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1

“Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; they do not 
make it under self-selected circumstances, but under circumstances existing already, 

given and transmitted from the past”
(Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon, 1852, First chapter).

In the context of war and conflict in Ukraine and the Middle East, the 
Russian political leadership over a period of less than 2 years has twice 
obtained the approval of the Russian Federation Council to use military 
force on foreign territory.1 This is less a sign of strong parliamentary 
control powers held by the Russian legislature than an indicator of the 
resurgence of Russia as an international military power and security actor.

while Russia’s foreign and defence policy strategies and military capa-
bilities are discussed widely in the international press these days, little 
is known about the internal dimension of Russia’s military power and 
 society–military relations more specifically. There are substantial concerns 
about Russia returning to both a state of external militarisation (rise of 
the military budget by 5.9% from 2015 to 2016, according to SIPRI2) 
and internal militarisation fostering nationalism and militarised patriot-
ism (see Le Huérou and Sieca-Kozlowski 2008; Sperling 2009; Sieca-
Kozlowski 2010). Russia’s re-militarisation is, however, not a singular 
and isolated phenomenon. The general resurgence of military power for 
national and international crisis management is evident.

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

© The Author(s) 2017  
N. Douglas, Public Control of Armed Forces in the Russian Federation, 
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-56384-8_1
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In this context, a tendency can be observed to recall the 1975 
Helsinki Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE) and its first basket, which commits to disarmament and 
confidence-building. The Helsinki Agreement was built on the acknowl-
edgement that security and stability between states are not threatened 
only by imbalances of armaments and aggressive military doctrines, but 
also by a lack of confidence and trust in each other’s internal  military 
control capacities. For the first time, internal affairs, such as the rela-
tionship between citizen and state, became subject to international 
 negotiations between states.

One of the consequences of the Helsinki Conference was that in 
many countries, both East and west of the divide, Helsinki Groups 
were founded. These organisations reported not only the human rights 
situation and violations in their respective countries, but also fostered 
the creation of a network of transnational civil societies which, among 
other things, demanded transparency and accountability in matters of 
security and defence.3 Thus, “proposals for new security approaches by 
states were paralleled by a new emphasis on the transnational role of 
citizens” (Kaldor 2003, 61). In fact, numerous agreements and interna-
tional norms to which states have subscribed later in the framework of 
the CSCE and subsequently OSCE have been and continue to be ref-
erenced by local civic rights groups in Eastern Europe and Russia as an 
instrument to remind their governments about their commitments. One 
of these documents, adopted in 1994 at the OSCE Budapest Summit, 
is the Code of Conduct on Politico–Military Aspects of Security (CoC). 
This agreement is still considered to be a cornerstone for the govern-
ance of armed forces in democratic societies. It includes principles for the 
democratic political control of armed forces.4 However, the provisions 
and norms stipulated by the OSCE CoC are still far from being imple-
mented. In fact, among western states different views prevail concerning 
the requirements that should be met by a “democratic understanding” 
of civilian control. Comparative studies (see for example wagner and 
Peters 2011) have shown that in a majority of contemporary democra-
cies, oversight of the armed forces and decision-making on the use and 
deployment of military power remains weak and in fact an executive 
 prerogative.

Even if executives formally control the armed forces to the extent 
that the risk of military intervention in state politics is contained, 
abuses within the armed forces’ structure and maladministration of 
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military force by decision-making elites can still undermine civilian con-
trol. In the extreme case, actors on the institutional level are not even 
aware of this. This indicates that taking into account other problems in 
the relationship between civilians and the military is paramount. This 
book argues that the engagement of citizens deserves further attention. 
Affected individuals, interest and advocacy groups, civic experts, journal-
ists, social rights movements and society at large, through the power of 
public opinion, play an increasingly important role in matters of security 
and defence today. Some activities involve soldier rights protection and 
PTSD5 support groups, others for example anti-war protests, yet others 
the monitoring of decision-making processes on the use of force by civil-
ian experts. I will subsume these very diverse practices, which neverthe-
less have a lot in common, under the label “public control”. This form of 
control and oversight of armed forces represents a significant compensa-
tion mechanism or “corrective” for deficient control on the institutional 
level. It entails an understanding of control as a mechanism for check-
ing deviations from the norm. Such deviations are likely to occur in any 
state, regardless of its governmental system. while past research on the 
problematic issue of civilian control concentrated mainly on the analy-
sis of consolidated “western” democracies and states in “transition”, the 
aim of this book is to shed light on the phenomenon of civilian and spe-
cifically public control of armed forces in an authoritarian context.

