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Introduction
The economic and political transition in the former Soviet Union (FSU) and the
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) has not been limited to changes of governments and
economies. An equally important aspect has been the transformation of intergovernmental
relations. Generally speaking, it has two main aspects. On the one hand, political transition in
several countries of the region resulted into increasing decentralization. Although the Soviet
Union was formally a multi-tier federation, the de facto political structure of the country was
characterized by extreme centralization and clear hierarchical relations between different
levels of authority.1 After the collapse of the Soviet Union several republics faced the
problem of devolution: in Azerbaijan (Nagorny Karabakh), Moldova (Transdniestria) and
Georgia (Abkhasia, Southern Osetia) it resulted into unsolved civil conflicts and
secessionism, while in Ukraine (Crimea) and Moldova (Gagauzia) a peaceful solution could
be found. In spite of partly highly decentralized economic structure and significant role of
regions in the national politics (Ukraine, Kyrgyz Republic, Georgia), most post-Soviet
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countries maintained the form of unitary states. The main exception is the Russian Federation,
which established formal federal institutions.
The second aspect of the changes of intergovernmental relations (or, as I call it
elsewhere, ‘spatial order of authority’ (Libman, 2007a)) is the international arena. The
collapse of the Soviet Union initiated a complex set of integration and disintegration
processes throughout the region. The original form of international cooperation, the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), was complemented by a number of further
institutions, including the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAzEC), as well as the Union
State of Russia and Belarus (USRB), the Organization of Collective Security Treaty (OCST)
and the alliance of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova (GUAM). Further projects (the
Organization of Central-Asian Cooperation or the Organization of Regional Integration in the
Common Economic Space (CES)) were abolished. Finally, the countries of the region are
intervened in a high number of interregional integration initiatives, both in Europe (especially
the European Neighborhood Policy) and in Asia (the Shanghai Cooperation Organization).
The economic integration in the CEE was mostly a preliminary step towards the membership
in the European Union; however, the Central European Free Trade Area (CEFTA) is still
worth studying and discussing.
The aim of this paper is to provide a brief survey of key contributions to the studies of
regional integration and federalism in transition countries. We will proceed as follows. In the
next section we briefly talk about the internal aspects of the shifts in the spatial order of
authority, associated with the development of federal structures. By doing it, we focus on
three main problems of federalism in the post-Soviet context: regional capture, redistribution
and soft budget constraints, and economic and political asymmetry. Afterwards we provide a
very brief discussion of internal shifts in other countries of the region. The next section deals
with the regional integration in the transition context. It first considers the development of the
CIS and other regional initiatives in the post-Soviet space, and than turns to regional
integration in the CEE associated with the origin of CEFTA.
One should notice in advance, that the post-Soviet regionalism and federalism
experience a rapid evolution, making any clear predictions extremely difficult. Just to give an
example, Turovskii (1999) in his brilliant paper on comparative analysis of regional systems
in Russia and Ukraine claims, that any abolishment of gubernatorial elections in Russia is
“almost impossible”. However, only several years after this statement Russia moves from
direct elections of regional leaders to presidential appointment. Therefore the only way to
understand the logic of regional development in Russia and the CIS is to look at the process

of evolution of the spatial order of authority and its representation in scientific literature over
time.

Elements of Russian federalism
The literature on the intergovernmental relations in federations has a long tradition in
economics and political studies, focusing on both developed (US, Germany, Switzerland,
Canada, Australia, Austria, Spain) and developing (India, Argentina, Mexico, Brazil) world.
The post-Soviet transformation still provides several new insights in the process of transition,
which are covered by the literature. During the last decades the Russian federalism
experienced several periods of development: while in the early 1990s it was characterized by
relatively high autonomy of the regions, it was centralized from the fiscal point of view in
1994 and turned into a politically centralized entity under the new president in 2000. Basically
speaking, Russian Federation has three main distinct features; each of them generated a new
strand of research.
Weak institutions. The development of political institutions of federalism is always
embedded in a broader network of higher-level institutions, determining the basic consensus
regarding the “rules of the game” and the forms of participation and decision-making, which
were lacking in Russia. The very fact that the development of federalism and state-building
were intervened (Solnick, 2002) indicates the weakness of institutional constraints for
political actors. Therefore it is reasonable to ask how increasing autonomy of sub-national
entities interacted with the development of institutions able to support markets or to gain
advantages to selected redistribution groups. Generally speaking, from the theoretical
perspective the results are ambiguous: devolution can both provide additional incentives for
the development of good institutions for regional governments (the market preserving
federalism by Barry Weingast (Weingast, 1995)) or support local interest groups (the state
corroding federalism by Daniel Treisman (Cai and Treisman, 2004)). To a certain extend, the
discussion continues the logic of the old controversy in social sciences: one could trace it
back to Madison with his idea of “dilution” of influence of powerful local interest groups on
the local level and Montesquieu, who considered the centralization a process of loosing public
control over governments. Moreover, the very existence of a hierarchy of independent
decision-makers (what is an inevitable part of federal structure) leads to additional problems
of inconsistent policies, e.g. detrimental for attracting FDI (Kessing, Konrad and
Kotsogiannis, 2007, 2008). However, in a world of weak institutions, providing large
opportunities for rent-seeking, the “dark side of decentralization” can become dominant. The

main direction of the literature on the Russian Federalism is to consider it as “state
corroding”, i.e. rather abused by interest groups than able to restrict their influence. This is in
fact an issue where the design of Russian federalism was confronted with the main ideas of
intergovernmental relations in China (Blanchard and Shleifer, 2001), while the chosen form
of fiscal decentralization without political devolution seemed to be more helpful for economic
growth.
Highly centralized fiscal federalism. After the establishment of the basic elements of
intergovernmental fiscal relations, Russia indeed became de iure a highly centralized
structure. In the early 1990s share of taxes attributed to the federal centre was set individually
for every region and all issues of interbudgetary relations were determined by negotiations of
regions and the centre. However, since 1994 Russian regions are very limited in their
authority over taxes. The exclusive list of taxes is set by the federal parliament, and all taxes
are collected by the unified federal tax service (originally the State Tax Inspection, later
Ministry of Taxation, currently the Federal Tax Service in the Ministry of Finance) and
further split between federal, regional and municipal budgets. Taxes in Russia are either
shared taxes or, even if they are completely attributed to the region, the tax rate is still within
the authority of the centre. The distribution of tax income between the federal centre and the
regions is prescribed by the federal legislation (or by the individual decisions of the federal
government in case of the so-called “regulating taxes”). For some taxes regions were entitled
to change the regional rate of taxation (even reducing it to zero), but only within the scale set
by the federation and for taxes set by the federation. In this framework two questions arise.
First, if the ability of regions to establish their independent taxation is low, it is likely that the
redistribution of grants by the federal authority becomes crucial for economic development.
From the political-economic point of view an important aspect is whether the distribution of
grants is based (as declared) on purely economic motivation, or there is a strong political
influence in this process (what is quite likely if the institutions are weak). Secondly,
restricting the ability of regions to manipulate taxes on the formal level can influence their
informal decisions. Both aspects have been subject to a number of studies.
Asymmetric federalism. The most prominent and often cited aspect of the Russian
federalism is that it is highly asymmetric. To clarify the definitions: a situation when different
regions in federations are characterized by different splits of tax income, budget revenues and
expenditures between regional, federal, and municipal levels of government, is not
uncommon (and probably even typical). This inequality, which should be further referred to
as fiscal asymmetry, is present in the majority of federations. In more decentralized

federations fiscal asymmetry results from differences in fiscal policies of subfederal
authorities, if they are empowered with the right to set rules for subnational taxation (e.g. tax
rates and tax bases). While the federal government usually treats all regions with the same
rules for federal taxation, regional rules can differ significantly, influencing the distribution of
resulting mix of tax income. If all fiscal rules are set by the federal government, regions often
have an opportunity to influence the distribution of tax income via strategic tax auditing and
collection by capturing local tax authorities. However, in many cases differences in tax,
revenues and expenditures breakdown are connected not only with differences in fiscal
policies, but also (or even mostly) with long-term structural asymmetries between regions of
the federation. These asymmetries include both significant socio-economic disproportions
between constituents of the federal union (economic asymmetry) and differences in allocation
of powers (both de facto and de iure) between different regions (political asymmetry). Russia
exhibited all three forms of asymmetry, and these problems have been subject to thorough
studies.

State corroding federalism
The theoretical and empirical literature in this tradition includes several blocks. First,
there are a number of papers trying to capture the effect of the state corroding federalism in
Russia. There is strong evidence that an important point of activity of the regional governors
was to “protect” loyal enterprises from the federal taxation and bankruptcy law in the 1990s,
especially because of high lobbying power and state capture in many Russian regions or
attempts to ensure preferences for companies owned or associated with regional officials (Cai
and Treisman, 2004, Slinko, Yakovlev and Zhuravskaya, 2005). In several cases regions took
advantage of their position to set protectionist restrictions on the intraregional trade, strictly
prohibited by the federal law and the Constitution (Enikopolov, Zhuravskaya, Guriev, 2000).
More than 15 regions introduced monetary surrogates to collect taxes independent from the
federal centre (Genkin, 2000; Gaddy and Ickes, 2002; Eckardt, 2002); the majority of regions
practiced price regulations during the 1990s (Kolomak, 2005). Regional enterprises were able
to accumulate significant tax arrears and to avoid federal taxation due to support of the
regional governors (Treisman, 2003; Ponomareva and Zhuravskaya, 2004; Plekhanov, 2006).
Moreover, decentralization could be instrumental in maintaining soft budget constraints for
businesses in Russian regions (Timofeev, 2001).
An additional consequence of the state corroding structure of Russian federalism has
been an increasing disintegration of markets. There is a large literature on integration of the

