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1. INTRODUCTION 
In the 1990’s Russia was facing major political and economic changes. The old Soviet Union 

had ceased to exist and Russia had embarked on a reform process that would see much of 

the old system dismantled. Throughout this period there had been a continuous political 

conflict between several factions, Westernizing liberals and social democrats on the one 

hand, and nationalists and communists on the other. The political infighting, coupled with 

rampant corruption, poor state finances, and brewing conflicts in the Caucasus, made for a 

chaotic decade. It was towards the end of this decade that the powers that be deemed 

Vladimir Putin capable of reigning in the turmoil. Putin had served as a KGB officer in the 

1980’s and had moved on to work for the reformist Mayor of St. Petersburg during the 

collapse of the Soviet Union. His background in both the conservative security services as 

well as in the liberal Mayor’s office was such that he could appeal to and mediate between 

both sides of the political divide in Kremlin.  

The factions, or coalitions, are a perennial feature in Russian politics. They existed during the 

Soviet era, through the chaotic 90’s, all the way up to present day. These coalitions span the 

full spectrum of political thought, and can be found at all levels of government.  

The Advocacy Coalition Framework is a framework that assumes that policy is created by 

advocacy coalitions, and this means that it should be useful in explaining policy changes in 

Russia. The most commonly applied method in Advocacy Coalition Frameworks is interviews. 

This study will instead use a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods in 

establishing the basic parameters of the framework. 

 

1.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is two-fold. The first purpose is to develop a quantitative method 

for examining and measuring the power resources that coalitions, groups, and individuals 

use in order to get their favored policy through These resources will be explained in detail 

later, but they include formal legal authority, public opinion, information, mobilizable 

troops, and financial resources. Advocacy Coalition Framework studies tend to rely on 

interviews when establishing both coalitions and the resources they have. Though this 



2 
 

method is very useful for identification of coalitions, the resources identified are likely to be 

perceived rather than actual resources. Given that the resources occupy a vital position in 

the framework, creating an objective method for identifying these resources is of value. 

The second, and main, purpose is to see whether the distribution of these resources 

between different coalitions is effective in explaining Russian policy developments. As Russia 

is an important actor globally, both in terms of energy and of security, it is of interest to 

develop and test theories and methods that examine and explain Russian policy changes. 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework has been very successful in explaining policy 

developments in a wide range of policy subsystems in a large number of countries, so it 

would be interesting to see if it can explain policy changes within the Russian context. 

 

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In order to test how well the distribution of power resources amongst coalitions explain 

Russian policies we need to identify a number of aspects.  

Q1. What are the main coalitions within the Russian political elite? 

Q2. What are the coalitions’ policy core beliefs? 

These two questions need to be answered early on in order to establish that; first, the 

coalitions exist, and secondly, so that we can operationalize their beliefs and thus identify 

which resources are associated with which coalition. 

Having identified the coalitions and their beliefs, we go on to look at resource distribution 

amongst them. 

Q3. How are the resources distributed amongst the coalitions?  

This entails looking at each resource identified by the Advocacy Coalition Framework 

separately for each coalition and for each selected year. Once we have answered these first 

three questions we should have established how influential each coalition is. 

We will then go on to look at the policy side. Russia has frequently used energy export 

restrictions as a foreign policy tool. In 2006 Russia cut supplies to Ukraine, ostensibly due to 
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a price dispute, but likely also to put pressure on the then pro-NATO government. We will 

therefore use gas exports as a surrogate for foreign policy. The price of gas reflects the 

supply, so we shall use that as a measure. Russia insists on bilateral energy export treaties, 

so we will focus on one country, and that country will be Russia’s largest European trade 

partner, namely Germany. In order to see how Russian policy has developed we will 

therefore put the following question. 

Q4 How have Russian gas export prices to Germany developed? 

This will give us an idea of how gas prices have developed. We will assume that some of the 

coalition resources are redistributed with each presidential election, and we will therefore 

select the presidential inaugurations in May of 2004, 2008, and 2012 as examination periods. 

Q5 Can the changes in Russian gas prices in Germany be explained by the distribution of 

power resources among advocacy coalitions in Russia? 

There are different coalitions in Russia that favor different gas price environments. The 

hypothesis is that if a coalition that favors a certain price environment has ample power 

resources in relation to other coalitions, then this should be reflected in the gas price. We 

expect to see changes in the gas prices relatively soon after the inauguration. 

 

1.3 OUTLINE 

The study is designed as follows. The introduction chapter introduces this study. It presents 

the purpose, as well as the specific research questions. This chapter then discusses the 

material, the sampling, and the limitations. We will then go through the definitions, and 

finally look at earlier research.  

The next chapter is the Theoretical framework. This chapter will discuss the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework, beginning with discussing the model of the individual, which underpins 

the theory. It then goes on to discuss the coalitions and the power resources, and how they 

affect policy change. 
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As we need to identify the coalitions and their beliefs before we deal with their resources, 

we will have a chapter discussing the Russian Advocacy Coalitions. This chapter will have a 

separate method, observations, and analysis section solely for these advocacy coalitions. 

After this discussion we go on to the main Methodology chapter. As we are fleshing out a 

new method for identifying power resources this chapter is central to the study. Here we go 

on to describe how we will go about identifying the five different power resources. We finish 

this chapter by discussing how we will identify and analyze the foreign policy part, as well as 

an expal 

Chapter four is the Observations chapter, and here we present our summarized 

observations. This is followed by the Analysis chapter, where we collate and analyze the 

data. This leads into our Conclusion chapter, which discusses the results and possible future 

research.  

 

1.4 DELIMINATIONS AND MATERIAL 

This section will discuss the study limitations as well as the material used in this study 

For the coalitions and their resources, the study will make a few limitations. First, we will 

limit our examination to the power resources as set out by the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework. It is understood that examining more variables per resource will improve 

reliability; however due to the scope of the study it will be limited to one variable per 

resource. Secondly, we will limit our study to examine Russian advocacy coalitions active 

between 2004 and 2012. It is assumed that coalition resources are redistributed after each 

presidential election, and that the dominant coalitions are eager to use any momentum they 

might have from this redistribution to push for new policy. We will therefore examine the 

coalitions at three points in time, during the presidential inauguration years 2004, 2008, and 

2012. These years are also current enough to be able to easily gather data from. 

For the foreign policy part, the study will be looking gas prices as a surrogate, and for this to 

function as a suitable indicator gas policy must be directed by Russian elites, and not just be 

influenced by market forces. There are two hints that suggest it is driven by elites. First is 

that gas exports were monopolized by a state owned company (Gazprom) when the Russian 
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State Duma, or lower house in parliament, granted it an exclusive right to export gas.1 The 

very fact that this was done suggests that the elite sought to, amongst other things, be able 

to control gas exports. Second is that Russia (and thus the Russian power elite) has likely 

actively used gas exports to put pressure on foreign governments in the past, with Ukraine 

and Belarus being two notable examples. In order for gas exports to be used in this manner 

it has to be directed. As Germany is the largest importer of Russian natural gas, it makes 

sense to look at the exports to this country. This data will cover 2003 to 2013, in order to 

facilitate identification of any longer term price changes. 

There are five criteria that needs be fulfilled for a source to be considered good. The first 

one is authenticity, and means that a source must not be fabricated. Historical sources may 

sometimes have this problem. The easiest way to combat this is to look at the content. If one 

encounters surprising information then one should look at more sources in order to ensure 

that it is authentic.2 The second criterion is contemporaneousness. This means that the 

further away in time from an event a source is, the less likely it is to reflect the event 

accurately.3 Vice versa this means that the closer to an event the source is, the better it 

should be. Third we have centrality. This is similar to contemporaneousness but deals with 

space rather than time. The closer to an event a source is physically, the better that source 

is. This means that primary sources are generally better than secondary or tertiary sources. 

The fourth criterion is tendentiousness. If the source is partisan then this may result in 

biased reporting. This means that we have to consider who or what the source is in relation 

to the event. If there is a risk that a source is biased, then one should either complement 

with an independent or opposing biased source.4 Ideally one should avoid these sources. The 

final criterion is dependence. A source is better if it is independent of other sources. For our 

study, we will employ different sources when gathering our data. 

We will first look at advocacy coalitions. The information that we gather here comes from 

previous research, in the form of peer reviewed journal articles and academic books. By 

virtue of the peer review the authenticity should be acceptable. They should also fulfill the 

                                                           
1
 Gelb (2007) p. 7 

2
 Esaiasson et al (2007) p. 318 

3
 Esaiasson et al (2007) p. 320 

4
 Esaiasson et al (2007) p. 322 
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tendentiousness criterion. As for contemporaneousness and centrality, these should not 

affect the reporting on advocacy coalitions. The sources are believed to be independent. 

For the formal legal authority variable we will use Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty and RIA 

Novosti. Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty is a large news organization funded by the U.S. 

Congress, with the stated mission to promote democratic values and institutions by 

reporting news in countries where a free press is banned by the government or not fully 

established. They aim to provide objective news by not allowing the U.S. Congress to 

interfere in operational and editorial decisions. Given their size and the fact that they are 

frequently referenced in both scientific and general publications, the authenticity should be 

acceptable. The main problem here might be tendentiousness. In order to counter any such, 

we will balance this source with reports from RIA Novosti, which is a Russian state-funded 

news organization.  

We then have the public opinion variable. For this variable we will be taking information 

from Levada Center. The Levada Center is a Russian polling organization that is frequently 

cited in scientific studies, and we expect it to fulfill the criteria for good sources.  

For the information variable we will look at reports released by the University of 

Pennsylvania, as well as news reports taken from the LexisNexis news database. The 

University of Pennsylvania reports are used by researchers and so we believe them to fulfill 

the criteria. As for the LexisNexis database, we use the major publications category, and we 

also look through several articles in order to ensure that we minimize the risk for 

tendentiousness and dependence.  

Mobilizable troops involves looking at data from Synovate, Gallup, and TNS-Global. These 

organizations are big data aggregators and are to be considered good resources. In addition 

to this we will use a peer-reviewed article and a report from the European Stability Initiative. 

The report may suffer from tendentiousness, but the information that we gather from it 

should not be affected adversely.  

In measuring financial resources we will first collect data from two business publications, 

Expert Magazine and Forbes Magazine. The data that we take from these are 

uncontroversial and should not be misleading. We then look at the companies’ annual 
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reports, which by law should be correct. Finally we go through the LexisNexis news database 

to gather the final data for this resource, and as with the information resource we look at 

several reports to ensure that tendentiousness and dependence is minimized. 

The gas price data is taken from the International Monetary Fund, via the data aggregator 

IndexMundi.com as well as from the World Bank Commodity Price Index. These two sources 

are international organizations tasked with publishing trade and financial data, and 

therefore good sources.  

All raw data will be available upon request. 

 

1.5 DEFINITIONS 

Elites – The concept of elites will crop up in this study. We will be using C. Wright Mills 

definition of power elites, which referrers to “those political, economic, and military circles, 

which as an intricate set of overlapping small but dominant groups share decisions having at 

least national consequences. Insofar as national events are decided, the power elite are those 

who decide them”.5 

Coalition - “people from a variety of positions (elected and agency officials, interest group 

leaders, researchers) who (1) share a particular belief system – i.e., a set of basic values, 

causal assumptions, and problem perceptions – and (2) show a non-trivial degree of 

coordinated activity over time”6 

Power Resource – A resource used by coalitions in order to sway new policy in the favored 

direction. They include formal legal authority, public opinion, information, mobilizable 

troops, and financial resources. 

Policy subsystem – A policy subsystem is where policy specialists engage with each other in 

order to create new policy. They are characterized as having both a functional/substantive 

dimension (such as water policy) and a territorial one (such as California). 

                                                           
5
 Mills (1956) p. 18 

6
 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 138 
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Resources – The resources are used by coalitions in order to be able to push through new 

policy. For this study, they are: formal legal authority, public opinion, information, 

mobilizable troops, and financial resources. 

1.6 PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

This section will examine and discuss earlier research in both the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework and the Russian policy elite.  

The Russian constitution concentrates executive power with the President, but even though 

the presidency is the most powerful political position in Russia Sakwa has noted that Putin 

has been forced to effectively maneuver between the different factions within the Kremlin.7 

This implies that Putin has been forced to act as a mediator with the different elite coalitions 

in Russia.8 A common understanding is that Putin commands the Russian government 

unopposed, however some researchers note that this is not the case and that “Putin … 

balances the factions, and mediates between them, and occasionally, if gridlock persists over 

time, resolves disputes by deciding what to do.”9 

There are a number of policy theories that look at how policy is created. One of these is the 

Advocacy Coalition Framework, which postulates that policy is generated by coalitions of 

likeminded individuals within policy subsystems. Developed by Paul Sabatier and Hank 

Jenkins-Smith, the framework has been applied on a wide range of topics ranging from 

transportation policy to foreign policy. Henry, Matti and Sandström, Pierce, and Ingold have 

made independent studies that focus on the part of the framework that explains coalition 

structure, stability and reasons for forming.10  

Matti and Sandström have looked at the Swedish carnivore-management subsystem when 

testing the rationale for coalitions and how beliefs determine the formation and structure of 

coalitions. The study results show that shared deep core beliefs (which will be explained in 

the theory chapter) are not enough themselves to initiate coalitions within policy 

subsystems. Instead it seems that policy core beliefs, as suggested by the framework, are 

                                                           
7
 Sakwa (2007) p. 21 

8
 Sakwa (2007) p. 28 

9
 Reddaway (2012) p. 102 

10
 Weible et al (2011) p. 351 
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key in coalition formation.11 This means that for our study, as will be expounded on in 

section 2.1, we will focus on identifying policy core beliefs. The study by Henry et al uses 

exponential graph models to examine if policy relevant beliefs as well as social capital drive 

network structure, or in other words how beliefs and influence shape coalition structure. 

They do this by studying the policy elites involved in land-use and transportation planning in 

California. Their findings suggest that policy brokers occupy a fairly central role in uniting 

advocacy coalitions.12 However, the fact that policy brokers do not seem to be essential for 

advocacy coalitions means that we will not consider them for this particular study. Pierce has 

examined coalition stability and belief change within the U.S. foreign policy subsystem. By 

looking at coalition beliefs with regards to the creation of Israel, the study confirmed the 

hypothesis stated within the Advocacy Coalition Framework that coalition lineups are stable 

within policy subsystems when policy core beliefs are in dispute.13 The above three findings 

are important in establishing that advocacy coalitions are both stable over time and that 

policy core beliefs are the glue that binds these coalitions together.  

A study by Ingold goes beyond looking at the beliefs of advocacy coalitions and instead looks 

at coalition structure. She looks at factions within the climate policy subsystem in 

Switzerland, and notes that by identifying the conflict and cooperation relations between 

coalitions, one should be able to identify coalition beliefs.14 

On the policy side of the Advocacy Coalition Framework, Nohrstedt has examined the 

Swedish intelligence policy subsystem and looked at what explains policy change. The study 

finds support for the distribution of coalition resources and the access to policy venues as 

having an effect on policy decisions.15 He suggests that “future research should explore 

alternative avenues to empirically assess coalitions’ mobilization of resources”.16 It should be 

mentioned that that the nearly all of the above Advocacy Coalition Framework studies, with 

the exception of the ones by Nohrstedt, are based on questionnaire surveys.  

                                                           
11

 Matti & Sandström (2011) p. 385 
12

 Henry et al (2011) p. 419 
13

 Pierce (2011) p. 430 
14

 Ingold (2011) p. 452 
15

 Nohrstedt (2011) p. 479 
16

 Nohrstedt (2011) p. 480 
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Given the above discussion on advocacy coalitions, are they applicable to the Russian foreign 

policy subsystem? 

