Adapting to Survive or Thrive: Civil Society, the Third Sector and Social Movements in ‘Post-Soviet’

Spaces: An Introduction to the Special Section

Introduction

The dissolution of the Soviet Union was heralded at the time as a victory for freedom of
thought, expression, enterprise, and democracy. It was also opportunity to implement economic and
political changes that would create long lasting vibrant and democratic societies across the ‘post-
soviet’ space (Fukuyama, 1993). Moreover, it was hoped that the mass participation events at the
heart of the dissolution of the Soviet Union would lead to the development of a vibrant civil space
that would act as bulwark against authoritarian backsliding. Unfortunately, such broad-brushed
assumptions did not account for the nuances in which former Soviet Union states gained their
independence (Kamerade et al., 2016), and how these nuances shaped their subsequent social,
political, and economic development. Instead, the ‘post-soviet’ space continues to be treated rather
homogeneously. This special section in Voluntary Sector Review challenges this by inviting and
selecting papers aimed to explores the contextualised dynamics of civil society in ‘post-soviet’
spaces. In so doing, offers a different lens on what constitutes ‘civil society’ beyond that found in
established democracies.

In many ‘post-soviet’ states, including some that chose to join the EU, civil society and its
actors have faced an increasingly hostile operating environment and shrinking space for their
activities (Toepler et al., 2020). Regulatory changes and/or intimidation aimed at curtailing its
activity, especially the ability to challenge the state, have become more commonplace. The Russian
Federation seemed to be driving the ‘policy innovations’ that underlie these approaches to civil
society and it actors (see for example, the 2006 NGO law (Crotty et al., 2014; Ljubownikow & Crotty,
2014) or the law on foreign agents (Moser & Skripchenko, 2018; Tysiachniouk et al., 2018)). Such
increasingly hostile or shrinking operating environments (Toepler et al., 2020) have made it harder
for civil society and its actors to respond to needs arising from national crises, hold governments to
account and/or bridge the gap between the individual and the state (see for example Crotty et al.,
2014; Szalai & Svensson, 2018). As a result, civil society in the ‘post-soviet’ space is often deemed as
being ‘weak’ and/or ineffective (Foa & Ekiert, 2017; Howard, 2002).

Yet, research focusing on specific contexts within the ‘post-soviet’ space also illustrates a
much more nuanced insights and experiences of civil society actors in the former Soviet Union states
(Astapova et al., 2022; Beichelt, 2004; Krasynska & Martin, 2017; Lenzi, 2002; Martus, 2023; Osborne
& Kaposvari, 1997; Pickvance, 1998). This has broadened our understanding of civil society generally,

illustrating the range of tactics actors might use to engage in such a hostile context (Blinnikov &



Lindsey, 2010; Channell-Justice, 2022; Fréhlich & Skokova, 2020; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2022;
Moser & Skripchenko, 2018; Stepanenko, 2006; Tysiachniouk et al., 2018), how such actors engage
to influence policy in a restrictive context (Kubicek, 1996; Kuti, 2004; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2016;
Pape & Skokova, 2022; Toepler & Frohlich, 2020), or the importance informality plays in the
engagement in voluntary and civic activity within ‘post-soviet’ contexts (Channell-Justice, 2022;
Gatskova & Gatskov, 2016; Krasynska & Martin, 2017; Orr, 2008). Furthermore, it has highlighted the
pragmatic and adaptable nature of civil society and its actors in the face of a shrinking civil society
space — something civil society actors in established democracies have also begun to experience.
Thus, this collective literature on civil society in the ‘post-soviet’ space has challenged dominant
conceptualisations of civil society and social movements more broadly (see, for example, Gagyi,
2015; Fagan, 2005; Mishler & Rose, 1997); not least as it illustrates a decoupling of ‘service
provision” and holding elites to account. Groups in such hostile environments are seen to engage
with constituents directly to provide a service or function, rather than on ‘their behalf’ to change the
policy that shapes that function. This challenges the more tradition notion of civil society and actors
therein acting as a bridge between the individual and the state. So, in this special section, we further
explore the development of civil society, social movements and their agents within the ‘post-soviet’
space, and the contribution of such studies make to the wider theoretical construct of ‘civil society’.
Thus, we bring together 4 papers that provide interesting and context specific insight into civil
society and its actors in ‘post-soviet’ spaces.

