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ABSTRACT This article follows the transformations of the official narrative about Russia’s post-Soviet

transition over 20 years of Putin’s stay in power. To detect how the gradual evolution of political regime

toward authoritarianism was legitimized, it focuses on comparison of concise narratives articulated in the

Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly between 2000 and 2020. The method of research is

computer-assisted qualitative content analysis. The article reveals how the declared stages of modern

Russia’s development correlated with the evolving representations of the West. The initial goals of

establishing democracy, the market economy, and the rule of law over time were either reinterpreted or

dissolved into minor practical tasks. The most often articulated policy goal was raising the people’s living

standards, which was narrated as overcoming the trauma of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the hard

1990s. In the Addresses, Russia became represented as a country that completed its transition between

2012 and 2018, with restoring its international positions and military strength, as well as resources for

better social welfare. The “democratic society” was declared to be instituted; however, this term was

associated with formal elections and facilitating civic participation, not with the alternation and

accountability of power.

KEYWORDS post-Soviet transition, Putinism, official political discourse, the Presidential Addresses,

narratives

In 2000 , after being elected the president of the Russian Federation for the first time,
Vladimir Putin declared that the peaceful succession of power from Boris Yeltsin to
himself has “proved that Russia is becoming a modern democratic state” (Putin, 2000).
Since then, he has never explicitly disclaimed democracy as a declared goal, though it did
not prevent Russia from moving in the opposite direction. In the recent period, its
political regime is regarded as autocratic (Gill, 2015 ; McFaul, 2018), or electoral author-
itarian (e.g., Smyth, 2014; Matovski, 2018), or hybrid (e.g., Treisman, 2011; Colton &
Hale, 2014 ; Colton, 2018), or increasingly populist (Robinson & Milne, 2017). The
amendments to the Constitution, introduced after a national vote on 1 July 2020 , leave
little doubt about the direction of the regime’s evolution, as they “reset” Putin’s presi-
dential term count back to zero, which gives him the opportunity to remain in power
until 2036 . While some scholars consider slipping to the authoritarian path a result of
series of successive decisions that go back to the Yeltsin administration (Gill, 2015 , p. 21;
Goode, 2019), it is widely believed that Putin’s policy during the last 20 years was
a decisive factor in the failure of democratic transition (Taylor, 2018; McFaul, 2018).
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How was this gradual deviation from the declared goal represented in the discourse of
Russian state officials? What was done to legitimize the gradual transformation of the
political regime without explicitly abandoning a commitment to democracy? Answering
these questions sheds light upon the strategies of legitimization of nondemocratic regimes
in the contemporary world, where “democracy became the only legitimate game in
political discourse” (Lu & Shi, 2015 , p. 21).

Certainly, there is no lack of literature about the ideological underpinnings of Putin’s
regime (including the period of the Putin-Medvedev “tandem”). In particular, much
attention has been given to the concepts that signaled remarkable shifts in official
discourse, such as “strong state” (Prozorov, 2005; Petrov, 2006), “sovereign democracy”
(Evans, 2008 ; Chen, 2011; Casula, 2013), “modernization” (Liñán, 2012; Urnov, 2012 ;
Wilson, 2015), and “cultural/conservative turn” (Sharafutdinova, 2014 ; Evans, 2015 ;
Robinson, 2017 ; Melville, 2018 ; Laruelle & Radvanyi, 2019). This literature demon-
strates how introducing new buzzwords helped to adopt the legitimizing narrative about
Russia’s transition to the changing context.

There is also a growing literature about Putinism that is often regarded not only as
a distinctive form of authoritarian regime (Fish, 2018; Colton, 2018), but also as an
ideational construction—a narrative (Bacon, 2012), a set of ideas (Laqueur, 2015), the
leader’s vision (Gill, 2013 , pp. 48–78), a worldview (Laruelle & Radvanyi, 2019), a col-
lective mentality, or a “code” shared by Putin and those around him (Taylor, 2018). This
literature provides useful insights to the inner logic of Putin’s regime, as well as to the
modes of its legitimation in a changing context. Yet it is more interested in revealing the
“mature” ideational constructions than in following their evolution. It is widely believed
that the core ideas of Putinism were expressed as early as December 1999 in the famous
“Millennium Manifesto,” the article published under Putin’s name in Nezavisimaia
gazeta, the day before Yeltsin announced his resignation (Bacon, 2012 , p. 773; Laqueur,
2015 , p. 119; Ruutu, 2017 , p. 1154 ; Colton, 2018 , p. 461). More prudent accounts
postpone the appearance of Putinism in “its true form” to 2003–04 , and claim that
even if it has changed somewhat over time, “its core tenets have remained quite con-
sistent” (Taylor, 2018 , pp. 5–6). While emphasizing a significance of ideational factors
for understanding the dynamics of the regime, this literature interprets Putinism as
a more or less established set of beliefs that were explicitly used for communicating the
regime’s legitimacy (Bacon, 2012), and probably governed decision making (Gatov, 2016 ;
Taylor, 2018). Yet, I stand with those who allow the ideological underpinnings of Putin’s
regime a more gradual development over time (Robinson & Milne, 2017). If the evolu-
tion of the political regime in Russia were an incremental process, then the political
vision of what is desirable, necessary and possible, must change step-by-step.

To reveal how the gradual transformation of the political regime was legitimized in
the official discourse, I focus not on the core principles of Putinism, but on transforma-
tions of the narrative about the transition Russia is taking / has taken after the collapse of
the USSR. All political leaders tell stories that establish connections between present-day
concerns, past developments, and political decisions that aim to provide a better future.
Such stories play an important role in legitimizing their authority and justifying a current
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policy (Bacon, 2012; De Fina, 2017). Comparing how these stories are told over time
elucidates important modifications of the political vision of the ruling elite. This is
particularly relevant for a country that has abandoned its former modus of existence
and “moved” to a new one, as Russia did after the collapse of the Soviet Union. To reveal
how the narrative about the post-Soviet transition1 has been transformed throughout 20

years of Putin’s stay in power, I focus on how it was articulated in the context of
justification of the current political course. Using a computer-assisted qualitative content
analysis of the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly, delivered between 2000

and 2020 , I follow variations of how the story about Russia’s recent past, present, and
future was told.