As a matter of fact, many researchers have identified coalitions, both formal and informal, as 

being central to policy formulation in Russia. Tsygankov, for instance, when examining 

Russian foreign policy since the fall of the Soviet Union, has identified three of these: the 

Westernizers, the Statists, and the Civilizationalist factions.17 Other researchers have 

identified additional coalitions acting in Russia, such as Sakwa, Buck, and Kuchins and 

Zevelev. We will talk much more about these in section 3.2. As for applying the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework on a Russian context, this has not been done before.18 

 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
This section will look at the theoretical framework underlying this study. As policy decisions 

come from human decision makers acting singly or in groups, it is of value to explain from 

where these decisions stem.19 We will therefore start by describing the model of the 

individual. This model of explains why groups, or coalitions, are formed around certain policy 

areas. 

It is, however, not merely enough to form a coalition in order to further ones agenda. In 

order to effectively promote ones position and influence policy decisions groups will need to 

make use of a number of resources. These will be discussed later in section 2.3. At the end of 

this chapter we will discuss what causes policy change. 

 

2.1 MODEL OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

Studies on decision-making have come up with a number of models from which actors base 

their decision-making on. The rational choice model as used by economists assumes that 

individuals base their decisions on utility maximization. This means that actors essentially 

create a cost-benefit analysis, where benefits are weighed against costs and the most 

beneficial decisions are taken. This model is problematic as it assumes that individuals are 
                                                           
17

 Tsygankov (2013) p. 64 
18

 University of Colorado Denver  (2013) 
19

 Hudson (2005) p. 1 
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fully aware of all costs and benefits and can make an informed choice. In reality, individuals 

are very much constrained in what they know, and therefore are very unlikely to act in, what 

would appear to an outside observer, a fully rational manner. Acknowledging this problem, 

bounded rational choice sees the actors as being constrained in what they know. They will 

still try to act in a rational manner, but the acts will be tempered by what the individual 

knows. This is a much more viable model than full on rational choice, but it does have a 

major problem as well. Given the range of human experiences and knowledge, how does 

one know where an individual’s boundaries are. 

This study will use the model as employed by the Advocacy Coalition Framework. This model 

uses belief systems as the basis of decision-making by individuals. At the deepest and 

broadest level are the Deep Core beliefs. These beliefs usually come into existence through 

childhood socialization and involve very general normative and ontological assumptions 

about basic values.20 Depending on the held values, an individual will align their political 

positions on the traditional left/right spectrum. Individuals holding strong beliefs in freedom 

may want less government interference and thus occupy the right side of the spectrum, 

while individuals who value security could want more government involvement. As these are 

strongly held deep beliefs, they tend to be very resistant to change. Sabatier and Jenkins-

Smith have identified a number of illustrative components of deep core beliefs.21 Three 

beliefs relate to human nature. On the one extreme is the belief that humans are inherently 

evil, which is contrasted with the belief that humans are socially redeemable. Then there is 

the belief that humans are a part of nature versus hold dominion over nature. There is also 

the belief that humans are either narrow egoists or cooperative contractarians. An individual 

holding a strong belief in that egotism is the driving force of human nature would, for 

instance, possibly employ brinkmanship in the political arena. A contractarian, on the other 

hand, would likely act in a concessionary or business-like manner. Moreover, an individual’s 

relative priority of ultimate values will also have an effect on decision-making. These values 

include amongst others freedom, security, power, knowledge, health, and beauty. An 

individual who prioritizes security over freedom would likely be more authoritative than an 

individual who held freedom over security. The basic criterion of distributive justice (as 

discussed by John Rawls and Robert Nozick) is the third component of deep core beliefs. 
                                                           
20

 Sabatier & Weible (2007) p. 194 
21

 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 132 
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Here the question is whose welfare counts? Depending on how much the individual values 

herself, the primary group, all people, future generations, and so on, this will be reflected in 

decisions taken. An individual that places large relative weight on future generations as 

compared to self will prioritize longer-term solutions than an individual that focuses on the 

present self. The final deep core belief has to do with the individual’s sociocultural identity. 

Variables such as gender, ethnicity, religion and profession will all be reflected in in 

decisions.  

To reiterate, these foundational deep core beliefs are very resistant to change and will 

influence an individual’s decisions throughout all policy areas. On a more focused level we 

have the Policy Core beliefs. These are described as being applications of deep core beliefs 

on the entirety of a policy subsystem, and Sabatier defines them as “fundamental policy 

positions concerning the basic strategies for achieving core values within the subsystem.”22 

Though resistant to transformation, they are not as difficult to change as deep core beliefs, 

and may change if experience reveals serious anomalies in the beliefs.23 Sabatier and 

Jenkins-Smith have identified a number of illustrative components of policy core beliefs,24 

and these are often a reflection of the held deep core beliefs. Two deal with fundamental 

normative precepts as identified in deep core beliefs, namely orientation of basic value 

priorities, and identification of groups or other entities whose welfare is of greatest concern. 

Within Russian energy policy, policy participants who value material wealth and benefits for 

themselves over health and environmental issues for others could for instance prioritize 

shorter term wealth maximization with added environmental risks, whereas policy 

participants who favor general human health and environment over material wealth could 

possibly seek to mitigate risks as much as possible. The following eight policy core 

components are tied to empirical variables of the policy area. First is the perceived overall 

seriousness of a problem policy participants have to solve, with very serious problems taking 

precedence over lesser ones. Secondly is the perception of the basic causes of the problem, 

with more information or a better or just different understanding of a problem influencing 

decisions. The proper distribution of authority between government and market is the third 

component. Market proponents will favor the invisible hand within a policy area, while 

                                                           
22

 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 133 
23

 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 133 
24

 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 132 



13 
 

supporters of government will look at regulation. Fourth is the proper distribution of 

authority among levels of government. Proponents of centralizing authority or power in the 

top echelons of government will want to maintain the decision-making prerogative there, 

whereas more egalitarian individuals may want to delegate decision-making downwards in 

the organizational structure. Fifth is priority accorded various policy instruments such as 

regulation, insurance, education, direct payments and tax credits. Individuals valuing deep 

core freedom may want to limit regulation and favor tax credits, and risk-averse security 

advocates would endorse insurance. Sixth is the perceived ability of society to solve the 

problem. Examples given within this component includes zero-sum competition in which the 

winner takes all versus the potential for mutual accommodation, as well as technological 

optimism versus pessimism. Given how an individual sees human nature (egotism versus 

contractarians) and distributive justice they will see solutions as either potentially 

benefitting few people or many. The seventh policy core component is the desirability of 

participation of public versus experts versus elected officials. This desirability changes 

depending on the policy area. For example, individuals often favor the participation of 

experts in highly technical areas such as nuclear policy, and participation of the public in 

constitutional reform. The eighth and final policy core component is policy core policy 

preferences. These policy preferences tend to belong to secondary aspects (which we will 

discuss momentarily), but may on occasion belong to the policy core if they are “system wide 

in scope; are highly salient; and have been a major source of cleavage for some time.”25 

On top of deep and policy core beliefs are what are termed secondary aspects. These deal 

with instrumental decisions and information searches necessary to implement policy core 

beliefs, and their scope tend to only be part of a policy subsystem. They are only moderately 

resistant to change, and given this and their focus on instrumentality, they tend to be the 

topic of administrative and legislative policymaking. There are four secondary aspect 

components. The first one is seriousness of specific aspects of problems in specific locales. In 

the Russian foreign policy subsystem, this component could for instance include cross 

border drug smuggling in Central Asia. Second is importance of various causal linkages in 

different locales and over time. Third are most decisions concerning administrative rules, 

budgetary allocations, disposition of cases, statutory interpretation and even statutory 

                                                           
25

 Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) p. 134 
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revision. The fourth component deals with information regarding performance of specific 

programs or institutions.  

As mentioned earlier, these beliefs form the basis for an individual’s decision-making as they 

act as perceptual filters. In addition to these beliefs, the Advocacy Coalition Framework 

acknowledges two logics as developed by March and Olsen. The logic of appropriateness 

assumes that individuals act from a set of rules determining appropriate behavior, and that 

these rules are followed as they are viewed as “natural, rightful, expected, and legitimate”.26 

The logic of consequences (or expected consequences) assumes that individuals act based 

on how they expect consequences to pan out. Accepting the beliefs and the logics of 

appropriateness and consequences, individuals will then try act in an instrumentally rational 

manner, which means that they will seek to use information and other resources to achieve 

their goals. The following table summarizes the beliefs. 

Table 1 Belief system summary
27

 

 Deep Core Policy Core Secondary Aspects 

Defining Characteristics Fundamental normative and 
ontological axioms 

Fundamental policy positions 
concerning the basic strategies for 

achieving core values within the 
subsystem 

Instrumental decisions and 
information searches necessary to 

implement policy core 

Scope Across all policy subsystems Subsystemwide Usually only part of subsystem 

Susceptibility to change Very difficult; akin to a religious 
conversion 

Difficult, but can occur if experience 
reveals serious anomalies 

Moderately easy; this is the topic of 
most administrative and even 

legislative policymaking 
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Illustrative Components 

1. Human Nature 
a) Inherently evil vs. 

socially redeemable 
b) Part of nature vs. 

dominion over nature 
c) Narrow egoists vs. 

contractarians 
2. Relative priority of 

various ultimate values: 
Freedom, security, 
power, knowledge, 
health, love, beauty, 
etc. 

3. Basic criteria of 
distributive justice: 
Whose welfare counts? 
Relative weights of self, 
primary groups, all 
people, future 
generations, nonhuman 
beings, etc. 

4. Sociocultural identity 
(e.g. ethnicity, religion, 
gender, profession) 

Fundamental normative precepts 
1. Orientation on basic 

value priorities 
2. Identification of groups 

or other entities whose 
welfare is of greatest 
concern 

Precepts with a substantial 
empirical component. 

3. Overall seriousness of 
the problem 

4. Basic cause of the 
problem 

5. Proper distribution of 
authority between 
government and 
market 

6. Proper distribution of 
authority among levels 
of government 

7. Priority accorded 
various policy 
instruments (e.g. 
regulation, insurance, 
education, direct 
payments, tax credits) 

8. Ability of society to 
solve the problem (e.g. 
zero-sum competition 
vs. potential for mutual 
accommodation; 
technological optimism 
vs. pessimism) 

9. Participation of public 
vs. experts vs. elected 
officials 

10. Policy core policy 
preferences 

1. Seriousness of specific 
aspects of the problem 
in specific locales 

2. Importance of various 
causal linkages in 
different locales and 
over time 

3. Most decisions 
concerning 
administrative rules, 
budgetary allocations, 
disposition of cases, 
statutory 
interpretation, and 
even statutory revision 

4. Information regarding 
performance of specific 
programs or 
institutions 

 

2.2 COALITION BUILDING 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework assumes that individuals within a policy area hold strong 

beliefs (refer to previous section), and that they are “motivated to translate those beliefs 

into actual policy”28 before their opponents do so. Given that policy making in advanced 

societies is so complex and that it often involves large numbers of people, for individuals to 

stand any chance of furthering their agenda, they will need to group together with other 

like-minded individuals. The Advocacy Coalition Framework holds that these like-minded 

individuals are people who share their policy beliefs. To further strengthen the “bonding” 

between individuals with similar beliefs, there is the concept of devil shift. Prospect theory 

maintains that individuals value losses more than gains, which implies that people will 

remember defeats more than victory. Basically, the devil shift has the effect of making 

people see their opponents as “less trustworthy, more evil, and more powerful than they 
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probably are.”29 Facing powerful opponents, individuals are encouraged into grouping 

together.  

As for which type of individuals involved in policy areas, Kingdon has identified policy 

participants within the government in the U.S. as potentially including people such as the 

President, the presidential staff, political appointees, civil servants, Congress, and 

congressional staff. Outside of government but also included as potential policy participants 

are members of interest groups, academics, researchers, consultants, and the media.30 

Basically, one may say that individuals create and join policy coalitions more around what 

they believe rather than what they do. In order to qualify as a bona fide advocacy coalition, 

two conditions need to be fulfilled. First is that the coalition shares a particular belief 

system, as seen earlier, and secondly that the coalition engages in a nontrivial degree of 

coordination.  

 

 

2.3 POWER RESOURCES 

In order to transform beliefs into policy, coalitions make use of a number of resources, and 

researchers have identified a number of which to influence decisions in their favor. t’ Hart et 

al talks about informal groups using a number of assets  when trying to influence decisions. 

They will need to possess critical resources (such as those held by finance or defense 

ministers), vital information and specialist expertise, and effective interpersonal skills.31 

Graham Allison, when describing governmental politics, talks about a number of resources 

that can be used by players to influence policy decisions. According to him, these resources 

are an “elusive blend of at least three elements: bargaining advantages, skill and will in using 

bargaining advantages, and other players’ perceptions of the first two ingredients.”32 He 

identifies the resources as including formal authority and responsibility, which stem from 

held organizational positions; actual control over resources necessary to carry out action; 

expertise and control over information that enables one to define the problem identify 

                                                           
29

 Sabatier & Weible (2007) p. 194 
30

 Kingdon (2003) p. 21 
31

 t’ Hart et al (1997) p. 16 
32

 Allison & Zelikow (1999) p. 300 
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options, and estimate feasibilities; control over information that enables chiefs to determine 

whether and in what form decisions are being implemented; the ability to affect other 

players’ objectives in other games, including domestic political games; personal 

persuasiveness with other players; and access to and persuasiveness with players who have 

bargaining advantages drawn from the above. Individuals or coalitions who hold a plurality 

in these resources are thus more likely to see their favored decisions prevail. Continuing in 

this vein, Sabatier and Weible identify six coalition resources.33 The first one is “Formal legal 

authority to make policy decisions”. Having official decision-making powers is naturally of 

great value, as it allows for policy changes to be approved. This resource refers to individuals 

such as agency officials, legislators, and cabinet members. Generally speaking, dominant 

coalitions tend to have more members in these positions than the other coalitions. The 

second resource is that of “Public opinion”, where a supportive public is seen as a strength. A 

vocal public can put pressure on opposing coalitions, and public opinion will shape the 

legislature during election years. Coalitions may also refer to a supportive public when 

arguing their policy positions (e.g. this is what the people want). The third resource is 

“information”. Policy participants use information in the political game in order to retain and 

bolster the coalition membership, to reinforce positions in policy debates, and to influence 

public opinion. Additionally, coalitions, or coalition member, may choose to withhold 

information from opponents, which could also affect policy decisions. “Mobilizable troops” is 

the fourth coalition resource. With mobilizable troops, Sabatier and Weible refer to 

supporters who can be mobilized to engage in political activities, such as demonstrations 

and fund-raising campaigns. Demonstrations can be used either to show support for one’s 

policy positions, or to intimidate political opponents. The fifth resource is “Financial 

resources”, which is basically used to buy other resources, and due to this, it could arguably 

be one of the more useful resources. The sixth and final resource is “Skillful leadership”, and 

these are individuals who use political connections, negotiating skills, and “sheer 

persistence”34 to push their favored policy. Certain similarities can be drawn to policy 

entrepreneurs as described by Kingdon. According to him, the defining characteristic of 

policy entrepreneurs is that they are willing to actively invest their resources, such as time, 
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energy, reputation, and even personal money in pursuing their favored policies.35 Having 

individuals within advocacy coalitions that act above and beyond what is expected of them 

could definitively be seen as a resource. This study will use the above resources identified by 

Sabatier and Weible for the Advocacy Coalition Framework. 

