CHAPTER 4

Institutional Design in the First Russian Republic

The outcome of the August 1991 putsch attempt dramatically and fun-
damentally changed the course of Soviet and Russian history. Even for Rus-
sia, a country both blessed and cursed with a history of pivotal tuming
points, these three days rank as some of the most important. For the first
time since the Bolsheviks had seized power in 1917, Soviet authorities had
moved to quell social opposition in Russia and failed. However fleeting in
time and local in place, this successful defiance of Soviet authorities altered
the balance of power between the ancien régime and its challengers in
favor of the challengers. '

The moment was euphoric. For many Russian citizens, perhaps no time
is remembered with greater fondness than the initial days after the failed
August 1ggt coup.! On the third day of resistance, when victory was al-
ready at hand, a chant of “za sebya,” for yourself, erupted among the de-
fenders of the White House because this moment was as much a trivmph
for the individual Russtan citizen as it was a political victory for Yeltsin and
his allies.2 In his memoirs, Yegor Gaidar recalls being proud of his people
for the first time and compares the August euphoria to Russia’s last popu-
lar victory over tyranny in February 19173 Even Gorbachev belatedly rec-
ognized that after the August events, there “occurred a cardingl break with
the totalitarian system and a decisive move in favor of the democratic

1For a flavor of these times, see V Auguste 91-go: Rossiya glazami ochevidtsev (Moscow: Lim-
bus-Press, 1993); and Victoria Bonnell, Ann Cooper, and Gregory Freidin, Russia at the Bar-
ricades: Eyewitness Accounts of the August 1991 Coup (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1 694}

2The author is grateful to Trene Stevenson for sharing this memory from the third day of
the coup atternpt.

$Yegor Gaidar, Dni porazhenii i pobed (Moscow: Vagrius, 1995), 76.
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forces.” Western reactions were €ven more euphoric, with headlines de-
claring “Serfdom’s End: A Thousand Years of Autocracy Are Reversed.™

Immediately after the failed coup, Russia’s revolutionaries took advan-
tage of their windfall political power to arrest coup plotters, ban the CPSU,
occupy Communist Party headquarters, and tear down the statue of Felix
Dzerzhinsky, founder of the modern-day KGB. But what was to be done
next? As in all revolutions, destruction of the ancien régime proved easier
than construction of a new order. Although August 1gQ1 may have sig-
naled the end of comumunist rule and, only a few months later, the end of
the Soviet state, it remained unclear what kind of political regime, eco-
nomic system, or society could or should fill the void. Even the borders of
the state were uncertain, Especially for those in power, the euphoria sur-
rounding the closing of the Soviet past was quickly overshadowed by the
uncertainty haunting the beginning of Russia’s future.

This chapter describes the preferences and strategies of Russia’s new lead-
ers for reconfiguring the economic, political, and state institutions in the
wake of the opportunity for institutional redesign created by the failed Au-
gust coup. The next chapter, chapter 5, traces the consequences of these
strategies for institutional design or the lack thereof. The first part of this
chapter, chapter 4, reconstitutes the context that shaped decision making,
focusing in particular on the wide agenda of change still facing institutional
designers and the uncertain distribution of power between those for and
against radical change. The remainder of the chapter ouilines Yeltsin's
strategies for dealing with three major issues left unresolved from the pre-
vious period—defining the borders of the state(s), reforming the economy,
and designing new political institutions for governing Russia.

THE CONTEXT OF INSTITUTIONAL DESIGN:
LARGE AGENDAS, AMBIGUOUS MANDATES

Transition without Resoluiion

For many observers at the time, the failed coup attempt and the victory
of the Russian democrats in August 1991 marked the “end of transition.”
This moment demarcated the “death of communism” or the end of Bol-
shevik rule.’ For those involved in this “end of history” moment, however,

4Gorbachey, as quoted in Sovetshaya Rossiya, October 22, 1991, L.

$This title is from Time, September 2, 1993, 3.

6For metaphors of finality in describing this moment, see the special edition of the Natignal
Interest called “The Strange Death of Soviet Commanism,” 51 (Spring 1993); Martin Malia, The
Soviet Tragedy: A History of Socialism in Russia, 19171991 (New York: Free Press, 1994} David
Rermick, Lenin’s Tomb {New York: Vintage Press, 19g4) - In keeping with the kife-death metaphor
Remmnick titled his next book about Russia Resurrection (New York: Vintage Raoks, 1g8).
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

¢ did not seem so closed and the future looked highly uncertain.
Mot striking was that in fall 1991, the agenda of change was still large and
‘ eldy because the transitional politics of the previous year had not re-
ed several fundamental issues. The problem of creating new political
ions for governing—the only question on the agenda during most
sitions from authoritarian rule in the noncommunist world—was actu-
of least concern to Russian leaders. Although the rules of the game for
erning Russia were still ill-defined, the victors in the August standoff be-
ed they first had to address two other issues on the agenda—the orga-
on of the economy and the demarcation of the borders of the state.
en the ancien régime collapsed in August 1991, Russia’s revolutionary
iallengers were given the opportunity and burden of pursuing economic
transformation simultaneously with political change. Even nrore pressing was
e issue of delineating the borders of the state. In August 1991, Russia had
o sovereign borders, no sovereign Currency, no sovereign army, and weak,
¢ jll-defined state institutions. Even after the December 1991 agreement (o
*create the Commonwealth of Independent States, Russia’s political, territo-
“1al, and psychological locations were still uncertain. Throughout the newly
.independent states of the former Soviet Union that surrounded Russia, thirty
million ethnic Russians became ex-patriots overnight; at the same time, eth-
nic minorities within the Russian Federation pushed for their own indepen-
_dence. As Dankwart Rustow emphasized, defining the boundaries of the state
is a precondition for democratic transition.” Russian leaders had to know
where their state was before they could begin to build new political institu-
tions to govern it. As for the economy, the abject failure of the Soviet com-
mand system, especially in the last years of the Gorbachev era, meant that
economic reform had to be addressed immediately.

This Jarge agenda of change still loomed in fall 1991 because of the lack
of progress during the Gorbachev era in forging new institutional arrange-
ments. Gorbachev had initiated a series of political and economic reforms,
but his innovations had not produced institutional consolidation in either
the economy or polity because major actors had failed to agree on a set of
new rules; instead, they had opted to fight over competing visions of these
new rules. The Soviet-Russian mode of transition was neither imposed nor
pacted. No hegemonic power spelled out new rules of the game for others
to follow. On the contrary, no single leader had the power to fiat into place
a new political order. Nor were rules negotiated to delineate the path from
old to new. After a period of polarized political competition between two
antithetical camps, one side—Yeltsin's side—abruptly assumed power from
the other. Soviet and Russian leaders had attempted to negotiate a new set
of rules for governing before August 1991. If the coup attempt had not oc-

ankwart Rustow, “Transitions to Democracy: Toward a Dynamic Model,” Comparative Pol
itics 2 {April 19%70): 351.
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curred, these bargains might have formed the basis for anew constitutional
order within the Soviet Union. The sudden shock of the coup attempt,
however, derailed these negotiations. Specifically, the winners of the August
19g1 showdown no longer felt compelled to honor the terms of the Union
treaty; instead, they moved to take advantage of the temporary weakness of
the leaders of the ancien régime in hopes of seizing a better deal.

This mode of transition left many rules of the game of Russia’s new polity
ncodified, and subject to manipulation. Was the Soviet pres-
resident the true holder of ex~

of state or was the Russian p
t Party be considered one among

derstood as a criminal or-
d within Soviet territory?
s lingered in the more
rules of the game and

Tue FirsT RUsSia

ambiguous, U
ident the head
ecutive power?® Should the Communis
many political parties or was the Party better un
ganization that had imprisoned the nations locate
Moreover, these ambiguities about the political rule
general context of uncertainty about the economic

the definition of the borders of the state.

A Lingering, Ambiguous Distribution of Power
After standing down the attempted putsch in August 1991, Yeltsin en-
¢ both within Russia and throughout the

joyed immense popular suppor

world. This power “from the streets,” however, was ephemeral at best and

a mirage at worst. Yeltsin's authority was not institationalized bn political

organizations oT state organs. Even the powers of his presidential office
thority over such insti-

were ambiguously defined. Basic delineation of au
k or the the Soviet armed forces was unciear.

tutions as the Central Ban
The extent of Yeltsin's power was not the only gray area. Equally myste-
al forces that favored preservation of

riouswas the strength of those politic
the Soviet political and economic orders. In August 191, they appeared

weak and disorganized. They soon recovered from this embarrassing mo-
ment, however, and organized within the Russian Congress of People’
Deputies, within regional governments (especially in Jocal soviets and in
executive offices), and on the streets 0 demonstrate thelr power.
By fall 1991, indicators of the balance of power among these different po
litical forces were ambiguous and contradictory. Yeltsin had won a landslid
victory in the June 1991 presidential elections. However, just three month
before the June presidential vote, no percent of the population had vote!
to preserve the Soviet Union, Similaxly, Yeltsin's allies had demonstrated I

untries undergoing democratization 40

caciilated between military and democral
ation. As O'Donnell and Schmitt
ed “had some of these rudes &

d Philippe Schmitter, °
ore: Job

of transition, many o
start with a tabula rasa. In coundries that have
rule, old institutions ¢an be revived during democratiz
conclude in their multicase study, all case studies examin

procedures [of democracy] in the past.” Guillermo O'Donnell an
sition from Authoritarion Rugle: Tentative Conchusions about Uncertain Democracies (Baltim

Hopkins University Press, 1986), 8.

21 establishing rules
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

ve and resilience in defending the White House against Soviet tanks. Yet
y the citizens of St. Petersburg, Ekaterinburg, and Nizhnii Novgorod repli-
ted Moscow’s mobilized defiance, Throughout the rest of Russia, there
“were only scattered demonstrations of support for Yeltsin and the democrats,
and only a few enterprises answered Yeltsin's call for a nationwide strike.’
" Most regional government leaders remained quiet throughout the dramatic
days of August, siding with neither the Soviet nor the Russian government.
August 1001 represented a victory for the democrats, but the war over Rus-
sia’s future had not ended. The distribution of power between those for and
against change remained relatively balanced and relatively ili-defined.

As a consequence of this ambiguous yet relatively equal distribution of
power between revolutionaries and restorationists, Russia’s new leaders could
not—or perceived that they could not—bulldoze old institutions and erect
new ones. The use of force was considered, but Russia’s revolutionaries wisely
refrained from using violence to achieve their goals of political, economic,
and state transformation. This strategic decision allowed many Soviet insti-
tutions as well as the organizations created and privileged by these institu-
tions to linger in the post-Soviet era. Historical legacies influence all revolu-
tions, but the shadow of the past was especially long (and dark} in this
wransition because the strategy of co-option rather than confrontation al-
lowed institutions and individuals from the ancien régime to persist.

Yeltsin and Russia’s revolutionaries, therefore, did not enjoy a tabula rasa
in designing new institations in 1991.1° The Soviet regime imploded in
1gg1, but constituent elements of the old system remained in place. Al-
though Russia’s abrupt, revolutionary mode of transition removed guide-
posts for navigating the transition, the nonviolent nature of the transition
also allowed many individuals, institutions, and social forces endowed with
certain rights and powers in the Soviet system to continue to play impor-
tant political and economic roles in the post-Soviet era. Unlike pacted tran-
sitions in nonrevolutionary situations, this transition was one in which the
roles of these old actors and institutions were not clearly defined before
August 19g1.! Unlike violent revolutions, this revolution was one in which
these forces were neither suppressed nor destroyed.

9fchn Dunlop, The Rise of Russia and the Fall of the Souiet Emjrire (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1998), 256~287- :

10This irage of an institutional tabula rasa appears frequently in the literature on post-
communist transitions. See, for instance, Jon Elster, Claus Offe, and Ulrich Preuss, Institu-
tional Design in Post-Communist Societies: Rebuilding the Ship at Sea (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1998), 2527

¥ [n many transitions, leaders and rules from the ancien régime linger, bt the mOSE SUC-
cessful negotiated transitions attempt 1o define their place and function so that these people
and practices do not undermine the new democratic polity. The role assigned to General
Pinochet as head of the armed forces in Chile after 2 transition to democracy is 2 good ex-
ample of the delineation of rights and limits on old actors in the new polity.
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The Centrality of Choice polidical
: the all-1
The mode of transition, the lingering unfinished agenda of change, Perha
and the ambiguous balance of power between those for and against rev- Gorbacl
olution placed restraints on Russia’s new leaders in their quest to re- : diately 3
make a Russian state, polity, and economic systent. However, it is wrong ) being i
to suggest that individuals had no say or influence over the kinds of po~ - newly w
litical institutions that emerged and ultimately failed ik the wake of the F withoue
putsch attempt in August 1gg1. On the contrary, all macro-changes ology” ¢
brought about by Russia's revolution had micro-foundations. Working viet Uni
under conditions of uncertainty, political actors and the political oT- B objectiy
ganizations they headed nonetheless made consequential decisions it allow:
about the design of new political institutions. In the fluid moment of At the
fall 1991, the potential impact of individual initiative was especially siderab
great, and no one had more capacity to influence Russia’s future course straines
than Boris Yeltsin. litical &
At the time, Yeltsin seemed invincible. His dramatic stand against the opport
putsch endowed his Russian government with more power and legitimacy AWATE ¢

than that enjoyed by any other individual, group, or institution in the So- 1991}
viet Union. The next most legitimate political actor in Russia was the Con- take ad
gress of People’s Deputies, and in fall 1991, the Congress was loyal to the cepts a
president. Because most deputies supported the defense of the White a polit
House, it was not unreasonable to assume that this political institution from a
would continue to support Veltsin. As a demonstration of its support, in stan (¢
toric 1t

November 1991 the Russian Congress of People’s Deputies granted Yeltsin

permission to rule by decree.
Amazingly, potential challengers of Yeltsin and the Congress demon- I spe
strated little resolve. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union had all but the f
disintegrated before August 1991 and therefore was notin a position to 12 Ay
mount a counteroffensive against Yeltsin and the democrats. The possi- Gorbac]
bility of collective action by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union Otuely n
(CPSU) ended with the creation of the Commonwealth of Independen .:Sm}gzlants
States, as Communist Party leaders in the republics seized the opportt : ﬁlucta:
ter the

obs as first secretaries into new positions as head

¢ came complete with international recognition

The Soviet military and KGB, organs tha
were st

nity to transiate their j
of state—positions tha

and greater domestic legitimacy.
could have launched an assault against the Russian president,

in a state of paralysis and disarray after the coup. Soctal movements OP
posed to Yeltsin's sweeping actions were dwarfed in size, organization, 20!
popularity at the time by social movernents such as Democratic Russia tha
supported the Russian president. The Soviet Congress of P )

Deputies essentially dissolved itself without 2 fight, eliminating from th

eople
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¢ reform has been Jeared [literally, “de-
rtunity in the next several months to stabi-
the process of improvemem.1

THE FIRST Russl

small steps is oveX. The field fo

mined”]. We have 2 unigue OppPo
lize the economic gituation and begin

Like many other revolutionary le ransitions, he could
nave used this window of opportunity to establish a harsh authoritarian state:
digband all political institutons not subordinate to the president’s office, sus-
pend individual political fiberties, and deploy coercive police units to en-

10 to do so.1® Even sev-

force executive policies.® His opponents expected him
¢s in Democratic Russia warned at the time that

eral of his former supporte
Yelisin planned to create 2 dictatorship®’ Nikolai Travkin, 2 colleague of
AN CONEresses, feared that the former

Yeltsin's in both the Soviet and Russt
ber did not undeystand the conceptof 2 loyal opposition and

Politburo mem
would soon move 1o re-create a one-party state 2 Several of Yeltsins advisors
urged him 10 consider this authoritarian strategy, at least as an interim solu-
tion to collapsing state power throughout the country. Moscow mayor Gavriil
hed a treafise on how to exit the crisis, advocating a strong
with authori’tzu’iaunisutx.2

aders during such

Popov even publis
executive authority that some equated
On the other hand, Yeltsin could have taken steps O consolidate a demo-
cratic potity. Fle could have disbanded old Soviet government institutons,
adopted anew constitution codifying the division of poweT between executive, .
Jegislative, and judiciary a8 well as federal and regional bodies, and called new
elections to st vlate the development of a muiltiparty system- Many leaders
in the democratic movement expected him €O take this course of action.
Yeltsin, however, pursued neither strategy: Rather, he devoted litile at-
tention to engineering Dew political institutions to govera Russia. Only
weeks after staring down the coup attempt, Veltsin retreated for three weeks
to a sumrer home in. Sochi, apparenty overwhelmed with his newly in-
herited responsibilitics. By October 1991 Democratic Russia co-chair Lev
Ponormarev criticized Yeltsin's jnaction, arguing that the Russian presiden
had squandered the window of opportunity for radical reform opened b
the August 1991 cOUP attempt. > In this same month, the Coordinatin;
Council of Democratic Russia adopted 2 resolution which demande

the fifth Congress, October 28, 1993 reprinted in Yeltsin-Khash

ow: Terra-terra, 10047 gb.
ons and Mass Military Mo

17 Yeltsin's address 0
Sacial Revoluth

toy: Edinstvd, komprmnis, bor'ba (Mosc
18On this phenomenon, see Theda Skocpol, “

lization,” World Pelitics 40 {188 147168
interview with author, December 1G9t
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19 Sergel Baburin, RSFSR People’s Deputy,
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

n to return immediately and launch radical economic and political
torm. When Yeltsin did return to Moscow, his first priority was not the
tion or consofidation of a new democratic political system (or 2 new au-
foritarian regime}. Rather, Yeltsin decided that Russian independence
22d economic reform were of greater priority. Most of his initial energy
esigning new institutions was focused on these two agendas. As Yegor
idar-—at the time first deputy prime minister in charge of economic re-
rm—explained, “you cannot do everything at the same time.”** Yeltsin
“ind his new government believed they could sequence reforms. First, they
nted to fill the vacuum of state power by codifying the new borders of the
mmonwealth of Independent States, then begin economic reform, and
fipally reconstruct a democratic polity. Their decisions about institutional

design reflected this ranking of priorities.

4

PISSOLVING THE SOVIET STATE,
INVENTING THE RUSSIAN STATE

In the weeks after the August 1991 coup attempt, the Soviet state was
quickly crumbling, whereas a functioning and independent Russian state
did not yet exist. Years later, nationalists and communists accused Yeltsin
and his immediate advisors of dissolving the Soviet Union with a stroke of
the pen at a secret meeting with Ukrainian and Belorussian officials in De-
cember 19g1. It was August 1991, however, and not December 1991 that
marked the turning point in the Union's future. Years before the Decem-
ber 1991 signing of the Belovezhskaya Accord—the agreement between
Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus that de jure created the Commonwealth of In-
dependent States and de facto dissolved the Soviet Union—the Union had
" begun to pull apart,? Yet even as late as spring 1991, collapse was not in-
evitable. On the contrary, throughout the spring of 1991, leaders of several
republics had engaged in serious negotiations with the Soviet government
. over the reformulation of federal powers within the Union. The coup at-
tempt in August 1991, however, interrupted these negotiations and radi-
cally changed the context of these discussions. After the coup attempt, the
balance of power within the Union shifted from a situation in which the
Soviet central government played a key role in the negotiations over a new
Union treaty to a new context in which leaders of the republics dictated to

Yegor Gaidar, interview with author, October 8, 1907
2 Syaven Solnick, Stealing the State: Conirol and Collapse in Sovit Institutions (Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press, 1998); and Philip Roeder, Red Sunsel: The Failure of Soviet Politics (Prince-

ton: Princeton University P'ress, 1 993)-
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n of power between them.*

the central government the terms of the divisio
a a window of opportunity

This radical shift in the balance of power create

to recast instituions.

Seizing the moment, Baltic leaders moved first to secure formal recogni-

sion of their independence. As USSR People’s Deputy J. J. Peters proclaimed
on September 1, 1991, the opening day of the Extraordinary USSR Con-
gress of People’s Deputies, “Esteemed Mikhail Sergeyevich! We, the USSR
People’s Deputies elected from Latvia in 1989, propose thatyou issue with-
the state independence of the

out delay 2 presidental decree recognizing
biect of international law since 1940. 4 : :

Latvian Republic—2 full-fledged su
positive resolution of this question would be a firm guarantee of good re-

lations between the Republic of Latvia and the Union that is being cre-
ated.”® In making this plea, Baltic leaders clearly understood that Yeltsin
and Russia’s democrats were their allies in obtaining independence. As :
Peters declared, “Omn behalf of the independent state of the Latvian Re- F
public, I, as spokesman for my country’s government, bow my head toRuos- - o
sia, the people of Russia and President B N. Yeltsin, who saved peace, 2
democracy and the future of our children.”® Five days later, the newly cre-

ated USSR State Council, an interim governing body chaired by Mikhail
Gorbacheyv, recognize £ Latvia, Lithuania, and

d the independence ©
Estonia. Before the coup; Gorbachev had used his last ounce of political
capital to presexve the union.

ot e mponed < Sk . Fa_ BALAL o aoanis

After the coup, with his political capital ex-
tinguished, Gorbachev had little power to influence events and instead only

ratified actions taken by others. .
Other republics followed the Baltic lead. The week after the coup at- - :

tempt, the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet voted overwhelmingly (321 in favor,
6 against) to declare Ukraine an independent state. To obtain a popular
mandate for their decision, the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet scheduled a na-
tionwide referendum on independence for December 1, 1991 Speakingat °
the Extraordinary USSR Congress of People’s Deputies in September, -
Leonid Bravchuk, chairman of the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet, stated blunty -

that “the main thing is for the Congress to proceed from the premise that
real power today resides in the republics and that the peoples are engaging
in self-determination. We think that the Congress’s SUpreme goal should be’

29

to help the peoples of the republics in this endeavor.”
In addition to the Baltic and Ukrainian republics, the Georgian go

ernment reaffirmed its independence immediately after the coup- Arme-
nia quickly followed by voting in September for full independence. After

2%poris Yeltsin, Zapiski prezidents (Moscow: Ogonek, 1994): 148
7 Quoted in Fwestiye, September 7, 1991; reprinted in Current
(October 6, 19g1): 6.
2 fbid.
27Tbid., 7

Digest of the Soviet Press 43
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al hesitation, Azerbaijan leader Ayas Mutalibov convened a special ses-
sion of the Supreme Soviet to declare independence. In Belarus, eupho-
ia for independence and communist dissolution was not as pronounced.
Nikolai Dementei, chairman of the Belorussian Supreme Soviet, had sup-
ported the Emergency Commitiee and therefore resigned after the failed
coup. Only after a close vote did the Belorussian Supreme Soviet move to
ban the republic’s Communist Party and affirm a resolution on indepen-
dence. The centrifugal forces pulling the Union apart were weakest in Cen-
tral Asia. Well after the August 1991 coup attempt, all Central Asian lead-
ers believed that the Union might somehow be preserved. 30 None of these
Jeaders wanted to resurrect a unitary state because they all enjoyed the
perks of decentralization. However, even a return {0 the terms of the ne-
gotiated Union treaty was no longer tenable. Speaking at the USSR Con-
gress of People’s Deputies immediately after the coup attempt, Kazakhstan
president Nursultan Nazarbayev moved to scrap the negotiated pre-coup
accord and advocated instead a new confederation between republics. This
confederation would no longer need a Soviet goverhment or 2 Soviet par-
liament.® To guide the transition to this new confederation, Nazarbayev
- proposed an interim Soviet government-—a State Council-—made up of
the Soviet president and the top officials of the republics, “to make agreed-
upon decisions on questions of domestic and foreign policy that affect the
common interests of the republics” and “to coordinate the management of
the national economy and implement economic reforms in an agreed-
upon fashion, to temporarily create, on parity principles, an inter-repub-
lic economic committee with representatives from all the republics.”* All
other issues were to be decided by the republics themselves.

Nazarbayev's recommendation for the preservation of a modified union
enjoyed support from a wide range of political actors within Russia. Mikhail
Gorbachev pushed for signing the Union treaty in its original form, while
warning of the grave consequences of dissolution. Gorbachev pessistently
cited the results of the March 1991 referendum as evidence that the people
supported his position. A handful of leaders from Russia’s democratic
movement also supported Union preservation. For instance, Moscow
mayor Gavriil Popov and St. Petersburg mayor Anatoly Sobchak supported
the preservation of a Union government, and especially a Union parlia-

ment, arguing that some governmental body must fill the administrative

30 Martha Brill Olcott, Central Asia’s New States: Independence, Foreign Policy, and Regional Se-

curity (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Institute of Peace, 1996), chap. 1.
81gee S. Chugaev and V. Shchepotkin, “The Parkiament Tias Returned to a Different Coun-

try,” Irvestiye, August 28, 1991, 1 reprinted in Gurrent Digest of the Soviet Press 43 (October 2,
1591): 5.

% Nagarbayev's speech to the Extraordinary Congress of the USSR People’s Deputies, in Fvestiye,
September 2, 1ggy; reprintedin Current Digest of the Sowiet Press 43, {October 2, 1991): 5.
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e CPSU At the opening of the Extra- _ ing during t
Deputies on September 2, Sobchak  “} olution on .
also argued that only through the creation of a single economic space i 3 pending th
could economic decline be reversed. Within Democratic Russia, Nikolai b major polit
Travkin (chairman of the Democratic Party of Russia), Viktor Aksiuchits f:_‘ff made acqui
(chairman of the Russian Christian Democratic Movement), and Mikhail |

vacuum created by the collapse of th
ordinary USSR Congress of People’s

Astafiev (chairman of the Constitutional Democratic Party—Party of ..
People’s Freedom) all advocated maintaining some kind of union. When Seizing Cont
Democratic Russia as a whole advocated dissolution, these three leaders As an alter:
and their parties quit the coalition and founded a new pro-Union group tablish the ]
called People’s Accord.?? Likewise, several nationalist and communist on Russian
deputies from the Soviet and Russian Gongresses argued that Yeltsin was ordinated :
obligated by the March 1991 referendum to preserve the Union. employees
It was in this chaotic context of actual state collapse and debate about viet govern:
state collapse that Yeltsin and his associates made their initial decisions Yeltsin ar
sbout institutional changes within the Soviet and Russian states. Above all organizatio
else, Yeltsin wanted to preventa restoration of Union authority. Although Yeltsin sign:
his commitment to the preservation of any kind of central government re- sian territo
mained vague throughout this period, he moved with certainty to make ordinating
sure that any newly constituted central government body would be subor- for dealing
dinate to the authority of the sovereign republics. In particular, he wanted - dissolution
to guarantee that Gorbachev would never again be his superior. few people
agencies, a

Banning the CPSU ment.* Rax
stitutions ix

Yeltsin moved quickly and decisively against the Communist Party of the The ease
Soviet Union, the only administrative organization potentially capable of * remarkable
making and implementing policy at the all-Union level. On August 25, Yeltsin did
could enfo

1991, the Russian president signed a decree banning the CPSU within Rus-
sia and confiscating most of its property. Yeltsin also suspended the publi- ;
including Pravda, Sovetskaya

cation of several COMMUnNist NEWSpapers,
Rossiya, Moskouskaya Pravda, Rabochaya Tribuna, and Glasnost. To gain con-
trol of other media outlets, Yeltsin purged the leadership at the new

(and by im
~ thatideolo
. not pronot

agency TASS and Novosti Information Agency. Other republic leaders, . . %8, Chugs
many of whom were also CPSU leaders, quickly followed Yeltsin's lead i August 30, 3¢
banning the CPSU and seizing P ts in their territori | As disc
g and seizing Party assets in their LeIniones. srganization

the Party disk

Veltsin insisted that the Party was responsibl

In justifying these actions, .
for the coup attempt.** Seeking to redeem its integrity after its poox show institutions. V
P P g grity P CPSU becaus

sume control

Russian Fede
ill, The Coll
M Tayevle
51991 ),in
ember 1 09%

¢ Party of Russia Congres

BSee the communiqué ssued at the Third Democrath
mimeo, undated but release

“Obrashchenie HI S’ezda DYR k Narodnym Deputatam RSFSR,"”

at the Third Congress on December 3, 1691 !
34 Yeltsin address, published in Obshchaya Gazeta, August 20, 1991; reprinted in ¥elist

Khasbulatoy, 9¥.
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g during the coup, the Soviet Congress of People’s Deputies passed a res-
ation on August 29, 1991, that was very similar to Yeltsin's decree sus-
ending the CPSU throughout the Soviet Union.?® At this moment, no
ajor political group had an interest in the return of the CPSU, which
ade acquiéscence to Yeltsin's decree simple.”®

vizing Control of Soviet State Institutions

‘As an alternative to CPSt and Soviet state authority, Yeltsin sought to es-
‘izblish the Russian state as the sovereign power over all activities occurring
‘on Russian territory. Even during the putsch, he issued a decree that sub-
ordinated all Soviet ministries to Russian state authority. This act forced
- employees of the Soviet state to choose between two authorities— the So-
viet government or the Russian government.
Yeltsin and his allies moved quickly to recast most of the ministries and
- organizations of the Soviet state as Russian entities. On August 22, 1991,
Yeltsin signed a decree transferring control of all Soviet enterprises on Rus-
' sian territory to the Russian government. He issued a similar decree sub-
ordinating Sovict ministries to Russian government control. The strategy
for dealing with most of these state organs was co-option, not coercion or
dissolution. Aside from those deliberately implicated in the coup attempt,
few people were removed from leadership positions in these ministries and
agencies, a policy that disappointed many in Russia’s opposition move-
ment.% Rather than dissolve Soviet institutions and create new Russian in-
stitutions in their place, Yeltsin instead sought to change their allegiances.
The ease with which most of these transfers of allegiance occurred was
remarkable. In contrast to the Jeaders of most revolutionary takeovers,
Yeltsin did not command guerrilla armies or revolutionary brigades that
could enforce his decrees. The speed with which senior Soviet bureaucrats
(and by implication senior CPSU officials) accepted new directives Suggests
that ideological differences between new Jeaders and old apparachiks were
not pronounced. As Gaidar recalls in his remoirs, one of his first acts as

8 Chugaev and V. Shchepotkin, “Parliament Wants to Save Face—And Its Pay,” Faestiye,
August 30, 1991, 1} reprinted in Caurrent Digest of the Soviet Press 43 {October 2, 1991): 6.