The first paper of this special section focuses on civil society actors in the environmental
movement (Selivanova and Franceschelli, in this issue). In their paper, Selivanova and Franceschelli
explore civil society actors aiming to change policy in the face of increased state repression and a
shrinking space for civil society (Toepler et al., 2020). For this, the authors operationalise Petrova
and Tarrow’s (2007) participatory-transactional activism framework to examine the social movement
organisations ‘RazDel’niy Sbor’ (RS) in St. Petersburg, Russia. RS started off intending to engage the
public and generate public participation in waste separation. However, to institutionalise and have a
lasting impact on environmental practices, RS realised the need to engage with and get support from
the state and its actors (in this case, local government). Selivanova and Franceschelli highlight how
RS engage in both participative (engaging the public) and transactional (engaging with the state)
approaches to further its aims. Their paper demonstrates the interchangeable nature of these
approaches to activism used by civil society actors in a hostile operating environment. RS presents
an interesting case as it allows the authors to look at newly established civil society actors who lack
institutional embeddedness but were nonetheless able to engage in transaction activism, which are

activities that require access to networks in the institutional set-up of the state. Mirroring the insight



from others (Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2016; Moser & Skripchenko, 2018; Tysiachniouk et al., 2018), a
key component of RS’s mobilisation strategy has been focused on ‘depoliticised’ their activities —
even those that aim to change policy. This enables Selivanova and Franceschelli to contribute to the
growing literature that illustrates ways in which civil society actors can raise and advance their
agendas within hostile institutional contexts (Dai & Spires, 2018; Li et al., 2017; Ljubownikow &
Crotty, 2016; Zeng et al., 2019). In this specific case, this speaks to the observation by others about
civil society in Russia of the more it changes, the more it stays the same (Crotty, 2006; Ljubownikow
et al., 2013). This paper also serves as a reminder of the localised and placed-based nature of civil
society and its engagement with the state and its agents, as well as the impotence of civil society
actors in restrictive contexts to challenge the state in a meaningful way.

The second paper in this special collection focuses specifically on the advocacy activities of
civil society actors. In this paper, Davidenko and larskaia-Smirnova (this issue) examine
administrative advocacy by civil society actors in Russia’s repressive authoritarian regime. In so
doing, Davidenko and larskaia-Smirnova also illustrate the limited spaces for engagement that civil
society actors have, mirroring others that explored advocacy in this context (Ljubownikow & Crotty,
2016; Pape & Skokova, 2022). The authors illustrate that a key characteristic of a repressive regime is
legislative ambiguity (Dai & Spires, 2018; Howell, 2012; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2016) which enables
the state and its governance system flexibility in enforcement or regulation (something Ledeneva
(2006) terms suspended punishment in the context of Russia) ensuring everyone is being kept on
their toes as well as widespread acquiescence just in case (Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2022). However,
Davidenko and larskaia-Smirnova demonstrate that this can also provide opportunities for civil
society actors to engage with the state and its administrative system. To explore the ability of civil
society actors to exploit such policy opportunity structures, Davidenko and larskaia-Smirnova
examine the activities of civil society actors focused on reducing violence against women. Violence
against women is a contested policy field in the Russian Federation as it is often seen as going
counter to the ‘traditional family’ values discourses promoted by the state (Johnson, 2023). As in the
first paper, the authors illustrated the local focus of civil society actors in terms of advancing their
aims. The paper illustrates how actors, at the local level, can engage with the administrative
apparatus of the state to advocacy and influence practices. However, much of this remains reliant on
personal connections within governance networks, rather than institutionalised ways of engagement
accessible to all. Consequently, the paper adds to the growing literature on advocacy by civil society
actors in repressive and restrictive operating environments. Russia’s crackdown on rights-based

organisations leading up to and after the beginning of the war in Ukraine is a further indication of



the increasing futile engagement in advocacy in such a context but also the state-capture of
governance networks illustrated by Davidenko and larskaia-Smirnova.

