHETO OTABIX Ui IIKOJIbHHUKOB,
CHeLHaNbHbIE IPOTrPaMMbl Ul JENPECCUBHBIX CEIBCKUX TEPPUTOPHH, CHOPTUBHO-0310POBUTEIILHBIC
MIPOrPaMMBI.

MosoaexHbIe OpraHU3aluH HOIYy4aloT NOJAEPKKY CBOEH AeATENbHOCTH B OONbLICH CTENEHU HA YPOBHE
obusiactu. ['opoackue nporpaMmsl B O0JIbIIEH CTEIIEHN CKOHIIGHTPUPOBAHbI Ha CIIOPTUBHBIX U JKMJINIIHBIX
BOIIpocax. POCTOBCKMI COrHO3 JETCKMX M MOJOJECXKHBIX opraHusauuii PocroBa-Ha-/[oHy sBisieTcs
MIPEEMHUKOM TMHOHEPCKOM opranuzanmu PocToBa, momaaepkuBaercsi agMHHUCTpaunueil obnactu. Jlugep
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OpPraHM3allMi aKTHUBHO y4YacTBYET B paboTe OOIIECTBEHHBIX CTPYKTYp IO BOIPOCAM MOJOACKH MpHU
anMuHHCTpanuu obnactd. OTAETbHO HEO0OXOIUMO OTMETUTh, YTO HMEHHO Ha 3Ty OpraHu3alHfio
OIMpAaETCs B CBOMX PErMOHAIBHBIX Iporpammax «OTkpeitas Poccus». bromker opranusanuy 3Ha4uTeIeH
[0 CPaBHEHUIO C OFO/DKETaMH JPYTUX OpraHU3alldii, UMeeTcs OOJbIION MmTaT (C YaCTHYHOW 3aHATOCTHIO
COTPYAHHUKOB). B cBOel NIesTeNbHOCTH OpraHU3alys OPHEHTHUPYETCS HAa MPUOPUTETHI aIMHUHHCTPAIUU
obJyiacTé 1o paboTe C MOJOAEKDBIO, a TAKXKEe Ha MPUOPUTETHI (erepanbHON MOJIOASKHONW MOJUTHKH. B
YaCTHOCTH, JIHAEPOM OpraHU3allMd OTMEYEHO, 4YTO ObUI0 0c0o00 mnpucTanbHO usydeHo Ilocnanme
npesuneHTa PenepaqbHOMY COOpaHHIO, B KOTOPOM HE YAaloCh HAWTH NPHOPUTETOB, KaCAIOLIUXCS
MoJIoZIeXkH, 9T0 M.UynpoB cunTaeT IIoXUM 3HaKOM AJISl pa3BUTHS MOJIOJIEKHOM MOIUTUKH B TOPOJE.

B ropone ectb ceTb MOJIOAEKHBIX OpraHU3allyid, KOTOpPbIE HAKOIMWIHM ONBIT B3auMozaeucTBus. HykHbI
KpyIIHbIE TOpOJACKHE IIPOEKTHI JUI Pa3BUTHS MOJOJEKHOTO JBHKEHUs. HyXHBI clenualbHbIE
MPOTrpaMMBI [0 paboTe C MOJNOAEKBIO Ul CEIbCKUX U ACTPECCHBHBIX IMIAXTEPCKUX PETHOHOB, a TaKXkKe
MporpaMMBbl MeToandeckor nmoanepkku HoBbix HKO u yuureneii, KoTopble B CETCKUX PETHOHAX MOTYT
HaJlaXXUBaTh paboTy C MOJIOJEKBIO. B paboTe ¢ MOIOAEKBIO MIOJIE3HO COTPYTHHUYECTBO C OPraHU3aALMSIMU
KYJbTYpBI.

PacmindgpoBka creHOrpaMMBbl.

[IpencraBnser MoNoAeKHYH opranm3anuioo. OpraHm3amus peaju3yeT CONHAJIbHO-3HAYHUMBIE
MPOEKTHI, B KOTOPBIX MOTIJIa ObI Y4aCTBOBATh MOJIO/IE:Kb TOPO/IA.

JlocyroBbie TIPOEKTHI, B TOM YHCJIE U CIIOPTHBHBIC MepornpusaTus. CoBpeMeHHasT MOJIOICKHAS KyJIbTypa.
Bonpmioir ombIT pa0oThl. OKa3pIBAT NOCHWIBHYI) MOMOIIbL JE€TCKMM OPTaHU3alHAM, KOTOpPBIE
TOJILKO co31a10Tcs1. O0ydeHnue pykoBoaureeii. TecHo padoTalOT ¢ MyHUIIUNIAJTUTETOM.

OcHOBHAsi MUCCHsI — BOBJICUCHHE MOJIOJICKH B COIHAIBHYIO AEATEIbHOCTh. Muxaun Bosrimasisier (?)
opranm3anuio ¢ 12 ner. Ceiiuac B opranusanuu padortaer 20 MITaTHBIX COTPYIHHKOB. B OCHOBHOM
OOJIBPITMHCTBO 3aHATO HA HETIOJNHBIA padouymnii JeHb. MIMEIOT BO3MOXKHOCTH IMMOJNYYaTh BO3HATPAXKIACHUE.
CBou crmocoObl TIPOIABIIKEHUS B OpPTaHM3AIlMM — CHadaja paboTaroT BOJOHTEpaMH, MOTOM TeX, KTO
MposiBUI ce0si HamOoJsiee SPKO, BKIIIOYAIOT B YHCIO IMOCTOSHHBIX COTPYIHHKOB. OTOOP BOJIOHTEPOB
MPOBOJIUTCS Yepe3 JICTHUE Jlareps MO HaNpaBICHHSM, KyJa MPUTIAIIASTCs MIHPOKUA Kpyr pedar. Tam
OHH TIOCTUTAIOT MPEMYAPOCTH PAaOOTHl. AKIWW OPTaHWU3AIMU PACCUUTAHBI HA IIUPOKYIO0 MOJOIEKHYIO
my6nuky (mapku, yauier). CtyaenTsl, mkoasHukH. PPI] yacto obpamaercs kK Muxamiy 3a BOJIOHTEPAMH.
TpaguiOHHO €CTh BO3MOXHOCTH BOCIHMTAHHSI B BOJOHTEPCKON NEATEIBHOCTU: Y MHOJPOCTKOB MHOTO
cBoOomHOTO BpeMeHH. DopMupyeM HaBHIKM TPOBEACHUS CBOOOAHOTO BPEMEHH Yepe3 OpraHU3aIluio
0OIIEeHNsT 0C CBEPCTHUKAMH.

B PocrtoBe (Bkmouas 06macth?)- 230 MONOJESKHBIX M JeTCKUX opranusaiuit. [Ipumeprno 70 1BOpOBBIX
koMaHj (oxuH mBop, oauH goM). OCHOBHAs 3afjada — BOBJIEKATh B COLUAIBHYIO EATEIRHOCTE IBOPOBHIE
koMaHbl. [lonnepxxuBaer MuHHCTEPCTBO 00pa30BaHUs 00JIACTH.

Bonpoc 06 obvemax ¢unancuposanus. Pacnedaramn Oromker 2003 roma. 3a rog uepe3 opraHH3aIHIO
npoxoauT mo npoekram npumepro 700-800 Teic. py0. (ceHTOph — Maii). be3 yuera netHero nareps. 60%
PacXo/IOB 1O JICTHUM JIarepsiM OTUTAYUBAIOT MYHUITUTATUTETHI.

Bompoc — ects nm coBmecTHbie TpoekThl ¢ AIOJI (Accomumanmeit roHbIX mnumepon). OTBer —
perunonansubii AFOJI paboran gonroe Bpems (mocnenuune 2 roma) BHe Pocrosa — Ha Cesepnom Kaskase,
TobKO cetuac Mpuna (munep pernonansuoro AIOJI) obparuia BuuManue Ha PocToB.

OobuactHoii KomuTer mo gesaM MOJIOAEKH M TypU3Ma BblIeJisieT CPeACTBA HA MOJIOAEKHYIO
noJuTUKY. OpraHusanus 3aHsj1a BTOpoe MecTO B KOHKYpce.

I'opoackoii komuTter padoTaer ¢ MOJIOAEKBIO MeHee 3 (eKTHBHO. ['OpKOMUTET 3aHAT TaKUMHU
npobaeMaMu Kak XKHUJIbe Ui MOJIOZEXKH, TPYAoycTpoiicTBo. Ocob0il moaaAepKKu He UyBCTBYETCS.
MyHunMnajbHoe ynpapjeHue 00pa3oBaHus NOAAEPKHUBAET — 3aHUMAIOTCS LHIKOJIAMU.
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MyHHIMTIAIBHBIC MPOTPAMMbI UMEIOT (pUHAaHCUpOBaHUe. DUHAHCHUPOBAHHUE OTACIBHBIX MEPOTPHUSITHIA.
Komurer mo cmopty — cmopT ans Bcex. HacTo peanmuzyeM MOJNOJCKHBIE Meponpusatus. [lo neneBbM
porpamMmam CBsI3b C MyHULUIIAJTUTETOM OYEHb TECHA.

Heckomnpko et Ha3ax Takoe ABMKCHHUE OBLIO TOCTATOYHO aKTHUBHO.

He yBepenwsr B coOcTBeHHOM OynymieMm. «B mocaennem mociaanuu Ilpe3maeHTa mo MoJIOAEKHOM
NOJUTHKE HUYero He 0b110. Cueau HaJ NIAHOM MEpPONPUSITHIA, JyMaJd, KAK ONepPeThCsl HA TEKCT
NOCJAHMSA, YTOObI NPEIJI0KUTH MEPONIPUATHS — BA0JIb M MONEPeK U3Yy4YnJu — HU4ero He Hauuim. B
NOCJAHMHU HET NP0 MOJIOAEKHYIO OJUTUKY M CIIOPT.»

PoctoB: Hacesenne mo ganabiM nepenucu cocraBiaseT 1 030 000. Jannbie ¢ganbcupuupoBaHbI.
Komuccust mo cratucruke naet mudpy 986 toic. yena. OcHoBHas 3a7aua GanbcuduKaliu — MonacTb B
KIy0 MWIJIMOHHUKOB C IEJbI0 MOJYYEHHUS ONpEAeNeHHBIX JbIOT Iy ropoga. Ilocunmtamu Bcex B
MpUISKANINX TMOoceNkax U orapixatrommx. Moaogexu B ropoae 280 teic. Oxoso 30% ropoackoro
HaceJleHusl. DTO TpeTHii mo BeauunHe B Poccnu cryaendeckuii ropos.

13 rocynapcTBeHHBIX By30B. HerocynapctBeHHbIX, BKItouas ¢puimansl — 23. Bcero 36 By30B. MoJioexKb
npeodbiBaeT B PocToB u3 cena. MHOro MoJioie:ku U3 HAMOHAJIBHBIX pecnyOuauk. M3 HalmoHaNbHBIX
pecityOnIuK MOCTYIIal0T B OCHOBHOM B IIPO(UIIbHBIE BY3bl — IOPUANIECKUN U OP.