8 A5 discussed in chapter 3, Gorbachev already had debilitated the CPSU as a governing
organization well before 1991. Republican leaders throughout the Unlon were glad to see
the Party disbunded because this act strengthened their local authority over republican state
institutions. Within Russia, the Russian Comimunist Party also had no interest in sustaining the
CPSU because its dissolution created an opportunity for the Russian Comrnunist Party to as-
sume control of the communist movemnent and hopefully commuuist properties within the
Russian Federation. On the Party's long-terin hemorrhaging of political power, see Graeme
Gill, The Collapse of the SingleParty System (Cambridge: Canbridge University Press, 1994}

sT«Fayevienie soveta predstavitelei dvizheniya ‘Demokraticheskaya Rossiya,” {Sepiember
15, 1991}, in Duizhende “Demokraticheshaya Rossiye " Informatsionnyi Byulleten” 14 {August—-Sep-
tember 1991): 1.
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deputy prime minister was to take charge of Gosplan, one of the key and ; mi
most detested institutions of the Soviet regime, which oversaw management an
of the entire Soviet eCOROMy. Only days after taking office, Gaidar phoned s Be
Gosplan and instructed the collegium to gather for a meeting with him. As o th
Gaidar remembers, “Of course, it was arrogant [to call and demand the  § an
meeting]. If it had happened before August 21, if the deputy prime minis-  F ot
ter of the RSFSR had phoned to request an immediate gathering of the _ th
Jarge collegium of Gosplan, they might not even let us past the doorstep R Af
The meeting occurred, though, and afterward Gosplan began working for . m

te

the new Russian minister of economy, Andrei Nechayev, on plans for cut-

ting arms production. Gaidar and his assistants then moved to exercise con-

trol of the Soviet Ministry of Finance. Although this seizure proved more Vit
complicated and involved the personal involvement of both Yeltsin and at
Gorbachev (still Soviet president at the time), Gaidar succeeded in submit- fo
ting this ministry to Russian control as well. A similar process occurred at Vir- 10
tuaily every Soviet ministry involved in econornic policymaking. Wl
In fall 1g9g1, all major political players held a similar perception of the fa
balance of power in Russia. Yeltsin and his allies were powerful, and con- el
servatives who supported the coup were weak. Gorbachev also appeared si
impotent in that he had allowed the coup O happen. The Soviet Congress tt
of People’s Deputies had an electoral mandate. Had they opted to exer- o
cise their authority, they might have succeeded in constraining Yeltsin's co- te
ai

optive strategies. The Congress was most certainly discredited by not re-
sisting the coup. Equally important, delegations to the Soviet Congress .
from the non-Russian republics helieved that the new center of political -

gravity had shifted to the republic Jevel. These deputies, therefore, had no
revival of an institution witha

incentive to invest political capital in the
highly uncertain future. Consequently, bureaucrats in Soviet ministries had ;
no real option but o accept the Russian government as their new boss.

Yeltsin and his government adopted a more cau ious strategy for co-opt-
ing the so-called power ministries. With the CPSU in disarray, the Soviet:
armed forces, the KGB, and the Ministry of Internal Affairs were the only or-

ganizations that had the capacity (and quite possibly the legitimacy) to con

struct an alternate all-Union administrative authority. 1o begin to neutralize:
these institutions, Yeltsin appointed Joyal allies to head them.® Aftera round
of interim appointments made by Gorbachev but rejected by Yeltsin, the
men jointly appointed Vadim Bakatin as chairman of the State Security Com

3 Gaidar, Dni pobed i porazhentt, 113.

%9 Gorbachev initially made new appointments to these ministries withowt consulting
Yeltsin. Yeltsin, however, was outraged by several of the new appointmenits. He demand!
that Gorbachev reverse several of them and that all future ministerial appointments be

yoved by himself. Gorbachev acquiesced, a decision that marked the beginmiog of the €

of his authority as an independent ruler. Sce Yeltsin, Zapiski precidenia, 344
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mittee (KGB), Yevgeny Shaposhnikov as the new Soviet minister of defense,
4nd Viktor Barannikov as the new minister of internal affairs. Aleksandr
Bessmertnykh, the Soviet minister of foreign affairs who had served during
e putsch and fulfilled the orders of the Emergency Committee, lost his job
and was replaced by Boris Pantin. In contrast to his strategy for handling
ther ministries, Yeltsin's strategy toward the power ministries was to allow
em to remain under Soviet jurisdiction during this transitional period.
 After dissolution of the Soviet Union, Yeltsin eventually incorporated these
' ministries into the Russian government without attempting any serious in-
ternal reform or instituting civilian control over these hodies.
~ Above all else, Yeltsin, as well as leaders of other republics feared a di-
vided army. Many military leaders spoke openly about the dangers of cre-
ating several armies.? It was the Ukrainians, however, not the Russians, who
forced the pace of change concerning the Soviet military, On September 4,
19g1, the Ukraine Supreme Soviet appointed a Ukrainian defense minister,
which effectively represented the first move to dissolve the Soviet armed
forces, Competing claims of authority between Russian and Ukrainian gov-
ernments over the Crimean naval flect sparked the first inter-republic cri-
sis of the post—-August 1991 period. For Russian leaders, the scare raised by
the Crimean crisis provided further justification for moving slowly toward re-
organization of the Soviet military. Yeltsin did not appoint a Russian minis-
ter of defense until several months after dissolution of the Soviet Union,
and he postponed reorganization of the military indefinitely.

Disbanding the Soviet Congress and Eliminating the Soviet Presidency

‘There were two Soviet state institutions that Yeltsin wanted to destroy rather
than seize—the Soviet Congress of People’s Deputies and the Soviet presi-
dency. He and his government first sought to discredit the Soviet parliament
by blaming Soviet legislators for tacit acquiescence to the coup. As Yeltsin
stated the week after the coup atterapt, “During the days of the putsch, there
was no supreme legislative power in the country, there was no parliament.
The junta had a free hand. Through its inaction, the Supreme Soviet pro-
vided the junta with most-favored status.”¥! The Soviet Congress attempted
to redeem itself by denouncing the coup and ratifying without amendment

4 As army general Viadimir Lobov, chief of the general staff of the USSR Armed Forces,
stated in an interview, “Unity is the only wayl ... The more separate armed forces there are, the
more real the danger of confrontation between republics.” Lobov, interview in Pravda, Sep-
tember g, 1991, 1~2; reprinted in Current Digest of the Souiet Press 43 (October g, 19g1): 17.

41 Yelisin, speech to the Extraordinary Congress of the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies.
¥n an interview with the author, Soviet Congress chairman Anatoly Lukyanov argued that one
of his critical mistakes was not convening the Congress because he believed at the tirne that
the majority of deputies would have approved of the Emergency Committee’s actions. Ana-
toly Lukyanov, interview with author, November 1993.
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

totalitarian. It seems that everything possible was done to protect Party and

Yeltsin even intimated that Gorbachev knew about the plans of the coup plot-
ters: “In assessing the reasons for the putsch, I cannot fail to mention the role
f the country’s President. His inconsistencies in conducting reforms, his in-
decisiveness and, sometimes, capitulation to the aggressive onslaught of the
artocracy, whose rights had been infringed-—~all this created favorable sofl for
the totalitarian system to take revenge. I do not think that Mikhail Sergeye-

“vich was unaware of the true worth of Yanayev, Kruchkov, Pugo, Yazov, and the
" others.”® Consequently, Yeltsin never entertained the possibility of retaining

Gorbachev as Soviet president. Instead, Yeltsin secured Gorbachev's cooper-
ation as a way to smooth the process of Soviet dissolution.

Dissolving the USSR

In the period between August 1991 and the signing of the Belovezhskaya
Accord on December 8, 1991, which formally dismantled the USSR, a se-
ries of interim proposals, temporary governments, and inter-republic
treaties guided the process of dissolution. With Yeltsin’s approval,
Gorbachev created an emergency committee headed by Ivan Silayev,
Arkady Volsky, Yuri Luzhkov, and Grigory Yavlinsky to manage the Union
economy. In October, leaders from eight republics signed with great fan-
fare the Treaty on Economic Union, a document spelling out a strategy for
maintaining a single economic space within the former Soviet Union. This
act sparked niew hope among Union advocates and made Yeltsin's true in-
tentions regarding the Union seem ambiguous,

Leaders representing very different agendas floated proposals for vari-
ous new political institutions—an interim parliament, an interim council,
and even a Constitutional Assembly. Gorbachev was most active in recruit-
ing support for a2 new executive council at the Union level, He asked sev-
eral democratic leaders to join, including Moscow mayor and Democratic
Russia leader Gavriil Popov and St. Petersburg mayor Anatoly Sobchak, as
well as former Soviet governmental colleagues Grigory Revenko, Eduard
Shevardnadze, and Aleksandr Yakovlev. Having turned against these lib-
erals a year earlier, Gorbachev now reached out to them as a way to pre-
serve his own position.*® No one, however, accepted his invitation because
no one at that moment wanted formal affiliation with Gorbachev. Their
refusal to join delivered a crippling blow to the campaign to preserve some
all-Union governmental structure.

“Yeltsin, speech to the Extraordinary Congress of the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies.

“Thid.
“Grigory Revenko, former CPSU Politburo member, interview with author, March 19g9.
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On November 4, 1991, leaders of the republics agreed formally to abol-
ish all Soviet ministries except defense, foreign affairs, railways, electric,
and nuclear power. Three weeks later on November 25, 1991, these same
republic heads met for the last time at Novo-Ogarevo, the place where the
Union treaty had been negotiated earlier in the year. Although participants
assembled at this meeting to draft a new treaty that would have transferred
most rights to the republics’ governments, not one of the republics’ lead-
ers agreed to sign the compromise document. After the meeting,
Gorbachev stated that he still hoped a new Union treaty would be signed
on December 20, 1991, but momentum for agreement clearly had waned.

After the failed November meeting at Novo-Ogarevo, Yeltsin decided
done to resolve the issue of the Union once

that something else must be
and for all.¥ He instructed his senior government aides Gennady Burbu-
lis and Sergei Shakhrai to drafta document that would dissolve the USSR,
Taking care to make the act as “legal” as possible, Yeltsin’s lieutenants de-
cided that the same three republics that had agreed to form the Soviet
Union in 1922 (Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus) must be signatories to the
document dissolving the Union. Burbulis and Shakhrai made plans to meet :
with Ukrainian and Belarussian leaders at a resort near Brest, Belarus, on
December 8, 1gg1. The meeting was timed to come immediately after the -
Ukrainian referendum on independence, scheduled for December 1
1991. As expected, Ukrainians voted overwhelmingly for independence, .
an outcome that Yeltsin later cited as 2 determining factor in his decision -
to support the dissolution of the USSR.#
The meeting in Belarus was a somber and secret affair. Yegor Gaidar, who
had just been appointed deputy prime minister weeks before, recalls in his
memoirs that he did not even know the purpose of the meeting before de-
parting for Minsk.®® Only Shakhrai and Burbulis were fully involved in the .
preparations for the meeting. Reports from those who attended suggest that

the leaders of all three republics were extremely nervous about their action

In recognizing that “talks on the drafting of a new Union Treaty hav
reached an impasse and that the objective process of the secession of re
publics from the USSR and the formation of independent states has be
come a real fact,” the document signed at Belovezh stated that “the USSR,
as a subject of international law and geopolitical reality, is ceasing-10
exist.” The three leaders created a new organization, the Commonweal

1 ¥elisin, Zapiski prezidenta, k50,

#Yeltsin, speech before the RSFSR Supreme Soviet, December 12, 1991, in YeltsinKh
bulatey, 105. . )

19 Ciaidar, Dni porazhenii i pobed, 148

s04pgreement of the Creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States,” Decetl
8, 1gg¢; reprinted in Alexander Dallin and Gail Lapidus, eds., The Soviet System: From

Gollapse, rev. ed. (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1905}, 638
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

‘Independent States. In contrast to all previous negotiations over a new
Union treaty, however, this new agreement made no provisions for a supra-
ational political authority.
" In Russia, fanfare and celebration did not accompany this declaration
findependence.®! Even'the majority of leaders within Democratic Russia
were shocked by the act, and worried that Yeltsin's unpopular move would
undermine support for the democratic movement as a whole. Yeltsin and
his aides justified the agreementas a de jure codification of a de facto
process of disintegration that had already occurred. As Yeltsin argued later,
“f am sure that the country would have broken into parts anyway, but it
- would have been accompanied with bloodshed and violence.” Although
Yeltsin and his allies still feared a military response to their act, the agree-
" mentwas designed to prevent another military putsch.5? By splitting up the
_ Union, it created new political actors in each of the former republics that
would help resist any future attempt to re-create the Soviet Union. Yeltsin
also believed that dissolution of the USSR was a necessary step to prevent
the total collapse of the Russian Federation.™ Finally, liberals also argued
that only when the borders of the Russian state were clearly defined could
economic reform be implemented.”

Surprisingly, those people and organizations capable of resisting this act
seemed to have agreed with Yeltsin and his set of rationales. Gorbachev ac-
quiesced. He derided the act as unconstitutional but refrained from call-
ing upon the military, the KGB, or social organizations to resist the accord.
Nor did any general decide to act against the accord, even though several
military officers, including Yeltsir's own vice president, Aleksandr Rutskod,
disapproved of the act. In the Russian Supreme Soviet, several deputies

such as fiya Konstantinov, Viadimir Isakov, and Nikolai Pavlov tried to block
ratification of the accord, denouncing Yeltsin's act as a coup d’état.

5t The author was in Moscow during this fime and attended several of the parliamentary
discussions as well as informal discussions among political leaders on the futare of Russian sov-
ereignty. The Russian case was 2 stark contrast to the national liberation movements in Africa
and Asia. There were no celebrations of independence. There were no attempts to create
new symbols or myths around the event ofindependence. On the contrary, only those against
dissolution organized demonstrations at the time. The Soviet flag came down on December
2k, several days before it had been planned, to avoid making a scene. Gorbachev gave a brief
and embittered departure speech, Yeltsin never actually met with the departing “cotonial gov-
ernor” in a ceremonial transfer of power. Even the black box containing the nuclear codes
was passed from Gorbachev to Yeltsin through an intermediary.

5 Interview with Yeltsin, Komsomolshaya Pravda, Auvgust 1g, 1995, I-2; quoted here from
What the Papers Say, August 21, 1995, 13-

5 Yeltsin, Zapiski prezidents, 155.

54 Gennady Burbulis, at the time chief advisor to Yeltsin, interview with author, June 30,
1595; and Anatoly Shabad, RSFSR People’s Deputy and Democratic Russia leader, interview
with author, July 4, 1995.

5V ]adinir Maw, Ekonomike i vlast’s Politicheskaya istoripa ehonomicheshol reformy v Rossii,
19851994 (Moscow: Delo Lid., 1995), 44— 45
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However, the majority of Russian deputics, including many such as chair- form. Ab:
man Ruslan Khasbulatov, who later claimed they resisted Soviet dissolu- 21 ultimatel
tion, supported the agreement. When the Supreme Soviet ratified the ac- ‘ lowing th
cord, only six people yoted against it. In public, few rallied to resist the end 1 political «
of the Union. Nationalist leaders such as Viadimir Zhirinovsky as well as E for undel
“statists” within Democratic Russia such as Nikolal Travkin and Viktor Ak- : authority
siuchits and even Popov organized street demonstrations to denounce the = F changes.
accord, but only 2 few hundred people attended. 5 sult of po
This radical institutional change was sustained by the balance of power, ognized |
which had been clarified, however briefly, by the August 1991 coup at~ no publis
tempt. Most importantly, Yeltsin's plan for dissolution created fourteen By Aug
strong supporters of his actions: the leader of each newly independent state mously. §
had a real incentive f0 back the plan once it was determined that leaders deficit h:
of the other republics also planned to do s0. These former CPSU first sec- money w
retaries or Supreme Soviet chairmen from the republics became heads of and trads
state overnight. And once recognized by the international community, would br
states rarely give up their sovereignty.”® Within the Russian Republic, no governm
all-Union organization could have been sure of victory had it moved to Russian .
preserve the USSR. After all, the leaders of the KGB, Soviet Army, the Min- also assu
istry of Interior, and the military industrial complex had just attempted to Given
preserve the Union through force and failed. cessity of
As a result of this new balance of power recognized by all, Yeltsin had governir
invented a new Russian state by the end of the year. e occupied the Krem-  emergec
lin, possess‘ed the codes that controlied Soviet nuclear weapons, and en- . comprel
joyed the tacit support of the Soviet military. Not only had he guided the new cha
collapse of the largest empire in the world but he had dismantled a coun- : form. In
that just six years before had been considered a world superpower. And had pusl
he achieved ail of these feats without killing a single person. ' ister Ryz
reform.’
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DESIGN DPECISIONS ABOUT ECONOMIC INSTITUTIONS

the borders of the new Russian state was Yeltsin's first pri:
attemnpt, reforming the Russian economy.

e collapse of the poo-Day Plan in the fall
of 190, no one had really assumed direct responsibility for economic po
jcy in the Soviet Union. For some, this period of inattention stretched back
even farther, to 1988 when Gorbachev began pursuing fundamental
changes in the Soviet political system instead of focusing on economic T

If demarcating
ority after the August 1991 coup
was his second priority. Since th

nity beyond the Cold War,” in Beyond West

5 Gee Robert Jackson, “International Commu ;
opkins University Fress

phalia? ed. Gene Lyons and Michae! Mastanduno (Baltimore:]oixns H
1995} b5
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rm. Absorbed with political issues such as elections, ethnic conflicts, and
limately the fate of the Union, Soviet leaders paid little attention to fol-
owing through on the set of economic reforms begun earlier. Heightened
litical confrontation and uncertainty, in turn, fostered a poor context
undertaking economic reform because no major political force had the
thority or wanted the responsibility for initiating painful economic
anges. Price liberalization represented a typical policy delayed as the re-
t of politics, Although most Soviet and Russian government leaders rec-

power, sgnized the importance of raising prices as early as the summer of 1990,
oup at- o public official, including Boris Yeltsin, openly advocated it.
urteen By August 1991, the economic costs of this inaction had mounted enor-
1t state mously. Soviet gold and hard currency reserves were depleted, the budget
leaders leficit had ballooned to 20 percent of gross domestic product (GDP),
rst sec- money was abundant but goods were scarce, production was plummeting,
sads of and trade had all but collapsed. Experts predicted that the winter of 1991
unity, " would bring starvation throughout the Soviet Union, prompting Western
lic, no governments to ship in emergency food supplies. In moving to establish
ved to Russian sovereignty over Soviet institutions, Yeltsin and his government
= Min- also assumed responsibility for a bankrupt economy.
ted to Given these conditions, a consensus quickly developed about the ne-
cessity of radical economic reform. In fall 1991, no one within the Russian
0 had government cautioned against going “too fast.”” Such dissent only
Crem- emerged later. Russian parliamentary leaders also advocated rapid and
d en- comprehensive economic reform measures. Even Ruslan Khasbulatov, the
d the new chairman of the Russian Congress, advocated radical economic re-
oun- form. In an interview in December 1ggo, he stated triumphantly that he
-And had pushed for the resignation of the Soviet government and Prime Min-
ister Ryzhkov because they had failed to move rapidly enough on economic
reform.’ Speaking immediately after the August coup attempt, Ehasbula-
tov reconfirmed his belief in market reforms, warning that it was too early
for euphoria because radical economic reforms had yet to be imple-
mented. Although he never demonstrated a firm understanding of stabi-
- pri- . lization and the difficult steps needed to achieve stabilization, he called for
- bmy | . the creation of an economic system that would resembile those in “civilized
fall . countries,” a system in which Russian and international firms would work
pol- - side by side. According to Khasbulatov, Russia also needed “a strong sec-
rack tor of small business people.”® He also argued that “the freer the econ-
atal omy is from the influence of the state, the lesser the bureaucracy is in
re-
3:; ¥ Gaidar, interview.
Hest- 8 Interview with Khasbulatov, Sovetskaya Rossiya, Decemnber 4, 1990, in Yeltsin-Rhasbulatos, 58.
ess, : 5 Interview with Khasbulatov, Narodnyi Deputat 15 (1991): 7—8; reprinted in Yelisin-Khas-
i bulaton, go.
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one month before price liberalization, Khasbulatoy young r
ency measures for economic reform.®! 1 Yeltsin w

The urgency of responding to the economy was recognized by all. How never ha

should the government react to the econormic crisis and who should im- 4 but it wa

plement reform engendered more discussion. Yeltsin understood that the 1 ing if I ¢

society.”™® Only
reaffirmed his support of emerg

failed August coup created a window of opportunity for radical reform. On a3 presider
holiday in Sochi in September 1991, he realized that “it would be a strate- A and urg
gic mistake now if Russia did not find its architect of economic reform.”® "k Veltsir
Yeltsin also knew that he himself was not qualified to draft a comprehen- ity to sp

E Yeltsin's

sive blueprint for radical reform.

Throughout fall 1991, several candidates and economic teams were dis- of econc
cussed, ranging from conserva ives such as Yuri Skokov and Oleg Lobovto change *
centrists such as Yevgeny Saburov to more liberal (and younger) econo- recogni;
mists such as Yavlinsky and Gaidar. Both Khasbulatov and Rutskoi also had cute a re
aspirations to serve as Yeltsins first postcommunist prime minister.® Of all Althos
the candidates, Yavlinsky was the most famous and most respected. Yeltsin speech,
and Burbulis, however, ultimately rejected Yaviinsky and his strategy for alizatior
several reasons, Yavlinsky advocated the policy of maintaining a single eco- nomic §
nomic space and a single currency throughout the former Soviet Union. spendin;
Yeltsin, although initially supportive of this idea, believed that it was im- was to f
practical after the dissolution of the USSR. More generally, Yaviinsky was markets
firmly identified with the 500-Day Plan, a project that had seemed radical ket the '
in fall 1ggo but dated in fall 1gg1. Also, in spring 1991, Yavlinsky's coop- the plan

eration with Gorbachev under the rubric of the Grand Bargain with the ers. The
West did not help his reputation with those in the Russian gowc:cnmemf"’1 simply ¢
Finally, Yavlinsky, it was believed, had no team. adminis
Instead of Yavlinsky, Yeltsin ultimately selected Gaidar and his team of as grach
young economists to head the first post-Soviet government and to initiate prises, »
radical economic reform. Caidar was an unexpected choice. Before this to Gaids
appointment, Gaidar had never held political office. Nor did Yeltsin know be taker
Gaidar personally. The Russian president had met Gaidar through Burbu- Gaid:
lis, who subsequently served as the intermediary between Yeltsin and his plannec
est by ¢t

- gressin

50 Ibid. ?rviﬂ be :

61 Rhasbulatov, Pera peremen, December 19g1; eXcerpts reprinted in Yeltsin-Khasbulatoy, 60 ¢

62 Yeltsin, Zapiski prezidenta, 163. :

8 According to Lev Ponomarey, he and several other leaders of Democratic Russia met 55 Burh
with Rutskoi in October 1gg: to discuss Rutskot's candidacy. Lev Ponomarey, interview with 855kt
author, July 19, 1995 Khasbulatov's desire to become prime minister was publicly known. In author, Jz
an interview with the author in June 1995, he intimated that he believed he was the most and the B
qualified economist for the job. See also Vyacheslav Kostikov, Roman s prezidentom: Zapiskt 7 Yelts
prress-seleretarya (Moscow: Vagrius, 1097}, 158 : 68 Yelts

64°The Grand Bargain was an initatve by Yavlinsky and Harvard professor Graham Allison 1993, bef
to obtain Western financial assistance for the Soviet Union. See Yaviinsky and Allison, Windoo! 5 Man

0wy,
yst

of Opportunity (New York: Pantheon Press, 1091}.
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pung reform government. As Burbulis recalls, “It was clear to me that

Yeltsin would not have become any kind of president-reformer, and would

never have initiated economic reform if I did not bring to our team Gaidar,

. put it was also clear to me that the Gaidar team would have achieved noth-
ing if I did not act as an intermediary between Gaidar's ministers and the
president.”” Democratic Russia leaders also lobbied Yeltsin to select Gaidar
and urged against Yavlinsky.5 ,

Yeltsin admired Gaidar’s confidence, candor, unwavering style, and abil-
ity to speak plainly.*” Gaidar’s plan to move swiftly also coincided with
Yeltsin's approach to economic reform. Although uneducated in the ways
of economic policymaking, Yeltsin firmly believed that a radical and swift
change was Necessary, and Gaidar promised just such change. Yeltsin also
recognized that Gaidar had a coherent and unified team that could exe-
cute a reform agenda more effectively than could one individual.