 

2.4 POLICY CHANGE 

As we have seen, individuals have a set of deep core beliefs that are mostly formed during 

childhood, and these beliefs deal with human nature and the relative priority of fundamental 

values. This set of beliefs will influence the policy core beliefs, which are the application of 

deep core beliefs on a policy subsystem, for example foreign policy. Given the complexity 

and crowdedness of many policy subsystems, individuals will need to group together in 

order to be able to push their agendas, and the preferred groups will be with people holding 

similar beliefs. If said groups work in a non-trivially coordinated manner then they are 

known as advocacy coalitions. There are three causes for policy change: shifts in advocacy 

coalition membership so that one coalition becomes dominant; distribution of coalition 

resources, as explained earlier; and access to policy venues. Figure 1 shows the entire 

Advocacy Coalition Framework, and we have so far focused on the Policy Subsystem box. In 

addition to this box there are four other features that can have an effect on policy change. 

First are the relatively stable parameters, which include sociocultural values and social 

structure, constitutional constraints, and a stable economy. Next are the External Subsystem 

Events. These are relatively sudden events such as changes in socio-economic conditions, 

public opinion, and governing coalitions. Third are the Long Term Coalition Opportunity 

Structures, which concerns the type and culture of the legislative. The final box looks at the 

short term constraints and resources of the subsystem actors. These other four boxes will 

not be central to our study. 

                                                           
35

 Kingdon (2003) p. 122 



19 
 

Figure 1 The Advocacy Coalition Framework
36

 

 

Figure 1 shows the Advocacy Coalition Framework in full, and from that we have synthesized 

the following diagram, Figure 2, which illustrates the parts of the theory that this study is 

focusing on. Beginning at the bottom, deep core beliefs influence policy core beliefs, which 

are the basis for the different coalitions. These coalitions then fight for resources which they 

use to attain their favored policy.  
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3. RUSSIAN ADVOCACY COALITIONS 
We will refer to the different advocacy coalitions within Russia throughout most of this 

study. Ideally, identifying the coalitions would be done systematically together with the 

resources and foreign policy in the respective Methodology, Observations, and Analysis 

chapters, but as the idea is to tie the resources to the coalitions, we will have to identify 

these coalitions before we go on. In this chapter we will break with convention and 

complete the Methodology, Observations, and Analysis separately and beforehand for the 

advocacy coalitions. Dealing with the coalitions before the rest of the study will improve 

reader understanding in the later chapters. We will still have proper and separate 

methodological, observational, and analytical chapters for the rest of the study. 

3.1 COALITION METHODOLOGY 

First we will need to identify advocacy coalitions, and given the theoretical discussion in the 

previous chapter we have a base for identifying these. This section will discuss the 

methodological process used in the identification. To reiterate, a group needs to feature two 

characteristics in order to be considered an advocacy coalition. First is that the members 

share a particular belief system, and second is that they engage in nontrivial degrees of 

coordination. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith have found that it is enough to operationalize two 

or three policy core beliefs in order to identify at least two advocacy coalitions, but they 

recommend that one operationalizes as many as possible as that makes it easier to identify 

subdivisions within coalitions, as well as additional coalitions. 

The most common way of identifying advocacy coalitions is through the use of interviews 

and questionnaires. We will not be using this approach. Instead, we will use previous 

research to identify these coalitions. We will begin by presenting coalitions as identified by a 

number of Russia experts. We will then examine these coalition deep core and policy beliefs 

as identified by the experts. Using these we will see if it is possible to amalgamate the 

different coalitions into fewer but more comprehensive advocacy coalitions. 

We will look at the coalitions identified by Tsygankov, Sakwa, Kuchins and Zevelev, and Buck. 

These coalitions will be presented in table form, together with their main beliefs, in order to 
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facilitate identification. Using these, we will consolidate the different coalitions identified by 

the researchers into fewer but mutually exclusive coalitions. These coalitions will then 

represent the ones acting within the Russian state. 

We will use the presentation format as used by Albright, albeit with some minor additions.37 

As seen in Table 2 below, there will be some operationalization of the deep core beliefs, as 

they are essentially the fundamental normative precepts. The members of the coalitions row 

will show a segment of members within each coalition, and is there mostly for illustrative 

reasons. The priority of values row will show the most important values as identified by the 

previous research. The basic criteria of distributive justice show the relative weights of self, 

primary groups, other people and so on (i.e. useful for identifying nationalist versus 

internationalist versus cosmopolitanist tendencies). National identity looks at the role of 

Russia. For example, is it a part of Western civilization or a uniquely Slavic civilization, and 

should it be an assertive or cooperative partner with its neighbors. The favored policy 

alternatives describe the coalitions favored policies (i.e. within gas exports this would 

include high or low prices). Problem definition identifies what the different coalitions see as 

problems and impediments against which the favored policies face. The role of government 

in solution discusses the involvement of state or local government in deciding policy 

solutions. The participation in policy row describes who the different coalitions view as 

desirable participants, such as local authorities, grass roots, or elites. The perception of risk 

and uncertainty row identifies what the coalitions see as potential problems within the 

policy subsystem. The favored policy alternatives row looks at the coalitions’ different 

favored alternatives within the gas export subsystem. These will relate to the different price 

environments that the coalitions would like to see. We will be relying partly on an analysis by 

Stacy Closson in identifying this. Finally, the coalition view of the use of experts to help 

determine policy will give a measure of how centralized the decision-making process within 

the coalition. We will not need to identify every component, as Sabatier and Weible have 

noted that it is sufficient to operationalize two or three beliefs.  

Table 2 Advocacy Coalition Format 

POLICY SUBSYSTEM 

 Coalition A Coalition B Coalition C 

Members of the coalitions    
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Deep Core Beliefs 

Priority of values  
 

   

Basic criteria of distributive 
justice 

   

National identity 
 

   

Policy Core Beliefs 

Favored policy alternatives  
 

  

Problem definition  
 

  

Role of government in solution  
 

  

Participation in policy  
 

  

Perceptions of risk and 
uncertainty 

   

Favored policy alternatives 
 

   

Use of experts  
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

3.2 COALITION OBSERVATIONS 

This section will identify the observations made by other researchers that we will use as a 

basis in the coalition study. We will begin by looking at those coalitions identified by Andrei 

Tsygankov. 

Table 3 Coalitions according to Tsygankov
38

 

Coalition Westernizers Statists Civilizationalists 

Liberals Social democrats Statists National communists Hard-line 
Euroasianists 

Narrative Russia is part of the 
West and should 

integrate with 
Western economic 

and political 
institutions; the 
main threats to 

Russia come from 
nondemocratic 

states 

Russia is an 
independent part of 

international 
society; it has its 
specific interests, 

but also shares 
some common 
interests with 

others; the main 
threats to Russia 

come from violation 
of basic human 

rights and 
disrespect for 

Russia is a 
sovereign state 

and a great power 
with its own 

specific interests 
in maintaining the 

stability of the 
international 

system; the main 
threats to Russia 
come from state-

revisionists 
seeking to change 

the existing 

Russia is an 
independent socialist 
civilization and a great 
power/superpower; its 

interests are 
incompatible with 

those of the West and 
include the restoration 
of a balance of power 
between socialism and 

capitalism and the 
spread of the influence 
of Russian civilization; 
the main threats come 

Russia is a land-
based geopolitical 

empire; its 
interests are 

mutually exclusive 
of those of sea-

based powers and 
include the 

preservation and 
expansion of 

Russia’s 
geopolitical sphere 

of influence; the 
main threats come 
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cultural pluralism balance of power from the West and its 
imperialist intentions 

from sea-based 
powers 

Main objective Westernization Improvement of 
human capital and 

living standards 

Great power 
normalization 

Advancement of cultural values 

Geopolitical 
orientation  

West Europe Euro-East Independence or Eurasia 

Foreign policy 
methods 

Cooperation with 
Western nations 

Cooperation with 
European nations 

Pragmatic 
assertiveness 

Independent assertiveness / 
Cooperation with Eurasian nations 

 

Tsygankov bases his factions on historically active coalitions that have emerged (and to some 

extent re-submerged) since Gorbachev came to power in 1985. Tsygankov identifies five 

distinct groups which he places underneath three main coalitions. Liberals and social 

democrats are placed under Westernizers, statists under Statists, and national communists 

and hard-line euroasianists are placed under Civilizationalists. Table 11 shows their general 

narrative, main objectives, geopolitical orientation and foreign policy methods. The next 

researcher we will look at is Richard Sakwa. He has identified six groups within the political 

elite. The siloviki are individuals connected with the security services, and tend to include 

many ex-KBG members and current security personnel and bosses. They are in favor of a 

strong and centralized state. The next group is democratic statists, which advance the notion 

of “sovereign democracy”. Then there are the liberal-technocrats, who want to move the 

economy in a liberal direction (and have occasionally been called civiliki). Many of these 

individuals are economists and lawyers from St. Petersburg, and may be said to be close to 

Medvedev. The neo-oligarchs are oligarchs who desire and independent bourgeoisie, 

whereas the state-oligarchs are those oligarchs who are ready to accept a subordinate role 

to the state. He also identifies regional bosses as being a sort of faction. These bosses 

include(d) the Moscow mayor, as well as Caucasian and Volga leaders. 

Table 4 Coalitions according to Sakwa 

Coalition Notes 

Siloviki Those affiliated with the security services 

 

Democratic-statists Those who advance the notion of “sovereign democracy” 

 

Liberal-technocrats Commitment to liberal economic policies was tempered by 
a reliance on the state to achieve their goals 

 

Neo-oligarchs Favor development of an independent bourgeoisie 

 

State-oligarchs Big-business lobby that is ready to work in a subordinate 
role to the state  

 

Regional bosses Mostly Moscow city, Caucasian and Volga republics 
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Next up is Andrew Kuchins and Igor Zevelev. They talk about three coalitions within the 

Russian political elite: Pro-Western liberals, Great power balancers, and Nationalists. The 

pro-Western liberals where most active during the Yeltsin presidency, but were much 

weakened after the Russian 1998 financial crisis. These individuals can be found in the 

Yabloko party, as well as a number of influential think tanks. Then there is the great power 

balancer faction, of which many are former pro-Western liberals. These individuals occupy 

many of executive branch positions, and many are tied to the United Russia and Just Russia 

parties. Some major think-tanks and institutions are also tied to this faction. Third is the 

nationalist faction. This group brings together many neo-imperialists, ethnic nationalists, and 

proponents of regional domination. According to Kuchins and Zevelev, their major political 

representatives are the Russian Communist Party and the inappropriately named Liberal 

Democratic Party. The nationalists are supported by many independent intellectuals, as well 

as the Historic Perspective Foundation.  

Table 5 Coalitions according to Kuchins and Zevelev
39

 

Major groups Important subgroups Political representation Influential institutions 

Pro-Western liberals  Non-parliamentary parties and 
movements, including Yabloko; 
the Party of People’s Freedom 
and Solidarnost movements 

INSOR; Liberal Mission; 
Carnegie Moscow Center; 
partly- Academy of Sciences 
institutions (IMEMP, ISKRAN) 

Great Power Balancers Former Pro-Western liberals Most of the government’s 
executive branch; 
parliamentary parties: United 
Russia and Just Russia 

United Russia’s “clubs”; Council 
on Foreign and Defense Policy; 
The Institute for Social 
Forecasting; partly- MGIMO 
and Academy of Sciences 
institutions 

Nationalists Neo-imperialists; proponents of 
regional domination; ethnic 
nationalists 

Parliamentary parties: 
Communist Party of the Russian 
Federation and Liberal 
Democratic Party of Russia 

Many independent 
intellectuals; Historic 
Perspective Foundation; 
Institute for the CIS Countries 

 

Finally we have Andrew Buck. He identifies three coalitions, reformers, centrists, and 

nationalist-communists. The reformers are democratic, informal, clientelistic (quid pro quo), 

and accessible. The centrists are statist, professional, problem-solving, and unpretentious. 

Finally, the national-communists are socialist, official, paternalistic, and defensive. 
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Table 6 Coalitions according to Buck
40

 

Dimension Reformers Centrists Nationalist-

communists 

Ideological orientation Democratic Statist Socialist 

Organizational culture Informal Professional Official 

Style of governance Clientelistic Problem-solving Paternalistic 

Image Accessible Unpretentious. Defensive 

 

3.3 COALITION ANALYSIS 

As we have seen, previous researchers have identified plenty of coalitions, but a general 

pattern does emerge. On the right side we can identify nationalist and communist groups, 

described as civilizationalists by Tsygankov. Depending on the researcher, these individuals 

include members of the Communist Party, Liberal Democratic Party, and siloviki. The 

civilizationists want to preserve of expand Russian influence in the former Soviet Union. To 

the left of these many researchers identify statists, power balancers, and centrists. These 

individuals occupy most of the Russian government’s executive branch, and tend to be 

members of the United Russia and Just Russia parties. Further to the left we have liberals 

and social democrats. These people are dubbed Westernizers by Tsygankov, and are 

generally much more pro-Western than the other factions and want to integrate in that 

direction. The coalitions identified in 3.2 can be divided up into three overall coalitions, 

similar to Buck’s coalitions. We will have Reformists, Statists (in lieu of centrists), and 

Nationalists (instead of national-communists). Reformists include the liberals, many of the 

technocrats, social democrats, and pro-political reformists. Their geopolitical orientation is 

towards the West in general and Europe in particular, and as such they want to integrate 

with Western economic and political institutions. As individuals they are contractarians and 

want to reform the political and economic spheres in a liberal democratic direction. Stacy 

Closson suggests in Russian Energy Power and Foreign Relations that there are three 

possibilities for Russia’s future in the European energy market. First is that Russia becomes a 

reliable and transparent partner that honors supply commitments. Closson notes this 

possibility is advocated by Russian energy analysts that “as Russian companies invest in 
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European assets, they are increasingly bound by European law and regulations.”41 This 

increased linking with Western institutions is what the reformist coalition wants, as it 

effectively creates increased assimilation with the West. As the long term goal for the 

reformists is structural reform of the economic and political system, a low price environment 

which makes the current status quo unaffordable is of interest to them.42 The Statist 

coalition includes the democratic-statists, centrists, and state-oligarchs. This coalition pushes 

for great power normalization in the international arena, and sees threats in changes to the 

existing balance of power. They want to balance between East and West. Furthermore this 

coalition wants to centralize power, and strengthen the role of the state in strategic sectors 

such as energy. Closson suggests that a second possibility for the Russian future in the 

European energy market is that Russian-European energy relations remain as they are, 

alternatingly confrontational and cooperative.43 Here Russia would continue to set 

commercial relationships bilaterally with European governments and companies. This 

approach would allow for continued influence in the Russian near abroad as well as 

(potentially) in Europe. This possibility would suit the Statist faction, and in order to not push 

European consumers into increased energy diversification, a stable gas price is preferable for 

them. Our nationalist faction consists of siloviki, neo-imperialists, and nationalist-

communists. These groups favor economic nationalism and an increased assertiveness in the 

international arena, and would like to reintegrate with the CIS countries. They see order and 

stability as more important than freedom. Domestic producers should be insulated from the 

forces of globalization, and that strategic sectors should be completely in state hands. A high 

price environment allows for greater global assertiveness. 44 This fits well with Closson’s 

third possibility, which is that of confrontation, and where Russia acts in a non-transparent 

and confrontational manner.45 Closson says that this possibility would entail blocking foreign 

investments in Russian assets, monopolizing energy infrastructure in the CIS, as well as 

asserting itself more forcefully in the European energy sector.  
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Table 7 Advocacy coalitions 

FOREIGN POLICY SUBSYSTEM (ENERGY TRADE TO GERMANY) 

Coalition Reformists Statists Nationalists 

Members of the coalitions St. Petersburg Lawyers & 
Economists; Administrators & 
Specialists; Medvedev 
Associates;  

St. Petersburg Political-Business 
Elements; Administrators & 
Specialists; former pro-Western 
liberals; state subordinate big 
business 

Siloviki (Sechin, Ivanonv, 
Patrushev); neo-imperialists; 
nationalist-communists 

Deep Core Beliefs 

 Contractarians  
Freedom 

Public-Private balance Consolidation of political and 
economic power within a highly 
centralized state, buttressed by 
large, well-financed security 
and defense structures. 
Officials deserve  

Policy Core Beliefs 

Role of Russia (Identity) Russia is part of the West and 
should integrate with Western 
economic and political 
institutions; the main threats to 
Russia come from 
nondemocratic states 

Russia is a sovereign state and a 
great power with its own 
specific interests in maintaining 
the stability of the international 
system; the main threats to 
Russia come from state-
revisionists seeking to change 
the existing balance of power. 
Power balancing 

1. Economic nationalism 
2. Promote the restoration of 
Russia’s greatness on the 
international stage 
3. Reintegration with other 
former Soviet states§ 

Priority of values Liberalism 
Human capital 
Independent bourgeoisie 

Centralization of power 
State-subordination of big 
business 

Law, order, and stability are 
much higher priorities than 
democratic process or an active 
civil society 

Problem definition Corruption / Non-transparency 
Lack of rule of law 

Strategic assets should under 
state control 

1. Statism is an economic policy 
program 
2. Strategic sectors should not 
be in private hands 
3. Domestic producers should 
be protected from the forces of 
globalization 

Role of government in solution    

Favored policy alternatives Low-price environment favors 
structural reform of the Russian 
economic and political system 

Stable price environment 
encourages status-quo 

High-price environment fuels 
greater global assertiveness 

Participation in policy Clientelistic / Public Policy elites  Policy elites / Paternalistic 

 

These are the advocacy coalitions we will be using, and we have now answered research 

questions one and two (What are the main coalitions; and what are their policy core beliefs). 