Russian society–military relations and in particular the state of the 
Russian armed forces have the potential to elucidate this problematical 
issue: Continuous incidents of serious abuses and human rights viola-
tions, especially against conscripts, stagnating military reforms, repressive 
recruitment procedures, forced labour and an annual peacetime death 
rate of 3% (Peredruk 2013) are just a few indicators that illustrate the 
results of a dysfunctional system of institutional control.

Various groups of civic activists in Russia have in the past attempted to 
oppose the strong Russian military lobby and political decision- making 
directed towards the use of armed force. Today’s military operations 
have gained in complexity and are therefore less unambiguous in terms 
of their political and military consequences and implications than, for 
example, military operations in Chechnya or South Ossetia in the past. 
Therefore, it has become more difficult for civic activists today to exer-
cise public oversight, demonstrate their resistance, investigate  military 
deployments and shed light on the individual fate of conscripts and 
 contractors who are being sent to combat zones.
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The self-perception of Russian civil society organisations (CSOs)6 
engaged in the field of soldier rights protection and military monitoring 
is well suited for an analysis through the prism of advocacy and conten-
tious politics. Undeniably, conscripts and conscientious objectors7 alike 
are one of the most disenfranchised and vulnerable groups of individuals 
in Russian society. Therefore, as will be shown in the course of this book, 
the notion of “public control of armed forces” in the Russian context has 
come to mean and be equated with the “protection” and the “defence” 
of these groups’ human and civic rights against arbitrary state power. 
To this end, a network of grassroots8 organisations emerged in the  
1990s/early 2000s throughout the country, among them Committees 
of Soldiers’ Mothers (CSMs)9 but also various civic and human rights 
organisations, as well as advocacy networks dedicated to helping young 
men and their families to protect their rights and to have a vigilant eye 
on the Russian military organisation. Thus, from the Second Chechen 
war onwards10 violations within the military became more public, the 
impunity of military institutions was challenged, efforts to humanise the 
armed forces increased and demands for the introduction of an alterna-
tive civilian service (AGS) became louder.

Today, Russian civic activism faces a severe crisis. As will be explained 
later on, a variety of factors related to the geopolitical context and 
increasing internal repression that came along with vexatious legisla-
tion (the most emblematic being the Foreign Agent Act, in force since 
2012) and decreasing financial support from abroad were responsible for 
the loss of much momentum. Many of the CSOs active in the  politico–
military sphere have ceased to exist, but those which continue are well 
known among human rights defenders in Russia and dreaded by local 
siloviki (officials of the state power structures). Despite adverse circum-
stances, surprisingly, many activists remain engaged in the field and new 
initiatives still emerge, albeit on a lesser scale.

Civic activism in the military realm is part of what is generally labelled 
as “society–military relations” (SMR). These relations have experienced 
major transformations in the course of the last two decades.

1.1  chAnging society–militAry relAtions

During the post-Cold war era, the military has changed in nature, with a 
tendency to turn into smaller and more professional, versatile, all-volunteer 
forces. At the same time, the civilian side has grown more sceptical and 
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aware of the powerfulness of the state. In fact, in times of accelerated social 
change (including societal emancipation11 and transnationalisation12), 
along with general socio-economic changes, there are growing demands 
for transparency, accountability and participation, also with regard to the 
military sphere. This confronts contemporary policy-makers and military 
leaders with new problems of legitimation. Regardless of the nature of the 
political system (consolidated democracy, “transition” state or autocracy), 
military and political elites dread the engagement of civilians and in par-
ticular of CSOs in the security and defence realm, since they still regard 
this sphere as an exclusive domain of state power.

Parallel to emerging real-world challenges, scholarly debates also took 
up a new way of thinking. Starting with paradigmatic changes in the early 
1990s when constructivist approaches found entry into sociological military 
research (see Buzan et al. 1998), a different perception of security, evolv-
ing from a nation-and military-centred into a more human-centred notion, 
began to take root. The changing character of the security sector and the 
awareness of an interconnectedness between security and governance led to 
academic discourses on “security sector governance” (Hänggi 2003), focus-
ing on how the state’s security institutions operate and relate not only to 
state institutions but also to other actors beneath and beyond the state level.