Although never published asa written document or elaborated in a single
speech, Gaidar’s program for economic reform called for immediate liber-
alization of prices and trade while at the same time achieving macroeco-
nomic stabilization through control of the money supply and government
spending.® Once stabilization had been accomplished, massive privatization
was to follow, Gaidar's plan was consistent with his neoliberal approach to
markets and market development; the less the state intervened in the mar-
ket the better. Equally important (and often misunderstood in the West),
the plan conformed to the parameters of the possible for Russian reform-
ers. The Russian state—an entity that had not existed just weeks earlier—
simply did not have the capacity to implement economic reform through
administrative means. Policies that needed a strong state to implement, such
as gradual price liberalization or state-Tun competitive auctions of enter-
prises, were simply umntenable at the time. As Viadimir Mau, then an advisor
to Gaidar, has written, “The weak state was an objective reality, which had to
be taken into account when selecting an economic-political strategy.”™

Gaidar and his government, in the early stages of conceptualization,
planned to maintain a minimum Jevel of social support for those hit hard-
est by the shock of price liberalization. Speaking at the fifth Russian Con-
gress in November 1991, Yeltsin promised that “the liberalization of prices
will be accompanied by acts of social defense of the population.”m At the

8 Burbulis, interview.

654iktor Dmitriev, RESFR People's Deputy and Democratic Russia co-chair, interview with
author, January 19ge. This point also is made in Peter Pringle, “Gaidar and Co.: The Best
and the Brightest,” Moscow Magazing, June-July 1992.

57 Yeltsin, Zapiski prezidente, 164

68eltsin outlined the general principles of the economic reform plan on October 28,
1991, before the fifth session of the Russian Congress of People’s Depusies.

9 Man, Ekonomike i vlast, 42.

7 «yystuplenie B. N, Veltsina,” Sovstshaya Rossiya, October 2g, 1991, L.
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same time, stabilization-~including first and foremost, control of inflation
—was considered the overwhelming priority. Gaidar, for instance, resisted
the idea of wage indexation and agreed to implement such a state policy
only if Western financing for the program was secured.” Likewise, Deputy
Prime Minister and Labor Minister Aleksandr Shokhin rejected inflation-
ary policies such as savings compensations. As he stated blunty in No-
vember 1991, “I consider indexation [of Sberbank accounts] from the
budget to be nonsense. Sherbank is a commercial structure.”’

In these early days of articulating an economic reform plan, few under-
stood the economic logic behind Gaidar’s program. Because Russians had
not lived in a market system for seventy years, it was unrealistic to assume
that the complex relationships between supply and demand, budget
deficits and inflation, or trade and currency devaluation would be grasped
immediately. In addition, most people-—both in government and in soci-
ety more generally—expected quick results. Yeltsin himself promised an
economic turnaround by the end of the year. As he explained to the na-
tion in a televised statement at the end of 1g9g1, on the eve of price liber-
alization, “I have said more than once and want to say it again: it will be
tough for us [during the economic reform], but this period will not be
long. We are talking about 68 months.””

In proceeding with this poorly understood economic program, Yeltsin
and his new government devoted little attention to devising a political strat-
egy to sustain it, At the time, there was a common perception within the
government that Yeltsin already had a popular mandate to initiate radical
economic reform. As noted Jrvestiya columnist Mikhail Berger wrote at the
time, “The unpopular measures without which the economy cannot be im-
proved, even given the highly active assistance of the West, are entirely fea-
sible, since they will be carried out by popular authorities.”* Similarly,

Gaidar advisor Vladimir Mau recalled in his memoir of this period that the
political reforms seemed to be completed by fall 1991, whereas €CONOMIC ;
reform had not even begun: “At the end of 1gg1, there was an impression.

that the fundamental political battle had concluded, power was located in
the hands of one person and the leader’s attention should be focused on
carrying out economic reform. It seemed that economics had ceased to be

" Anders Aslund, How Russic Became o Market Economy {Washington, D.C.: Brookings
stitution Press, 1995), 68. ;

T Interview with Shokhin, Rossiskaye Gazeta, November 1, 1991; reprinted in Aleksandr
Shokhin, Moi golos budet vse-taki uslysham: Stenogramma epokhi pevemen (Moscow: Nas
Dom~1.'Age d'Homme, 1995), 1 1. o

BYeltsin, television address, December 30, 1991; published in Yeltsin-Khasbulntog, 111

74 Mikhail Berger, “The Union Economy: Nonemergency Committee in Emergency Co
ditions,” Juvestiya, August 26, 1991, 2; reprinted in Curvent Digest of the Soviet Press 43 (O€
ber g, 1991): 2. -
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sirpilar idea in October 1991

¢ prisoner of politics.”™ Yeltsin suggested a
om, NOW We Must provide for

en he stated, “We fought for political freed

conomic [freedom] e
Moreover, for Russian economic reformers, politics was @ nasty busi-

ess that only got in the way of sound economic poiicymaking. Yeltsin.

imself ,recounted the initial antipolitical attitude of Gaidar and his as-
dar himself basically took this posi-

lo-
he ociates: “Gaidar’s rainisters and Gai
“tion with us: your business 1s poliﬁcal Jeadership; ours is economics. Don't

- “interfere with us as we do our work, and we wor't butt in on your exalted
ad ouncils, your cunning behind-the-scenes intrigue, which we don't un-
ne derstand anyway.”” At a more theoretical or philosophical level, Gaidar
et and his associates Were believers in sequencing economic and political
Efi - yeforms; €COROMICS first, politics second. Given the long and difficult
1 process of reconstructing state~society relations, Yelisin's first goveri-
an ment decided that initial attention should be devoted to eCOnomic re-
ar * form, a public policy sphere that the government believed would gener-
- ate MOTE CONCIELe and faster results. As Burbulis explained, “We decided
e in the first instance 10 focus our efforts on the strengthening of the econ-
e omy, that area of state building which effected the personal interests of
. the majority of citizens.””® This sequencing strategy also followed from 2
n more general Marxist notion about the relationship between capitalism
it and democracy. Most policymakers in the Russian government at the time
1€ believed Russia had to create a new society according to capitalist
al principles first to sustain a democratic systerm. As Yevgeny Yasin wrote at
e the time:

Ll

- In order to gain stability, 2 democratic society needs a solid economit and 50~

VA P cial base, & developed market economy and a class of proprietors who have
e s something to lose—2 niddie class that £nCcoIpasses 2 significant part of the
ie population. We do not have such a base. For this reason, our society will con-
n tinue to suffer from extremism for 2 long time; people are baving a tough
n o time, and they a1¢ inclined to responnd to the calls of those who promise quick
n o and easy success; that is, they are susceptible to demagoguery. In this sense, the
o major dangers for our young democracy still lie ahead.™

-
E ';Z Man, Ekonomika i viast’, 43 ) )

1 Veltsir's address to the fifth Congress, October 28, 1994 reprinted in. Yeltsin-Khashula-
to9, 96
- ,"?goris Veltsin, The Struggle for Russia (New York: Times Books, 1G05). 1 56157
7 8 Burbulis, interview.
" 7 Yevgeny Yasin, ‘A Normal Economy Is the Main Condition for Democracy,” Jzvestiya, Au-
gust 27, 19913 reprinted in Current Digest of the Sowict Press 45 (October 5, 1691): 15
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Even organizations such as Democratic Russia, which had heretofore been ‘ \

devoted to promoting political reform, now accepted the primacy of eco- Fortify
nomic reform.* To the
A final consideration that confirmed the primacy of economic reform i he anc
over political reform for Russia’s first government was time. Gaidar andhis 7} that tt
associates believed that they had a finite reserve of time before trustin - policy
Yeltsin and themselves would wane. Gaidar in particular did not want to ] policy
dissipate this reserve on simultaneous political and economic reform for also re
fear that neither would succeed.®! Driven by this perceived constraintofa -} ' ment.
very short gme horizon, Gaidar and his government wanted to transform | Yasin ¢
the economy as fast as possible to make their reforms irreversible before - “we ne
leaving office. 5 Anything that detracted from this overriding objective of  * lineati
“locking in” market reform was considered superfluous. S and ef
are im
This

DESIGN DECISIONS ABOUT NEW POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS Yeltsin
coup p
The primacy of economic reform and the belief in sequencing meant that minist
in fall 1991, Russian leaders devoted little attention to designing new po- create
Jitical institutions. On the contrary, most believed that the Soviet Union preside
and Russia had experienced too much political reform over the last two as Russ
years to the detriment of economic reform. As Viadimir Mau, an advisor to . really 1
Gaidar at the time, recalled, “At this moment [the end of 19g1]—whether Yelts
consciously or subconsciously—there is a principal decision made—the ' .approv
reforms of the political system are halted. Ifin 1988-198g political reform 1991. 1
was a first priority for Gorbachev and his close associates, now Yeltsin de- . and ing
cides to freeze the situation, to preserve the status-quo regarding the or proval
ganization of state power.”® Even those who later criticized the pace and. - pointe:
scope of Yeltsin's economic reform efforts agreed on the sequencing strat . under
egy. As Khasbulatov expressed in an interview with the author, “I told hin - Gale
[Veltsin] several times, let’s set aside constitutional questions, and work t parlian
new pc

gether on the economy, and then do a compromise Constitution accept
able to all.”®

$9Mikhail Shneider, Democratic Russia leader, interview with author, QOctober 12, 1§
As Shneider pointed out, there were very few economists in the leadership of Demodt?
Russia. Themes such as anticommunism, multiparty development, and human rights wi
more salient to Democratic Russia up until the August putsch attempt. :

81 Gaidar, interview. . : _

#2 Anatoly Chubais emphasized this point in recounting their initial strategies for econd
veform during an address at the Carmegie Endowment for International Peace, May 17,19

95 Nau, Ekonomika i viast, 43. :
84 Ruslan Khasbulatov, former chairman of the Russian Congress of People’s Deputt

terview with author, June 7, 1995.
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ifying Executive Power

 the extent that Yeltsin was proactive in redesigning political institutions,
and his aides focused primarily on strengthening executive authority so
1t they could insulate economic policymaking and enhance economic
plicy implementation. Veltsin and his associates believed that economic

olicymakers had to be protected from populist politics.® Implementation
rful and independent executive branch of govern-

m for so required a powe
ttof g ent. In oudining his proposals for economic transformation, Yevgeny
sform asin an advisor and then minister in the Yeltsin government, argued that
efore “we need strong executive power at all levels, with extremely clear-cut de-
ve of lineation of the limits of authority. It should be clear that without strong
and effective executive power, reforms on the scale that we are looking at
“are impossible.”®
. This kind of executive branch did not exist in Russia in the fall of 1991.
s Yeltsin enjoyed tremendous popularity as a consequence of his defeat of the
 coup plotters in August 1991, but the formal powers of his presidential ad-
that ' ministration were vague and limited. The constitutional amendment that
po- created the office of the presidency was approved in haste just weeks before
-ton presidential elections in June 19g1. After this election, Yeltsin had served
two as Russian president for only two months before the coup attempt. No one
I to really understood what the powers of the presidency were or should be.
her Yeltsin began constructing new executive authority by obtaining legislative
the approval for power to rule by decree for one year beginning in November
rm 1ggt. Empowered by this extraordinary mandate, Yeltsin assumed complete
Te- and independent responsibility for forming a new government. Without ap-
ar- proval of the Congress, he appointed himself prime minister and then ap-
nd pointed three deputy prime ministers— Burbulis, Gaidar, and Shokhin—
at- under whom all other branches of government were subordinated.
m Calculating that he might not be able to protect his government from
o- parliament indefinitely (and he was right), Yeltsin also established several
- new positions and bodies within the presidential administration that ef-
fectively served as a parallel government. For instance, Yeltsin picked a
handful of advisors, later named state councilors, who reported directly to
the president. Not belonging to the government, these advisors could not
1 be removed by the Congress of People’s Deputies. More informally, Yeltsin
< also surrounded himself with a handful of long-time personal aides com-
¢ 87 This inner circle of Yeltsin's

monly referred to as the Sverdlovsk mafia.

nt about the importance of autonomy is made in Stephan

S \fore generally, this argume
The Political Economy of Democratic Transitions {Princeton:

Haggard and Robert Kaufman,

Princeton University Press, 1995)-
8Yasin, “A Norma! Economy Is the Main Condition for De

# Pilar Bonet, Nevormozhnaya Rossiya: Boris ¥elisin, provintsia
April 1994)-

mOCracy.”
I v kremle (Ekaterinburg, Ural:
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old associates quickly assumed primary responsibility for drafting presi-
dential decrees and acted as 2 buffer between him and everyone else, in-
cluding the government, the Congress, and societal c:trgamizatimr:ts.8
In July 1992, Yeltsin created the Security Council and granted this new
government organ the authority to Teview, oversee, and coordinate the ad-
ministration of all government actions.® Yeltsin appointed Yuri Skokov, a
conservative former enterprise director closely tied to the military indus-
trial complex, as the head of the Security Council. Although the rules for
aomination to this body were never codified in law, Yeltsin appointed top
officials from the presidential administration, the government, and the
parliament to the council, earning the body the dubious label of Yeltsin's
olithuro.
Parallel to his moves to strengthen presidential power at the national
level, Yeltsin decided to enhance executive authority at the regional level

through two institutional innovations. First, he created the new position

of glava administratsii, OY “head of administration,” at the oblast level. These
“governors’ effectively replaced the chairmen of the Executive Commit~
tee of the oblast soviet (izpolkom) as the new local executive, reporting di-

rectly to the national executive rather than to the oblast soviet. These gov-

ernors then appointed new mayors and regional heads of administration
in their oblasts, effectively cre of executive au-

ting 2 hierarchical system
thority from the president down to the local mayor.

Elections for these heads of administration were sc

ber 8, 19g1. Yeltsin, however, decided to postpon< th
jaterally appointed these executives. He removed sever
supported the coup Jeaders, but in mary regions,
CPSU first and second secretaries
places where Veltsin appointed new democratic leaders as
ministration, such as in Nizhnii Novgo.
governor, the vast majority of the mem
Comumittee (izpolkom) assumed state positions.
To strengthen executive authority at the sub
vented a second institution-—
these heads of administration. Although Yeltsin

enced administrators
administration, he and his staff selecte

80

88 Tulia Wishnevsiy, “Russian Gripped by’
6, 1gg2): 5 and Vasily Lipiesky, “Revoliutsiya—Eto tisyachi novykh vakansii,

Cazeta, March 27, 1992, 2.

8 Alekset Kirpichnikov, «uri Skokowv: Novyi samyl ghavnyl,
1092): 2.

50 Author's interviews with officials in the gove
Nizhnii Novgorod Oblast Soviet, Nizhnii Novgorod, August 20-21, 1gg2.
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tatives. Yeltsin hoped that these
1ocal heads of administrations

Institu

nally close to the president as his represen

presidenﬁal representatives would shadow
until the elections scheduled for December 199t. BY then, these presi-
jential representatives were to have developed the necessary skills and con~
tacts tO gOvern locally. They then would run for the heads of administra-
gon positions in. the December elections and replace the old nomenklatura
Jeaders. However, when Yeltsin decided that elections in December were
“too Tisky because they might fuel greater decentralization and even the
- breakdown of the federation, these presidential representa fves were as-
signed new responsibilities, including most importantly the oversight and
; implementation of presidential decrees at the local Jevel. Informally, they
" also reviewed all major appointments in the local government administra-

tion. Local officials referred to these people a5 Yeltsin's commissars.
In creating these new executive institutions, Veltsin did not directly chal-

~ Jenge the authority of the oblast soviets. On the confrary, these new €Xec
_ utives were intended to balance legisiative power. What the proper balance
should be, however, remained ambiguous because neither the federal con-

stitution nor regional charters delineated the authority of heads of ad-
ministration, the presidential representatives, and the soviets. The balance
of power between these govemmental bodies was further complicated by
the fact that only one of the three-—the soviets—had an electoral man-
date. In addition, no document delineated the division of powers and re-
sponsibilities between the center and regions.

Elections
One cannot overestimate the fevel of institutional chaos that plagued Rus-
sia during its first months of existence as an independent, post—Soviet state.
The rules of the game goveming state borders, the economy, and the polity
were undergoing radical and fundamental change all at once. Given the
scope and complexity of these simultaneous changes, Yeltsin's record}of
accomplishment in the area of institutional design during the final months
of 1991 was rernarkable. In 2 four-month span, be destroyed the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union, dismantled the Soviet Union, started mar-
tive branch of government. At

ket reforms, and began building a new exectt
the same time, Yeltsin an de several consequential non-

d his associates ma
decisions about the definl s of the game, decisions

ition of the political rule
that greatly influenced the trajectory of Russian political development
thereafter. The decision not @ convoke new elections ran

ks as one of his
most consequential choices.
tep toward delaying political re-

As already intimated, Yeltsin's fixst major 8
form was his decision 0 postpone the December 1991 elections for heads

of administration at the oblast and republic jevels. In October, m0st polit-
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ical parties wexe preparing to participate in these elections.”! Democratic out ¢l
Russia was even pushing for new elections for all soviets as a way to recon- of for
stitute them in the new, post-»Soviet perioci.92 Consequently, Yeltsin's an- : heads
nouncement of postponement later in the month surprised many, includ- proce
ing several of his supporters in the democratic movement. deep
Nor would Yeltsin entertain plans for new elections to the Russian par- to de:
liament, even though several of his political allies urged him to do so. As need
Yeltsin recalled in his memoirs, “The idea of dissolving the Congress and belier
scheduling new elections was in the air (as well as 2 Constitution for the bring
country), aithough we did not take advantage of it.”#® Learning from the these
electoral sequence in many East Furopean transitions, many believed that Yeltsi
the perfect time for 2 “founding election” was right after communist col- oblas
lapse. Democratic Russia leaders were particularly adamant about holding as pla
early elections because they believed that fall elections would produce sev- admi:
eral positive political results. Democratic Russia polling indicated that their appo.
organization, with Yeltsir's endorsement, would win a majority within the for pi
Congress of People’s Deputies if elections were held before beginning eco- picio:
nomic reform. At the time, Democratic Russia was the only legal party or deces
social movement with a national profile. Having just organized Yeltsin's noth
electoral victory in June 1991 and then spearheaded the popular resis- Fqurt
tance to the coup in August, Democratic Russia leaders were certain of ?'nlgh
electoral victory.?* Elections also would stimulate the development of po- n1g

Jitical parties, which in turn would help to organize the parliament inter-
nally and establish YVeltsin's own representatives in the legislative branch of - Preses

governient. Democratic Russia leaders were sO confident of early elec-
tions that they began making campaign plans in October 19o1. New
Veltsin and his closest advisors, however, ultimately rejected the idea of Russi
early elections for several reasons. First, the leaders of independent Rus- crats
sia believed that their newly created state did not have the capacity to carry e;?}_n
statin

out a national election.®® In its first weeks of existence, the Russian state

did not have such elementary Y€sources as funding for printing of ballots -

or the administrative capacity to organize and appoint electoral commis- ; howe
sions. Second, too many changes were occurring all at once. Consumed. fack.
with overseeing the dissolution of the Soviet empire and launching eco- . Fn
nomic reform, Yeltsin and his government were incapable of also carrying: Etf)?(

9lysily Lipitsky, People's Deputy and chairman of the Executive Council of the People o
Party for a Free Russia, interview with author, October 10, 1991 and Ponomarev, intervie 97}
October 8, 1991. -
% Yevgeny Savost'yanov, "Rezolyutsiya plenuma SP dvizheniya ‘Democraticheskaya Ross: mtg;;

' mimeo, fall 109%. ‘ Y,

o vyhorakh mestnykh Sovetov iglav mestnol administratsii,

98 Yeltsin, Struggle for Russia, 126. :
9 Author’s interviews with Democratic Russia teaders Yury Afanasiev, liya Zaslavsky, Mikly

Shneider, and Lev Ponomarev, October 1991.
95 Burbulis, nterview.
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

dons. As Yeltsin argued at the time, “1 believe that the best variant
of formation {of the state’s vertical structures] is the popular election of
heads of executive powers. However, the situa jon today is as such that this
procedure is 100 Juxurious. To carry out both electoral campaigns and
deep economic reforms at the same time is not possible. To do this means

1o destroy everything.. .- The appointment of head of administrations is
neededas a temporary measure.”?® Third, Yeltsin and his associates did not
pelieve that new elections would produce a more reformist parliament or
bring Yeltsin Joyalists to power at the regional level. Two months before

these elections, Arkady Murashev reported that the consensus within

Yeltsin's State Council was that the communists would win a majority of
oblast elections should the government g0 ahead with regional elections
as planned.”’ Emboldened by electoral randates, these regional heads of
administration might be much more difficult to work with than if they were
appointed and therefore beholden to the president for their positions. AS
for parliamentary elections, Yeltsin recounted that “I had a sneaking sus-
picion, though, that society might not have been ready to nominate any
decent candidates to a new legislature.”® Gaidar and his advisors also did
not believe that new clections would produce 2 more libexal paxliamentgg
Fourth and finally, Yeltsin and his government feared that new elections
.ons at the republic level

might fael Russian federal dissolution, just as election:

in 1ggo had helped to catalyze Soviet Federal dissolution.'®

out elec

Preserving the System of Soviels
New parliamentary elections, by implication, meant dissolving the sitting
f People’s Deputies. At the time, many radical demo-

Russian Congress 0
crats argued that this institutional reform was central to the success of both

economic and political reform. 19! Yeltsin seemed to concur in retrospect,

stating that ‘1 believe the most important opportunity missed after the coup
was the radical restructuring of the parliamentary system.”17* At the time,

however, Yeltsin refrained from acting against the Russian Congress. His
lack of initiative can be explained by the context of the moment.

First and most important, Yeltsin considered the Russian Congress of
People’s Deputies to be an ally at the time. In August 1991, Yeltsin had
stood with Russian deputies t0 defend the White House, the home of the

fifth, Russian Congress, Soveishaya Rossiya, October 2. 1991, 3+

and RSFSR People’s Deputy and Democratic Russia co-chaif,

1ggt. Murashev attended these State Council meetings.

9% Yeltsin, speech before the
97 Arkady Murashev, USSR

interview with author, October 10,
B Yeltsin, Struggle for Bussia, 126. .
% (iaidar, interview; and Man, Ekonomika & vlast’, 44-
100 Brbulis, interview; and Gaidar, interview.

101 popov, Chie dyelat’ dal'she.

102 Yeltsin, Struggle for Russia,1 26.
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Russian Congress. Immediately after the coup attempt, the néw chairman
of the Russian Congress, Ruslan Khasbulatov, repeatedly identified him-
self as “Yeltsin’s closest ally.”!® In October 1991, Khasbulatov stated cate-
gorically that “there exist no conflicts between the Supreme Soviet and the
President.”104 Likewise, Yeltsin allies within the Supreme Soviet believed
that the executive and legislative branches could work together as partners
during this transitional period. As Burbulis recounts, “throughout Sep-
tember, October, November, December-—the majority of the principal acts
taken in connection with the creation of conditions for reform activity were
ratified by the Congress and the Supreme Soviet. Even 2 majority ratified
the Belovezhskaya Accord. In fact, the president received the authority to
head the government and to begin economic reform from the Con-
gress.”!% The Congress would not have voted in November 1991 to grant
Yeltsin extraordinary decree powers if they had not supported his course
of reform. After the coup, the president and parliament seemed like such
close allies {a bond forged by their mutual resistance to the Soviet coup
plotters) that dissolution of the Russian Gongress was considered detri-
mental to Yeltsin's own legitimacy and reform agenda.
Second, the anarchy that ensued immediately after the coup made
Yeltsin and his government wary of destroying too many political institu-

tions concurrently. Russia emerged from the August 1991 events with few

political institutions~—good, bad, or otherwise. Although imperfect, the
Congress and other soviets at the regional and municipal level at least re-
sembled legislative organs. Moreover, these institutions had greater legit-

imacy than most other institutions because deputies had been elected, not
appointed. The earlier efforts devoted to legitimizing this set of institu- -

tions impeded the creation of new ones.!*

Third, because Yeltsin personally had helped make the Russian Congress -

a legitimate political organ, destroying it might have hurt his credibility.
Yeltsin and most of Russia's other democratic leaders made a strategic de-
cision in 1g8g and again in 19go to participate in elections to these sovi
ets. Although this strategic decision was disputed at the time within the de:
mocratic camp, the decision served to legitimate the soviets as 0rgans o

'Russia’s nascent democracy. The subsequent participation of Yeltsin and

most of his allies in these soviets bolstered their institutional standing
Yeltsin, in fact, made his political comeback asa People’s Deputy. Only two
months before the coup, Yeltsin was still chairman of the Russian Congress

105 §ee the interview with Khasbulatov in Sovetskaya Rossiya, December 4, 19G0; reprinte
in Yeltsin-Khashulatoy, 58. .
104 Rhashulatov, Rossiiskaye Gazets,

105 Burbulis, interview.
108 This is path dependency as discussed in Douglass Noxth, Instifutions, Ins

and Economic Performance (Cambridge: Cambridge Unjversity Press, 1 0go).

October 8, 1991; reprinted in Yeltsin-Khasbulatoy. 95
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

Fourth, the critical symbolic role played by the Russian Congress of
seople’s Deputies in resisting the coup added yet another barrier to abol-
{shing this legislative body. The defense of the White House was the
fining image of resistance to the coup. During the three dramatic days
Auvgust, emergency laws passed by the Congress helped to undermine
support for the coup organizers. Consequently, disbanding the Congress
.nd closing down the White House would undermine the whole coup re-
iistance experience as a nation-defining moment.