Special notice should be given to the favored policy alternatives row, as that will be 

important in the final analysis. 

4. METHODOLOGY 
This section will outline the methods used in this study, and there are two different parts 

that will need to be examined.  
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Once the advocacy coalitions have been identified, we will examine their agenda in a certain 

policy area. Certain belief systems will make for certain agendas (i.e. liberal belief systems 

will produce liberal agendas).  We then go on to identifying the resources available to each 

coalition. It is important to note that any individuals identified in the resource part are 

identified as only resources (and not members of any specific coalition), hence the 

theoretical criteria that they must show non-trivial coordination does not apply here. It is 

not necessary for these individuals to be political actors. 

The resources we shall look at are formal legal authority, public opinion, information, 

mobilizable troops, and financial resources. Researchers such Allison, Sabatier, and t’ Hart 

have noted that skillful leadership is also an important resource, however this resource 

would be difficult to quantify as it would necessitate first identifying coalition leaders. Within 

informal groups this role could be very transitional. Secondly, there is the problem of 

operationalizing skillful leadership. As the leadership role looks different depending on the 

group composition we would need to identify coalition structure, which would overly 

complicate this study. It could however potentially be examined through interviews. 

As we have said, the more resources relative to other coalitions a coalition has, the likelier 

that they will get their agenda through. The relative influential strength of the advocacy 

coalitions is expected to fluctuate, with certain years and administrations favoring some 

coalitions. As an advocacy coalition with a certain agenda dominates the other coalitions, 

their favored policies should be chosen, and it is hypothesized that the coalition strength 

fluctuations over time should show up as changes in policy over time.  

This leads us into the second part of the study, which will look at policy changes. There are 

essentially two ways in which we could examine this. First is to look for actual changes to 

policy, in the form of taken policy decisions or implementation, and in either case this would 

require us to examine policy decisions documents. Due to linguistic complications, as well as 

the fact that policy decisions are likely to be seen as strategic secrets, we will not inspect 

these. Another way would be to examine changes in policy subsystem output. In the case of 

Russian energy exports, if one is able to control for price fluctuations in world gas prices, as 

well as domestic demand in import countries, then major changes in Russian gas prices 

should be down to policy changes mandating these new prices.  
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We will examine quantitative and qualitative data in the first parts of the study, and use 

quantitative data in the second part. 

4.1 RESOURCES 

This section will look at the resources methodology 

4.1.1 FORMAL LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The formal legal authority to make policy decisions resource is exactly what it says. In the 

original American setting, this resource includes agency officials, legislators, and some 

judges, however due to the informal way in which foreign policy gets determined in Russia, 

we will adapt this resource to include only those identified by previous research as holding 

foreign policy prerogatives. 

First we will need to identify the formal positions that are able to influence foreign policy. 

There is a vibrant discussion regarding who and what position does influence. According to 

Margot Light, there are a number of political positions holding foreign policy prerogatives.46 

First and foremost is the president, who conducts policy through determining policy 

framework, representation, appointing diplomats and Security Council members.47 Carolina 

Vendil Pallin says that the 1993 Russian constitution grants the president primary control 

over the foreign, security, and defense policy areas.48 Next is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

which is responsible for the actual conduct of foreign policy. The Security Council is 

concerned with assessing challenges and threats. Vendil Pallin puts it that its influence is 

frequently overstated and that its influence is actually dependent on whom its secretary is.  

In addition to these the State Duma and the Federation Council can also influence foreign 

policy. The Federation Council approves the use of Russian troops abroad, and the State 

Duma has the constitutional right to scrutinize foreign policy through various committees.  

Within the presidential administration there are six divisions that are concerned with foreign 

policy. The president’s Aide for Foreign Policy and International Relations, the Aide for Issues 

of the Development of Relations with the European Union, the Presidential Directorate on 

Foreign Policy, and the Presidential Commission for Military Technology Cooperation of the 

Russian Federation with Foreign States, and the State Council. Of these divisions, the 

                                                           
46

 Light (2010) p. 229 
47

 Light (2010) p. 226 
48

 Vendil Pallin (2009) p. 250 



30 
 

Directorate for Foreign Policy is often seen as the most important, however Vendil Pallin 

notes that, due to its size, it is probably more of a coordinating office, and that it is likely 

supported by the Foreign Intelligence Service (SVR) and the Main Intelligence Directorate 

(GRU).49 

Overall, she notes that the presidential administration consists of fairly small sections, and 

that due to this they are unable to produce much in the way of analysis and policy material, 

and she suggests that much of this is handed over to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. From 

the Government’s part there are six foreign policy actors. The Prime Minister, the 

aforementioned Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Defense, the Ministry of 

Economics and Trade, the Federal Security Service (FSB), and the Foreign Intelligence 

Service.50 Light notes that since 2004 the President, and the Presidential Administration, has 

gained more power over foreign policy compared to other actors.51 

The committees within the Legislature (State Duma and Federation Council) that are 

concerned with foreign policy include the State Duma Committee for International Affairs, 

the Committee for Defense, the Committee for Security, the Committee for CIS Affairs and 

relations with Compatriots, the Federation Council Foreign Affairs Committee, the 

Committee on Defense and Security, and finally the Committee on the Commonwealth of 

Independent States. 

Occasionally the Russian state publishes a Foreign Policy Concept. This document describes 

the official views on the content and main foreign policy activities. The document also 

specifies the main foreign policy organizations and their responsibilities. The 2008 Foreign 

Policy Concept specifies that it is the President who directs national foreign policy, and that 

the Federation Council and State Duma provide the legislative support for the foreign policy. 

It is the government’s role to implement said policy. The Foreign Policy Concept goes on to 

say that the Security Council assesses and evaluates threats to national interest and security 

and submits proposals to the President, and coordinates the activities of the different 

federal executive bodies. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is tasked with developing general 

foreign policy strategies in addition to implementing actual foreign policy.   
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The organizational diagram (Figure 3) below identifies the major formal actors within 

Russian foreign policy. 

Figure 3 Russian Foreign Policy Actors 

 

 

We will be using the foreign policy actors as identified by Light, with the exception of the 

President’s Aide for Foreign Policy and International Relations, the Aide for Issues of the 

Development of Relations with the European Union (due to their largely advisory roles), and 

the State Duma and Federation Council committees on the CIS (due to their focus on CIS). 
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Table 8 Foreign policy actors according to Light 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President Prime Minister State Duma Committee 
for International Affairs 

Presidential Directorate 
on Foreign Policy 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs State Duma Committee 
for Defense 

Security Council Ministry of Defense State Duma Committee 
for Security 

State Council Ministry of Economics and 
Trade 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense 
and Security 

 Federal Security Service  Federation Council 
Foreign Affairs 
Committee 

 Foreign Intelligence 
Service 

 

 

Accordingly, we will look at the chair people/secretaries/ministers occupying each of these 

positions during the first part of 2004, 2008, and 2012. Once identified, we will examine 

them to see into which coalition they belong. Kryshtanovskaya and White have noted that 

career backgrounds are imperfect predictors of attitudes.52 We will therefore identify them 

through an operationalization of their policy core beliefs. This will require a qualitative text 

analysis where we go through news reporting on each of the identified individuals. 

Table 9 Formal Authority coding schedule 

Reformists Statists Nationalists 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should integrate with Western 
economic and political institutions  
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that main 
threats to Russia come from either 
non-democratic states or violation of 
basic human rights or disrespect for 
cultural pluralism 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
low energy price environment 
 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia is 
a sovereign state (sovereign 
democracy) and great power 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia comes from state-
revisionists seeking to change the 
balance of power 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
high energy price environment 
 

They shall: 
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should reintegrate with other former 
Soviet states 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia stem from a lack of 
law (not to be confused with rule of 
law), order, and stability. 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of statements being in 
favor of consolidation of political and 
economic power within the state 
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The actors will need to fulfill two out of three criteria in order to qualify for placement in one 

of the three coalitions. If the individuals cannot be placed within these coalitions they will be 

coded as being unknown. Even though they are unknown they will be counted towards the 

total number of foreign policy actors. The statements will be taken from two sources, Radio 

Free Europe Radio Liberty, and RIA Novosti. Once we have identified the individuals and 

placed them within advocacy coalitions we will calculate the coalition percentages from the 

total number of actors. 

                               
                                 

                                     
 

 

This will be performed separately for each of the three years, and the coalition with highest 

percentage formal legal authority foreign policy actors will then naturally have the most of 

this resource. 

The data will be presented in table format, with the added coalition affiliation, as well as a 

coalition summation. 

 

4.1.2 PUBLIC OPINION 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework identifies public opinion as being a major resource for 

coalitions. Apart from moral support, a supportive public is likely to elect coalition 

supporters as well as sway official decisions. Public support can be used to back up policy 

arguments in a ‘this is what the people want way’. 

With this resource we will first identify how the coalitions view Russian identity. We will use 

the same previous research used in identifying the advocacy coalition deep and policy core 

beliefs for this. Having done this we will then identify how the Russian public views Russian 

identity. Here we will use previous research in the form of public opinion polls. This 

information will be taken from the Levada Center 2011 Annual Report (which incidentally 

contains responses from 2012). In order for the poll questions to qualify for our study they 

will need to fulfill two criteria. First there needs to be historical data for the questions. 

Polling questions where there is only data for one or two study years (2004, 2008, and 2012) 



34 
 

will not be usable. Also, polling questions that only allow dichotomous responses will not be 

used, as these will be difficult to analyze if there are more than two advocacy coalitions.  

Given that no poll questions in the chosen report perfectly fit our requirements (foreign 

policy relevant questions repeated 2004, 2008, and 2012), we will pick two relevant 

questions that are as close to the study years as possible. They are: Is Russia currently a 

great power and what kind of democracy does Russia need. More policy subsystem relevant 

questions would be useful, however such questions would either have to be commissioned 

or produced otherwise. The two selected questions will show the Russian public’s view of 

Russian identity, which we can also determine from the coalition deep and policy core 

beliefs. As we get two sets of responses per year, but are only interested in one set per year, 

we will calculate the average using the standard calculation for means. 

 

                                  
                                                           

 
 

 

This data will be presented in table form, and we will say that those coalitions whose view of 

Russian identity most corresponds to what the Russian public thinks will dominate the 

others in this resource.  

 

4.1.3 INFORMATION 

Information in the Advocacy Coalition Framework is defined as the information deals with 

problem severity, causes, costs and benefits, and policy alternatives. This resource is usually 

used by policy participants to win political battles. Many policy ideas are generated by Policy 

institutes, which is another term for think tanks. The Advocacy Coalition Framework holds 

that researchers who specialize in a policy are active policy subsystem participants.53 Seeing 

as these individuals tend to work at think tanks or universities, looking at think tank 

affiliation should be essential when identifying the information resource. 
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In Russia, think tanks have a history of being connected to particular political structures, with 

some think tanks emerging before the political parties and movements themselves.54 We will 

therefore examine the coalition affiliation of the top think tanks in Russia. The Global Go To 

Think Tanks Index Report, published by the Think Tanks and Civil Societies Program at the 

University of Pennsylvania, rates think tanks according to a peer review process. They start 

by asking for nominations from, 6603 think tanks and approximately 6500 journalists, public 

and private donors, and policymakers from around the world. They then select those think 

tanks that receive five or more nominations to be included in an electronic ranking survey 

which is sent back to the think tanks and journalists. Once this is completed they review and 

tabulate the data, which they then present.55 The Global Go To Think Tank Index Report was 

launched in 2006, which means that it will not be possible to get data from 2004 using this 

resource. There have been no attempts to produce a think tank ranking on this scale (which 

includes Russia) prior to the Global Think Tank Index Report, which effectively means that 

our starting point for this resource will be 2008.  

We will choose the top Russian think tanks identified for the years 2008, and 2012. We will 

then examine their coalition affiliation. This will be accomplished through one of two ways. 

First is to look at their mission statements. These mission statements should ideally 

correspond to deep and policy core beliefs. If there is no mission statement we will instead 

look at the policy suggestions and see whether that can be derived from beliefs. These policy 

suggestions will be gathered from news articles and press releases taken from the LexisNexis 

World Publications database. The search keywords will be the think tank name within 

quotation marks. If the think tank name is very general (such as the Institute for Security and 

International Studies, which is a common think tank name) we will add Russia as a secondary 

keyword. The results will then be sorted after relevance, and we will choose the first 

relevant article. The reason we use LexisNexis instead of Radio Free Europe and Ria Novosti 

as a source is because the latter two news sources do not cover these think tanks very well. 

Think tanks produce new policy ideas as a matter of course, which means that they are ipso 

facto reformist, and we need to consider this when operationalizing. As they will likely be 

pro-reform we can examine in which direction these think tanks want reform to go. We will 

use the same coding schedule as for formal legal authority. If, after having looked at both 
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mission statements and policy proposals, it is still unclear where a think tank belongs, it will 

be coded as unknown, and not be added to any coalition. 

 

Table 10 Information coding schedule 

Reformists Statists Nationalists 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should integrate with Western 
economic and political institutions  
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that main 
threats to Russia come from either 
non-democratic states or violation of 
basic human rights or disrespect for 
cultural pluralism 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
low energy price environment 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia is 
a sovereign state (sovereign 
democracy) and great power 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia comes from state-
revisionists seeking to change the 
balance of power 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
high energy price environment 
 

They shall: 
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should reintegrate with other former 
Soviet states 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia stem from a lack of 
law (not to be confused with rule of 
law), order, and stability. 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of statements being in 
favor of consolidation of political and 
economic power within the state 

 

Once we have identified the think tanks and placed them within advocacy coalitions, we will 

sum up the total for each year and get a percentage 

 

                                
                                      

                           
  

 

The advocacy coalition with the highest coalition information resource number for each year 

will be considered dominant in this resource.   