PeanbHO [eliCTBYIOIIAX MOJIOAEKHBIX opraHm3amuii okosio 30. B coBMecTHBIX OOIIETOPOACKHX
MIPOEKTaX TIPOSIBISIOTCS CaMmble JKH3HECTIOCOOHBIE. DKOJIOTHKA — pyKoBoauTelb MukymmH. JIura KBH.
XHUIBYCHKO — MOJIOJbIe T00pOBOMbIEI PocToBa (HeTouHOe Ha3BaHue). IIpojeTckue OpraHu3aluu —
LleHTp meTcTBa, TaHIIEBAIBHBIM HEHTP «AHIpei» (Co3aaH Kak oOiiecTBeHHas opranu3anus). He xBaraer
COBMECTHBIX MEPONPHATHII, KOTOphle MOr Obl WHHOHMHUpOBaTh Komwurer. 27 umcia — BBIBOIUM
MOJIOZekKb B mapk (Ha JIeHb Topoma). AKTMBHOE COTPYAHHUYECTBO B PocToBCKOM 06macTH. COBMECTHBIX
npoeKToB MHOTO. Jlaxke ydacTBoBaja opranu3anus u3 Jlyranckoii oonactu (Ykpauna).

Mosonexnoe «I610k0» (A.KaproB) u kaMaHus — W3BECTHEI, JOCTATOYHO aKTUBHBL B MpeaBEIOOpHBIE
MeCSIbl aKTHMBHO paboTaeT MoJiofekHOe EIMHCTBO. AKTHBHOCTH MOJIOAEKHBIX NMPHNAPTHHHBIX
opranm3amnuii mamgaer. OOMeH uH(popmaiueii — He oco00 WHTepeceH. PaboTa ¢ MOJOACKBIO s
MTOJIUTHKOB — 3TO paboTa Ha epcreKTUBy. Ha mepcrexTHBy MOMUTHKH paboTaTh HE XOTSIT.

AXTHBHO pa6OTaCM ¢ 00JIACTHBIMH I/136I/IpaT€J'IBHBIMI/I koMmuccusmu: Illkona Mom0gOro IIOJMTHKA.
HJ'IO,Z[OTBOpHO COTPpYAHNYIACM BO BCCX OTHOLICHUSX.

N3 poccuiickux ¢GoHAOB moJgydyaeM HeOOJbIIMe TpaHThl. B Oosbllell cTemeHM Ha pa3BUTHE
noopoBosbueckux mpoekToB. Jlo 10 Tteic. mommapoB momydamm ot «OTtkpeiToii Poccum». FOKOC
HampsAMYyIo Tepectai (MHAHCHPOBATH OOIIECTBEHHBIE OpraHW3aIlMH U JenaeT 3To depe3 «OTKpHITYIo
Poccuro».

EcTh HECKOMBKO MPOEKTOB, KOTOpPBIE MBI XOTelIM OBl pa3BHUBaTh, a ceddac HE MOXKEM 3TO JeyaTh B
noiokHOM creneHu. IIpoekr «M3mepeHue ycnexa» - HalpaBlICHHbIM Ha IOBBIIIEHUE AKTUBHOCTH
MOJIOZICKHBIX TPYII, KOTOPbIE AEHCTBYIOT B LIKOJIAX, BO ABOpax. OOJacTHOW KOMHUTET BBIACIWI HA STOT
MPOEKT JCHBIU B paMKaX KOHKYypca, HO CpeacTBa HepocTaTo4yHbl (15 Thic. pyOneit).

«Akazemus ycrnexa» — o0pa3oBaTeIbHbIC TPOrPaMMBbI JUIsl MOJIOABIX JIFOJIeH, KOTopbie npuBiekatTces (?)
B oOmiecTBeHHbIe opranu3anuy. HyskHbl HOBbIe MOKOJeHMs JauaepoB. HoBas chepa npuiioskeHus cuil u
nHTepecoB. Heromanaua — sto Hosas LluBmimsanus nerom. MHTepecHas mporpamMMa — KOMIUIEKCHAs
urpa. Y4acTBYIOT B paboTe 1o 3TuM nporpammam «OTKpeITor Poccrnm».

Opranusanys 0Ka3bIBaeT METOJUYECKYIO OICPIKKY.
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Peruonsnl PocroBckoii o6actu Ha 80 mpouenToB ceiabckue. lllaxTepckue ropoaa — 10TalMOHHbIE,
aenpeccuBHble. HyKHO HCKATh BO3MOMKHOCTH JJIi TOr0, 4YTOo0bl B 3THX TIOpoaax pa3BUBATh
BO3MOKHOCTH /IJIAl CAMOPEATH3ANUAH MOAPOCTKOB.

B cenbckoli MECTHOCTH TIPECTUIKHO pa00OTaTh YUUTENEeM. 3apiuiaTa, HaJ0aBKH.

Berpeuanuch ¢ conponoraMu: ueM HIKE YpOBEHb NWBUIIM3AINH, HIDKE 00pa30BaTeNbHBIA YPOBEHb, TEM
BBIIIIEC POYKIAEMOCTb.

IOroBoCTOUHBIE PaiOHBI — BBICOKASI POXKIAEMOCTD, ICTIPECCUBHBIC pailoHbl. CaMast HU3Kask pOXKIaeMOCTh
B PocroBe m Taranpore. Brmacti XoTAT mpoBoauTh oOmiecTBeHHble Kammnanmu psaoMm ¢ 3ATCAMu.
Yrosapuars. HyXHbI collMalibHbIE TPOrpaMMBbI JUIsl MOJIOJIbIX ceMel. Kak MOXXHO momnacth B porpaMmmy
«Mo010# ceMbe — JOCTOMHOE KIIbe». oTeuHoe KpeTuTOBAaHUE MOJIOIBIX CEMEH.

B mnpoekTax ecTh B3aUMOJACHCTBHE C YUPEKICHUAMH KyJIbTYyphl (MyHUIHUMATbHBIMU) W (oHmamu. B
OCHOBHOM BC€ TEpEIlIO B YaCTHBIC PYKH. YaCTHBIE YUPEXKJACHUS IMOANCPKUBAIOT MOJIOJICKHbBIE aKIIWH.
NMeHHO YacTo KyNbTYpHBIC VUPEKICHHS SBIAIOTCS CIIOHCOPAaMH TPH TMPOBEACHUH MEPOIPHUSTHH.
[Tomomip mocTynaer OT peruoHalIbHBIX IEHTPOB MHTEpHET-00pa3oBaHusl.

Tecnass pabota co cropTUBHEIMH opraHu3anusMu. B PoctoBe Bce momemansl Ha criopTe. KoHmermus
«Crmopt mms Bcex». KonmmuecTBo 3aHUMAIOIIUXCS O3J0POBHUTEIBLHBEIMHU NBIDKCHUSIMH B Toponae — mo 17
MPOIICHTOB HaceJieHUs. Xo0jab0a, HETPaIUIMOHHBIC BHJBI CIOPTA MOOLIPSIOTCS Yepe3 pa3IMyHbIC
nporpaMMbl. CTpouTCsl OOJBIIOE KOMUYECTBO CIIOPTCOOPYXKEHUU. PexpeallnoHHBIE IEHTPHI pellieHHeM
TOPOJICKOM aqMHUHHUCTPAIMH JOJDKHBI OBITH PSIOM C KKIIBIM JTOMOM.

36. Russian Green Party

Alexey Yablokov

Yablokov is the former environmental minister under Yeltsin’s administration. He paints a relatively

somber picture of the current political situation in Russia, making the following points:

e The Kremlin has been very effective in establishing a one-party state and creating a rubber-stamp
parliament; the similarities with the old Soviet political system are striking, with political expedience
the over-arching theme of Putin’s rule. Yablokov pointed to the recent decision in the Danilov spy
case (overturning the jury’s acquittal of Danilov) as a perfect symbol of Russia’s current political
situation. Corruption is rampant in the country, and it serves mainly to keep the current political
masters in control of the country.

e According to Yablokov, Putin is a likable and relatively capable politician. He works effectively to
build national support (partly through stoking Russian nationalism and xenophobia) and keeps inter-
national powers at bay by saying all the right things to people like George Bush. He has amassed
power, however, through the support of a small clique of people, many of whom have ties to the
military-industrial complex. The people in the Kremlin are amoral, smart and clever. Putin says that
he will not amend the Constitution to remain in power beyond 2008, but Yablokov does not believe
him. Putin will find a way to stay in power.

e The media totally controlled by the Kremlin, and Yablokov fears that the Internet is next. The avail-
ability and reliability of information now resembles that of pre-Gorbachev times.

e Putin talks about supporting civil society, but only in sectors that are convenient, such as social serv-
ices. NGOs with political agendas are not tolerated.

e With respect to rule of law there has been significant backsliding. In the 1990s for example, numer-
ous lawsuits were successfully brought to redress acts environmental degradation. This is impossible
now.

o The stability of the country hinges on the continued high price of oil; 40 percent of the economy is
fueled by the gray market. Sixty-five percent of the population earns as little as $100 per month (see
article in Vestnik Rossiskoj Akademij Nauk, 2004, tom 74, no. 3, str. 209-18).
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So, what to do? Yablokov believes that there is no alternative but to find a way to build political opposi-
tion. There is strong interest and support among greens in Russia and, together with other issue-based
parties, an opposition could emerge. Financing this is the major problem as those who have financed po-
litical movements in the past are now either in exile or afraid. The Kremlin has made it virtually impossi-
ble to register a new party, and NGOs are hampered by the fact that there is no incentive for firms of peo-
ple to give money to them. The country needs an NGO law. The catalyst that may make change possible
is if the economy goes down due to a drop in oil prices.

37. Siberian Center in Support of Civic Initiatives

Alina Simone

Alina is in charge or traveling around to the 10 cities where the Siberian Center has resource centers in
order to write articles on the activities of NGOs that had received small grants from the Siberian Center.
She provided a good overview of NGO development at the local level in a variety of Siberian locations.

One of the common trends that she noticed was the funding prejudices of local governments. That is, it is
good that local governments are now having grant competitions; however, they often fund children’s, vet-
erans, and pensioner’s projects. They aren’t interested in funding, for example, aid’s projects or Domestic
Violence projects. That’s why other grant programs are critical, because they provide money to support
things the government won’t.

However, she felt that exciting things were happening between government and NGOs in Krasnoyarsk.
There are lots of partnerships emerging. In Tomsk, Chita, and Novosibirsk, NGOs and government also
seem to be developing a stable partnership. In Altai Republic and Buryatiya, the government is poor but
interested in NGOs. In contrast, relations between NGOs and government in Altai Krai and Omsk are
particularly bad. Governments are more authoritarian and have les resources there.