Constitutional Questions

Had Yeltsin anticipated future conflicts with the Congress, he likely would
have moved more quickly to adopt a new Russian constitution. Consumed
with other agenda items such as dissolving the Soviet Union and starting
econormic reform, Yeltsin and his allies did not push to adopt a new con-
stitution, even though a first draft produced by the Supreme Soviet Con-
stitutional Commission (chaired by Yeltsin) had circulated well before the
' August coup attempt.
. Drafting and discussing a new. constitution had been under way within
Russia since the first draft had been completed in September 19go, In Oc-
tober 1ggo, the Constitutional Cormmission voted to adopt the basic princi-
ples of the first draft and to forward the document in its entirety to the Con-
gress.\%7 In November, the first draft was published and widely discussed.!%®
The Russian Congress, however, did not vote on the new constitution before
Soviet collapse. After the August 1991 coup atternpt, major debate again
emerged about whether a new constitution should be passed. Oleg Rumyant-
sev, the secretary of the Constitutional Commission, was most passionate
about the need to pass a new constitution immediately. In a speech before
the Supreme Soviet on October 10, 1991, he outlined twelve reasons why
immediate approval was absolutely necessary.'” Rumyantsev argued that
adoption of a new constitution would give more legitimacy to Yeltsin's de-
crees, retain the balance of power between the president and the parliament,
and impede separatism within the federation, Rumyantsev also argued that
2 new constitution was needed to provide the legal context for the transition
to a market economy.
At the fifth Congress in November 1991, Rumyantsev managed to place
ratification of a new constitution on the agenda, but Yeltsin did not support
his efforts.1® At the timé, both Yeltsin and his deputies were preoccupied

%7 3leg Rumyantsev, RSFSR People’s Deputy and Secretary of Constitutional Cormmission,

interview with author, May 29, 1695
18 The fidll text of this first draft appears i

tutsionyi Vestnik 4 (1990): B5—3120
109 he text of this speech is reprinted in Kenstitutsionyi Vestnik 8 (1991): §~7-

130 Rumyantsey, interview.

n Konstitutsionnaya Kommissiya RSFSR, Konsti-
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with the potential for collapse of the Russian Federation. Many feared that jcal advis
adoption of a new constitution might speed the process of federal disinte- - way 1o tr.
gration, because Rumyantsev's draft assigned considerable powers to re- b zational

gional governments, especially to republics. Yeltsin's primary motivation ¥ - the failec

for blocking constitutional adoption, however, was that he did not see its | Burbulis

ratification as a high priority. On the contrary, in his view, debate about a A asm, B
constitution at this critical period would drain political capital from more i & logical, 1
important issues such as Soviet dissolution and economic reform-—issues  -f " . ‘basicain
that demanded immediate attengon. Moreover, several of Yeltsin's col- 3 this new
leagues argued that adoption of a new constitution might constrain Yeltsin's B strumen
ability to pursue other agenda items such as economic reform.!! In their -}~ tradition
estimation, ambiguity about the political rules governing institutions might 1 loyalto}
actually facilitate unilateral executive action in constructing new econormic their nev
institutions. More generally, no constitutional culture had emerged in Rus- only sab
sia’s nascent polity, so the centrality of formal rules was missed by many. ments by
Several deputies advocated the even more ambitious proposition of elect- " gransforr
ing a Constitutional Assembly, which in turn would draft a new constitu- lieved th
tion, but this idea also did not take hold 117 through
In the end, there was no consensus about how a new constitution should at the re
be ratified.!1? If the Congress were allowed to vote on a new constitution Yeltsin
(which was the procedure outlined in the old constitution), then the Con- ~ ments in
gress could easily vote to change the constitution at a later date. Yeltsin's were the
team did not want to participate in sach a ratifying procedure because it * of dictatc
* would reaffirm the ultimate authority of the Congress. At the same time, creation
the Congress was not about to abrogate this power to a referendum therefor:
process. Stalemate ensued. As presidential advisor Mikhail Krasnov cording 1
reflected, “it is impossible to create new institutions using the institutions tion on §
of the old; conflict [in these situations] is inevitable.”!* ~ creating
and enex

A Presidential Party _ ;nent mtj
orm, po

In theirv

Another political nondecision was the choice not to organize a presiden-

tial party. Yeltsin made this decision against the wishes of his closest polit- Within D

;A New pa

11%ikeor Sheinis, RSFSR People’s Deputy and deputy chairman of the Constitutional Com- politics.
mission, interview with author, October 10, 1gg7. He himself did not advocate this position eventual
but was reporting his impressions of Yeltsin's advisors to the author. ‘
112 Marina Salye, RSFSR People’s Deputy and one of the authors of this proposal, interview s
- P Burb

with author, October 14, 19g2.
112 Sergei Filatov, at the time first deputy chairman in the Congress, interview with author, 16%Zayz
March 23, 1998. In December 1992, he became Yeltsin’s chief of staff. . . 1p, 1991)
114 pikhail Krasnov, presidential advisor, interview with author, March 27, 1998. The prob- Se}:;temng
lem that Krasnov identified is not unigue to Russia. See Bruce Ackerman, We the Peaple: Trans- lizggf'b
is

formations (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996); and Jon Elster, “Ways of Constitution- ]
Making,” in Democracy’s Victery and Crisis, ed. Axel Hadenius (Cambridge: Cambridge, and fall of

University Press, 1997), 123-142.
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

:-al advisor, Gennady Burbulis. Burbulis saw the creation of a party as a

. way to translate Yeltsin's personal popularity into a more effective organi-

;ational instrument for governing Russia. In the wake of the euphoria of

the failed August putsch, people supported Yeltsin without reservation, but

purbulis cautioned that they would not do so indefinitely. This enthusi-

asm, Burbulis argued, should therefore be supplemented with an ideo-

) -based party that could communicate to the people the

basic aims of the new regime. In addition, Burbulis saw a vanguard role for
itical party. As he explained, “until there were stable state in-

struments run by well-trained [and new] personnel, a party could play this
traditional organizational function.”"* Burbulis argued that only a party
Joyal to Yeltsin could be trusted to carry out the difficult reform policies of
their new regime because the old apparatchiké of the Soviet regime would
only sabotage the reform efforts. Burbulis was supported in these argo-
ments by several leaders within Democratic Russia who were prepared to
transform their political movement into a presidential party.''® They be-
lieved that a new presidential party would help Yeltsin pass a reform agenda
through the Congress and also facilitate implementation of the program
at the regional level. '

Yeltsin, however, disagreed. Burbulis paraphrased Yeltsin's counterargu-
ments in the following terms; “Yeltsin's arguments [against creating a party]
were the following; people have an allergy to party activities after the decades
of dictatorship of the proletariat. He said that he could not support this [the
creation of a party], because he had been elected on a nonparty basis and
¢herefore should act as president of the entire pcopujla.u'on.”‘—17 Yeltsin, ac-
cording to Burbulis, also worried that a party would limit his freedom of ac-
tion on policy issues. At the time, Gaidar also expressed reservations about
creating a presidential party, arguing that there simply was not enough time
and energy to transform Democratic Russia from a protest opposition move-
ment into a governing party. For the technocrats in charge of economic re-
form, populist groups such as Democratic Russia only complicated their task.
In their view, demobilization of all political groups might facilitate reform. 3
Within Democratic Russia, several leaders also argued against the creation of

a new party at this stage, claiming that Russia was not ready for multiparty
politics. Others feared that formation of a presidential party might resuit

eventually in re-creation of a one-party state, !

116 Burbulis, interview.
136 “Zayavlenie soveta predstavitelel dvizheniya ‘Demokraticheskaya Rossiya” {September

15, 1991}, Dvizhenie ‘Demokratickeskaye Rossiya': Informatsionnyi Byulleten' 14 (August—
September 19g1): 1.

11 Burbulis, interview.

UBThis impression is based on ¢
and fall of 1992.

19 Teavkin, interview.

onversations with several of Gaidar’s atdes in the summer
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1n lieu of constructing & nationwide, ideologically based political power, .3 rate state
Burbulis and his aides consciously sought to reinvent a new cult of per- ¢ {chief of
sonality. As Burbulis reflected, fig 1 vastyanon
' . . . i of the pre
We very honestly and openly employed a classic, centuries-old Russian tradi- ; director
tion—the leadership (vorhdistcko-liderskii) type of power... . 1 very consciously ¥ whole, b
cultivated this leadership type of power, realizing that only this way could there aE ’

be a unifying feeling among the people in the context of the collapse of the 3 3 cellent p
communist system and the creation of new political and state forms. A person E Severg
with the authority to unite the majority of the population, who acted as 2. as Muras
leader, who personified all the troubles and hopes of all—this was the presi- ment 1o
dent that we cultivated in practice.12° ready to <
riod, Gai
Therefore, because Yeltsin was assigned this role—the leader of all Rus- sons able
sians—he could not identify with a single party. the trans
preparec
A Communist Party Purge? of Russia
Lack ¢
Among Yeltsin's nondecisions, none was more controversial than his predilec- proach t
tion for allowing many officials from the Soviet regime, including those who tion pea
were also former senior officials in the CPSU, to remain in positions of po- the CPS1
litical power. Yeltsin was not opposed in principal to bringing new people called th
into the government. After all, Burbulis, his closest advisor in 1993, had no order, la
previous political or administrative experience in the Soviet system. Likewise, lution of
Gaidar and his team of ministers were brand new to government life, October

do that,

But who was qualified to be appointed to the hundreds of state positions

necessary to govern? At this moment of transition, Democratic Russia lead- tic Russi
ers such as Afanasiev and Ponomarev expected to assume key positions in ner simi
a new government of “national unity.”2! Few of Democratic Russia’s lead- of lustra
ers (including probably Ponomarev and Afanasiev), however, were cial and
qualified to assume executive positions. Of the movement’s six co-chairs, bers wer
three eventually occupied key positions in both the federal and Moscow weak: it
governments during this transitional period. Gavriil Popov was elected €conom
mayor of Moscow in June 1991, Arkady Murashev served as head of publics.

a reactic

Moscow’s Ministry of Internal Affairs soon after the coup, and Viktor
Dmitriev assumed responsibility within the presidential administration for
relations with international financial institutions. All three, however, had
very short tenure in these positions and quickly resigned or were removed.
Some second-tier leaders of Democratic Russia did rise to become first:

122 Yelts
hee .
“Oshibocl
1 Gai¢

190 Byurbulis, interview. ) .
121 For instance, in a meeting attended by the author in October 1991, Yury Afanasiev re:

jected offers of Western assistance for financing an independent printing press for Rusﬁa:s
democratic movement, stating thathe and his allies would soon be in charge of all of Russia

printing presses.

lzf’Yelu
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Institutional Design in the First Republic

te state bureaucrats and executive leaders, including Vasily Shakhnovsky
hief of staff for Moscow mayor Yuri Luzhkov, 1991~1997), Yevgeny So-
tyanov (Moscow KGB chief, 1991-19g4, and then deputy chief of staff
fthe presidential administration, 1996 ~19g8), and Kirill Ignatiev {deputy
director of ORT, Russia’s largest television network, 1093~19g8). On the
whole, however, Yeltsin considered Democratic Russia activists to be ex-
‘¢ellent protest organizers but poor governors.'?
Several Democratic Russia leaders agreed. Even a radical democrat such
as Murashev saw the importance of retaining CPSU officials in the govern-
ment to maintain stability, because in his view, Democratic Russia was not
ready to assume such administrative responsibilities.** Reflecting on this pe-
riod, Gaidar also lamented the short supply of capable, reform-minded per-
sons able to assume major government responsibilities.’?* In several respects,
the transition in Russia had occurred too fast because the opposition was not
prepared to assume power. Qver time, elite replacement occurred, but most
of Russia’s radical democrats were left out of the rotation.'®
Lack of talent was not the only motivation for Yeltsin's conservative ap-
proach to replacing Soviet officials, Yeltsin also wanted to keep his revolu-
tion peaceful. Reflecting on the angry crowds that he saw gathered outside
the CPSU Central Committee’s headquarters in the fall of 1001, Yeltsin re-
called that “I began to have visions of the ghost of October— pogroms, dis-
order, looting, constant rallying, and anarchy with which that Great Revo-
lution of 19177 began. It would have been possible to furn August 1991 into
October 1917 with one sweep of the hand, with one signature. But I didn’t
do that, and I don’t regret it.”% Although some activists within Democra-
tic Russia advocated that CPSU leaders be tried for their crimes in a man-
ner similar to the Nuremberg trials, Yeltsin feared the debilitating effects
of lustration. Given that the CPSU had penetrated all aspects of Soviet s0-
cial and economic life, few talented people would be left if all CPSU mem-
bers were purged. Also, Yeltsin's emerging Russian state was extremely
weak: it controlled no armed forces; it was responsible for a collapsing
economy; and it faced the threat of secessionist movements in several re-
publics. A real attempt to challenge the CPSU nomenklatura might trigger
a reaction that could topple the Yeltsin regime. Democratic Russia also

122Yeltsin, Struggle for Russia, 154~155. -

123 See Aleksei Elymanov, “Detskaya bolezr’ levezny,” and refutation by Lev Ponomarev,
“Oshibochnyt diagnoz,” both in Demokraticheskaye Rossiye 28 (October 4-11, 1991 Y.

124 Gzidar, interview. See also “Apparatnyi perevorot?” Demokraticheskaya Rossiya 28 (Octo-
ber 4—11, 199t): 2.

126 David Lane and Cameron Ross, The Transitions from Cor
from Gorbasheu to Yeltsin (New York: St Martin's Press, 1999)-

126 Velisin, Struggle for Russiz, 127

vism b C ; italism: Ruh'ngElites

157




Tue FirsT RussiaN REPUBLIC, 1991-19093

pushed for a full reorganization of the army, the Ministry of Internal Af-
fairs, and the KGB—reforms that Yeltsin also rejected.127

Moreover, Yeltsin himself was from the ancien régime. Although he
understood the necessity of appointing new, younger people to jump-
start economic reform, he personally was more comfortable dealing with
those who had backgrounds and experiences simnilar to his. For this rea-
son, as mentioned earlier, he invited several of his Sverdlovsk comrades
into his new presidential a
staff, had served as second first secretary of the Sverdlovsk Communist
Party when Yeltsin was first secretary. Victor Ilyushin, chief of secretariat,

had been first secretary of the Sverdlovsk Oblast Komsomol. Oleg Lobov,

another close Yeltsin aide, had been chairman of the Executive Com-

mittee of the Sverdlovsk Oblast Soviet. 1?8 At the regional level, Yeltsin's
decision to appoint heads of administration ensured that many of his for-
mer colleagues—fellow oblast first secretaries—would maintain their po-
litical careers. By keeping these people from the old system in positions
of power, Yeltsin sought to downplay the revolutionary nature of his

regime:

1 saw continuity between the society of the Khrushchev and Brezhnev period
and the new Russia. To break with everything, to destroy everything in the
Bolshevik manner was not part of my plans. While bringing in the govern-
ment completely new bold people, 1 still considered it possible to use in gov-
ernment work-experienced executives, organizers, and leaders like Yuri
Skokov, the director of a major defense plant, a man of intelligence and

strength.’®

One consequence of this polic

did not lead to purges or arre
Yeltsin eventually decided that ca
nomic policymaking. Within a year after forming his first post-Sovie
Russian government, Yeltsin had remove

government pOStS.

127 “Z ayavlenie soveta predstavitelei dvizheniya ‘Demokraticheskaya Rossiya,” 1. Yelisin di
divide the KCB into several organizations, but no major reform was undertaken. :

128 Ypltsin appointed some new
visors or councilors, such as Sergei Shakhrai and Sergel Stankevich. Yeltsin selected one ¢

democrat to a senior administrative position when he appointed Yury Boldyrev as chie

spector, Boldyrev, however, did not last long after he began
tion within the administration. Yuri Boldyrev, interview with author, August 1992.

9 Volesin, Struggle for Russia, 127
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dministration. Yuri Petrov, Yeltsin's chief of
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tigate the criminality of the August coup. The Communist Party was put
on trial before the Constitutional Court, but the outcome of this trial
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tiary importance. Ironically, Western and Russian journalists, political lead-
1d, and academic observers heralded the defeat of the

ers around the wor.
August 1991 coup asa historical victory for Russian democracy. Yetin 1991,
making Russian democracy work was the least concern of the heroes of this

victory. Their agenda was filled with other priorities.
Just as the agenda of change remained large after the August coup at-
tempt, the balance of power among forces for and against change re-

ly defined. Immediately after the failed coup attempt,

mained ambiguous
Yeltsin enjoyed overwhelming authority and legitimacy compared with his

opponents. This windfall of power, however, quickly dissipated as Yeltsin
pursued his reform agenda. As the next chapter discusses in detail, failure
to institute new rules of the game for the political system created and per-
petuated ambiguities in the distribution of power. These ambiguities played
a major role in repolarizing politics in Russia, and this repolarization even-

tually toppled the First Russian Republic.
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The Failure of t

CHAPTER 5

he First Russian Republic

rmment initiated a recasting of

Russian poﬁﬁcal, economic, and state institutions. Notall reforms were given

the same priority; securing the peaceful dissolution of the Soviet Union was

the firstitem on the agenda, launching economic reform the second, and re-

shaping Russian political institutions was a distant third. Yet efforts to se-
quence these three arenas of institutional change did not succeed because
dramatic changes in the state, the economy, and the po itical system unfolded
d speed of change approximated other major

simultaneously. The breadth an
revolutionary transformations in the modern era, Like other great social

revolutions, Russia’s revolution threatened old interest groups and privileged
produce

new ones. It is almost axiomatic that threats 10 old interest groups

resistance, opposition, and counterrevolutionary coalitions. Often, reaction

against revolutionary change leads to armed conflict and civil war. It would

have been unprecedented and counterintuitive, therefore, if Russia’s revo-

Jutionaries had not provoked registance to their prograi of radical change.

Although Yeltsin and his government had significant popular support,
eir reform

especially after the failed coup attempt of August 1991, th
agenda represented their own preferences and not the desires of all elites
or the will of the masses. In fall 1991, there was Jittle agreement among
Russia’s elite or within society as 2 whole about the course of change. A
wide spectorum of Russia’s political forces was critical of Gorbachev’s re-
forms or the lack thereof, but no consensus existed among Russia'’s politi-
cal elite about what kind of state, €cONOMY, and polity should be con-
structed. When given the opportunity (asin the April 1993 referendum),
Russian voters also did not express 2 common vision for Russia’s future.

In fall 1991, Yeltsin and his new gove
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Mobilizing the masses to destroy the old order turned out to be much eas-
jer than sustaining unified support for the construction of a new political
and economic order.

Because of the peaceful nature of the Soviet collapse, those who opposed
Yeltsin's design for change were in 2 position to organize resistance.
Supporters of the ancien régime were not arrested or executed but instead
continued to occupy key positions in political and econornic organizations.
As this opposition mobilized and consolidated, the distribution of power
between those for and against revolutionary change became increasingly
ambiguous. The combination of a contested and wide agenda of change
and an ambiguous distribution of power between those for and against
Yeltsin's plans for change created a highly uncertain context for strategic
decision making. The mix of strategic moves made by Russian political ac-
tors precipitated conflict rather than compromise over Russia’s new polit-
ical rules of the game, thus ending in fall 1993 what many called the First
Russian Republic.

This chapter traces the combustible interaction of these variables. The
first section plots the divergent positions adopted by major political actors
in reaction to the collapse of the Soviet Union and Yeltsin's program for
change, including the introduction of market reform and the organizatiorn

of the Russian polity. The second section chronicles the evolution of the
balance of power among major political forces in Russia: the renewed dis-
array within the dernocratic camp, communist reorganization, the consoli-
dation of the communist—nationalist alliance or red-brown coalition, and
the appearance of a centrist alternative— Civic Union. The third section
explains how divergent preferences for the agenda of change and an am-
biguous distribution of power interacted to generate regime collapse in
fall 19gs. In a strategic situation similar to that of August 1991, Russia’s
political actors reacted to the large agenda and the ambiguous balance of
power by pursuing confrontational, zero-sum strategies. The result was
similar to that of 19g1—one side emerged victorious over the other,

THE CONTESTED AGENDA OF CHANGE

Economic Reform

The initial strategy for economic reform of Russia’s first postcommuniSI
government was detailed in the previous chapter. Under the leadership ¢
Yegor Gaidar, this government aimed to achieve rapid transformation t
market economy by following the so-called big bang strategy— 2 plan th
called for immediate price and trade liberalization, accompanied by d

creased state spending and tight control over the monetary supply. On:
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

liberalization and stabilization had been achieved, mass privatization was
" supposed to follow quickly thereafter.

In January 1992, when Gaidar launched this plan beginning with partial
price liberalization, few interest groups openly supported his program, al-
though several benefited from it.! Almost immediately after price and trade
liberalization, importers made windfall profits, and giant trading compa-
nies sprouted to meet the pent-up demand for consumer goods that had

- accumulated over decades of autarky. New commercial banks took advan-
tage of inflation to turn huge profits from financing government transfers
to state emerprises.2 None of these beneficiaries of liberalization, however,
had organized as political actors. Conseguently, in the early period of re-
form, Gaidar and his team had to rely on political organizations formed
during the late Soviet era rather than on economic interest groups formed

_ in the post-Soviet era as their source of support. :

In these early stages of market reform, only Democratic Russia openly
endorsed Gaidar’s economic plan. The organization’s political decision to
back the government’s reforms, however, came at a high cost to Democratic
Russia’s internal cohesion and external popularity. Before the collapse of
the Soviet Union, Democratic Russia had avoided taking specific positions
on economic matters as a strategy for achieving the widest possible anti-
Soviet coalition. After August 1991, however, Democratic Russia was com-
pelled to specify its policy objectives for economic reform.

The leaders of Democratic Russia understood that their movement was
divided on the issue of economic reform. Most of the movement’s lead-
ers were liberal, but rank and file supporters were primarily social demo-
cratic, that is, they were worried more about unemployment than trade
liberalization.? Given this divide, radical liberal leaders within Democra-
tic Russia perceived the populist orientation of their movement as a po-
tential constraint on economic reform; therefore, they advocated the de-
mobilization of Democratic Russia altogether and the creation of a small,
vanguard, ideologically driven political party.* In contrast, {eft-of-center
leaders within Democratic Russia argued that the movement must be pre-
served to serve as a popular check on elitist reform schemes. Rejecting
both of these positions, the self-proclaimed pragmatists within Democra-

tic Russia eventually won the debate about the movement’s position on

IYegor Gaidar, interview with author, October 8, 1697
2 Aleksei Ulyukaev, Rossiye na puti reform (Moscow: Evraziya, 16g6); Joel Hellman, “Break-
ing the Bank,” Ph.D. dissextation, Columbia University, 1993; and Juliet Jolnson, A Fistful of
Rubles: The Rise and Fall of the Russion Banking System (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000).
3Viadimir Bokser, member of Coordinating Council, Democratic Russia, interview with
author, October 8, 1991,
4This was confirmed in meetings with Democratic Russia leaders Gaxi Kasparov {October
10, 19g91) and Arkady Murashev (October 11, 1991) and RSFSR People’s Deputy Marina
Salye (October 14, 1993, In 5t. Petersburg).

103




Tar FirsT RUssiaAN REPUBLIC, 109 1-1993

n avowedly pro-government ori- to avoid total ¢

economic reform and instead adopted 2
entation.’ Within the Russian Congress of People’s Deputies, Democratic state subsidie

Russia emerged as the government’s main representative, organizing sup- and continue
port for Gaidar and his legislative agenda. The Supreme Soviet’s Com- : Ruslan Khasb
chaired by Democratic Russia activist Pyotr  § Khasbulatov ¢

mittee on Economic Reform,
Fillipov, worked as the government’s principal legislative drafting agent f ment, only da
within the parliament, penning many important laws including the pri- Rutskoi anc
vatization law of June 1992.° 3 ) the command
Material interests did not motivate Democratic Russia’s support for However, the
from those in

Veltsin's economic reform. Although in the long run everyone stood to gain
from a market economy, the real winners in the short term-—Iimporters, in the Soviet s
bankers, select enterprise directors, and business people—were not mem- factions such

bers of Democratic Russia. The movement’s activists were primarily acad- Khasbulatov’s
emics and white-collar bureaucrats—the specialist estate——whose eco- et reforms s
nomic well-being was most threatened, at least in the near ter, by Gaidar’s Communist I
reforms.” However, Democratic Russia’s support for radical reform advocated re:
reflected the organizations continued engagement in revolutonary poli- organization:
tics rather than material interests. For Democratic Russia leaders, the threat the leadershi
of communist restoration was still real, the development of a market econ- pist organizal

not simply to
trols on all m
market econ
normtc systen
ership in stra
"eign trade, ¢
" and socialist
_to roll back,
more radica
- italism and ¢
“Hon,and ar

the best strategy to destroy this threat, and Boris Yeltsin and his
implement market reforms. For most

radical economic reform was a pas-

omy was
government were the best placed to
within Democratic Russia, backing

sionate, not a rational, choice.
Unlike advocates of market reform who had contributed to transitions

in East Central Europe, advocates of liberal market veforms in Russia were
in the minority at the time reform was initiated. Again in contrast to the re-
formers in East Central Europe, these liberals were not allied with Russia’s
nationalists. Soon after price liberalization began in January 1992, an an
tiliberal majority of communists and nationalists coalesced in the parlia-
ment; at the same time, antimarket political organizations sprouted and

grew within society. Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi was the first to reject In betwee
the Gaidar plan well before it was even initiated, warning that he would re - full rejection
sign if these reforms were carried out. Calling Yeltsin's new governmern ‘coalition ca
“young boys in pink shorts, red shirts, and yellow boots,” Rutskoi advocates Committee
a more state-controlled transition to the market, including protectionis Rutskei, as
poticies for Russian enterprises and a one-year state of emergency as awa search Rgpw;, F
1 i YKhasbulan

o, hompromis

- Wgee for it

5Yladimir Bokser, member of Coordinating Council, Democratic Russia, interview

author, june 23, 19972.
&)fikhail Dinitriev, RSFSR People’s Deputy, at the time in the Russian Congress and am

ber of this committee, interview with author, August 1995-
The term “specialist estate” comes from Marc Garcelon; “The Estate of Change: The$

cialist Rebellion and the Democratic Movement in Moscow: 1g8g—10g1," Theory and 3o
26 (1997): 39— 85
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total economic breakdown.? Rutskoi also called for price controls,

ctate subsidies for enterprises, collective ownership of enterprises,

and continued state ownership of iand. Eventually, Congress chairman

Ruslan Khasbulatov agreed. While an early supporter of market reform,

Khasbulatov called on Yeltsin to remove his so-cailed ineffective govern-

iment, only days after the beginning of price liberalization.’

Rutskoi and Khasbulatov did not necessarily advocate reconstruction of
the cornmand economy. Rather, their vie s on the economy were confused.

However, their criticisms of the Yeltsin strategy quickly garnered support
from those interest groups and political organizations that were privileged
in the Soviet systemn ancien régime and did not want change. Parliamentary
factions such as the Industrial Union and the Agrarian Union supported
Khasbulatov's attacks, as did more radical, communist opponents of mar-
ket reforms such as Working Russia, the Union of Communists, and the
Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF). If Khasbulatov never
advocated restoration of the Soviet command economy, mmany within these
organizations did,!® At this early stage in Russia’s economic transformation,

the leadership and especially the rank and file members of these corm-
pplicies of Gaidar,

nist organizations stll aimed to reverse the revolutionary
not simply to amend them.\! CPRF leaders pushed for complete price con-
trols on all major consumer goods and promoted the concept of a planned

tem of self-managed enterprises. This eco-

market economy based on a sys
nomic system required a “return” to worker ownership, continued state own-
ership in strategic sectors of the economy, restoration of state control of for-

eign trade, and indexation of all wages and salaries.}2 Unlike communist
and socialist parties in postcommunist Eastern Europe, the CPRF wanted

to roll back, not reform, Russia’s nascent market economy. Viktor Anpilov's
more radical Working Russia went even further, rejecting all forms of cap-
italism and calling instead for an end to market prices and “wild” privatiza-
tion, and a return to state control of the economy.”®

In between Democratic Russia’s full endorsement and the communists
full rejection of radical economic reform there emerged a third way—rthe
coalition called Civic Union led by Arkady Volsky. A former CPSU Central
Committee membet with close and long-standing ties to enterprise direc-

o avoid

8 Rutskoi, as quoted in Alexander Rahr, “Challenges to Yeltsin’s Governmens,” RFE/ RI Re-

search Report, Februaxy 28, 1991, 3
9Khasbulatovas quoted in Fvestiya, januvary 13, 1992 reprinted in YVeltsin-Rhasbulatou: Edin-
stvo, kompromis, bor'ba (Moscow: Terra-terra, 1004}, 115.

10gee, for instance, “Rezolutsii 1I chrezvychainogo s'ezda CPRF,” Soustshaye Rossiya, Feb-

ruary 25, 1993, 2.
'Boris Slavin, “Nu i kak vam Lapitatizm?” Pravda, May 5, 1992;
Posle sotsializma (Moscow: Flinta, 1ggY), 101-102.
HTASS, February 15, 194%, i FRIS-SOV-92-03 7, February 14, 1992, 45-
18 Soyremennaya politicheshaya istoriya Rossii (1985~1997 gody}, vol. 1 {Moscow: Dukhovnoe

Nasledie, 1997}, 592

reprinted in Boris Slavin,
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tors, Volsky represented the interests of those members of the Soviet 8 Design Debates ov
nomenklatura who wanted to preserve their previous economic privileges -F

14 contrast to militant communist groups, Civic = 1 A second deba

in new market conditions.