This book challenges prevailing concepts in the literature that focus 
on a realist vision of civil–military relations (CMR), stressing national 
interests and the maximisation of power. From a critical perspective, it 
will reflect upon the underlying interest constellation that is served by 
traditional research on CMR. The principal aim is hence to outline the 
need for research in which individuals and groups affected by the military 
are no longer objectivised and marginalised in the debate, but play the 
key part. Thus the focus will shift away from the more visible issues of 
politico–military interaction to the more latent issues of society–military 
relations, more precisely to the interests, needs and demands of societal 
actors within this relationship.

1.2  previous reseArch And theoreticAl 
underpinnings

The existing consensus in the democratisation and transition litera-
ture regarding civilian control of the military as a necessary condition 
for democracy (see for example Dahl 1971; O’Donnell and Schmitter 
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1986; Diamond 1999) is the normative starting point from where 
this book engages in an analysis of the theoretical relevance of civilian 
and,  moreover, public control of armed forces for contemporary socie-
ties. Most of the traditional studies in the field of CMR are state—and 
executive-centred, thus concentrating on the exclusive power- bargaining 
between military officials and policy-makers (see Huntington 1957; 
Finer 1962; Desch 1999; Feaver 2003; concerning Russia: Herspring 
1996; Taylor 2003; Betz 2004). In this respect, the nexus between mili-
tary coups, political systems and culture has been adequately researched. 
Several authors today argue that civilian control cannot simply be defined 
as the absence or prevention of coups (see for example Croissant et al. 
2011, 77). As Taylor pertinently states, “the problem […] is not whether 
the army is under civilian control, but whose control” (Taylor 2003, 338, 
emphasis in original).

In accordance with the “second-generation criteria” for CMR and 
civilian control as its normative core (see Cottey et al. 2002), a trans-
formation from the state—and institutional-based to an actor—and 
practice-based notion of control in the literature is taking place. In 
agreement with this approach, the book shifts the focus from the tra-
ditional institutional mechanisms of civilian control, including legal and 
normative acts to regulate security and defence politics, to a level of 
capacity and implementation of civilian and public control by agents on 
the ground. Moreover, there will be a shift in focus from the  abundant 
research on civilian control in consolidated democracies and “transi-
tion” states to an authoritarian context, examining more closely the 
correlation between dysfunctional civilian control and the dismantling 
of  democratic structures. Attention will also be drawn to the specifici-
ties of civic activism in authoritarian contexts (see also Cavatorta 2013) 
and the phenomenon of cooptation of civic actors and their inclusion in 
 institution-building processes by autocratic states for the purpose of con-
taining civil society and ensuring the survival of the regime (see among 
others Gandhi and Przeworski 2007).

In lieu of applying a holistic approach to CMR—as commonly done—
it is worth concentrating on certain partial aspects, such as the role of 
the different actors in this relationship and their discourse, behaviour 
and motives. In particular, the role of civilians and society at large in the 
controlling and monitoring of the military has long been disregarded. 
Accordingly, the amount of research and literature in this subfield of CMR 
theory is still relatively slim. The marginal attention “public control” of 
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armed forces has attracted so far reflects either the belief that it is not the 
role of civilians and non-state actors to oversee the military or that they 
lack the democratic legitimation to do so (see also Chap. 3). As a con-
sequence, there remains an identifiable gap in the collection of data and 
empirical analysis of grassroots activism in the politico–military sphere, 
notably with regard to common social practices and actor motivations. 
There is also limited research that analyses the reasons behind failures 
to install institutional mechanisms of democratic civilian control and the 
efforts of societal actors to compensate for these deficiencies. Neither have 
public and societal initiatives in the Russian Federation that resist milita-
rist legacies and traditions in the country been adequately studied from 
this angle. This book seeks to close some of these lacunae and in addition 
overcome the general shortcoming of many western studies on Russia 
that ignore the abundant Russian (-speaking) literature or are not aware of 
the existence of parallel scholarly debates in Russia.

Grassroots activism in the politico–military sphere inevitably goes 
through periods of contestation with ruling elites. As will be argued, it 
therefore seems appropriate to open up CMR theory to the abundant 
research on social movements. Key aspects here are opportunity struc-
tures and, more generally, political contexts. In accordance with Tilly and 
Tarrow, I argue that only by overcoming the already imprecise boundary 
between institutionalised and non-institutionalised politics can we gain a 
better understanding of the dynamics of contentious politics (Tilly and 
Tarrow 2007, 124) as one of many underlying aspects of the relationship 
between civilians and state power structures.