 

4.1.4 MOBILIZABLE TROOPS 

Mobilizable troops are members of the public who share coalition beliefs.  They are used by 

policy elites to engage in public demonstrations, as well as electoral and fund-raising 

campaigns. There is a history of social mobilization in Russia. For instance, during the Soviet 

era the Communist Party frequently used their youth organization, Komsomol, in order to 
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“announce the officially approved line, honor the delegates, and stage a public ceremony.”56 

The different parties in Russia do have, or have had, youth organizations (for example Nashi, 

of United Russia Party); however their membership numbers are not publicized, which 

makes quantifying this difficult. Moreover, there are plenty of other types of organizations 

loosely tied to the parties and in extension the coalitions, but as with the youth groups these 

are hard to quantify.  

Previous researchers have identified media, and more specifically mass media, as one of the 

most important actors when it comes to social mobilization.57 Given its reach as well as its 

framing abilities it can mobilize large numbers of people quickly. For example, the 1968 

Vietnam War demonstrations have been said to have been mobilized by media.58 

In Russia there is the full spectrum of media available to the public, with important media 

players including newspapers Kommersant and Novaya Gazeta as well as radio stations Ekho 

Moskvy and Radio Russia. In addition to these, the Internet is largely unrestricted, which 

allows for a fairly good penetration of social media. However, the majority of Russians 

receive their news through television, and this type of media is the most controlled of all the 

media in Russia.59   

The most recent large scale social mobilization in Russia, that of the anti-Putin 

demonstrations of 2011 and 2012, does seem to counter our claim that mass media is an 

important actor in social mobilization. As with many other mass demonstrations in the 

former Soviet Union that began in relation to perceived wrongdoings during elections, the 

mass protests in Russia in 2011 and 2012 first arose as a response to doubts in the 

transparency and vote counting reliability with the 2011 legislative election.60 These protests 

were largely driven by parties using social media platforms such as VK and Facebook. The 

use of social media platforms to mobilize masses can be hit and miss, often with underlying 

conditions having to be present for effective mobilization. If these underlying conditions 

(such as poverty and injustice) were present then social media could be used to good effect. 

However, for advocacy coalitions to be able to really rely on the mobilizable resource they 
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should be employable at any time, and the coalitions should be able to have fairly good 

measure of control over the resource. During these protests Putin did use media to create 

counter-demonstrations.61 

We will use media as an arranger of social mobilization. The most important mass media 

actors in Russia today are the television channels, and therefore we will examine their 

coalition affiliations. We will look at the seven largest channels in Russia for each of the 

years in terms of viewership, and there are two reasons for this. First is that they are large 

enough to be broadcasting over the entire country, thus maximizing mobilizing potential, 

and secondly because the number of channel viewers drops rapidly after these channels. 

With these seven channels, even the smallest one will have a viewership of over 5 million, 

which should a large enough base for mass mobilization. All these channels have news 

and/or opinion segments which can be used for mobilization. We will assume that the 

channels will have an equally mobilizable population.  

We will gather the channel viewer ratings from two sources (due to the non-continuity of 

the first source), Synovate for 2004, and TNS Global in cooperation with Gallup Media for 

2008 and 2012. From these ranked lists we will choose the top 7 channels. Once this has 

been accomplished we will look at the ownership structure. This information will be taken 

from two previous studies performed by Kiriya and Degtereva, as well as the European 

Stability Initiative. We will then code the owners and place the TV channels within the 

different advocacy coalitions based on them. 

 

Table 11 Mobilizable troops coding schedule 

Reformists Statists Nationalists 

Owned by reformist 
individual/organization 

Owned by statist 
individual/organization (such as 

federal government) 

Owned by nationalist 
individual/organization 

 

Once completed, we will divide the total number of affiliated TV channels with the total 

number of channels. 
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The coalition with the highest percentage of mobilizable troops will dominate in this 

resource, and the results will be presented in tables.  

 

4.1.5 FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

Advocacy coalitions use financial resources to purchase other resources. For instance, 

factions may use money to finance research and information, political candidates, media 

campaigns, and to advertise policy positions. 

Given that a large proportion of Russian policy elites are also incredibly wealthy, it is likely 

that this resource is actually used repeatedly in order to strengthen the respective Russian 

advocacy coalitions. One possible way of measuring coalition wealth could be to look at the 

individuals affiliated with coalitions, measure the wealth of these individuals, and then sum 

up the wealth for each coalition depending on the affiliation of the individuals. The main 

problem with this approach is in gathering objective wealth data. In several cases, stated 

wealth is not actual wealth, and as wealth is offshored it would take a gargantuan effort to 

track these down. There have also been cases where oligarchs have threatened to sue 

independent wealth rankings (Forbes) because they felt they were not ranked high enough. 

Other problems may include biased sources. 

Instead, we will look at connections to major economic organizations. Our argument is that 

being head of a major industrial or service company equals access to funds (both personal 

and organizational), which can be used in order to bankroll advocacy coalitions. There are 

many large companies in Russia, and the largest ones differ depending on which type of key 

data we use (sales, market capitalization, number of employees, etc...). 

We will use two rankings in order to establish the largest Russian companies. The first one is 

from Expert Magazine, which is a Russian weekly business magazine with ties to influential 

Kommersant newspaper. They base their list on volumes of sale. The second ranking is from 

Forbes Russia, which is owned by Forbes Magazine in the United States. This list is based on 

revenue (which also includes income from sources other than sales, such as interest). We 
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will select the top 10 companies from these two lists for the years 2004, 2008, and 2012. As 

the rankings overlap to a considerable degree we only count a company once for every year. 

In 2004, Putin signed a presidential decree (Decree 1009) that restricted so called strategic 

companies in their interactions with foreign companies.62 Those that are deemed strategic 

are active in the energy, defense, resource extraction, transportation, and media sectors. As 

these companies have been singled out by the Russian government as strategic and 

therefore important, we will focus on the top companies that are also involved in the 

strategic sectors. 

We will look at the ownership structures for these strategically important companies, and 

identify the owners. The simplest way of doing this is to look at the annual reports, and 

identify the chairperson in the company board of directors (or equivalent).  

Having put an individual at the head of the companies, we will examine their coalition 

affiliation. This will be done through news articles, and are thus qualitative in nature. Using 

LexisNexis Academic, we will search their Major World Publications database for articles 

regarding these individuals opinion on political and economic reform in Russia. We will 

search their first and surnames within quotation marks and add the secondary keyword 

reform. These results are then sorted after relevance, and we choose the first relevant 

article. Again, we will use LexisNexis here instead of Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty and RIA 

Novosti as that LexisNexis has better coverage on these individuals than the other two 

sources. 
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The coding schedule for this resource is as follows: 

Table 12 Financial resources coding schedule 

Reformists Statists Nationalists 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should integrate with Western 
economic and political institutions  
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that main 
threats to Russia come from either 
non-democratic states or violation of 
basic human rights or disrespect for 
cultural pluralism 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
low energy price environment 
 

They shall:  
Have a history of stating that Russia is 
a sovereign state (sovereign 
democracy) and great power 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia comes from state-
revisionists seeking to change the 
balance of power 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of being in favor of a 
high energy price environment 
 

They shall: 
Have a history of stating that Russia 
should reintegrate with other former 
Soviet states 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of stating that the main 
threats to Russia stem from a lack of 
law (not to be confused with rule of 
law), order, and stability. 
 
 
AND / OR 
 
Have a history of statements being in 
favor of consolidation of political and 
economic power within the state 

 

Once an individual has been identified and sorted after affiliation, we will add up them up 

for each coalition, and calculate the share of companies for each resource.  

 

                              
                                    

                         
 

 

The coalition with the highest percentage financial resources is to be considered dominant 

here, and as with the previous resources this will be presented in table form. 

 

4.2 FOREIGN POLICY 

This section looks at the foreign policy methodology. 

Early in Putin’s first presidency he stressed the need to improve ties with the whole of EU. 

However, in reality there was a clear focus on bilateral relations, with Germany as the key 

European interlocutor,63 and that Russia does not want to want to deal with the EU as an 

aggregate entity.64 The EU is seen as an intruder in the Russian zone of influence, 65  whereas 
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Russia sees Germany as its most important Western partner. This view has continued 

throughout the 2000’s with Angela Merkel being the first foreign dignitary to visit newly 

appointed president Medvedev.66 In looking at Russian foreign policy we will therefore look 

at its policies towards Germany. Russia’s biggest export to Germany (as well as generally) is 

energy related, with Russian gas giant Gazprom exporting over 34 billion cubic meters of 

natural gas to Germany in 2011.67 We will therefore operationalize foreign policy by looking 

at gas exports to Germany. 

There are a number of ways in which to examine the energy exports policy subsystem. As we 

have discussed briefly earlier, the most obvious way to examine foreign policy is to study 

policy decisions. Energy is a securitized sector in Russia,68 which means that policy decisions 

are decided at high, and potentially restricted, political levels. Hence it may prove difficult to 

find and quantify taken energy policy decisions. The second way would be to examine policy 

implementation. This would be performed at a less sensitive decision-making level, within 

the trade or energy ministry, or within the gas exporting companies themselves. Here we 

would however be faced with other problems. The implementation strategies could count as 

industrial secrets, which would restrict information. Furthermore, deliberations between 

sellers and buyers (i.e. Gazprom and E.ON) would also not be open for scrutiny. The third 

way would be to examine the outcome of the policies. In the case of gas exports to Russia, 

given that one controls for demand and supply as well as other causal relationships, policy 

decisions to restrict or expand the gas supply would be detected in the price fluctuations. 

Simply put, assuming constant demand, a policy decision to increase the flow of gas would 

be reflected in a falling gas price, and vice versa, a decision to decrease the flow of gas 

would be reflected in increasing gas prices.  

We will therefore look at the price of Russian gas in Germany from the years 2003 to 2013 (which 

more than covers our study period). The Russian natural gas border prices in Germany are 

estimations of prices of piped gas imports paid at the border. This information is collected by 

the German customs agency and is considered to be representative of long-term oil-indexed 
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gas contracts.69 In order to control for the international gas price we will also collect data 

from a large international gas distribution hub, the Henry Hub in Louisiana. The Russian 

natural gas price at the German border, as well as the Henry Hub gas price, will be gathered 

from IndexMundi,70 which collects the data from the International Monetary Fund.71 They 

are both priced in USD per cubic meters. Given the large numbers of data we will present 

these as line diagrams.  

The price of Russian gas is said to be highly dependent on the international oil price. To 

control for this we will perform a bivariate regression analysis to see by how much the prices 

are correlated. The idea is that if the price of oil does not explain the price of gas to a very 

high degree, there are other causative factors involved. The price of oil will be gathered from 

the World Bank Commodity Price Data,72 and this price data will also be presented in a line 

diagram. We will be using the following model when testing the correlation. 

 

                       

Where x is the price of oil. 

The results of the regression analysis will be shown in an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) table 

as well as on a scatterplot. 

As we have said, we will also control for the international gas price. This will be done by 

calculating the price ration between the Russian natural gas price at the German border and 

the average world gas price, as represented by the Henry Hub. This calculation looks like 

this: 
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This will give us a line diagram of Russian gas prices exported to Germany, controlled for 

international fluctuations. From this diagram we will be able to see the how the gas price has 

developed at the German border compared to the international price. 

Given the discussion regarding the Russian energy future in Europe, different coalitions will 

want the price to go in different directions. 

 

4.3 ANALYSIS 

Having collated all data we are interested in seeing if gas price fluctuations at the German 

border correspond to changes in the distribution of power resources within Russian 

advocacy coalitions. We will therefore sum up all the different resource categories for every 

year and coalition, and present this. The results will show the distribution of resources 

between the different coalitions, which will answer research question two. 

The idea is that some coalitions will want a higher gas price, whereas other coalitions favor a 

lower gas price. Given the theoretical assumption that coalitions use power resources in 

order to influence policy decisions, we expect to see the dominant faction’s favored policy 

alternative to be used. 

We will calculate the resources as shares of the total (for instance, if Statists control 5 out of 

15 formal legal authority positions, then they will be said to control 33 per cent). We will 

then add these up for every resource, and make pie diagrams.  These diagrams will show 

which coalitions were dominant for the periods 2004-2008, 2008-2012, and 2012 onwards.  

These pie diagrams will be contrasted with the gas price line diagram created in section 6.6, 

which will allow us to say whether price changes can be explained by changes in resource 

distributions.  

 

5. OBSERVATIONS 
This chapter looks at the collected data. As we have said, there are two main empirical parts 

to the study. The coalition resources, which necessitates identifying the coalitions and their 

resources: formal legal authority, public opinion, information, mobilizable troops, and 
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financial resources. These will be presented in s The second empirical part involves 

examining Russian foreign policy towards Germany, represented by the price of gas at the 

German border. 

5.1 RESOURCES 

Here we present the data for the resources. 

5.1.1 FORMAL LEGAL AUTHORITY 

We have already identified the positions within the Russian state that hold foreign policy 

prerogative (see Table 6). The individuals occupying these positions in 2004 can be seen in 

the following table. 

Table 13 Formal Legal Authority 2004 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Vladimir Putin 

Prime Minister 
Mikhail Fradkov 

State Duma Committee for 
International Affairs 
Konstantin Kosachev 

Presidential Directorate on 
Foreign Policy 
Sergei Prikhodko 

Foreign Minister 
Sergei Lavrov 

State Duma Committee for 
Defense 
Viktor Zavarzin 

Security Council 
Igor Ivanov 

Defense Minister 
Sergei Ivanov 

State Duma Committee for 
Security 
Vladimir Vasilyev 

State Council 
Vladimir Putin 

Ministry of Economics and 
Trade 
Viktor Khristenko 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense and 
Security 
Victor Ozerov 

 Federal Security Service  
Nikolai Patrushev 

Federation Council Foreign 
Affairs Committee 
Mikhail Margelov 

 Foreign Intelligence Service 
Sergei Lebedev 

 

 

The individuals for 2008 can be seen in Table 16. 

Table 14 Formal Legal Authority 2008 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Dmitri Medvedev 

Prime Minister 
Vladimir Putin 

State Duma Committee for 
International Affairs 
Konstantin Kosachev 

Presidential Directorate on 
Foreign Policy 
Alexander Manzhosin 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Sergei Lavrov 

State Duma Committee for 
Defense 
Viktor Zavarzin 

Security Council 
Nikolai Patrushev 

Ministry of Defense 
Anatoly Serdyukov 

State Duma Committee for 
Security 
Vladimir Vasilyev 

State Council 
Dmitri Medvedev 

Ministry of Economics and 
Trade 
Viktor Khristenko 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense and 
Security 
Victor Ozerov 
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 Federal Security Service 
Nikolai Patrushev (until May) 

Federation Council Foreign 
Affairs Committee 
Mikhail Margelov 

 Foreign Intelligence Service 
Mikhail Fradkov 

 

 

And for 2012, we see these individuals. 

Table 15 Formal Legal Authority 2012 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Vladimir Putin 

Prime Minister 
Dmitri Medvedev 

State Duma Committee for 
International Affairs 
Alexey Pushkov 

Presidential Directorate on 
Foreign Policy 
Alexander Manzhosin 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Sergei Lavrov 

State Duma Committee for 
Defense 
Vladimir Komoedov 

Security Council 
Nikolai Patrushev 

Ministry of Defense 
Anatoly Serdyukov 

State Duma Committee for 
Security 
Irina Yarovaya 

State Council 
Vladimir Putin 

Ministry of Economics and 
Trade 
Denis Manturov 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense and 
Security 
Victor Ozerov 

 Federal Security Service  
Alexander Bortnikov 

Federation Council Foreign 
Affairs Committee 
Mikhail Margelov 

 Foreign Intelligence Service 
Mikhail Fradkov 
 

 

 

The following table shows coalition affiliation of the above individuals.  