According to my analysis, the official narrative about modern Russia’s development
transformed over time driven by reactions to significant events, such as the 9/11 terrorist
attack, the Iraq War, the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, the anti-Putin protest campaign
in 2011–12 , and the annexation of Crimea (cf. Sharafutdinova, 2014 ; Robinson &
Milne, 2017 ; Rak & Bäcker, 2020), but also by the need to demonstrate an effective
achievement of the previously declared goals. Introducing new buzzwords was not the
only way of adopting the legitimizing story to the changing context. There were impor-
tant alterations in articulation of the key goals of Russia’s development over time. Some
of them were reinterpreted, like democracy; some were dissolved into minor practical
tasks, like market or rule of law; and some kept their salience, like raising the people’s living
standards. I found that the official discourse stopped representing Russia as a country in
transition sometime between 2012 and 2018 , when its international status and military
strength, as well as resources for social welfare, were declared restored. However, Putin’s
arguments for the amendments to the Constitution in 2020 , which opened an oppor-
tunity to postpone “an alteration of power” for more “stable” times, seem to contradict
the story about the completed transition. Overall, my research suggests that the official
narrative of Russia’s post-Soviet transition transformed over time more appreciably than
it is sometimes argued in the literature.

S T U D Y I N G T H E E V O L U T I O N O F O F F I C I A L N A R R A T I V E : M E T H O D S

A N D M A T E R I A L S

Sociologists consider narratives as “an ontological condition of social life” since telling
stories is a fundamental way of grasping social reality (Somers, 1994 , p. 614). It stimu-
lates a growing interest in a narrative analysis in various fields of social sciences. In studies
of politics and international relations, such an interest revealed itself in the development
of various theoretical frameworks for the analysis of public political narratives (Shenhav,
2006; Bacon, 2012 , 2014; Chatterje-Doody, 2014), strategic narratives (Rosele et al.,
2014), and biographical narratives of the state (Berenskoetter, 2014). The narrative

1 . I use the term “transition” to capture this vague idea of a movement toward some desired social and political
condition that was typical for the Russian political discourse, without a connection to some specific transitologist
theory.
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approach to political analysis rests on the fact that political actors habitually employ
narrative explanations in communicating with the public (Bacon, 2012 , p. 768). It
happens not only when politicians are trying “to shape the present in the light of lessons
learnt from the past” (Shenhav, 2006 , p. 246), though such a practice is an often-used
legitimation mode (Holmes, 2010; Von Soest & Gravogel, 2017). Actually, narrative
structures are part and parcel of political rhetoric. Narrative explanations suggest some
causal connection between events or situations by representing them in a time sequence.
Thus, “following, not verifying the story, is essential to a successful narrative” (Griffin,
1993 , p. 1099). It makes a narrative an effective tool for manipulating public opinion
(De Fina, 2017 , p. 233).

There is a controversy over a proper definition of “narrative” (Griffin, 1993; De Fina,
2017). Basically, narratives are considered as analytic constructs that are based on a time-
line; they unify some past or contemporaneous events, actions, or happenings into
a coherent relational whole (Griffin, 1993 , p. 1097). For revealing the narrative structures
in texts, I adopt the minimal definition that suggests an existence of the time sequence
between at least two events, actions, or happenings, and an explicit or implicit causal
connection between them (Shenhav, 2006 , pp. 247 , 250–251; De Fina, 2017 , p. 234).

Much of scholarship of political narratives is focused on what Anna De Fina (2017 ,
p. 236) calls “master” or “grand” narratives, that is, public dominant discourses about
particular social issues that function as frames through which other discourses are inter-
preted. Being interested in studying the narratives that are typical for political leaders or
groups, political scientists tend to draw attention to the most salient samples from larger
collections of texts. For example, Edwin Bacon considerably based his detailed and
insightful analysis of the narrative of Putinism on the summary of “Putin’s plan” pro-
vided in the booklet composed by Alexei Chadaev and Kirill Loginov in 2005 , while also
referring to some original texts of Putin and Medvedev (2012). Later, he found sweeping
changes in Putin’s narrative analyzing his “Crimea speech” on 18 March 2014 (Bacon,
2015). Vasily Gatov (2016) drew his remarks about Putin’s “story” from “a patchwork
collection of quotes from Putin and his closest subordinates” (p. 621). Such an approach
is distinctive for this kind of research. However, even if a selection of the most salient
quotations can work well for describing the “mature” form of Putinism, it does not reveal
its evolution precisely enough.

My approach follows another tradition of scholarship that concerns what De Fina
(2017) describes as “narratives in the discourse of politicians” (pp. 239–240). I study
storytelling as a way of claiming legitimacy in the official rhetoric. It entails a different
method of selecting material for analysis, as the latter depends on systematic observations
from a relevant and feasible corpus of texts. My research is based on the computer-assisted
qualitative content analysis of the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly. In the
course of analysis of the current tendencies, assessment of the political course, and setting
goals for the future (Frolova, 2020 , p. 70), the Addresses time and again reproduced the
official narrative about Russia’s post-Soviet transition by connecting present problems
and achievements with past circumstances, and anticipating future developments. They
contain plenty of what Shaul Shenhav defines as concise narratives, that is, the text
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segments that “capture both the earliest and the latest periods mentioned by the speaker,”
which provides a good opportunity to observe “how references to day-to-day politics are
framed by historical perspectives” (Shenhav, 2005 , p. 316). The analysis of hundreds of
concise narratives about the regime’s performance in the Addresses provides a good
opportunity to follow the transformations of the “grand” narrative about Russia’s tran-
sition. Of course, a study of the Addresses does not exhaust the whole range of articula-
tions of the official narrative about Russia’s post-Soviet transition, but the fact that these
official speeches are delivered annually, cover more or less similar topics, and are widely
discussed by media and experts makes them particularly relevant for following its
evolution.2

To reveal how the official narrative about Russia’s post-Soviet transition was adapted
to a changing political context, I have coded the Addresses delivered by Putin and
Medvedev between 2000 and 2020 in the MAXQDA2018 app. The coding has been
done manually; the primary material was read in Russian. The units of analysis were
coherent segments of texts that presented the time sequence between causally connected
events, actions, or happenings. The details of the code system will be discussed in the
context of further analysis. This method of research not only facilitated comparison of
relevant fragments across 20 Addresses, but also made possible some observations based
on the frequency of specific codes and subcodes.

