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FOREWORD

In 1854, on the eve of the Crimea campaign, Antoine Henri
Jomini wrote, "The Russian Army is a wall which, however far it
may retreat, you will always find in front of you." The political
unrest and economic disarray that followed the collapse of the
Soviet Union and the disintegration of the Communist Empire have
altered, but not crippled, the formidable strength of the Russian
military. While the forces of democracy and reform survived the
elections of December 1993, the very strong support generated by
ultra-nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky reminds us that the future
of Russia is far from determined.

In late January 1994, the Strategic Studies Institute, with
the cooperation of the U.S. Army Center of Military History,
hosted a Washington roundtable which addressed the impact of the
December 1993 elections. Scholars from the Army, academia, and
the strategic community met for a day of frank and sometimes
spirited discussion. Each scholar was asked to provide a formal
paper presenting his or her perspective on this subject. These
proceedings are offered because the Strategic Studies Institute
believes that Jomini's observations are as valid today as they
were 160 years ago.

JOHN W. MOUNTCASTLE
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Strategic Studies Institute



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Stephen J. Blank

Russia's elections in December 1993 produced shock and
consternation at home and abroad. The rejection of reformers, the
high turnout for the Nazi-like Liberal Democratic Party of
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, and the low overall turnout reinforced
latent fears of a turn away from democracy and towards
confrontation with Russia's neighbors and international partners.
Further developments since then: a growing tendency to
concentrate power in the office of the President and/or the Prime
Minister, the projected economic merger with Belarus, the
aggressive foreign policy moves in 1993-94, increased
possibilities for ethnic war in Kazakhstan and Crimea, the
slowing of reform, and the exodus of reformers from the
government only further heightened Western apprehension about
Russia's future course.

Bearing these anxieties in mind, the U.S. Army War College
and its Strategic Studies Institute convened a roundtable
discussion in Washington, DC at the Center for Military History
on January 31, 1994. The rapporteurs at the roundtable presented
papers on the impact of the elections on the chances for
democracy at home, relations with the United States (particularly
military-to-military relationships), the stability of the Russian
Federation, civil-military relationships, and the countries of
Russia's "near abroad."

The roundtable organizers and speakers did not recommend
specific policy options or speak on behalf of any policy or
institution. Rather, their (and our) intention was to stimulate a
lively debate from which an assessment of future trends could be
derived and then presented to policymakers, scholars, and
colleagues throughout the defense and academic communities. In
this regard, the roundtable was quite successful. It more than
accomplished its objectives, even going beyond them in the
discussions that followed each paper. Those discussions grappled
with the problems of devising an appropriate strategy of
engagement with Russia and, to a lesser degree, its neighbors.

Stephen Blank of SSI assessed the impact of the elections on
Russian democracy. He argued that the outcome, where reformers
were dumped and 12 of 13 parties called for slowing if not ending
reform and for more aggressive policies abroad, indicated that
U.S. policy towards Russia had been greatly misconceived. Dr.
Blank also called attention to the fact that absent stable,
legitimate, and legally bound institutions, it is premature to
claim that Russia is both democratic and a status quo power.

He found the reformers guilty of the same "sin" as their
Bolshevik predecessors, namely the effort to revolutionize



Russian society from above in the service of an idea grossly at
variance with the realities of politics and socio-economic life,
namely neo-liberal economics. Although he clearly accepted the
need for massive reform in 1992, he found a lack of attention to
the problems of creating sound governmental institutions, without
which no reform, not to mention a revolution, could succeed. As a
result the reformers failed to create viable state agencies and
instead reopened the historic gap between the Russian state and
society. In effect, the bureaucracy has had to step in and try to
rule Russia in its own name and interest, giving rise to a
formation he labelled "Presidentialism."

This formation is essentially authoritarian. It is not bound
by law, but it is penetrated from top to bottom by criminality
and corruption, and also is inclined towards chauvinistic and
even imperial tendencies in its conception of Russian state
power. While calling itself democratic, it is actually reviving
older Tsarist and Soviet patterns of state building and
institutional development that impart a distinctly Russian
meaning to this term. Following Max Weber's description of late
Tsarism as a pseudo-constitutional regime, Dr. Blank contended
that real power is increasingly concentrated in the office of the
President or of the Prime Minister. These offices have
subordinated major state agencies directly to themselves,
exempting them from any legal or parliamentary accountability, a
trend that can only have profoundly negative implications for a
democratic outcome. Trends since then have shown that this system
tends to duplicate itself inasmuch as Prime Minister Viktor S.
Chernomyrdin has developed his own parallel apparatus or bloc in
the government and Yeltsin's policies increasingly appear to be
incoherent or at least uncoordinated.

Accordingly, a profound rethinking of the nature of Russia's
evolution, requirements in reform, and policies is warranted.
This rethinking not only applies to aid for reform and political
support for Yeltsin and a Russo-centric foreign policy; it also
involves reevaluating such issues as the stability of the
federation, the nature of civilian control over the military, the
future of U.S.-Russian military ties in a military heavily
influenced by Zhirinovsky's message, and Russian foreign policies
in the so-called "near abroad." Subsequent papers took up those
challenges.

Jacob Kipp's paper set forth the ideological message and
program of Zhirinovsky and the sources of his appeal to the
Russian people. That message is one of glorified statism and
racism; a kind of combination of Nazism and the worst excesses of
the Russian imperial tradition. But it is couched in terms of a
shared appeal to Russians based on Zhirinovsky's quite remarkable
ability to make himself the exemplar or embodiment of the
suffering of the Russian people at this time. Zhirinovsky
glorifies the Russian state tradition and identifies empire and
nationality with the state, making his message a lineal
descendant of earlier traditions in Russian political thought,



e.g., Nicholas I's Official Nationality, which dominated
political discourse for much of the 19th century.

At the same time, he makes that appeal in particularly
strong terms to the military whom he characterizes as the
personification of Russia's state tradition and as one of the
most, if not the most, aggrieved sector of Russian society. The
military and the common people, including Russians abroad,
threatened by a loss of empire and the accelerating anomie of a
society characterized by what Russians call Bespredel'’ --no
limits--are thus joined together with his person as the
embodiments of Russia. Essentially this appeal to what
Dostoyevsky called "the insulted and the injured" and "the
egotism of suffering” plays on the sense of victimization and
desire for revenge that now pervades much of the country; where
the humiliations of the last several years at the hands of
foreigners, intellectuals, or Jews (i.e., whoever can be so
characterized for purposes of political defamation and
stigmatization) have gone without redress until now.

More practically, Zhirinovsky has organized extensively
among the military; his ideology is especially pervasive among
younger officers and males who feel particularly aggrieved at the
loss of order in current Russian society. Accordingly, there is
good reason to believe that he enjoys widespread and organized
political support within the armed forces, a factor that makes
their loyalty to Yeltsin suspect. Both Kipp and Thomas Nichols
gave substantial evidence that the claim that one-third of the
armed forces voted for Zhirinovsky was a deliberate underestimate
of his strength among that group where he is busy both covertly
and overtly organizing for what can only be characterized as an
impending coup.

Zhirinovsky told David Frost in an April 1994 interview that
he won over 50 percent of the vote in December and the election
was "stolen" from him. Furthermore, he has had his party make him
"Fuehrer" for 10 years, reinforcing its organizational
similarities to the Nazi party. He has talked openly of a coup
and of his intention to force presidential elections earlier than
1996, as now scheduled. And he influenced the legislature to
grant amnesty to the coup plotters of 1991 and 1993, a move that
fundamentally delegitimized the state and government and exposed
Yeltsin's weakness to the world. At a time when military support
for Yeltsin is questionable to say the least, Zhirinovsky poses
the greatest threat to Russian democracy.

Should he come to power, his election would seriously
imperil if not undo the delicate web of bilateral U.S.-Russian
military contacts, lead to a militarization of issues stemming
from Russians' rights outside of Russia, and could provoke
military conflicts all along Russia's peripheries, if not civil
war in Russia itself. His ascension to power, or attempt to do
so, could therefore undermine all the fundamental principles upon
which U.S. Russian policy is based. Should that happen, we might



enter a realm in which purely political and economic tools by
which we have sought to assist and manage Russia's democratic
transition may no longer suffice or apply to Russia's conditions.
We would then have to consider seriously military responses to
the threats Zhirinovsky would pose to Russia itself and its
neighbors. That process would remilitarize the bilateral
relationship with unforeseeable and incalculable consequences.

Thomas Nichols' paper focused on civil-military relations.
He produced substantial evidence indicating how tenuous military
support for Yeltsin is and how well Zhirinovsky has capitalized
upon the military's disenchantment with reform. Nichols brought
together press reports and election evidence, as well as personal
interviews demonstrating that large sections of the officer corps
(which now comprises almost 50 percent of the military) still
show loyalty to a concept of the Russian state which is both
imperial and in some sense Soviet. This is not to say that they
are loyal to the Soviet military- political command system, but
rather to the territorial empire that was formed under Soviet
leadership and which that leadership identified with the state.
In other words, they seek a renewed imperial state, which, as
Russian tradition suggests, is the only way many of these people
and the right wing's supporters can conceive of the Russian state
and of Russia. This makes them receptive to Zhirinovsky's appeal,
which combines statism, imperialism, and the draconian social
morality of the earlier Soviet period. It is not a loyalty to the
Soviet order, especially after Brezhnev, but rather to a sense of
past glory and statehood, or political identity amid present
frustration and even degradation.

Therefore, it would appear that the loyalty of the military
to the government is deeply in doubt, a factor that makes any
prognosis for democracy and renunciation of imperial temptations
still more doubtful. In her paper on the stability of the Russian
Federation itself, Jessica Stern underscored the ways in which
Moscow has failed to decentralize its role as the center of a
vast imperium and create genuine, durable, and legally
institutionalized networks for the deconcentration of power. By
refusing to delegate powers, although it cannot provide basic
governmental services, stable economy, or law and order, Moscow
has provoked local organizations to take power. This trend is
reminiscent of 1917 when local organs of power, many of which
were Soviets, had no choice but to take power to maintain any
social order in their bailiwicks. The absence of binding laws and
the lack of popular support for the new constitution, itself a
blueprint for an authoritarian regime that is incapable of making
the government work, raise the danger of both local secession or
of coups at the center to make that power effective from the top
down. Either way, Russia's internal stability cannot be relied
upon; rather it is illusory. Stern's statistical findings suggest
that 39 of 89 provinces voted against the constitution, and, in
any case, as the amnesty crisis alluded to above shows, neither
the legislature nor the executive is concerned to rule by law.
Inasmuch as the state cannot provide basic economic services,



local authorities have often entered into cooperation with local
armed forces to take over responsibility for provisioning them.
That process is leading to the formation of local civil-military
ties, or even potential warlordism. Civil-military control from
Moscow could break down in some of these areas and lead to
political secession of provinces, especially those with large
non- Russian populations. This secession could also lead to
military localism and secession from the chain of command, an
event which would almost certaily plunge the region in question,
if not all of Russia, into the vortex of military conflict.