In the third paper in this special section, Mullins (this issue) examines civil society actors that
address issues around disability in Russia. Like the first two papers, this paper illustrates the
dominating and restrictive nature of the Russian state and, as a consequence, the limitations that
civil society actors experience, in particular with regard to what Mullins refers to as political activities
or actions. Thus, in this assertion, the paper dovetails with other research illustrating that civil
society actors focus on the social or economic issues (Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2016; Pape & Skokova,
2022) instead of the more contentious issue of human rights. Echoing the broader literature on
Russian civil society, the paper highlights this often as a tactical choice by civil society actors (Crotty
& Ljubownikow, 2020; Moser & Skripchenko, 2018; Tysiachniouk et al., 2018). As such, this paper
illustrates how civil society actors might need to engage in camouflaging what they do to achieve
their aims and pursue their agendas, if these are at odds with that of a restrictive state (Claus &
Tracey, 2019; Neuberger et al., 2023). Mullins highlights the subjectivity and rhetoric approach of
actors within one such context. In focusing on less contested rights issues, those that allow the state
to accommodate claims without it representing a challenge to the regime maintenance (Henry,
2012; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2022), actors in Mullin’s study can advance their agendas. In exploring
the subjectivity of individuals in decisions about rights and associated activities, the paper aims to
expand our understanding of civil society and social movements and their response to coercive
pressures. Drawing on 61 interviews and using thematic analysis, the paper illustrates the nuanced
and subjective perception of rights and the distinctions made by actors about what types of rights
and associated claims are possible in Russia’s hostile environment. The insight offered by this rich
data highlights the nuances of the rhetorical and discursive tensions and distinctions that actors
consider in their decision-making. It also illustrates how, as a result, activities are often focused on
challenging and changing practices rather than changing policy —i.e., change within the boundaries
set by the state, even activities that are camouflaging wider changes to the institutional context
(Crotty & Ljubownikow, 2020; Pape & Skokova, 2022; Toepler & Frohlich, 2020). As such, it aligns
with the first two papers in this special section and the extent literature in both Russian and other
similar contexts illustrates that in hostile and repressive context civil society actors focus/are forced
to focus on social or welfare activities (or similar activities that do not elicit a negative elite
response) rather than those that directly engage in activities challenging institutional arrangements
(Claus & Tracey, 2019; Crotty & Ljubownikow, 2020; Dai & Spires, 2018; Kulmala, 2016; Ljubownikow
& Crotty, 2022; Neuberger et al., 2023; Pape & Skokova, 2022). In shining a light on how subject

understandings inform actions, the paper illustrates the use of perception/portrayal of competence



to make claims against the state and change local practices (Crotty & Ljubownikow, 2020; Zeng et al.,
2019).

In the fourth paper in this special section, Mikheieva and Kuznetsova (in this issue) examine
volunteering in the context of a protracted war. The paper focuses on volunteering activities around
internally displaced people in Ukraine post-2014. This paper focuses on a critical activity to civil
society and its actors within a context in which internally displaced people (IDPs) can create
significant societal challenges. In their focus on Ukraine, the authors illustrate that within this
context, IDPs relied heavily on voluntary help as both international and domestic responses were
slow to get off the ground in 2014. The authors illustrate that much of this voluntary activity and
associated help came from within IDP communities themselves. In exploring this, the authors speak
to the broader literature on civil society in Ukraine as well as the key feature of informality
highlighted by the extended literature (Channell-Justice, 2022; Gatskova & Gatskov, 2016; Krasynska
& Martin, 2017; Martsenyuk & Troian, 2018). Bringing together different studies to take a
longitudinal view, Mikheieva and Kuznetsova draw on quantitative and qualitative analysis to
illustrate how it was volunteers and not the state that first engaged with IDP in 2014. In illustrating
the volunteering practices, they can highlight how practices and approaches that emerged in 2014
contributed to addressing the IDP crisis that followed Russia’s 2022 invasion. In framing their ideas,
the authors mirror others in showing the pivotal role the Euromaidan protest played in the
development and understanding of civil society in Ukraine (Channell-Justice, 2022; Gatskova &
Gatskov, 2016; Krasynska & Martin, 2017; Onuch, 2014, 2021). In exploring IDPs voluntary
engagements to help IDPs, the authors also illuminate the positive nature of accompanying public
discourses. This starkly contrasts the often-negative discourses civil society actors face in more
hostile contexts, as illustrated in the first three papers on this special section. The author's study also
illustrates that the flexible and dynamic nature of the informal volunteer response to the crisis in
2014 addressed the state’s failure to do so at the time, and the localised and community-natured
focus of such responses. In taking a more longitudinal approach, the paper also provides some
insight into the difficulty of institutionalisation and formalisation of many bottom-up activities,
particularly regarding required resources (time, money, and human resources). However, the
authors highlight that the voluntary response to the 2014 IDP crisis led to the establishment of new
practices of collaboration amongst civil society, businesses, and state actors. As a result, the actors
were in a better position to cope with the high numbers of IDPs in 2022.