However, the one interesting thing happening in Omsk is the TOC movement (TOC are housing associa-
tion clubs). However, these organizations are also funded by the government, and thus are used during
election time to get out the vote.

None of the groups she talks to are interested in working with political parties — they all work with indi-
viduals. NGOs can make inroads most easily when they have done something that a politician can take
credit for.

Many NGOs are also lobbying for legislation — for example, a law that would regularize grant competi-
tions and stipulate the framework.

The biggest issue for many NGOs is space; many worry from month to month about making rent pay-
ments. She felt that people were willing to work for no salary, but could not work without a space that
they could depend upon.

Also, salary levels are terrible. This means that good, young people are often siphoned off into the private
sector. The older people are willing to work for no money, but it’s harder to attract younger people.

38. Smirnyagin Meeting

Yuactauku Betpeun: JI.B.Cmupnasarua u C.C.ApToboneBcKuii

JI.B.CMUpHATHH — HBIHE TpernojaBaTelb MOCKOBCKOTO TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO YHHMBEPCUTETA, B CEpeIUHE
90-x romoB — uneH [Ipesunentckoro CoBeTa W BBICOKOMOCTABICHHBIH COTPYIOHHMK AJMHHUCTPAaLUU
[pesunenta P®. OrBeyan 3a nmpoOIeMbl PErHOHAIBHOTO M MECTHOTO Pa3BUTHS (B KauecTBE JKCIepTa U
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UCCIIeI0BaTells 3aHUMACTCSl MU M HbIHE). ABTOp psijia paboT 1Mo mpodieMaM MECTHOTO CaMOyTIPaBIICHHUSL.
AKTHBHO COTpyAHHYAeT ¢ IHCTUTYTOM 3KOHOMHUKH ropoja.

JI.B.CMupHATHH, OTMedYass OUYEBHIHBIC HEAOCTATKM HOBOI'O 3aKOHAa IO MECTHOMY CaMOYIPaBIICHUIO,
CUMTAET €ro TEM HE MEHEE, OYEBHUIHBIM IPOPHIBOM B JaHHOM HampaBieHUHU. HacTo €ro KpUTHKA
HEJOCTaTOYHO OOOCHOBaHA W BENETCS Ha JKYypHAIMCTCKOM YpOBHE, 0€3 JOCTaTOYHOW apryMEHTAIIHH.
3aKOH MOXET TOMOYb HaBECTH TOPSIOK B MECTHOM CaMOYIIPAaBIIEHUH, CETATh €ro esATeIbHOCTh Ooee
MPO3PavyHONl W KOHTPOJIHUPYEMOW, B T.4. M CO CTOpOHBI HaceneHus. OH TMO3BOJIUT YMEHBIIUTH
CyOBEKTHBHOCTh TMPUHUMAEMBIX peIIeHHH B o00macTh (UHAHCOB. XOTA 3aKOH U CIIOCOOCTBYET
YKPEIUIEHU BEPTUKAIM BJIACTH, OH HE MO3BOJISIET FOBOPUTH O MOJHOM OIrOCYAAPCTBOBAHUM MECTHBIX
Biacteil. Ilpenmycmorpennas KoHcTuTynuell HE3aBUCHMOCTb MOCJEAHUX  COXpaHsAeTcss U B
paccMaTpuBaEMOM 3aKOHE, XOTsSI KOHTPOJIb CBEPXY M YBEIIMUMUBAETCA. TaK MpeIycCMOTPEHA OTHOCUTEIBHO
MpoCTas MPOLEAYypa OTPEIICHUS OT TODKHOCTH U30paHHBIX TJIaB MECTHOTO CaMOyTpaBlieHUH (XOTS U MO
KKOHTPOJIEM» CyICOHBIX OPTaHOB).

B T0 xe Bpems1, TeKCT 3aKO0HA MPOPabOTaH HETOCTATOUYHO, HE YUTEHBI MPEIJIOKEHHSI MHOTHX 3KCIIEPTOB,
YTO MOXKET 3aTPyAHUTH ero peann3anuio. Caabo ydTeHBl OrpOMHBIE TeorpadUIecKie pa3Indusi CTPaHBI.
[IpennoxenHas MoJenb MOXKET OKa3aTbCs CNab0 TPUTOAHON ISl psAa TEPPUTOPHM CTpPaHBI
OkoHUaTeNNbHOE CYXICHHE O HOBOM 3aKOHE MOXHO OyIeT cjaelarh IIocie TMPUHITHS BCeX
MPEeTyCMOTPEHHBIX MM TIONPABOK K JEHCTBYIOIIEMY 3aKOHOAATEIHCTBY M Hadally €ro MpaKTUYeCKOn
anpobarmu. OHMM U3 TEpBbIX IIArOB B O3TOM HANpPAaBJICHHUM CTaHET TIPOBEACHHUE T'PAHHUIL
MYHULHINATBHBIX 00pa30BaHUH Pa3IUYHOIO PaHTa.

[TpoGseMbI MECTHOTO CaMOYTIPABIECHHS 3aCIyKHBAIOT TOTO, YTO OBl OCTaBaThCAd B LEHTPE BHUMAHHS
USAID u pgoctoiiHo ¢uHaHCHpOBaThCSI. MOXKHO MOXeNaTh MPOSBIATL OOJbIe BHUMAHUS COLHAIbHBIM
npobiemam, B T.4. OoppOe ¢ OemHOCThIO Ha MecTHOM ypoBHe. [lociemHee cooOpa)keHHE JOIKHO
YUUTHIBAaThCS TPH UIyIIEH HbIHE pe)opMe MECTHOTO CaMOYIPaBICHNUS.

BreiBox: pedopma MECTHOrO caMOyIpaBiieHHS HEOO0XOJAMMa M CBOCBPEMCHHA. B 11eloM HOBBIN 3aKOH
BIOJTHE paboTocmocobeH. Ha cragum ero peamuzamuyi MOKHO TIOBBICHTEH €ro 3()(PEeKTUBHOCTH, B T.4. U
COLIMANIbHYI0. DKCIIEPTHAS TIOMOIIb, YUET 3apyOe)KHOTO OIbITa ObLTH ObI OYE€Hb K MECTY.

39. Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers
June 10

Participants: Yelena Kharlamp’evna Zyubrovskaya, Anatolii Ivanovich Yazikov, Steve Grant, Sarah
Henderson, Vladimir Rimsky, Yelena Kovalevskaya

She has worked in the committee for the last 15 years — from the very start. The secret of their success:
it’s all grass-roots, all initiative came from below, with volunteers. Even Gorbachev and the Ministry of
Defense and the USSR SupSov supported them; after the meeting with Gorbachev, he issued an ukaz that
said the procuracy had to tend to the letters and petitions coming in from all over the country. (But they
were swamped by the incredible inflow.)

Her branch has good ties with the local duma, human rights groups, SPS (she dislikes Yavlinsky). But
they don’t really cooperate with the liberal parties, much less the communists. The governor has estab-
lished a consultative council for working with NGOs.
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They’ve received foreign support since about 1995 (Ford Foundation, Eurasia, Soros — which is sponsor-
ing a big project with them).

They have been lucky lately (last 2-3 years) to get support from Berezovsky, which has finally given them
some stability, a constant source of funds. Asked if any other, local oligarch had helped, she said that they
have asked them all and not one has even bothered to reply.

The local military command subsidizes their work by giving them free office space. The local procuracy
has even seen fit to invite them to some local conferences (e.g., on suicide).

This southern (i.e., Northern Caucasus??) command is a critical one, because of Chechnya and the very
complex situation in southern Russia with nationalities, etc. The Committee has been working with refu-
gees in the Rostov area — the Berezovsky Foundation for Civil Liberty (?) is providing some funding for
this work.

The conference of southern Russia branches of the committee is seeking to get legislation enacted to pro-
duce military reform and support for the specific concerns of their group.

Not only conscripts but also the “professionals”/contract soldiers come to them.

Two areas of work are separate and not part of their portfolio: “humanitarian work” and rehabilitation of
prisoners. Latter must be work of the state, not NGOs.

WHAT IS TO BE DONE: in order to become an even more effective, true lobbying group, they need new
laws (on NGOs) and more money; need to operate on both the federal and local level.

{Yazikov’s Foundation to Support Graduates of State Institutions has worked with the Soldiers” Mothers
Committee for a long time; he and Yelena are very old, close friends. His own son is in the SpetsNaz
(special forces) and has told him that their training has finally begun to improve. He works to get legisla-
tion to help soldiers, especially graduates of the military academies. It’s not enough to have the laws,
however, because what’s enacted often does not get implemented. He and Yelena helped get Yeltsin’s "95
ukaz on conscripting school graduates (?) overturned.}

SUMMARY: This committee — as much as any other NGO in the country — has shown that nothing suc-
ceeds in Russia like a dedicated group of selfless volunteers with a just cause. Even the government and
the army have to bow before them.

40. Southern Regional Resource Center
Apxus, E.KoBanesckas, moe3aka B Pocros-na-Jlony ans ARD, 09 — 11 urons 2004 roxa.

FO:xHbII peruoHaJbLHbIN pecypcHbI LHEHTP
JIbickuna Tarbsina BajileHTMHOBHA

IITunun Bacuanii

HNuTepBnio npoeaeno 10 urons. 12:20 — 13:30

OcHoOBHBIE BBIBO/bI:

IOPPIl mpomen craaguro mepectpoiiku. Ilepectpoiika coBmamza co CMEHOM Jauaepa U H3MEHEHHEM
MeXaHu3MoB (uHaHcupoBanus (npsamoe ¢uHaHcupoBanue uepes USAID). Opranumszamms coxpaHuia
CTPYKTYpY, OOHOBMIJIAa TpaBJICHHE, PACIIMPUB €ro 3a CYET PEerHOHANBHBIX mpeacraButeneil. [IpoBeneHo
CTpaTernyeckoe INIAHUPOBaHHE, B pe3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOTO ONpeeCHbI KII0UeBbIe HAIPABICHUS Pa3BUTHUS
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oprannzauuu. OpraHuzanys TO3WIUOHHUPYET ce0d Kak KOHCYJbTAllMOHHBIN, oOy4aromuid u
KOOpIMHHUPYIOUMIA LeHTp Ais cetu pernoHanbHeix HKO, Bnactu u 6usHeca IOra Poccun. Opranuszanus
pa3BHUBaeT CUCTEMY KOHTAaKTOB C aIMUHUCTPAIMSIMHA M OM3HECOM M WIIET BO3MOXXHOCTH IS TIOAIEPKKH
COOCTBEHHBIX NMHUINATHB.