D E P I C T I N G T H E S T A G E S O F R U S S I A ’ S D E V E L O P M E N T A C C O R D I N G

T O T H E P R E S I D E N T I A L A D D R E S S E S

As the program documents focused on analysis of a current state of affairs and setting
goals for the future, the Presidential Addresses are particularly suited for articulating
performance-based legitimacy claims. The “performance-related narratives” (Von Soest &
Grauvogel, 2017 , p. 291) tend to legitimize the regime and its political course by linking
the actual problems to past misfortunes and representing recent achievements as steps to
some long-term goals. In the official discourse, Russia’s post-Soviet transition was
described by a number of goals that related to social well-being, economic growth,
political development, and international status. They were worded and prioritized in
different ways in various contexts. As soon as it was hard to point out a visible progress,
the presidents and their speechwriters often met the challenge by “employing claims of
achievements in the absence of real improvements” (Von Soest & Grauvogel, 2017 ,
p. 291). The framework of narrative perfectly fitted this task, as it provided the narrator
a capacity “to define and orchestrate” the story by voluntarily including “a particular
series of actions in a particular temporal order for a particular purpose” (Griffin, 1993 ,
p. 1097). Describing Russia’s recent development in terms of stages was an often-used
way of legitimizing the current political course in the Addresses. Comparing such
descriptions over time and correlating them to changing characteristics of Russia’s

2 . These properties of the Presidential Addresses made them an often-used data for content analysis and
discourse analysis (Ambrosio & Vandrovec, 2013; Frolova, 2020 ; Semenova & Winter, 2020).
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international environment is a good starting point for following transformations of the
official narrative. The most notable shifts are mapped in Figure 1 .

Vladimir Putin’s Presidential Addresses, 2000–08

From the very beginning, Putin’s coming to the presidential office was represented as
a new stage in Russian political history. Even being obliged to demonstrate loyalty to
Yeltsin, as his appointed successor, Putin never missed an opportunity to distinguish
himself from his unpopular predecessor (Malinova, 2021). As early as 2001 , Putin
claimed that “a stormy decade of reform” is over, “we have exhausted the potential of
transition period measures,” and “are now entering a period where our long-term success
depends on our will, our qualifications and our determination” (Putin, 2001).3 Since
then, Putin more than once articulated Russia’s embarking on yet another “new stage,”
which created an impression of multiple false starts to the “real” transition. The refer-
ences to changing international context often helped to mitigate this discontinuity.

At the end of his first term, being inspired by the evident economic growth and
seeming rise of Russia’s international status after the terrorist attack on 9/11 , Putin
announced “an entirely new stage in our country’s development.” According to his words,
at this stage “Russia will take its recognised place among the ranks of the truly strong,
economically advanced and influential nations” (Putin, 2003). It meant that Russia must

FIGURE 1. The stages of Russia’s development and its relationships with the West in the
Presidential Addresses, 2000–20 .

3 . Quotations are given by the translated scripts published at the official website www.kremlin.ru.
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become a country with “a flourishing civil society and stable democracy,” “competitive
market economy,” “modern, well-equipped and mobile Armed Forces,” and a country
where “the conditions for people to enjoy a decent life” are created. Thus, Putin endorsed
the official goals of the post-Soviet transition, declared at the beginning of the 1990s. By
his account, only now, after solving “a great number of more urgent problems that we had
to tackle first,” can Russia address this ambitious aim (Putin, 2003).

It is notable that in the same Address, Putin explicitly challenged Yeltsin’s historical
grand narrative, based on a contrast between the “new, democratic” Russia and the Soviet
and tsarist autocratic regimes (Malinova, 2018), by arguing that “maintaining a state
spread over such a vast territory” was a “truly historical feat” by the people of Russia
(Putin, 2003). By emphasizing the continuity of the Russian state over a thousand years,
Putin implicitly recognized that the collapse of the USSR was a regrettable break of the
tradition of keeping “our country’s integrity.” While formally endorsing the goals of the
transition declared by Yeltsin, Putin (2003) shifted their priority by representing
the integrity of the state and “a strong presence on the international stage” as the essential
values connected to “untold victims and sacrifice” of the people.

In the next year, after being reelected for his second term, Putin (2004) proposed to
divide the development of post-Soviet Russia into three periods. He called the 1990s the
stage of “dismantling the old economic system”; the beginning of the 2000s, “the time of
clearing the debris resulting from demolishing the old edifice”; and the present stage, the
time for “more rapid development” and “more ambitious national tasks.” In this Address,
Putin (2004) mentioned a “considerable success” in the establishing of the “young
Russian democracy,” thus disclaiming worries about the autocratic tendencies of the
political reforms in the beginning of the 2000s,4 but clarified that “we are at the very
beginning of the path.” So, by 2004 , Russia was represented as a country that had
survived through the Times of Troubles after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and was
firmly moving along the path that should bring it to the “club of the advanced,” that is,
economically prosperous and democratic countries.5

However, these dreams failed, and in the next Address, delivered after the Orange
Revolution in Ukraine, the story of Russia’s transition to democracy has been notoriously
transformed. Putin shifted its timeline by starting with acknowledging the collapse of the
Soviet Union as the “major geopolitical disaster of the century,” and continued by
picturing the horrors of the 1990s. Then he argued that those who believed that “our
young democracy was not a continuation of Russian statehood, but its ultimate collapse,”
were mistaken, because actually it was a time when Russia rallied its forces (Putin, 2005).
While endorsing the commitment to democracy, he particularly emphasized that “Russia
has chosen democracy through the will of its own people,” and concluded: “As a sovereign

4 . The Address was delivered in May, before the next round of political reforms that took place in autumn
2004 , after the Beslan school siege, when gubernatorial elections were canceled and a proportional voting system for
the election of State Duma was introduced.