Union declared its support for the market, private property, and the gen- and organization

eral objectives of reform outlined by Yeltsin's first postcommunist govern- divisions had fon

ment. At the same time, Civic Union strongly rejected the strategy of shock of 1991, but ther

therapy originally promoted by Gaidar.® For instance, Civic Union leaders sian Republic. Tl

claimed that the Gaidar government was being duped by the International fusing the points
the question was

this debate, demy
sides of the issu
should have a pr
more closely par

Discussions a
giances. Within

Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and other Western institutions
into destroying Russia’s industrial base. In the opinion of Civic Union lead-
ers, the Russian government was allowing imports to be dumped into the
Russian market so cheaply that local manufacturing plants could not com-
pete. To correct this situation, Civic Union proposed 2 calibrated wage and
price indexing, subsidies and credits to strategic industries, and called for

greater restrictions on both imports and foreign investment. In their view,
only a coordinated strategy between state and industry-—Eastern, not West- as Adranik Migr
ern, capitalism—mcould save Russia from becoming an exporter of raw ma- interim authorit
terials on the periphery of the world economy.'® As for privatization, Civic view, only an av
Union supported the general goal of transferring property to individual economy into a
hands but pushed to give property rights to managers and directors of en- _ and ot‘hers argu
terprises rather than to outside ownexs. The group’s privatization formula “was mistaken in
promised little unemployment and few bankruptcies. reform. For Rus
In sum, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian continued to de- ism pushed Yelt
societal pressur

bate vigorously the merits of capitalism and market reform. After seventy

years of communism, no one in Russia had any experience with inflation,
markets, or ownership. Basic concepts such as the relationship between
government deficit and inflation were not understood. Because Russian
market reformers did a poor job of explaining what they were doing, anti-
market forces were able to fill the information void with horror stories
ahout what would happen to Russia under capitalism, Although most coun-

tries in Eastern Europe had debated what kind of capitalism to pursue i
the aftermath of communism’s collapse,

Russia continued to debate
whether to embrace markets and private property at all. Market reform was
still a contested agenda issue.
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Post-Soviet Affairs 9 (1093): 196222, 11iva Zaslavsk
15 Arkady Volsky, press conference, founding congress of Grazhdanskil Soyuz, June 26, Mose Yaanzsg"s ¥
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1992. The author was in attendance.
16See Grazhdanskii Soyuz, “Programma antikrizisnogo uregulirovaniya,’
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166

" mimeo (Moscow, : | .
: nterview with autl




lor
-G66 1 *L sun[ TONE THIM MITATHIT

a1p 3o yopes] pue Andaq sopdoeg YASTT "SHYIDEATY JOVA gt
{IapEa) RISSNY SRRIIONIS(] PUE MOISOI
Ayysaisey oA,

“gonoey At wessy
861 ‘01 IGO0 ‘TOTPNE YLK MIIATNTL
Wt poEnop VLS JGeAO sy Jo wewneyo ndeq srdead SSN

e 120ddns 10U PIP JSWEIRA0T MIU ST JO SIFLIAW [EIAIS ST [[IM 58 819
-pea] DNENOUIP AWEW ISNEI| INSS] S 1940 yrpds eissyg oneIOWA(Y
-gomr) 19TA0G 15WLI0] 913 JO aoeds reonnod oy unpm
uonsod JruowaSaY 5BISSIY UIRIUIEW PUe UOREIIPAY TSI o1 M35
-o1d p[nom 31 551EII] INg SULIOJAT JNEIE [edIpes yuswadw pnosM I Isned
-2 10U 9YE}S URISSIY SUODS € JO UONEID PILIOAPE SSHeHonEd frexeuad
20T g osdefioo 23S PIroAE 0 pouxad wrEsyul UE 10§ JOIEIP pouUNYSUa,
U PopaaU BISSIY 1Y pandTe oym SIYINISYY I0TIA Se [PonS ‘sI9pRa] 15T
~goneu seissmy wouxy poddns paured os[e ULIOI BUONMNSUL STYT, ;' 1249]
[EUOTIEU 31} 72 TOHILASUOD Ieflurs & pasodoxd Aysaesez, eAj] se yons s13
-piea] BISSITY SHRIDOWRA(] SWI0IRI I EUr jusurerdur 0 wouoine [eaniod
1972218 ALY PINOM ILFO 2ADNISXI SKY L OF IILA0S £15 517 JO UONNJOSSIP
PIYEO0APE 91 YOIUM UK  IST I [ouoc] 2 01 S[] TEYM,, 1O FYSJ0P 01YS ‘a8
-eox reonmod e paysiqnd sodog muses) rofet moosopy ‘1661 Iaquisvag Ul
-osdefjos 191808 103ye 1roddns Susearouy poureS vapI snp ‘BISSIRY SURIDOW
-o(1 unpIM "poruRwa[durt U2 PeY SULIOIX I e [RUnR soxnssaxd re3aroos
UI0Iy PIIRISUL 2 PIROM JEI3 97€IS SUODS MOU B JJEITD 0} UISTIA paysnd wst
-URLIEILIOYINE JO $ITEI0APE ISP ‘91e] JERLIS B PIOAR 0] BISSTY 104 “WLIOJ2T
srmouoss pensind 9y ryM ADBDOWIP RIM Supuouniadxe UT UNEISTI FEM
ADYORGION) YeT[— PIULIGUOD U] PEY £1091p 191 1R pandIe SISUIO puE
urdueiSpy ‘posdefjor UOHI[) 1PW0S A LYY “W19754S 193 TRU B 01T AWIOU0II
PUBHIGION 191408 91 WLIOJSURT P[NO2 sunSol URLIRILIOYINE UE A[UO MO
TP U] “UONISURR URISST-I21A08 3¢ ul Apreo ounSol UELIEILIOTRNE WIS
U JO UONEAI 9y 10§ Paf[ed pey unjuredpy 108] pue ueiueISyA YIUBIPY 58
ons sysorqud [emoayRIul yueprodmy ‘dured ISINIOFRI 3U3 URRIM ‘sooueld
-oyfe 28uex]s PNESID ADBIDOUWRP SNSIIA drys1072321p 10O(E SHOSSHISIA
“P[O JO SPIAID JSTUNUINIO)—1BID0WISP 43 payorrered A[asofr 310U
yds o1 “91RqP ST U "wshs Areyuswrengred Jo [enuoapissad B 2AEY PINOYS
SISSTRY JOUIOYM JNOqE SeM JeqIP A ‘[9A3] IHOUE Ty "onsst 3 JO §IpIs
1)Oq U0 PUnOf 3 PIOJ S)STUHTIIIOD pue ‘SJSIEUONEY SPEI00ap ‘2eqap S
g -digsIo7eI0Ip € 10 AIBID0WAP € 3¢ PIOYS BISSTRY 19THIYM SEM uonsanb oy .
“[245] IO Ty “PITIVAIP $3010F feoniod JUSIFAP Y YOTyMTe syunod otp Sursty |
0D AGRIS ‘S[AR] JUESIIHIP OM3 I8 soeyd Joo) sa1eqap YL, onqnday v
-sy 152§ 9 3o sypuout 3815 v Supmp Ansuoyay ur max8 Aot Ing 1661 ¥
pua ot Te 97 Juapuadapul Ue SWEIIq TSI 210§3(| paULio} PEY STOISTAL
950U [, "[PA9] [EUOTRU U3 T8 TINSAS eontjod ueIsstiy oY) JO uoneziuedio pue
ady o) PaULIEOUOD $9310F [eoRTOd UEISSINY PIPINP B AeqSP puooas Yy

SUOUIMINISU] JDIIOJ MIN 4200 SHDGJ wdrsa

aygnday worssny isif 73 Jo anpnd #YL

sEM
a1EC
ur o
~un
SILIC
Ly
weyss

. u?9

© oy
Liuoa
-9p 0

e[,
~a }C
enpy:
M *
=B .M
S -
Ma1A X
103 Py

. pueo§

-UT00 3
a1} o1t
-Pesju
suonmng
[euone!
S.Iapt»:;.}l

YI0ys ye
~t1s3a08
=8 oy
)y ‘sd
S‘Qﬁgl'mp
.’]G'EAQS a




THE FirsT RUSSIAN REPUBLIC, 19911993
thoritarian rule. On the contrary, several Democratic Russia leaders criti- judicial bra
cized Yeltsin's increasingly authoritarian actions and his growing reliance the upper b
on the antidemocratic nomenklatura of the former Communist Party of _ parliament.
the Soviet Union. As Aleksandy Terekhov, then deputy chairman of the 3 president, «
Democratic Party of Russia, warned in October 1991, Russia’s democratic “F official. A s
forces had to act as a check on Yeltsin's propensity for «peo-Bolshevism.™® ! 3 liamentary'
Adopting a different line of reasoning, Deputy Prime Minister Aleksandr - and foremc
Shokhin argued that moves toward authoritarian rule would discredit the 2% Soviet Unic
central government and Fuel, not quell, separatist moverments in Russia’s the powers
autonomous republics.” Soviet in C
The debate over presidenrial versus parliamentary power was related but powers or |
distinguished from the democracy debate. Well before the Soviet collapse, with the P
Yelisin and his allies in Democratic Russia supported the idea of creating Yeltsin's ni¢
a presidential office as 2 way to increase YVeltsin's autonomy from the Rus- pletely nev
sian Congress of People’s Deputies.” On this issue, there was little initial sian State.
dissension within the democratic movement. In winter 1gg1, the idea of a iatov claim
presidential office was added to the draft constitution produced by the “one of tht
Constitutional Commission of the Russian Supreme Soviet. In March 1993, tions of th
Russian voters approved the new office, the Russian Congress subsequently governme
changed the constitution to create the office, and then in June 1991, In fall 1
Veltsin won the first direct election for the office of president of Russia, dent extr:
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Democratic Russia supported Russian G
Veltsin’s pleas for greater executive powers, arguing that only a strong presi- together.
dent could execute radical economic reform.?? These advocates of a strong organ.® ¥
presideniial system endorsed a new draft constitution produced by Sergei came con
Alekseyev and Anatoly Sobchak during the spring of 1992, although neither fall 1991,
were members of the Supreme Soviet’s Constitutional Commission.” to sugges
The first draft of the constitution authored by the Constitutional Com- nomic ref
mission—often referred to as the Rumyantsev draft in reference to the com- ularity, re
mission’s secretary Oleg Rumyantsev——wrecommended creation of a weak
semipresidential system. This document included language about the im- Contestin,
portance of the separation of powers between the executive, legislative, and ¢
' _ Debate
19 pleksandr Terekhov, deputy chairman of the Demeocratic Party of Russia, interview with Soviet co
author, Qctober 11, 1991
20 Afeksandr Shokhin, press conference, ©ctober 27, 1992, in Aleksandr Shokhin, Moi golos #*Kons
udet vsetaki ushyshan: Stenogramma ghokhi peremen (Moscow: Nash Dom—1’Age d'Homme, 87
1925), 36. ‘ N ' :Ibic?., !
13n other postcommunist transitions, those seeking 0 preserve the old order usually Axticle
pushed for presidentialism. See Barbara Geddes, “Initiation of New Democratic Institutions,” Vestnik 4 (1
D pstitutianal Design in New Democracies: Eastern Eutope and Latin Amerioa, ed. Arend Lijpart and ¥ Oleg 1
Carlos Waisman (Boulder, Colo-: Westview Press, 19968}, 25 Khash
2 gergel Alekseyev, Demokraticheskie veformy & konstitutsiya (Moscow: Poritsiya, 1992), 5P 1993; repr
23-24- Konstitutsic
“Konstitutsiya i sud’ba Rossii,” Fvestiys, March i:’)Ruslax
Rusla

2 gergei Alekseyev and Anatoly Sobchak,
28, 1992, 2; and March 30, 1992, 2-
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

. judicial branches of government.** The parliament, however, was to have
~the upper hand. In this draft, the president had no authority to dissolve the
arliament.? Yet Congress had the power to remove the president, the vice
* president, constitutional court judges, and any other senior government
official. A second variant circulated by Rumyantsev's commission as a “par-
liamentary” version gave the parliament even more powers, inchuding, first
- nd foremost, the right to form the government.*® After dissolution of the
Soviet Union, Rumyantsev became even more passionate about increasing
the powers of the parliament. As he argued in a speech before the Supreme
Seviet in October 1991, “Today's Supreme Soviet yet again does not have
owers or levers to effectively control the executive power, to be a partner
with the President.”?” Khasbulatov also began to express doubts about
Yeltsin's new presidential office, warning that “presidentialism is a com-
pletely new, unordinary institution in the thousand-year history of the Rus-
<ian State. There is no tradition, no experience.” Early in 1992, Khasbu-
latov claimed parliamentary sovereignty over the government, asserting that
“one of the most important functions of the parliament is to control the ac-
tions of the government” and therefore that all ministerial posts within the
government should be approved by the Supreme Soviet.?

In fall 1993, the Russian Congress had voted to give the Russian presi-
dent extraordinary powers. By the end of 1992, the majority within the
Russian Congress of People’s Deputies opposed the presidential system al-
together. Instead, the Russian Congress itself was to be the highest state
organ.” Yeltsin and his allies held opposite views, but this issue only be-
came contested and polarized because it had not been resolved earlier. In
fall 19g1, Yelstin had the support both within Congress and the electorate

to suggest a constitutional solution to this debate, As debates over eco-
nomic reforms fueled greater polarization and undermined Yeltsin’s pop-
ularity, resolution of these constitutional issues became more difficult.

Condesting the Borders of the Russian State.

Debate about boundaries of the Russian state continued well after the
Soviet collapse. In a single meeting in December 1991, Yeltsin and his

2 “Konstitutsiya Rossiiskot Federatsii (Proekt) " Variant A, Konstitutsionyi Vestnik 4 (1990):

57

*1bid., 82,

% Article §.4.5.B, “Konstitutsiya Rossiiskol Federatsii {Proekt),” Variant B, Konstifufsionyi
Vestnik 4 (1990): 92. '

21 Oleg Rumyantsev, October 10, 1991, in Konstitutsionyi Vestnik 8 (October 1991): 4.

% Khasbulatov, speech at the fifth Congress of the RSFSR People’s Deputies, October 30,
10g1; reprinted in Yeltsin-Khasbulatoy, 8. See also “Tz istorii rossiiskogo konstitutsionalizma,”
Konstituisiony Vestnik g (1991): 32-37.

2 Ruzslan Khasbulatov, “Reformiroravanie reform,” rimeo (Moscow, 1992}, 16.

3 Ruslan Khashulatov, interview with anthor, June 7, 1995-
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counterparts from Ukraine and Belarus had negotiated the dissolution of
the USSR, For several political organizations as well as most of Russian so-
ciety, this one event did not and could not signal the end of the Soviet
Union. After recovering from the shock of the tumultuous events of fall
1991, opponents of Soviet dissolution regrouped to ignite a vigorous po-
litical debate about the delineation of the borders of the state.

Democratic Russia most actively supported the government’s decision

to dissolve the Soviet Union. Although the positions of Democratic Russia
on market reform and even democratic reform were sometimes equivocal,
the movement had always declared Soviet dissolution and Russian inde-
pendence to be principal objectives. Likewise, more moderate democratic
groups such as the Republican Party and its affiliated Congress of Democ-
ratic Forces endorsed dissolution. Republican Party leader Viadimir Ly-
senko invoked Russian national seif-interest in supporting Soviet dissolu-
tion, arguing that Russia was never the metropole of the Soviet empire but
a colony of the Soviet totalitarian regime.”!

Democratic Russia and a handful of smaller parties stood alone in their
support of Soviet dissolution. To varying degrees, almost every other major
political force in Russia as well as the majority of Russian citizens regretted
the collapse of the USSR. The intensity of opposition, however, fluctuated
over time and varied among political groups. Initially, opponents of disso-
lution seemed resigned to accept Soviet disintegration as a fait accompli.
For instance, weeks after the Belovezhskaya Accord, Khasbulatov lamented
the dissolution of the USSR but nonetheless recognized the necessity of
the act and supported the creation of the Commonwealth of Independent
States.’? Even Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi, a nationalist and eventual
leader of the opposition, refrained from calling for the reunification of the
Soviet Union and instead promoted the idea of a Commonwealth of In-
dependent States.?® After the inital shock, however, opposition to disso-
lution grew. The several communist organizations that emerged as inde-
pendent movements after the banning of the CPSU all supported
reconstitution of the USSR "The CPRF declared the dissolution of the
USSR illegal because it violated results of the referendum of March 17,

1991. They were joined in criticizing Soviet dissolution by 2 long list of na-

$1yladimir Lysenko, “Tezisy doklada nia kongresse demokraticheskikh

Lysenko, Ot Tatarstana do Chechni: Stanovlenie novogo Tosstiskogo federalizma {Mosc
Sovremennoi Politki, 1995), 19-

12 Khasbulatov address, in Rossiskaya Gazeta, January 2, 199%; reprinted in Yeltsin-Khashula-

foy, 111.

3 Rutsko, “Vystuplenie na kongresse gr
Pravda, February 17, 199%; reprinted in
Obozrevatel’, 1904), 282.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

tionalist groups, including Zhirinovsky's Liberal Democratic Party, Soyuz,
and the newly organized Congress of Patriotic Forces. Unlike their views
’ on market reforms, their opposition to Soviet dissolution and support for
a strong Russian state united Russia’s nationalist and communist forces.
_On the question of Soviet dissolution or restoration, there was no room
for a third or centrist positon. Centrist groups such as Civic Union criti-
cized the dissolution. At the same time, in contrast to the topic of economic
 reform, dissolution of the USSR was not a primary agenda item for Civic
- Union.

Emotions about the Union—for and against—ran deep, but of little

consequence. In retrospect, it appears that Yeltsin and his aides most ef-
fectively used their temporary power advantage after the failed coup at-
tempt to deal with sovercigniy issues. In pegotiating the Belovezhskaya Ac-
cord with Ukraine and Belarus, Russian leaders almost overnight created
a new powerful coalition of republic heads who were in favor of Soviet dis-
solution. As first party secretaries in the republics became heads of state
with the signing of this single document, they all had a new interest in pre~
serving the new institutional order. This coalition effectively served as a
bulwark against any future Russian initiatives to re-create the USSR. Since
December 1991, the domestic debate in Russia about the Soviet Union has
never precipitated military campaigns to re-create the Soviet Union. Only
voluntary initiatives from other former republics have kindled new intex-
est in reunification, and even these, such as the campaign initiated by Be-
larus, have not produced rapid responses from Russia. The one contested
agenda item that was resolved at the end of the Gorbachev era was the sov-
ereignty issue. ‘

A new powerful coalition in favor of change did not emerge to support
market and political reforms. Most importantly, the rules of the political
game for resolving these enormous constitutional and economic issues
were not specified. Yeltsin's institutional reforms did not codify new rules
about making rules. In fall 1991, Yeltsin had the power to impose such
rules had he chosen to do so. By spring 1993, however, he no longer en-
joyed an obvious power advantage, making negotiations about new politi-
cal rules not only necessary but also increasingly difficult. As Yeltsin and
his new government proceeded to implement their own agenda in this in-
stitutional vacuum, confrontation and polarization over this contested
agenda of change grew. Polarization became especially acute and conse-
quential, with democrats supporting market reform and presidential power
and communists opposing them. Supporters of these differing ideologies
also occupied opposing institutions within the Russian state, with the pres-
idential administration pitted against the Congress of People’s Deputies, a
situation that served to polarize politics even further during spring and

suImmer 1963.
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deologically based parties the opportu-

of communism would offer their i
the moment for revolutionary

nity to assume center stage. In their view,

olitics was over.
When elections did not occur in fall 19g1 and parties did not assume

center stage, however, leaders of Democratic Russia decided that they
could not disband because no one clse had the organizational capital to
continue the anticommunist struggle, a struggle they believed was not yet
over. During this transition to capitalism and democTacy, these leaders as-
serted that Yeltsin and his new government needed a popular political
[novement to assist in promoting their reformist agenda, even if Yeltsin-
himself did not appreciate this necessity. Democratic Russia eventually as-
sumed this role, adopting the mission of defending Yegor Gaidar’s shock
therapy, Russian independence, and the powers of President Yeltsin as its

Tur FirsT RussiaAN REPUBLIC, 19911993

"THE CHANGING AND AMBIGUOUS DISTRIBUTION OF POWER ne
m3
Growing polarization over the contested agenda of change was accoim- : niz
panied by changes in the balance of power between Russia’s political forces. ooty
Over the course of 1992 and 1993, several alignments and realignments me
between major political actors fueled ambiguity about who represented 3 go
whom, which policies enjoyed majority support and which policies didnot, -} tic
and how the masses and the military would respond if politicians pursued ~E. wa
extraconstitutional means to achieve political ends. Throughout the tu- % de
multuous two-year period between August 1991 and October 1993, the £ Wi
only hard information about popular preferences was provided by the April % de

1993 referendum, and the outcome of this vote was ambiguous.
di
The Demise of Democratic Russia :;
When Soviet communism collapsed in fall 1991, SO 0O did the raison ir
&’étre for Democratic Russia, which had united disparate political and so- o
cial organizations pehind one central idea— opposition to the Soviet com- i
munist system, When that system Do longer existed, Democratic Russia ex- tl
perienced a major identity crisis. As Democratic Russia leader Yuli c
Nisnevich recalled, “we had an antiplatform, but not 2 progressive pro- F
34 Geveral leaders within Democratic Russia even advocated the quiet £
and gradual dissolution of the organization. As Nikolai Travkin stated in k
October 3991, “Democratic Russia has fulfilled its mission.”® Travkin as I
well as Oleg Rumyantsev from the Social Democratic Party and Viadimir 5
Lysenko from the Republican Party believed that new elections after the fall 1
f
!
i

Council, Democratic Russia, interview with au-

34yyli Nisnevich, member of Coordinating

thor, April 1o, 1995
5 Nikolai 1ravkin, USSR and RSFSR Deputy and chairman of the Pemocratic

sia, interview with author, October 8, 1991
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The Failure of the First Russian Reprublic

new postcommunist agenda. This new role for Democratic Russia was for-
‘malized on July 45, 1992, when, in conjunction with several other orga-
pizations and several leading personalities, it convened the Forum of De-
mocratic Forces. Participants at this meeting included, in addition to
‘members of Democratic Russia and its affiliates, several members of the
government, including Caidar.® Instead of opposing the state, Democra-
tic Russia, now renamed Democratic Choice (Demokraticheskii Vybor),
was defending the state.’7 At this meeting, Gaidar delivered a ringing en-
dorsement of the formation of this reincarnated democratic movement,
warning that disunity among Russia’s democratic forces would lead to the
demise of his economic reform program.®®
" Democratic Russia attempted to promote this new agenda through tra-
 ditional Democratic Russia tactics. For instance, during the Sixth Congress
of People’s Deputies in April 1992, when Gaidar’s government was under
siege, Democratic Russia jeaders in the Congress mobilized a wide coalition
in support of Gaidar that united deputies within the Congress with social
organizations and movements outside of parliament.? Mass mobilization
in support of shock therapy, however, proved to be much more difficult
than mass mobilization in the name of anticommunism. Similar to other
countries that had made the transition from communism to capitalism,
Russia lacked a popular social base for economic liberalization,” The bene-
factors of liberalization and privatization would be primarily those mem-
bers of the Soviet nomenklatura who had already seized de facto control of
property well before the collapse of the Soviet Union.# Politically, these
social groups were the enemies of Democratic Russia. In contrast, the back-
bone of Democratic Russia tended to be those who stood to lose the most

from market reform in the short run— educators, doctors, academics, en-

gineers, and government bureaucrats. In response to these new political

conditions, Democratic Russia experimented with new strategies and tasks.
In December 1gg1, Democratic Russia formed the Social Comunittees for
Russian Reform to help promote and implement Gaidar’s economic re-
forms. This network established local organizations throughout Russia to
advise people and enterprises about market reforms, especially privatiza-

5 DR-Press, No. 350, July 5, 1092, 1.
1 Democratic Russia retained a separate identity from this new coalifion and later, during
rments with Democratic Choice, which

the 19g3 parliamentary campaign, had serious disagree
are discussed in chapter 8.

8 gneech by Yegor Gaider, July 4, 1992 The author attended this meeting.

#9Jgor Kharichev and Viktor Sheinis, “Obrashchenie sobraniya grazhdan Rosstiskoi Fed-
eratsii k narodnym deputatam Rossiskot Federatsii,” mimeo, March 26, 1992.

0 Yegor Gaidar. “Novyi kurs,” Tevestiya, February 10, 1994 reprinted in Yegor Gaidar,

Pestroit’ rossiyu. (Moscow: Evraziya, 1994}, 15
#1For elaboration, see Michael McFaul, “Geate Power, Instimmtional Change, and the Poli-

tics of Privatization in Russia," World Politics 477 (1995): 210-243-
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tion. In close cooperation with the Russian government, Democratic
Russia also helped to organize the Association for Privatized and Privatiz-
ing Enterprises, a coalition of enterprise directors who sapported market
reforms.

The group’s new agenda and strategy, however, alienated many within its

ranks. Democratic Russia’s unequivocal support for Russian independence
precipitated the first major spiit within the movement. In November 1991
at the movement's second congress, the Narodnoe Soglasie bloc-—that is,
the Democratic Party of Russia {Nikolai Travkin), the Russian Christian De-
mocratic Movement (Viktor Aksiuchits), and the Constitutional Democra-
tic Party—Party of People’s Freedom (Mikhail Astafiev)—quit the coalition.
Another divisive issue was the question of support for Boris Yeltsin. Charg-
ing that Yeltsin intended to implement authoritarian rule and that several
leaders within Democratic Russia planned to assist him, Yuri Afanasiev,
Leonid Batkin, and Marina Salye tried to assume conwrol of the organization
in hopes of reestablishing Democratic Russia as an opposition movement
to the new regime. When their efforts failed, they quit Democratic Russia
and warned of immpending dictatorship.*2 A final and probably the most fun-
damental split was motivated by conflicting attitudes about market reforms.
According to Democratic Russia leader and People’s Deputy Anatoly
Shabad, “from the very beginning of Democratic Russia, two different wings
were cultivated—the liberal and the social dermocratic.”® After the August
1991 putsch, these wings began to pull apart. Soon after Gaidar's price re-
forms, the Republican Party of Russia and the Social Democratic Party of
Russia started to distance their organizations from the increasingly liberal
positions of the Democratic Russia movement.**

Democratic Russia’s political power dissipated not only because of these
ideological divides but for organizational and institutional reasons as well.
In the postcommunist period, the best and the brightest from the move-
ment had new options. Dozens of Democratic Russia leaders joined the

presidential administration, a migration that weakened the movement’s
leadership both internally and within the Congress.®® Yeltsin required that

1992, 477; and RFE/RL Daily Report 71 (April 10, 1992): L.
 Anatoly Shabad, RSFSR People’s Deputy and Democratic Russia leader, interview with au-

thor, July 4, 1695.

#Vyachestav Shostakovsky and Viadimir Lysenke, co-chairmen of the Republican Party of :"‘

Russia, interviews with author, July 1992. See also the criticism by Oleg Rumyantsev {leader
of the Social Democratic Party of Russia) of the hegemonic politics of Democratic Russia, in
Julia Wishnevsky, “Russia: Liberal Media Criticize Democrats in Power,” RFE/RL Research Re-
port 1 ( January 10, 1992} 6-11.