Opranuzanys coxpaHseT B IJla3aX BJAcTe€l M HaceleHHs CTaTyc OOoraTtoil OpraHu3alyd, KOTOpas
¢dbuHaHCHpYyeTCsl uepe3 3amajaHble MCTOYHMKHM. OpraHu3alys OCYINECTBISET TI'PAaHTOBYIO IOIAEPIKKY
opranmzanuii Ora Poccuu. ['panTOBast HEATENHHOCTD AJISI OPraHU3AIMK paHee He Obula MPOGUIEHOM.
Opranusanysi. HCHBITBIBAET HEKOTOpbIE TPYAHOCTH B YAacTHOCTH M3-32 HENOCTATKA CPENCTB Ha
aIMUHHUCTPUPOBAHKWE TIPAHTOBBIX mporpamMM. OpraHuzanus TakXKe CUMTAaeT HEJOCTaTOYHBIM
MPeAyCMOTPEHHOE TPaHTOM (UHAHCHUPOBAHWE OOYYAIOUIMX TIPOTpaMM M CEMHHApPOB, KOTOpHIC
BOCcTpeOOBaHbl B perroHe. OpraHu3auusi paHee BBIIONHSIA pojib oObeauHstomero nenrpa mis HKO
pEeruoHa, CyImecTBEHHBIM 3BEHOM B 3TOIM KOOPAMHALIOHHON padoTe OblIM KOH(EPEHINH U CEMUHAPHhI IS
CETH, MPOBE/ICHIE KOTOPHIX B HACTOSIIEE BPEMS 3aTPYAHEHO M3-3a COKPATUBIIEroCs (PHHAHCHPOBAHHS.

CBoe Oyay1iee opraHsanys BUIUT B Pa3BUTUH O0YYAIOIIUX MPOTPAMM, OKa3aHUH KOHCAITHHTOBBIX yCIyT
W JeraeT OCOOCHHYIO CTaBKy Ha pa3BUTHE AaHAJUTHYECKOTO IIEHTPA, YbHMH YCIyraMH MOTJIH OBl
nosib3oBaThes npencraBurenn HKO, Bmactu u OusHeca. Pemenue commanbHbx nmpobiaem KpacHomapa u
PETHOHOB JIHJIEPHI OPTaHU3AIMH BH/IAT B PA3BUTHUHU MPOTPAMM I10 3aIIUTe OOIECTBEHHBIX HHTEPECOB.

B Ka4yeCTBC I/IHCTp}IMeHTa paSBI/ITI/IH TpeTBeFO ceKTopa peFI/IOHa OpI‘aHI/I3a]_[I/I$I BUOUT KOMHJIGKCHBIfI
MOJIX0J] — 4Yepe3 MOMJIEPIKKY CeTH, OOydYeHHe, B3aUMOJCHCTBHE C By3aMH, Pa3BUTHEC HHUIMATHB WU
MOBBIIIIEHHE KOMIIETEHTHOCTH B c(pepe 0J1aroTBOPUTEIHHOCTH CO CTOPOHBI OM3HECA.

OpraHm3anus TPOIOJDKAET ITO3UIMOHUPOBATh CeOs KaK HEMOJUTHYSCKYI0 OpPTaHHM3aIlio, XOTS B
OpraHu3allii UMEIOTCSl PECypPCHI IS MOJIUTUYECKOT0 KOHCANTUHTa. ECTh 3anpockl HA Takue BUIBI YCIyT
co cropons! muaepoB HKO, HO 3TH ciydan HOCAT eMMHUYHBIA XapakTep. B 1iemom nomuruyeckas )Ku3Hb
peruoHa OLIEHUBAETCsl KakK «CJEMOK» C TOJUTHYECKOM »ku3HU Poccuu, BO TjaBe KOTOPOM CTOUT
KKCEPOKOITUSA MIPE3UICHTAN.

PacuiudgpoBka creHOorpaMmmbl.

MensieTca caliT — IIOKa Ha caiiTe HUYEro 00 OpraHM3allMé MOCMOTPETh Henb3s. Pabounit man. Hoswle
NpoOrpaMMBl — €CTb NPEAJIOKEHHUs,, KOTopble Obutn paszpaboransl mox ¢uHancupoanue USAID.
Ilepeexanu — Haxoxstces B ueHTpe KpacHomapa, B HoBoMm J{ome Obita.

T.JIpicknHa. 3amana BOMPOCH, ¢ KAKOU IEThI0 TIPHEXaIH.

C.X. npoundopmupoBana o padote Hax crpareruei, o 20 MIIH. I0JJIApOB, KOTOPbIE OYAyT BJIOXKCHBI B
MPoAOJDKEeHUE MPOEeKTOB B Poccru. OTKPBITHI K MIPEUIOKECHUAM AJIsl U3MEHEHUS CTPATETruu.

Bonpoc: Ymo usmenunoce 6 FOPPI] 3a nocrednee epems.

C.YepHblleBa yunia u3 opranusanuu. Bosrnasmser teneps COBET MPOTHB HOAPOCTKOBOTO KYpEHUS
«Dumurnm Moppuc». CTpyKTypHO opranmu3anus He MeHsutachk. [lepensOpanu [IpaBnenue. Ctaso Gosabiie
npencraButeneii u3 perunonoB. IlpaBieHue crajso paGouyum. 3a mocineaHue 7/ JeT He OBUIO
JIOKYMEHTOB, KOTOpbIe Obl PEriaMEeHTUPOBAIN JCATCIBHOCTh OpraHu3anuy (BHYTPEHHHE HOPMAaTHBHBIC
paboune akthl). B 2004-rogy mpoBeneHBI 3 CECCHM MO CTPATETMYECKOMY TUIAHHUPOBAHHUIO. BbImeneHbl
HOBBIE HalpaBJICHUA ACATEIbHOCTH. OM3HEC, BIACTh, HCCIIEA0BATEeIbCKUI KOMIIOHEHT. HoBas ctparerust.
Biirouaer 7 wanpasnenuii: 6msnec (1 moampoekr), passutie HKO (4 mnoampoekra), Bmacte ( aBa
MO/IIPOCKTA).

Ckonvko opeanuzayuti 8 Kpacnooape?
Oxono 600 oOmecTBeHHBIX opranu3anuii. Peansao padotatonmx mensiie. Ha FOre 14 cy6bekros. FODO
— 20 T1BIC., 9yTh G0s1ee 20 ThIC. 3aperecTpUPOBAHO, BKIIOYAsk MAPTUH U PEITMTHO3HBIC OPTraHNU3allH.
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B HOBOM MpoOEKTe MPOBEIH TPAHTOBBI KOHKYpC (KOMIIOHEHT MpoeKkTa — ATEHTCTBO, YTOYHHTH). 10
tpe6oBarusim USAID u3 $ 250 teic. mommapoB $ 60 Thic. JOMKHO OBITH PO3JAAaHO B BHAE IPAHTOBBIX
mporpamMm. Beero ma IOPPIT (?) mmanupyercs morparuts 1 050 Teic. Ha Tpu roma. 60% s>THX cpemcTs
OyayT BBIIABAThCS B BHJIE I'paHTOB. OOIIECTBEHHBIE OPraHU3aAllMHM PErHoHa, Ojarojapsi 3TOMY, MOTYT
NONMY4YHuTh MoaAepkky. CpeacTBa Ha aJAMUHHCTPHMPOBAHHE MPOrPaMM SIBHO HEIOCTATOYHBIE.
Oo0yuenne HKO pe3ko coxkpaTtmioch. /luHamMuKa B PETHOHE €CTh, IMOSBISIOTCS HOBBIE KIIUEHTHI.
Panpmre cemuHap 1T HOBBIX KIMEHTOB ITPOBOIMIM pa3 B MECSIl, BCETO 3a roj Obuto 10 15 obyuaromux
Mepornpustuii. Celldac TakMx MeponpuaTuii B Toxy Bcero 2. OOydarolnee HampaBlieHHE ObUIO OYCHb
nomysipHeIM. [lomyunnu 5 rpanToB U3 pa3auyHbIX (OHIOB, B TOM YHCIIE U KpaeBoi rpanT. [lonoxenue o
MyHuIunanpbHoM rpante. Kpaesoit — 300 Teic. pyOneit. [Ipoektsr mo 100 Teic. pyOieit. ['opox — oOmmmit
myJs rpantoBsiid 350 Thic. pyOsei B 2004 roxy, rpantsl g0 30 Thic. pyOsneii. B mpomnutom roay 300 Thic.
pyOaeii Obul rpaHTOBBIH (GoHI. Metoauku Bce Hamm (TO €CTh BIACTh 3aMMCTBOBAJa MX U3 MPAKTHKH
IOPPLI). IMoHATH, KTO BXOAUT B OKPY:KHOI COBeT, HEBO3MO:KHO. [Ipemnarany ropockoil U KpaeBon
aJIMUHHCTPAIH CEMHUHAPBI, YTOOBI CAENATh MPOLecC pacrpeelicHus JIeHer npo3padnbiM. Ha BbIxome
3THX KOHKYpPcOB (HMHAHCHPYIOTCSI KapMaHHble oOpraHm3anmu. Bxomum B ropoackoi
OnaroTBOpUTENBHBIN coBeT. KpaeBylo BiacTs Tpenaau — Ha MOCIEIHNUE COPOCOBCKUE ACHBIU MPOBOIMIN
KpYIJIbIi cToJ1. Bee Mo HOBOM - KOHTaKThI, CBA3H — IIOCKOJIBKY aJJMUHUCTPALIUU YaCTO MEHSIOTCS.

Kommenrapuit Jlrogmuier C.

B PocroBckoit 061acTH 2 rofa Ha3ax PeCypPCHBIH EHTP MPOBOIII MPOEKT (?) «B3auMoeiicTBrEe OPraHoOB
BJIACTH M HEKOMMepuecKux opranuzauuit». 1llno cauzy. llpunsnu yyactue 44 opranuzaiiui poCTOBCKON
obmactu. KonTakT ¢ nenmyratamu oOriecTBeHHOro coOpanus. [lepBbie OOIECTBEHHBIC CIyLIAHHUS B
obmactu. 1 Henenro Hazax KoMuTer 1o cBs3sM ¢ 00IIECTBEHHBIMU OPTaHU3ANUSIMHU BBIHYJ 3TOT 3aKOH H3-
oz cykHa. 95 % BeposATHOCTH, UTO B ATOM ro;ty 3aKOH OyIeT IPHHSIT.

JIpickuna T.

CeMuHap Mo comuanbHBIM KammaHusM. ['opox rpsi3Hbii. [IpuBiekaem Binactd, OM3HEC, KOMMYHAIbHOE
XO3SIMCTBO. AKIMH 10 TPHBENEHUIO B TMOPAAOK Topoma. PaboTa ¢ HalMOHaIHHO-KYJIBTYPHBIMU
ABTOHOMUSIMHU: TIOCJIE 2 MEPOIPUSATHIA — WHUIMATHBEI 110 CO3/IaHUI0 KOAIWIMH. 3aKOH PErHOHAIBHBIA O
B3aMMOJICHCTBUU C OpraHaMH BIACTH, CO3JIAIOT OOIIECTBEHHYO MaaTy.