Russian market based mostly on analysis of the “law of single price”, which should hold in an
integrated economy (Glushchenko, 2008). Until 1994 the disintegration trend dominated;
although it was replaced by a certain integration trend later on, the degree of integration still
remained extremely low. The disintegration was strongly influenced by the geographical
distance, the dominance of organized crime in individual regions and economic development
before the start of the reforms. The internal policies of regional governors seemed to be
important: the so-called “red bellow” region with Communist governors was significantly less
integrated in the Russian market than the rest of the country. Surprisingly, the international
and internal integration of Russian regions were negatively correlated. “Provincial
protectionism” (Sonin, 2005) in the form described above seemed to have a significant impact
on this process, effectively supporting the development of an “industrial feudalism” in Russia
(Ericson, 2000). The situation changed dramatically in the 2000s: large interregional business
groups became more important and played a crucial role in re-integrating the market
supporting the reduction of provincial protectionism (Spekhardt, 2004; Guriev et al., 2007).
Both state corroding federalism and provincial protectionism literature empathize a
strong influence (good or bad) of private businesses on the development of regional policies.
It is clear that the models of government-business relations in different regions significantly
differ. Moreover, there have been strong changes over time, associated with both shifts in
political organization of Russian federalism and the evolution of Russian private business. In
the empirical political science literature there has been a huge number of studies focusing on
evolution of patterns of government-business relations in Russian regions (Peregudov, Lapina
and Semenenko, 1999; Lapina, 2000, 2004; Eckardt, 2002; Lysenko, 2003; Orttung, 2004;
Zubarevich, 2002, 2003, 2005; Fruchtman, 2005; Kusznir, 2004; Juurikkala and Lazareva,
2006). Finally, a recent aspect of the studies of this group focuses on relations between
regional authorities and state-owned enterprises (in particular, the so-called “public
corporations”), which increased their influence over the last years (Petrov, 2007).
Although there is a significant evidence for regional protectionism and state corroding
federalism in Russia (especially in the 1990s), it would be still premature to claim that high
decentralization had a negative impact on economic growth. The outcomes of empirical
studies are ambiguous. Desai et al. (2005) show, that there is a positive relation between some
specific indicators of economic performance of the regions and the retention of taxes in
Russia; but Haaparanta and Juurikkala (2007) claim that in municipalities with higher local
fiscal autonomy firms pay higher bribes. The relation is even more difficult if one considers
potential substitutes of formal rules and institutions. Pyle (2007) argues that in Russian

regions business associations act to certain extend as substitutes for good institutions
constraining public officials. Thus on the one hand the businesses support higher-quality
institutions in their community, but on the other hand prevent formation of full-scale “rule of
law” society. If one takes possible demand for “bad institutions” into account, the things
become even more difficult (as considered in the next section).
One of the most important aspects of the concept of market-preserving federalism is
the presence of interjurisdictional competition, able to provide stronger discipline for the
governments. The consensus among the scholars of Russian federalism is basically that the
influence of interjurisdictional competition in Russia is relatively small because of huge
agglomeration effects (which cause mostly centripetal factor flows) and low mobility of
production factors (Herrmann-Pillath et al., 2000, Libman, 2004), as well as (in the 2000s)
influence of federal centre on locational choices of corporations (the administration of Putin
supported the reallocation of several large enterprises to Sankt-Petersburg2). Revenko (2001)
does not find any evidence of horizontal tax competition for mobile capital in Russia
(although argues, that the vertical competition is present). Although Andrienko and Guriev
(2004) show, that migration flows depend upon the quality of regional public goods
provision, they also argue, that liquidity puts a severe constraint on migration. However, there
is a small literature able to establish a relation between capital inflow and public policies.
Kolomak (2007) shows that regional investment legislation has a positive impact on
investment attraction, and that there is an interregional diffusion of investment-related
subfederal law. Plekhanov (2006) establishes an interesting result that Russian federalism is at
the same time state-corroding (as in the models described above) and market-preserving:
regions used both provincial protectionism and improvements of regulation to attract capital.
Though several scholars claim that the intensification of interjurisdictional competition is
crucial for development of a “market-preserving” fiscal federalism in Russia (Evstigneeva and
Evstigneev, 2003, 2003a, 2004), there are reasons to believe, that in both Russia and the CIS
the effects of competition among governments in presence of the demand for bad institutions
can have ambiguous, if not negative effects (Libman, 2007a, 2007b). Solanko (2001) provides
one of the few theoretical studies of fiscal competition in an economy experiencing
privatization.
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The most well-known decisions like Rosneft and former Sibneft were made in the second half of 2000s, i.e. are
not covered by the sample of this study, but similar effects could have had certain influence already during the
first administration of Putin.

A specific form of interjurisdictional competition, which, however, war obviously
present during the Yeltsin period, was connected with the use of offshore strategies by several
regions (like Kalmykia or Ingushetia). Actually certain elements of privileges for investors
were established in numerous Russian regions, but they did not always have the offshore
function. Moreover, in some regions (e.g. in the Northern Caucasus) the privileges were
granted exclusively to the governor- or president-near companies (see e.g. the list in
Yankovskii et al. (2001) (appendix 3)) or large multiregional companies dominating their
economies; other regions were ready to “sell” the tax-exempts to a broad variety of
“customers”. The majority of these regions failed to improve their economic situation with
offshore strategies, probably because of corruption and rent-seeking, which caused the
expropriation of offshore rents by small political elites. Nevertheless, Mau and Yanovsky
(2002) find a certain positive correlation between individual tax concessions and economic
growth in the regions, although do not associate it exclusively with offshores (tax deduction
were also granted to incumbent local firms, if their political influence is large enough).

Centralized federalism and redistribution
High formal fiscal centralization established a relatively important problem of
intergovernmental grants. Most Russian regions belong to the recipients of the funds from the
federal center and are actually practically unable to perform their functions without this active
support. The system seems to remain relatively stable in spite of all changes of the
institutional structure of the federalism. The problem is therefore how the grants are redistributed. In this world two problems typically arise. On the one hand, it is difficult to
generate incentives for local and regional governments, lacking autonomy in fiscal decisions.
On the other hand, this framework generates a problem of soft budget constraints and
bailouts. Both issues have been studied from the point of view of Russian federalism. Since
soft budget constraints have been generally typical for the Soviet economy, it is possible to
assume that the existing or even perceived soft budget constraints have a strong impact on
regional policies. This is indeed what is established in the literature (Sinel’nikov-Murylev et
al., 2006; Plekhanov, 2007). Redistribution could contribute to rather short time horizon for
regional government, as well as lead to commitment problems (Alexeev and Kurlyandskaya,
2003). On the other hand, in an influential study, Zhuravskaya (2000) shows that the revenue
sharing structure between different levels of government provide local governments with no
incentive to produce public goods. The problem of financial incentives generated by the
Russian fiscal federalism redistribution schemes for individual government is extensively

studied by e.g. by Freinkman and Haney (1997), Sinel’nikov et al. (2000), Kadochnikov et al.
(2002, 2003), Valitova (2004), Thiessen (2005) or Thornton and Nagy (2006). An additional
negative factor for the incentive structure were the poorly defined tax property rights – once
again, a point differing Russia from China (Berkowitz and Li, 2000). Nevertheless, one
should not forget, that even in a centralized federalism framework the federal center is likely
to act as a kind of “aggregated player” or arena of regional interactions – that seems to be
present in the 1990s (Leksin and Shvetsov, 2001).
Although a formula for redistribution of federal grants was designed in the early 1990s
(Martinez-Vazquez and Boex, 1999, 2001; Lavrovskiy, Novikov, 2002), in a world of weak
institutions, as mentioned above, there has always been a suspicion that federal grants have
been used strategically in political process. Several studies conclude by explaining the
variance of transfers mostly by socio-economic factors (like McAuley, 1997 or Trunin 2002).
Other papers find some empirical evidence of political factors of distribution of transfers, but
are split between two hypotheses: whether the structure of transfers was determined by the
will to “pacify” the troublemakers and potential opponents, or it was designed to reward
regions loyal to the federal centre and punishing the rebels. The studies of Popov (2004) and
Jarocinska (2004) support the second thesis by using the results of the presidential elections as
proxy for support of the federal centre. This result is based on the comparison of formal
transfers as set by the central government and ideal transfers calculated according to financial
potential and financial needs. Other studies based on earlier date suggest, that the purpose of
the governmental policy was to avoid protest action in the regions (Treisman, 1996; 1998).
Moreover, Tatarstan and Bashkortostan (the traditional “rebels”) are the only regions, which
are granted a special Federal Development Program (federal’naia celevai programma) as an
additional source of funding; similar programs existed, however, for Kaliningrad exclave,
Sakhalin and Far East (all border regions) (Melamed, 2005). There is also anecdotic evidence
for this trend for more recent periods (Solanko, 1999). He also mentions, that the high
correlation between political and social factors in the Russian regions makes the puzzle of the
“politically” or “economically” motivated transfers difficult to solve. It is possible, that
different results of Treisman and Popov reflect changes in the policy of the centre over time.
Furthermore, Dombrovsky (2003) with the use of the recent data studies the
distribution of transfers in light of the secession option given to the Russian regions. The
major result of his study is that regions with higher income receive more fiscal transfers, what
is interpreted as staving off secession threat. However, the results could be more realistically
explained by introducing the framework of asymmetric federalism instead of secession. In

fact the direct threat of secession existed only for a very small number of regions; the
Chechenian experience shows that the Russian federal government (even of the Yeltsin’s
period) was ready to support with coercion the formal unity of the Federation (even ignoring
the informal disintegration of its economic space). On the other hand, the use of transfers in
the game of barraging over centralization appears to be more realistic (Dowley, 1998). The
case of the so-called “Far Eastern Republic” idea used by the local governor as blackmail
instrument against the centre is an evident example of this trend (Tolz and Busygina, 1997).
Unfortunately, there are still no empirical studies on the issue of “political determination” of
transfers in the age of Putin. There is some evidence based on correlation analysis, that the
fiscal transfers and support of the presidential party Unified Russia are positively correlated
(Ivanov, 2006), but the absence of the ceteris-paribus analysis as in the multivariate
regressions does not allow making any clear conclusions.
It is clear that high centralization restricts the ability of region to pursue an
independent economic policy. However, in a country where informal aspects of economic
relations play an important role, one should definitively take into account potential informal
responses to the high centralization. Libman and Feld (2007) study the problem of strategic
tax collection in Russia, i.e. the ability of local tax authorities to discriminate among taxes
collected for the federal or regional budget and therefore to achieve a de-facto
decentralization. They do find evidence that strategic tax collection was used by the regions in
the Yeltsin’s period to increase the degree of decentralization, although in the period of
Vladimir Putin the results are not robust. Furthermore, Yakovlev (2001) presents some
anecdotal evidence that Russian regions use tax collection as an instrument for horizontal tax
competition. De Figueiredo and Weingast (2002), among others, examine the consequences of
this informal decentralization and claim that the false incentives set by this structure
contributed significantly to the negative effects of Russian federal system.