Table 16 Legal authority coalition affiliation 

Name Affiliation 

Vladimir Putin Statist 

Sergei Prikhodko Statist 

Igor Ivanov Reformist 

Dmitri Medvedev Reformist 

Alexander Manzhosin Statist 

Nikolai Patrushev Nationalist 

Sergei Lavrov Statist 

Sergei Ivanov Nationalist 

Viktor Khristenko Reformist 

Sergei Lebedev Nationalist 

Anatoly Serdyukov Statist 

Mikhail Fradkov Nationalist 

Denis Manturov Statist 

Alexander Bortnikov Nationalist 

Konstantin Kosachev Statist 

Viktor Zavarzin Statist 

Vladimir Vasilyev Statist 

Victor Ozerov Statist 

Mikhail Margelov Statist 

Alexey Pushkov Statist 
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Vladimir Komoedov Nationalist 

Irina Yarovaya Statist 

 

 

5.1.2 PUBLIC OPINION 

As we have said, we will take this information from the Levada Center 2011 Annual Report. 

The first question we look at is: Is Russia currently a great power? It will give an indication of 

the Russian public’s view of Russian identity. 

Table 17 Is Russia currently a great power?
73

 

 2004 2007 2011 

Definitively yes 8 17 11 

Rather yes than no 31 36 36 

Rather no than yes 42 31 35 

Definitively no 15 11 11 

Difficult to answer 3 5 6 

 

This table shows the coalition view of Russian identity, as per our identification of advocacy 

coalitions. 

Table 18 Coalition view of Russian identity 

 

 

 

The second one is: What kind of democracy does Russia need?  Simply put, this question 

shows the Russian public’s view of democracy in Russia. 

Table 19 What kind of democracy does Russia need?
74

 

 2005 2008 2012 

Like developed countries of 
Europe and America 

24 20 23 

Like in the former Soviet 
Union 

16 13 17 

A special kind, which suits 
national traditions and the 
specific Russian character 

45 45 44 

Russia does not need 
democracy 
 

6 8 7 

                                                           
73

 Levada Center (2013) 
74

 Levada Center (2013) 

Reformist Russia should integrate with the West 

Statist Russia needs to balance West and East 

Nationalist Russia is a civilization/empire 
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Difficult to answer 9 15 10 

 

 

The following table shows the different coalitions’ view on democracy in Russia (from 3.3). 

Table 20 Coalition view of democracy 

 

 

 

 

5.1.3 INFORMATION 

There is no index for 2004, so we will begin by looking at the 2008 figures. The 2008 Global 

Go To Think Tank Index Report rates four Russian think tanks as being influential enough to 

warrant a spot on their rankings list. These are the Carnegie Moscow Center, the Institute of 

World Economy and International Relations, the INDEM Foundation, and the Institute for the 

USA and Canadian Studies.  

Table 21 2008 Global Go To Think Tank Index (Russia) 

Name 

Carnegie Moscow Center 

Institute of World Economy and International Relations 

INDEM Foundation 

Institute for the USA and Canadian Studies 

The 2012 Global Go To Think Tank Index Report shows that the number of highly influential 

think tanks in Russia has ballooned into 12. The think tanks can be seen in the following 

table. 

Table 22 2012 Global Go To Think Tank Index (Russia) 

Name 

Carnegie Moscow Center 

Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations 

Moscow State Institute of International 
Relations 

Center for Economic and Financial 
Research 

Independent Institute for Social Policy 

Institute for the USA and Canadian 
Studies 

Gaidar Institute for Economic Policy  

Economic Expert Group 

Reformist Russia needs Western style liberal 
democracy 

Statist Russia needs democracy adapted for 
Russian needs 

Nationalist Authoritarian 
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Strategia St. Petersburg Center for 
Humanities and Political Studies 

Institute for Security and International 
Studies 

Institute for Public Policy 

Russian Council on International  Affairs 

 

The following table presents the think tank coalition affiliation. As we can see, none of the 

top think tanks in Russia seem to be affiliated with the nationalist coalition 

Table 23 Think Tank Coalition Affiliation 

Carnegie Moscow Center Reformist 

Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations 

Reformist 

INDEM Foundation Reformist 

Institute for the USA and Canadian Studies Statist 

Moscow State Institute of International 
Relations 

Statist 

Center for Economic and Financial Research - 

Independent Institute for Social Policy Reformist 

Gaidar Institute for Economic Policy Statist  

Economic Expert Group Statist 

Strategia St. Petersburg Center for 
Humanities and Political Studies 

Reformist 

Institute for Security and International 
Studies 

- 

Institute of Law and Public Policy Reformist 

Russian Council on International  Affairs Reformist 

 

5.1.4 MOBILIZABLE TROOPS 

As we said in the Moblizable Troops methodology section, we will examine the coalition 

affiliation of the seven largest national TV channels. We will examine for the years 2004, 

2008, and 2012.   

Table 24 Top Seven National Russian Channel 2004 according to Synovate 

Channel Average share 
Perviy Kanal (Channel 1) 20.1 

Rossiya 18.1 

NTV 13.1 

STS 9.9 

TNT 7.6 

Ren-TV 7.2 

TVZ 4.6 

 

For 2004 we see that the largest channel in terms of viewers is Perviy Kanal (Channel 1), with 

a 20 per cent share, followed by Rossiya at just over 18 per cent. Third is NTV at just over 13 

per cent, and STS at almost 10 per cent. TNT is fifth with 7.6 per cent and Ren-TV comes in at 
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7.2 per cent. The smallest of the major channels is TVZ, with fewer than five per cent of the 

viewership. These channels represented 80.6 per cent of the television audience in 2004. 

Table 25 Top Seven National Russian Channels 2008 according to TNS Global 

Channel Average share 
Perviy Kanal (Channel 1 22 

Rossiya 17.7 

NTV 14.1 

STS 8.2 

TNT 7.1 

Ren-TV 3.5 

TV3 2.9 

 

For 2008 the rankings is largely the same, with a slight change in the viewership percentages. 

Perviy Kanal has grown by almost two per cent to 22, whereas Rossiya shrank by some to 

17.7 per cent. NTV had grown by one per cent to 14.1, STS and TNT had contracted to just 

over 8 and 7 per cent respectively. Ren-TV had lost more than half its viewership at 3.5, and 

TVZ had dropped out altogether, being replaced by TV3 at under 3 per cent. Together, these 

channels represented 75.5 per cent of the Russian television audience. 

 

Table 26Top Seven National Russian Channels 2012 according to TNS Global 

Channel Average share 
NTV 14.1 

Perviy Kanal (Channel 1) 14 

Rossiya 1 12.5 

TNT 7.9 

STS 6.8 

Channel 5 5.6 

Ren-TV 5.4 

 

By 2012 Perviy Kanal had lost a considerable percentage of viewers and was overtaken by 

NTV, with NTV being at 14.1 and Perviy Kanal at 14. Rossiya had also lost a fair number of 

viewers at 12.5 per cent. TNT had grown marginally and reached 7.9 per cent. STS shrunk to 

just under 7 per cent and Channel 5 became the sixth largest channel with 5.6. Ren-TV 

regained some viewers and ended up at 5.4 per cent. TV3 dropped out of the top seven list. 

In total, these channels held 66.3 per cent of the Russian television audience. 
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Table 27 Distribution of property in the Russian TV market
75

 

Channel Owner Affiliation 
Perviy Kanal (Channel 1) State (51%), private 

owners (49) 
Direct state ownership; 
non-official affiliation 
with Abramovich 

Rossia State media holding 
VGTRK 

Direct state control 

NTV Gazprom Media Group State monopoly 
Gasprom 

TNT Gazprom Media Group State monopoly 
Gasprom 

Ren-TV Irena Lesnevskaya and 
Rao UES (2004). 
National Media Group 
(2008 & 2012) 

Bank Rossi, insurance 
company Sogas, 
Severstal group, 
Surgutneftgaz 

Channel 5 National Media Group Bank Rossiya, insurance 
company Sogas 

TVZ State media holding 
VGTRK 

Direct state control 

STS STS Media Group Alfa group, MTG 
(Sweden) 

TV3 Prof-Media Interros financial 
industry group 

 

Perviy Kanal (Channel 1) is Russia’s main television channel. It is based in Moscow and has 

the largest audience share. The Russian government owns 51 per cent of the channel, with 

49 per cent being controlled by smaller private organizations like ORT Bank Consortium, 

RastrKom 2002, and EberLink (which are all believed to be controlled by oligarch Roman 

Abramovich).76 The news programs Novosti and Vremya are the source for political 

information for most Russians.77 Given that the state is the direct majority owner, plus that 

the head of the news department has close contacts with Lukoil (and thus the 

government),78 we will say that this channel is controlled by the Statist faction. Rossiya has 

the second largest average share of the viewership, and is controlled by the Vserossiyskaya 

Gosudarstvennaya Televizionnaya I Radioveshatel’naya Kompanya (VGTRK) which is a state-

owned media umbrella company. Its main news program is Vesti, which is the second most 

important source of information after Channel 1’s news programs. Investigative newspaper 

Novaya Gazeta has pointed out that that the channel has a policy of sidelining opposition 

activists.79 Due to this and state-ownership, this channel will be coded as Statist. 

                                                           
75

 Kiriya & Degtereva (2010) p. 41 
76

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 4 
77

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 4 
78

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 6 
79

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 9 
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NTV Television is owned by energy company Gazprom. It is the third largest TV channel in 

terms of viewers. In the 90’s this channel was very independent and critical of government 

policy, however this changed in the early 2000’s when the company was forcibly sold. The 

host of the main news and analytical program, K Barryeru, is regarded as having close ties to 

Putin.80 As we shall see in the next section, Gazprom is coded as Statist; therefore we will 

code this channel as Statist as well. Ren-TV is currently owned by the National Media Group 

and German company Bertelsmann RTL. With the sale of NTV to Gazprom many government 

critical journalists and anchors at that channel went over to Ren-TV. The channel was 

founded and run by Irena Lesnevskaya until she sold it in 2005. Given that she is seen as a 

liberal, we will code 2004 Ren-TV as Reformist. The channel managed to retain its editorial 

independence following the sale to the National Media Group and Bertelsmann RTL and so 

we will continue to code it as Reformist for 2008 and 2012.81 Channel 5 is also controlled by 

the National Media Group, and is seen as independent from the government. We will code 

this as Reformist. STS is owned by Swedish Modern Times Group (MTG) and the Alfa Group. 

The Alfa Group is controlled by oligarch Mikhail Fridman, which we will see in the next 

section is coded as Reformist, hence STS will be Reformist too. TNT is controlled by Gazprom 

Media Group and thus Statist. TV3 is controlled by Interros which is owned by Vladimir 

Potanin. Potanin is coded as Reformist and therefore we will code TV3 as Reformist. TVZ is 

owned by VGTRK and therefore Statist. Of note is that the nationalist coalition does not 

control any of the major Russian television actors. There are elements of nationalists within 

some channels, especially within Perviy Kanal and Rossiya, however these individuals do not 

control the channels. 

Table 28 Channel coalition affiliation 

Channel Coalition affiliation 

Perviy Kanal (Channel 1) Statist 

Rossia Statist 

NTV Statist 

TNT Statist 

Ren-TV Reformist 

Channel 5 Statist 

TVZ Reformist 

STS Reformist 

TV3 Reformist 

 

                                                           
80

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 10 
81

 European Stability Initiative (2010) p. 12 
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5.1.5 FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

The following two tables present the largest companies in Russia. The first one is taken from 

Expert Magazine and is based on volume of sales. The second one is taken from Forbes 

Russia and is based on total revenue. 

Table 29 Largest companies in Russia based on volume of sales according to Expert Magazine 

2004 2008 2012 

Gazprom Gazprom Gazprom 

Railways LUKOIL LUKOIL 

LUKOIL Railways Rosneft 

RAO UES Rosneft Railways 

YUKOS RAO UES TNK-BP 

TNK-BP TNK-BP Sberbank 

Surgutneftegaz Surgutneftegaz Sistema 

Sberbank Sberbank Surgutneftegaz 

Sibneft Norilsk Nickel Transneft 

Norilsk Nickel Severstal IDGC Holding 

RUSAL RUSAL Tatneft 

Svyazinvest Tatneft Inter RAO 

AvtoVAZ Sistema Evraz Group 

Tatneft Evraz Group Severstal 

Sistema Gazprombank VTB Group 

 

As we can see, according to this list the largest companies in Russia are mostly energy 

companies such as Gazprom and Lukoil. There are also a number of financial and investment 

companies, as well as a few mining and metallurgical ones.  

Table 30 Largest Russian companies according to Forbes Russia 

2004 2008 2012 

TNK-BP RUSAL TAIF Holding 

RUSAL UMMC Holding Stroygazconsulting 

Russian Machines TAIF Holding Megapolis 

UMMC Holding Metalloinvest Integrated Energy 
Systems (renova) 

SUAL Russian Machines Metalloinvest 

Metalloinvest RAO UES SIBUR 

Trubnaya 
Metallurgicheskaya 
Kompaniya 

MegaFon StroiGAZ 

Eldorado Megapolis (transport) Russneft 

Gazmetall Eldorado (electronics) MegaFon 

SOK Group Russneft UMMC Holding 

 

In this list there are still a number of energy giants, but apart from a number of industrial, 

telecom, and retailers, it is mostly filled with investment companies. Of the companies 

identified in the two lists, there are a few that are not strategic, and will therefore not be 

considered further. 
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We then go on to identify the company chairpersons or presidents. 

Table 31 Company chairperson/president 

Industry Company name 2004 2008 2012 

 AvtoVAZ NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

Eldorado NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

MegaFon NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

Megapolis NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

Railways NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

SOK Group NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

StroiGAZ NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC NOT STRATEGIC 

Construction Russian Machines Oleg Deripaska Oleg Deripaska  

Energy 
 

Gazprom Alexey Miller Alexey Miller Alexey Miller 

LUKOIL Vagit Alekperov Vagit Alekperov Vagit Alekperov 

Rosneft  Igor Sechin Igor Sechin 

Russneft  Mikhail Gutseriyev Vladimir Yevtushenkov 

Sibneft Roman Abramovich   

Surgutneftegaz Vladimir Bogdanov Vladimir Bogdanov Vladimir Bogdanov 

Tatneft Republic of Tatarstan Republic of Tatarstan Republic of Tatarstan 

TNK-BP Mikhail Fridman Mikhail Fridman Mikhail Fridman 

YUKOS HAD ALREADY LOST 
CONTROL 

  

Finance  
 

Gazprombank  Alexey Miller  

Sberbank Andrei Kazmin German Gref German Gref 

VTB Group Andrey Kostin Andrey Kostin Andrey Kostin 

Investment 
 

Gazmetall Alisher Usmanov   

IES (Renova)   Viktor Vekselberg 

Metalloinvest  Alisher Usmanov Alisher Usmanov 

Sistema Vladimir Yevtushenkov Vladimir Yevtushenkov Vladimir Yevtushenkov 

Stroygazconsulting   Ziad Manazir 

Svyazinvest Leonid Reiman   

TAIF Holding Republic of Tatarstan / 
Kazan 

Republic of Tatarstan / 
Kazan 

Republic of Tatarstan / 
Kazan 

Mining & 
Metallurgy 
 

Evraz Group  Alexander Abramov  

Norilsk Nickel Vladimir Potanin Vladimir Potanin Vladimir Potanin 

RUSAL Oleg Deripaska Oleg Deripaska Oleg Deripaska 

Severstal  Alexei Mordashov Alexei Mordashov 

SUAL Group Viktor Vekselberg   

UMMC Holding Iskander Makhmudov Iskander Makhmudov Iskander Makhmudov 

Petrochemicals SIBUR   Leonid Mikhelson 

Pipelines TMK Group Dmitry Pumpyansky   

Power 
Power 
Power 

IDGC Holding   Georgy Boos 

Inter RAO   Grigory Kurtser 

RAO UES Anatoly Chubais Anatoly Chubais  

Transport Transneft Semyon Vainshtok Nikolai Tokarev Nikolai Tokarev 

 

And once this has been performed we go to identify their coalition affiliation 

Table 32 Chairperson/president coalition affiliation 

Name Coalition Affiliation 

Alexander Abramov REFORMIST 

Alexei Mordashov REFORMIST 

Alexey Miller NATIONALIST 

Alisher Usmanov STATIST 

Anatoly Chubais REFORMIST 

Andrei Kazmin REFORMIST 
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Andrey Kostin REFORMIST 

Dimitry Pumpyansky N/A 

Georgy Boos STATIST 

German Gref REFORMIST 

Grigory Kurtser N/A 

Igor Sechin NATIONALIST 

Iskander Makhmudov REFORMIST 

Leonid Mikhelson REFORMIST 

Leonid Reiman STATIST 

Mikhail Fridman REFORMIST 

Mikhail Gutseriyev REFORMIST 

Nikolai Tokarev STATIST 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Republic of Tatarstat /  N/A 

Roman Abramovich REFORMIST 

Semyon Vainshtok STATIST 

Vagit Alekperov STATIST 

Viktor Vekselberg REFORMIST 

Vladimir Bogdanov REFORMIST 

Vladimir Potanin REFORMIST 

Vladimir Yevtushenkov REFORMIST 

Ziad Manazir N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2 FOREIGN POLICY 

We will use the price of natural gas in Germany as a stand in for Russian foreign policy 

towards Germany.  
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Figure 4 Russian natural gas border price in Germany 

 

As we see here, the price of gas began to increase in late 2004, and leveled off briefly in 

2007. This was followed by a peak in 2008 and 2009, after which prices quickly fell. By 2010 

the price of gas began to steadily increase again.  