Bonpoc: Ymo oymaiom o noswix obyuarowux gpopmax, 06 ucnoivb308anu OUCMAHYUOHHO20 00yYeHUsl.
JucranimonHoe oOydyeHue: B 6 MWUIMOHHOM ropone KpacHomape NOCTOSHHBIX —I0JIb30BaTeNeh
WuTepnet 25-30 Thic. yenoBek. HeT BO3MOXHOCTH 00y4aThbCs JUCTAHIIMOHHO. [licTaHIIMOHHOE 00yUYeHIe
XOPOIIo, KOTJa HYKHO cucTeMaTm3upoBaTh 3HaHus. Illkoma HKO (I'pemnoBa u BopoBwix) B chepe
cucTeMaTH3anuy 3HaHui 1o ynpasiennto HKO nmomoraer.

MeskpernoHajbHble OYHbIC INKOJIBI JAIOT KOHTAKTHI, NAPpTHEPCKHE OTHOIIECHHS], MOTHBHPYIOT
Y4aCTHHKOB.

[ruume: s HaumHaronmx HKO — 06a3zoBble ceMUHApBI, MMEBIIME MECTO, HE OYCHb 3(PPEKTHBHBL.
OddexruBapl mporpammsel Ha 7-10 gHel. OT pa3oBBIX CEMHHApPOB IOYTH OTKaszaimuch. Ilepemum Ha
npakTukymbl. Pazsuteie HKO — UM HY>XKHBI KpaTKOCpPOYHBIE CEMUHApHI N0 (PMHAHCOBOMY YIIPABIICHUIO
W HaJIOTOBOMY 3aKoHOJaTenbcTBY. Ha ¢unancoBsie ceMuHapsl npuxoannu 10 50 yenosek. CrienuaincTsl
NPUTIAIAINCh HA 3TH CEMHHAphbl Uil KoMMeHTapueB. Y pas3BuTeix HKO morpebHOCTH B 00yueHHMH —
MUMUJDK PYKOBOJHUTEISI HCKOMMEPUYECKO opraHn3anuu (TeMa cama y3KOCTelHallbHasl, Hy>KHa TT0Jr0TOBKa
tekctoB st CMU). 3anpocsl Ha KOpIOpaTUBHBIE CEMHUHAPBI — Hanpumep, it Kpacuoro Kpecra.

Bonpoc: 6 ckonvkux 2opodax ecmov KOHKYPCbl MYHUYURATLHBIX 2PAHMOE?

B 6 ropogax. B 2 roponax — Kpacuonape u Bonrorpane ects 00nactHoi. KoHCOMUAUPOBaHHBIN OIOKET
— KOHKypc i Bcero tora Poccun — Boarorpan, Poctos, KpacHomapckuii kpait, CTaBpononbckuil kpaii,
Anpires, KapauaeBo-Uepkeccust — B 6 cyObekTax.
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Y IOPPLI o6pa3 3anaaHoii oprann3anuu. C HaceJeHHeM HANPAMYIO He padoTaeM. Oprannl BJacTH
Beceraa cuntaan mmnuonamu. Ceifuac jgerde. IlpucaymmuBarores. Koncynaetupytores aemyrtatsl. Ha
MYHULMNAIBHBIA TPAaHT U KPaeBOil HE MOXKEM IPETeHIO0BaTh, TaK KAaK HAC BOCIPUHHMMAIOT CHJIBHOH U
OoraToit opranuzauei. [Ipenokuim opraHu3aTopaM KpaeBoro KOHKypca rpaHTOB OITyOJIMKOBAaTh OTYET,
KyJa TOLUIA CPEICTBa OpraHM3aldH, B Ta3eTe — mpeanarand. UWHOBHUK, KOTOPBIM OTBedan 3a
porpaMMy I'PaHTOB, CKas3all, YTO Ul MyOJHKaluu oTdeTa HeT cpeacTB. CO CTOPOHBI CIIELCIYy)O CTajio
nojerde. Panpiie 3B0OHMIIM, HO TOCHE OYE€PEIHOIO 3BOHKA MOIPOCHIIM IIPUCIATh OQHUIMATBHBIA 3aIpoc.
OcraBwin B mokoe. [Ipoluin Bce HAIOrOBbIC MPOBEPKH (HAJIOTOBas MONHUIMsS, MUHIOCT, PEryJspHbIe
MPOBEPKHU OT OM3HECa).

IItunuu B.

HNHTepecHO 3aHATHCS O0yYeHHEM OPraHOB BjacTH. MoxHO ObUIO OBl yCTaHABJIMBATH KOHTAKTHI,
nmosrydaTh BiusiHAe. He Bcera anMuHUCTpaIus 3anHTepecoBaHa B o0ydeHnd. CTaBpONoJILCKUI Kpaii —
0oJiee 3aMHTEPECOBAHHO MOAXOAAT. [[JIsT YNHOBHUKOB, KTO UMEET IO, dTO HHTEPECHO, IS PSIIOBHIX
COTPYIHUKOB — HeT. ECThb WHTEpECHBIC MBICIM IO TIOBOJAY ISTUTOPCKOW aKaJeMUU TOCCIYKOBI.
[Moxmucany TOTOBOPEHHOCTH HA MPOBEJEHHE CTAKUPOBOK B HEKOMMEPUECKUX OPTaHMU3ANUAX YUAITUXCS
roccmyx0n1. KOPPL] 6 cefidac mmeT KOHKypC MEPBOTO TPaHTa IUIIOC KOHKYPC Ha KOHCOJHIHPOBAHHBIM
oromker. Ilepex KOHKYpcOM TMEpBOTO TpaHTa OBUI TIPOBEICH (-AHEBHBIH CEMUHAap—TpEeHUHT. 9
OpraHu3anuii U3 YKCia YYaCTHUKOB (HE YTOUHMIIH, CKOJBKO OpPTraHM3alui yd4acTBOBAJIH B TPCHHHIE)
MTOJIaJTH 3aIBKH, 8 TIOIYYIIIN TPAHTHI.

OO0umecrBennbie opranmsanuu. Ha IOre Poccunm ¢ 01aroTBOpuUTENILHOCTBIO cJ10:kHO. 60%
OpraHu3auuii HUBET HA MECTHble HMCTOYHHKUA. C JApPYrofl CTOPOHBI, MECTHBIE HCTOYHUKH HE
[UBUIM30BAINCh. 1/3 opraHu3anuii — mpocTto (HMHAHCHPYIOT CIIOHCOPHI. IIpoBOAMM ceMHHApBHI s
Ou3Heca MO Ppa3BUTHIO OJArOTBOPUTEILHOCTH, HAa KOHKYPCHOW ocHoBe. BocrpeGoBanHoe
nanpasjenne. Hoopoccuiicknii JIYKOIJI, crpaxoBas kammanns «Anmupam». JIOHCKOiH Tabak
HCITOJIB3yeT HapabOTKH O3 HAIIEeTro yJacTHsl.

Bonpoc: kaxue usmenenus npousouiu 6 cekmope 3a nocieoHue 200ul?

CrpaTernueckoe NIaHUPOBaHKE, KOTOPOE IPOBEIH, BHIIBIIIO, YTO PA3BUBAThH IPaKAaHCKOE 001eCTBO
TOJIbLKO Yepe3 moaaep:;kky HKO — yronusi. busnec u BIacTs OT 3TOro mpoiiecca orceueHsl. [Ipuanna
HeronuMaHnus. COanaHcupoBaHHOE pa3BUTHE (ATEHTCTBO HEKOMMEPYECKUX OPraHH3aLi — NPUOPUTET).
3 cekTop cTaja 0oJie paccioeHHbIM, TuddepenuupoBannsiM. [IponoBeayeM KOMMIEKCHBIH MOAXO.
Bomnpoc: koro ¢ kem M3 ceKTOpoB cBOAUTH? OOIIECTBEHHOE MHEHUE B IIMPOKOM NOHMMAaHWU HUMEET
3HaueHue. JIeMOKpaTusi CTaHOBHTCS JICKOPATUBHOW (HETaTUBHBIM KOMITOHEHT). UMHOBHHMKH, KPYIHBIC
HKO - untu B xpynssie maccsl. C 1999 roga mpoBomuMm mporpamMbsl MO NPOABIKCHHUIO WM 3alUTE
OOIIIECTBEHHBIX HMHTEPECOB. BEIMYCKHUKH mporpamMMm mnoiydann (uaancupoBanue depe3 I[TPOHKO.
Hukro npyroii KOMIUIEKCHO HE TMPOBOAUT. BaKHO y4YHTH OpPraHM3aluM 3aliuTe W NPOABUKEHHIO
001IeCTBEHHBIX HHTEPecOB. MEeHATh YOSKACHUS OpraHu3aluil, yoexxaarb, 4To MOKHO 3allIUTUTD IIpaBa.
Koncomupnanusa. ¥ awaeil OTCYTCTBYHOT HABBIKM aHaiau3a. OHM He MOIYT CONOCTABHTH M
npocYnTaTh. HeEecKoNbKo demoBeK oOpamannch ¢ BOMpocaMH. AHAIW3 W WU3MECHEHHE MOTHBAIIHH.
Co3maeM W MOTHBHpYEM HMHHLMATHBHBIC rpynmnbl. Anbires (Maiikon) — HKO Obuio pyraTteiabHbIM
CJIOBOM. Y alOCh NPHUHATh MYHHLIUNAIBHBIM T'PaHT M TaM NPOXOIAT KOHKYpCHl. Buie-map mslTancs
KOHTPOJINPOBATh — MPOBEIN CTPEMUTEIBHYIO IHHAMUYHYI0 KaMIIaHUIO. Ero 4yTh HE yBOJIWIN, U3MEHWIN
MUCCHIO, IEHbIU ObUTH NOTy4YeHBbI. YacTh AeyTaToOB MPUE3KAIOT.

®opmbl o0yuenus. Munosarmonasle Gopmel. Ketickt o6o6mmmm. HoBble ¢GhopMBI, KOTOpPBIE aKTHBHO
BOCIIPUHUMAIOTCS, aHUMAaImoHHass cryaus. Celdac MOMYyJISpHB OSKCTPUMTPCHHHTH, IUITAHHPYEM
MPOBOJUTH petIeKCTPEHUHTH — 2-3 Yaca ¢ TPyNaMu COTPYAHUKOB (HET HapabOTAHHOTO OTIBITA).
BsanmogeiicTBrue ¢ mATUTOPCKOW akazeMued TocciykO0bl, ¢ Bonrorpamckoit akamemueil rocciay Obl —
CEKIIHSA 110 COOPY JaHHBIX, 00yUYaIOIIe MEPOIIPUATHS I CTYACHTOB.
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Ponw na 6yoywee

3 ocHoBHBIX Hanpasjaenns FOPPII kak cetn

1) KOHCYJIBTALMOHHBIN LIeHTp. Pa3pabaThIBatOTCs M OMPOOHPYIOTCS HOBBIE TEXHOJIOTHUH M OIPOOHPYETCS
CTPYKTYpPHPOBaHHE CEKTOpa!