Asymmetric federalism
Even a simple look at the map of Russia shows, that the regions are substantially
unequal. The significant differences in industrial production, tax capacity and economic
potential an important role for the Russian federalism. The literature mostly focuses on three
explanations of the existence of these huge asymmetries: (1) asymmetry as a natural result of
the size and geographic location (climate, access to seas), (2) asymmetry following the
development policies of previous regimes oversupporting some regions and undersupporting
the other once (Polishchuk, 1998; Mikhailova, 2004) and (3) general consequences of centre-

peripheral organization of Russian economic space (Treivish, 1998). The results of the
asymmetry are twofold. First, it creates “natural differences” in endowment of individual
regions with tax sources even under given structure of taxation. Second, economic asymmetry
leads to asymmetries in bargaining power (Filppov, Shvetsova, 1999, Martinez-Vazquez,
2002). On the one hand, strategically acting governments influence the federal decisions on
the distribution of overall taxes (for the whole Russian Federation) to their favor (Petkov and
Shklyar, 1999). Obydenkova (2004a) indeed finds, that contextual factors were important for
greater struggle for independence, although did not influence the intensity of the conflict and
bargaining. Nevertheless, several studies (Solanko (2001), Lugovoy et al. (2006), Libman
(2006), Buccellato (2007), Lavrovskyi and Shiltsin (2007) and Kolomak (2008)) established a
certain degree of sigma- and/or beta-convergence of growth in Russian regions for selected
groups of territories and periods.
What is, however, more important, is that economic asymmetries seemed to translate
in significant political asymmetries, which are attributed to three main factors. First, the
formal structure of the federation was inherited from the Soviet times (when any legal status
or formal authorities did not matter for decision making, but the formal representation of
regions was used in different way for ideological purposes), and, unlike the absolute majority
of federations with a unified regional unit (state, Land, canton, province etc.), Russia includes
territorial units (which are officially called “subjects of the Federation” – subiekty federacii)
of three major types: (1) national republics (named after a so-called “title nation”, which
often does not form the majority of population), (2) administrative units oblast, federal city
(Moscow and St. Petersburg) and krai and (3) national autonomous okrugs, which are
officially part of the Federation and of a krai or oblast. In spite of formally equal status of all
territories, there is a certain literature dealing with both special privileges obtained by national
republics (Stoner-Weiss, 1998; Filippov, Shvetsova, 1999; Slocum, 1999; Magomedov, 2000)
and the origin of status of the regions (Obydenkova, 2004), though the latter can be mostly
attributed to path dependence.
Second, the asymmetric federalism in the 1990s appeared from bilateral and
multilateral bargaining between the regions ad the centre, partly initiated by the regions.
While the original asymmetries followed directly from the Federal Treaty of 1992, which
acted as the predecessor of the current constitution (Ross, 2000), they were increased by
further contracts between different levels of government. By the end of 1996 about 26 power
sharing agreements with different regions were in power, and to June 1998 their number
reached 46 (i.e. more than a half of the Russian regions) with an apparent “contagious” effect

of diffusion of agreements signed. In addition more than 500 subordinate treaties between
different governmental bodies were put into action (Council of the Federation, 2003). The
literature studying this problem is huge, and mostly focuses on three aspects: (1) the origin of
power sharing treaties and the selection of regions signing the agreements, (2) the content of
agreements, which varied over time and differentiated the regions significantly from each
other and (3) the duration of agreements. In fact, the bilateral power sharing in Russia
represents a natural experiment for studies of endogenous decentralization (Busygina, 1993;
Boltenkova, 1998; Kurnyshov, 1998; Stoner-Weiss, 1998; Filippov, Shvetsova, 1999; Roseth,
2001; Bukhaval’d, 2001; Martinez-Vazquez, 2002; Filippov, Ordershook and Shvetsova,
2004; Dusseault et al., 2005; Sheinis, 2005). In a similar way, the federal law (acts of the
parliament and also presidential decrees) also created additional asymmetries (East-West
Institute, 2001), partly leading to the development of “internal tax heavens” being one of the
crucial aspects of harmful tax competition in Russia in the 1990s.
Third, political asymmetries followed from unilateral activity of regions. Its most
prominent forms included “the war of laws” (introduction of regional legislation running
contrary to the federal one) or tax withholding. While the former seemed to be relatively
unsuccessful after 1994 (Lavrov, 2005), the latter played an increasingly important role for
the whole Yeltsin period. As of May 2000, Udmurtia was the only republic whose
constitution fully complied with the federal constitution and about 30% of local acts violated
the federal constitution (Chang, 2005, see also Polishchuk, 1998). Surprisingly, there has been
very little empirical literature dealing with the content of unilateral acts (in spite of their
obvious importance) outside of the pure legal studies. There is a related literature in the
political science, which deals with secessionist behavior of national republics and autonomous
okrugs (Treisman, 1997) and with general bargaining behavior of regional governors
(Dowley, 1998, Söderlund, 2003, 2006). Dowley (1998) also measures the unilateral public
activity of regional leaders in favor of higher decentralization, which should obviously not be
set identical to the factual changes. Söderlund (2006) provides some empirical considerations,
where expert opinion on governors’ influence on federal decisions is used as dependent
variable. A specific dimension of asymmetry is formed by unilateral activity of Russian
regions in relations with foreign countries (what is sometimes referred to as
“paradiplomacy”). Russian regions have been actively involved in the paradiplomatic activity
(Sharafutdinova, 2003), also serving as a link between internal development of the Russian
federalism and post-Soviet integration (Libman and Kheifets, 2007).

Basically, most researchers are quite critical on the development of Russian
asymmetric federalism, though this position is not unambiguous (Martinez-Vazquez, 2002);
moreover, asymmetric nature of Russian federalism could have been quite helpful in terms of
mitigating potential ethnic conflicts.3 Anyway, the centralization attempts of the Putin
government after 2000 reduced significantly all three dimensions of decentralization. The
most well known aspect is that the system of bilateral treaties was abolished and that the
discrepancies between federal and regional law were reduced (Ross, 2003; Chang, 2005;
Casahabk, 2005; Solanko and Tekoniemi, 2005). In 2004 a direct appointment of governors
(instead of their original elections) was introduced, generating a very recent literature on
determinants and driving forces of appointment decisions (Chebankova, 2006; Petrov, 2006;
Goode, 2007). Moreover, a series of mergers of regions started, providing background for an
additional line of research motivated by the endogenous decentralization literature and the
new institutional economics, which has, however, to be fully developed yet (Savvin, 2005). It
is, nevertheless, still unclear insofar centralization trend really succeeded or just shifted the
governors’ activity in the informal sector or supported the use of alternative instruments, e.g.
several regions replaced the original “tax-exempt” scheme of tax heavens abolished by the
federal law by a system of subventions paid by the regional administration to the largest
taxpayers, which cover about 80% of the whole taxation (Pachina, Pochivalova, 2005). The
ability of new power structure to control the staff decisions is not unambiguous (Libman and
Feld, 2007; Chebankova, 2005, 2007). This problem definitively requires further
consideration. Finally, the election of Dmintriy Medvedev to the new president of the Russian
Federation can become an additional source of changes for the development of the spatial
order of authority.
Finally, economic and political asymmetry leads to a high fiscal asymmetry. There is
for sure no one-to-one mapping from one to another: even existence of high political
autonomy through a bilateral treaty does not guarantee higher fiscal decentralization;
increasing political centralization under Putin did not result in fiscal symmetry, on the
contrary, asymmetries increased. Fiscal asymmetry is much better measurable, than political
one, and therefore makes Russia an excellent laboratory for the studies of endogenous
decentralization, i.e. positive analysis of factors driving the allocation of revenue and
authority. Basically, this literature consists of two parts. Several papers (Treisman, 1999;
Libman and Feld, 2007) study the distribution of tax revenue between the federal and the
3

Though the ethnic conflicts in Russia seem to be to a great extend generated by the “identity-building” on the
“market for symbolic goods” (Gel’man and Popova, 2003).

regional budgets, explicitly using the asymmetric structure of Russian federalism, while
Freinkman and Yossifov (1999), Timofeev (2001), Freinkman and Plekhanov (2005) and
Libman (2008) provide an account of decentralization within regions, focusing on distribution
of revenue and expenditures between the regional government and the municipalities.
The re-centralization of Russian politics in the early 2000s also generated a related
field of literature: while the mentioned studies explore the problems of endogenous
decentralization using the intranational variation of tax revenue split, the second line of
literature explores the variation of centralization over time. Probably, the most important
question for this strand of literature is how a system with strong regional leaders with huge
ambitions on the federal arena could be so easily transformed into a centralized state. One
possible reply to this logic is that centralization is “inherited” in the very structure of Russian
economic and political institutions (Kirdina, 1999). This argument seems to be very much an
ad hoc explanation: in fact, while the development of the Russian federalism indeed returned
to a highly centralized system, post-Soviet space still remains a very decentralized and
disintegrated structure. An alternative point of view relates the development to the specifics of
the “decentralization” in the 1990s: as already mentioned, political decentralization through
unilateral activity to a great extend did not coincide with the structure of federal law; so, the
market property rights obtained by regional leaders were mostly of informal nature and could
be easily removed in case of power shift – it just sufficed for the federation to use the existing
law (Libman, 2007a). Clearly power struggles and ideological orientation of the elite
(Gel’man, 2006), as well as increasing political centralization through the development of the
Unified Russia party (Konitzer and Wegren, 2006) significantly contributed to this
development.