But it is not just the internal stability of the federation
which is open to question. There are about 25 million Russians in
the states around Russia, the so called "near abroad." As llya
Prizel observes, the election returns intensified those states'
fear that these populations could be mobilized as a fifth column
or as a pretext for aggression against them as in Sudetenland and
Czechoslovakia in 1938 and Poland in 1939. The use of these
minorities as pawns in the Russian power struggle at a time when
the gravest fears of Russia's development are pervasive only
further reinforces the general sense of insecurity that
characterizes the near abroad.

However, these states are themselves vulnerable because of
their failure, outside the Baltic, to reform economically and
provide sustainable bases for governing without prospective
ethnic crises of this sort. Therefore, there is no current
security alternative to the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS) that is viable for these states except for their isolation
amid increasingly deteriorating circumstances, both domestic and
foreign. The Ukraine's current travails over the looming Crimean
secession, and the provocation of military incidents by Russian
sailors in the Black Sea Fleet, demonstrate the dangers to which
Prizel referred. In Ukraine, any further loss of civilian control
over the military combined with the playing of the ethnic card of
Russians abroad, either by Zhirinovsky or by those who seek to
coopt his message and support, could easily ignite a
conflagration between forces having nuclear weapons on their
soil. But even if there is no such conflict and the rivalry
between Moscow and Kiev remains purely economic-political,
Ukraine remains in the front line of the danger and is isolated
in Europe. This is because it failed to reform and overcome the
potential for ethnic and economic polarization in its domestic
politics, and because it has mishandled its security policies.

Despite the agreement of January 1994 to denuclearize,
Ukraine has yet to forge either workable political institutions
that can coexist with each other, a meaningful economic reform
plan, or a viable security concept that prevents it from being a
Russian client or satellite. Inasmuch as Ukraine is the true key
state in the region that determines whether a new Russian empire
will come about or not, its own internal instability at a time
when Russian appetites are growing and Russia's own crisis is by
Nno means overcome can only leave one with a sense of ever present



danger there, and, more generally, in the near abroad.

These conclusions are offered, not in a spirit of
partisanship, but rather, as we stated above, as the fruit of
disinterested analysis and sober reflection. They all point to
the need to rethink U.S. strategy and devise more comprehensive
and coherent forms of engagement with all the states in the
"post-Soviet space” before it is too late. And one should not
think that there is much time left to do so, especially given the
omnipresent threat of a coup against Yeltsin which could succeed.
In regard to Russia, the hour is late and the institutions
involved are naturally loath to change their modus operandi
the work is essential, the imperative is urgent, and history
won't wait.

, but



CHAPTER 2

THE IMPACT OF THE PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS
ON RUSSIAN DEMOCRACY

Stephen J. Blank

In framing a government which is to be administered by
men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you

must first enable the government to control the
governed; and in the next place oblige it to control
itself.

James Madison

Introduction

Russia's December 1993 elections produced shock,
consternation, and surprise at home and abroad. The results
highlight reformers' failure to create coherent or stable
governmental institutions as specified by Madison, a failure
having profound consequences. This analysis of the election’'s
impact upon democratization focuses on his criteria: control of
the government, control of the society. To grasp that impact we
must also dispel myths that impair our understanding of Russian
realities, address ourselves to those realities, and place them
in the context of Russia's ongoing political and institutional
history.

The first myth to be banished is that Russia's
intelligentsia and political elite, our main source of opinion on
Russia, are democrats as we understand the term. Far from being
thoroughly committed democrats, they reacted to the returns with
predictable hysteria, fear, disdain, and elitist contempt for the
masses who had spurned the elite's noble self-sacrifice for them
in taking power and creating mass poverty in a single stroke. The
election returns reconflrmed for them the masses' basically

uncivilized nature. ! Far too many 'liberals' and reformers are
ready now to throw out separation of powers and the rule of law
to save reform. 2 After the election many 'democrats' urged

Yeltsin to form an authoritarian government of corporate or
bureaucratic elites (following in Von Papen's example in 1932
Germany). That regime could only end as a bureaucratic despotism
because only Ieadlng office holders and their clients would

support it. % This reaction displays the intelligentsia's

persistent undemocratic self-image as an elite called upon by
history to save the masses from their ignorance and savagery.

The U.S. reaction was no less predictable and signified a
continuing U.S. misreading of Russian reality. Although the
embassy had warned that the antidemocratic forces were gaining on
the reformers, those reports were disregarded in favor of
pietistic, poetry-laden speeches of how Russia was making



democracy flourish. * When one considers that Russian developments
like the election returns, the composition of the new cabinet,

and Russia's adroit Bosnian initiative in February 1994 all

surprised the Administration, the misreading of the election

returns can only be seen as part of a pattern of misconceived

policy or a second example of mythmaking. Those policies appear

to be based as much on wishful thinking as on anything else. A

third myth, that such an election is, as current political

science tells us, our most reliable indicator that democratic
consolidation is taking place, must go, too. > Fourth, the
reaction abroad attributed the outcome almost wholly to

widespread economic distress, a conclusion that initially led to

U.S. pressure on the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to relax

its policies and procedures for Ru55|a a shift that had

devastating consequences. ® Now the United States wants more
reform and more therapy although we cannot fund it and expect
Yeltsin to follow policies we or the fiscal institutions we

dominate recommend. This paradox reflects U.S. incomprehension
that our effort to create a liberal Russia when we lack the

resources to do so hurts precisely those who most need access to
global capital markets to make the transition.

Russia's Political and Economic Crisis

But for sophisticated observers of Russia the results were
not surprising. After all, we gave Ross Perot 19 percent of the
vote in 1992 and George Wallace 14 percent in 1968 during
enormous moral, political, and economic crises in American life
and they were in many ways not unlike Zhirinovsky. Nor can we
attribute this vote solely to economic distress due to Russia's
botched reforms. That myth merely restates the vulgar notion that
political action only reflects narrow economic motives. Rather,
the election shows a society in profound political and moral, and
economic crisis. The Yeltsin regime's failure to create viable
political institutions is as much to blame as are its economic
policies whose failures also stem from this mainly political
deficiency in state-making.

To grasp the election's impact on democracy, we must also
start from basic political, institutional, and economic
realities. Reform's fate was sealed when 12 of 13 electoral blocs
advocated ending what they called shock therapy and a more
aggressive, even imperial national security policy. 8 When Prime
Minister Chernomyrdin proclaimed an end to reform and a reliance
on social protection and state investment on November 23, 1993,

i.e., before the vote, he read the public correctly. ® Similarly
President Yeltsin's observation that the public voted as much for
order and strong leadership is not far wrong. 10 Zhirinovsky's

strong showing does not mean the ‘end of reform' or signify that
reform'’s course will be slowed down. Had he not existed those
would still be the clear results of the election. In view of the
elite's limited commitment to democracy and true democratic
participation, it is a profound fallacy to believe it will bring



about democracy as understood outside Russia. In practice,
Russian democracy today means essentially what it or egalitarian
ideologies always meant, a bureaucratic oligarchy led either by a
strong bureaucrat--Yeltsin, today--or by a weak "Tsar." While it
offers egalitarian or democratic rhetoric and seemingly
democratic practices; it preserves the essence of bureaucratic
despotism.

Another misreading of Russia is that the entire country is
drowning in hardship. While this is true for far too many, it is
hardly the whole story. Average wages have outpaced inflation in
dollar terms, going from $8 a month in January 1992 to $87 in
November 1993. Retail sales (adjusted for inflation) climbed 4
percent through October 1993 and for some goods like sugar or
cars the rate of increase in consumption is much greater. More
people can bu¥ what they want even if too many remain trapped in
dead ends. Similarly Russia has an $8 billion foreign reserve
surplus and a $14.3 billion trade surplus through September 1993,
Russian banks hold another $18 billion in declared foreign
currency deposits and Russian firms have as least that much
estimated in illegal foreign accounts. 2 This capital flight
reflects skepticism about the future and a justified lack of
confidence in the government. Indeed, even the government itself
does not invest its money at home; it keeps the $8 billion
surplus abroad or in Russian banks. ? That policy hardly inspires
confidence at home or abroad but the figures show a rising
potential for capital formation and productive investment.

This is not to say all is well; that is not the case. But
the roof has not fallen in and need not do so. Indeed, it is as
likely as not that an entrepreneurial and professional middle
class will develop that in some sense will support capitalist
reform, even if only because it and the state are tied by
corruption. Corruption in Russia is hardly news, even if the
violent crime that accompanies it is. Those phenomena reflect the
demoralization and anomie that naturally stem from a breakdown of
socio-political control. In fact, the explosion of visible
corruption reflects democratization, for under Communism the
state drove out criminals and entrepreneurs, and incorporated
crime into itself. 4 Similar phenomena took place in the early
New Economic Policy period and foreign observers believed then
that the end of communism was imminent. Moreover, opinion polls
and voting analysis confirm that generational, geographical, and
economic cleavages that reflect the support of new industries and
entrepreneurs for reform are real factors affecting Russian
politics. ®> While there are far too many have nots; there are
also many haves.

Nevertheless the election returns show the government and
reformers to be in an impasse of their own making. Where shock
therapy or the big bang (i.e., massive economic reforms all taken
at once in accordance with Western prescriptions) has taken place
with uninterrupted reforms, economic restructuring has
accelerated and growth becomes possible. But where reform has



been disrupted, suspended, or slowed, as in Russia, the
socio-economic and therefore political crises are deeper, last
longer, and resist progress more. 16 On the other hand, where
reform has cut deeper, the political opposition to its costs has
led to the return of Communist or socialist governments as in
Lithuania, Poland, and, in 1994, very likely Hungary. Thus,
further reform to impose monetary stability, cut subsidies to
value-subtracting industrial dinosaurs, and terminate inflation
risks mass unemployment and a political explosion. The payoff
only comes later. On the other hand, a brake on reform will not
alleviate suffering and will make it worse when reform must be
faced. In addition, a brake upon reform perpetuates all the

social disjunctions that give rise to Zhirinovsky-type phenomena.
Ukraine, which followed in the steps of Yeltsin's opponents,
exemplifies this catastrophe. Ultimately, reform is inescapable
since the costs of temporizing are unbearable. But its costs are
equally risky. And if one looks at economic prospects for Eastern
Europe;lgrofound, intractable, and long-term problems remain
ahead.