2) ¢opMupoBaHHe OOIIECTBEHHOTO MHEHHUS — MO ITOBOY U3MEHEHUS TOTO, YTO MPOMCXOIUT B CTPaHE, B
peruoHax, BOBJIEKATh B o01Iee HoIe;

3) pa3BuTHE OJIATOTBOPHUTEIBLHOCTH Yepe3 MPOBEICHNE KOHKYPCOB. [IeperoBopbl — MMEHHbBIE KOHKYPCHI U
kamnanuu. [Inanupyrorcs HOBbIe HOPMBI.

Ilo emopomy nanpasnenuto - eonpoc E.K. 0 Heuzbedxcnom 8vixo0e 8 noIumuKy 8 9moi mouxe.

[Myonuunas monutuka. EcTh mupepsl OOINECTBEHHBIX OpPraHU3AlMN, KOTOPBIC XOTIT BKIOYATHCS B
nonutnieckne kammanuu (B FOPPI] ecTh JOKTOp MOMMTHYECKUX HAYK, KaHAWIAT IL.H. U ACIHPAHT).
Ycra IOPPI] 3anpemiaet paboTy ¢ MOTUTHYESCKUMH TapTUSMH. Boimer B cmily 3aKOH O MECTHOM
CaMOYTPaBJICHUU, B KaXJIOM paiioHe OyayT CBOM JEIyTaThl, MeHeMKMeHT. Co3qaHne W30MpaTeIIbHbBIX
omoxos. IlpeacTaBuTE I HEKOTOPHIX OPraHU3ALMI UAYT B 3aKOHOAATEBHYI0 BJACTh M MBITAIOTCH
YTO-TO M3MeHUTH. PaboTa co CTygeHTaMu CTapIuX KypcOB BY30B — IO TOBOAY HWHBECTHIUH B
conuanbuyio cdepy. 3 udenoBeka u3 FOPPLI 3amsaTel Ha kadenape mo CBSI3sIM C OOLICCTBEHHOCTBIO U
KOMMYHHUKanusM. HVH(poOpMaIoHHBIE TIONII — WCIOJb30BaHWE COOCTBEHHBIX TIEUATHBIX CPEICTB.
BrictpanBanue B3ammogetictBus ¢ Biacteio. Ilo3mumms FOPPIL. Mbl He mMpoTHMB W Ha 3a BJACTb.
[Iporecthbie popmbl akTuBHOCTH. CaiiThl B UHTepHeT. Bosibiiie CBOOOIBI.

Bonpoc o énuanuu na mpemuii cexmop na FOee.

Cern Obumn co3nmaHbl. CeTh — BJIHUSTEIbHBIH HHCTPYMEHT. BO3MOXHOCTD BBIABIATH MOTPEOHOCTH
cekTopa. BiusiHue cereli 6p110 OonbinuM. HeT BO3MOXKHOCTEH JIsi 0OMEHA OTBITOM 4Yepe3 KOH(EepEeHIINH,
KBapTaJbHbIC BCTPEYH.

Beina obmast peruoHanpHas ctpaterus. VIHHOBaIMS — MOJIEPIKKY CETH BaXKHO COXpaHuTh. CTaOHibHAs
CKOOPAMHUPOBaHHas paboTa — ObLiIa MBICIIb PACIITHUPSATHCS.

He mpoBogmmm He pasy omeHKy paboTel. BeraButh TeHmeHmun. OmeHHTH OO0ydalolie W TPAHTOBBIC
MPOrpaMMBI 32 HECKOJNIBKO JieT. Ha 106pOBOIBHBIX OCHOBAaHUSX.

Konkypc «Yuurens HEKOMMEpPUECKOT0 CEKTOPa».

Jlyummii Tpenep, nydmas o0yJaromas nporpamMmma.

IOPPIl — o0benuHsiiomuii areHT TpeTthero cekropa mo KOry Poccuu. Hy:XKHO BOBIeKaTh B CeTh
MaJible TOPoJa U ceJibCKue paioHbI

Coyuanvnule npobaemvt o Kpacroodapa.

1. OOwectBeHHbI KOHTPOIb (OromKer) JIromu >KMBYT B OOMICKUTHSAX. JJOpOTH HE PEMOHTHPYIOTCS.
CxeMa OTMBIBa JICHET — 3JUTHOE XWibe. (moanepxka or @onna EBpasus mpoekra mo mpo3pavyHomy
Or0KeTY).

2. CBoOoaHOoe M OTKpBHITOE pacnpocTpaHeHne HHGopmanmu: u3 MecTHRIX CMMU HeT He3aBUCHMBIX.
CBoGony wmbicim - mpexacraButenu ¢enepanbHbix CMU. Ceiiuac WX BIIACTh HAaYMHAET MPOCTO
mokymatsk. HyXHO AyMaTh HaJ 3THM: 00IeCTBEeHHbIE HH()OPMAITMOHHBIE IEHTPHI, Ta3eThl, Ha popyMe
JIO/IM TIpeJyIaraiy co3JaTh WH(OPMAIMOHHBIA IIEHTP, KOTOPBIH Obl (MHAHCHPOBAJIICS Ha CPEICTBA
rpax/aH.

3. bekeHIBI u BEIHYKIEHHBIC TIepeceNeHITbl: 126 narmonansHocTel. [lonmutruka Bractu B CtaBporiodie,
KpacHomape moxoska. I[IpoGiempl MUTpanud W MEXKITHUYECKUX CTOJIKHOBEHHWH HET. HaunHarot
KyJIBTUBHPOBaTh KceHO(oOuio. 3akoH 0 cTaTyce HHOCTPaHHBIX rpaxigaH. CaBBa + OLCHIIMKH
MOJNKIIOYAOTCSI ~ HA  TApTHEPCKUX  OCHOBAaHUSAX K  aHAJIWTHYSCKHUM  HCCIEIOBAHHSM.
UccnenoBarenbckie mporpaMmbl (pOPMHEPOBAIUCH OTPHIBOYHO. KOMIUIEKCHBIX HCCIIEIOBaHUII He
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obuto. Tonpko mo nuann YBKB OOH. Bornbiie HCTOYHUKOB, Ha KOTOPBIE MOXKHO OIMHUPATHCS, HET.
MouHbil HHPOPMAIIMOHHBIN pecypc.

Bonpoc: umo uyscno coenams, umoobbvl yKkpeninms mpemuii CeKmop Ha roee.
KomrmuiekcHas pabora ¢ Binactsmu, HKO
[Ty6nuunoe nose (BBIXO)

Bonpoc o npenamcmeusx.

Ectb BHyTpH camoro cekropa. KonkypeHuusi cpeau o01ecTBeHHbIX OPraHM3alMid — 32 CPECTBA, 32
BIMSHUE, KOHKYPEHIMA 3a JOCTyI K BIacTd, K rpaHTaM. KoopanHanuMoOHHBIE COBETBI, KIyOBI.
KonkypeH1uo yaaBanochk NpeooIeBaTh Ha MIKOJIaX, KOHQEPEHIHIX.

Camu opranuzauy He MOTYT CKHIBIBAThCA Ha KOH(pEpEeHINH. AKLUS, CTAaThs B Ta3eTe, Hy U 4TO Jaiblue?
HyXHBI KOHKYpCHI, B KOTOPBIX IOApa3yMEBAaeTCsl MAPTHEPCTBO HEKOMMEPUYECKMX OpraHu3alui +
KOQJIUIIMOHHBIE KOHKYPCBHI.

PaboTa mo co3maHMIO MUIAHOB CTPATETHUECKOTO Pa3BHTHUS ropoJoB. MHCTpYMEHT BOBJEYEHHS BIIACTH,
HKO, 6uzneca B penierne o0IIECTBEHHBIX TPOOIEM.

Ckauxona JI.

HaGmonennst o moBoty poCTOBCKOTO OM3HECA: MOYEMY OHU HE XOTAT (PMHAHCHPOBATh M MOACPKUBATH
opranm3anun? He BuaiAT B opraHW3anusx IOCTOMHOTO W paBHOTO NapTHepa. B deM mpoliiema:
npoBoamics onpoc @ongom PoctoB mo moBomy WHGOPMHPOBAHHOCTH HAacelleHHS 00 OONIeCTBEHHBIX
opranmzauusix. Hacenenne Huuero He MOIJO cKa3aTh MO MOBOAY OOIIECTBEHHBIX opraHu3aunii. Ha3samu
TOJIEKO MOJIOZCKHBIA TeleOH AOoBepwHsi, OOBIBICHHE O KOTOPOM OBLJIO 3aMEIIeHO BO BCEX aBTOOycax
obmectBeHHOro TpaHcmopra PoctoBa. brn3nec o Hac HHMYero He 3HaeT — Hy)XHa HH()OPMAaIMOHHAS
Kamnanus. W ans HaceneHus, W A7 KOMMEPUECKHX OpraHM3aluil — MOBBILIEHHE MH()OPMHUPOBAHUS O
nesrenpHocTh HKO. Hyxna cucremras wHbopMalioHHas TMOAJEpKKa. bynmymue coruanbHbe
pabotauKH. ToNbKO ceiiyac HaYaIl KypC IO COIMUAIBHBIM TEXHOJIOTHSIM.

[TorpebHOCTH B By3axX: KpaCHOIAPCKUHN Kpail.
EcTp 3ampoc nexyHMBEpCHTETA IO TOBOY HOBBIX OOYYAIOIINX TEXHOIOTHH.

HomnTuyeckast :ku3Hb. Ceifdyac MPUTHXJIM Bce. MBI B IIOKE OT TOrO, YTO NPOMCXOTUT B CTpaHe.
«I'yoepuarop — kcepokonus ¢ Ilyruna». Pedopmaposan [IyTuH npaButeinpcTBo — rybepHATOp TYT JKe
roTpeboBa Toro ske. IlytmH moxBammi ero 3a 3To B XaHThiMaHcuiicke. IlojmTHYeckue Jmaepbl
HelTpaJn30BaHblI.

KpacHomap — cnabas xomust ¢ Poccun. Hapon oOmansiBatoT. HBECTHIIMA: pOJTh TYOEPHATOPOB B 3TOM
mporiecce — Mug. HoBopoccuiick 000pyIyrOT MO BOSHHBIN MOPT, O3TOMY (eiepaibHOS TPABUTEIBCTBO
WHBECTHPOBAJIO CPEJCTBA MOJI CTPOUTEIHCTBO TPAXKIAHCKOTO MOpTa. MIHBECTHUIIMU OLICHUBAIOT BMECTE C
Oyayuiei mpuOBLIBIO, KOTOPYIO OHU JOJDKHBI JaTh.

41.SPS

Participants: Mikhail Yakovlevich Shneider, Steve Grant

Shneider, a member of the executive committee of the party and its technical section chief, says he’s been
asked to “explain” the reasons for the party’s Dec. debacle endlessly. He believes there are two broad
groups of reasons: outside factors and internal ones, the latter in turn divided into strategic and tactical

failures.