Spatial order of authority in other post-Soviet countries
The literature on transition of intergovernmental relations in other post-Soviet
countries has been significantly smaller, mostly because of both lack of data and a much
higher degree of centralization (Heinemann-Grueder, 2002). Probably the most often studied
country is Ukraine (Martinez-Vazquez et al., 1995; Dabla-Norris et al., 2000; Slukhai, 2007).
The comparison between Russia and Ukraine with respect to federalism discussion is not
simple: on the one hand, Ukraine is formally not a federation, but on the other hand, high
economic decentralization of Ukraine (which significantly exceeds that of monocentric
Russian economy) and low fiscal authorities of Russian subfederal governments lead to
effective convergence of the systems. Russian and Ukrainian politics in regions is to a certain

extend similar (Turovskii, 1999). An empirical study by Bigdai (2000) suggests that in
Ukraine tax collection effort is positively associated with tax sharing rules in favor of local
jurisdictions. Further political changes in Ukraine closely associated with interregional
identity conflicts could contribute to further changes of the intergovernmental fiscal relations
in this country.
Considering other post-Soviet countries, de Melo (1999) offers an empirical
investigation of influence of decentralization on government size in Moldova, while
decentralization is calculated as tax sharing ratio for individual Moldovan districts (which
varied 20.6% to 63.3% in 1998). There is a number of papers dealing with fiscal
decentralization in Central Asia (Ufer and Troschke, 2006; Leschenko and Troschke, 2006),
and Lavrov et al. (2004) provide a broad overview of the problems of intergovernmental
fiscal relations in the leading post-Soviet countries (it is especially interesting, since it
establishes direct links to the second aspect of the problem considered in this survey – the
intergovernmental relations). Finally, Treisman (2006) looks at the specifics of post-Soviet
countries in the overall global process of decentralization and finds out, that the this group
seems to be on average more decentralizing, than other groups of emerging economies.

Post-Soviet integration: much ado about nothing?
While the development of Russian federalism has been subject of a huge literature, the
post-Soviet integration is a much less often discussed topic. Probably, the main reason is that
it still remains an “ink on paper” project. In spite of hundreds and thousands of bilateral and
multilateral integration agreements in the area and dozens of independent supranational
bodies, there is still no visible progress of the post-Soviet initiatives. Hence, the very subject
of investigations seems to be extremely vague. Moreover, unlike federalism discussion, the
research on the post-Soviet integration differs significantly between Russian and international
scientific community. There are indeed a large number of papers regularly published in
Russian journals dealing with the problems of integration. However, most of them are clearly
normative, lacking any theoretical foundation and hardly propose any serious cost-benefit
analysis of the post-Soviet integration. In fact, the literature implicitly assumes, that (1) the
post-Soviet integration could per definition contribute to economic development of the postSoviet space (“any integration is good”), (2) any post-Soviet integration is to mimic the
European experience as much as possible and (3) the main reason for the collapse of
integration is of political nature (‘positions of national elites / external influence”). The
international literature, on the contrary, is extremely small. Most papers dealing with the post-

Soviet integration unambiguously consider it from the point of view of the “power logic” of
Russian “imperialism”; from this point of view any integration is but an instrument of Russian
foreign policy (see e.g. Sushko, 2004).
Nevertheless, the post-Soviet integration remains an interesting field of study,
requiring detailed consideration. The first puzzle of the post-Soviet integration is basically the
very reason of its failure. Assuming the post-Soviet world was highly integrated from
economic point of view, it seems difficult to explain the extreme weakness of any attempts to
develop regional cooperation. Aslund, Olcott and Garnett (1999) provide probably the most
comprehensive, though already relatively old, review of the problems of this kind. D’Anieri
(1997) suggests that the disintegration was to a great extend driven by the power asymmetries
in the post-Soviet world; Mayes and Korhonen (2007) analyze similar effects for monetary
integration. Libman (2007) focuses on institutional perspective of the failure of post-Soviet
integration attempts, from the perspective of social constructivism, rational action and
mediated conflict institutionalism. Shurubovich (2000) and Shishkov (1994, 2007) consider
the economic and industrial structure of the post-Soviet countries from the point of view of
the integration, while Sterzhneva (1999) looks at the social structure of post-Soviet countries.
Kosikova (2007) and Grinberg (2004) provide an interesting discussion of the stages of
evolution of the post-Soviet regional integration and main integration strategies, partly
complementing the theoretical papers mentioned above. Malfliet, Katlijn and Vinokurov
(2007) focus on individual countries of the Western part of the CIS (Russia, Ukraine and
Belarus) trying to identify their integration potential, while Gleason (2001) studies the
regional integration in Central Asia from a similar perspective. Finally, Kazin (2002), Jackson
(2003) and Tsygankov (2003) describe the internal political struggle of the Russian elites
determining the development of the integration projects, and Latawski (2001), among others,
considers the issue of competition of integration projects in the post-Soviet world (in
particular, CIS and GUAM).
A related literature evaluates the potential effects of the post-Soviet integration,
focusing, however, on the specifics of the post-Soviet area, rather than on general
considerations of international experience. On the one hand, the integration attempts could
limit the interaction with the world economy and conserve the inefficient economic structure.
This is exactly the position of Mikhailopulos and Tarr (1997), who claim that the post-Soviet
integration is likely to have an ambiguous effect from the point of view of the static efficiency
and negative effect for dynamic efficiency. An alternative position, represented by Freinkman
et al. (2004) expects positive effects from a post-Soviet free trade area. Sulamaa and Widgren

(2003) provide a CGE study of welfare effects of the CIS integration. Drobyshevskyi and
Polevoi (2004, 2007), Gulde et al. (2004) and Klepach et al. (2004) examine individual
aspects of regional integration in the CIS, in particular monetary and fiscal aspects (though
currently this issue seems to be irrelevant given the progress of integration). Libman (2008a)
identifies the optimal integration areas and combinations within the post-Soviet region. A
related branch of the literature provides an in-depth analysis of individual institutions of the
post-Soviet integration. In fact, most of the papers of this group are relatively old and partly
originate from legal studies (Voitovich, 1993; Balayan, 1999; Danilenko, 1999). However,
there have also been some recent contributions, like De Kort and Dragneva (2007),
considering the structure of the post-Soviet trade regime, or Gleason (2003) studying the
specifics of the institutional design of Eurasian Economic Community. Finally, Kazantsev
(2005) considers the regional integration from the point of view of “soft” factors of identity
and competition of integration projects, and Evers and Kaiser (2000) and Linn and Tiomkin
(2006) place the post-Soviet integration in a broader context of a transcontinental Eurasian
integration.
Assuming the post-Soviet integration does not work (at least, as expected by its
proponents), one has definitively to face the second puzzle: why do governments still
continue playing the game of integration, even knowing that it is already lost? Or, to put it
differently: why does the post-Soviet “ink-on-paper” integration still exist, in spite of its
obviously low effectiveness. Once again, there are several papers dealing with this problem.
Libman (2006a, 2007) focuses on three explanations of “survival integration”, “integration as
a rhetoric construction” and “protective integration”. The idea of protective integration was
basically developed by Furman (2004). Evstigneev (1998, 1999) provides an interesting
discussion based on the idea of pseudomorphism of the post-Soviet integration and integration
language. While these papers emphasize the specifics of the post-Soviet integration in order to
explain its formal persistence, there is of course a broad literature dealing with the issues of
common public goods in the post-Soviet region requiring integration attempts. Probably, most
papers in this field discuss the Central Asia, where problems of security, energy supply and
water distribution form obvious fields for international co-operation (Vinokurov, 2007,
2007a). Golovnin (2007) and Abalkina (2007) provide a comprehensive and (unlike many
other papers) realistic review of financial integration in the CIS. Finally, Darden (2001)
shows that the membership of post-Soviet states in integration groups strongly depends upon
the “economic ideas” dominating their elites.

While the post-Soviet regional integration as a project is obviously unsuccessful, it
does not automatically mean that the post-Soviet space is predetermined to disintegrate
economically. That is basically the distinction between the regionalism as a system of formal
agreements between governments and supranational institutions and informal interaction
between numerous private actors in different countries, creating a network of exchange and
competition. It is definitively am important aspect from the point of view of the development
of the post-Soviet integration, whether this network persisted from the Soviet period or
disintegrated. The experience of South East Asia shows that the development of the
regionalization can turn out to be much more successful, than the formal regionalism. With
respect to the CIS there is a number of papers dealing with the structure of trade flows
between former Soviet republics (Fidrmuc, Fidrmuc, 2001; Djankov, Freud, 2002; ElborgVoytek, 2003; Plekhanov, 2004; Babetskaia-Kukharchuk et al., 2007). On the one hand, the
intraregional trade went down substantially after the collapse of the Soviet Union. However,
on the other hand, several papers find that it still significantly exceeds the predictions of the
gravity model, thus indicating the existence of certain path dependence in the trade structure.
Savin (1999) indirectly confirms this statement, by claiming, that the prices of intraregional
trade within the CIS are often higher than for goods outside of the region. Bevan et al. (2001)
and Linn (2004) demonstrate, nevertheless, that the reduction of economic exchange across
republican borders after the collapse of the Soviet Union played an important role for the
economic decline of the post-Soviet countries.
An even stronger dynamics comes from the FDI and migration. On the one hand,
migration is still an important factor connecting the former Soviet republics; several countries
like Tajikistan or Moldova crucially depend on the revenue from migrant remittances
(Tyuryukanova, 2005; Ivakhnyuk, 2006). On the other hand, since 2000 the post-Soviet space
witnessed an increasing investment expansion of Russian business groups, acquiring the most
attractive assets throughout the region. Currently, Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan seem to turn
into alternative investment centers in the CIS. Unfortunately, a huge problem for studies of
migration and FDI is the quality of data; illegal or semi-legal migration still plays an
important role in the post-Soviet countries with a strict labor market order and prohibitive
regulation for migrants; investment flows are only partly captured by national statistics
because of the use of offshore zones and intermediary schemes. Hence, the literature often
refers to the case study approach or to establishment of its own database, like in Yudanov
(2000), Vahtra (2005), Crane et al. (2005), Libman and Kheifets (2006), Kuznetsov (2007)
and Kheifets and Libman (2008). However, this aspect for sure requires further analysis.

Moreover, the economic effects of the post-Soviet regionalization are still ambiguous, as well
as its impact on the prospects of formal integration. Nevertheless, Libman (2006) shows that
the divergence of economic institutions in the post-Soviet space of the early 1990s turned into
a convergence pattern; however, from the point of view of economic growth one still finds
divergence (see also a related discussion in Carmignani, 2007).