But rather then say shock therapy is the villain in the
play, it is more accurate to torpedo another myth, i.e., that
Russia, like Poland, went through shock therapy. While price
controls are ending and privatization has done well, essential
monetary stabilization has not taken place. Nor could it be
because of the political realities that the reformers so rashly
disdained. While ex-Finance Minister Fyodorov did his best to
restrain inflation, the state still subsidizes losers and
reinforces failure. Nor does it control the banking system.
Russia has experienced a series of alternating shocks in a
half-baked effort to impose shock therapy that has pushed
recovery further into the future and will increase the level of
suffering and dislocation from reform. Clearly the neoclassical
economists who made up the government and advised it from the
outside believed their professional dogma that homo economicus is
the same in La Paz as in Moscow and that by some miracle of the
market the state and politics could be eliminated from Russia.
Consequently, Russia now pays for a political failure to control
monetary and industrial policy. This misreading of Russian
politics and the disdain for it by the reformers and outside
advisors like Jeffrey Sachs (who then washed his hands of Russia
saying that nothlng could be done and now blames the IMF at every
opportunity) “have been the main intellectual obstacles to a
viable government and a recovering economy. Shock therapy, once
tried, was abandoned, proving itself to be a disastrous failure
in Russia.

18

The main, seemingly economic, reason that price decontrol
and privatization have not contributed further to faster recovery
but have accelerated political unrest is the lack of monetary
control expressed in continuing subsidies to uncompetitive
producers. Ex-Deputy Prime Minister Egor T. Gaidar recently
acknowledged that these subsidies, e.g., to uncompetltlve
agrarian producers, still continue. 20 Despite two years of



supposed shock therapy, the largest item of state spending is

still the 9-10 percent of GDP to subsidize the dinosaurs that

costs more than education and defense combined, and demonstrates

that the government still cannot control the economy. L Nor is
the Voennaia Ekonomika, the military economy, undergoing the
conversion that it needs and that would decisively democratize

and demilitarize Russia. 22 |nstead this sector still rightly

counts on bailouts and subsidies and eludes effective market, not

to say, state control. For instance, Mikhail Malei, a leading

lobbyist for this group, celebrated the new constitution because

the Security Council's 10 committees can substitute for the

ministries and bypass coalition debates. 23 Subsidies and bailouts
are policy decisions that display reformers' inability to sustain

their ideology or see the need for coherent state institutions

and politics in Russia.

The current inflation not only reflected state policy's
internal incoherence, it led to the fall of the government in
1992. The new government remained divided throughout 1993.
Ministers fought publicly with each other either to subsidize
their constituencies or against inflation and subsidies, in all
cases with no control over the State Bank. As Steven Erlanger
reported for The New York Times,

His [Yeltsin's] decision to keep Yegor T. Gaidar, a
current First Deputy Prime Minister and leader of the
reformers, means the probable continuation of a
government so divided that it has been unable to pursue
a consistent economic strategy. After two years of
on-again, off-again policy that can scarcely be called
coherent, many Russian voters rebelled against this
instability 02f4an uncharted transition to a market
economy.

As if to confirm that assessment, Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin repeatedly ruled out shock therapy while Yeltsin
said Gaidar stays, a sure recipe for gridlock. Not surprisingly,
the first post-election cabinet meeting broke up because of
profound division over a new privatization program. 5 Even now,
in April 1994, no new reforms have been undertaken although
Chernomyrdin, to his credit, has heretofore resisted the pressure
for further massive subsidies. Chernomyrdin unwittingly reflected
the reality. He stated, quite wrongly, that the government worked
harmoniously, and then noted,

But we have no particular contradictions. My job is to

take account of all opinions, weigh everything and make
the decisions. And this is what is important--the
government program has been adopted, and not one of my
colleagues had objections in principle. This is

essentially a model of coalition government as it were:

Its members adhere to different political positions but

work harmoniously.



That explains why they all campaigned against each other in the
elections.

Here, on November 23, three weeks before the election,
Chernomyrdin rejected further "shocks," or mass unemployment and
showed that he had no understanding of modern bankruptcy or the
need to stop subsidizing the dinosaurs. Yet press reports claimed
the government intends a planned and consistent reduction in the
money supply, production subsidies, and the deficit to 5 percent

of GNP in 1994. %’ These incompatible policies ultimately can only

be reconciled by the departure of Fyodorov and Gaidar and
bailouts for dinosaurs.

The current state of privatization reflects the paralysis of
state policy. While Deputy Prime Minister Chubais, its architect,
promotes the program's success, an essential aspect of success,
ending subsidies and allowing uncompetitive firms to go bankrupt,
languishes. One thousand firms are estimated to be insolvent, but
nothing has happened to them or their workers because they still
live off borrowed money and state credits. Since there is no
social or manpower policy to redirect labor to productive
enterprise, these firms continue to suck money out of the economy
and promote inflation. Moreover, a new government decree on
bankruptcies reserves for the State Property Committee most of
the decision-making for insolvent firms. Banks and other
financial institutions that are their creditors or have a direct
stake in their survival or restructuring, will have little say in
these matters. Thus, the lack of foresight about institutional
reform has rebureaucratized the economy and will allow firms to
use political connections to avert their inevitable demise.

Finally, in his interview Chernomyrdin also admitted that
"strictly sgeaking, there was no real social policy in the past
year."~ %’ He conceded that the reform program amounted to
privatization, decontrolling most but by no means all prices, and
otherwise, nothing. He thus confirmed the implications of the
decree on bankruptcy. Not surprisingly the voters repudiated the
regime.

The Institutional Roots of Russia's Crises

Hence the government's failure, despite its victory over
Parliament in October 1993 must be seen as preeminently a
political one, i.e., failure to build viable coherent state
institutions, laws, and policies, not shock therapy as such. The
failure there was to propound a theory that cannot be implemented
even where optimum conditions for it exist. This theory cannot be
implemented because it cannot substitute the state for society as
it intends to do, and do so in a technocratic, "scientific”
manner. The result is the further weakening of social structures
and the recourse to a new bureaucracy and presidentialism to make
up for the lack of viable social supports for any policy.
Consequently, the current political crisis will intensify unless

28



state institutions become coherent, legitimate, and viable.

Otherwise no policy is possible from this legislature. Should

that happen the sole alternatives would be either a perpetual
political and economic crisis whose dimensions and outcome cannot
be predicted or the turn towards presidential authoritarianism
described below.

Economic reform is as essential as before to rationalize
production relations, create rational prices, continue
privatization, and most of all achieve monetary stability as a
precondition to real growth. However, institutional and
structural political reforms are equally necessary to extricate
Russia from its miseries. This failure to create a viable
political order bespeaks the reformers' failure to ‘crown the
edifice' (the language of the reformers of the 1860s and chosen
deliberately here) of their revolution from above, Russia's
traditional form of pathbreaking political reform. Formerly
everyone understood the need for a uniquely peaceful revolution
to sweep away Communism and let a gale of 'creative destruction'
destroy the old order to rebuild a viable democratic order in
economics, politics, and security policy. Only now do observers
see how crucial is political Ieadersh|p Where there are few or no

"prerequisites for democracy."

Political, institutional, and constitutional reform are at
least as important as economic reforms and may even need to take
precedence over them if the latter are to succeed.
committed to Milton Friedman and Friedrich Hayek were ill-suited
to the task because they faced an unresolvable contradiction. The
vast economic and political measures that must be undertaken and
the total institutional and cultural restructuring that must
coincide with them are intrinsically long-term undertakings and
are only possible by state action. Yet, if one is going to oust
the state and totally renew it all at once, the magnitude of the
challenge facing government can be accomplished, if at all, by a
revolution from above that is only achievable by the most
powerful and antidemocratic states.

In Russia's case this was even more demanding an agenda
because there was no Russian state to take over and remodel as in
Central Europe. Before 1991-92 there was no Russian state or
governing institutions and the state itself had always came
second to the party. Consequently, on top of everything else, the
reformers had to create a state along with a market and they
never understood how crucial that task was to for the success of
a market economy. Contrary to classical liberalism, no market can
succeed without a functioning and organized government. Equally
important, the political reforms to expand democracy will quickly
throw up institutions like Parliament and nascent interest groups
who try to manipulate outcomes to suit their interests or control
them to gain power over the process and distort the pure theory"

3! Reformers

to which the government is adhering. ® As many analysts now

realize, political democratization, even when successfully
carried out, almost unavoidably wars with economic reform.



Governments at all levels must now account to people who demand
quick results and organize into rival interest blocs that bargain

and negotiate with other interests and the leaders of the new
expanded political arena. Thus,

The bargaining and compromise that are routinely
required to achieve policy agreement in pluralist
democracies imply a degree of incrementalism that
economists have attacked as entirely inadequate and
possibly detrimental to the needs of East European
economies.

It logically follows, therefore, that Russia and its former
satellites require a strong lawful state to implement reform.
That state must enjoy a firm basis of popular authority, and a
well-trained, capable, honest, depoliticized, and, we may add,
law-abiding bureaucracy. ®> The absence of precisely these forces,
i.e., of social supports for the regime from below, contributed
to the election results and tempts Yeltsin and his colleagues to
elbow Parliament aside and govern by decree. Indeed, Yeltsin said
as much in justifying a strong presidency, citing, inter alia,
the extraordinary weakness of executive and state discipline. His
only answer was a strong presidency, not the rule of law and a
strong Parliament to which government must be accountable.
Until then no government can be legitimate, because essentially
there will be rule by decree or caprice. If democratic legitimacy
does not come primarily from "shared institutional guarantees for
competitiveness," it will not come at all. Reformers will
inevitably be tempted to rule undemocratically to impose their
reforms.

The elections and the coups that unseated Parliament in
September-October 1993 tell us that Russia still remains stuck in
its unending and still unconsummated revolutionary crisis. No new
order can be discerned. Because they failed to create legitimate
new relationships and structures and espoused the simple-minded
idea that letting the market loose would automatically lead to a
self-regulating equilibrium, as postulated by neoclassical
economics, reformers neglected the need to build political
support, as was done in the Czech Republic by Vaclav Klaus, or to
build viable institutions. Instead, in good Russian style, they
made another revolution from above with a basically elitist
mentality and implications.

Towards Presidentialism

Paradoxically the so-called "Chicago boys" sought to use the
state to make this revolution from above to remove the state from
the economy. They failed to understand that the fact of state
regulation cannot be an issue in 1993. Rather the quality and
direction of that intervention is at issue and is crucial. Thus,
the reformers fell into well-known traps of Russian and Soviet
institutional history. Each minister quickly became an advocate
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for his ministry at the expense of others. 3 | ike Tsarist
ministers they soon publicly and privately complained about each
other. Furthermore, like good Tsarist bureaucrats, they and

Yeltsin have increasingly resorted to rule by decree to freeze

out Parliament. Since they also believe the masses to be little

better than ignorant savages, they became both increasingly
highhanded and flouted any concept of rule by law. In true
bureaucratic fashion they moved to depoliticize policy as much as
possible and convert it into essentially admlnlstratlve fiats, a
long-standing Russian practice. ° Worse yet, the new government
succumbed quickly to corruption, without which the network of

crime across the state and military cannot exist, and which

quickly became a weapon of political intrigue within the

cabinet. *° But perhaps most debilitating for the rule of law, an
essential ingredient of consolidated democracy, was the

bureaucratic and rule-making proliferation that has occurred

since 1991. Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Shakray observed in

early 1992 that,

While acknowledging that there were (as of early 1992)
more than twenty structures in Russia in the defense,
security, and enforcement sectors operating without any
coordination, Yeltsin's young legal adviser maintained
this was probably a positive development, as the
competitive struggle would allow the more competent
institutions to prevail.