5 . Avoiding mention of “the West” is typical for the Presidential Addresses (see Malinova, 2012). In the
analyzed 20 Addresses there are only two exceptions to this rule: in 2014 Putin mentioned “the Western col-
leagues,” and “the West,” as opposed to “the East,” and in 2015 he referred to “some Western companies.”
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nation, Russia can and will decide for itself the timeframe and conditions for its progress
along this road” (Putin, 2005). This passage resembles the main ideas of the doctrine of
sovereign democracy proposed a couple of months earlier by the first deputy chief of the
Presidential Executive Office staff, Vladislav Surkov. In accordance with this doctrine, his
patron’s Presidential Address represented Russia, not as a developing country stuck in
a protracted transition, but as “a major European power” that for three centuries,
“together” with other European countries, moved toward extending human rights and
other social gains, “sometimes behind and sometimes ahead of European standards”
(Putin, 2005).

Of course, as early as in the “Millennium Manifesto,” published under Putin’s name in
1999 , it was argued that the hopes for a worthy future depended on “combining the
universal principles of a market economy and democracy with Russian realities” (Putin,
1999). However, it was in 2005 that Putin made disclaiming the status of “the pupil,”
who needs to learn from “the most advanced countries,” the central motif of his discus-
sion of democracy. According to Kirill Petrov’s (2020) analysis, the color revolutions in
the neighboring countries have reshaped the balance within the Russian elite groups, and
made a perception the Western discourse about democratization as a security threat
a dominant mood. By proclaiming the democratization Russia’s own business, Putin
delegitimized its critical assessments according to foreign criteria. Now the end of the
Times of Troubles was described not just as reaching the stability that opened a perspec-
tive for Russia’s becoming one of the “economically advanced and influential nations,”
but as it’s gaining a capability to move along this path in a “sovereign” way.

Yet, as soon as it became clear that linking the present problems with the past
misfortunes remained the most convenient mode of articulating performance-based
legitimacy claims, Putin tended to postpone the end of hard times. In the last Address
of his second presidential term, delivered three days after Boris Yeltsin’s death, Putin
reproduced the narrative about the Times of Troubles that simultaneously were times of
“building a new life.” He did not hesitate to stress the positive results of his own rule by
stating that “people’s real incomes have more than doubled since 2000 ,” but emphasized
that “we are still only at the beginning of the difficult road to our country’s full and
genuine recovery” (Putin, 2007).

Dmitry Medvedev’s Presidential Addresses, 2008–12

The rhetorical style of Dmitry Medvedev’s Presidential Addresses differed from Putin’s.
He avoided explicit speculations about the periodization. Yet at least in 2009 , intro-
ducing modernization as a new political course, he could not avoid discussing the
previous stages of modern Russian history.6 According to Medvedev’s (2009b) argument,
the modernization is needed because “we have not done enough over these last years to
resolve the problems we inherited from the past.” Thus Medvedev (2009a) blamed both
the drawbacks of the Soviet system, which “largely ignored individual needs,” and his

6 . As the Presidential Address, delivered in 2009 , was said to take into account the public discussions of
Medvedev’s article “Go, Russia!,” published in September the same year, I analyze both texts.
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predecessors, as “twenty years of tumultuous change has not spared our country from its
humiliating dependence on raw materials.” Medvedev (2009a) recognized some achieve-
ments of the previous stage of the post-Soviet period, such as “establishing and stabi-
lizing” democratic institutions, or “gathering the country together to stop centrifugal
tendencies.” However, it appeared that only now, with taking course on modernization,
Russia had a chance to achieve the desired prosperity and high international status. In
Medvedev’s narrative, Putin’s two terms were included in the “twenty years of tumultu-
ous change”; they were considered definitely better than the 1990s, when the country was
“paralyzed,” but still were represented as a time of lost opportunities.

In the article “Go, Russia!,” which gave a start to the discussion about modernization
that was continued in the 2009 Presidential Address, Medvedev’s (2009a) discourse
about democracy largely followed the pattern that has become salient since 2005 , as he
emphasized that “Russian democracy will not merely copy foreign models,” and insisted
that the further steps of gradual democratization should be decided by “our own expe-
rience of democratic endeavour.” In his Presidential Addresses, he spoke extensively about
a need to protect and develop democracy, though sometimes his words were at odds with
his proposals. For example, in the Address delivered in 2008 , after praising the Consti-
tution, on the occasion of its 15-year anniversary, he proposed amendments to increase
the constitutional mandates of the President and State Duma to six and five years,
respectively (Medvedev, 2008), which facilitated the consolidation of the personalist
regime in Russia.

Vladimir Putin’s Presidential Addresses, 2012–20

After returning to the presidential office in 2012 , Putin (2012) quickly proclaimed
another “new stage,” aimed at building “a rich and prosperous Russia.” Finishing his
third term, which lasted six years, Putin (2018) summed up the way Russia had pro-
gressed in this way:

We have gone through major challenging transformations, and were able to overcome
new and extremely complex economic and social challenges, preserved the unity of our
country, built a democratic society and set it on the path to freedom and
independence.

As I will demonstrate in the next sections, the official rhetoric became much more
triumphalist. Listening to it, one could conclude that Russia transcended its
“transitional” status somewhere between 2012 and 2018 . It did not mean that the tasks
of modernization, which Medvedev represented as a decisive stage on the road to the
desired prosperity and high international status, have been recognized as achieved. Even if
Putin did not use the term “modernization,” innovative development was one of the
most salient topics of the Presidential Addresses in 2012–20 . It also did not mean that
the Russian economic and social systems were capable of providing a desirable level for
people’s quality of life. Even reporting about the success in overcoming poverty, low level
of income, disproportions in access to social goods, and so on, Putin and Medvedev
always recognized that a lot still remained to be done. Nonetheless, the annexation of
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Crimea, the military intervention in the Syrian conflict, and the intensive investments in
the Russian Armed Forces were regarded as important indicators of the rise of Russia’s
international status. It means that among the many declared goals of the transition,
which were mentioned in the official rhetoric, the restoration of what was perceived
as the respected international status and military strength, peculiar to the Soviet Union,
became considered as the main goal. Interestingly, that “democracy” did not disappear
from the Addresses as something irrelevant, and “building a democratic society” was
proclaimed, among other achievements. As demonstrated below, it was facilitated by the
transformation of the meaning of this goal.