4 Thomas Remington, “Ménage 3 Trois: The End of Soviet Parhamentarianism,” in De
mocratization in Russia: The Development of Legislative Institutions, ed. Jefirey Hahn (New York:

M. E. Sharpe, 1946), 126.

74

#S5ee the interview with Yurt Afanasiev in Det Fri Abtuel, in FBIS-SOV-92-02 6, February 7, -

these lea:
from Des
ties betw
system in
to govern
much my
Russia le
close pol
fast beco
Russia w:
tive polit
chairs of
the Sovie
ganizatio
ratic mo
period b
Russia we
nists——ax
sian Cory
Yeltsin's ¢
moved tt
No one s
depende:
than 150
votesin t
in the an

Communi

In the
nism as 2
dusthin «

4This is
Changing St

#See, fo
Seventh Cc
{Moscow: I

8 Cycling
ing role in
1990-1693

mage 4 Trol

 Mikhai
Deputies?”




pendence

aber 1 g9 i
_— that is,
istian De-
Democra-

coalition,

n. Charg-
at several
\fanasiev,
anization
1ovement
tic Russia
most fun- .
:reforms.
* Anatoly
ent wings
€ August
price re-
: Party of
ly liberal

of these
s as well.
£ move-
ned the
ement’s
red that

tbruary 4,

wwith au-

1 Party of
¥ (leader
Russia, in
ssearch Re-

ﬂ," in De
lew York:

The Failure of the First Russian Republic

sse leaders join the executive and the government notas representatives
om Democratic Russia but as individuals, a policy that further weakened

s between the Democratic Russia movement and the state, In a political

stem in which the role of political parties was still poorly defined, loyalty

o government bureaucracies or individuals in the government became

‘much more important than party affiliation.*® Several other Democratic

ussia leaders went into the emerging private sector, cashing in on their
lose political contacts to make money. Finally, many of those who were
25t becoming members of the new ruling elite believed that Democratic
Russia was too populist and unprofessional to continue to play a produc-
tive political role in the postcommunist era. Popov, one of the original co-
chairs of Democratic Russia, joined forces with progressive leaders from
the Soviet regime to found a more «astablishment-oriented” political or-
ganization, the Movement for Democratic Reforms. Splits in the democ-
] occurred within the Russian Congress.*’ During the
period between March 1ggo and August 1991, when national politics in
Russia were neatly organized into two camps—dermocrats versus Commu-
nists——and Boris Yeltsin anchored the democratic camp within the Rus-

* sian Congress, unity among Russia’s reformist deputies could be sustained.

' Yeltsin's exit from parliamentary politics after his election as president re-
Jiament’s democratic forces.*®

moved the unquestioned leader of the par.
. No one stepped in to fill the void. By the end of the first year of Russian in-

dependence, the democratic forces in the Russian Gongress controlled less
than 150 seats. As Myagkov and Kiewiet concluded in their study of roll call
yotes in the Congress of People’s Deputies, the pivotal voter was “squarely

in the antirefornist camp.™®

Communist Reorganization

In the wake of the failed August coup attempt, it seemed as if commu-
nism as an ideology, a movement, and a state systermn was destined for the
dustbin of history. Immediately after the August coup attempt, Yeltsin

46This is true in many new states in transition. See Samuel Huntington, Political Order in

Changing Sosieties (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1068), 411.
75ee. for instance, the incredible number of affiliation changes between the Sixth and

Seventh Congress, reported in “VII S'ezd: Obshchoe i osobennoe,” Rossiishit Monitor 2
(Moscow: Indem, 1993}, w6,

8 Cycling majorities ensued within the Congress, which the reformists rarely took a lead-
ing role in forming. See Josephine Andrews, When Majorities Fail: The Russian Legisluture,
19901993 {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming); and Remington, ‘Mé-
nage & Trois.”

9 )\ikhail Myagkov and Roderick Eiewiet, “Czar Rule in the Russian Gongress of People's
Deputies?” Legislative Studies Quarterly 21 (1998): 34
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panned the CPSU and the Russian Communist Party and seized many of
their assets. For several weeks thereafter, it remained unclear whether his
would even allow communist parties 0 register as legal
organizations. Some communist leaders talked about returning to pre-
revolutionary underground tactics. Yeltsin was able to implement this ban

because anticommunist sentiment throughout the country was at an ali-

time high. Within the party, there were aiso ideological and moral crises.
According to Valentin Kuptsov, one of the chief instigators of the revamp-

ing of the Russian Communist Party after the failed August coup, many
party activists believed that the Moscow leadership had failed the party
faithful —that they had allowed the Soviet Union to disintegrate and the
AnticomMmunists to seize power-5° After the coup, careerists within the Party
as well as those who were required to be members to maintain their jobs
had quickly denounced their Party membership, which had significantly
decreased the poot of potential members in a newly organized commurnist

movement.

Once communist party
1991, new comrmunist parties,
prising rate. At this early “post-

new government

{eaders recovered from the shock of August
movements, and fronts prohferated ata sur-
Soviet” stage, all of these groups aspired to

become the single successor organization to the CPSU within Russia.
Under the umbreila organizations Working Moscow (Trudovaya Moskva)

and later Working Russia (Trudovaya Rossiya), these neocommunist groups
1 antigovernment dernonstrations, first to recog-

jointly organized severa.
nize the anniversary of the October Revolution, then to protest the disso-

lution of the Soviet Union, and finally to protest Yeltsin's economic reforms.
At these meetings, neocommunist orators grew more embpldened as they
decried the “illegal” acts of the Russian government “dictatorship.” Their

slogans and discourse became increasingly nationalistic and patriotic in an
effort to attract nationalist opposition groups to their cause.

Economic shock therapy provided the most salient issue around which
to reorganize and remobilize communist loyalists. Driven by their belief
that Gaidar’s reforms were criminal, radical communist organizers such as
Viktor Anpilov became more militant in their demands and more daring

in their tactics. The communist protest held on February 235, 1992 —for-
merly the Day of the Soviet Army—ended in 2 bloody clash between
Moscow militia and comumumnist demonstrators.” On March 17, 1992, the

50lentin Kuptsov, CPRF feader, interview with author, July 28, 1995. See also Anatoly
Lukyanov, Perevorol: Mnimyi 1 nastoyashehi: Otuety na voprosy, prishedshie v matrosskigyw tishin
{Voronezh: Voronezhskaya Oblastnaya Organizatsiya Soyuza Zhurnalistov Rossi, 19935
Viadimir Isakov, Raschienenka (Moscow: Zakon i Pravo, 1998); and Viktor Peshkov, ed., Kom

munisty: Prave na wlast’ (Moscow: heskol Kul'tury Rossil, 1998}

Tsentr Issledovannii Politic!
siyikeor Anpilov and Viadi ir Yakushev, “Nizlozhit wgurpatorov!” Molniya 25 (1991 }: 1;an
interview with General Albert Makashov, “Makashov: Narod obmanuli,” Molniya 29 (101} %

52 “Krovavoe voskressenie,” Den'g (March 1gg2): 12 _
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of the referendum on the fate of the Soviet Union, Working
Russia orchestrated another large demonstration near the Xremlin. In June
f the same year, communist demonstrators carried out 2 ten-day picket
£ the television station Ostankino, which ended in violence when special
orces from the Russian Ministry of Interior were called out.’® The events
* at Ostankino, especially the brutal breakup of the demonstration, served
o mobilize communist and nationalist sympathizers.>*

The single most important mobilizing event for communist renewal, how-
ever, took place in the courtroom and not on the streets. Soon after the Au-
gust 1991 COUP; communist activists petitioned the Constitutional Court to
review the legality of Yeltsin’s ban on the CPSU. Yeltsin's government coun-
tered by petitioning the court to review the CPSU’s entire history and de-
termine the legality of its actions, a process that some equated with the
- Nuremburg trials.®® Lauded as the trial of the century, the final decision in
" November 1gg2 produced mixed results, The court upheld the new Russian

government’s claim that the CPSU was not simply a social organization but
- the controlling body of the Soviet state, 2 state that had commisted crimes
against its own citizens and other countries. However, the court assigned
guilt to the Party as a whole and to its senior leadership structures but not
to individual members, Communist activists celebrated the decision as 2
major victory.”® The court’s decision ignited a comprehensive campaign to
revive a united Russian communist party.’ The process culminated in the
Congress of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation held on Feb-
ruary 14—15, 1993, in Moscow: A total of 651 delegates representing more
than a half million members of the newly registered communist party at-
tended, making the Communist Party of the Russian Federation the largest
political party in Russia. Almost all of the principals from the August putsch
were in attendance, and two of them-—Anatoly Lukyanov, former speaker
of the USSR Supreme Soviet and Oleg Shenin, secretary of the Central
Cormittee of the CPSU-—were elected CPRE Central Committee mem-
bers. The losers from August 1991 had not lost forever.
Gennady Zyuganov was elected chairman of the Presidium. As a cO-
chairman of the nationalist coalition, the National Salvation Front,
s election solidified the growing alliance between the national-

niversary

Zyuganov’

53 Vevgeny Krasnikov, “Trudorossy naznachili voinu na 22 iyux’ya,” Neavisimaya Gazele,
June 20, 1992, 2. On the positive nationalist-communist interpretaton of the events, see "0s-
tankino. 22 Tyur'ya, 4.30 Utra” Ovazrenie2 (1992): 8-9; and “Vinovanye dolzhni ponesti za-
shizhennoe nakazanie zayavleniya,” Pozitsiya & {August 1992): 1.
55Viktor Anpilov, “Ostankino: Shag k pobede,” Moiniyz 38 (1g92}: 1.
55 Aleksandr Frolov, “Nuremberg provalilsya,” Sovetskaya Rossiya, December 3, 1992, 2.
56yalentin Kuptsov, chief organizer of the CPSU defense before the court, interview with
author, July 28, 1095.
57 Anatoly Minayev, “Soyuz kommunistov karelil: Pervyl shag,” Pravde, January 10, 1993 23
*partiinyte konferentsil v Rossii,” Glasnost’ 6 (February 1993} 5-
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ists and communists. Strikingly, the socialists and social democrats did not Aksiuchits, «
acquire an influential position within the revamped CPRE.? Although so- . ers welcomu
work for the Con- broughtto1

cial democrats undertook much of the organizational

gress, they were voted out of leadership positions. Unlike other postcom- position wit

munist communist organizations in Eastern Europe, the CPRF did not Yeltsin, con
begin to evolve into 2 social democratic party but became increasingly na- ban the Fro
tionalistic in orientation.”® pose a real
pendence ¢

Fusing Nationalism and Communism mentals of
' founders c

Nationalism, a dormant ideology during the 1989—-1991 heyday of lib- posing the

attracted new disciples from both the communist and demo- grew weake

eral politics,
of the Soviet Union. Some of the most

cratic camps after the collapse

influential pationalist leaders actually emerged from the democratic move- .
ment. Former Democratic Russia leaders Viktor Aksiuchits and Mikhail The Rise an
Astafiev quit their shott-lived alliance with Nikolai Travkin and his Demo- - As rpent

cratic Party of Russia to join forces with more militant nationalist figures in Y coalesced :

the parliament and create a new legislative faction, Russian Unity. Formed ternative 1c
on the eve of the Sixth Congress in the spring of 199z, this conservative In the sum
coalition claimed by the end of the year to control 40 percent of all * larity, both
deputies in the Congress and more than 5o percent of deputies in the ayear afte:
Supreme Soviet.® Outside of parliament, these deputies organized the Rus- 1992 Civic
sian National Congress, or Rossiiskoe Natsional’noe Sobranie, in February “this body.®
1992, fusing together some of Russia’s most extreme groups. and the A
The Russian National Congress established some of the organizational before the

- groundwork for a more serious and successful nationalist-communist coali- ‘the moSt E
tion, the National Salvation Front. This coalition, organized in October size by the
Uniox's st

1992, included most of the country’s prominent nationalist leaders as well

as several communist leaders and their organizations, incliding most im- defined ce
portantly, CPRF chairman Gennady Zyuganov. Zyuganov's own nationalist confronta
dispositions, in combination with his participation in National Salvation
front activities, served to fuse more nationalistic rhetoric and slogans into
official CPRF programs.®’ Some nationalist leaders, including Viktor
88 Boris Slavin, member of the Socialist Workers’ Party and Pravda colurnnist, interview with . 52 onstar
author, May 1g95. See also “Vozmyomsya za ruki, druz’ya,” Levaya Gazete 4 (Novemhber 1992): : 3 Edict o
2; and "Otkuda berutsya noviye vozhdi,” Glasnost 3 ( January 21-27, 1993): 2- s tonal Systen
591t must be remembered that for many of these CPRF delegates, Gorbachev represented | 13.
the social-democratic wing of the CPSU. These new party members completely rejected an S yolsky,:

tankino tele
27.Inan int
Ehomyakov
by Civic Uni
At the time,

despised Gorbachey's reforms, whereas anyone previously associated with social democratic’|
ideas in the CPSU had either left party politics altogether or had joined another party. See

Peshkov, Kemmunisty, 149150
871y Ronstantinoy, RSFSR People’s Deputy from 1990 10 1693 and co-chairman of th

National Salvation Front, interview with author, May 277, 1995-
51 “Programmuoe zayavienie,” Pravds, March 3, 1998, 2.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

ance with communists, but other Front lead-

rganizational resources that the communist alliance
t links between the op-

table. The Front also created direc

position within the Congress of People’s Deputies and the growing anti-
ized mass actions on the street. Yeltsin tried to

oup aimed to “fuel national dissent and

pose a real threat o the integrity of the Russian Federation and the inde-
endence of neighboring sovereign states, in contravention of the funda-

mentals of the Russian constitutional system.”ﬁ?’ Despite the decree, Front
activities, in effect ex-

posing the weakness of the Russian president. As Yeltsin's political allies

grew weaker, his opponents grew stronger.

The Rise and Demise of Centrism

a centrist political coalition— Civic Union—which
of the Soviet Union, tried to carve out an al-
d the communist-nationalist alliance.

In the summer and fall of 1992, Civic Union appeared to grow in popu-
larity, both within the state and society. Although Civic Union was created
a yeat after elections to the Russian Congress of People’s Deputies, by fall
1992 Civic Unjon claimed to control more than 40 percent of the votes in
this body.5 Factions closely associated with Civic Union—the Industrial
and the Agrarian Unions—often controlled swing votes on major issues
before the Congress. Public opinion polls suggested that Civic Union was
the most popular political organization in the country, even if dwarfed in
size by the CPRF. As politics became increasingly polarized, however, Civic
Union’s strength became increasingly ambiguous. The absence of a well-
defined center allowed for renewed polarization and ultimately political

confrontation between more radical forces.

As mentioned earlier,

coalesced after the collapse
ternative to the radical democrats an

interview; and Aksiuchits, interview.
“On Measures to Protect the Russian Constitu-

1992, g, in [FBIS-SOVipe-211, October 30, 1902,

82§ onstantinov,
9 Edict no. 1308 of the Russian president,

fional System,” Rossiiskays Gazela, QOctober g0,

13-
84ylsky, as quoted in “Pridet i spaset?” Argument) i Fakty, no. 34 (1992) “Red Square,” Os-
tankino television programl, November 21, 1992, in FBIS-SOV-ge-226, November 23, 1997
g4. In an interview with the author (December 19977), Civic Union presidium member Valery
Khomyakov claimed in retrospect that this pumber had been 2 myth deliberately propagated
by Civic Union ieaders to bolster the party’s image as 2 power broker with the government,
had seemed to work because many believed

At the time, however, the pmpaganda strategy
that Civic Union was 2 pivotal political force.
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PACTING, POLARIZATION, AND THE
FAILURE OF THE FIRST RUSSIAN REPUBLIC

The combination of 2 still large agenda of change and an ambiguous
and changing balance of power between the friends and foes of change
eventually produced stalemate, polarization, and armed conflict that
ended the First Russian Republic. This kind of power balance could have
compelled both sides to negotiate as a strategy for resolving the outstand-
ing issues on the agenda of change. In other transitions, even complex
ones, stalemates emerging from equal distributions of power have pro-
duced compromises and pacts. In this case, however, the relatively equal
but still ambiguous distribution of power between opposing sides helped
to precipitate confrontation. It would be wrong to argue that the failure of
the First Russian Republic was inevitable. On the contrary, and similar to
the strategic process that unfolded during the late Gorbachev period, elites
crept close to negotiating a new set of rules for organizing economic and
politics. Russia’s transition from communist rule could have followed a dif-
ferent path, and it almost did.

FEconomic Pacting and Coalition Governments

In January 1gg2, Gaidar’s reform program got off to a good start. The
combination of Yeltsin's popularity, the disorganization and humiliation of
Russia’s opposition forces, and society’s readiness for change muted the inj-
tial negative reaction to price liberalization. Prices skyrocketed in January,
but people did not panic. Surprisingly, resistance to Gaidar’s liberalization
program did not originate in the streets or on factory floors but in the
Supreme Soviet and Congress of People’s Deputies. By the eve of the Sixth
Congress in April 1gg2, a solid majority within the parliament already had
decided that Gaidar’s strategy was not working and had to be reversed. A
combination of the deputies’ anxiety about soaring prices and their gener-
ally poor understanding of market principles helped forge such a coalition. .

Yeltsin reacted to this anti-Gaidar coalition. As Yeltsin recalls, “Because
of my initial respect for parliament as an institution, I took very hard the
sharp criticism of the government that dogged the first three months of
our reformns.”® In a classic Marxist approach to the situation, Yeltsin began .
to question whether a “social base” existed for Gaidar’s reforms.%” It did

% Oine of the biggest surprises throughout the entire postcommunist world has been the;
lack of popular protest within Russia against market reforms, The real resistance to liberal ;
market reform has come from those economic actors who would benefit from partial reform.
See Joel Hellman, “Winners Take All: The Politics of Partial Reform in Postcommunist Tran
sitions,” World Politics 5o (1998): 203234,

% Boris Yeltsin, The Struggle for Russia (New York: Times Books, 1995). 165,
71hid., 158; and Gaidar, Dini porazhenti i pabed, 373.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

not. During this period, Yeltsin received daily reports from representatives
of all parts of the state and society about local economic disasters. Heads
of administration, former Soviet ministers, and Yeltsin'’s own group of
Kremlin advisors all had direct access to the president and used it to lobby
against Gaidar’s reform program. In October 1gg1, Yeltsin had promised

that radical economic reform “will produce real results in the fail of

1gg2.”%® When such a quick turnaround did not occur, Yeltsin began to
question his own strategic decisions about economic reform. As Yeltsin re-
members, “At some point I began to waiver. ... [ could not withstand mas-
sive pressure from parliamentary factions, parties, political movements,
economic schools, agricuitural managers, and entrepreneurs. For differ-
ent reasons, they demanded that Gaidar be replaced and kept demanding
and demanding.”® Over time, Yeltsin carefully distanced himself from the
government’s implementation of economic reforms. Instead of the Yeltsin
reforms, the economic reform program became known as the Gaidar re-
forms, making it easy for Yeltsin to blame others for the hardships of the
market transition. ‘ )

Gaidar’s political problems were exacerbated by the new government’s
inexperience. Members of Gaidar’s government did not work well with the
public. They despised their enemies in the Congress and worked to keep
 them out of the policy process rather than to co-opt them into supporting
their program. This strategy quickly alienated the Congress’s leadership.”
Khasbulatov was especially outraged by the actions of the Gaidar team be-
cause he believed that he should have been made prime minister. Even-
tually, Yeltsin also blamed the Gaidar government for lacking political judg-
ment. Of course, as prime minister and president, Yeltsin should have been
leading the political campaign for market reform, both in the Congress
and before soclety as a whole.” Such statements, even in retrospect, un-
derscore how isolated the Gaidar team was from Yeltsin. Gaidar’s team also
did little to explain its policies to the Russian population. Significantly, the
Gaidar team never published a plan as a way of communicating with the
larger public. With so little public understanding of general market prin-
ciples, the absence of explanation from the government created opportu-
nities for populists to fill the information vacuuin.

By April 1992, Gaidar’s government already faced the threat of removal
at the Sixth Congress of People’s Deputies. Because no new post-Soviet

88 Veltsin's address to the fifth Congress, October 28, 1991; reprinted in Yeltsin-Khasbula-

toy, 9b.
9 Veltsin, Struggle for Russia, 175.
" Khasbulatoy, Interview.
N Both Yeltsin's allies and enemies criticized the president for niot working rnore intimately

with the Congress and individual People's Deputies. In retrospect, Gennady Burbulis also be-
Heved that his government’s poOF strategy for dealing with the opposition in the Congress was
one of his greatest strategic mistakes. Gennady Burbulis, interview with author, Jone 30, 1995.
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Tue FIRST RUSSIA

constitution had been adopted, the formal rules for
pointed the government and who removed the gover
biguous. This ambiguity eventually became 2 major source of conflict be-
cween Congress and the president. Yeltsin adopted 2 conciliatory strategy
before the Congress at this April 1992 meeting. In negotiations with Khas-
bulatov and the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet before the Sixth Con-
gress, Yeltsin proposed {0 remove four ministers from Gaidar’s origin
team, incorporate more “indusnialists” into his govemment, and provide
additional subsidies for state enterprises. Gaidar vehemently opposed these
cornpromises; his response was to submit the resignation of his entire gov-
ernment without first informing Yeltsin of his plans. This bold and unex-
pected speech was Gaidar’s first genuinely political act and a firm rebuke

to Yeltsin's conciliatory strategy. A5 Yeltsin himself remarked, “This was like
a punch in the face."

jal reaction to the g

Khasbulatov’s inith overnment’
ridicule, calling the Gaidar government incompetent and asserting that

the Congress would not be blackmailed. Two days later, however, Khasbu-

latov backed down and the Congress passed 2 resolution by an over-
whelming majority that supported the government. At this stage, the Gon-

ess was not ready for 2 showdowiL.

Gaidar and his team interpreted the outcome of the Sixth Congress as

a major victory and a reaffirmation that coOmprOINise Was not a viable strat-

egy in dealing with Khasbulatov and his followers, Yeltsin, it seexos, reached

2 different conchusion. Although Gaidar and his government wanted to use

this window of opportunity to have Gaidar’s candidacy as prime minister
al victory over the

confirmed, the Russian president did not use this tactic
d with radical economic reform. Tnstead, at the

Congress (0 push forwar
close of the Congress, Yeltsin gave 2 conciliatory speech that promised
eater cooperation with the legislators in formulating economic reform. 3

He then appointed the deputy chalrman of the Russian Cong‘fessﬂadimir
Shumeiko as 2 second first deputy prime minister to balance out Gaidar,
and shifted the balance of power within the government even further by
appointing Georgy Khizha and Viktor Chernomyrdin as deputy prime min-
isters. Khizha, the former director of the giant military enterprise vetiana
in St. Petersburg, represented the military industrial complex in the gov-
ernment, and Chernomyrdin, the formet director of Gazpror, repre
sented the oil and gas lobby. For Gaidar, Khizha's appointment partic

his reform cOUr

ular was a blow 10
able to understand fundamental principles of [state
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The Faslusre of the Ferst Russian Republic

conditions. ... From May 1992, Khizha became the chief fighter for in-
asing the budget deficit.”™
In June 1992, Veltsin countered these wndustrial” appointments by nam-
Gaidar acting prime minister.” Nonetheless, Caidar and his agsociates
¢ control over economic policymaking. Instead of the policies of shock
erapy, the government was pursuing what the Gaidar team believed was
“mixed” pl:mf76 This mixed plan and coalition government resulted ina
freeze on the \iberalization of oil and gas prices, renewed state spending for
enterprise gubsidies, and concessions to enterprise directors regarding the
"govemmcnt’s priva jzation progran. The expansion of state subsidies
quickly undermined stabilization and increased monthly inflationary rates
ack to double digits.”’ Yeltsin's appointment of Viktor Gerashchenko to
ead the Central Bank in July 1992, with Gaidar’s blessing, further exac
rbated inflationary pressures because Gerashchenko quickly approved
the printing of new money and the transfer of government credits to pri-
‘vate enterprises. By the end of the year, inflation had skyrocketed and Cen-
“tral Bank credits amounted to 31 percent of GDP.’® When Gaidar at-
- tempted to reign in Gerashchenko the Central Bank, hid behind the veil
cof institutional ambiguity and claimed that he answered to the Congress '
and not the government.
~ Gaidar ended his tenure a8 Russia’s €CODBOMIC architect at the end of
1g92. In the run-up to the Seventh Congress of People’s Deputies in De-
cember 1992, Yeltsin grew closer to Givic Union leaders, urging his gov-
erment to work with Civic Union on 2 compromise plan of economic re-
form.™ The government’s new economic program incorporated many
Civic Union recommendations on price controls, state orders, financial
support for state enterprises, and long-teTim Jow-interest loans for military
enterprises seeking to convert t0 civilian production. Yeltsin made these
_concessions to Civic Union because he believed that he needed Givic Union
support to maintain social harmony and political power.s{’ In the weeks

M Gaidar, Dni porazhenil i pobed, 206
78 The new appointment, announced on June 14 1052, coincided with Veltsin's visit to the
United States, daring which serious negotiations over 1MF loans occurred.

% Gee the description of the governpent strategy offered by Shokhin ata press conference
on October 12, 19923 it Spokhin, Moi golos budet wse-laki uslyshan, 30—42-

"'World Bank, “Subsidies and Directed Credits to Enterprises in Russia: A Strategy for Re-
form,” Report no. 11 782-RU (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, April 8, 1993)-

B hridget Granville, The Suscess of Russian FEconomic Reforms {London: Royal Institute of In-
ternational Affairs, 1995}, 67 and Ulyukaev, Rossiye né pui reform, 34

M {nterfax, November 3, 1992, I FBIS-S0V-92-214, Novemnber 4, 1992, 2.

805ee the president’s vernarks in Nezauisimayd Gazeta, November 5, 1992 15 and Shumetko's
remarks in Pravda, October 29, 1992, in FBIS-S0V-g2-213 November 3, 199% 6. This in-
tex;pretaﬁon of Yelisin's actions was affirmed during the author's interviews during fall 1992
with Democratic Russia leaders Viadimir Bokser, Lev Ponomarev, and Mikhail Shneider; Civic
Union leadersTiya Roitman, Valery Khornyakov, and Fetr Fedosov; and Igor EKharichev. deputy
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leading up to the Seventh Congress, Yeltsin also made several personnel Co
changes in the government to appeasc the Congress, including ousting his ual
long-time associates Genmnady Burbulis and Mikhail Poltoranin. Yeltsin's ide:
final and most dramatic concession, however, came during the Seventh Ce
Congress when he sacrificed his reformist prime minister Gaidar for Civic Mo
Union's candidate, Viktor Chernomyrdin. gov

Yeltsin's dramatic compromises at the Seventh Congress of People’s buc

Deputies in December 1992 underscored his intention of seeking com- tior

promise with his opponenis over the direction of economic reform. The tort
government that resulted from the Seventh Congress appeared to reflect ing
more accurately the interests of important economic groups. By making to g

these concessions and in effect foregoing policy coherence, Yeltsin believed biic
he was constructing a political coalition supported by Russia’s most i ref]

jmportant political forces and a majority of Russia’s citizens; that is, he the
was creating in essence a pact on economic policymaking.®! As Yeltsin hac
explained, T
, . , s Yels
1 have entered into an alliance with them [Civic Union].... A few days ago I hav
had a meeting with a group of tl}emmVolsk}r, Viadislavlev. So, ¥ am conduct- Fvo
ing this dialogue, and I agree with you [a reporter] that I miust certainly con- Y
.\ duct this dialogue with the center. The ultra, extremist wings on the right and no-
on the left are dangerous, but the center is normal. It occupies a position, gov
which is somewhat different from what one would like it to be but, nonethe- for
less, one can reach agreement with them, and this is very important.® wot
: ) leve
Cooperation with Civic Union and the appointment of Chernomyrdin as blor
prime minister, however, did not end the struggle between the president ove
and the Supreme Soviet over control over economic policy. Although ini- eve:
tially supportive of the new centrist and industrialist who had been placed
in charge of the government, Khasbulatov soon began expressing reserva- Ne
. . L. eg
tions about Chernomyrdin. Evaluating in retrospect the government-
parliament relations during 1993, Khasbulatov asserted that Chernomyrdin.; I
had proved as unwilling to work with the Supreme Soviet on econornic pol- - mel
Fift

icy as Gaidar had been.® For the chairman of the Supreme Soviet, the issue
was not necessarily the policies pursued by the new government but th
exclusive way in which these policies were adopted. Conflict between th

to the presidential chief of staff responsible for political parties and movements. That D:
mocratic Russia leaders recognized but Jamented this situation and Civic Union leade

cheered it suggests it was probably true.
# Sergei Filatov, chief of staff, presidential administration, interview with author, Mar

1098, :
B Press conference with Yeltsin, Ostankino Television, April 14, 1993, quoted here fro

FBIS-SOV-g3-071, April 15, 1993, 17
8 Ehasbulatov, interview.
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'The Failure of the First Russian Republic

.ngress and president ensued. The Supreme Soviet and Congress grad-

ly wrested several aspects of econormic policymaking away from the pres-
dent and his government. The Supreme Soviet acquired control over the
entral Bank, the Fund for Privatization, the pension fund, and the Ang-
Monopoly Committee. As for the budget, the Supreme Soviet expanded
overnment expenditures radically in 1993, approving in Angust a new
pudget with a deficit of nearly 25 percent of GDP.# Regarding privatiza-
ion, the Supreme Soviet tried fo increase the rights of enterprise direc-
tors beyond the already director-friendly privatization law of 1gg2 by craft-
ing Option 4, 2 set of amendments to the privatization law, which sought
to give directors almost complete ownership of their enterprises.®” This
Judget proposal and planned amendment to the privatization program
reflected the growing dominance of industrial and agrarjan lobbies within
“the Supreroe Soviet 5 Congress deputies sensed that the balance of power
- pad shifted in their favor, and they were eager to reap the rewards.
" The Supreme Soviet's budget proposal of 1993 was unacceptable to
Yeltsin and his government, because a 25 percent budget deficit would
~ have thrust Russia into hypen'nﬂation. At the time, Finance Minister Boris
* Fyodorov called the parliament’s budget “catastrophic” and said thatitbad
no economic purpose but to “destabilize the executive branch.”®’ Yeltsin's
government also flatly rejected the Supreme Soviet's privatization proposal
© for even greater directors’ ownership, arguing that such an amendment
" would impede the creation of effective property rights at the enterprise
level. Battle over the budget or privatization, however, did not come 0
blows because another presidential—parliamentary conflici—the conflict
over the very lines of authority between the tWo governmental branches—
eventually superseded this economic debate.