Figure 5 Oil price (Brent) 

 

In order to control for price correlation with oil, we will also need that price. Figure 6 shows 

the price development of oil in the last 10 years. As with gas, the price of oil was increasing 

steadily until late 2007, where it began to peak sharply. After that peak the price fell, only to 

begin rising fairly quickly again. There are notable similarities with figures 5 and 6, but one 

should note that the prices differ greatly between gas and oil. 
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We will also control for the international price fluctuations in gas, and thus need to gather 

that information. Figure 7 shows this price. What we can see here is that there have been 

two peaks. The first one is likely the result of Hurricane Katrina, and the second one is 

probably Hurricane Ike. Outside of these two peaks the price has been much more constant 

than what we saw in figure 5. 

Figure 6 Henry Hub gas price 

 

6. ANALYSIS 
In this chapter we will analyze and count up all the coalition resources. We will first go 

through each of the five resources and calculate these for each coalition and year. We will 

then go on to look at the foreign policy part. At the end of this chapter we will add up all 

resources for the coalitions and compare those with how foreign policy has developed.  

 

 

 

6.1 RESOURCES 
 

6.1.1 FORMAL LEGAL AUTHORITY 

In section 5.1.1 we have identified the actors that occupy the 15 foreign policy prerogative 

actors identified by Light. We have also identified into which coalitions these individuals 

belong. The 2004 actors can be seen in table 33. 
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Table 33 2004 Foreign Policy Actors 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Statist 

Prime Minister 
Nationalist 

State Duma Committee 
for International Affairs 
Statist 

Presidential Directorate 
on Foreign Policy 
Statist 

Foreign Minister 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for Defense 
Statist 

Security Council 
Reformist 

Defense Minister 
Nationalist 

State Duma Committee 
for Security 
Statist 

State Council 
Statist 

Ministry of Economics 
and Trade 
Reformist 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense 
and Security 
Statist 

 Federal Security Service  
Nationalist 

Federation Council 
Foreign Affairs 
Committee 
Statist 

 Foreign Intelligence 
Service 
Nationalist 

 

REFORMIST 1 
STATIST 3 

NATIONALIST 0 

REFORMIST 1 
STATIST 1 

NATIONALIST 4 

REFORMIST 0 
STATIST 5 

NATIONALIST 0 

 

We will then perform our calculations.  

                                

                  

 

  
       

                

 

  
      

                    

 

  
       

In 2004, the Statists dominated with 60 per cent of the position. The next coalition is the 

Nationalist one with 26.6 per cent of the positions. The Reformist coalition controlled 13.3 

per cent of the positions.  

The next table shows the 2008 actors. 
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Table 34 2008 Foreign Policy Actors 

President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Reformist 

Prime Minister 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for International Affairs 
Statist 

Presidential Directorate 
on Foreign Policy 
Statist 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for Defense 
Statist 

Security Council 
Nationalist 

Ministry of Defense 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for Security 
Statist 

State Council 
Reformist 

Ministry of Economics 
and Trade 
Reformist 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense 
and Security 
Statist 

 Federal Security Service 
Nationalist 

Federation Council 
Foreign Affairs 
Committee 
Statist 

 Foreign Intelligence 
Service 
Nationalist 

 

REFORMIST 2 
STATIST 1 

NATIONALIST 1 

REFORMIST 1 
STATIST 3 

NATIONALIST 2 

REFORMIST 0 
STATIST 5 

NATIONALIST 0 

 

                                

                  

 

  
      

                

 

  
      

                    

 

  
      

In 2008 the Statist faction still dominated, with 60 per cent of the positions. The Reformist 

and Nationalist factions each had 20 per cent of the positions.  

For 2012 we have the following table. 

Table 35 2012 Foreign Policy Actors 

2012 March May 
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President’s Office Government Legislature  

President 
Statist 

Prime Minister 
Reformist 

State Duma Committee 
for International Affairs 
Statist 

Presidential Directorate 
on Foreign Policy 
Statist 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for Defense 
Nationalist 

Security Council 
Nationalist 

Ministry of Defense 
Statist 

State Duma Committee 
for Security 
Statist 

State Council 
Statist 

Ministry of Economics 
and Trade 
Statist 

Federation Council 
Committee on Defense 
and Security 
Statist 

 Federal Security Service  
Nationalist 

Federation Council 
Foreign Affairs 
Committee 
Statist 

 Foreign Intelligence 
Service 
Nationalist 
 

 

REFORMIST 0 
STATIST 3 

NATIONALIST 1 

REFORMIST 1 
STATIST 3 

NATIONALIST 2 

REFORMIST 0 
STATIST 4 

NATIONALIST 1 

 

                                

                  

 

  
       

                 

  

  
       

                    

 

  
       

In 2012 the Statist coalition expanded their control to 66.6 per cent. The Nationalist faction 

also regained and expanded their share to 26.6 per cent. Finally, the Reformist faction lost 

heavily and held only 6.6 per cent of the foreign policy positions. 
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6.1.2 PUBLIC OPINION 

The first question was: Is Russia currently a great power? 

The view that Russia is definitively a great power fits well with the Nationalist view of Russia, 

where it is seen as a unique civilization. Therefore we say that the Nationalist has the 

support of 8 per cent of the population in 2004. The Reformists think that Russia should 

integrate with the West, which implies that they do not view Russia as a great power in 

itself. Therefore we will say that they have the support of 15 per cent of the population in 

2004. The Statists think that Russia needs to balance against other powers in the 

international arena, which implies that they believe that Russia is neither a great power on 

par with the ones in the East and West, nor that it is such a that it needs to integrate with 

the West. This seems to comply with the two middlemost sets of responses, and means that 

the Statist coalition would have the support of 73 per cent of the Russian population in 2004 

when it comes to identity.  

Table 36 Coalition Public Support over Identity 

 2004 2007 2011 

Reformist 15 % 11 % 11 % 

Statist 73 % 67 % 71 % 

Nationalist 8 % 17 % 11 % 

 

Question two was: What kind of democracy does Russia need? 

In this second poll, the answers “Like in the former Soviet Union” and “Russia does not need 

democracy” fit with our definition of nationalists, where elements of authoritarianism can be 

detected, and democracy is less important. Therefore we have combined those two sets of 

responses, and placed them under the nationalist banner. That means that the nationalists 

have the support of 22 per cent of the population in 2005. The Reformists think that Russia 

should have the same type of democracy as in Europe and America, and thus they have the 

support of 24 per cent. The Statists hold that Russia needs a special sovereign democracy. 

This complies with the beliefs of 45 per cent of the population who say that Russia requires a 

special kind of democracy adapted to Russian traditions and character. 

Table 37 Coalition Public Support over Democracy 

 2005 2008 2012 

Reformist 24 % 20 % 23 % 

Statist 45 % 45 % 44 % 



62 
 

Nationalist 22 % 21 % 24 % 

 

Given that there is a Don’t Know option, the numbers in the tables will not add up to 100 per 

cent. 

Having gotten the results of two poll questions we want to calculate the mean coalition 

public support, as outlined in 4.2.1. 

Table 38 Mean Coalition Public Support 

 2004/2005 2007/2008 2011/2012 

Reformist      

 
      

     

 
      

     

 
    

Statist      

 
    

     

 
    

     

 
      

Nationalist     

 
    

     

 
    

     

 
      

 

We get the following advocacy coalition public support: For 2004/2005 the Statist faction 

dominated with 59 per cent, followed by 19.5 per cent for the Reformists. The Nationalists 

received 15 per cent. For 2007/2008 Statist support had dropped to 56 per cent, whereas 

the Nationalists grew and reached 19 per cent. The Reformists had dropped to 15.5 per cent. 

For 2011/2012 the Statists reached 57.5 per cent public support, and the Reformist and 

Nationalist factions were almost equal at 17 and 17.5 per cent respectively. 

 

 

 

 

6.1.3 INFORMATION 

To reiterate, there is no information data for 2004, due to rankings beginning in 2006. 

Another thing to note is that the information observations in 5.1.3 show that of the top think 

tanks in Russia, none seem to be affiliated with the Nationalist faction. The following table 

shows the 2008 top think tanks in Russia, and their coalition affiliations.  

 



63 
 

Table 39 2008 Coalition Information Resources 

 

 

                    

                                         

 

 
      

                                       

 

 
   

                                            

 

 
   

The above calculations show that in 2008, of the most influential Russian think tanks, 75 per 

cent very affiliated with the Reformist coalition. The other coalitions did not have any 

affiliations with the top think tanks.  

 

 

 

The next table shows the top think tank affiliations for 2012. 

 

Table 40 2012 Coalition Information Resources 

Name Affiliation 

Carnegie Moscow Center Reformist 

Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations 

Reformist 

INDEM Foundation Reformist 

Institute for the USA and Canadian 
Studies 

- 

Name Affiliation 

Carnegie Moscow Center Reformist 

Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations 

Reformist 

Moscow State Institute of 
International Relations 

Statist 

Center for Economic and Financial 
Research 

- 
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In 2012 the number of highly influential think tanks in Russia had expanded by a 

considerable amount. Of these 12 policy centers, 50 per cent were affiliated with the 

Reformist coalition, whereas 25 per cent were tied to the Statist coalition. None of the top 

coalitions appeared to be connected with the Nationalist faction. 

 

6.1.4 MOBILIZABLE TROOPS 

We have argued that the mobilizable troops resource can be measured through TV channel 

affiliation. Given the empirical evidence gathered on mobilizable troops, we see that there 

are two coalitions that have control over television and thus have good potential for 

mobilizing troops, namely the Statist and Reformist coalitions. As with the previous 

Information resource, the Nationalist coalition does not seem to control any of the top 

television channels.  

The following table shows the top 7 television channels in Russia in 2004. It shows the 

average share as well as the coalition affliations. The right side of the table aggregates the 

each coalition’s share and presents the total in a clear manner. 

Table 41 2004 Television Coalition Affiliation and Share 

Channel Average share Affiliation Aggregate coalition share 

Independent Institute for Social 
Policy 

Reformist 

Institute for the USA and Canadian 
Studies 

- 

Gaidar Institute for Economic 
Policy  

Statist 

Economic Expert Group Statist 

Strategia St. Petersburg Center for 
Humanities and Political Studies 

Reformist 

Institute for Security and 
International Studies 

- 

Institute for Public Policy Reformist 

Russian Council on International  
Affairs 

Reformist 
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Reformist Statist Nationalist 

Perviy Kanal 
(Channel 1) 

20.1 Statist 0 20.1 0 

Rossiya 18.1 Statist 0 38.2 0 

NTV 13.1 Statist 0 51.3 0 

STS 9.9 Reformist 9.9 51.3 0 

TNT 7.6 Statist 9.9 58.9 0 

Ren-TV 7.2 Reformist 17.1 58.9 0 

TVZ 4.6 Statist 17.1 63.5 0 

TOTAL 80.8  17.1 63.5 0 

 

In 2004 the Statist faction dominated television with control of at least 63.5 per cent. The 

Reformist supporting channels held at least 17.1 per cent of the viewing public. Nationalists 

controlled none of the major television channels.  

Table 42 2008 Television Coalition Affiliation and Share 

Channel Average share Affiliation Aggregate coalition share 

Reformist Statist Nationalist 

Perviy Kanal 
(Channel 1) 

22 Statist  22 0 

Rossiya 17.7 Statist  39.7 0 

NTV 14.1 Statist  53.8 0 

STS 8.2 Reformist 8.2 53.8 0 

TNT 7.1 Statist  60.9 0 

Ren-TV 3.5 Reformist 11.7 60.9 0 

TV3 2.9 Statist  63.8 0 

TOTAL 75.5  11.7 63.8 0 

 

For 2008 TV channels affiliated with the Statist faction kept 63.8 per cent of the viewers, 

whereas Reformist channels had lost viewers and dropped to 11.7 per cent. Again, there is 

no Nationalist control. 

 

 

 

Table 43 2012 Television Coalition Affiliation and Share 

Channel Average share Affiliation Aggregate coalition share 

Reformist Statist Nationalist 

NTV 14.1 Statist 0 14.1 0 

Perviy Kanal 
(Channel 1) 

14 Statist 0 28.1 0 

Rossiya 12.5 Statist 0 40.6 0 

TNT 7.9 Statist 0 48.5 0 

STS 6.8 Reformist 6.8 48.5 0 

Channel 5 5.6 Reformist 12.4 48.5 0 

Ren-TV 5.4 Reformist 17.8 48.5 0 



66 
 

TOTAL 66.3  17.8 48.5 0 

 

For 2012 the Statist channels had lost a relatively large number of viewers and dropped to 

48.5 per cent. The Reformist channels had regained their 2004 audience and were now at 

17.8 per cent.  

 

6.1.5 FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

For the financial resources we have the following results. 

Table 44 2004 Financial Resources Coalition Affiliation 

 

                            

                                        

  

  
       

                                     

 

  
       

                                          

 

  
       

 

 

 

Of the top companies in Russia in 2004, 66.6 per cent were controlled by individuals 

sympathetic to the Reformist cause. 22.2 per cent were controlled by individuals 

sympathetic to the Statists, and 5.5 per cent were led by people associated with the 

Nationalist cause.  

