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Introduction

Since 2001, Russian authorities have taken several steps towards interaction with civil society through the Civic Forum 2001 and the establishment of the Public Chamber 2005. The most significant step was made during the second phase of the administrative reform. The reform forced establishment of platforms for interaction between state and non-state actors. Regional authorities caught up on this federal trend and established numerous public and advisory councils to their regional administrations. There are two primary ways for creating such platforms in Russian regions: hierarchical and non-hierarchical. Scientists have underlined the different characters of relations between actors among the regions although the causal mechanism is still unclear. Here, focus is put on which approach a region decides to follow and why, including what factors affect their decision. Therefore, this work helps to fill the gap by taking into consideration the role of informal rules in Russia as well as concentrating on an independent variable such as resource interdependence.

The working hypothesis is as follows; the higher the resource interdependence between state and non-state actors, the more non-hierarchical institutional setting of platforms for interactions between actors will be. Resource interdependence refers to resource possession by civil society and state readiness to share its resources with non-state actors. 

Actor-centered institutionalism is chosen as the framework as it is characterized by the equal weight it gives to both actors’ and institutional dimensions of interaction [Scharpf, 1997]. Actor constellation will be investigated through analyses of diverging types of actors involved in the issue, their interests and resources. Institutional settings will be analyzed from two perspectives as they must be seen as both formal and informal institutional settings. A formal institutional setting is based on formal rules whereas informal institutional setting consists of working rules. The observation of informal institutional settings can only be made indirectly by describing interactions between actors inside of these settings.

The methodological approach is a controlled comparison of cases with a most similar case design. The chosen policy field is ethnic policy in the Krasnodar and Stavropol regions. In each region two platforms for interaction between state and non-state actors on the issue were chosen. The data is collected via semi-structured interviews with experts and relevant actors. Also content analysis of appropriate laws and documents are included.

The paper is structured into four sections: section 1 presents the discussed issue between actors. The following three chapters are part of the analytical framework. Section 2 presents the actor constellation in frame of the issue. Section 3 analyzes the formal regulations of the compared institutional settings. Section 4 presents negotiations within the platforms which then leads to the conclusion of the paper. 

Issue

Ethnic policy, which strives for interethnic peace, is seen as an essential part of maintaining political, economic, social stability. Both regions have problems in the ethnic sphere. One of the biggest problems for both regions is the growth of nationalism and ethnic extremism among the youths. Survey data and events in the Stavropol and Krasnodar regions show the urgency of solving the problem of interethnic relations among youths. In 2008, there were four local youth conflicts between different ethnic groups in the Krasnodar region. Seven of eight ethnic motivated crimes which occurred in the region in 2007-2008, were committed by young people. In the Stavropol region, ethnic tension among the youths grew into a mass fight between Slavic and Caucasian youths in May 2007. In June 2007, there was a mass unauthorized demonstration of Slavic youth with the slogan “Russia is for Russians”. The growth of interethnic tension among youths is dangerous not only for public security, but also for political stability as it has a tendency to erupt into mass unrest and terrorism. The issue discussed between state actors and NGOs in this context of platforms for interaction is how to maintain interethnic stability among youths in both regions.