These four articles have illustrated how some civil society actors have had to adapt to
survive. Despite looking at separate institutional context and issues, all four papers focus on

practices and processes that civil society actor shape or influence. In more hostile contexts, this



seems to come at the expense of creating a strong and established counterweight to the state. It
does seem that civil society is able to ‘thrive’ within the boundaries set by the state (Crotty &
Ljubownikow, 2020) but, at the same time, not able to ‘prevent’ the increasing authoritarianism. The
commonalities across the first three papers also highlight that the often-hyperlocal nature of civil
society actors' focus and activity has effectively given the Russian state absolutist power. The fourth
paper, despite illustrating the significant institutional challenges civil society actors face, paints a
more upbeat picture of the development of civil society in the post-soviet context. In a context that
is open or aims to open up to democratic practices, such as Ukraine, civil society actors can make a
critical contribution, even in times of crisis. However, across all four papers, the local focus of what
civil society actors do is also reflective of the fragmentation of civil society and its actors that has

characterised civil society across this region after the Soviet Union collapsed (Crotty, 2009).

References

Astapova, A., Navumau, V., Nizhnikau, R., & Polishchuk, L. (2022). Authoritarian Cooptation of Civil
Society: The Case of Belarus. Europe-Asia Studies, 74(1), 1-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2021.2009773

Bamberger, P. A., & Pratt, M. G. (2010). Moving Forward by Looking Back: Reclaiming
Unconventional Research Contexts and Samples in Organizational Scholarship. Academy of
Management Journal, 53(4), 665—671.

Batsaikhan U., & Dabrowski, M. (2017) Central Asia — twenty-five years after the breakup of the
USSR, Russian Journal of Economics, 3 (3): 296-320.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ruje.2017.09.005.

Beichelt, T. (2004). Autocracy and democracy in Belarus, Russia and Ukraine. Democratization, 11(5),
113-132.

Bernhard, M. (1993). Civil Society and Democratic Transition in East Central Europe. Political Science
Quarterly, 108(2), 307-326.

Blinnikov, M. S., & Lindsey, J. R. (2010). Green youth of Russia, Kazakhstan and Ukraine: After-school
naturalist programs in post-Soviet space. International Research in Geographical and

Environmental Education, 19(3), 207-225. https://doi.org/10.1080/10382046.2010.496978



Channell-Justice, E. (2022). Without the state: Self-organization and political activism in Ukraine.
University of Toronto Press.

Chaulia, S. (2006). Democratisation, NGOs and ‘colour revolutions’.
http://www.opendemocracy.net/globalization-
institutions_government/colour_revolutions_3196.jsp

Claus, L., & Tracey, P. (2019). Making Change from Behind a Mask: How Organizations Challenge
Guarded Institutions by Sparking Grassroots Activism. Academy of Management Journal.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0507

Crotty, J. (2006). Reshaping the Hourglass? The Environmental Movement and Civil Society
Development in the Russian Federation. Organization Studies, 27(9), 1319-1338.

Crotty, J. (2009). Making a Difference? NGOs and Civil Society Development in Russia. Europe-Asia
Studies, 61(1), 85-108.