Inscribing the Stages of Russia’s Post-Soviet Transition to International Context

Mobilization for “the next stage” in the Addresses was often explained by the need to
respond to external challenges. Correlating the characteristics of stages of Russia’s devel-
opment described above with changing representations of the international environment
(see Figure 1) provides a good opportunity to see how “autocrats use international engage-
ment to bolster their domestic legitimation narrative” (Von Soest & Grauvogel, 2017 ,
p. 291). Until the mid-2000s, the external challenges were associated with the world
economic competition and residue of Cold War thinking. Joining the anti-terrorist coa-
lition in 2001 gave an impetus to Russia’s collaboration with Western countries, which was
perceived as recognition of its status. In 2002 , Putin (2002) even declared that “after 11

September last year, many, many people in the world realized that the “cold war” was over.”
Yet during Putin’s second presidential term, the emphasis of the official narrative shifted
from praising the cooperation with Western countries to lamenting about their unwill-
ingness “to deal with an independent, strong and self-reliant Russia” (Putin, 2004). The
issues of the “sovereign” democratization and unfair double standards of “our partners”
came to the fore. The discourse about the relations with the West has been marked by the
resentment, caused by Russia’s inability to obtain the status that it regarded as fair, and its
striving to change the rules, even if at the level of discourse (Casula, 2013).

This pattern was also typical for the first of Medvedev’s Addresses, in which he
legitimized the Russo-Georgian War of August 2008—though since 2009 , with declar-
ing the course of modernization and “the reset” of relations between the United States
and Russia under the Obama administration, he has preferred to speak about economic
cooperation. Noticeably, the issue of the enforcement of democratization in Russia from
the side of the West was temporarily ignored.

It appeared again in 2012 , after Putin’s return to the presidential office, though not
for a long time. In 2014 , after the annexation of Crimea, the hybrid war in Donbass, and
the imposing of reciprocal sanctions, the official discourse radically changed. Putin
(2016) kept declaring a willingness to collaborate with the West, but under his
conditions:

Unlike some of our colleagues abroad, who consider Russia an adversary, we do not
seek and never have sought enemies. We need friends. But we will not allow our
interests to be infringed upon or ignored.
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Now, he ostentatiously disregarded the Western criticism of the political regime in
Russia, thus endorsing the claim that democratization is a domestic concern. Issues of
security and development of the armed forces, which never have been forgotten, now got
an unprecedented salience. In 2018 , during the announcement of the Address, Putin
boasted of new nuclear weapons, heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles called Sarmat,
and other advanced weapons. He supported his claims by illustrating colorful graphics
and videos, which was unusual for this kind of speech. In conclusion he said: “Everything
you have tried to prevent through such a policy [of seeking unilateral advantage against
Russia] has already happened. No one has managed to restrain Russia” (Putin, 2018).
The declared restoring of Russia’s military strength was represented as its recovery after
the losses of the post-Soviet period—a recovery that was gained by its own efforts, in spite
of an unfriendly international environment.

The comparison of articulations of the stages of Russia’s development, as well as their
correlations with the international context, reveals both continuity and changes in how
the story of its post-Soviet transition was told. On the one hand, its main plot, focused on
Russia’s overcoming the difficulties it faced after the collapse of the Soviet Union and
striving to the ranks of the most advanced nations, remained invariable. On the other
hand, the representations of Russia’s development noticeably changed over time. While
in 2000–11 Putin and Medvedev again and again declared another “new stage” that must
lead to the desired goals in the future, in 2012–18 the official discourse shifted toward
representing the most important goals as mostly achieved, which implied that Russia’s
transition is going to be completed. These transformations correlated with the changing
representations of the international context, particularly of the West, that appeared as
both an incarnation of dreams and a source of challenges.

A N A L Y S I S O F C O D E C O M B I N A T I O N S : T E M P O R A L F R A M I N G A N D A T T R I B U T I O N

O F C A U S A L I T Y

As soon as the Addresses aimed to justify the current political course and proclaim goals
for the future, they repeatedly reproduced the official narrative about modern Russia’s
development splitting it into hundreds of concise narratives about specific policy issues.
These performance-related stories, typically establishing some causal connection between
events or situations in the past and current policy tasks, saturated the official narrative of
Russia’s transition with multiple details that are important for understanding its
transformations.

The analysis of frequencies of codes reveals some notable shifts in the official narrative
over time. Of course, frequency is not the only indicator of salience of the topic. A single
statement about the collapse of the Soviet Union as “a major geopolitical disaster of the
century” could be more significant for the evolution of the official discourse than the
repeated mentions of freedom and democracy. However, some variations of frequencies
are rather insightful for understanding transformations of the official narrative.

As discussed above, the Addresses were coded in the MAXQDA2018 app. The units
of analysis were coherent segments of texts that described the connection between some
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past events or circumstances with the present and/or future. The code system included
three dimensions: the temporal framing, the attribution of causality, and the articulated
policy goals. As soon as calculations were performed for the presidential terms that
lasted for unequal periods, all figures were provided in percent to the total number of
coded units, for each period.

In this section, I make some observations concerning the frequency of specific com-
binations of the temporal framing and the attributed causality. The temporal framing was
determined by the timing of the connected events, actions, or happenings. The attributed
causality was described by agency, where it was identifiable, and the character of outcomes
(positive, neutral/ambivalent, negative). The concise narratives without a clear agency
mostly fall into the category “political responses to the challenges/urgent tasks,” which is
typical for the genre of Presidential Addresses.

As we can see in Figure 2 , the temporal framing of the performance-related narratives
in the Presidential Addresses varied from one presidential term to another. Connecting
“the recent past” with “now and future” was the most typical. The proportion of frag-
ments, representing such temporal framing, evidently raised after Putin’s second term,
which pointed to a growing emphasis on the political results of the 2000s. By the same
token, referring to Yeltsin’s period diminished though still remained significant. It is
noteworthy that the proportion of concise narratives establishing connections with the
Soviet period varied less evenly—it increased during Putin’s second and fourth terms.