Negotiating & Leg*islatz’ve—Presz‘demial Pact

In the immediate aftermath of thie August 1991 coup, Russia’s parlia-
.th the hero of that drama, Boris Yeltsin, At the

ment eagerly cooperated Wi
Fifth Congress in November 1991, the parliament granted Yeltsin the
only six deputies voted

power to rule by decree. The following month,
against the Belovezhskaya Accord, which dissolved the Soviet Union. In
these early months of Russian independence, the parliament and presi-

w Russia Became & Market Economy (Washington, D.C.: Brookings In-

ant,” Nexavisimaye Gazeta, July 25, 1993 3

# Anders Astund, Ho
stitution Press, 1095) 56,
#yysif Diskin, “Mne simpatichen chetvertyl vazi
and Igor Karpenko, “Chek il schyot,” Twestiya, July 17, 1998, 4-
‘ot “Czar Rule in the Russian Congress

8 Nau, Ehonomika i vlast’ 8 and Myagkov and Kiewiet,

of People’s Deputies?”
87 poris Fyodorov, a8 quoted in Segodnya, August 31, 19935, Quote

gest of the Post-Soviet Fress 45 (September 22, 1993%): 8.

d here from Current Di-
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dent appeared to hold similar positions on major issues. Consequently, the
ambiguous division of authority between the tWo pranches initially had no
serious negative CONSEqUENCES. Within months of the economic reforms

s accord evaporated. By April 1992, parlia-

of January 1992, however, thi
mentary opposition to Gaidar’s reforms had become a solid majority. When
rmation of the government and its poli-

these deputies tried to influence fo

cies at this Sixth Congress, the ambiguous rules of the game for regulating

the division of power between the president and the parliament became

more apparent. Disagreement about economic reform quickly transformed
d organization of the

into a constitutional debate about the structure an

Russian political systerm.
Russia’s parliamentary leaders launched their first serious attack on
Veltsin's executive power at the Seventh Congress, held in December 1992.

The Congress curtailed the president’s power to rule by decree, helped to
oust acting prime minister Caidar and replace him with the more conser-
vative Chernomyrdin, and passed several consttutional amendments that

ident’s power. Most interpreted these changes as

further limited the prest
major victories for the Russian Congress and progress toward greater par-

liamentary authority in governing the country.

Although capitulating to the personnel changes, Yeltsin did not accept
the constitutional changes approved by the Congress, which he believed
would jmpede economic reforms and exacerbate political instability.®® How-
ever, the existing const

tution stated that the Congress had the power to
amend the constitution without the consent

of the president, regional gov-
ernments, or the people, and during the first week of the Seventh Congress,
the pace of the amendment process was furious. Yelwin rejected this
amended constitution as illegitimate and threatened to hold a referendurs,
then scheduled for january 1993, to decide,
the country out of cconomic and political crisis [

Federation: the present comp
viet or the President?” According to Yeltsir's formulation,

electoral duel would remain in power Wi

and] restore the Russian

of reforms and the loser wo
The Constitutional Court,

tober 1991, declared Yeltsin's referendum question un:
then emerged from the discussions between
agreement to hold a referendum in early April on the basic princip
jon, including most importantly, a cl

new constitutt
of power between the Congress and the president.

The method of compromise at the Sev
high degree of ambiguity over the rules for amending the rules. Alth

8 See Yeltsin, “Obrashcheniya prezidenta na VIl g
19, 1992, in Yeltsin-Khastrulotoy, 235238
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

existing Russian constitution formally assigned the Congress the power
amend the constitution, real politics at the Seventh Congress worked
ifferently. The illegitimacy of a constitution adopted a decade earlier

1992, parlia der communist rule, coupled with the duat electoral mandates of the
Ljom}_" When arliament and the president, prompted all sides to seck creative solutions
and its pf)li-.: _ 5 their conflicts that went beyond the formal rules outlined in the consd-
' regulating ition. Although some hard-line deputies walked out to protest the com-

ent became
ransformeq
ton of the

romise negotiated between Yeltsin, Khasbulatov, and Constitutional Court
hief Justice Valery Zorkin, the majority accepted this extemporaneous re-
orking of the constitution. : : ‘

* Although a temporary compromise was reached, the standoff at the Sev-
enth Congress fueled renewed political polarization. According to People’s
Deputy and Democratic Russia leader Anatoly Shabad, the Seventh Con-
gress marked an important moment: “when Gaidar fell, and in his place

attack op
1ber 1ggz,
helped ¢

:Z;?sn;;r; ame Chernomyrdin, it became clear again that there. was us and Fhem.”ag
banges as 4 U}) to and d'urmg the Seventh Cong{’ess, the centrist Civic Umf;n ha.d
ater man wielded real influence over the formation of the government and its poli-
= par cies on economic reform. As the central conflict in Moscow turned to con-
>t accept ; stitui‘:ional itssyes, however, Civic Union lost its role as the pivotal actor in
beliey 6'1::1 Russian politics. o o
5 How. “A final consequence of l.:he.con§ut!1t10nal cor.lfhct at the Seventh Con-
ower to ‘gress was helgbtened ambiguity within the parliament, and more gener-
nal goy. ally, w1th§n society, aboqt the baia%]ce of power. At a heated moment in the
ongress congresvsmnai deliberations, Yeltsin marched out of the Congress hailll and
ed this, urged hfs supporters to do the same. If‘ewer than two .hundred depufles fol-
-ndum Ifn.ved him, a humlh_at?ng demgnstrant?n of the pre31der}t’s decreas1'ng po-
o ta ke’ %mtzal support. Yeltsin's opponeénts believed that.thfey wielded a solxq ma-
ssizn Jority .“j'lthln the .Congres.s anc.I ‘that that majority reflected society’s
1€ So. opposition to Yeltsin and his pohcxes:go
of this Ti}e comprotuise negonatefl during the Seventh Congress 'betw-een
‘ourse Yeltsin, Khasbulatov, and Zorkin soon ux}raveled, because opposing s1(_ies
199 coulld not agree ona general set of questions for the referendun?. Yeltsin's
20 CSH advisors and their supporters in parliament pushed for a question about
Wh who should adopt the new constitution—the Congress of People’s
as ajf I?eputies or a special Constituent Assembly. Leaders from Democratic Rus-
sofa sia be!iex'fed.that the Congress would never adopt a px:ogressive, democra-
ision tic constitution; therefore, they proposed that. a special assembly be con-
vened and charged with writing 2 new constitution.?! Yeltsin also supported
the ®Shabad, interview.
ugh ¥ Viadimir Isakov, at the time RSFSR People’s Deputy and one of the leaders of the Yeltsin
nber opg]osit:ion within the Congress, interview with author, March 15, 1999.

On the necessity of this method of constitutional adoption, see the commentary by Alek-
sei Salmin, member of the Presidential Council, in Moskouskiz Novasti, February 2, 1998, 2a.
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THE FirsT RUSSIAN REPUBLIC, 1991-1993
the idea of a constitutional assembly as the best method for adopting a new
constituton.

Khasbulatov and the nationalist-communist coalition within the parlia-
ment did not want the ballot to contain questions about the constitution
or a constitutional assembly. Only weeks after the end of the Seventh Con-

gress, Khasbulatov began to question the feasibility of 2 constitutional ref-
erendum, arguing in January, “Can the problem of the division of power
(that is, the concrete form of the system of checks and balances) be de-
cided by a referendum? I am sure that it cannot.” Instead, Khasbulatov
and the anti-Yeltsin coalition within the Supreme Soviet pushed for ques-
tions that asked people to evaluate the president and his market reforms.
Yeltsin and his allies countered by arguing that the Congress was trying
to restore the old political rules of the Soviet period. He stated in March
1993 that “It’s very much clear today, the root of all problems doesn'’t lie
in the conflict between executive and other powers, or in the conflict be-
tween the President and the Congress. It's much deeper—the deep con-
tradictions between the people and the former Bolshevik anti-popular rule,
which is still intact. They're trying to restore the powers they lost.™ Yeltsin
threatened to hold the referendum without Congress’s approval, citing as
his rationale that “an attempt to restore the Communist regime of the So-
viets is now emerging.”* The spirit of compromise that had evolved over
economic issues in 1992 quickly eroded over division-of-power issues in
1993. Although originally an institational conflict, the divide was increas-
ingly recast by Yeltsin in the familiar terms of communist versus democrat.
In this charged and polarized political context, negotiations over the
referendum questions had little chance to succeed, After a series of accu-
sations and counteraccusations, Yeltsin eventually called for a state of emer-
gency. He proposed thata new interim state organ be created, which would
rule the country until a new constitution had been ratified. Significandy,
Vice President Rutskoi and Security Council head Yuri Skokov refused to
sign the emergency decree.® A furious Congress reconvened, denounced
Yeltsin's “coup attempt,” and began impeachment proceedings. The Con-
stitutional Court also ruled Yeltsin's decree unconstitutional. Yeltsin's op-

ponents failed, although just barely, to garner the necessary two-thirds

votes to remove the president. But the stalemate and near meltdown of the
Russian state scared both sides into negotiations once again-—a situation,
very similar to that of spring 1991 when Gorbachev and Yeltsin had agreed

% Ehasbulatoy, “S'ezd parodnykh deputatov i referendum,
19(@2, in Yelisin-Khasbulatou, 267,

3 New York Times, Mazch 20, 1993, A0

% {Ipited Press International, March 16, 1993.

%yacheslav Kostikov, Roman § previdensom: Zapiski press-sekretoria (Moscow: Vagri

1997}, 169.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic
-inganew: o return to negotiation out of fear of the consequences of continued con-
frontation. Weakened by the lack of support for his state-of-emergency de-
1€ parlia-- iree, Yeltsin acquiesced to a new set of referendum questions drafted by the
stitution Congress:
nth Con-
ional ref- . Do you trust Russian President Yeltsin?
of power 2. Do you approve of the socioeconomic policy conducted
5) be de- by the Russian president and by the Russian government
sbulatoy since 1992?
for ques- 3. Should the new presidential election be conducted earlier
reforms. than scheduled?
as trying 4. Should the new parliamentary election be conducted
n March earlier than scheduled?
yesn't lie
flict be- As speciﬁed in the agreement between Yeltsin and the Congress, the out-
€p con- " come of the first two questions had no obvious consequences, whereas the
lar rule, ' third and fourth questions needed a majority of all eligible voters (not just
* Yeltsin a majority of those voting) to be considered binding.
_:iting as The March 19gg crisis and the ensuing referendum campaign served to
the So- polarize Russia’s political forces even further. Yeltsin's threats to dissolve the
ed over Russian Congress helped to solidify and embolden the anti-Yeltsin coali-
ssues in tion. As issues of institutional power became more salient, this opposition
acreas- coalition was able to muster an increasingly larger number of supporters
mocrat, within the Congress because every deputy ultimately had an interest in
ver the afirming and extending parliamentary power. Outside of Congress, the size
faccu- of communist-led demonstrations grew along with the frequency of violent
femer- clashes between the demonstrators and the police at these meetings.
! would On the other side of the ledger, most of Russia’s democratic leaders, po-
icantly, Jitical parties, and social groups anited for the first time since August 1991
1sed 1o to campaign for the president’s positions on each of the four referendum
unced questions. Democratic leaders who had previously opposed the idea of the
e Con- referendum and criticized Yeltsin and his government now rallied to
n's op- Veltsin's side.% In another first since August 1991, Democratic Russia or-
thirds ganizers orchestrated major public demonstrations in Moscow and other
of the major cities in the run-up to the April referendurm. They also organized
uation Russia’s first major national television campaign, spearheaded by the West-
\greed ern-inspired jingle that instructed people how to vote on the four gues-
tions—*“da, da, nyet, da.”
ary 10, In the heat of polarization, Russia’s centrist forces faded. During the ex-
traordinary meeting of the Congress of People’s Deputies in March 1903,
when the militant faction Russian Unity moved to impeach president
agrius, 86 9ee Viktor Sheinis, “S'ezd: Soglasie ili konfrontatsiya?” Moskouskie Novosti, March 14,
10093, 73 '
18y
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Tre FrasT RUssiaN REPUBLIC, 1991—1993%
moderating force. Although ) Soviet communisi

Veltsin, Civic Union jeaders failed to actas a

claiming to speak on behalf of 40 percent of the Congress, Givic Union yoters had only tw

could not hold its own ranks together and played only a marginal role dur- ences. In these bi

ing the crisis deliberations. Because deputies were not elected on a Civic Yeltsin and refort
1den to Civic Union for had become.

Union ticket in 1ggo and therefore were not beho
their electoral office, Civic Union had no institutional mechanism to en- Yeltsin's margi
force party discipline on these parliamentarians. Commenting on the ac- vided Russian soc
civities of the Congress during the series of spring crises, People’s Deputy the close vote in

Vasily Lipitsky, chairman of the Executive Committee of Civic Union, had been practic
lamented that “Discipline within factions is practically non-existent.”" Baburin commer

Rumyantsev, an ally of the Civic Union cause, went even further when he have clearly dem
noted that the Congress revealed the “collapse of centrism” because “vot- painfully choosh
ing patterns showed that Civic {Inion, a coalition of industrial managexs, gramme of ‘dem
middle-of-the-road politicians and former communists touted as a power- of the country’s

ful moderate force, was largely 2 myth.”® Civic Union did not articulate a tion leaders still]
because this vote

ed position on the four referendum
since his 1991 €l

unifi

offer third, centrist choices.
cisive in resolvin
sian state at the t

Boris Yeltsin won this referendum vote. On the first question, 58.7 per-
cent of the voters affirmed their trust in Yeltsin, compared with 39.3 per-
cent who did not. Even more amazing, 53.0 percent expressed their ap- referendum iné
proval of Yeltsins socioeconomic policies, whereas 44.5 percent those who supp«
disapproved. As for the third and fourth questions, 2 plurality of those who
voted {40.5 percent) supported early presidential clections, whereas a solid
majority (67.2 percent) called for new parliamentary elections. Although

nejther reached the necessary fifty percent of 411 voters to make them bind-
ing. These outcomes Were astonishing. Given the sharp downward turn in
real incomes, skyrocketing inflation, and extreme uncertainty about Rus-
sia’s economic future, most politicians and analysts had predicted that Rus-

sian voters, like voters in other countries experiencing postcomnmunist
transitions, would use this ballot to protest the pain of economic transfor-

mation.?®® The majority of voters, however, were not voting their pocket-. M
books. 1% If they had made simple retrospective calculations about their in-
dividual welfare, the majority would have voted against Yeltsin and his
policies. Instead, the majority voted prospectively, believing that market

reforms would produce a better life in the future than would a return ¥

questions; binary votes do not

{
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971 jpitsky, “The X Congress of People’s Deputies and Recent Tvents,” pamphlet {(Wash-
ington, D.C.: Civic Union, 1992), 10

a1 nited Press International, March 31, 1993 _
Xi, Democracy and the Market; Politt

9 For a general model on this cycle, see Adam Przewors
cal and Economics Reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin America {Cambridge: Cambridge Univer; 18] eonid Smire
ox, March 18, 14
cordinating Cow

sity Press, 1901). .
108 porris Fiorinz, Elections (New Haver: Yale Unk

versity Press, 1981).

Retrospective Voting i American National
Rostikov, Roman §
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

et communism.'?! Moreover, because this election was a referendum,
s had only two choices; they could not express more nuanced prefer-
s. In these binary, polarized votes, the majority still sided with Boris
sin and reform, however painful and ambiguous the reality of reform
id become.
eltsin’s margin of victory was slight, however, demonstrating how di-
d Russian society had also become. For anti-Yeltsin opposition leaders,
¢ close vote indicated that reform should not continue in the way that
1 been practiced by the Yeltsin government. As People’s Deputy Sergei
aburin commented at the time, “the results of the April 25 referendum
ve clearly demonstrated that the nation is split and that itis in a state of

* Union for
Usm to ep.
on the ae.-
2’ Depu;;y
ic Union,
xistent, 97
*when he.

wse Vo ainfully choosing the path of further evolution. How realistic is a pro-
lanagers, amme of ‘democratic recovery’ which is not supported by the majority
& power- f the country’s population?” Although surprised by the results, opposi-
iculate 5 tion leaders still believed that they were gaining rather than losing ground
s do not because this vote showed that Yeltsin’s percentage of support had eroded
since his 1991 electoral victory. Consequently, the referendum was not de-
8.7 per- cisive in resolving the political confrontation that was paralyzing the Rus-
9-3 per- sian state at the time. Instead of solving a constitutional impasse, the April
heir ap. referendum indicated that society was divided almost equally between
Jercent those who supported change and those who did not.
»se who :
a solid
:hqugh (RE)WRITING A NEW CONSTITUTION
1 bind-
urn in On the eve of the April 1993 poll, Yeltsin's chief of staff Sergei Filatov
't Rus- had promised that Yeltsin would take immediate steps to adopt a new con-
i R‘fs' stitution if he won the referendum. Thus, after the vote, most of Russia’s
1unist reformist leaders expected Yeltsin to take decisive action to resolve Rus-
asfor- sia’s constitutional crisis.’® Several years after the initiation of political re-
’Fk_e{“ form, Russia still had not completed the constitution-making process, one
- of the major milestones of a democratic transition. In contrast to fall 1991,
d his when many of Russia’s democrats had not seen the necessity of drafting a
irket hew constitution, in spring 1993 a new consensus emerged about the im-
n to portance of writing down and ratifying a new set of political rules. Speak-
. " See the Agures for support of reform for 1993 in Vserossiiskii Tsentr Izucheniya Ob-
ash- shchestvennogo Mneniya (VISIOM), Informatsionnyi byullsten’ monitoringe. (Moscow: Septem-
ber-October 1993), 4.
Sl ¥ 12 Sergei Baburin, “The Russian Realities 2nd the Vietnam Syndrome,” New Times 26 ( June
i o rous)ieg
ver- **Leonid Smirnyagin, at the time a member of the Presidential Coungil, interview with au-
. thor, March 18, 199G; Sheinis, interview; and Mikhail Shneider, at the time member of the
Tni- Coordinating Council, Demoeratic Russia, interview with author, October 12, 199Y. See also
Kostikov, Roman s prezidentom, 180,
Ior




Tgr FIirsT RUSSIAN ReEPUBLIC, 1 gg1—1993
ing in April 1993 Yeltsin articulated this new urgency, stating, ‘1 consider of the Cong
it to be thecentral issuc, because the republics where reforms are being im- governmen
plemented— other countries for example—and which have succeeded in porated wit
promptly adopting a D€W, reformed constitution axe now going faster down governmen
the road of reforms. They did not have any political crises.” ture that Ye
At this stage in the (ransition, many of Russia’s democratic leaders be- Rumyantse
jieved that dissolution of the Congress of People’s Deputies and of the sys- ist econom
tem of soviets MOTE generally was 2 precondition for adopting a new con- ical treatm
stitution. At the victory party organized by Democratic Russia the night Despite!
after the referendum, Veltsin allies toasted their imminent 2nd final polit- gaining th
cal victory %8 There was a SERsSC that Yeltsin would soon dissolve the Gon- 1992, it Wi
gress and call new elections. year and t
Yeltsin, however, did not use his new electoral mandate O end Russia’s which was
polarized political standoff. Instead, he used the euphoric moment after the Tnove
the April referendumm o convene a new, alternate pody to draft a new con tional aid
stitution. Named the Constitutional Conference, this organization consisted them a ye
of 762 representatives from all walks of Russian political life, including lead- called pre
exs of political parties and social organizations, regional governments, busi- ten princ
ness, and culture. None of these representatives was elected, a fact that un- lawyer Se
dermined the authority of the conference. Initially, however, everyone from documen
Khasbulatov to Zhirinovsky was invited to participate asa way to cO-OptSup- ~tem in R
ort for this alternate method of drafting 2 constitution 1% Yeltsin and his parliame
aides hoped that the Constitutional Conference could ratifya political pact the peop
that might guide Russia into a new political era i¥7 Sergei Shakhrai and Alek- congress
sandr Yakoviev, tWo of the main organizers of the conference, considered ers, how
the process to be a “roundtable of political consensus”™'® similar to the suc- - porated
cessful round tables in Hungary and Poland. Tt was asif Russia was starting June 19
its transition to democracy all over again. cussion,
The presidential administration also hoped to use the work of the con- Publi¢
ference to supersede the much-amended existing constitution as well as apopuk
the Rumyantsev constitutional draft that had evolved within the Russian aATIEW C¢
Congress of People’s ]De:put‘ms.‘*09 Both documents guaranteed the primacy ipated I
: Yeltsin ¢
104 press conference with Yeltsin, Ostankino Television, April 14, 1993 quoted here from dent-cc
FBIS-SOV93-071, April 15, 1093, 1 at the t
105 The author attended this gathering.
1061gor Eharichev, deputy to the presidential chief of staff responsible for political parties
and movements, interview with author, June 1493 Kharichev was one of the organizers of 2 10See
section at the conference on political parties and social organizations. . stitutsion
307 Apatoly Sobchak, “Dostip & vechnozelneyuchshernu dela,” Moskouskie Novosts March Hlpay
21, 1993, 78 HZFox
108 Sergei Shakhrai, as guoted in Robert Ahdieh, Russia’s Constitutional Revolution: Legd Reform,
Consciousness and the Transition to Demoeracy (University Park: Pennsylvania State Universt Demakral
Press, 1007)> 5% 5Py
anizers of the Constitutional April1g

agin was one of the O1g A

109 Smirnyagin, interview. Srirny
Conference.
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well as the Congress’s control of the

fhe Congress over the president as
the Rumyantsev constitution incor-

3

are being vernment. As for federal questions,

succeeded § rated with only slight amendment the asyrometric system of subnational
bodied in the old Soviet-era constitution, a federal struc-

gvernments em
e that Yeltsin did not support. Russian

Rumyantsev draft because it included as ©
{ cconomnic guarantees as the right to work

jeal treatment.}

Despite these coIpromises, however, Rumyantsev ha

aining the Congress's approval. Al the Seventh Congress in December
new constitution for one

11902, 1t was decided to postpone adoption of 2
ification for the Tenth Congress,

gar and to schedule a discussion about rati
1993. Rumyantsev considered

which was gcheduled to open November 17,
tal mistake. ! Yeltsin and his constitu-

the move to postpone adoption a fa
ment 2 Major opportunity, for it gave

Lberals also disliked the amended
onstitutional rights such social-
and free education and med-

d not succeeded in

vd final polit-
slve the Con-

- end Russia’s
noment after

ft 2 new con- tional aides considered postpone
jon consisted - ‘them 2 year o draft and promote an alternative. The first draft of the so-
cluding lead- called president’s constitution was circulated in the spring of 1g93. Writ-
nments, busi- - ten principally by St. Petersburg mayor Anatoly Sobchak, constitutional
ufact that un- Jawyer Sergel Alekseyev, and presidential aide Sergei Shakhrai, this new
veryone from documnent not surprisingly provided for establishment ofa presidenﬁal sys-
© co-opt sup- tem in Russia with clear lines of authority between the president and the
elisin and his parliament.m In Yeltsin's view, the March 1gg1 referendum had affirmed
PO.h"-iCai pact -~ the people’s desire for 2 presidential system that could not be undone by
wai and Alek- congressional draftersof 2 constitution.’F Asa concession to regional lead-
e, considered ers, however, much of the language of asymmetric federalism was incor-
lar to the suc- porated into this draft. When the Constitutional Conference opened in
a was starting June 1993, this pro-presidential constitution served as the basis for dis-
cussion, although the Rumyantsev draft was also included in deliberations.
'k of the con- Public opinion polls suggested that the Constitutional Conference was
offered a unique and conciliatory way of drafting

a popular idea because it
anew constitution. ' In the initial stages, all major political actors partic-

ipated in the proceedings. Khasbulatov, Rutskoi, and other leaders of the
Yeltsin oppositio

1, however, quiddy hecame disenchanted with this presi—
dent-controlled forum and quit the
at the table, the conference lost its P

ion as well as
1 the Russian
d the primacy

conference. Without the opposition
olitical gravity and legitimacy. Dele-

uoted here from

£ POHE‘CBI parties
e organizers of 2 110 gee articles 2.5.2, 2.5-5 and z.5.6in “g onstitutsiya Rossiiskot Federatsii (Proekt),” Kon-

stitutsionyi Vestnik 4 t1ggo): 53-64.

i Nowosti, March L {11 Rumyantsey, iterview.
Revolution: o N2y the basic ideas that informed this draft, see Rossiiskoe Dvizhenie Demokraticheskikh
State {]"’?‘ Legal L Refortn, Konstitutstiys Rossiishot Federalsit (Prock) (Moscow: Novosti, 1992); Alekseev,
niversity Demokraticheskie reformy & konstitutsiya; and Alekseev and Sobchak, “Konstitutsiya i sud b2 Rossil.”
- 315 press conference with Veltsin, Ostankino Television, April 14, 1998 in FBISSOV-93-071

e Constitutional : Apﬂl 35, 1993 15
: 114 Ahdieh, Russia’s Constitutional Revolution, 56
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d attending, because few believed that the conference had the ext
write a new constitntion. Regional jeaders, especially from the cre
delayed drafting procedures at the conference. Inspired cal

n, republic leaders held out for special rights for bic
als

gates Stoppe
authorify o
republics, also
by Tatarstan’s delegatio

republics.
Khasbulatov saw these regional soviet leaders as natural allies in his stwug-
gle against presidential power and began to organize them as 2 national
political force 15 In SeptembeT, he convened a major congress of local so-
viet deputes t0 demonstrate national resistance o Yeltsin's threat to dis-
solve the Gongress. In July 1993 the Supreme Soviet finally countered the
president’s drafting process by passing 2 law that provided for the adop-
tionof 2 constitution; the law speciﬁed that 2 new constitution must first
be approved by the Congress and then by the electorate in a national ref-
e ambiguous and con-

erendum. Once again, the rules for making rules Wer
ides calculated that the procedures for amendment

radictory since both s

in the old constitution might not be legitimate in this new potitical context.