Actor Constellation 
Types of Actors

The realization of ethnic policy is the obligation of the regional executive structures. Thus, state actors are represented by the regional administrations and by the law enforcement bodies in both regions. Non-state actors are represented mostly by NGOs along ethnic lines (EthNGOs). Regional ethnologists who also actively work on that issue do it within educational centers, EthNGOs or NGOs. Private actors such as ethnic businessmen are also key actors. However, within ethnic policy they are usually members of EthNGOs and act within and on behalf of these NGOs. There are over 120 EthNGOs in the Krasnodar region and around 85 registered EthNGOs in the Stavropol region. EthNGOs usually have the aim of representing the interests of respective ethnic groups. There are also NGOs working on the issues on behalf of the regional population such as the Krasnodar NGO “Southern Regional Resource Centre”. Concluding, these are similar actors’ types acting in the sphere of regional ethnic policy in both regions.
Actors’ Interests
Maintaining interethnic stability is a direct obligation of regional authorities. The regional authorities are interested in solving the problem because this is also a question of the stability of their power. After the construction of a "power vertical" in the Russian Federation governors are responsible directly to the federal authorities for their failures. EthNGOs are not interested in the growth of the problem because a conflict with ethnic components has a negative impact on the image of ethnic groups as well as on their social status in society. Many EthNGOs have officially declared the aim of maintaining interethnic peace in their regulations. Thus, actors are interested in maintaining interethnic stability in general and among youths in particular. Moreover, actors agree that the interethnic problem demands the interaction of state actors and NGOs. State actors underline this in the target programs
 whereas non-state actors reflect the aim to interact with state actors in their regulations.
Actors’ Resources

Resources are regarded as any mean that helps to accomplish an objective now or in the future [Themudo, 2000, p. 6]. State and non-state actors can possess the following resources: institutional, informational, knowledge, material, organizational, manpower, and idiosyncratic resources. The resource base of state actors is much more significant than these of the civil society. Especially, impressive state’s institutional and material resources are of significance. However, state actors do also lack resources. In ethnic policy, state actors lack organizational resources as they can not speak with ethnic groups directly. They also lack the knowledge and idiosyncratic resources in order to be heard by ethnic groups. These “holes” of state resources can be filled up by EthNGOs. The question is whether regional EthNGOs have necessary resources. Looking at the resources of the strongest regional NGOs working on the issue may provide an answer to this. Among the Krasnodar NGOs, the Southern Regional Resource Centre (SRRC) and the Krasnodar Centre for Ethnic Cultures (CEC) have the strongest resource bases. Thus, the members of the NGOs are members of different public councils to state bodies. Moreover, the authorities have recognized the CEC as a platform for interaction between state and non-state actors on the issue. The NGOs have constant access to the internet including their own web-sites, and additionally, the SRRC prints the monthly newspaper “New Reality”. The SRRC also owns methods of regulation of interethnic conflicts. Informational resources of the CEC consist of information which its 31 member-EthNGOs exchange regularly. Manpower resources of the NGOs are also of significance. The members of the SRRC are experts in public relations and interethnic relations among others.  Each of the 31 members of the CEC has up to a hundred of members. The NGOs have financial and organizational resources. The SRRC rents property and has equipments. The CEC has a three-storey building which is used free of charge. The municipal authorities also pay for public utilities. Within the building around 20 EthNGOs have offices. Last but not least, the idiosyncratic resources can be investigated. The leader of the SRRC is an ex high-ranked state and regional official, a well-known ethnologist and public activist; and head and deputy head of two advisory bodies. Leaders of 31 EthNGOs of the CEC are authoritative people in the region who have access to policy makers.

Many other Krasnodar EthNGOs have an office with internet and other basic resources.  In comparison to the Krasnodar EthNGOs most of the interviewed leaders of Stavropol EthNGOs mentioned financial problems. As a result, they frequently have to concentrate on looking for financial support rather than on their original tasks. Many EthNGOs do not have offices. These EthNGOs which have offices claim that they do not have enough money to pay for public utilities. The situation became worse when the ex-mayor of Stavropol limited financial privileges and benefits for NGOs. The lack of money leads in many cases to the existence of an EthNGO only on paper. In addition, Stavropol EthNGOs lack authority of NGO’s leaders. Many leaders of regional EthNGOs see their positions as beneficial for satisfying their own ambitions. This leads to the lack of manpower and idiosyncratic resources which in their turn limits informational and knowledge resources of an EthNGO. 