Crotty, J., Hall, S. M., & Ljubownikow, S. (2014). Post-Soviet Civil Society Development in the Russian
Federation: The Impact of the NGO Law. Europe-Asia Studies, 66(8), 1253—-1269.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2014.941697

Crotty, J., & Ljubownikow, S. (2020). Creating Organisational Strength from Operationalising
Restrictions: Welfare Nonprofit Organisations in the Russian Federation. VOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00271-0

Dai, J., & Spires, A. ). (2018). Advocacy in an Authoritarian State: How Grassroots Environmental
NGOs Influence Local Governments in China. The China Journal, 79, 62—83.
https://doi.org/10.1086/693440

Finkel, E., & Brudny, Y. M. (2012). Russia and the colour revolutions. Democratization, 19(1), 15-36.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.641297

Foa, R. S., & Ekiert, G. (2017). The weakness of postcommunist civil society reassessed. European

Journal of Political Research, 56(2), 419-439. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12182



Frohlich, C., & Skokova, Y. (2020). Two for One: Public Welfare and Regime Legitimacy Through State
Funding for CSOs in Russia. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary & Nonprofit
Organizations, 31(4), 698—709. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00203-y

Fukuyama, F. (1993). The End of History and the Last Man. Penguin UK.

Gatskova, K., & Gatskov, M. (2016). Third Sector in Ukraine: Civic Engagement Before and After the
“Euromaidan”. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations,
27(2), 673-694. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-015-9626-7

Hale, H. (2006). Democracy or autocracy on the march? The colored revolutions as normal dynamics
of patronal presidentialism. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 39(3), 305-329.

Henry, L. A. (2012). Complaint-making as political participation in contemporary Russia. Communist
and Post-Communist Studies, 45(3—4), 243-254.

Howard, M. M. (2002). The Weakness of Postcommunist Civil Society. Journal of Democracy, 13(1),
157-169.

Howell, J. (2012). Civil Society, Corporatism and Capitalism in China. The Journal of Comparative
Asian Development, 11(2), 271-297. https://doi.org/10.1080/15339114.2012.711550

Jacobsson, K., & Korolczuk, E. (Eds.). (2021). Civil society revisited: Lessons from Poland (First
paperback edition). berghahn.

Johnson, J. E. (2023). Russian Authoritarian Policymaking: The Politics of Domestic Violence after
Partial Decriminalisation. Problems of Post Communism online first
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2023.2274074

Kamerade, D., Crotty, J., & Ljubownikow, S. (2016). Civil liberties and Volunteering in Six Former
Soviet Union Countries. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(6), 1150-1168.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764016649689

Krasynska, S., & Martin, E. (2017). The Formality of Informal Civil Society: Ukraine’s EuroMaidan.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 28(1), 420-449.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-016-9819-8



Kubicek, P. (1996). Variations on a Corporatist Theme: Interest Associations in Post-Soviet Ukraine
and Russia. Europe-Asia Studies, 48(1), 27—-46.

Kulmala, M. (2016). Post-Soviet ‘Political’? ‘Social’ and ‘Political’ in the Work of Russian Socially
Oriented Csos. Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet Democratization, 24(2), 199—
224.

Kuti, E. (2004). Civic Service in Eastern Europe and Central Asia: From Mandatory Public Work
Toward Civic Service. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(4), 795-97S.

Ledeneva, A. V. (2006). How Russia Really Works: The Informal Practices That Shaped Post-Soviet
Politics and Business (1st ed.). Cornell University Press.

Lenzi, M. (2002). Lost Civilization: The Thorough Repression of Civil Society in Belarus.
Demokratizatsiya, 10(3), 401-424.

Li, H., Lo, C. W.-H., & Tang, S.-Y. (2017). Nonprofit Policy Advocacy under Authoritarianism. Public
Administration Review, 77(1), 103—-117. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12585

Ljubownikow, S., & Crotty, J. (2014). Civil Society in a Transitional Context: The Response of Health
and Educational NGOs to Legislative Changes in Russia’s Industrialized Regions. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 43(4), 759-776.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764013482396

Ljubownikow, S., & Crotty, J. (2016). Nonprofit Influence on Public Policy Exploring Nonprofit
Advocacy in Russia. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(2), 314-332.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764015583121