One can see why Shakhray might favor this process, but it
brings a smile of recognition to the student of Tsarist or Soviet
institutional history, since this exactly replicates their
beliefs and practices. 2 Such phenomena of intra-bureaucratic
competition were and remain autocrats' constant tactics to
preserve their power lest the bureaucracy become a
self-perpetuating oligarchy not answerable to them.

These processes also reflect society's weakness wherein the
state could try to take over more and more social functions. But
Shakhray's view also explicitly renounces any effort by the state
to control its own rule-making, defense, and security apparatus
by law. This failure has had predictable results. All these
agencies have since grown in number across the entire range of
government, and neither the government, the old Parliament, nor
the Constitutional Court has any conception of being bound and
ruled by law. This state of affairs only leads to divided and
paralyzed government, and is the quintessential institutional
basis for the primacy of the Russian autocrat to continue. In
this sense William Safire was probably not far wrong when he
suggested that Yeltsin, although he will never admit it, was the
election's real winner since he got his constitution with its
formidable presidential powers, a convenient whipping boy with
which to blackmail external audiences, i.e., Zhirinovsky, and it
greatly diminished his proteges, all of whom were already
thinking how they would run against him. 3'Yeltsin has
assiduously divided his proteges against each other to preserve



his own undiminished prerogative. While this tactic helps him
retain ultimate power and authority, it works against a rule of
law state, coherence, and viable policies. But it does carry on
Russia's political tradition of centralized autocratic rule.

Indeed, if we look at policies before and after the election
we see the steady trend to centralize power in Yeltsin above and
beyond any public, institutional, or legal scrutiny. Yeltsin,
since October 1993, has pursued "untrammelled power" that removes
him from accountability to anyone or any organization. “ Today,
like a Tsar, he says he is only answerable to his conscience. 45
We need not even look to the crisis of September-October 1993
that led to the forceful end of Parliament as an example. Yeltsin
had good reason to believe that his enemies there, Khasbulatov
and Rutskoi, were planning their own military coup before that,
thus justifying Yeltsin's preemptive strike of disbanding
Parliament in September. ¢ 50 too they provoked the open use of
force in Moscow on October 3-4. Clearly neither they nor Yeltsin
believe they were bound by laws or answerable to anyone.
Yeltsin's defense of the Constitution's broad presidential
prerogatives could have come from the mouths of any Russian
leader. He claimed first, that the constitution really did bind
him in important ways although he had shown earlier his readiness
to rule by decree; second, that he had more interest in social
stability than anyone else; and third, that the people themselves
acknowledged the need for strong leadership, not only his. 47 But
he went on to say,

| won't deny that in the draft the president's powers
are really considerable. But what do you want? In a
country that is used to Tsars or "great leader," in a
country where clear-cut interests have not been defined
and normal parties are only just beginning to emerge,
in a country where executive discipline is
extraordinarily weak and where legal nihilism is
enjoying an unrestrained spree--in such a country,
should we place our stakes only or mainly on
Parliament? In six months, if not before, people would
be demanding a dictator. Such a dictator would be
found, let me assure you, possibly in the Parliament
itself.

Similar quotations from any of his Tsarist or Soviet
predecessors could easily be found. But this one shows that
Yeltsin does not see that the point of a Parliament is to impose
executive discipline under law. Worse yet, Deputy Premier Oleg
Soskovets announced in November 1993 that since Yeltsin had
decreed the constitution into being he could, if displeased with
any clauses, amend or abolish them by decree as well. 49

On the other hand the need for executive self-discipline is
clear. In Yeltsin's government, ministers routinely in public,
and even in foreign press conferences, denounce their colleagues
and their programs and demand that they resign. *0 Can one imagine



a Deputy Prime Minister telling a newspaper interviewer three

weeks before a Parliamentary election, "I have categorically

parted with  any hope that our leaders know where they're

going."? > But Fyodorov did just that in mid-November 1993 when

he denounced the lack of a political or economic strategy and

lambasted his colleagues for being unprofessional and kept in the

dark about many decisions until they come out--another hallmark

of Russian autocratic practice. 2 Since the election it has only
gotten worse with Chernomyrdln publicly calling on Gaidar and

Chubais to resign.

Presidentialism: Its Nature and Content

Therefore, it is hardly surprising that we see a trend to
concentrate power in Yeltsin personally or in his office that one
might label presidentialism. This trend has also been accompanied
by visible moves towards imperial restoration in the CIS, more
public espousal of Russian chauvinism by officials and political
analysts, and the military's growing role in politics. The latter
phenomenon is seen in the very interesting military events in the
Caucasus, increased suspicion that the military is not under
strategic control the security concept of May 1993, and the new
military doctrine in November 1993. 5 Should those trends
eventually predominate they would naturally doom Russian
democracy. But the trends towards an imperial and authoritarian
polarization of power in the person and office of the President
can also be seen in more purely domestic issues as recently
decreed. These trends predate the elections whose returns will
probably still be used to justify their acceleration since public
and state support for a tough line at home and abroad are clearly
quite strong.

Presidentialism stems from the government's failure to
control itself and society as Madison demands of state makers.
Only now have reformers begun to understand the need for strong
social supports to buttress economic or political reforms.

Foreign Trade Minister Glazyev ruefully concludes that the
reformers' hypothesis, that by eliminating large-scale state
regulation and privatizing the economy market mechanisms would
come into play and automatically ensure the economy's emergeqnce
from crisis and economic growth, was misplaced. > |nstead the
reformers misread the economy's nature. Therefore, he concludes
that macroeconomic methods to prevent excessive growth in the
money supply (i.e., tough monetarist policies) only work "if

certain conditions for them exist at the microlevel, the most
important of them being the presence of a competitive market
environment and strict budgetary limitations on enterprises.”

This statement is the newest reflection of an old dilemma of
Russian reformers and revolutionaries--the society cannot support
their vision which then is either disfigured or becomes the

object of an authoritarian drive to impose that vision upon
recalcitrant reality. Usually the result is a perpetual crisis.

Glazyev now calls for an undogmatic evolutionary policy based on
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real microlevel economic processes, but it probably is too late.
Instead presidentialist authoritarianism will be called upon to
create from the top down the institutional prerequisites for
successful reform.

The presidentialist contempt for the law and the desire of
strong-willed figures in authority to get on with reform against
obstructive Communist local legislatures (Soviets) has also
spread to the local level, reproducing autocratic tendencies
across Russia. Local governments of all stripes are bitterly
warring with the center over economic and political powers and
mimic the authoritarian and presidentialist trends.

Chechnya's radical nationalist president, Dudayev,

ousted the parliament in April 1993; that republic is

now close to civil war. Kalmykia's reformist president

llyuzhimov disbanded the parliament and vowed to

replace it with a much smaller, more "professional”

body. Yeltsin did not oppose Ilyuzhimov's actions,

although they were in clear violation of the RF

constitution. In Mordova, the conservative parliament

ousted president Guslyannikov and ignored Yeltsin's

demands that the president be reinstated. . . . The

disregard of RF laws in all three republics illustrates

the confusion over which law takes precedence: that of

the center or that of the constituent republics. >7
However one defines the struggle over the stability and

constitution of the Russian Federation, it also obviously

comprises local and central governments' fights to polarize power

and authority in the hands of one man or center. °8 At the same

time, Yeltsin and his followers wish to impose a federal

constitution on Russia that levels all republics and regions and

takes powers away from the former. Like any federal constitution,

this one arranges power from the top down, not the bottom up as

in a confederation, a historical anathema to Russian reformers

and statesmen.  °° Presidentialist centralism, if it is successful,

means institutional centralism in politics, law, and economics,

Russian imperialism, and abets Zhirinovsky's or his allies' game.

Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Shakhray claims that throughout
the entire current "transitional period" Russia will develop as
an asymmetrical federation. Although Krays and Oblasts will be
legally equalized with republics, "we will not be able to
overcome national specifics, including the republic form of
government in those regions where 15 percent of the Russian
federation population lives but which occupy 51 percent of
Russian federation territory." ® He also favors a superior
position for the Russian people and that other peoples accept the
notion that although they live in the Russian state it is an
ethnic Russian state, not a state of all the peoples. Russia is
at once an ethnic Russian state that affirms Russian
"constitutional nationalism" ®1 but at the same time legally binds
other inhabitants to be thus Russified as well. Shakhray's state



strips them of any meaningful political rights while being at one
and the same time ethnic and supra-ethnic. This sleight of hand
is not far from Lenin's thinking on this question.

It is also necessary, | think, to take into account

such an important factor as the renewal of the process
of the formulation of the Russian [Russkaya, i.e.,

ethnic Russian] nation after an interruption of 76

years. Who are the Russians in Tatarstan, for example?
A part of the Tatar people or a part of the Russian
nation? Unless we understand that the process of the
formation of the Russian nation is going on and that it

is upon the self-awareness [samochuvstviya in Russian]
of the Russian nation that the self-awareness of all

the other nations and peoples of the Russian Federation
depends there could be very regrettable consequences in
store for us. . . . the right to self-determination up

to and including secession and formation of a separate
state is unrealizable in Russia. It is impossible to

create 150 ethnically pure states on one territory. And
having recognized this reality, we must bear in mind
that Russia is our common home and the Russian
Federation is the single form of self- determlnatlon of

all 150 Russian Federation peoples.

Although Russia is an ethnic state, nobody else there can
have one. Only later does he recommend creating national cultural
autonomous entities for other peoples who have, of course,
already self-determined themselves as Russians. One also wonders
whether Shakhray's frank espousal of the state as an ethnic
political formation except for Russia which self-determines other
peoples within it as well would meet with Yeltsin's approval if
Tallinn, Vilnius, Riga, and Kiev used the same argument. Such
thinking, not all that far from Zhirinovsky's, has long since put
those states on their guard, an apprehension that the elections'
explicit rightward drift, has only further reinforced.