In order to study these contentious relations and interactions between 
institutions/structures of the state and collective action/agency (by civil-
ians), this book sets off from an approach to advocacy and claim making 
in the politico–military sphere that is both structure and actor-centred, 
resulting in a combination of several theoretical perspectives. They all 
inform the three empirical chapters. In brief, a historical institutionalist 
approach (Mahoney and Thelen 2010) determines the underlying defi-
nition of “institution” for this book and lays the ground for the outline 
of a historical trajectory of institutionalised mechanisms of “public” and 
“people’s” control in Russia since Soviet times. Social practice theory 
(Giddens 2007 [1984]) serves as a framework for the analysis of narra-
tives of activists on the grassroots level regarding ongoing “practices” of 
public control and their routinisation and potential for institutionalisa-
tion in the context of structural constraints. Finally, contentious politics 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56384-8_3
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(McAdam et al. 2001)  provides a theoretical lens for a case study that 
deals with the contestation between civic activists and the military lobby 
concerning the genesis of the Russian alternative civilian service law 
between 2000 and 2006. The objective is to analyse the impact civic 
activism exerted at the time on the legislative process, policy-making and 
public opinion.

One of the principal objectives of this book is to revise the core 
concept of civilian control and apply it to a concrete case study. The 
intention is to disaggregate the processes of civilian control into their 
component mechanisms in order to enhance not only the theoretical 
understanding of this phenomenon but also to better capture contempo-
rary empirical realities, such as the growing relevance and emancipation 
of societal actors. This expanded model of civilian control is constructed 
as an “ideal-type”, conceived as a complex of principles and practices 
derived from international norms and conventions that base provisions 
on empirical evidence and data from participating states and from exist-
ing concepts in the literature.13 The need for this stems from: (1) the 
call in the relevant literature for a “new research agenda in civil–military 
relations” (see among others Forster 2002); (2) the reasoning that there 
is a research gap with regard to a systematic analysis of civilian and public 
control reconciling structure and agency orientations; and (3) the con-
duciveness of applying this expanded model to an authoritarian context 
and thereby contributing to research dedicated to the consequences of 
dysfunctional civilian control for CMR and the regression of democracy.

1.3  key Assumptions And object of inquiry

It follows from the above that the central argument of this book 
addresses the shortcomings in both the theoretical conceptualisation and 
the empirical application of civilian and public control of armed forces. 
There are three underlying assumptions: First, as existing research con-
firms (see Chap. 4 for details), parliamentary powers with regard to the 
control of the armed forces and military-related decision-making pro-
cesses are often underdeveloped, irrespective of the political system and 
the ruling political regime that exercises the control. In other words, 
existing institutional prerequisites for civilian and, moreover, democratic 
control are in many states insufficient today. The second assumption 
holds that an emancipation and transnationalisation process of societal 
actors takes place in many public spheres, including the politico–military 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56384-8_4
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sphere (see Chap. 2). The third assumption postulates that an intensi-
fied interaction between civic activists and state power structures in the 
context of public control does not remain without consequences. This 
assumption holds that certain forms of collective action in the politico–
military sphere have the potential to become a permanent component of 
the system of political interest mediation; in other words, they become 
institutionalised,14 irrespective of whether this is viewed as a positive or 
negative development.

Hence, the object of inquiry is twofold and addresses four principal 
questions: On the theoretical level, (1) what is civilian control of armed 
forces and what are the role and objective of its public subtype? On the 
empirical level, (2) why and how did public control emerge historically 
in the specific Russian case? (3) How does it function on the ground 
and what is its prevalent form in post-Soviet Russia? and (4) Under what 
conditions can it be effective—what impact can public control have on 
policy-making?

1.4  why russiA?
The Russian case promises to render valuable insights on the significance 
of public control in a state, where institutional mechanisms of demo-
cratic control are deficient or even absent. Moreover, it illustrates well 
how a few committed civic activists seek to compensate for the absence 
of control on the institutional level.

Despite being aware of the limitations of its generalisation potential, 
Russia has been chosen as a case study since it can be considered to some 
extent an “extreme case” (Gerring 2007, 101–102). It features a highly 
militarised society15 where conditions for civic activism are adverse, since 
the patronising state either represses or seeks to co-opt independent 
forms of societal engagement.