 

Table 45 2008 Financial Resources Coalition Affiliation 

Chairman/President Coalition Affiliation 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Alexey Miller NATIONALIST 

Vagit Alekperov STATIST 

Roman Abramovich REFORMIST 

Vladimir Bogdanov REFORMIST 

Mikhail Fridman REFORMIST 

Andrei Kazmin REFORMIST 

Andrey Kostin REFORMIST 

Alisher Usmanov STATIST 

Vladimir 
Yevtushenkov 

REFORMIST 

Leonid Reiman STATIST 

Vladimir Potanin REFORMIST 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Viktor Vekselberg REFORMIST 

Iskander 
Makhmudov 

REFORMIST 

Dmitry Pumpyansky N/A 

Anatoly Chubais REFORMIST 

Semyon Vainshtok STATIST 

Chairman/President Coalition Affiliation 
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In 2008 the Reformist faction retained the largest support, with 61.9 per cent of the 

chairmen and presidents of the largest Russian companies supporting the Reformists. The 

other two coalitions shared 14.2 per cent each. Thus we can say that the Reformist side 

dominated the other coalitions in terms of financial resources in 2008  

 

 

 

 

Table 46 2012 Financial Resources Coalition Affiliation 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Alexey Miller NATIONALIST 

Vagit Alekperov STATIST 

Igor Sechin NATIONALIST 

Mikhail Gutseriyev REFORMIST 

Vladimir Bogdanov REFORMIST 

Republic of 
Tatarstan 

N/A 

Mikhail Fridman REFORMIST 

Alexey Miller NATIONALIST 

German Gref REFORMIST 

Andrey Kostin REFORMIST 

Alisher Usmanov STATIST 

Vladimir 
Yevtushenkov 

REFORMIST 

Republic of 
Tatarstan / Kazan 

N/A 

Alexander Abramov REFORMIST 

Vladimir Potanin REFORMIST 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Alexei Mordashov REFORMIST 

Iskander 
Makhmudov 

REFORMIST 

Anatoly Chubais REFORMIST 

Nikolai Tokarev STATIST 

2012 Coalition affiliation 

Alexey Miller NATIONALIST 

Vagit Alekperov STATIST 

Igor Sechin NATIONALIST 

Vladimir 
Yevtushenkov 

REFORMIST 

Vladimir Bogdanov REFORMIST 

Republic of N/A 
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By 2012 the Reformist leaning chairmen had become fewer, at 50 per cent, whereas the 

Statist faction had grown to 18.1 per cent. Nationalist supporters controlled 9 per cent of the 

biggest companies.  As with the previous years, the Reformists dominated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2 FOREIGN POLICY 

Here we will analyze foreign policy as represented by the price of gas to Germany.  

Russian gas prices have been said to reflect world oil prices. Since 2003 oil prices have gone 

up a significant amount, from around 25 USD per barrel in 2003 to over 100 USD per barrel 

today. During the same time period we can see the price of Russian gas increasing as well.  

 

Tatarstan 

Mikhail Fridman REFORMIST 

German Gref REFORMIST 

Andrey Kostin REFORMIST 

Viktor Vekselberg REFORMIST 

Alisher Usmanov STATIST 

Vladimir 
Yevtushenkov 

REFORMIST 

Ziad Manazir N/A 

Republic of 
Tatarstan / Kazan 

N/A 

Vladimir Potanin REFORMIST 

Oleg Deripaska REFORMIST 

Alexei Mordashov REFORMIST 

Iskander 
Makhmudov 

REFORMIST 

Leonid Mikhelson REFORMIST 

Georgy Boos STATIST 

Grigory Kurtser N/A 

Nikolai Tokarev STATIST 



69 
 

Figure 7 Russian Natural Gas and Crude Oil Price (USD) 

 

In the upper line which represents Russian natural gas, we can see that there are two 

distinct bumps in 2008 and 2012. In the lower crude oil line, we see that there is one bump 

in 2008. Apart from this we can see that there is a slight delay between the price of oil and 

gas, with oil both peaking and halting the slide before gas. We can therefore say that there 

appears to be some correlation between oil and gas. 

Consequently, we want to see how well the price of oil explains the price of Russian gas, and 

we will do this by creating and testing the following model. 

                       

Where   is the price of oil. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,706
a
 ,499 ,494 83,1173 

a. Predictors: (Constant), V2 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 803511,152 1 803511,152 116,308 ,000
a
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Residual 808292,496 117 6908,483   

Total 1611803,649 118    

a. Predictors: (Constant), V2 

b. Dependent Variable: V1 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 93,621 21,042  4,449 ,000 

V2 2,835 ,263 ,706 10,785 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: V1 

 

Using bivariate regression analysis, we deduce that the r2 value is 0.499. This means that 

49.9 per cent of the variation in the price of gas can be explained by the variation in oil price.  

In effect, 50 per cent of the fluctuations in gas price are due to something else. 

The heteroscedasticity (the increasingly distorted shape the further you go along the X and Y 

axis) illustrated in the scatterplot means we can draw the conclusion that the model better 

explains lower prices rather than the higher ones. This means that oil and gas prices 

correlate well in the lower price ranges. As oil and gas were cheaper in the early 2000’s, it 

implies that the correlation was better back then. As we look at the higher values of the 

scatterplot we see that the correlation 

begins to break down (the values 

increasingly differ from the mean). The 

model therefore shows that the higher 

prices exhibited from late 2008 onwards 

are less correlated with each other, and 

that we then need to identify other 

reasons for the Russian gas prices since 

the 2004. 

Having dealt with the oil and gas correlation, we will look at the effects of world gas prices 

on Russian gas prices. We want to minimize the effects of the global gas market on the 
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Russian gas price. In order to calculate this we divide the Russian natural gas price with the 

Henry Hub gas price. As we said have said earlier, the Henry Hub is a big gas terminal in 

Louisiana.  

                                          

                      
             

 

Figure 8 Russian Gas Price controlled for International Price (USD) 

 

What we see in the above graph are large two peaks in 2009 and 2012, and a smaller one in 

2006. This graph shows basically the same information as the previous graph, but we have 

added the date lines for the presidential inaugurations, in May of 2004, 2008, and 2012. 
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Figure 9 Gas Price controlled for International Price (USD) & Presidential Inaugurations 

 

As we can see here, the second Putin presidential administration of 2004 to 2008 did not 

lead to any remarkable changes during that term of office, save a slight increase in price 

compared to world price in 2006. As per our discussion regarding the correlation with the oil 

price, the price changes here are likely affected by oil. The Dmitri Medvedev administration 

from 2008, on the hand, saw a marked increase in in gas prices from early on until it peaked 

around January 2009, after which prices fell back to almost May 2008 prices again. The price 

subsequently began rising again and peaked during the 2012 Russian presidential election, 

and by the inauguration of the third Putin presidential administration in May 2012, had 

begun to taper off again. Given that changes in world gas price have been controlled for, as 

well as the oil correlation, we will have to look for explanations elsewhere.  

It is a common understanding among economists that price is a function of supply and 

demand. Therefore, a possible explanation for the price peaks might be increased seasonal 

or industrial demand in Germany for natural gas. There are two arguments against this being 

the case however. If these peaks were the result of unusually cold winters, the price peaks 

would be confined to the German winter months, however the peak in 2009 began to grow 

in June of 2008. The second major peak began growing in 2010 and continued all through 

2011, topping in April 2012. As the peaks are not confined to seasonal demand then this is 

improbable to explain the price changes. As for industrial demand, the Global Recession 

began in December 2007 and has continued throughout the measured time period. Although 

the German economy has outperformed other European economies in terms of growth, it is 
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unlikely that its industrial base expanded to the point where it would significantly affect gas 

demand. Given the depressed economies of most of the rest of Europe, it is also unlikely 

that increased demand there is affecting German prices. It is important to note that Russian 

gas infrastructure is directed from Russia and Central Asia towards markets in Europe, and 

that exports to Eastern markets are still of marginal importance. That means that increased 

gas demand in China and Japan is also unlikely to seriously affect Russian gas prices to 

Germany. 

These arguments suggest that the peaks are not related to demand, which means that they 

are due to causative factors on the supply side. During this time period, Russia did face some 

supply problems. Payment disputes with Belarus in 2004 and 2007, and most importantly 

Ukraine in 2006, did result in supply disruptions to consumers downstream. These 

disruptions could therefore potentially explain the price variations during Putin’s second 

presidency 2004 to 2008. Outside of these events, there have not been any serious supply 

disruptions that could explain the 2009 and 2012 price peaks.  

Generally we can say that for the 2004 to 2008 Putin presidency, the gas prices were 

relatively stable. For the 2008 to 2012 Medvedev presidency the prices were much more 

unstable, but in general we can say that the prices increased. We only have data for the first 

year of the 2012 to 2018 Putin presidency, but the gas price thus far has fallen considerably. 

We will therefore say that the gas price has fallen. 

Table 47 Presidency Price Development 

Presidency 2004-2008 2008-2012 2012- 

Gas price development Stable prices Increasing prices Falling prices 
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6.3 ANALYSIS 

We have identified three coalitions: Reformists, Statists, and Nationalists, as well as their 

policy beliefs, which means that we have answered research questions one and two. The 

third research question was how the resources were distributed amongst the different 

coalitions. That was answered the sections 6.1.1 through 6.1.5. Research question four 

asked how the price of Russian gas to Europe had developed, and that was answered in 

section 6.6. That leaves question five: Can the changes in Russian gas prices in Germany be 

explained by the distribution of power resources among advocacy coalitions in Russia? We 

will now attempt to answer this. We will begin by summing up all resources for all the 

coalitions.  

Table 48 Formal Legal Authority 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

0,133 0,6 0,266 0,2 0,6 0,2 0,066 0,666 0,266 

 

Table 49 Public Opinion 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

0.195 0.59 0.15 0.155 0.56 0.19 0.17 0.575 0.175 

 

Table 50 Information 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

N/A N/A N/A 0,75 0 0 0,5 0,25 0 

 

Table 51 Mobilizable Troops 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

0,171 0,635 0 0,117 0,638 0 0,178 0,485 0 

 

Table 52 Financial Resources 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

0,666 0,222 0,055 0,619 0,142 0,142 0,5 0,181 0,09 
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Table 53 Total Coalition Resource Distribution 

2004 2008 2012 
Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist Reformist Statist Nationalist 

1.165 2.047 0.471 1.841 1.94 0.532 1.414 2.157 0.531 

 

We will take the above table and turn it into pie charts. 

 

In 2004, we see that the Statist faction dominated with 55 per cent of power resources. This 

compares to 32 per cent for the Reformist faction and 13 per cent for the Nationalist one. By 

2008 the Nationalists had shrunk marginally, and the Statist faction by 10 per cent. The 

Reformist faction, on the other hand, had grown by 11 per cent. In 2012 the distribution of 

power resources had largely reverted to their 2004 levels. Based on the pie charts, we will 

say that the Statist faction dominated in 2004-2008. For 2008-2012 there was a pluralistic 

dominance, with both the Statist and Reformist factions being roughly equal. For 2012 

onwards the Statist faction had once again become the sole dominant faction.  

Table 54 Dominant Coalition per Presidency 

Presidency 2004-2008 2008-2012 2012- 

Coalition Dominance Statist Pluralist: 
Statist & Reformist 

Statist 

 

Going back to the gas price development table from 6.2 we can see that the prices were 

stable during the 2004-2008 Statist period. For the 2008-2012 Statist and Reformist pluralist 

period the prices increased markedly, and for the 2012 onwards Statist period, the prices 

have been falling.  

Figure 10 Coalition Resources 
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Table 55 Presidency Price Development (same as table 47) 

Presidency 2004-2008 2008-2012 2012- 

Gas price development Stable prices Increasing prices Falling prices 

 

The favored policy alternatives for the three coalitions, identified in 3.3,  was a low price 

environment for the Reformists, a stable price environment for the Statists, and a high price 

environment for the Nationalists. Had our hypothesis been correct, we would have seen 

stable prices in 2004-2008, stable to low prices in 2008-2012, and stable prices in 2012 

onwards.  

This is clearly not the case, as the graph below shows. 

Figure 11 Russia Gas Exports to Germany 

 

What we see is that during the 2004-2008 period is that the prices are stable. This confirms 

our hypothesis as the Statists were the dominant coalition (figure 10). During the 2008 to 

2012 period the price environment fluctuated, but overall the prices increased. As the 

Reformist and Statist factions were almost equally powerful during this period, the 

hypothesis is disproven here. For the 2012 onwards period the prices fell. During this time 

the Statists once again became the dominant faction, and so we would have expected stable 

prices. It could be argued that the observed price fall could be part of a longer price 

stabilization period that has yet to occur. If so then the hypothesis would be correct. Given 

the above evidence however, we can assume that it is not enough to look purely at the total 
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resource distribution when answering research question five: Can the changes in Russian 

gas prices in Germany be explained by the distribution of power resources among 

advocacy coalitions in Russia? 

This study has assumed equal weighting of the different resources. It is however likely that 

the resources are unevenly weighted, and that the weights themselves are context sensitive 

(some policy areas are more subject to public scrutiny for instance). If a proper weighting 

system was employed on the resources, it could conceivably improve the coalition resources 

results in table 53, and therefore show a different dynamic between the different coalitions. 

As mentioned in the Theoretical Framework chapter 2.4, there are four factors that may 

influence policy subsystems. The relatively stable parameters, external events, short term 

constraints, and long term coalition opportunity structures. Specifically, the degree of 

consensus needed for major policy change (in the long term opportunity structures box), and 

policy decisions and impacts from other subsystems (in the external events box), could be 

used to explain the gas prices. Given that the Reformist and Statist factions were almost 

equally large, in order to maintain overall dominance, it is probable that the Statist coalition 

allied with the Nationalist coalition. This would be in line with the Statist coalition’s 

propensity to balance (as seen in table 7 in section 3.3), and would explain the increase in 

gas prices as being a concession granted to the Nationalists in support for changes in other 

policy areas. If this were the case, then research question five would be, in large parts, 

answered by the distribution of resources among the coalitions.  

7. CONCLUSION 
This study had as aim to accomplish two things. First it attempted to develop a new method 

for measuring power resources as identified in the Advocacy Coalition Framework. Second, it 

wanted to examine whether the distribution of power resources could explain Russian policy 

changes. In order to accomplish these we asked five questions. The first two dealt with the 

advocacy coalitions in Russia. The first question asked what they were and the second asked 

what their policy core beliefs were. We looked at previous research and managed to identify 

three coalitions: Reformist, Statist, and Nationalist. We then went on to look at the 

resources available. Our research question was how the power resources were distributed 

amongst the coalitions. We used a variety of sources when identifying these, and managed 
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to get quantifiable data. Having established the coalitions and identified the resource 

distribution, we began to look at the policy side. The question here was how the Russian gas 

export prices to Germany had developed. Using financial data we controlled it for other 

variables and created a line diagram showing prices over a ten year span. This led to our final 

question: Could the changes in Russian gas prices in Germany be explained by the 

distribution of power resources among advocacy coalitions in Russia.  If one considers only 

the resource distribution by itself, then our answer is no. If one however considers the 

possibility that the Statist coalition saw the Reformist coalition as a threat in 2008 and 

therefore allied with the Nationalist faction, then it is possible to explain the price increase 

as a result of the Statists balancing against the Reformists.  

There are a couple of conclusions we may draw from this study. First of all is that, given that 

the changes in gas prices are very close to the presidential inauguration dates, it is likely that 

there is a correlation here. Second is that summing coalition resources do not seem to be 

enough to explain policy changes, and that other factors should be considered. During the 

2008-2012 period the Reformists faced a favorable distribution of power resources, yet did 

not seem to be able to affect gas price. This implies that their most advantageous resources, 

information and financial resources, are overvalued in this study, and that one should 

consider weighing these for future studies. As the resources are context sensitive, this 

should be considered. Our study shows that using the distribution of resources among 

coalitions to explain policy change is not completely without merit however, if one considers 

additional factors such as inter-coalition dynamics (to see whether they balance). 

We have only used one variable per resource. Individuals with foreign policy prerogative in 

Formal Legal Authority; Opinion polls in Public Opinion; Think tanks in Information; TV 

channels in Mobilizable Troops; and companies in Financial Resources. In order to improve 

reliability, one should increase the number of variables per resource. Having said that, 

assuming the balancing between coalitions is correct, then it appears that it is enough with 

one variable per resource. 
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