Shakhray's views also comport well with those of
officialdom, for example, Yeltsin's personal representative in
Sverdlovsk province, Vitaly Mashkov. He rejected the province's
claim to republican status by saying, Moscow "is not against a
territorial principle for the [administrative] division of
Russia, or against its involving the consolidation of the members
of the Federation. But this process should proceed from above."
Similarly the head of the Presidential Department on Work with
Territories, Nikolai Medvedev, remarked that secession from
Russia was out of the question since 18 of 21 federated republics
are subsidized, and that it was a mistake to keep local
administration intact after October 1993. He stated that "no
reform will succeed without strong state power" and cited Chile
as an example of overcoming crisis "through dictatorship."”
is worth noting that those who supported and planned the August
1991 coup were the first to invoke Pinochet and Chile. That this
is being done again can only have the most ominous implications.
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The trends that predated the election: divided government,
divided policy, presidentialism, a unitarian top-down approach to
state building, and concentration of powers, not their
separation; have been strengthened since then. To judge from
statements and actions of Yeltsin and his advisors the drift to
strong and at least quasi-authoritarian rule will likely
continue, and true to Yeltsin's past instincts he will try to
find common ground with the right and even Zhirinovsky. Thus his
press secretary, Vyacheslav Kostikov, whom The Financial Times
describes as a "Mephistophelean figure," reacted to the outcome
by saying that much of the Fascists' and Communists' programs,
"quite corresponded to the social aspect of the president's
policies--that is the social pollcy of the state, patriotism,
making Russia great." ®’Since Chernomyrdm had already publicly
admitted that there was no social policy, this statement has
interesting connotations. In like manner Yeltsin advisor Andranik
Migranyan, an outspoken advocate of the 'iron hand' stated,

The results show the people want authoritarianism and
not democracy, . . . Russia has no chance to have a
democracy now. There is only a choice between different
types of authoritarianism. . . . This parliament will

be as hostile to executive power as the previous
perliamenGtY.---[But] The parliament is a kind of

circus.

Medvedev also insists upon strong central authority and "the
dictatorship of law." ®8 |n the aftermath of the October violence
the Moscow police and authorities already showed their desire for
the strong hand by their attempts to suppress civil liberties and
beat up or harass Asiatic and Georgian foreigners. Similarly the
government has never really permitted the media the space it
needs freely to criticize it during the elections and tried to
forbid any critique of Yeltsin and the proposed constitution.

Indeed, much evidence indicates that the media is regarded as a
prize of the state, not as an independent agency. 0 Recently
still more insidious policies have come to the fore.
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By far the most dangerous one was Yeltsin's subordination of
the Ministries of Defense, Foreign Affairs, Intelligence, and
Police directly under his personal control, and the personal
subordination of the Mobile forces to Defense Minister Grachev, a
harbinger of Praetorianism. 1 Apparently there will also be
ministries for Russians abroad, a clearly imperialist move. At
home, on December 17, 1993, immigration and border controls
sought by Zhirinovsky came into force restricting the movement of
peoples from former Soviet republics into Russia. The authorities
have also suddenly found the internal passport system,
autocracy's most obnoxious symbol, useful to preserve Moscow's
"Russianness." The immigration and border laws also demand
preferential hiring for Russians and can deport workers without
work permits, i.e., companies must pay monthly minimum wages for
permits. This decree arbitrarily reintroduces ethnic



discrimination into the labor market. "2 Yeltsin also reintroduced
subsidized loans at below interest rates to producers of
agricultural machinery, relics of the old order and a
contradiction to a policy that was supposed to be phased out.
Chernomyrdin simultaneously signed two decrees restricting
Gaidar's Ministry of Economics from allocating export quotas or
granting centralized credits without his permission. While that
exemplifies bureaucratic politics, the decrees also made the
distribution of these quotas the prerogative of the two top men
in government, Chernomyrdin and his supporter Soskovets, men who
are already overburdened and who cannot supervise these decisions
adequately. These decrees also further politicized control over
export quotas and centralized credits, reinforcing potential
recipients' dependence on the political authorities. &
Yeltsin also decreed the amalgamation of all the
government's, Council of Ministers', Parliament's, and
Constitutional Court's own financial and economic services into
one body under his business manager. Thus he bypassed all
nonpresidential institutions and deprived them of any fiscal
independence while giving himself and his manager a tremendous
lever to force compliance with presidential policies. For
instance, all contracts to construct and maintain real estate
under these organizations' jurisdiction are now under his control
and can be leased only if this directorate concurs. ™ This secret
decree makes a mockery of all branches of government's economic
independence, and freedom of assembly. It strongly attacks the
principle of separation of powers and severely breaches the
principle of parliamentary control of the purse. And it reminds
journalists of the Central Committee's supervision of state
offices. There is also a report that Chernomyrdin is
contemplating creating a new first vice premier to oversee the
power ministries (Defense, Interior, Intelligence). The
implications of any such move would be enormous. They betray a
suspicion of the military, a possible effort to downgrade the
Security Council that already supervises these ministries, and
the possible creation of a Minister of National Security, who
would certainly be chosen for his political loyalty. &
Yeltsin's own administration now totals 3500 people and has
taken over both the Kremlin and the old Communist Party's
offices. ® As Izvestiia noted, that staff is taking over more and
more state functions, including legislative and judicial ones.
The policies listed above reflect that trend and the inertia of
the state bent on controlling both itself and society by
undemocratic methods since it cannot either use or more likely
abide other methods and their shortcomings. These policies, along
with Glazyev's observations above, also display reformers'
belated political education and failure to know what land they
lived in. They naively believed, like Chubais, "that our work
spoke for itself." 8 Like Yeltsin they did not create a political
party because they believed they acted for the whole people, the
national interest, and were above selfish appeals to bail out
dinosaurs and other partial interests at the expense of the



people and state interests. They duly disdained mere "politics"

and parties, believing them merely vehicles for selfish

factionalism, a view that dates back to Ivan the Terrible and has
invariably led to autocracy. When Yeltsin says "all parties are

equal before the president," he may think he is following De

Gaulle, but he really is following ancient Russian tradition.

Even De Gaulle headed a party and would have been quite impotent
without its organized mass support. Without stable presidential

and opposition parties, the only alternative is authoritarian

rule through a bureaucracy emancipated from all social supports
and constraints, the logical outcome of Russian institutional

history. Today we can expect further pressure for that trend to
develop. The Parliament's first days shows the Communists to be
the best organized force and able to forge a working coalition

while the reformers are dispirited, divided, and with Gaidar's
resignation from the government, increasingly isolated. " Those
factors offer the government more reasons to bypass Parliament.

Future Possibilities

Now Yeltsin and his government are hoisted by their own
petard and confront a situation where no real parties articulate
and aggregate interests. Interests' lobbies which predated these
new parties do that. Most of Parliament's delegates represent
only themselves, as shown by their vote on salaries, and most
parties are essentially inheritors of the local tradition of
personality politics and lack of organization, also a hallmark of
prerevolutionary parties. Only the Communists have over 500,000
members and the reform parties cannot join together. Although we
are likely to see these groups' continuing fragmentation, a
cabinet reshuffle, and attempts in and out of Parliament to coopt
or neutralize Zhirinovsky and his allies; the one thing we are
not likely to see is effective parliamentary action or power.

It is likely, for example, that different economic lobbies
will seek directly to influence and contact executive branch
officials rather than act through Parliament because the latter
is so weakly organized and a minor player. In that case a form of
corporatism and interpenetration among them and state officials,
which to some degree replicates the Soviet and Tsarist pattern of
lobbies and factions each seeking direct access to the Tsar or
General Secretary, will ensue. That breeds disdain for and
neglect of vital horizontal institutions and the replication of
parallel but contending vertical chains of "family retainers"
with the corruption and factionalism inherent in that system.
Such politics both characterized previous autocracies and
facilitated autocracy as its practitioners sought to channel and
thereby limit the exercise of autocratic power. 8 The
constitution will be increasingly a facade since the government
cannot govern by it and dare not submit itself to the rule of
law. Parliament cannot do otherwise either.

The bitterness engendered by the violence in October 1993



will probably intensify because Parliament and/or the government
may well be too Balkanized to act coherently for the national
interest. That national interest, we believe, means privatization
and monetary stabilization, as well as a social net for those
caught in the process, not bailouts for the dinosaurs. It also
means coherent institutional reform toward a genuine separation
of powers and rule of law. To bring this off in peaceful

conditions is hard enough, but given the mistakes in Russia to
date it will probably be years and many zig-zags before and if
Russia approaches European standards in either direction. Yet
delays in democratic transformations are warning signs that
trouble is ahead and that they may not be consummated.

Presidentialism, by its absolute nature, tends towards
winner take all politics, strong but inflexible character, and
inability to play a truly representational role, and along with
other factors, will lead either to autocracy, dual power in a
struggle with a similarly inclined Parliament (as in 1992-93) or
to a breakdown of parliament and governance that may only be
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reconciled by military intervention. 82 Yeltsin has invited this

by his statement on December 22, 1993 that he will stay above the
rival parliamentary parties which "should be equal before the
president." More accurately this means they should be equally

weak and divided to give him a free hand to conduct what looks

like a Gaullist experiment in leadership. 8 But while the
conscious model may be Gaullism, the deeper tradition is the

Russian autocrat standing above parties who seek to influence him
directly and whom he can manipulate only by playing one off

against the other.

The problem is that this mode of governance undoes both the
rule of law and coherent institution building, the sine qua non
of successful political transformation. In any case it will not
be democracy, but likely resemble the interwar successor states
in Eastern Europe where democracy was blocked and dictatorships
generally triumphed, or Russia in 1905-17 when the Duma, the
crown, and the government could not cooperate. Max Weber
felicitously termed this sham-constitutionalism,
Schein-konstitutionalismus, a facade of constitutional and
legitimate legal authority behind which went on the real business
of state. 4 Unfortunately it was not stable then and survived
neither internal socio-political transformation nor war.

In today's desperate economy, overwhelming pressure towards
strident mass politicization, dubious control over the armed
forces, and where neighboring states are descending into an even
greater crisis than Russia's, it remains an open question whether
or how long this 'transitional period' and its accompanying
structures may survive. At the same time observers have no
confidence that any government can resist pressures from below
and truly turn back from the abyss. As Sergei Khrushchev writes,
there is no doubt that facing the threat of a general strike by
coal miners, oil workers, teachers, and doctors who have not been
paid for months, the government will pay off their debts and



restart the inflationary cycle. 8 But an autocrat like
Zhirinovsky or more sober types could do just that. Thus
Yeltsin's presidentialism cannot inspire confidence in its

ability to control either government or society. The government's
viability, let alone democracy's durability, remains an open
question.

Choosing Between Authoritarianisms

Many besides Migranyan see Russia's choices as either "mild"
or harsh authoritarianism. That choice also need not be between
Yeltsin and Zhirinovsky. Others could do just as well.