Therefore, while Krasnodar NGOs demonstrate a significant resource base which can be used for solving the problem, Stavropol EthNGOs can hardly fill the “holes” in state resource base. The weakness of Stavropol EthNGOs can also be explained by the absence of any significant support from state actors. Thus, while the Krasnodar authorities use a wide range of supporting measures, combining material (regional grants
, financial support
), non-material (regional programs), organisational support (population informing about EthNGOs), and institutional mechanisms (NGOs have access to public councils), the authorities of the Stavropol region, since the last couple of years, did not financially or organisationally support EthNGOs. Financial support from the state, nevertheless, can be seen as being dependent on the state whereas on the other hand is it is revealed, as a result of interaction and an example of both resource exchange and interdependence between actors involved. 
The analysis of the actor constellation in both regions shows similarities in types of actors and actors’ interests as well as the difference in resource distribution among actors. While in the Krasnodar region actors are resource interdependent, in the Stavropol region actors do not have or\and do not want to exchange resources.  

Formal Institutional Settings

In this paper two platforms for interactions between state and non-state actors in each region will be analyzed. These are the advisory body for interethnic affairs to the governor and the youth advisory body for interethnic affairs to the committee for youth affairs in the Stavropol region and the CEC and the advisory body to the department of the Ministry of the Interior of Russia in the Krasnodar region.

The analysis of the platforms’ regulations shows several important aspects.  Firstly, the platforms were created in order to exchange resources among actors for reaching common aims. The main exchange resources are informational and knowledge resources. In addition, the state actors increase institutional resources of EthNGOs which provides them access to policy making. By attending meetings with NGOs state actors increase the legitimacy of their decisions. Secondly, all above-mentioned platforms have the following similar “holes” in their formal rules about certain questions such as who has access to policy making and who sets the agenda? Other relevant questions are about the decision making procedure made and the implementation process.  These gaps give state actors the potential to include only loyal NGOs. Nevertheless, they may also allow state actors to rule policy formation and decision making. The latter questions on decision making may lead to a lack of results of the platforms’ work. These gaps are regulated by informal rules which differ from region to region. 

Interactions within the Platforms

Stavropol Region: Case 1 the Advisory Body for Interethnic Affairs to the Governor

The advisory body was reestablished by state actors in 2005. In 2008, staff changes were made by state actors without any consultation with non-state members. Staff consists out of 24 members; 10 state actors, 8 public organizations, 4 scientists and 2 religious leaders. Meetings are held approximately once a year. The protocol of the meeting on the 10th of May in 2007 helps to make some conclusions about the process of decision making within the body. At this meeting the discussion topic of importance was the role of Slavic NGOs which was brought up by state actors. These actors also determined the main directions of the discussion. The recommendations were made in form of common tasks for state bodies to improve the state of Slavic EthNGOs. Of importance here is also that these recommendations were also voiced by state actors. This gives ground to the idea that, actually NGOs play an insignificant role in decision making process as well as in the decision implementation process. Their participation was not mentioned in the recommendations. It is worth mentioning that NGOs do not resist these conditions publicly. Most EthNGOs members of the body are loyal to state actors because only these state actors decide who can become and stays a member. The advisory body showed its ineffectiveness during the conflict between different ethnic youth groups in May and June 2007 in Stavropol. It was unable to prevent this conflict and did not emerge as an institutional arrangement for negotiations in the aftermath of the conflict, when intensive negotiations between state actors and EthNGOs took place, due to many key EthNGOs not being a member of this advisory body.  Almost all interviewed state and non-state actors pointed at the decorative character of the platform. 