As we can see in Figure 3 , this was not because in these periods Putin more often
praised the Soviet time (the total share of the fragments that connected the present
concerns with positive outcomes of that time was less than 1%). Rather, the Soviet period
was considered as a source of contemporary problems. It was often referred to either to
vindicate the present rulers by the difficult legacy they deal with, or to stress their success.
In 2000–07 , while regularly referring to the Soviet past to maintain historical

FIGURE 2. Temporal framing of narratives in the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly,
2000–20 .
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continuity (“lessons of the past”), Putin also pointed to the problems inherited from this
period. For example, speaking about the ineffectiveness of the Russian industry, he
argued: “Yes, we know that this is the legacy of the way our economy and our industry
developed during the Soviet period, but it is not enough just to know. We have to take
concrete steps to change the situation” (Putin, 2006). In contrast, in 2019–20 , refer-
ences to the Soviet experience were employed not so much to remind people about the
continuity, but as to emphasize the recent achievements in providing social welfare and
development of advanced industrial technologies. Thus, when promising to provide free
hot meals to all primary school students, Putin (2020a) remarked that “these benefits
were not available even during the Soviet period, when there was large-scale social support
for the people.” Boasting of the new weapons, he emphasized that “for the first time in
the history of nuclear missile weapons, including the Soviet period and modern times, we
are not catching up with anyone, but, on the contrary, other leading states have yet to
create the weapons that Russia already possesses (Putin, 2020a). In official discourse, the
end of the transition was associated not with “returning” to the Soviet level, but with
advancing it.

No less remarkable were the representations of the 1990s (see Figure 3). During his
first presidential term, Putin often referred to this period’s difficult legacy. His statements
concerning the 1990s almost invariably fell into the categories of “the negative policy
outcomes” or “challenges – policy responses” (the share of the concise narratives with
positive characteristics of Yeltsin’s time was less than 1%). This observation corrects
Edwin Bacon’s (2012) claim that “the temporal framework of Putin’s narrative shifted
to focus on the Yeltsin years” “by some time around the beginning of his second term in

FIGURE 3. Co-appearances of codes “temporality” and “causality attribution” across the
presidential terms.
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office in 2004” (p. 776). The content analysis of Addresses, as well as the study based on
a broader range of sources (Malinova, 2021), demonstrates that since Putin’s election to
the presidency, the “hard legacy” of the 1990s and criticism of political decisions made in
this period have played a big role in his rhetoric. Thus, he contributed to the establish-
ment of the myth about “likhie devianostye” (the “hard/dashing” 1990s) that became
a decisive point of his narrative about Russia’s transition. One can see that framing the
1990s as the time of disaster and fallacious political decisions remained peculiar for
Putin’s Addresses in 2012–20 , even if Yeltsin’s time was mentioned less often than in
2000–07 (Medvedev was noticeably more positive about this period).

Finally, the comparison of frequencies of the combinations of temporal framing and
causality over presidential terms reveals a remarkable increase of the share of stories of
success, associated with the recent period. It started with Medvedev, but one should
remember that in his Addresses, the proportion of narratives focused on the recent past
was extremely large (see Figure 2). It climaxed in Putin’s Addresses in 2019–20 , with
35% of all coded units falling into this category.

These observations confirm that representations of the causal connections between
different periods in the Addresses changed over time. The only invariable thing was
a predominantly negative interpretation of the 1990s. The continuity with the Soviet
times could be marked positively or negatively, depending on the context. An increase of
statements emphasizing a superiority of present situation over the Soviet period, as well as
proliferation of stories about recent success in the Addresses of Putin’s fourth term,
signaled shifts in the official narrative. Instead of describing the present moment as
a decisive step to “the good times,” now it tended to emphasize the recent achievements,
as a pledge of even more success in the future.

A N A L Y S I S O F C O D E F R E Q U E N C I E S : C H A N G I N G R E P R E S E N T A T I O N S

O F P O L I C Y G O A L S

The articulated policy goals were important indicators of the evolution of the key mean-
ings of the official discourse. In the Addresses, they were often presented as concise
narratives. Some of the policy goals were associated with values (e.g., unity, sovereignty,
democracy, freedom, a respectful place in the world, security, stability); others dealt with
prioritized practical issues (e.g., economic growth/sustainability, innovative develop-
ment/modernization, improving the demographic situation). The goals were attributed
by their formulations in the texts.

In official discourse, democracy was never considered the only goal of post-Soviet
transition. In the early 2000s, the official formulation included “the democratic devel-
opment of Russia, the establishment of a civilized market and state of law,” yet the most
important point in this list was “raising the living standard of our people” (Putin, 2002;
cf. Putin, 2000). The dynamics of representation of these goals in the Addresses is rather
remarkable.

By my analysis (see Figure 4), the establishment of a civilized market was a salient issue
in the Addresses, delivered during Putin’s first and second terms, when a series of liberal
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economic reforms were conducted, including the flat income tax of 13%, and reduced
profits-tax and new land and civil codes. Later it disappeared from the agenda, though the
related issues were discussed under the labels of attracting investments and improving
business climate.

The issues connected to the rule of law were typically framed as establishment of “the
dictatorship of law” (during Putin’s first term) and development of the courts and law
enforcement systems. These themes figured prominently in the Addresses in 2000–03 ,
when restoring functionality of government and legal unification at the regional level
were central elements of the political agenda, and also during the presidency of Medve-
dev, who paid them more attention as a professional lawyer. It might be said that over
time, the market reforms and the rule of law were dropped from the agenda as special
goals of transition, becoming part of the political routine.

By contrast, the goal of raising the living standard of the people has remained the
central element of the official narrative for all 20 years. A related issue of improving the
demographic situation is another long-term concern that has become salient since 2009 .
The analysis of the combinations of the subcode “the good of the people” with various
types of causality attribution reveals important changes in how this goal was represented
in official discourse.

As we can see from Figure 5 , “the good of the people” was most often discussed as
“a task that needs some policy measures.” This kind of causal linking is typical for the
Addresses, as they largely focus on identifying the problems that need to be solved.

FIGURE 4. Representations of policy goals in the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly,
2000–20 . Part 1 .
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Discussing “the good of the people” was often connected with assessment of the results of
elites’ activity. In 2000–07 , Putin often lamented the negative legacy of Yeltsin’s time,
claiming that his own policy made people’s life slightly better. In 2012–20 , about one-
third of Putin’s statements about “the good of the people” were made in the context of
boasting about the positive results of recent policies. For example, introducing plans for
the “national projects,” Putin (2019) stressed: “Thanks to years of common work and the
results achieved, we can now direct and concentrate enormous financial resources—at
least enormous for our country—on development goals.” While discussing the demo-
graphic challenges, he argued: “We succeeded in overcoming the negative demographic
trends in the early 2000s, when our country faced extreme challenges. This seemed to be
an impossible challenge at the time. Nevertheless, we succeeded, and I strongly believe
that we can do it again” (Putin, 2019). By such framing, Putin repeatedly stated that now,
when the state got more resources, the misery, associated with the post-Soviet period,
was over.