Notwithstanding the unfavourable circumstances of a generally weak 
civil society sector, a marginalised but resilient segment of CSOs, dedi-
cated to monitoring of the armed forces and the protection of the rights 
of servicemen,16 (still) exists in Russia. This provides for an interest-
ing puzzle. what is more, public control is not a new phenomenon in 
the post-Soviet space. Despite having imported the concept of “civilian 
control” from the existing CMR literature, the notion of “public con-
trol” was not prescribed by social science theories alone. The interview 
partners and actors on the ground have themselves shaped the notion 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56384-8_2
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of obshchestvennyi kontrol’. In fact, control and verification have always 
played an important part in public life in Russia. The societal and offi-
cial discourses on “civilian” (grazhdanskii) and “public” (obshchestven-
nyi)17 control can be traced back to Soviet times. However, they seem to 
have reached new heights in recent years. Starting with Vladimir Putin’s 
second presidency in 2004, new institutions, known as public consul-
tative bodies (PCBs), have been created, with an agenda that is driven 
by very specific ideas of political culture, the state and the role of and 
 participation by citizens.

1.5  recruitment And conscription As speciAl focus

The importance of protecting and defending the rights of conscripts and 
servicepeople in Russian society has already been raised. Young men in 
Russia are by law18 obliged to perform military service. 300,000 con-
scripts between the age of 18 and 27 are drafted every year to serve 
in one of the branches of the huge Russian military apparatus. Since 
2004, legislation has provided for the possibility to opt for an AGS  to 
replace military service19; however, information about it is deliberately 
not  disseminated in education facilities or the media and, therefore, this 
 possibility is little known to the public.

Conscription, however, remains highly unpopular in Russian society. 
Most opinion poll respondents do not want to serve or see their rela-
tives serve due to the military’s reputation for abuse.20 In other words, 
the Russian population’s attitude towards conscription and the army 
in general is highly ambivalent. In the words of Betz and Plekhanov: 
“Public attitudes to the army are a jumble of traditional respect, fear, 
sympathy, and indifference” (2004, 168). The recruitment process and 
 conscription experience are perceived by many as a “rite of passage” but 
in reality are likely to be harmful to young men. what is more, due to 
their military service obligations, many cannot fulfil their educational 
aims or pursue their preferred career. Therefore, many conscripts actively 
try to avoid the draft.21

Recruitment and conscription hence represent a sort of “ gate-keeper” 
for civilians to get an insight into the inner life of the military organisa-
tion. It can be considered a policy field or issue of contestation between 
conscripts (as one of the most vulnerable groups in society), societal 
actors (that act on their behalf) and the military, or the authorities in 
charge of recruitment. The emphasis on the organisation of recruitment 
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and the handling of conscription processes represents not only an 
instructive analytical entry point, but also helps to narrow down the 
research in the vast field of SMR. For this reason, a special emphasis was 
placed on the issues of recruitment and conscription.

1.6  methodologicAl Aspects

The aim of this book is to study how social phenomena outside of formal 
state institutions influence and affect formal politics. More specifically, 
it seeks to prove the relevance of grassroots activism in society-state-
military relations for policy analysis and political decision-making. 
Consequently, the data on social phenomena will be interpreted in the 
light of its policy relevance and the consequences for the political system 
concerned. Therefore, both political science and sociological approaches 
are combined in order to look closely at the relationship between state 
power structures and civic activists. The choice of methods is interdisci-
plinary, combining various social sciences methods, namely qualitative-
interpretative analysis of interview narratives (Chaps. 6, 7), ethnographic 
methods (such as participant observation as a supplement to the inter-
view material, Chaps. 7, 8), structuring content analysis of primary polit-
ical and legal texts (Chaps. 5, 8) and case-oriented processtracing for the 
analysis of data over time (Chap. 8).22

44 interviews were conducted in the Russian Federation between 
October 2012 and November 2014.23 The main objective was to draw 
a rich portrait of civic activism “from below” in the politico–military 
sphere in Russian provinces. Thus, the sampling of organisations and 
interview partners was not limited to a study of organisations and initia-
tives active in federal level politics in Moscow and St. Petersburg. One 
of the main reasons is that actors in the federal cities are used to con-
tact with western organisations, are frequently interviewed by western 
researchers and, therefore, are exposed to and influenced by western 
concepts. Much of the substantial western research deals with the two 
biggest Russian cities, whereas the situation in the regions still remains 
fairly underexposed.