Central and Eastern Europe: A Step towards the EU
Unlike the post-Soviet republics, which focused extensively on developing the
intraregional economic cooperation, the CEE countries from the very beginning attempted to
enter the European Union. Therefore any further cooperation seemed to be unnecessary and
unlikely. However, the EU himself proved to be a strong supporter of close cooperation of
potential member countries (a policy even now carried out with respect to the European
Neighborhood Policy members). On the other hand, coalition formation for bargaining (both
before entering the EU and after the accession in the process of EU decision making) seems to
be of a significant importance. Therefore the CEE region witnessed the development of a
number of regional initiatives, mostly complementary to the European Union enlargement.
The best known project is the so-called Visegrad Group, established in 1991 by
Czechoslovakia (later Check and Slovakian Republics), Hungary and Poland. In 1992 the
group received its formal institutionalization after establishment of the CEFTA, which aimed
to support the development of the countries prior to the accession. Between 1992 and 2004
three further countries: Slovenia, Croatia, Romania and Bulgaria joined CEFTA. The original
membership criteria of the group implied that the countries of CEFTA should be WTO
members, have the official association with the EU expecting full membership in the future.
CEFTA established a free trade area in the Central Europe. After 2004 original members left
the organization, though continued to form an alliance in the European institutions (formally
some institutions like International Visegrad Fund or Expert Working Group on Energy still
exist). In 2006-2007 all former members of Yugoslavia, as well as Moldova entered the
group, while Bulgaria and Romania became full EU members. The Zagreb meeting of 2005
changed the official membership criteria, especially by allowing a country with any EU
association agreement (i.e. without clear membership prospects) to become part of CEFTA.
By the end of 2010 CEFTA should establish a free trade zone in the region. In a similar way,
a pre-accession group of Baltic states formed a Baltic Free Trade Area agreement which was
signed in 1993 and lasted until the countries became full members of the EU.

The literature dealing with CEFTA and BFTA is relatively small, although the
experience of these countries can be quite important for all integration initiatives in the
neighbor regions of the EU. Adam et al. (2003) question whether the projects were able to
support the economic development of the regions and indeed find that both groups helped
expand the regional trade and also supported more balanced economic relations, avoiding a
dominance of bilateral trade with the EU (“hub-and-spoke”). Moreover, the accession to the
FTA affected the trade structure with a lag (Damijan and Masten, 2002), thus suggesting that
the agreement indeed had a trade-creation effect (unlike the CIS, where the economic
relations develop somehow independent of formal integration). From this point of view these
later assessments differ substantially from the early statements, like that of Richter (1998),
who considered CEFTA relatively unimportant as opposed to the bilateral association
agreements with the EU and expected the structure to become but an “episode” in the
development of the region. However, the success of CEFTA is often attributed to the fact that
(once again, unlike the CIS) the aims of the project were “set at the lowest common
denominator” (Dangerfield, 2004:333).

Conclusion
The development of the post-Soviet spatial structure of authority – including both
internal relations between governments in federations and economically decentralized unitary
states and international cooperation within the framework of the regional cooperation
agreements – still remains a field for possible further research. One could probably point out
several fields still requiring further discussion.
First, a general problem regarding both post-Soviet integration and Russian
federalism, as well as spatial order of authority in other post-Soviet countries, is the stability
of the existing equilibrium. Will the Russian federalism end up as a highly centralized entity
with significant informal activity of regional elites, and the post-Soviet integration remain a
vague collection of unfulfilled promises in a world of vivid interaction “at the bottom”
between economic agents? The stability of equilibria is basically the core question of any
field of transition scholarship. It is also of crucial importance for the issue of federalism and
regionalism in transition.
Second, although we have stated the common origin and common environment of both
organizations of the spatial order of authority: Russian federalism and the post-Soviet
integration – reasons for the divergence of their development still form an interesting puzzle.
Why is Russian Federation centralized, and CIS decentralized? Why did the formal borders

between former Soviet republics, routinely changed during the Soviet times, happened to be
stable in the turbulent environment of nation-building in the post-Soviet countries? These
questions still remain unanswered, though they could be important for understanding the logic
of regional development.
Third, it is still important to identify the role of non-governmental actors in the
designing new institutions of the spatial order of authority. Since the latter is, per definition, a
system of intergovernmental relations, a substantial part of the literature focuses exclusively
on the interaction between polities – both independent states and regions. However, interest
groups and business structures seemed to be an important factor for the development of
transition in general and definitively require further consideration.

Literature
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Abalkina, A. (2007): Bankovskoe Sotrudnichestvo v Stranakh EvrAzES kak Predposylka Ikh Integracii.
Koninent Partnerstva (10):37-47
Adam, A., Kosma, T.S., and J. McHugh (2003): Trade-Liberalization Strategies: What Could Southeastern
Europe Learn from CEFTA and BFTA? IMF Working Paper WP/03/239
Alexeev, M., and G. Kurlyandskaya (2003): Fiscal Federalism and Incentives in a Russian Region. Journal
of Comparative Economics 31:20-33
Andrienko, Y., and S. Guriev (2004): Determinants of Interregional Mobility in Russia. Economics of
Transition 12:1-27
Aslund, A., Olcott, M.B, and S.W. Garnett (1999): Getting It Wrong: Regional Cooperation and the
Commonwealth of Independent States. Washington, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
Babetskaia-Kukharchuk, O., Babetskii, I., and M. Raiser (2007): Gravity and Integration: International
Trade in South-Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union. Mimeo
Balayan, O.M. (1999): Institutionelle Struktur der Wirtschaftsintegration in der Gemeinschaft
Unabhaengiger Staaten (GUS): Eine rechtliche Untersuchung der Organisation der GUS im Vergleich zur
Europaeischen Gemeinschaft. Berlin: Duncker & Humblott
Berkowitz D., Li W. (2000): Tax Rights in Transition Economy: A Tragedy of the Commons. Journal of
Public Economics 76(3):369-398
Bevan, A.A., Estrin, S., Hare, P.G. and J. Stern (2001): Extending the Economics of Disorganization.
Economics of Transition 9(1)
Bigdai, V. (2000): Fiscal Decentralization and Tax Sharing in Transition Economies. Mimeo
Blanchard, O., and A. Shleifer (2001): Federalism with and without Political Centralization: China versus
Russia. IMF Staff Papers 48:171-179
Boltenkova, L.F. (1998): Dogovory mezhdu Organami Gosudarstvennoi Vlasti RF i Organami
Gosudarstvennoi Vlasti Subjektov RF o Raspredelenii Predmetov Vedenia i Polnomochii. Mimeo
Buccellato, T. (2007): Convergence across Russian Regions: A Spatial Econometrics Approach. Mimeo
Bukhval’d, E. (2001): The Bilateral Treaty Process and the Prospects of Federalism. Problems of Economic
Transition 43(11):30-42
Busygina, I. (1993): Political Crisis in Russia: The Regional Dimension. Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Studie Nr.
58
Cai, H., and D. Treisman (2004): State Corroding Federalism. Journal of Public Economics 88:819-843
Carmignani, F. (2007): A Note on Income Converge Effects in Regional Integration Agreements.
Economics Letters 94:361-366

18. Cashabak, D. (2005): Risk Strategies? Putin Federal Reforms and the Accommodation of Differences in
Russia. Journal of Ethnopolitics and Minority Issues in Europe (3)
19. Chang, D. (2005): Federalism at Bay: Putin’s Political Reforms and Federal-Regional Relations in Russia.
Paper presented at SES-COE Seminar Russian Studies Dialogue: A Korea-Japan Perspective, May 16
20. Chebankova, E. (2005): The Limitations of Central Authority in the Regions and the Implications for the
Evolution of Russia’s Federal System. Europe-Asia Studies 57:933-949
21. Chebankova, E. (2006): The Unintended Consequences of Gubernatorial Appointments in Russia, 2005-06.
Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics 22(4):457-484
22. Chebankova, E. (2007): Putin’s Struggle for Federalism: Structures, Organizations, and the Commitment
Problem. Europe-Asia Studies 59:279-302
23. Council of the Federation (2003): Analiticheskii Vestnik No. 36 (in Russian: The Analytical Herald)
24. Crane, K., Peterson, D.J., and O. Oliker, (2005): Russian Investments in the Commonwealth of Independent
States. Eurasian Geography and Economics 46(6)
25. D’Anieri, P. (1997): International Cooperation Among Unequal Partners: The Emergence of Bilateralism in
the Former Soviet Union. International Politics 34(4)
26. Dabla-Norris, E., Martinez-Vazquez, J., and J. Norregaard (2000): Making Decentralization Work: The
Case of Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. ISP Working Paper No. 00-9
27. Damijan, J.P., and I. Masten (2002): Time Dependent Efficiency of Free Trade Agreements: The Case of
Slovenia and the CEFTA Agreement. Economic and Social Review 33(1):147-160
28. Dangerfield, M. (2004): CEFTA: Between the CMEA and the European Union. European Integration,
26(3):309-338
29. Danilenko, G.M. (1999): The Economic Court of the Commonwealth of Independent States. International
Law and Politics 31: 893-918
30. Darden, K. A. (2001): Economic Ideas and Institutional Choice among the Post-Soviet States. Mimeo
31. de Figueiredo, R.J.P., and B. R. Weingast (2002): Pathologies of Federalism, Russian Style: Political
Institutions and Economic Transition. Mimeo
32. De Kort, J., and R. Dragneva (2006): Russia’s Role in Fostering the CIS Trade Regime. Leiden University
Department of Economics Research Memorandum No. 3
33. Desai, R. M., Freinkman, L., and I. Goldberg (2005): Fiscal Federalism in Rentier Regions: Evidence from
Russia. Journal of Comparative Economics 33: 814-834
34. Djankov, S., and C. Freud (2002): Trade Flows in the Former Soviet Union. Journal of Comparative
Economics 30(1)
35. Dobrynin, N.M. (2003): Budzhetnyi Federalism kak Osnova Novogo Gosudarstvennogo Ustroistva Rossii:
Genesis, Evolucia, Neobhodimost’ Peremen. Federalism (2)
36. Dombrovsky, V. (2003): Internal Exit in the Russian Federation. BICEPS Working Paper
37. Dowley, K.M. (1998): Striking the Federal Bargain in Russia: Comparative Regional Government
Strategies. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 31:359-380
38. Drobyshevskyi, S.M., and D.I. Polevoi (2004): Problemy Sozdaniya Edinoi Valyutnoi Zony v Stranakh
SNG. Moscow: IET
39. Drobyshevskyi, S.M., and D.I. Polevoi (2007): FInansovye Aspekty Valyutnoi Integracii na Territorii SNG.
Moscow: IET
40. Dusseault, D., Hansen, M.E., and S. Mihailov (2005): The Significance of Economy in the Russian BiLateral Treaty Process. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 38(1)
41. East-West Institute (2001): The Federal Budget and the Regions: Structure of Financial Flows, Moscow
42. Eckardt, S. (2002): Russia’s Market Distorting Federalism: Decentralization, Governance and Economic
Performance in Russia in the 1990s. Arbeitspapier des Osteuropa-Instituts der Freien Universität Berlin
42/2002
43. Elborg-Woytek, K. (2003): Of Openness and Distance: Trade Developments in the Commonwealth of
Independent States, 1993-2002. IMF Working Paper WP/03/207
44. Enikopolov, R., Zhuravskaya, E., and S. Guriev (2002): Budzhetnyi Federalism v Rossii: Scenarii Razvitiia.
Mimeo
45. Ericson, R.E. (2000): The Post-Soviet Russian Economic System: An Industrial Feudalism? BOFIT Online
(8)