Outside-the-party factors: Putin, Kremlin manipulation of resources, media, etc. etc. etc.
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Internal strategic: first, they had a good platform, but their “message” was not transmitted well or at all;
second, they had no plan on how to deal with United Russia (UR) — how they differed from UR in particular
— or with Yabloko; third, they had no effective feedback mechanism, from the local activists and mid-level
party functionaries back to the top leadership in Moscow — in particular, no criticism of the higher levels
came back up through the channels (“of course, no one likes to hear criticism, but it’s essential”).

Internal tactical: first, Chubais should have either appeared first on the party list, or not at all (instead, he
was third on the list); second, they relied too heavily on national advertising, paid TV info spots, and the
media in general, and NOT on door-to-door campaigning; third, their campaign managers, Kokh and Ma-
rina Alekseevna Litvinovicha (?) were not very competent (even though the second later claimed that she
had warned them all along of problems which in fact she had not).

How they’re working to overcome the problems: on June 26™ they hold a party congress, at which they
hope to discuss a new strategy being formulated by a party commission. (The party also has a local elec-
tions commission, headed by Chubais, and a political council, comprised of 20-30 party leaders.)

They suffer from lack of leadership — all the nominal former leaders, like Nemtsov, Chubais, and Gaidar,
are more or less in retirement. They are seeking NEW PEOPLE (literally and figuratively), but are look-
ing for these people mostly/exclusively in the center; they want someone who is nationally known to lead
the party.

PERSPECTIVES: this period is almost identical to the one in 1995, when Gaidar’s (former) party Demo-
cratic Choice of Russia went down in flames and in May of 1996 they gathered to prepare a new 4-year
strategy. [SG comment: We’ve gone from 5-year plans to 4-year plans!]

THE MOST CRITICAL NEEDS TODAY: first, to build a coalition; second, to find money.

Contrary to what some might think, businesses can still contribute money to independent parties (even
after the Khodorkovsky affair), but just not as openly and actively as before.

WHERE DOES THE MONEY HAVE TO GO? First and foremost, into local party structures, whose
fundraising problems are much greater than those of the center/national party. So the focus must be on
party-building rather than on, say, constituency-building. Second, to the preparation of cadres and train-
ing, again mostly on the local level. Third, to triple or quadruple the number of “political technicians”
(i.e., campaign experts), such as the 50 they had in the last campaign. (See further on this below) Fourth,
for the political education of ordinary Russians; and fifth, for voter registration.

On point 5, they must create a database (DB) consisting of all voters for SPS, Yabloko, and “against all”
plus those who did not vote at all and MAKE USE OF THIS DB FOR PURPOSES OF DOOR-TO-
DOOR CAMPAIGNING.

THE SINGLE MOST EFFECTIVE TOOL AT THE DISPOSAL OF SPS was the 50 “technicians” they
had in 2002-03, salaries for whom came from both SPS funds (ca. 15 of them) and from AID money.
These 50 helped train campaign workers in as many regions. Of all the campaigns Shneider has observed,
nothing has been as successful as the door-to-door techniques these trainers taught the local campaign
workers. The proof: in the 50 regions where they worked, SPS got ca. 6% of the vote as opposed to the
normal 3-3+% elsewhere; and voter turnout was ca. 70% as opposed to ca. 55% elsewhere. (Of course,
vote manipulation can’t be discounted anywhere: where SPS had good local staff observers to monitor the
voting, they found “cheating” in about 15-20% of voter districts. Thus, some half million votes for SPS
were probably not counted.)
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A final observation: don’t work for constitutional amendments now, piecemeal. Wait about 10 years and
go not for “reforms” but for a whole new constitution.

SUMMARY:

(Liberal) parties must find a way to unite in an effective coalition; to raise funds; to hire at least 200 cam-
paign experts for regional/local advising; and to spend increased money for door-to-door campaigning in
future elections.

42. SPS/Rostov
June 10

Participants: Alla Aleksandrovna Frolova, Valentina Ivanovna Shnurkova, Irina Yefimovna Levina, Steve
Grant, Vladimir Rimsky, Yekaterina Lushpina

POLITICAL LAY OF THE LAND: SPS does fairly well in this region, especially in some of the big cit-
ies like Rostov, Volga-Donsk, Azov, Taganrog, Novocherkassk, Shakhty. They get close to 5% in cit-
ies/large towns, but only about 1% in villages. One big reason for success: these are university towns, and
about 11% of students vote for SPS. (She more or less agrees with Yabloko’s Baiburtyan, that more well-
to-do people tend to vote for SPS, while Yabloko gets liberal-minded people “on salaries” [i.e., lower-
paid, lower-income].)

Since 1991, SPS locally has been able to maintain about 150 young people working for the party in “nor-
mal” times, but these figure jumps to ca. 300 or more during campaigns, like the Dec. 2003 Duma elec-
tions.

They have a program now in Taganrog to train young campaign workers — with/have had about 400 par-
ticipants.

WHAT WORKS FOR HER/SPS: She is very personable, very good with people, so she’s had great suc-
cess working with small groups of voters at places of work and particularly near to people’s homes.

One effective technique: they’ve invited “celebrities” down to Rostov; Travkin went over big! Others
have asked for too much money to appear and so they didn’t come. When Boris Nemtsov came down, the
party held a meeting with students in Taganrog that went very well but they couldn’t rent space in Rostov
for the same thing. Nemtsov was able to meet with the city administration and get permission to rent
space and even to SMI coverage.

WHAT DOESN’T WORK: they’ve tried “door-to-door,” and a letter campaign, and TV debates. None of
these work well in general, although TV ads worked well in Taganrog but NOT in Rostov. Debates
“failed” because they were on TV at bad times, when there are very few viewers. (For the recent city
duma elections, they didn’t even have debates.)

SPS has good relations with NGOs but don’t get real political support from them. They’ve worked with
veterans orgs. for the past 3 years.

CENTER-LOCALES COOPERATION/IRRITANTS: About 3 times a month they receive information
from the center, such as a “calendar” that shows upcoming events of interest to the party, communiqués
about intra-party affairs and sign-up campaigns. Later this month there will be a “zonal” confer-
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ence/congress gathering several local party organizations to exchange information and to plan future
course of action.

Chubais once asked them to distribute 1000s of letters just one week before an election. Impossible!
Didn’t help when Kokh called SPS a “bourgeois party.”

The center asks them to do a lot: e.g., arrange demonstrations, celebrate holidays (like May 1 and Flag
Day), to set up huge concerts (they had one for 150,000) — in part just “to show the colors” (keep the
party visible). They got a very large number of people out for a “subbotnik’ using a radio ad.

Differences with the center arose during the 93 Duma election campaign; the local political council of
the party “corrected” poor directions on the ground.

IRI: a mixed bag working here. In 2002 they held a seminar/training session that attracted few. SPS ex-
pected something from them for TV but nothing came.

But the good news is that the people here DO NOT view it as “outside interference” if IRI tries to help.
The local administrations don’t like it, but the voters think it’s a good thing — puts one more set of con-
trols over possible manipulation/chicanery. Still, “the voters” are actually divided, with younger voters for
such help and older ones somewhat against it.

Best help IRI/others can give: training seminars and teaching campaign “‘technology” (techniques).
There should be a two-track approach here: use local/Russian political PR expertise in election cam-
paigns; use American expertise for party work.

WHAT IS NEEDED IN ADDITION: (1) more lawyers who know election laws inside-out, especially
local election norms; (2) media specialists from PDI and/or IRI (?); (3) more TV air time, but with better
coordination (so that on a purely technical level, airwave transmissions/signals don’t interfere with neigh-
boring jurisdictions. (SMI in Rostov are NOT independent but still manage to be objective much of the
time.)

SUMMARY: need to build and exploit Russian (i.e., not foreign) legal and campaign expertise; perhaps
make better use of celebrities in politics, as in the U.S.; they have to build on their core constituency of
students if they’re to survive.

43. Department of State Power, Local Government and Natural Monopolies

Bcerpeua B xonnunre CYAJL

VYuactHuku Berpeun: B.H.Kucenes, Buile-mpe3ujeHT XxojauHra W ampektop JlemaprameHTta 1O
B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO C OpraHaMH TOCYJapCTBEHHOMN BJIACTH, MECTHOTO CAMOYIIPABJICHUS W €CTCCTBCHHBIMU
MoHomoausmMu, 1 C.C.ApToOoieBcKuit

Xonaunar CYAJI xontponupyer 19 npeanpusaruii, Ha KoTopbix 3aHaTto 60 Teic. uenoBek. Ero obopor
cocrasisger 1,5 mapa. momr. CILA.

Ha npenmectBytomiem 3tane peopMbl XOJIIHHT TEpeaal MECTHBIM BIACTSIM KUIIbe (OrOBOPHB HpPaBO
apeHIbl OOWIeKUTHI) W 4acTh cereid. Cebe, MOMHMO YacTH CeTeH, OH OCTAaBMJ MEIUIMHCKYIO 0azy
(Bximrodast Gaspl OTHBIXAa M CAHATOPUM), IBOPLBI KYJIBTYpPBI/KIYyObl M OONBIIYI0 YacTh HMHOHEPCKUX
Jlarepe.
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MecTHbIE BIACTH TTOIYYAIOT BBITOJBI OT ACATEILHOCTH XOJIAMHTA IO HECKOJILKAM KaHaJIaM:

1. Tlonnas neranu3amuss Bceil 3apa0OTHOM MJaThl W OTCYTCTBHE HAJOTOBOH 3aJ0JKEHHOCTH
YBEIMYHUBACT JTOXOIAHYIO YaCTh MECTHBIX OIO/PKETOB.

2. Exerogno 650 muH. pyOuieil TpaTHTCS Ha KOPIOPAaTHBHYIO COLMANBHYIO MPOTrpaMMy XOJAWHTa. B
OCHOBHOM OHa OPMEHTHUPOBaHA Ha PadOTAIOUIMX B XOJAUHIE (PACIIMPEHUE CIICKTPa METUIIMHCKUX YCIYT,
BBIIUIATHI BET€paHaM TPYZa, MOBBINICHUE KBATU(HKAIIMM) W HAIpaBICHA HA YIyYIICHHE COLUAIBHOTO
KIuMara Ha npeanpustusx. Ho cpencrBa, HampaBisieMble Ha PasBUTHE CIIOPTA, KyJIbTYPHI, IETCKOTO
J0Cyra OIarompHsTHBL M I He Pa0OTAIOIIUX Ha MPEANPHATUSIX XOJIIHHTA.

3. CoTpyzHHYECTBO B 00JIACTH SIKOHOMHYECKOTO M COIMAIBLHOTO Pa3BUTHS TOPOJOB, HANPaBICHHOE HA
BHEJPCHNE HOBBIX OPTaHU3ALHMOHHBIX CXEM U TeXHHKH.