Stavropol Region: Case 2 the Youth Advisory Body for Interethnic Affairs to the Committee for Youth Affairs

After the conflict had passed, the regional administration established a new advisory body in order to provide consultations between actors on the harmonization of interethnic relations and the prevention of interethnic conflicts among youths. The head of the body is a state actor who has the ability to also appointed members. The body consists mostly out of youth representatives of EthNGOs. Its meetings take place every 3 months and the agenda is set by officials. The aims of the meetings are to receive information from EthNGOs and to inform them about the state’s attitude towards the issue. At the meeting in autumn 2008, i.e., the advisory body addressed the “Russian March” which was planned by Slavic NGOs during the Unity Day of the Russian Federation. The initiative of the meeting belonged to the state actors. Moreover, the members received knowledge of the agenda only at the meeting. The state actors sought to receive information about which EthNGOs were going to participate. In order to prevent unrest, state actors asked EthNGOs to persuade ethnic youths, especially the non-Russian youths, not to undertake any opposing action. The suggestion from non-state members to use the media to inform the population was not taken into consideration by the state actors
.  

Krasnodar Region: Case 1 Centre of Ethnic Culture (CEC)

In the Krasnodar region, the role of the main platform for negotiations between state actors and EthNGOs on the issue was taken by the regional NGO “Centre of Ethnic Cultures”, which unites 31 EthNGOs. This NGO regularly organizes meetings 1-2 times a month between EthNGOs and state actors on different topics concerning interethnic relations. Within this platform EthNGOs define the problem, set agenda and propose policies. The status of decisions made is relatively high as state actors attend the meetings. State actors appreciate attending the meetings because the CEC unites almost all influential EthNGOs. Thus, state actors get extensive information about all relevant problems in the ethnic sphere and are able to discuss solutions. Being an informal body it is difficult to follow the results of such meetings. In interviews, conducted with the author, EthNGOs stated, however, that state actors take their information and suggestions into consideration.

Krasnodar Region: Case 2 the Advisory Body to the Department of the Ministry of the Interior of Russia in the Krasnodar Region

The department of the Ministry founded the advisory body in order to increase the legitimacy of its actions and to increase its ability to address problems. Mainly of significance are particularly ethnic conflicts and extremism among youths. The staff of the body is formed by NGOs after co-ordination with the head of the department. All members are members of various NGOs. 5 participants out of 39 are members of EthNGOs. Although, state actors are not allowed to become members they do, however, participate in meetings as experts. The presence of the authorities raises the status of the decisions. The agenda is coordinated by NGOs and the head of the department, and the implementation of decisions is checked during the next meeting.  Meetings are held at least twice a year but the members work permanently according to a plan which is established by the member-NGOs. According to the 2009 working-plan of the advisory body, several actions were planned to address interethnic tensions among youths such as a round table with members of the advisory body and leaders of regional EthNGOs on the formation of interethnic tolerance among youths. The members of the platform regularly work closely with the state actors. In November 2008, the regional department for youth policy organized the seminar “Prevention of extremist activities among youth” for coordinators of work with the youths. The trainers were representatives of regional NGOs. In 2008, the SRRC worked closely with the department for youth policy. As a result several surveys were created and materials were published on theme of prevention of extremism among the youths.

Therefore, within the Krasnodar platforms, NGOs can gain access to the platforms through a formal procedure and influence agenda setting where they can actively participate in decision making and in implementation of these decisions. While the Stavropol platforms mainly simulate teamwork in order to increase legitimacy of state actors’ decisions in ethnic policy. 

Conclusion 

In both regions, the regional authorities created or supported institutional arrangements for interaction with NGOs on the issue of maintenance of interethnic peace among youths. However, the structure and context of platforms’ work considerably differ. In the Krasnodar region, NGOs participate in platforms’ work actively and negotiate with state actors at all steps of the policy cycle from problem definition to implementation of decisions. In the Stavropol region, in contrast, the role of the EthNGOs was limited by state actors reducing its main task to providing information to state officials without having the power to influence decisions. Based on the research conducted, these differences can be explained by a low level of resource interdependence between state and non-state actors in the Stavropol region and a higher level of resource interdependence in the Krasnodar region. Thus, resource interdependence makes actors partners and motivates state actors to non-hierarchical interactions with non-state actors. 
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