Obviously that is no choice but without Yeltsin a mild
authoritarianism will be unchecked and perhaps uncheckable and
its future unknown. The situation is not unlike 1922-23 in the
USSR.®" Furthermore, democratization means installing legitimate
and long-lasting constitutions and institutions to immunize

Russia against the decisive influence of personality or of the
breakdowns on its periphery or in its neighborhood.

Here the international dimension enters the scene.
Zhirinovsky's victory intensifies the already growing fears of
revived Russian imperialism that we find across Eurasia. This
military-imperial trend of Russian policy not only threatens
Russia's neighbors but also Russia itself because Russia cannot
sustain an empire without undoing democracy, demilitarization of
its security policies, and fiscal stability. Yet along with
presidentialism those negative trends are making a steady
comeback. At the army's urging and at a ruinous cost to fiscal
stability and conversion of military resources to civilian
productive investment, Yeltsin scrapped plans to halve the army
and raised soldiers' salaries while exempting them from income
taxes. An army of 2 million men is now the goal since Yeltsin has
had to buy the army. 8 But he increases neither his control nor
their respect for h|m by so doing, a potentially explosive

combination. ® Kostikov told ITAR-TASS that "undisputed emphasis

in foreign policy will be given to protection of Russia's

national interests and the rights of Russians and

Russian-speakingg people--on the basis of pan-national

solidarity.” At recent CIS meetings Russia tried to win special
status for the Russian diaspora in the members' states including
dual citizenship, and sought to create a speC|aI Russian state

office to oversee this process. %1 This is the most explosive
foreign policy issue imaginable and it alarmed all CIS members.

But perhaps the most alarming move is the treaty that essentially
incorporates Belarus' and its economy into Russia's. This treaty
restores a ruble union, allows Belarus' central bank to issue

rubles at a 1:1 ratio with Russia's, grants it access to Russian

gold and hard currency reserves, and allows it to exchange rubles
for hard currency at Moscow's hard currency auctions. Moscow will
also transfer 1.6 billion rubles to Minsk at the 1:1 ratio

although Russia's currency trades at five times that value. It

also will charge below world market prices for energy to
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Belarus. %2 This destroys any hope of fiscal stability in 1994,

drove Gaidar and Fyodorov out of the government, cements renewed

imperial policy through an inflationary ruble union by giving

Russia control of Belarus' industry, and satisfies conservatives'

wishes. Russia is choosmg empire and inflation over stability

and the market. = Chernomyrdin openly linked the accord to

pressure on Ukraine to fall in line with it. 4 This agreement
also accords with successful defense and heavy mdustrlal efforts

to get new state subsidies from Yeltsin.

This lurch to the right is partly a reaction to the
election. But presidentialism predated the reformers' unexpected
defeat. In October 1993, Yeltsin sought "unfettered" powers to be
"invulnerable" to Ieglslatlve judicial, or republican
challenges.  °° As reformers' divisions became clear, Yeltsin
administration officials sought to place the executive branch in
an unassailable position and eliminate Ieglslatlve and judicial
restraints on presidential power.

The International Repercussions of Russia's Crisis

The United States has tolerated all the imperial tendencies
in security policy and has minimized their negative
implications. % Yet despite this forbearance, steady pressure on
Ukraine to denuclearize, and the crafting of a NATO policy
explicitly aimed at satisfying arrogant Russian demands, Russian
policy continues to run faster towards its appointment in
Samarra, e.g., the accord with Minsk. As numerous analyses of
Russia suggest, a benign security climate is essential to reduce
the military's role in overall security policy and to induce a
general ease and relaxation at home. Security abroad obviates a
need for internal enemies because any credible notion of an
internal enemy is tied to the visibility of an external one. Thus
the current world situation, more benign than any since 1870,
should limit military intervention in politics, the ability to
sustain an imperial policy, and authoritarian prospects. Yet that
is not happening. Purely internal developments are driving
Russian policy in those directions despite our forbearance.

The foregoing analysis suggests that the stress on elections
found in our political smence does not suffice alone for
democratization. ° More is needed, e.g., separation of powers,
legitimate and democratic political institutions, and the rule of
law. As Dimitri Simes suggested, in early 1994 what we face is
the return of Russian history. 9 Therefore we must restudy
Russian history (and not just the superficial version that seems
to be all Sovietologists remember from their education),
particularly its abiding institutional and political dilemmas and
learn from them. Close study of those trends will alert us to the
fact that terms like rule of law state, constitution, democracy,
in fact our whole political vocabulary, still mean something very
different in today's Russia than in the West. While contemporary
political science and analysis has much to offer, ultimately they



fail to give either full or true answers to what is happening in

Russia, the meaning of those events, or a way out. 191 The same is
true for economics. After having formulated shock therapy, in

1992 Jeffrey Sachs publicly derided the reformers for not being

politicians but mere problem solvers, powerfully underscorlng our

blindness to our ideas' impact in Russia.

This fact alerts us to yet another relevant consequence of
Russian history. In few other places is the disjunction between
ideas, or what politicians think they are doing, so widely
separated from real developments and outcomes. Those who thought
they had ejected the state from the market by a radical
'scientific' revolution from above and abroad have unwittingly
paved the way for renewed authoritarianism and bureaucratic
despotism. If elections and at least seemingly democratic laws to
form capitalist markets sufficed, we could clearly say we have a
democratizing regime as the bulk of our neoliberal theory tells
us. Unfortunately that is not the case and opposing trends have
gained ground. Gaidar's and Fyodorov's resignation is the latest
sign of that trend. Our government may think Russia is
continuing, however imperfectly, to reform and quote Tiutchev
that one must believe in Russia. However historians, politicians,
and political analysts should generally prefer prose to poetry,
especially in Russia. In that case we might, with Gogol, observe
that Russia's troika is out of control and galloping madly into
the future. Russia surely has a rendezvous with destiny.
Unhappily it promises to be harder, more arduous, longer, and
more troubled than anyone can see.

ENDNOTES -- CHAPTER 2

1. Fred Hiatt, "Russian Elite See Vote as Betrayal," The
Washington Post , December 21, 1993, A17; Margot Light, "Democracy
Russian-Style," The World Today , December 1993, p. 229.

2. Ibid ., "Democratic Organizations' Urge 'Enlightened
Authoritarianism’," Foreign Broadcast Information Service Central
Eurasia (henceforth FBIS-SOV), 93-243, December 21, 1993, p. 11.

3. "Gaydar Calls for Austerity, Admits Adjustment,”
FBIS-SOV, 93-246, December 27, 1993, p. 6.

4. Daniel Williams, "U.S. Focus in Russia Overlooked
Nationalism," The Washington Post  , December 19, 1993, p. A33;
Robert D. Novak, "Reformers Overboard?" The Washington Post
January 20, 1994, p. A27; and for a bitter and probably correct
attack on U.S. policy, particularly Undersecretary Talbott, see
Steven Erlanger, "2 Western Economists Quit Russian Posts," The
New York Times, January 22,1994, p. 4

5. Giuseppe Di Palma, To Craft Democracies: An Essay on
Democratic Transitions, Los Angeles and Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1990, pp. 76-86; Samuel P. Huntington, The

Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century,



Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991, p. 29.
Another fact that was lost sight of is, as Che Guevara observed,
that revolution cannot succeed against a government that, "has
come into power through some form of popular vote, fraudulent or
not, and maintains at least an appearance of constitutional
legality."

6. Elaine Sciolino, "U.S. Is Abandoning 'Shock Therapy' for
the Russians," The New York Times, December 21, 1993, pp. Al, 14.

7. Peter Reddaway, "Visit to a Maelstrom," The New York
Times, January 10, 1994, p. A17; Ann Devroy, "President to Urge
Yeltsin To Press Reform Agenda,” The Washington Post  , January 6,
1994, pp. Al, 18; Penelope Hartland-Thunberg, "A Capital-Starved
New World Order: Geopolitical Implications of a Global Capital
Shortage in the 1990s," Washington Quarterly , Vol. X1V, No. 4,
Autumn 1991, pp. 21-38.

8. "Can Russia Reform?" The Economist , December 11, 1993, p.
17.

9. "Chernomyrdin On Course of Reforms," Foreign Broadcast
Information Service Central Eurasia: FBIS Report (henceforth

FBIS-USR), 93-151, December 1, 1993, pp. 4-6.

10. Fred Hiatt, "Yeltsin Promises to Hold Course Despite
Election," The Washington Post  , December 23, 1993, p. Al4;
"Yeltsin Holds News Conference on Vote Results: Delivers Opening
Statement,”  FBIS-SOV , 93-244, December 22, 1993, p. 1.

11. "Chernomyrdin On Course of Reforms," p. 3-4; John Lloyd,

"Russia's Economic Prospects Start to Improve," Financial Times
January 7, 1994, p. 2; "Real Earnings Show Surprising Gain as

Output Falls," Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Press

(henceforth CDPPR, Vol. XLV, No. 44, December 1, 1993, p. 7;

"Cruel To Be Kind," The Economist , December 11, 1993, pp. 23-24;
"Chubays Comments on Progress of Privatization," FBIS-SOV,

December 1, 1993, pp. 43-44.
12. "Cruel To Be Kind," p. 24.

13. Sergei Khrushchev, "Economic Future in Russia," Brown
Journal of Foreign Affairs, Vol. I, No. 1, Winter 1993-1994, p.
163.

14. Michael Scammell, "What's Good for the Mafia Is Good for
Russia," The New York Times , December 26, 1993, p. E11.

15. "The 55th Parallel,"” The Economist , December 25,
1993-January 7, 1994, p. 62.

16. Leszek Balcerowicz, "Economic Development and Reforms in
the Partner Countries," NATO's Sixteen Nations , No. 5-6, 1993,
pp. 16-19.



17. Ben Slay, "The Postcommunist Economic Transition:
Barriers and Progress," Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Bulletin,
(henceforth RFE/RL Bulletin ), Vol. 1, No. 39, October 1, 1993,
pp. 35-44.

18. Peter J. Stavrakis, "State-Building in Post-Soviet
Russia: The Chicago Boys and the Decline of Administrative
Capacity,"” Occasional Papers of the Kennan Institute for Advanced
Russian Studies, No. 254, Washington, DC, 1993, pp. 25-42.

19. Michael S. Lelyveld, "US Experts See Russia Near

Economic Collapse," Journal of Commerce , September 14, 1993, p.
1; Jeffrey Sachs, "The Reformers' Tragedy," The New York Times
January 23, 1994, p. E17.

20. "Does Not Want To Head Government," FBIS-SOV, 93-228,
November 30, 1993, pp. 17-18; "Chernomyrdin's Team's Economic
Performance Assessed," FBIS-SOV, 93-240, December 16, 1993, p.
58.

21. "Cruel To Be Kind," p. 24.