Ljubownikow, S., & Crotty, J. (2022). Achieving regulatory legitimacy in volatile institutional contexts:
The case of Russian nonprofits. Socio-Economic Review, mwac006.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwac006

Ljubownikow, S., Crotty, J., & Rodgers, P. (2013). The State and Civil Society in Post-Soviet Russia:
The Development of a Russian Style Civil Society. Progress in Development Studies, 13(2),

153-166. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464993412466507



Martsenyuk, T., & Troian, |. (2018). Gender Role Scenarios of Women's Participation in Euromaidan
Protests in Ukraine. In E. Resende, D. Budryté, & D. Buhari-Gulmez (Eds.), Crisis and Change
in Post-Cold War Global Politics: Ukraine in a Comparative Perspective (pp. 129-153).
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78589-9 6

Martus, E. (2023). Building a green state? Environmental politics in Georgia. Eurasian Geography and
Economics, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/15387216.2023.2169949

Moser, E., & Skripchenko, A. (2018). Russian NGOs and Their Struggle for Legitimacy in the Face of
the ‘Foreign Agents’ Law: Surviving in Small Ecologies. Europe-Asia Studies, 70(4), 591-614.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1444145

Neuberger, I., Kroezen, J., & Tracey, P. (2023). Balancing “Protective Disguise” with “Harmonious
Advocacy”: Social Venture Legitimation in Authoritarian Contexts. Academy of Management
Journal, 66(1), 67-101. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2020.0517

Onuch, O. (2014). The Maidan and Beyond: Who Were the Protesters? Journal of Democracy, 25(3),
44-51. https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2014.0045

Onuch, O. (2021). ‘Maidans’ and movements: Legacies, innovations, and contention in independent
Ukraine. In N. Stoltzfus & C. Osmar (Eds.), The Power of Populism and People: Resistance and
Protest in the Modern World (pp. 89—114). Bloomsbury Publishing.

Orr, S. D. (2008). Identity and Civil Society in Latvia, Poland, and Ukraine. Women’s NGOs. East
European Politics and Societies, 22(04), 856—878.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325408316532

Osborne, S. P., & Kaposvari, A. (1997). Towards a Civil Society? Exploring Its Meanings in the Context
of Post-Communist Hungary. Journal of European Social Policy, 7(3), 209-222.

Pape, U., & Skokova, Y. (2022). Nonprofit advocacy in Russia’s regions. Journal of Civil Society, 0(0),
1-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/17448689.2022.2061545

Petrova, T., & Tarrow, S. (2007). Transactional and Participatory Activism in the Emerging European

Polity. Comparative Political Studies, 40(1), 74-94.



Pickvance, K. (1998). Democracy and Grassroots Opposition in Eastern Europe: Hungary and Russia
Compared. The Sociological Review, 46(2), 187-207.

Salamon, L. M., & Benevolenski, V. (2021). Putting Nonprofits on the Policy Agenda of Post-Soviet
Russia: A Story of Convergence. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 50(1), 213-234.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764020927463

Stepanenko, V. (2006). Civil Society in Post-Soviet Ukraine: Civic Ethos in the Framework of
Corrupted Sociality? East European Politics and Societies, 20(4), 571-597.

Szalai, J., & Svensson, S. (2018). On Civil Society and the Social Economy in Hungary. Intersections.
East European Journal of Society and Politics, 4(4), Article 4.
https://doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v4i4.471

Toepler, S., & Frohlich, C. (2020). Advocacy in authoritarian contexts: The case of disability NGOs in
Russia. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 40(11/12), 1473—1489.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JSSP-03-2020-0077

Toepler, S., Zimmer, A., Frohlich, C., & Obuch, K. (2020). The Changing Space for NGOs: Civil Society
in Authoritarian and Hybrid Regimes. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00240-7

Tysiachniouk, M., Tulaeva, S., & Henry, L. (2018). Civil Society under the Law ‘On Foreign Agents’:
NGO Strategies and Network Transformation. Europe-Asia Studies, 70(4), 615-637.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1463512

Zeng, F., Dai, J., & Javed, J. (2019). Frame alignment and environmental advocacy: The influence of
NGO strategies on policy outcomes in China. Environmental Politics, 28(4), 747-770.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2018.1525805