The principal focus of my research was on three cities: Perm’, 
Voronezh and Murmansk. For different reasons, these three cities 
attract a greater density of societal activists. The Perm’ Krai, for exam-
ple, has traditionally been a more liberal federal subject, due to the  
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former governor Oleg Chirkunov (2005–2012) who was relatively sym-
pathetic to CSOs in the region (however, this has apparently changed 
since Viktor Basargin took over in 2012 who was then followed by 
Maksim Reshetnikov as acting governor in February 2017). Voronezh 
in turn is a university city where many young people live. Finally, 
Murmansk Oblast’ is part of the sample, since it remains one of the most 
militarised regions of the Russian Federation due to the continued exist-
ence of the Northern Fleet and the Atomic Submarine Fleet as well as 
a highly protected border with Norway. As a result, numerous military 
units with many soldiers and conscripts are stationed in the region. Due 
to a few highly engaged, mainly young, activists, it seemed that objecting 
to military service and instead opting for the alternative civilian service is 
more normal in Murmansk than in other Russian cities.

Interview partners were questioned about their past and ongo-
ing activities, how they started to get involved in their work and what 
motivated them. Furthermore, they were encouraged to explain their 
mission, goals, methods, short-term tactics and long-term strategies. 
Emphasis was laid on problems they face, resources and financing, rela-
tions with state power structures and other CSOs and the perceived 
impact or changes that result from their work. Differentiating among 
knowledge levels, motives and cognitive behaviour in the narratives of 
interview partners allowed for a “translation” of data obtained from nar-
ratives into meaningful social categories.24 Narratives were analysed and 
 clustered according to four dimensions: motives and rationales, means 
and  methods, limitations and legal framework.

In addition to interview material, other data was used, such as news-
paper articles and media sources, “grey literature” (reports, public 
information provided both by authorities and societal organisations, edu-
cational material), and data from public opinion polls carried out mainly 
by Levada and VTsIOM, regarding public attitudes towards the armed 
forces and conscription. For the analysis in Chap. 5, primary politi-
cal and legal documentation and secondary literature were used. The 
process-tracing analysis in Chap. 8 demanded in addition a substantial 
number of primary records, such as stenographs from parliamentary 
readings and hearings as well as media reports on the legislative process 
relating to the AGS law during the period between 2000 and 2006. The 
“Integrum” database, which provides access to a wide range of Russian 
and CIS newspaper archives and full text coverage of press and media 
items since the beginning of the 1990s, was essential for this research. 
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For the coding of primary data, such as interview transcripts and steno-
graphs of parliamentary sessions, the computer-assisted qualitative data 
analysis (CAQDA) programme Atlas.ti was used.

The research was conducted in a challenging environment. It is evi-
dent that conscription and the military in general are sensitive topics. 
This is particularly true in Russia, where the military is omnipresent in 
almost every sphere of public life: from nursery schools to universities, 
politics and cultural life (bearing in mind the high number of military-
related national holidays). The military is still a male-dominated sphere 
and is often treated as a self-evident topic that is avoided, especially in 
conversations with foreigners.

1.7  plAn of the book

The conceptual part of this book begins with the “bigger picture” of 
contemporary armed forces control (Chap. 2) followed by an overview 
and comparison of existing understandings of civilian and public con-
trol in Russia and the west (Chap. 3). Chapter 4 presents the expanded 
framework of civilian control of the book. The subsequent empirical 
part covers the case study on post-Soviet Russia. As indicated earlier, 
the empirical chapters seek to inform and answer the above-formulated 
questions and hence are clustered corresponding to the outline of the 
assumptions. The purpose of Chap. 5 is to deal with institutional predis-
positions and settings in post-Soviet Russia. It delineates the emergence 
and trajectory of institutionalised forms of control since Soviet times 
and the creation of new, ideologically oriented institutions to monitor 
state structures. Chapter 6 provides an overview of the heterogeneous 
landscape of societal initiatives in Russia, with an emphasis on grassroots 
activism in the politico–military sphere. Chapter 7 then sheds light on 
agency aspects and the social practices of monitoring and control of the 
armed forces by local grassroots activists. Chapter 8 is dedicated to the 
study of a “sub-case” that illustrates the process and strategies of politi-
cal contestation between collective societal actors and the authorities 
concerning the genesis of the Russian AGS law. The concluding part 
(Chap. 9) ties together both theoretical and empirical findings from 
each  chapter, notably in light of the validity of the expanded framework 
of civilian and public control. This is followed by an attempt to draw a 
more comprehensive picture of the role of society in the control of state 
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