4. bBnaroTBOPUTEIBHOCTH (BeChbMa HEMPO3PaUYHbIid KaHa, KOTOPBINA CIS0BAIO Obl IEPEKPHITD).

5. OcoOplli MHTEpPEC XOJAWHra K MECTHOMY CAaMOYMPABICHHUIO M €r0 Pa3BUTUIO OMNpeAeisercs 2-Ms
(akropamu:

6. Bce mpennpusTHS XOJAWHTa PaclojOXKEHBI B MallbIX M CPEIHUX ropoaax. KauecTBo H3HH B HHX
0c00EHHO 3aBUCHT OT 3()()EKTUBHOCTH IESTENHHOCTH MECTHBIX BiacTed. XOJIIUHT, B CBOIO OuYepeb,
3aMHTEPECOBAH B MOBBIIICHHS KaUueCTBA KM3HU TeX, KTO padOTaeT Ha ero NpeInpHUsTHH.

7. MecTHBIC BIACTH SBISIOTCS KPYNHBIMH SKOHOMHUYCCKHMH ITapTHEPAMH XOJAMHTA, MOKyIas y HEro
ycayru (Hampumep, Ttemto) Ha 400 muH. pyOneit B ron. 3amiaTuTh 3TH JCHBIH CMOTYT TOJIBKO
a¢dexTrBHO AeiicTByIOmME BiacTu. [Ipy 3TOM HEOOXOAWMO Y4YeCTh, YTO BIACTH PErHOHAIBHBIC TAIOT
ropojaM C YCIEeIHO (GYHKIMOHUPYIOIUMH HPEIIPUSATHSIMUA OTHOCHTEIBHO MEHBINE TPaHC(EPTOB,
CUMTasA, YTO OCTAJIbHOE OHH «B3BIIIYT» C YKAa3aHHBIX MTPOM3BOJUTENCH. YiKe YIaloch B 2 pa3a COKPaTUTh
3aJJ0JDKEHHOCTh MECTHBIX BIIACTEH XOJIAMHTY.

XONAUHT aKTUBHO COTPYAHWYAeT C MECTHBIMHM BJIACTSIMH, IPU 3TOM CTapasch OTPAHUYUTH HX
CTpeMJICHHE TIOCTOSTHHO TOJIy4aTh C HETO ACHBIM Ha JIIOOBIE HYXKIIbI, PEIIEHHE CBOMX MPo0i1eM. XOIIuHT
HE BO3paXaeT NPOTHB IOMOINM HACEICHUIO <IOJBEAOMCTBEHHBIX» TOPOJIOB, HO XOYeT TPaTHUTh
COOCTBEHHBIC JICHBIU 10 CBOEMY YCMOTpeHHIo (cM. Bbimie). Kpome Toro, 3HaunTenbHass 4aCTh MECTHBIX
OIOJKETOB TpPATHTCS HEPALMOHAILHO W HEOTPAaHWYCHHAs IOMOMIb MPOCTO OJNIOKHPYET HEO0OXOIUMbIE
pedopmel. Cyn okazancs AeHCTBEHHBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM pa3pelieHus] KOHPIUKTHBIX CUTyalui.

CYAJl wannmupoBan coBMmectHblii ¢ US AID mpoekt mo pedopmMe MECTHOrO caMOYINpaBiICHHUS,
HaINpaBJICHHBI Ha €ro pa3BHTHE, PaBHO Kak M rpaxmanckoro odmectBa (Ha 2004 u 2005 rr.). IIpoekr
BKIItouaeT 3 OJI0Ka — MPaBOBOM, COIMAIIEHO-KOHOMUYECKH M COIMANbHBIA. BriOpano 3 Teppuropuu:
IemexoB, Kamenck-Ypanbckuii n Cerexxckuii paiion (Bkiarouas Hazmsoumbl). MemopaHIyM o
COTPYIHHMYECTBE MOAMKMCAaH, HO OKOHYATENIHOTO PEIIeHUs] aMEePUKaHCKON CTOPOHBI ellle HeT. Bo3mMoxHO,
3aJiep’KKa BBI3BaHA HECOBIAJACHUEM «CpOKOB» (hnHaHCOBBIX ToJ0B B CIIIA n P®. XonaauHr rotoB Ha4aTh
(bMHAHCHPOBaHHUE MIPOEKTA B OJHOCTOPOHHEM Topsiake (mpexycmorpeno punancuposanune 50:50).

44. USAID/Independent Media Program
German Abaev, Katya Drozhodova

USAID’s media program has recently undergone an assessment in anticipation of the agency’s new strat-

egy development. The purpose of this meeting was not to revisit themes that have been exhaustively cov-

ered in the recent assessment, but to talk generally about possible linkages with other USAID/Moscow/DI

programs. Several points emerged:

e According to Abaev and Drozhdova, the fundamental question confronting USAID’s media program
is how to create demand among Russians for an independent media. The program woks with some
300 TV stations nationally, spending (with cost-sharing) about $3.5 million each year. In addition, the
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program works with a large number of regional newspapers ($1 million). USAID does not work with
national media.

e In general, USAID has noted that regional newspapers tend to be less independent than regional TV
stations, largely because of the former’s Soviet roots. USAID is considering working with fewer
newspapers, but on a more holistic basis.

¢ Radio appears to be becoming more popular, especially music formats. News formats are less useful,

although Moscow Echo is an exception.

USAID is not contemplating developing the Internet as a media source.

USAID has not thought about tapping the potential of cell phones as a source of independent media.

Training for court reporters is weak in the country and may be an opportunity.

The new local government law is complex; a public education campaign using the media would be

useful.

o The legal sector does not have a cadre of lawyers and judges trained in the area of defamation. Many
defamation cases are brought against media outlets and their editors/owners/reporters which has had a
negative impact on the sector.

45. Yabloko/Rostov

June 10

Participants: Vladimir Artemevich Baiburtyan, Aleksei Vasil’evich Lyashchenko, Steve Grant, Vladimir
Rimsky

IRI visited here in the fall of 2003, during the Duma campaign. Yabloko ran Yevgenii Yemel’yanov and
he won (one of just 4) but then he decided to leave Yabloko and join United Russia -- a big scandal and a
particularly devastating blow for Yabloko (from which, it appears, they have not recovered here in Ros-
tov). IRI has advised local parties on the upcoming city duma elections to try to create a united platform.
They can’t seem to unite on the federal level at all — but this should be possible on the local level! They
can distribute one set of brochures/pamphlets/handouts, put up one set of posters.

RELATIONS WITH CENTER: During the 2003 national Duma campaign, all money came from local
sources, not the center, which offered support only in the form of its ideology. And voters came out and
voted for Yabloko not for the sake of the party itself but to show support for the person running. He does
admit, however, that Yavlinsky’s speeches and the TV spots the center put on the air did indeed help them
gain support. But the local leadership’s attitude toward the center is: “We don’t need ANYTHING from
them.” “What they tell us to do — e.g, in the way of election techniques — changes with every new election
—and this is handled in an IDIOTIC fashion.”

That having been said, however, the Rostov party org. thinks they were the first to use “picketing” tech-
niques, door-to-door method, and direct mailing. But they’ve had problems with the volunteers who help
them with these.

Baiburtyan personally worked for many years with Rumyantsev and his party before coming over to
Yabloko quite recently. On a personal level, he finds center-local relations OK: he can pick up the phone
and talk with Yavlinsky, Mitrokhin, Arbatov just about any time he wants to. BUT, the central apparat is
“too formal” — they’re too focused on their own affairs, and on “technologies”/techniques. (There has
been a clash, incidentally, between the center and some local branches over what party “membership”
should entail. [SG comment: shades of Lenin and the Bolsheviks!!! History repeating itself.]

A TRUE DILEMMA: His take on the future of the party nationally: Yavlinsky attracted the “intelligent-
sia” at the beginning — people who, in Soviet times, still cooperated with the government in order to get
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anything done. Yavlinsky wanted to reconcile the post-communist governments with the intelligentsia.
This approach does not work any more. BUT IF YABLOKO BECOMES MORE “HARSH” VS. THE
GOVERNMENT, IT WILL LOSE VOTERS. (He says, in passing, that ordinary people are “too fright-
ened” today to engage in such adversarial politics.)

DIFFERENCES AMONG TOP LEADERS: Yavlinsky himself IS the party. He’ll set federal-level party
policy. But no interest groups have come together around his banner. The ONLY uniting idea is the de-
fense of private property. Nemtsov has his own hobby horses, like the idea of a professional army (one
sign of true liberty), but for Yavlinsky all that’s needed is military reform — this is not a more fundamental
value or integral part of liberalism. And Chubais is just a socialist!!!!

(Ryzhkov [is he in Yabloko??] says that the CPRF is the “most democratic party” in Russia today. Why?
Apparently because they have a true constituency that they strive to serve. But just the fact that they are
allowed to exist is a true sign of democracy.)

ON THE LOCAL LEVEL.: The party has had some success in local elections: they have 2 people in the
oblast duma (though they used to have 3), 2 in the city duma. For the upcoming city duma elections, they
have 12 candidates running for 35 seats. In the oblast duma, a Yabloko member is the head of the com-
mittee for legislation that deals with social orgs. (NGOs); in the city duma, their man is head of the
budget committee.

The regional party branch has a total membership of between 2 and 3 thousand; only about 25 people,
though, left the party after the Dec. 2003 debacle nationwide, while some 200 have joined since January.
They have some fairly sophisticated DBs, with names of party members, “agitational” workers, vote
monitors, etc. They have used a polling firm called “Delphi” (?), which used to be affiliated with ROMIR
in Moscow, but then broke off to set up their own company.

FUNDING: Historically, Rostov is a commercial city — a city of merchants. So most orgs./parties have to work
with business people in raising funds. Before last Dec., a local factory (which has large revenues) sponsored
Yabloko (as did other businessmen); but now, this source of funds has dried up for Yabloko. So the party lead-
ers like him and other members are forced to earn money in their own line of work just to survive. But they do
a get a little monetary support from the center [thus slightly contradicting what he said earlier].

Who votes for whom? In the city proper, the Yabloko vote has been rather higher than in the region as a
whole: about 11-14%. They actually came in in first place — one of the few cities where Yabloko outpol-
led SPS. Partly because of unemployment and some very old factories that can’t sustain their work force.

Both “democratic”/liberal parties attract those with higher/better education, those from the “middle class.”
Yabloko voters, however, tend to have lower income, SPS voters, higher income.

ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS: The problem Yabloko has is that people tell them: “You talk a very
good game, but you’ve got to show us ‘what next’.” [They don’t see clearly what future exactly Yabloko
has planned for Russia or their plan for how to get there.]

Problem with local self-government is that all want to be recipients of money, no one wants to give it out (be donors).

The party has good relations with SMI here; a few outlets are even critical of some politics. Local TV has
given them some free interviews, spot ads.

SUMMARY: Yabloko is close to rudderless and perhaps leaderless at the national level now; local branches
can gain some successes on their own — but have to define themselves and their aims much more clearly.
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