Variations of frequency of the policy goals associated with a transition to democracy,
including “democracy,” “freedom and human rights,” and “development of civil society,”
are nonetheless noteworthy. Quite expectedly, these values were more often mentioned in
2000–11 . Since 2012 , they have been referred to less, though have not totally disap-
peared from the Addresses (see Figure 6). Discussion of Russia’s democratization notably
correlated with representations of its international environment. It became salient with
the rise of resentment toward the West, but was abandoned when the desired status of
“economically advanced and influential nation” was declared achieved.

FIGURE 5. Co-appearances of the subcode “the good of the people” with the code “attribution of
causality” across the presidential terms.
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At the same time, some new related issues, which I have coded as “civic participation,”
have appeared. This category includes a support of civic activism and development of
such public institutions (or “substitutions,” by Nikolai Petrov’s [2018] term) as federal
and regional Civic Chambers, public councils that federal and regional executive author-
ities recommended be established, a public control exercised by the Russian Popular
Front, and creating a special digital platform for entrepreneurs who would like to make
public any instances of pressure on business. The establishment of such “substitutions”
was presented as an important aspect of development of the “democratic society.”
According to Putin’s (2012) formulation,

we share the universal democratic principles adopted worldwide. However, Russia’s
democracy means the power of the Russian people with their own traditions of self-
rule and not the fulfilment of standards imposed on us from the outside. . . .Democracy
is not only an opportunity to elect power, it’s about being able to monitor it and
evaluate the results of its work. We must pay greater attention to the development of
direct democracy and self-rule.

In the context of the “patriotic” mobilization that started in 2012 and got a real boost
after the annexation of Crimea, the development of civic participation was represented as
Russia’s “own way” of consolidating democracy. This argument was based on a rather
specific understanding of relationships between the state and citizens. According to
Putin’s (2014) description,

FIGURE 6. Representations of policy goals in the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly,
2000–20 . Part 2 .
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Citizens don’t have to think about where to apply for a social service: at a state,
municipal or private organisation. They have the right to come to those who can
provide professional assistance, with full dedication, putting their soul in their work. All
the other things—including technical, organisational and legal issues concerning the
provision of services—is the responsibility of the state, the responsibility to properly
organise the work.

By considering a “provision of services” for civic activity as the task of the state, such
interpretation denied its autonomy. In official discourse, civic participation was invited to
focus on the social activity and “people’s oversight” (narodnyi kontrol’), as distinctive
from the institutionally based accountability of power. Taking part in the competition
for power was also excluded from its domain. Consolidation of democracy was associated
with “maturing” of the “main” parties that held seats at the State Duma (Putin, 2020a).
Such interpretation hardly corresponded to “the universal democratic principles adopted
worldwide”; rather, it resembled the concept of the “socialist democracy” that in Soviet
times was contrasted to the “bourgeois” one, as a more “advanced” version. This confirms
the suggestion that to resist the Western liberal hegemony, some authoritarian regimes
tend to develop alternate discourses on democracy, relying on their own historical
background (Lu & Shi, 2015).

The revealed changes in articulation of the key goals of Russia’s development over
time were not clearly visible. Whereas the regime evolved counter to some of the declared
goals, shifting the meaning of the words facilitated an accommodation of the official
narrative about Russia’s development to changing reality.

A M E N D M E N T S T O T H E C O N S T I T U T I O N I N 2 0 2 0 A S A S Y M B O L

O F T H E C O M P L E T E D T R A N S I T I O N ?

Taking into account the abovementioned changes, one could assume that the amend-
ments to the Constitution, proposed in Putin’s Address to the Federal Assembly in
January 2020 , would symbolize a completion of the post-Soviet transition. In fact, the
discussions of the amendments disclosed a lack of consistency in the official description
of the current stage of Russia’s development. Initially, Putin’s arguments for amending
the Constitution evidently followed from the premise that the transitional stage is over.
He started with a reminder that Yeltsin’s Constitution was adopted “amidst a severe
internal political crisis,” and argued that “the state of affairs has completely overturned”
and that “the socioeconomic situation has stabilised” since then. Then Putin (2020a)
claimed that the Russian state had maintained its sovereignty, in terms of restoring its
unity, disempowering the oligarch clans and restoring the status of “a country whose
opinion cannot be ignored.” Finally, he declared that the “Russian society is becoming
more mature, responsible and demanding,” as well as “the main political forces,” who
now “speak from the position of patriotism and reflect the interests of their followers and
voters.” In the Address, these achievements were represented as a reason for amending the
Constitution to fit it to the new, advanced stage of development.

Malinova | Legitimizing Putin’s Regime 69

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/cpcs/article-pdf/55/1/52/496752/j.postcom

stud.2022.55.1.52.pdf by guest on 08 August 2022



However, in several weeks’ time, Putin revoked the story about Russia’s completed
transition. At the meeting with residents of the Ivanovo region, he argued:

At present, stability and the country’s steady progress are probably more important. But
later on, when the country becomes more confident, will accumulate more of various
resources, the “fat” as they call it, then we will definitely need to ensure the alternation
of power. (Putin 2020b)

So, it turned out that the present level of stability is still not good enough to ensure the
alternation of power that in 2000 Putin (2000) himself referred to an indicator of
Russia’s becoming “a modern democratic state.”

In the same way, Putin undermined the idea of the completed transition in his speech
at the State Duma plenary session, in which he accepted the proposal to lift restrictions
for the current president preventing him from taking part in the next election. He
explained the need for the strong presidential power not only by the difficult situation
in the global policy and economy, but also by the fact that “many things in the country
have only been tacked together hastily, as people say, and that we remain vulnerable in
many respects” (Putin 2020c). So, it turned out that after 20 years of building “the
strong state,” the Russian political system is still not strong enough to allow the alter-
nation of power.

This discontinuity demonstrates the fragility of the contemporary version of the
narrative about modern Russia’s development. On the one hand, to demonstrate the
effectiveness of his regime after 20 years of being in power, Putin needs to “employ claims
achievements” even “in the absence of real improvements” (Von Soest & Grauvogel,
2017 , p. 291). On the other hand, as soon as “the stability” reached in the 2000s is
represented as Putin’s main feat, referring to challenges that could undermine it is the
most convenient way to legitimize his rule. Typically, appealing to external threats helps
to mitigate this discontinuity.