46. Evers, H.D., and M. Kaiser (2000): Two Continents, One Area: Eurasia. Sociology of Development
Research Center University of Bielefeld Working Paper No. 328
47. Evstgneeva, L., and R. Evstigneev (2004): Globalisaciya i Regionalizm: Uroki dlya Rossii. Obshestvennye
Nauki i Sovremennost’ (1):114-125
48. Evstigneev, V. (1997): Valyutno-finansovaya integratsiya v ES i SNG: Sravnitel’nyi semanticheskii analiz.
Moscow: Nauka
49. Evstigneev, V. (1998): Torgovaya Integraciya v SNG kak Primer Ekonomicheskogo Psevdomorfizma.
Novoe Pokolenie 2(3)
50. Evstigneeva, L., and R. Evstgineev (2003): Globalizaciya i Rossiiskie Regiony. Problamy Teorii i Praktiki
Upravleniya (1):81-88
51. Evstigneeva, L., and R. Evstigneev (2003a): Subfederal Aspects of Globalization. Problems of Economic
Transition 46(6):6-31
52. Fidrmuc, J., and J. Fidrmuc J. (2001): Disintegration and Trade. ZEI Working Paper, B24
53. Filippov, M., and O. Shvetsova (1999): Asymmetric Bilateral Bargaining in the New Russian Federation: A
Path-Dependence Explanation. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 32:61-76
54. Filippov, M., Ordershook, P.C., and O. Shvetsova (2004): Designing Federalism: A Theory of SelfSustainable Federal Institutions, Cambridge
55. Freinkman, L., and A. Plekhanov (2005): What Determines the Extent of Fiscal Decentralization? The
Russian Paradox. World Bank Working Paper
56. Freinkman, L., and M. Haney (1997): What Affects the Propensity to Subsidize: Determinants of Budget
Subsidies and Transfers Financed by the Russian Regional Government in 1992-1995. Mimeo
57. Freinkman, L., and P. Yossifov (1999): Decentralization in Regional Fiscal Systems in Russia: Trends and
Links to Economic Performance. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 2100
58. Freinkman, L., Polyakov, E., and C. Revenco (2004): Trade Performance and Regional Integration of the
CIS Countries. World Bank Working Paper 38
59. Freinkman, L., Treisman, D., and S. Titov (1999): Subnational Budgeting in Russia: Preempting a Potential
Crisis. World Bank Technical Paper No. 452
60. Fruchtman, Y. (ed., 2005): Regional’naya Elita v Sovremennoi Rossii. Moscow: Liberal’naya Missiya
Foundation
61. Furman, D. (2004): Rossiya, SNG i ES. Mir peremen (3)
62. Gaddy, C., and B. Ickes (2002): Russia’s Virtual Economy, Washington D.C.
63. Gel’man, V. (2006): Vozvrashenie Leviafana? (Politika Recentralizatsii v Sovremennoi Rossii). POLIS (2)
64. Gel’man, V., and E. Popova (2003): Regional’nye Politicheskie Elity i Strategii Regional’noi Identichnisti v
Sovremennoi Rossii, in: Gel’man, V., and T. Hopf (eds.): Centr i Regional’nye Identichnosti v Rossii. St.
Petersburg
65. Genkin, A. (2000): Denezhnye Surrogaty v Rossiiskoi Ekonomike. Moscow: Alpina
66. Gleason, G. (2001): Inter-State Cooperation in Central Asia: from the CIS to the Shanghai Forum. EuropeAsia Studies 53(7): 1077-1095
67. Gleason, G. (2003): The Reintegration in Eurasia: Functional Theory and Interstate Policy Coordination.
Mimeo
68. Glushchenko, K. (2008): Modeli i Metody Issledovaniya Prostranstvennoi Integracii Rynkov Tovarov. Dr.
Sc. Thesis, Institute of Economics and Organization of Industrial Production of the Russian Academy of
Sciences Siberian Branch
69. Golovnin, M. (2007): Mnogostoronnee Finansovoe Vzaimodeistvie na Postsovetskom Prostranstve: Novaya
Povestka Dnya Dlya Integracii. Problemy Teorii I Praktiki Upravleniya (4):15-24
70. Goode, J. P. (2007): The Puzzle of Putin’s Gubernatorial Appointments. Europe-Asia Studies, 59(3):365399
71. Grinberg, R. (2004): Integration und Desintegration im postsowjetischen Raum, in Cassel, D. & Welfens,
P.J.J. (eds.): Regionale Integration und Osterweiterung der Europäischen Union. Stuttgart, Lucius & Lucius
72. Gulde, A.-M., Jafarov, E., and V. Prokopenko (2004): A Common Currency for Belarus and Russia? IMF
Working Paper WP/04/228
73. Guriev, S.M., Yakovlev, E., and E. Zhuravskaya (2007): Inter-Regional Trade and Lobbying. CEFIR
Working Paper 100

74. Haaparanta, P., and T. Yuurikkala (2007): Bribes and Local Fiscal Autonomy in Russia. BOFIT Discussion
Paper 12/2007
75. Heinemann-Grueder, A. (2002): Foederale Autonomie in Russland und in der GUS. Mimeo
76. Herrmann-Pillath, C.; Evstigneev, R.; Deriabina, M.; Nesterenko, A.; Hanson, P., and A. Maltsev (2000):
Reformirovanie Federativnykh Otnoshenii v Rossii (Vsgliad s Positcii Konkurentnogo Federalisma.
Voprosy Ekonomiki (10)
77. Ivakhnyuk, I. (2006): Migration in the CIS Region: Common Problems and Mutual Benefits. Mimeo
78. Ivanov, E. (2006): Lovushka dlia Partii Vlasti. Expert (5)
79. Jackson, N. (2003): Russian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debates and Actions. London and New
York, Routledge
80. Jarocinska, E. (2004): Determinants of Intergovernmental Transfers in Russia: Political Factors versus
Objective Criteria. Mimeo
81. Juurikkala, T., and O. Lazareva (2006): Lobbying at the Local Level: Social Assets in Russian Firms.
BOFIT Discussion Paper 1/2006
82. Kadochnikov, P., Sinel’nikov-Murylev, S., and I. Trunin (2002): Sistema Federal’noi Finansovoi Pomoshi
Sub’ektam RF i Fiskal’noe Povedenie Regional’nykh Vlastei v 1994-2000 Godakh. Voprosy Ekonomiki
(8):31-50
83. Kadochnikov, P., Sinel’nikov-Murylev, S., Trunin, I., and S. Chetverikov (2003): Pereraspredelenie
Regional’nykh Dohodov v Ramkakh Sistemy Mezhbyudzhetnykh Otnosheniy v Rossii. Vorposy Ekonomiki
(3):77-93
84. Kazantsev, A.A. (2005): Central’naya Asiya: Institucional’naya Struktura Mezhdunarodnykh
Vzaimodeistviy v Stanovyashemsya Regione. POLIS (2)
85. Kazin, F. (2002): Problemy integratsii v rossiisko-ukrainskikh i rossiisko-belorusskikh otnosheniyakh v
1994-1997 godakh, unpublished Cand.Sc. thesis, St. Petersburg State University
86. Kessing, S.G., Konrad, K.A., and C. Kotsogiannis (2007): Fiscal Decentralization: Vertical, Horizontal, and
FDI. Economic Policy. January 2007: 5-70
87. Kessing, S.G., Konrad, K.A., and C. Kotsogiannis (2008): Federalism, Weak Institutions, and the
Competition for Foreign Direct Investments. Forthcoming in International Tax and Public Finance
88. Kheifets, B., and A. Libman (2008): Korporativnaya Integraciya: Alternativa dlya Postsovetskogo
Prostranstva. Moscow: LKI
89. Kirdina, S. (1999): Napravleniya Modernizatsii Budzhetnogo Federalizma v Reformiruemoi Politicheskoi
Sisteme Rossii. Federalism (4):67-78
90. Klepach, A., Vardevanyan, G., Osipova, O., Petronevich, M., and G. Shagalov (2004):
Makroekonomicheskie Posledstviya Valyutnogo Soyuza Belorussii i Rossii. EkoVest 4(2): 259-296
91. Kolomak, E.A. (2005): Regional Protection in Russia: Positive Analysis. EERC Working Paper No. 04/11
92. Kolomak, E.A. (2007): Sub-Federal Tax Exemptions in Russia: Less Taxes, More Investment? EERC
Working Paper No. 2K/07E
93. Kolomak, E.A. (2008): Neodnorodnost' Razvitiya Regionov Rossii: Dinamika i Mezhregional'nye Effekty.
Mimeo
94. Konitzer, A., and S.K. Wegren (2006): Federalism and Political Recentralization in the Russian Federation:
Unified Russia as the Party of Power. Publius: The Journal of Federalism. 36(4): 503-522
95. Kordonskiy, S. (2000): Rynki Vlasti: Administrativnye Rynki SSSR i Rossii. Moscow: OGI
96. Kosikova, L.S. (2007): Itogi 15-Letnego Razvitiya Gosudarstv SNG i Ikh Vzaimnogo Sotrudnichesta.
Kontinent Partnerstva (5): 36-48
97. Kurnyshov, V.V. (1998): Analis Normativno-Pravovoi Basy Snizhenia Ekonomicheskoi, Social’noi i
Pravovoi Asimmetrii v Rasvitii Regionov Rossiiskoi Federacii. Mimeo
98. Kusznir, Y. (2004): Russische “Oligarchen”: eine neue Basis in den Regionen? Russland-Analysen, Nr. 41
99. Kusznir, Y., and S. Mitrokhin (2001): Formirovanie i Razvitie Budzhetnogo Federalisma v Rossiiskoi
Federacii. Arbeitspapier Forschungsstelle Osteuropa, Universität Bremen, Nr. 32
100. Kuznetsov, A.V. (2007): Internacionalizatsiya Rossiiskoi Ekonomiki: Investicionnyi Aspekt. Moscow:
KomKniga