Parliamentary jeaders hoped to resolve this dispute by finally passing a new

constitution—the Rumyantsev drafi—at the Tenth Congress, ROW resched-

uled for October 1993- According to both supporters and opponents of

Yeltsin, the constitational draft planned for catification at this GOngress
her. As Rumyantsev

would have liquidated presidentiai power altoget
reftected, the Congress “should have heen the end of Velsin's rule, Ican
Constitution would have

say that openly, because the approval of a new
meant that the President would come under control, not under totalitarian
[control], but under constitutional control [of the Congress] R

JE P

TIAL DEGREE 1400

PRESIDEN
1AN REPUBLIC

AND THE END OF THE FIRST RUSS

anned signing of the Union treaty established
in 1991, the spectel of the
Tenth Congress created a firm deadline for action for Yeltsin and his al
Jies. In a last desperate attempt to bolster the legitimacy of his constitt

aft, Yeltsin convened the Federatdon Council on September 18
bad created only the month before, which included rep

all of Russia’s regions {except Chechnya). At this critic
however, the Federation Council refused to endors
quently, Yeltsin decided to act unilaterally an

In the same way that the pl
a firm deadline for action for coup leaders

tional dr
19g3—2 body he
resentatives from
September meeting,
Yeltsin's constitution. Conse

115 gee especially Khashulatev's speech to an Aprit gth conference of local soviet deputl
published in Rossiskaya Gazeld, April 15, 1993, 3~ 4
116 Rymyantsey, interview.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

aconstitutionally. On September 21, 1993, he issued Presidential De-
" This decree dissolved the Congress of People’s Deputies and
1ed for popular ratification of a new constitution and elections to a new
4meral parliament in December 1993. As a conciliatory gesture, Yeltsin
- stated that he would hold an early presidential election in March 1994-
ater, Yeltsin would summarize his decision in the following terms:

1} the many “peaceful” options we’d exhausted by that time. We'd changed
the head of government (Chernomyrdin was clected by the Congress) and
ormed a reconciliation commission to bring the parliament and government
“pack together. The opposition had made an aborted attempt to impeach me,
: only proving the futility of their confrontational stance, Then there was the
“April referendum, where the people gave a clear sign of their support for me.
“finally, there was the constitutional conference, involving many deputies,
“where it had been moved to pass a new Constitution at the next Congress. Not
"0 be outdone, Khasbulatov gave the command to sabotage the constitutional
g 117

: proces
: .Congressional leaders rejected Presidential Decree 1400 as unconstitu-
tional, an opinion that a majority of the Constitutional Court shared. When
Yeltsin nonetheless refused to rescind this decree, the Supreme Soviet re-
sponded by declaring Yeltsin nio longer fit to govern.!*® The full Congress

“met on the evening of September 23, 1993, and approved Rutskoi as Rus-
‘sia’s new president.!’® Rutskoi, in turn, named a new government. Once
-again, Russia had two chief executives each claiming to be the sole sover-
eign avthority. To mobilize popular opposition to Yeltsin and his govern-
"ment, opposition leaders in the Congress refused to leave their parlia-

mentary offices in the White House and, in a replay of August 1991,
encouraged supporters to defend the White House in the name of democ-
racy and the existing constitution.

Yeltsin originally had planned for 2 special military unit to surround and
take control of the White House on a Sunday to deny the opposition a meet-
ing place. From his own experience in August 1991, he understood the im-
portance for an opposition of having buildings to defend. Khasbuilatov, how-
ever, heard of the plan beforehand and thwarted it by taking up residence
in the White House for the duration of the crisis. For several days in late
September, large crowds of parliamentary sympathizers kept guard around
the White House. During this period, armed paramilitary units from na-

U7 Yeltsin, Struggle for Russia, 247.
118 “postanovlenie verkhovnogo soveta rossiiskol federatsiya, ob ispolnenil polnomochii
prezidenta Rossiskoi Federatsii vitse-prezidentom Rossilskoi Federatsii Rutskim A.V,” Sovet-

skava Rossiya, September 23, 1993, 1.
19\ adimir Isakov, Gosperevorot: Parlamentskiye dnevniki 1992~1693 (Moscow: Paleiya,

1995), 420
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tionalist and fascist groups, including, most prominenﬂy, members of the Ont
overtly fascist Russian National Union, assumed defensive positions within they co
the Congress. Weapons stored in the White House also were distributed to of victc
civilians, piting armed people on both sides of the barricades. ' and tel
In the early stages of the crisis, 2 majority of deputies as wel} as most na- ber, th
tionalist and communist political organizations sided with Rutskoi and the he:
Khasbulatov.12¢ Opposition newspapers also claimed that the majority of KGB),
regionat Jeaders sided with the ‘White House defenders. For instance, Sovet- loyal t
shaya Rossiye reported on September 25, 1093 that 53 regional soviets had ] sure w
refused to recognize Yeltsin's decree dissolving the Congress.m1 Such re- ' Iast sp
ports fueled optimism among White House defenders that the “correla- fused.
tion of forces” was moving in their favor. According to Leonty Byzov, head quick!
of the Supreme Soviet's analytical centeT and a White House defender at _ As:
{he time, the mood within the White House during the first few days of the _ suppc
standoff was euphoric because those inside the White House believedin . | impo:
victory.\2* General Rutskot also calculated that his military rank and pop- [ tober
ularity among officers would help sway Russian armed forces © recognize demxe
him as president.123 That generals Viktor Barannikov, Albert Makashov, creas
and Vladistav Achalov immediately joined his government fueled this op- “Pres
titnism. If military forces had defected in Angust 1991, they could defect selec
again. belet
The White House occupants also believed that most Russian citizens skoi®
supported their constitutional defense. Throughout 1993, opinion polls stant
had suggested that Rutskoi was just as popular as Yeltsin. In April 1993, 2 strat
VTsIOM poll reported that Yeltsin was the most trusted political figure in in d
the country, with 22 percent support, followed closely by Rutskoi with 19 CPR
percent. In September, this same poll suggested that Rutskoi had sur- lead
passed Veltsin as the most trusted figure in the country, with 19 percent the
of respondents reporting that they trusted Rutskoi compared with 13 per- totl
cent for Yeltsin.}2* Now that Yeltsin had acted aggressively in violation of con
the constitution, those parricaded within the White House could easily T
believe that the majority would swing to support them. In this stalemate, toa
the balance of political forces looked relatively equal to those defending
the White House. Such a balance fueled risk-taking, not COMPromise. Had u
Khasbulatov and Rutskol been sure of their defeat from the beginning, nges_
they would have pursued alternate means of ending the crisis. g
1
120 4z 7 ayavieniya Agrarnoi Partil,” Soustshaya Rossiya, September 25, 1993, % “F ayavlenie t‘mr1

TsK KPRE,” Sovsiskays Russiya, Septersber 23, 199%, 2-
it " Sovetskaya Rossiyd, September 25, 1963, 2-
the White

121 “Pyom Sovetov. Ehronika sobytii,”
122] eonty Byzov, chief of the Supreme Soviet Analytical Center and a defender of
House in September—October 1G53, interview with author, March 1999
123 Ysakov, Gosperevorot, 455.
19y TSIOM, “Rossiya i vybosy- Sitnatsiva do i posle sobitil 3~
otchet” (Moscow, 1093), 1. :
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and his allies believed that
but they were not confident
Yeltsin cut off all electricity

of the barricade, Yeltsin

On the other side
se in the White House,

embers of the
they could outlast tho

sitions within

distributed to of victory. In an attempt to hasten the process,

S and telephone lines to the parliamentary building. Well before Septem-
al security, Aleksandr Korzhakov, and

gdent’s chief of person
‘the head of the Federal Security Service (the FSB in Russian, formerly the

GB), Mikhail PBarsukov, had organized ilitary units that would remain
loyal to the Yeltsin regime in ttack \® Yet no one knew for

the event of a
ldiers would do if asked

2]l as most na- ber, the pre
1+ Rutskot and
1€ majority of

nstance, Sovel-

to attack the ‘White House; the

aal soviets had _sure what these 5O

$5.1%! Such re- jast special forces nits ordered to storm this same building in 1gg1 had re-

t the “correla- fused. Presidential advisors feared that a few military defections might
¢he will of those forces joyal to Yeltsin 126

- quickly undermine :
As armed conflict seemed increasingly imminent, the more moderate

the White House “government” began. t0 back away. Most
the CPRF leadership decided on Oc-

ty Byzov, head
se defender at

supporters of

few days of the
ise believed in importantly, Gennady Zyuganov and
rank and pop- tober 1, 1993, that they were not going o participate in any further strect
s to recognize demonstrations OF marches, because these popular acts had become in-
ert Makashov, creasingly inflammatory and confrontational. In Zyuganov's estimation,
fueled this op- “president” Rutskoi had become to0 extreme in his language: tactics, and
iy could defect selection of allies invited to defend the White House.'® Even though he la-
) beled Yeltsin's action 2 coup, Zyuganov reasoned that Russia under Rut-
ussian citizens skot’s leadership would be no better off than Russia under Yeltsin.}?® As the
, opinion polls standoff became increasingly polarized, the CPRY’s leadership demon-
strated that they were much closer o the political middle than were those
the conservative

41 Apl‘ll 199%, a
litical figure in defense. Above all else,
tutskoi with 19

itskoi had sur-

in charge of the White House
CPRF ieadership wanted 0 avoid armed conflict.’®

Jeader of the National Salvation Front and one
the street protests at the time, called Zyuganov

ith 19 percent

e_d W%"h 13 per- to the opposiﬁon’ s staying power and suggested that the retreat

‘in violation of compelied the opposition {0 take more drastic measures.

ise could easily They did so on October 9, 1693 On that evening, Rutskoi gave the order
ouse. The lack of gov-

this stalemate, to attack the mayor’s office adjacent to the White H
108e defending ,
mpromise, Had
ﬂ"‘“‘-‘ beginning,
risis.

moirs, Barsukov drew up the first plan ¥

125 According t0 Korzhakov's me
gress back in March 1093 o the eve of the impeachrment vote. See
Boris Yeltsin: Ot rassueta do zakaie (Moscow: Interbuk, 1997}, 1 58159
126 Grpirmyaging interview. The same point is made in Korzhakov, Boris Yeltsin, 165
197yikior Peshkov, member of the Presidivm of the Communist Party of

fion, interview with, author, March 19, 1999
cader of the Comununist Party of Russian

198 Gennady Zyuganov, }
with author, September 25, 1999

908, 2; "Zayavlenie

1993, 2. :
fender of the White 1 199 Thick.
' : 150}y, explaining is thinking at the dme f© the author, Zyuganov recalled that he had
own up in a village inwhich all the men had been killed in ‘World War I As2 result of this
flected that he was much more averse (o violence than Rueskol.

childhood experience, he re

brya: Analiticheskii
131 Konstantino, interview.
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ernment resistance to the attack sparked optimism within the White House,
and the building was secured by forces loyal to the ‘White House govern-
ment in less than two hours. Rutskoi then decided to seize the moment.
He appeared on 2 White House balcony and urged his followers to take

control of the state, with the fixst target being the pational television sta-
the television station and attacked

tion Ostankino. A column marched to
e and protracted gun battle

the building with automatic weapons. A fierc
ision network off the air for

ensued, forcing Russia’s main national televi

several hours.
After an initial period of hesitation and confu
responded. By attacking the mayor’s office and the television station, Yeltsin
ed the line that the Russian people should

believed his enemies “had cross
never cross. They nad started a war, the most terrible kind of war—32 civil

war.”1%2 In response, Yeltsin gave the order for armed forces t0 seize con-
trol of the White House. Vet Russian military units did not respond en-
thusiastically to the president’s order. Units that Defense Minister Grachev
claimed were moving toward the White House in fact had stopped just be-
yond the ring road on the edge of the city.1%* As Yeltsin recalled, “the army,
numbering two and 2 half million peopie, could not produce even a thou-
sand soldiers, not even one regiment could be found to come to Moscow
and defend the city. To put it mildly, the picture was dismal.”134 Eventually,
nowever, Grachev (with the assistance of presidential bodyguard Aleksandr
Korzhakov) put together the personnel and equipment needed to take
control of the parliament building.}° By the afternoon of the next day—
October 4, 1993—the civil war between the parliament and the president
was over. In contrast to the last military standoff in downtown Moscow in
August 1991, hundreds of people, not three, died in the fighting.

sion, Yeltsin and his allies

CONCLUSION

Russian Republic failed. Instead of establishing
ceful, democratic

new rules for resolving political conflict through pea:
forms produced the same results as Gorbachev's

means, Yeltsin's political e

political reforms: polarization, confrontation, and eventually armed
conflict, with two armed political groups each claiming sovereignty over
the same territory. In an iron
actly the same spot as it had in 19g1, only this

In fall 1gg3, the First

time Yeltsin occupied the

152 yeltsin, Struggle for Russio, 271.

13 orzhakov, Boris Yeltsin, 168.

134 Yeltsin, Struggle for Russia, 279.

15 Korzhakov details the chaos of the
and decision 10 take the White House, in

moment within the Veltsin team and the
Korzhakov, Boris Yeltsin, 168-193.
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

d his enemies defended the White House. The failure of polit-
cal reform in 1993 represented a forinal and dramatic disruption with

¢ transformative consequences than the 1993 contlict brought. Yeton
ratic institution building, the October 19gg con-
sented a 100T¢ consequential break with past re-
d argue that the results of August 1991 represented

a victory for democratic reform that continued beyond this single event,
whereas the results of October 1993 marked the end of democratic reform:

that had begun under Gorbachev. Why did democratic reform fail?

emlin an

The Contested Agenda of Change

In retrospect, we can see that the agenda of change facing Russian lead-
ers during the First Russian Republic was narrower than that facing Soviet
teaders during the Gorbachev era. Most importantly, in fall 1991 Russian
government leaders, in cooperation with their counterparts in other for-
mer republics, had resolved the fundamental issue of state borders. To be
sure, territorial questions still lingered; some political leaders promoted
the re-creation of the Soviet Union, while declarations of independence
by several republics threatened the territorial integrity of the Russian Fed-
eration. Border questions, however, did not undermine the First Russian
Republic. Political actors still debated the merits of dissolution, and these

debates may have fueled passions in debates over other issues. Nonetheless,
no political actor seriously pursued a strategy to re-create the Soviet Union.
In other words, this contested issue was removed from the agenda at the
dramatic end of the Gorbachev era.
Two large transformational issues remained on the agenda throughout
this period, however: what kind of economy and what kind of political sys-
tem should Russia have. In contrast to those transformations from com-
munism that were occurring in East Central Europe, where a consensus
quickly emerged about the necessity of introducing market reforms, Russian
political leaders disagreed about this basic issue. 1% At this stage in the tran-
sition, Russian communist jeaders still aimed to maintain aspects of the
- command economy and prevent (narket reform. Consequently, the divide
between capitalists and communists continued to plague Russia after the

Soviet collapse. The inability of the president and parliament to find a com-

yn fueled conflict over the organiza-

mon course of eCONOMIC reform in tu
tion of the polity. The constitutional crisis ultimately precipitated armed

conflict between opposing camps. Paradoxically, the one issue about which

136 For a conparison of the relative degrees of consensus oR roarket reforms in Eastern Eu-
rope and the former Soviet Union, See Anders Ashund, Peter Boone, and Simon Johnson,
“How to Stabilize: Lessons for Post-Communist Countries,” Brookings Papers on Economic Ac-

tivity 1 (1996): 217-309,
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1— the need for 2 democratic polity—was
the most contested. Political reform was
also the one issue to which Russian reformers had devoted the least amount
of attention upon assuming power in August 19g1. For Yeltsin and his gov-
ecnmment, the first priority was to manage a peaceful dissolution of the So-
viet Union; their second priority was to ipitiate market reforms. They be-
Jieved erroneously that political questions, and specifically questions about
constitutional design, were tertiary. They had grossiy miscalculated.

In retrospect, some Russian reform leaders have admitted that they ne-
glected political reform. V]adimir Mau, a close advisor to Gaidar at the time,
has argued that the strategic decision to try t0 postpone political reform was

demonstrated in the development of events later, this

#137 Anatoly Chubais, then head of the State Commit-

d that some of their approaches to market reform
ecially revealing:

138 Yeltsin's own reflections are €sp

THE FIRS

most seemed to agree in fail 199
the unfinished task that later was

not a practical one: “as
decision was a mistake.
tee on Property, admitte
were Bolshevik in nature.

Maybe I was in fact mistaken in choosing an attack on the economic front as
the chief direction, leaving the government reorganization to perpetual com-
promises and political games. 1 did not disperse the Gongress and left the so-
viets intact. Out of inertia, 1 continued to perceive the Supreme Soviet s 2
legislative body thatwas developing the legal basis of reform. I did not notice

that the very Congresswas being co-opted. The deputies suddenty realized their
omnipotence and an ex

dless bargaining process ensued.!®

al reform in 19g1 was in parta consequence of the

If economic transformation had not been on the
dent Russia could have

Inattention to politic
large agenda of change.
agenda in 1991, then the leaders of newly indepen
focused solely on the design of new political institutions.

Moreover, the intensity of disagreement about economic transformation

grew partially out of uncertainty about the political rules of the game.
When parliament and the president clashed over the appointment ofa
new prime minister, the draftng of a privatization program, or the ap-
proval of a new budget, they bad no rules by which to structure their com-
petition and resoive their disputes. If the rules of political competition had
been institutionalized earlier in this revolutionary transformation, sub-
stantive conflicts over the econorsy might have been resolved in less con-

frontational ways. Instead, every disagreement became @ constitutional cri-

sis. Threatened with institutional dissolution by their enemy, each side -

perceived every disagreement as an all or nothing p_mpcrsaticn:l.1

197 Mau, Ekonomika i viests 43-

195 Apatoly Chubais, public address at the Carnegie
May 17, 1999

19 Yeltshn, Struggle for Russit, 127-

10This point is made in Ceurge Breslaver, “The Roots of Polarization,” Post-Soviet Affairs

g {1903): 228

Endowment for International Peace,

200




)OlityWWa_g

reform was
astamount
me his gov
1 of the So- .

s. They be
tions about
wed.

tat they ne-
at the time,
reform was
its later, this
te Commit-
rket reform
ly revealing:

ic front as
:tual com-
eft the so-
soviet as a
not notice
lized their

ience of the
yeen on the
.could have

wsformation
f the game.
1tment of a
, or the ap-
» their com-
retition had
ation, sub-
in less con-
tutional cri-

y, each side
1, 140

rational Peace,

ost-Soviet Affairs

The Failure of the First Russian Republic

urred without any rules in fwrn

Debates about economic reform that occ
about the rules themselves. As ad hoc and non-€n-

vacerbated debates

orceable compromises repeatedly fell apart, opposing parties assumed the
iorst about their enemies and increasingly adopted antithetical positions.
lormer allies, such as Yeltsin and Khasbulatov or the president and vice
resident, nOwW demonized each other as extremists. Although Khasbula-
ov and Yeltsin or Rutskoi and Gaidar had ideological disagreements about
the market or the Union, they came to blows over the structure of the po-
jitical system. Of course, W€ cannot know if radical opponents of market

seform would have acquiesced to the dismantling of communism in a more
e fundamental jssues

clearly defined polity. As discussed in chapter 1, SOIt
cannot be resolved by democratic processes.l‘” Yet greater clarity of the
f the First Russian Republic most certainly

political rules at the beginning O
would have limited the range of extraconstitutional options on both sides.
Moreover, when push came to shove in the fall of 1993, it was Yeltsin's for-

mer allies and not Russian Communist Party Jeaders who fought to the end.
If preferences for different economic policies initially prompted conflict
between the president and parliament, opposing views on the design of

Russia’s political institutions eventually precipitated armed conflict.

In this polarized context, the anfinished business of institutional design
from the first transition haunted consolidation in the second phase. Above
a1l else, the creation of a presidency with ill-defined powers in the summer
of 1991 exacerbated conflict and polarization in Russia after the collapse
of the Soviet Union. Even the physical act of moving the president’s resi-
dence to the Kremlin increased polarization because the move gave the

Supreme Soviet and the Congress its oW building, resources, and territo-

fial base. If the office of the presidency had not existed, militarized polari-
sation between Russia’s po

litical groups might have been avoided.
Polarization, in tuxn, privileged certain kinds of political organizations
and certain kinds of politics. Centrist groups such as Civic Union faded
from Russia’s political arena as polarization increased. During summer and
fall 1992, Civic Union leaders effectively courted political favor from the
president as the centrist alternative to more conservative forces in the par-
liament. When compromise was still possible between the Congress and
the president, Civic Union allies worked effectively within the parliament
1o draft economic reform legislation agreeable t0 both branches of gov-
ernment. By the end of 1092, Civic Union was

one of the most pivotal po-
litical forces in Russia. Once battles between the president and the parlia-
ment shifted to political issues and polarized into 2 constitutional crisis,
however, Civic Union proved ineffective in diffusing the conflict. Givic

191 Ryyssel} Hardin, Liberalism, Constitutionatism, and Democraey (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1999)-
201
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Union leaders were skilled back room negotiators and lobbyists but inept
street politicians. The shift in attention from €Conomic to constitutional
issues also weakened this group's influence. As Russian politicians polarized
into two opposing camps allied with two opposing institutions—the Gon-
gress and the president-—-advocates of compromise had no institutional
framework, formal or otherwise, in which to pursue their objectives.'?
Likewise, their means for pursuing such ends—negotiation, lobhbying,

become obsolete.
tiated democratic transitions in which radicals and
d, this ransition mobilized social movements
litical spectrum and enabled them to grow in
Tiya Konstantinov and com-
the early months of the

compromise-—walso

In contrast to nego
hard-liners are marginalize
on the far sides of Russia’s po
power and statuxe. Radicals such as nationalist
munist Viktor Anpilov were insignificant figures in

First Russian Republic. By October 1993, however, they both had emerged
cal organizations and wer

as leaders of major pohitl e playing critical roles
in leading the resistance to Yeltsin. Within the democratic camp, radicals
from Democratic Russia also assumed a greater role in national politics be-
canse those in pOWEr once again needed their mobilization skills when poli-

tics returned to the streets. When political and econornic debates were de-
cided by back-room negotiations, groups such as Civic Union were major

players. When political debates were decided at the barricades, groups such
as Working Russia and Democratic Russia proved to be more critical.

Perceptions of the Distribution of Power

Neglect of political reform also had the unintended consequence of fu-
eling ambiguity sarrounding the distribution of power 2mong political

forces in Russia. The jack of elections allowed political entrepreneurs to
make unverifiable claimns of popular support. In the context of rapid eco-
an citizens was change for

nomic change, which for the majority of Russi
the worse, anti-Yeltsin politicians had special license tO jnflate their power

and support. Within the parliament itself, votes demnonstrated unequivo-
cally that opposition to Yeltsin was growing. Opinion polls and elite rank-
ings of powerful poli
rapidly, whereas Aleksandr Rutskoi’s numbers were in
time that a growing majority of Russian citizens we
forms.}*? In addition, both sides asserte

W2 For elaboration on this argument about the center’s disappearance in 1ggs, see Yurl |
artitnest’ (Moscow: TNDEM, 1996}, 4344
mennoi Rossil -

Korgunyuk and Sergei Zaslavsky, Rosstiskaya mnogop
and Aleksandr Sungurov, “Sranovienie i razvitie politcheskikh partii sovre
(z050-1993)." Ph.D. dissertation, Severo

St Petersburg, 1996, 91~93-
. iiskol ; (1993} 435 VTsIOM, Ekonomich

148 sgpryktarniye reitingt politikov,
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The Failure of the First Russian Republic

president and the parliament were invalid because both had been elected
pefore the creation of the new Russian state. The April 1993 referendum

covided both sides with information about their popular support. In spite
of Yeltsin'’s surprisingly strong showing, the actual results were evenly split.
The electorate was divided fairly equally between those who supported
Veltsin's revolution and those who did not. On the issue of economic re-
form, half of the electorate supported the creation of markets and private
propexty and half did not.!** Likewise, opinion polls showed equal support
for politicians who advocated greater presidential powers versus those who

advocated greater parliamentary powers; however, the largest number of

people (39 percent) advocated equal power between the two branches of

government.

Moreover, it must be remembered that the Russian state was embryonic.

" Lines of authority within the state, and especially within the armed forces,
were still poorly defined, making calculations about power distributions
difficult. Even if the majority of Russian citizens supported Yeltsin, many
within the opposition believed that the armed forces would come to their
aid in the event of open and violent confrontation. The anti-Yeltsin al-
Jiance also believed that their supporters were more passionate about their
beliefs and would take radical action, whereas those who supported Yeltsin
were considered a silent and passive group, disillusioned with the course
of economic reform that they had helped to launch two years earlier.

As politics gravitated to mOre raw arcnas, calculations of relative strength
grew increasingly difficult. Throughout the winter and spring of 1993, the
nationalist-communist opposition managed to mobilize thousands of sup-
porters to demonstrate in the streets of Moscow and other cities. These
demonstrations culminated on May 1, 1993, when the National Salvation
Front organized tens of thousands of supporters for the traditional Soviet
holiday. The meeting in Moscow ended in violent clashes between the

Moscow police and demonstrators. Opposition Jeaders evaluated the May
Day parade as a Major SuUccess because it demonstrated that their foot s0l-

diers were capable of violence against the state. Given this swell of oppost-
during 1993 that tens of thousands of

tion support, it came asno surprise
people would maintain a twenty-four-hour vigil for several days in defense

of the parliament building. During this same period, there were no visible
demonstrations of popular support for the president. Also, White House
defenders believed they could count on major defections within the mili-

HiTgentr Sotsioekspress, Institut Sotstologii, Rosstiskaya Akademiya Nauk, Zerkalo mnenti,

pamphlet (Moscow, 1993)-

145 Stephen White, Richard Rose, and Ian McAllister, How Russia Votes {Chatham, NJ:

Chatham House Publishers, 1997}, 104 and Timothy Colton, “Public Cipinion and the Ref-
erendum,” in Growing Pains: Russian Democracy and the Election of 1993, ed. Timothy Colion
and Jerry Hough (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1998), 294
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» Aleksandr Rutskoi, was an army general.
g regional leaders remained ambiguous,
iy by the unwillingness of the newly con-
¢t Yeltsin’s constitutional reforms.

tary because their new “president,
The support for both sides amon
as demonstrated most dramatical

stituted Federation Council to suppo
This relatively equal but ambiguous balance of power between the two

sides increased the likelihood of confrontation. If both sides had been cer-
tain that an overwhelming majority of Russian citizens and soldiers sup-
ported one of them, then the lesser side would have been more likely to aec-
quiesce to the stronger side’s demands. However, each side believed that
it might be able to emerge from the crisis as victor, and therefore neither
shied away from confrontation.!46 In Russia’s political stalernate of fall
1993, both sides decided to seek victory through extraordinary means. In

this zero-sum battle, Yeltsin's side won.

The Consequences of a Second Confrontational Mode of Transition

Yeltsin's decision to deploy force undermined all previous commitments
to a negotiated transition to a new political order, a result similar to that
of August 1991. Different from 1991, however, was the degree of uncer-
tainty about both the contested agenda of change and the balance of power

between opposing political forces; the uncertainty did not seem as acute as

it had been at the end of the first failed Soviet—Russian transition. Yeltsin's

brutal and successful use of force had given him the power to design new
institutions independent of other political actors. At least in the early
stages, Yeltsin had had the power capability to impose his new political

rules. Yeltsin's second military victory against his political opponents in as
ynany years gave him a yet greater opportunity to craft new political insti-
rutions. What he crafted and how these new institutions fared are the sub-

jects of the next section.

16 (eoffrey Blaney, The Causes of War (New York: Free Press, 1978).