C O N C L U S I O N

Politicians are not historians. They appeal to the past not for cognitive but for pragmatic
purposes, among which legitimation or delegitimation of the political regime and its
current policy are the most important ones. The framework of narrative fits for these
purposes, as it enables the narrator to represent the connection between the past, present,
and future in the most favorable way by selecting particular series of actions and putting
them into a particular order (Griffin, 1993 ; De Fina, 2017). For the ruling elite of
a country that was striving to find a new modus of existence after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, orchestrating the official narrative of transition was an important way for
claiming legitimacy in the course of the regime’s evolution in counter with some of the
declared goals. This article contributes to the literature that focuses on a gradual trans-
formation of the ideological underpinnings of Putin’s regime, which are considered as
a series of reactions to the changing international environment, but also to the need to
present some results of effective performance and leadership.
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My analysis of 20 Presidential Addresses has revealed both continuity and change in
how the story of modern Russia’s development was told. The main plot, based on
connections between the country’s misfortunes in the 20th century, with particular
focuses on the hardships in the 1990s, and the present efforts to construct a better
future, remained immutable. However, representations of the achievements in process of
transition, as well as of its goals, changed over time.

The initial goals of establishing democracy, the market economy, and the rule of law
were not discarded, but reinterpreted and partly dissolved into minor practical tasks. This
is particularly evident in the case of democracy. In the beginning of the 2000s, it was
recognized an indispensable condition for joining the club of the most advanced coun-
tries. In 2005 , Russia’s declared capability to develop democracy in a “sovereign” way was
represented as the end of the Times of Troubles that started with the collapse of the
Soviet Union. In 2012–18 , democracy was reduced to the electoral competition between
the “main,” that is, parliamentary parties, and “civic participation” under the patronage of
the state. The good of the people was the most persistent of the declared goals of the
transition. Since the early 2000s, in Putin’s discourse, the good of the people has been
framed in terms of trauma and relieving the misery caused by the reforms of the 1990s.
The relative increase of budget resources in the 2010s gave the state an opportunity to
expand social spending, which was extensively exploited in the official rhetoric. The end
of the transition period was associated with advancing the Soviet level of social well-
being. Restoring the lost international status was another permanent goal that was re-
framed over time. In the early 2000s, it was associated with joining the club of the
advanced democratic states. From 2003 to 2004 , it became more explicitly associated
with retaining the great power status possessed by the Soviet Union. The annexation of
Crimea, war in Donbass, and intervention in the Syrian conflict were represented as the
realization of this goal. This rhetoric was facilitated by depicting the international
environment as hostile to Russia, bringing back the Cold War associations.

Finally, after 20 years of Putin’s stay in power, the official narrative about modern
Russia’s development has become a story of success. It tells about overcoming the trauma
of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the Troubled Times of the 1990s, that finally
succeeded in restoration of Russia’s respectful international status, military strength, and
resources for raising people’s living standard. Considering the analysis of the Presidential
Addresses, Russia became represented as a country that has completed its transition
between 2012 and 2018 . Of course, this observation still needs to be checked by further
research.

In addition, there is no confidence that the revealed tendency will remain stable in the
face of new challenges. Some important tensions within the official narrative have
become apparent in the context of the recent discussions about the amendments to the
Constitution. On the one hand, the need to amend the Constitution was explained by
the achieved progress. On the other hand, to prove that at least in the foreseeable future,
Russia was not ready for alteration of power, Putin (2020c) had to confess that “many
things in the country have only been tacked together hastily.” At the moment it is hard to
say whether the Russian official discourse will definitely abandon the idea of the
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completed transition and come back to the story about the prolonged Times of Troubles.
It is evident that the need to legitimize the personalist political regime has revealed the
many inconsistencies of the official narrative that has declared democratization in Russia
has been achieved. n
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sovereign morality. Nationalities Papers. 42 (4), 615–621 .

Shenhav, S. R. (2005) Concise narratives: A structural analysis of political discourse. Discourse
Studies. 7 (3), 315–335 .

74 CO M M U N I S T A N D P O ST- CO M M U N I S T S T U D I E S M A R C H 2 0 2 2

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/cpcs/article-pdf/55/1/52/496752/j.postcom

stud.2022.55.1.52.pdf by guest on 08 August 2022

http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/21216
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/21567
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/21998
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/22494
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/22931
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/24203
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/messages/17118
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/messages/17118
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/47173
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/47173
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/53379
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/53379
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/56957
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/56957
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/59863
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/59863
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/62582
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/62582
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/62953
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/62964
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/62964


Shenhav, S. R. (2006) Political narratives and political reality. International Political Science Review /
Revue internationale de science politique. 27 (3), 245–262 .

Smyth, R. (2014) The Putin factor: Personalism, protest, and regime stability in Russia. Politics &
Policy. 42 (4), 567–592 .

Somers, M. R. (1994) The narrative constitution of identity: A relational and network approach.
Theory and Society. 23 (5), 605–649 .

Taylor, B. D. (2018) The code of Putinism. Oxford, Oxford University Press.
Treisman, D. (2011) Presidential popularity in a hybrid regime: Russia under Yeltsin and Putin.

American Journal of Political Science. 55 (3), 590–609 .
Urnov, M. (2012) Russian modernization doctrines under debate. In: Jonson, L. & White, S. (eds.)

Waiting for reform under Putin and Medvedev. London, Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 38–58 .
Von Haldenwang, C. (2017) The relevance of legitimation—a new framework for analysis. Con-

temporary Politics. 23 (3), 269–286 .
Von Soest, C. & Grauvogel, J. (2017) Identity, procedures and performance: How authoritarian

regimes legitimize their rule. Contemporary Politics. 23 (3), 287–305 .
Wilson, K. (2015) Modernization or more of the same in Russia: Was there a “thaw” under

Medvedev? Problems of Post-Communism. 62 (3), 145–158 .

Malinova | Legitimizing Putin’s Regime 75

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/cpcs/article-pdf/55/1/52/496752/j.postcom

stud.2022.55.1.52.pdf by guest on 08 August 2022



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