101. Lapina, N. (2000): Modeli Vzaimodeistvia Biznesa i Vlasti v Rossiiskikh Regionakh i Tipy
Predprinimatel’skogo Delovogo Povedenia, in: Rossiiskoe Predprinimatel’stvo: Strategia, Vlast’,
Menedzment
102. Lapina, N. (2004): Biznes i Vlast’ v Rossiiskikh Regionakh: Novye Parametry Vzaimodeisvia. Rossiia i
Sovremennyi Mir (4)
103. Latawski, P.C. (2001): The Limits of Diversity in the Post-Soviet Space: CIS and GUUAM. Conflict
Studies Research Centre Working Paper
104. Lavrov, A. (2004, ed.): Evroaziatskoe Byudzhetnoe Prostranstvo: Vyzovy Integracii. Moscow: URSS
105. Lavrov, A. (2005): Budzhetnaia Reforma v Rossii: Ot Upravlenia Zatratami k Upravleniu Resultatami.
Moscow
106. Lavrovskiy, B. and E. Shiltsin (2007): K Vorposu o Deistvitel'noi Konfiguracii Ekonomicheskogo
Prostranstva v Rossii. In: Klimanov, V.V. (ed.): Tipologiya Sub'ektov Rossiiskoi Federacii s Tochki Zreniya
Regional'nogo Razvitiya. Moscow: IROF
107. Lavrovskiy, B.L., and A.V. Novikov (2002): Regional’noe Vyravnivanie i Mezhbyudzhetnye Otnosheniya:
Uroki 1990kh. Ekonomicheskiy Zhurnal VShE (1):28-44
108. Leksin, V., and A. Shvetsov (2001): Stereotypes and Realities of Russian Fiscal Federalism. Problems of
Economic Transition 43(11):56-75
109. Leschenko, N., and M. Troschke (2006): Fiscal Decentralization in Centralized States: The Case of Central
Asia. Osteuropa-Institut Munich Working Paper No. 261
110. Libman, A. (2004): Nalogovaia Konkurencia: Teoria i Vozmozhnosti dlia Rossii, in: Goncharenko, L. (Ed.).
Teoreticheskie i Prakticheskie Voprosy Sovremennogo Nalogooblozhenia. Moscow: Finance Academy
under the Government of the Russian Federation
111. Libman, A. (2006): The Role of Economic Integration and Disintegration in the Post-Soviet Space: A
Quantitative Analysis. Studies on Russian Economic Development, 17(5):498-507
112. Libman, A. (2006a): Ustoichivost’ Mezhdunarodnykh Soiuzov v Retrospektive SNG. Mezhdunarodnye
Processy 3(3)
113. Libman, A. (2007): Regionalism and Regionalization in the Post-Soviet Space: Current Status and
Implications for Institutional Development. Europe-Asia Studies 59(3): 401-430
114. Libman, A. (2007a): Big Business and Quality of Institutions in the Post-Soviet Space: Spatial Aspects.
Discourses on Social Market Economy, No. 7
115. Libman, A. (2007b): Institutional Competition and Post-Soviet Transformation (The Influence of Informal
Institutions). Social Sciences, 2007, 38(3):19-31
116. Libman, A. (2008): Endogennaya (De)Centralisatsiya i Rossiiskii Federalism. Prikladnaya Ekonometrika,
(1) (forthcoming)
117. Libman, A. (2008a): Ustoichivyi Razmer Regional’nykh Integracionnykh Proiektov i Postsovetskoe
Prostranstvo. Forthcoming in Evrasiyskaya Intergaciya (1)
118. Libman, A., and B. Kheifets (2006): Ekspansiya Rossiiskogo Kapitala v Strany SNG. Moscow: Ekonomika
119. Libman, A., and B. Kheifets (2007): Subregional’nye Aspekty Korporativnoi Integracii na Postsovetskom
Prostranstve. Obshestvo i Ekonomika (8):137-150
120. Libman, A., and L.P. Feld (2007): Strategic Tax Collection and Fiscal Decentralization: The Case of Russia.
121. Linn, J.F. (2003): Economic (Dis)Integration Matters: The Soviet Collapse Revised. Paper presented at
conference on “Transition in the CIS: Achievements and Challenges” at the Academy for National
Economy, Moscow, 13-14 September.
122. Linn, J.F., and D. Tiomkin (2006): The New Impetus Towards Economic Integration between Europe and
Asia. Asia Europe Journal 4(1)
123. Lugovoi, O., Dashkeyev, V., Fomchenko, D., Mazayev, I., Polyakov, E., and A. Hecht (2007): Analysis of
Economic Growth in Russian Regions: Geographical and Institutional Aspect. Moscow: IET
124. Lysenko, V. (2003): Vzaimodeistvie Vlasti i Biznesa v Regionakh: Rossiiskaya Versiya. Federalism (4)
125. Magomedov, A. (2000): Misteria Regionalisma: Regional’nye Praviashie Elity i Regional’nye Ideologii v
Sovremennoi Rossii. Moscow: MPSF
126. Martinez-Vazquez, J. (2002): Asymmetric Federalism in Russia: Cure or Poison? ISP Working Paper No.
03-04

127. Martinez-Vazquez, J. (2002): Asymmetric Federalism in Russia: Cure or Poison? Andrew Young School of
Policy Studies ISP Working Paper 03-04
128. Martinez-Vazquez, J., and L.F.J. Boex (1999): Fiscal Decentralization in the Russian Federation during the
Transition. ISP Working Paper No. 3
129. Martinez-Vazquez, J., and L.F.J. Boex (2001): Russia’s Transition to a New Federalism. Washington: WBI
130. Martinez-Vazquez, J., McLure, C. E., and S. Wallace (1995): Subnational Fiscal Decentralization in
Ukraine. In: Bird, Richard M., Ebel, Robert D., and Christine I. Wallich (eds.): Decentralization of the
Soviet States: Intergovernmental Finance in Transition Economies. Wash.: The World Bank
131. Mau, V., and K. Yanovsky (2002): Political and Legal Factors of Economic Growth in Russian Regions.
Post-Communist Economies 14:321-339
132. Mayes, D.G., and V. Korhonen (2007): The CIS – Does the Regional Hegemon Facilitate Monetary
Integration? BOFIT Discussion Paper No. 16
133. McAuley, A. (1997): The determinants of Russian Federal-Regional Fiscal Relations: Equity or Political
Influence? Europe-Asia Studies 49:431-444
134. Melamed, I.I. (2005): Sovershenstvovanie Ispol’sovania Programno-Celevogo Metoda dlia Reshenia
Problem Rasvitia Regionov, in: Granberg, A.G., and V.N. Rasbegin (eds.), Federal’nye Celevye Programmy
Regional’nogo Rasvitia kak Instrument Gosudarstvennoi Politiki v Sovremennykh Usloviakh. Moscow
135. Michalopoulos, C., and D. Tarr (1997): The Economics of Customs Unions in the Commonwealth of
Independent States. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 1786
136. Mikhailova, T. (2004): Essays on Russian Economic Geography: Measuring Spartial Inefficiency.
Pensilvania State University, PhD thesis
137. Obydenkova, A. (2004): The Paradox of Democratisation and Federalisation in the Russian Regions. EUI
Working Paper SPS No. 2004/20
138. Obydenkova, A. (2004a): The Role of Asymmetrical Federalism in Ethnic-Territorial Conflicts in the Era of
Democratization: the RF as a Case Study. EUI Working Paper SPS No. 2004/16
139. Orttung, R.W. (2004): Business and Politics in the Russian Regions. Problems of Post-Communism 51:4860
140. Pachina, T., and G. Pochivalova (2005): The Extraterritoriality of the Capital of Raw-Material Corporations:
The Regional Aspect. Studies on Russian Economic Development 17:487-494
141. Peregudov, S., Lapina, N., and I. Semenenko. Gruppy Interesov i Rossiiskoe Gosudarstvo. Moscow
142. Petkov, R.K., and N.M. Shklyar (1999): Russian Regions after the Crisis: Coping with Economic Troubles
Governors Reap Political Revards. Demokratizatsiya 7:527-543
143. Petrov, N. (2006): Naznacheniya Gubernatorov: Itogi Pervogo Goda. Brifing Moskovskogo Centra Karnegi,
April
144. Petrov, N. (2007): Korporativizm vs. Regionalizm. Pro et contra 11(4-5):75-89
145. Plekhanov, A. (2006): Can Federalism Be Both State Corroding and Market Preserving? Empirical
Evidence from Russia. Mimeo
146. Plekhanov, A. (2007): Are Subnational Government Budget Constraints Soft? Evidence from Russia.
Mimeo
147. Plekhanov, D. (2005): Perspektivy Razvitiya Vzaimnoi Torgovli v Ramkakh EEP. Ekonomicheskoe
Obozrenie EEP (2)
148. Polishchuk, L. (1998): Rossiiskaia Model’ Peregovornogo Federalisma (Politiko-Ekonomicheskii Aspekt),
Voprosy Ekonomiki (3)
149. Ponomareva, M., and E. Zhuravskaya (2004): Federal Tax Arrears in Russia: Liquidity Problems, Federal
Redistribution or Regional Resistance. Economics of Transition 12:373-398
150. Popov, V. (2004): Fiscal Federalism in Russia: Rules versus Electoral Politics. Comparative Economic
Studies 46:515-541
151. Pyle, W. (2007): Organized Business, Political Regimes and Property Rights across the Russian Federation.
Mimeo
152. Revenko, S.S. (2001): Konkurenten li Rossiiskii Federalism? NES Working Paper #BSP/01/053ER (in
Russian: Russian Federalism: Competitive or Not?)
153. Richter, S. (1998): The CEFTA and the Europe Agreement. MOST: Economic Policy in Transition
Economies, 8(2):91-119

154. Roseth, T. (2001): Regionalization: Disadvantages for the Development of Sub-National Democracy.
Mimeo
155. Ross, C. (2003): Putin’s Federal Regorms and the Consolidation of Federalism in Russia: One Step
forward, two Steps Back! Communist and Post/Communist Studies 36(1):29-47
156. Ross, C. (2000): Federalism and Democratisation in Russia. Communist and Post-Communist Studies
33:403-420
157. Savin, V.A. (1999): Eksportno-Importnye Ceny v Torgovle Rossii s Razlichnymi Gruppami Stran (SNG i
Dal’nee Zarubezhie). Marketing v Rossii i za Rubezhom (4)
158. Savvin, A.M. (2005): Administrativno-Terriotiral’naya Reforma v Rossii i Politicheskaya Teorema Kousa.
Ekonomicheskiy Vestnik RGU 3(4)
159. Sharafutdinova G. Paradiplomacy in the Russian Regions: Tatarstan’s Search for Statehood. Europe-Asia
Studies, 2003, Vol. 55, N 4
160. Sheinis, V. (2005): Vzlet i Padenie Parlamenta. Moscow: Carnegie Center (two volumes)
161. Shishkov, Yu. (1994): Ekonomicheskiy Soyuz Stran SNG: Manilovshina ili Real’nost’? Obshchestvennye
Nauki i Sovremennost’ (2):15-24
162. Shishkov, Yu. (2007): Kooperirovanie v Mashinostroenii Stran SNG: Sostoyanie i Posledstviya. Kontinent
Partnerstva (9):34-41
163. Shurubovich, A.V. (2000): Nekotorye Teoreticheskie Aspekty Ekonomicheskogo Vzaimodeistviya Stran
SNG. Moscow: Epikon
164. Sinel’nikov, S., Kadochnikov, P., Trunin, I., and E. Shkrebela (2001): Vliyanie Mezhbyudzhetnykh
Transfertov na Fiskal’noe Povedenie Regional’nykh Vlastei v Rossiiskoi Federacii. Moscow: IET
165. Sinel’nikov-Murylev, S., Kadochnikov, P., Trunin, I., Chetverikov, S., and M. Vigneault (2006). Problema
Miagkhikh Budzetnykh Ogranichenii Rossiiskikh Regional’nykh Vlastei. Moscow: IET
166. Slinko, I., Yakovlev, E., and E. Zhuravskaya (2005): Laws for Sale: Evidence from Russia. American Law
and Economics Review 7:284-318
167. Slocum, J.W. (1999): The Evolution of Russian Federalism and Its Current Fiscal Dilemmas: An
Institutional Account. International Journal of Public Administration 22(9-10):1315-1344
168. Slukhai, S. (2007): Decentralization and Local Fiscal Autonomy in Ukraine: What’s on the Agenda? Mimeo
169. Söderlund, P. (2003): The Significance of Structural Power Resources in the Russian Bilateral Treaty
Process 1994-1998. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 36:311-324
170. Söderlund, P. (2006): The Dynamics of Federalism in Russia: A Study of Formal and Informal Power
Resources of the Regional Chief Executives in Russian Centre-Region Relations. Abo
171. Solanko, L. (1999): Regional Budgets and Intergovernmental Transfers in Russian North and Northwest
Regions. BOFIT Online (6)
172. Solanko, L. (2001): An Empirical Note on Growth and Convergence across Russian Regions. BOFIT
Discussion Paper No. 9
173. Solanko, L. (2001): Fiscal Competition in a Transition Economy. BOFIT Discussion Paper No. 4
174. Solanko, L., and M. Tekoniemi (2005): To Recentralize or Decentralize: Some Recent Trends in Russian
Fiscal Federalism. BOFIT Online (5)
175. Solnick, S.L. (2002): Federalism and State-Building: Post-Communist and Post-Colonial Perspectives. In:
Reynolds, A. (ed.): The Architecture of Democracy. Oxford University Press
176. Sonin, K. (2005): Provincial Protectionism. Mimeo
177. Speckhard, C.T. (2004): The Ties that Bind: Big Business and Center-Periphery Relations in the Russian
Federation. PhD Thesis at University Texas at Austin
178. Sterzhneva, M. (1999) Evropeiskii soyuz i SNG: Sravnitel’nyi analiz institutov (Moscow: MONF).
179. Stoner-Weiss, K. (1998): Russian Federalism and Regionalism. Mimeo
180. Sulamaa, P., and M. Widgren (2003): EU Enlargement and Beyond: A Simulation Study on EU and CIS
Integration. CEPR Discussion Paper, February
181. Sushko, O. (2004): The Dark Side of Integration: Ambitions of Domination in Russia’s Backyard.
Washington Quarterly, Spring
182. Thornton, J., and K. Nagy (2006): The Response of Federal Transfers to the Measures of ‘Social Need’ in
Russia’s Regions. Mimeo

183. Tiessen, U. (2005): Fiscal Federalism: Normative Criteria for Evaluation, Developments in Selected OECD
Countries, and Empirical Evidence for Russia. DIW Discussion Paper No. 518
184. Timofeev, A. (2001): Fiscal Decentralization and Soft Budget Constraints. EERC Working Paper No. 01/02
185. Tolz, V., and I. Busygina (1997): Regional Governors and the Kremlin: The Ongoing Battle for Power.
Communist and Post-Communist Studies 30:401-426
186. Treisman, D.S. (1996): The Politics of Intergovernmental Transfers in Post-Soviet Russia. British Journal of
Political Science 26:299-335
187. Treisman, D.S. (1997): Russia’s „Ethnic Revival“: The Separatist Activism of Regional Leaders in a PostCommunist Order. World Politics 49:212-249
188. Treisman, D.S. (1998): Fiscal Redistribution in a Fragile Federation: Moscow and the Regions in 1994.
British Journal of Political Science 28: 185-222
189. Treisman, D.S. (1999): After the Deluge: Regional Crises and Political Consolidation in Russia. Ann
Arbour: University of Michigan Press
190. Treisman, D.S. (2003): Fiscal Pathologies and Federal Politics: Understanding Tax Arrears in Russia’s
Regions, in: McLaren, J. (ed.), Institutional Elements of Tax Design and Reform, Washington D.C.
191. Treisman, D.S. (2006): Explaining Fiscal Decentralization: Geography, Colonial History, Economic
Development, and Political Institutions. Journal of Commonwealth and Comparative Politics 44(3)
192. Treivish, A.I. (1998): Novye Tendencii v Razvitii Regionov i Ikh Asimmetriia. Mimeo
193. Trunin, I. (2002): Fiskalnyi Federalism: Problemy Vybora Nalogovoi i Budzhetnoi Politiki Rossiiskimi
Regionami. Moscow: IET
194. Trunin, I., Zolotareva, A,, Sinel’nikov, S., Dneprovskaya, S., Chetverikov, S., Watts, Ronald L., Hobson,
Paul, Vigneault, Marianne, Boadway, Robin (2001): Budzhetnyi Federalism v Rossii: Problemy, Teoriia,
Opyt. Moscow: IET
195. Tsygankov, A. P. (2003): Mastering Space in Eurasia: Russia’s Geopolicial Thinking after the Soviet BreakUp. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 36: 101-127
196. Turovskii, R. (1999): Sravnitel’nyi Analiz Tendencii Regional’nogo Razvitiia Rossii i Ukrainy. POLIS
(6):49-61
197. Tyuryukanova, E. (2005): Denezhnye perevody migrantov v rossiiskom kontekste. Pro et Contra, 9(1)
198. Ufer, H., and M. Troschke (2006): Fiskalische Dezentralisierung und regionale Disparitaeten in Kazachstan.
Osteuropa-Institut Munich Working Paper No. 262
199. Vahtra, P. (2005), ‘Russian Investments in the CIS – Scope, Motivation and Leverage’, Manuscript of the
Pan-European Institute, Turku School of Economics, no. 9.
200. Valitova, L. (2004): The Effects of Federal Supporting Grants on the Incentives of Regional Authorities.
RECEP Report No. 2
201. Vinokurov, E. (2007): Sotrudnichestvo Atomno-Energeticheskikh Kompleksov Kazakhstana i Rossii: Est’ li
Potencial Integracii? Mimeo
202. Vinokurov, E. (2007a): Investicii v Sotrudnichestvo v Gidroenergetike v Central’noi Azii. Kontinent
Partnerstva (9):42-54
203. Voitovich, S.A. (1993): The Commonwealth of Independent States: An Emerging Institutional Model.
European Journal of International Law 4:403-417
204. Weingast, B. (1995): The Economic Role of Political Institutions: Market Preserving Federalism and
Economic Growth. Journal of Law, Economics and Organization, 11(1)
205. Yakovlev, A. (2001): Informal Tax Competition at Regional Level: Case of Russia. Mimeo
206. Yankovskii, K. (ed.) (2001): Politiko-Ekonomicheskie Problemy Rossiiskikh Regionov. Moscow: IET
207. Yudanov, A. (2000): Economic Change and the National Question in Twentieth-Century USSR/Russia: The
Enterprise Level. In: Economic Change and the National Question in Twentieth-Century Europe, Edited by
A. Teichova, H. Matis, J. Patek. Cambridge
208. Zhuravskaya, E. (2000): Incentives to Provide Local Public Goods: Fiscal Federalism, Russian Style.
Journal of Public Economics 76:337-368
209. Zubarevich, N. (2002): Prishel, Uvidel, Pobedil (Krupnyi Biznes i Regional’naia Vlast’). Pro et Contra 7(1)
210. Zubarevich, N. (2003): Izmenenie Roli i Strategii Krupnogo Biznesa v Regionakh Rossii, in: Regional’nye
Processy v Sovremennoi Rossii. Moscow

211. Zubarevich, N. (2005): Krupnyi Biznes v Regionakh Rossii: Territorial’nye Strategii Razvitia i Social’nye
Interesy. Moscow