22. Stephen Blank, Challenging the New World Order: The Arms
Transfer Policy of the Russian Republic, Carlisle Barracks, PA:

Strategic Studies Institute, October 1, 1993, pp. 5-33.

23. Ibid .;"Military Lobbyist Views Military Production,"”
FBIS-SOV, 94-003, January 5, 1994, p. 45.

24. Steven Erlanger, "A 'New' Russia: Yeltsin Needs
Consensus and Cash," The New York Times , December 23, 1993, p.
A8.

25. Margaret Shapiro, "Yeltsin Calls Vote Protest on
Poverty," The Washington Post ~ , December 22, 1993, pp. A23, 26.

26. "Chernomyrdin On Course of Reforms," p. 6.

27. Ibid. , pp. 3-4.

28. Lee Hockstader, "Nearly Half of Firms Sold Says Russia's
Top Privatizer," The Washington Post ~ , December 29, 1993, p. Al4,
"Chernomyridn's Team's Economic Performance Assessed," pp. 58-59.

29 "Chernomyrdin On Course of Reforms," p. 6.

30. Di Palma, p. 8.

31. Thomas R. Baylis, The West and Eastern Europe: Economic
Statecraft and Political Change, Westport, CT: Praeger
Publishers, 1993, pp. 183-188.

32. Ibid ., p.183.



33. Ibid, p.175-186.
34. Ibid ., p. 186.
35. Ibid ., pp. 186-187.

36. "Yeltsin Defends Exercise of Presidential Powers," CDPPR
Vol. XLV, Vol. 46, December 15, 1993, pp. 5-6.

37. Di Palma, pp. 72-73.
38. Stavrakis, pp. 18-37.
39. Ibid .

40. "Democratic Party, Communist Party Agendas," FBIS-SOV,
93-228, November 30, 1993, p. 28.

41. Quoted in Stavrakis, p. 21.

42. Stephen Blank, The Sorcerer as Apprentice: Stalin's
Commissariat of Nationalities, 1917-1924, Westport, CT: Greenwood
Publishing Group, 1994; George Yaney, The Systematization of
Russian Government 1705-1911, Urbana, IL.: University of lllinois
Press, 1973; and George Yaney, The Urge to Mobilize: Agrarian
Reform in Russia, 1861-1930, Urbana, IL: University of lllinois
Press, 1982.

43. William Safire, "Reading Yeltsin's Mind," The New York

Times , December 20, 1993, p. A19.

44. John Lloyd, Dmitri Volkov, "Yeltsin Seeks Unfettered
Powers for Presidency," The Financial Times, November 25, 1993,
p. 24; Justin Burke, "Rift Grows Among Russian Democrats,"
Christian Science Monitor, October 21, 1993, pp. 1, 4; Dimitri
Simes, "The Return of Russian History," Foreign Affairs, Vol.
LXXIII, No. 1, January-February, 1994, p. 71.

45. |bid.

46. Alexander Rahr, "Yeltsin and New Elections," RFE/RL
Research Report , Vol. I, No. 34, August 27, 1993, pp. 1-6.

47. "Yeltsin Defends Exercise of Presidential Powers," pp.

5-6.

48. Ibid.

49. Vera Tolz, "Constitution Could Be Reversed By Decree,
Official Says," RFE/RL News Briefs, Vol. Il, No. 49, November 30,
1993, p. 2.

50. Fred Hiatt, "Russia’s Irrelevant Chaos," The Washington



Post , September 18, 1993, p. Al; "Shokhin Says Internal Rifts
Hurt Trade Talks," FBIS-SOV, 93-230, December 2, 1993, pp. 9-10.

51. "Fedorov on Current Political, Economic Situation,"
FBIS-USR, 93-153, December 4, 1993, p. 34.

52. Ibid .

53. John Lloyd, "Yeltsin Sets Opposing Courses," The
Financial Times, December 24, 1993, p. 2.

54. Mark Smith, Pax Russica: Russia's Monroe Doctrine,
London: Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies,
Whitehall Papers No. 21, 1993; "Osnovnye Polozheniia Voennoi
Doktriny Rossiiskoi Federatsii (1zlozhenie)," Krasnaia Zvezda
November 19, 1993, pp. 3-8.

55. "Glazyev Calls for a More Realistic Reform Policy,"
CDPP, Vol. XLV, No. 46, December 15, 1993, pp. 13-14.

56. Ibid ., p. 13.

57. Jessica Eve Stern, "Why Russia is Not a State,"
International Security , Forthcoming, Spring 1994.

58. Vera Tolz, "Thorny Road Toward Federalism in Russia,"
RFE/RL Research Report, Vol. Il, No. 48, December 3, 1993, pp.
1-8.

59. Ibid .;"The Text of the Draft Constitution," CDPP, Vol.
XLV, No. 45, December 8, 1993, pp. 4-16.

60. "Shakhray Interviewed on Political Beliefs," FBIS-SOV,
93-231, November 18, 1993, pp. 11-12.

61. Robert M. Hayden, "Constitutional Nationalism in the
Formerly Yugoslav Republics,"” Slavic Review, Vol. LI, No. 4,
Winter 1992, pp. 654-673.

62. Blank, The Sorcerer as Apprentice , Chapter 1.

63. "Shakhray Interviewed," p. 12.

64. "Urals Republic Abolished," CDPRVol. XLV, No. 45,
December 8, 1993, p. 24.

65. "Yeltsin Aide Comments on Secession Issue," FBIS-SOV,
93-234, December 8, 1993, p. 18.

66. John Lloyd, "Bitter Harvest of Disunity," The Financial
Times , December 15, 1993, p. 15.

67. Daniel Sneider, "Russians Spurn Reformers, Embrace
Authoritarianism," Christian Science Monitor , December 14, 1993,



pp. 1, 18.

68. "Further on News Conference," FBIS-SOV, 93-235, December
9, 1993, p. 33.

69. For example see Julia Wishnevsky, "Yeltsin 'Will not
Allow' Criticism,”" RFE/RL News Briefs  , Vol. ll, No. 49, November
29, 1993, p. 1.

70. Vitaly Korotich, "Press Freedom: New Dangers," Uri
Ra'anan, Keith Armes, Kate Martin, Eds., Russian Pluralism--Now
Irreversible? , New York: St. Martin's Press, 1992, pp. 140-146;
"Further Reaction to Yeltsin Edict on Media Organs," FBIS-SOV,

93-246, December 27, 1993, pp. 50-51.

71. Daniel Sneider, "Russia’'s New Parliament May Prove Just
as Problematic For Yeltsin," Christian Science Monitor , January
12,1994, pp. 1, 18.

72. Leyla Boulton, "Yelstin In Bid To Appease Opponents,”
The Financial Times, December 19, 1993, p. 3.

73. "The Economy,” CDPP, Vol. XLV, No. 46, December 15,
1993, pp. 17-18.

74. "Presidential Administration's Powers Reviewed,"
FBIS-SOV, 93-238, December 14, 1993, p. 62; "Yeltsin Takes
Economic Control of ‘Power' Bodies," FBIS-SOV, 93-220, November
17, 1993, pp. 53-54.

75. "Plan for 'Watchdog' of Power Ministries Rumored,”
FBIS-SOV, 93-239, December 15, 1993, p. 65.

76. Celestine Bohlen, "Russia's Government Moves, But Seems

Unsure of its Path," The New York Times, January 7, 1994, pp.
Al-2.

77. Ibid.

78. Leyla Boulton, "Voters Reveal A Weariness With
Politics," The Financial Times, December 14, 1993, p. 2.

79. Steven Erlanger, "Russia's New Parliament Chooses Ally
of the Communists as Speaker," The New York Times, January 16,
1994, pp. 1, 5.

80. Stephen Blank, "The Formation of the Soviet North
Caucasus 1918-1924," Central Asian Survey , Vol. XII, No. 1, 1993,
pp. 13-32; see also the military's demand for "its own man in
Parliament,” "Need for Military Representation in Parliament,”
Joint Publications Research Service Military Affairs (henceforth
JPRS-UMA), 93-045, December 22, 1993, pp. 7-8.

81. Di Palma, p. 153.



82. Ibid,  pp.217-218.

83. Jim Hoagland, "Man of the Year(s)," The Washington Post
December 28, 1993, p. A15.

84. Richard Pipes, "Max Weber and Russia," in Richard Pipes,
Russia Observed: Collected Essays on Russian and Soviet History,
Boulder,CO: Westview Press, 1989, pp. 151-176.

85. Khrushchev, pp. 163-164.

86. Had Lenin returned, chastened by iliness and what he saw
during his idleness, he may well have shunned further revolutions
from above and left behind a milder form of Leninism, perhaps a
Yugoslav form (for argument's sake). But Stalin built on that
foundation and created a still more monstrous, even unimaginably
monstrous system on that basis.

87. Hoagland, p. Al17.

88. "Defense Minister Grachev Holds News Conference: Details
Strength of Armed Forces," FBIS-SOV, 93-249, December 30, 1993,
p. 37.

89. "Yeltsin Said to Scale Back Plans to Slash Army's Size,"
The Washington Post  , December 30, 1993, p. 18.

90. Leyla Boulton, "Yeltsin Pledges Tough Foreign Policy To

Please Nationalists," The Financial Times , January 4, 1994, p. 1.
91. Steven Erlanger, "Ex-Soviet Lands Rebuff Yeltsin On
Protecting Russians Abroad," The New York Times, December 25,
1993, pp. Al, 4.
92. John Lloyd, "Reformers Set for Opposition Role in
Russia," The Financial Times , January, 9, 1994, p. 1; John Lloyd,
"Russia To Incorporate Belarus Into its Economy,” The Financial
Times , January 7, 1994, p. 1; "Reform Politicians Lose Spirit As
Old Ways Die Hard in Russia," The Financial Times , January 9,
1994, p. 2.
93. Ibid .

94. "Reform Politicians Lose Spirit," p. 2.

95. Ibid.

96. John Lloyd; Dmitri Volkov, p. 24.

97. Justin Burke, pp. 1, 4.

98. Williams, "U.S. Focus in Russia," p. A33.



99. For example, Huntington and Di Palma as well as the
large literature on comparative democratization in Europe and
Latin America.

100. Simes, pp. 67-82.

101. For an acknowledgement of this fact see John Armstrong,
"New Essays in Sovietological Interpretation,” Post-Soviet
Affairs , Vol. IX, No. 1, April-June 1993, p. 173. For an
assessment that really propounds that Russia is reaching these
goals see Stephen Sestanovich, "Russia Turns the Corner,"
Affairs , Vol. LXXIII, No. 1, January-February 1994, pp. 83-98.

102. Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, School of Foreign
Service, Georgetown University, "U.S. Diplomacy Toward the Former
Soviet Union: Building a Strategic Partnership," Washington, DC,
December 1992, pp. 82-83. Sachs also observed that Russia's
reformers were proud they were not politicians but dealing with
the pressure from critics was a political task. At the same time
the perseverance of the military-industrial complex was a problem
since it particularized politics and made the government worry
about that interest rather than the people's interests. But while
this association was the most powerful interest group or faction
in Russia, "it is also reason to think that a top-down reform can
work."

Foreign



CHAPTER 3

THE RUSSIAN ELECTIONS AND THE
FUTURE OF MILITARY-TO-MILITARY CONTACTS:
THE SPECTER OF ZHIRINOVSKY

Jacob W. Kipp
Introduction: The Russian Military

In 1985 when Mikhail Gorbachev embarked upon the process of
trying to revive the Soviet system by reinvigorating "real
socialism," his reform-minded advisors identified three distinct
sets of institutions/elites within the Soviet polity which might
serve as levers of change, i.e., the Communist Party, the KGB,
and the Armed Forces. Gorbachev and his advisors choose to focus
their hopes on the Party, since they believed the KGB to be
institutionally opposed to systemic reform and viewed the
military as a drain_ upon resources and a bastion of
conservatism.

In the end, however, the Party, too, proved unreformable.
And in the 11 months leading up to the August Coup of 1991, as
the process of reform got out of control and Gorbachev vacillated
between repression and radical reform, conservatives in all three
institutions made common cause in an attempt to restore order and
central control. Rumors of coups and counter-coups abounded. In
the first instance, after November 1990 this was in open alliance
with Gorbachev in trying to suppress nationalist calls for
independence in the Baltic states, culminating in the
unsuccessful military crackdown in Vilnius, Lithuania, in January
1991. By that time, however, there were already signs of deep
political divisions within all three institutions, associated
with the emergence of an alternative power center in Moscow in
the form of Boris Yeltsin and his supporters within the
government of the Russian Federation. Gorbachev's drift back
towards the center and Yeltsin's victory in the democratic and
free elections for President of the Russian Federation in June
1991 gave a new cast to negotiations over a new union treaty. By
the summer of 1991 the opponents of reform in all three elites
were making common cause to restore order before the union treaty
could be signed. At the same time reformers within all three
institutions were rallying to Yeltsin's banner. There was a
distinct shift in the Armed Forces as Party control broke down
and politization threatened to undermine military
professionalism. Although senior military figures played leading
roles in plotting the August coup, others sided with Yeltsin and
the vast majority of the officer corps opted to stay out of the
struggle.

In the aftermath of the coup a purge of senior military
leadership and renewed efforts to push through military reform
coincided with the rapid and final disintegration of the Union



itself, leaving many analysts to fear that with the collapse of

the Soviet Union the successor states would be left with a
"masterless army." There were fears that it would also become a
hungry army and that its dissatisfactions would provide the spark
for civil war. Efforts to maintain a unified defense ministry to
direct a unified armed force for the Commonwealth of Independent
States proved only a stop-gap measure. In the meantime the
Russian government had embarked upon a series of reforms to
democratize the government, speed the marketization and
privatization of the economy, and open the society. By May the
Russian government had begun building a national ministry of
defense and armed forces. This attempt to re-nationalize the
Soviet Army went hand-in-hand with efforts to bring it home from
abroad, to reduce its size, and to reshape it to fit the needs of

a democratic state. At the same time, the Army was drawn into
fighting on the periphery of the old Soviet empire in Moldova,

the Caucasus, and Central Asia. For the last 18 months the
Russian Army has loomed as a key factor in domestic politics and
in Russia's relations with the "near abroad." This role proved a
particularly difficult challenge to the military when the

executive and legislative branches of government moved into
direct confrontation over the constitutional limits of each's
authority as they did in the late spring of 1993. By late summer,
soldiers were complaining that this political crisis would place

an unacceptable strain on civil-military relations, as each of

the sides tried to gain the military's support. In September,

Yeltsin brought the crisis to a head by adjourning the

parliament, calling for new elections for parliament and for a
referendum on the new constitutions, and removing his Vice
President. In October 1993, as the crisis reached its climax, a
pofessional military, which wanted to stay above domestic
political disputes, was drawn into armed struggle between Yeltsin
and his opponents in the White House. In putting down that armed
revolt the officer corps found itself in an awkward and

unpleasant position. A month after the suppression of the coup
President Yeltsin rewarded the officer corps with a new military
doctrine. But rumors about conflicts among even those who finally
supported the President, as they jockeyed for positions,
suggested an unstable situation with the military itself.

Whether Russia's military would play king-maker in the
future, be content to be the power behind a civil government, or
would assume overt control remains a topic of domestic and
international speculation. In the scenario planning discussed in
the Yergin-Gustafson forecast of Russia's future, the military
occupies a key position in the resolution of the three key issues
confronting Russia in its transition period, i.e., building
democracy, a market economy, and a nation-state. In one scenatrio,
that of the "Russian bear," the military actually takes power.

The outcome of the transition period will shape Russian policy
and thereby have a profound impact on the peace and stability of
Eurasia. In this context military-to-military contacts have
developed between the United States and Russian Armed Forces.



Military-To-Military Contacts

Military-to-military contacts between the U.S. and Russian
Armed Forces were born from those developed with the Soviet Armed
Forces. While U.S.-Soviet military-to-military contacts between
the cold war adversaries can be dated as far back as the 1970s
and the Carter administration, they were disrupted by the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan. Contemporary contacts began with
GorbacheV's strategic disengagement from Afghanistan and
developed under the leadership of Admiral Crowe, the Chief of
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Marshal Akhromeyev, Chief of the
Soviet General Staff. Initially, such contacts were part of the
confidence-building measures associated with winding down the
cold war and involved a wide range of activities from joint
conferences, talks, and exchange visits. This program was well
underway in late 1991 when the Soviet Union disappeared. A period
of hiatus followed, while new institutions appeared and the shape
of U.S.-Russian relations took form. By the summer of 1992, the
U.S. Joint Staff under General Powell was once again actively
engaged in developing a program of military-to-military contacts
with the Russian General Staff. The content of the program had
changed significantly. Democratic Russia was viewed as a partner
with whom it was possible to conduct a radically different type
of contact program. The mutually- agreed upon bilateral program
stressed contacts that would enhance professionalism, build
mutual confidence, contribute to downsizing and defense
conversion, and encourage the subordination of the military to
civil authorities within a democratic government. Russian
officers attended U.S. service schools. American and Russian
delegations visited schools, facilities and units. The planning
of joint staff exercises in the area of U.N.-mandated
peacekeeping activities has gone forward. The program has
encouraged military transparency in many areas. In short, a
bilateral program of cooperation and partnership has been
developed over the last year and a half.

Over the same period, military-to-military contacts have
also taken a multilateral form. U.S. military representatives
participated in North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)
military-to-military contacts. In June 1993 General Grachev, the
Russian Minister of Defense, was an invited participant at the
opening of the Marshall Center for European Security Studies, an
effort by the U.S. Department of Defense and German Ministry of
Defense to support the efforts of Central and East European
states, including Russia, to develop effective civil-military
relations and national security, decision-making processes in
keeping with democratic societies. At the opening of the Center
then Secretary of Defense Les Aspin met with General Grachev and
discussed the possibility of conducting U.S.-Russian peacekeeping
exercises.

NATO has further developed its military-to-military contacts
program in Central and Eastern Europe in conjunction with its



NACC initiative and intends to deepen those contacts, including

those with Russia. In October 1993 in the face of mounting

pressure for immediate NATO membership by several Central

European states, Secretary Aspin spoke of an alternative to

immediate membership, which he identified as "partners for

peace." Aspin spoke of all the states from the former Soviet bloc

and spoke of military-to-military contacts as an important part

of such relations. > In January 1994 NATO embarked upon its own
Partnership for Peace and extended an invitation to Russia to

join in those activities. These will include closer military

cooperation and peacekeeping field exercises in 1994. ® The United
States had provided leadership in developing the concept of
Partnership for Peace as a device for contributing to increased
stability and peace in Central and Eastern Europe. The Russian
government, which was hostile to the rapid expansion of NATO into
Central and Eastern Europe, has said that it will look favorably
upon cooperation under the Partnership for Peace, and so the task
has emerged to coordinate the partnership initiatives with the
existing the U.S.-Russian bilateral program of military contacts.

On January 14, Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin signed a joint
declaration heralding the achievement of "a new stage" in

relations between Russia and the United States characterized by a
"mature strategic partnership based on equality, mutual

advantage, and recognition of each other's national interests."

The declaration also stressed that Moscow and Washington are
ready to "move forward on the path of openness and mutual trust”
in their relations and pledged to continue efforts to overcome

the division of Europe. Among the "urgent tasks" related to these
efforts are "preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping and protection of
human rights and the rights of national and other minorities."

Thus, in bilateral and multilateral forums
military-to-military contacts with Russia have developed in the
direction of partnership with the objective of enhancing peace
and security in Europe. Given the intensity of the conflict
between reformers and counter-reformers, the fate of democratic
reform and social transformation depends in good measure on the
role the Russian military will chose to play in the continuing
crisis. One road leads towards democratic consolidation, national
rejuvenation, and the construction of a vital civic society. The
other leads towards revived authoritarianism, national
chauvinism, and the risk of civil war, regional war and even
general war. Aid to Russia is an issue of historic proportions
and assistance in transforming the residual Soviet Armed Forces
into a Russian national army under elected civilian control is a
vital part of that process.

Military assistance in this case may be the best insurance
against militarism. A key to dealing with the military dimension
of this crisis is Western engagement of the Russian Armed Forces,
not as the old adversary, but as a new partner.
Military-to-military contacts should address those defense and
security problems that are our common legacy from the cold war.
The capital issue is not who won the cold war--in a profound



sense we all did by avoiding the threat of "absolute war" which
hung over our head for four decades--but who will win the peace.

Professional contacts, based upon mutual respect, are one of
the ways of undercutting the Russian officer corps' isolation,
frustration and fear. These contacts can be about problem
solving, finding ways in which the U.S. military can support the
processes of demobilization, military reform, defense conversion,
and the development of new military doctrine. Much benefit will
come from encouraging military professionalism and discouraging
political adventurism. While Russia's crisis is immediate, the
problem of integrating the new national armed forces into their
states and societies exists across Central and Eastern Europe and
in every one of the successor states from the former Soviet
Union. Progress has been substantial, if viewed against the
backdrop of four decades of cold war. Under the International
Military Education and Training (IMET) program, Russian and other
East European officers are being educated at American military
institutions. More such contacts, including American officers
attending Russian military schools, are in the process of
development. Exchanges of instructors between military academies
and our senior military colleges and universities are being given
serious consideration. These and other contacts are aimed at
mid-level officers, the professional center of gravity of each
army, and have high potential dividends for long-term
cooperation. These programs are designed to turn cold war
adversaries into partners. The process of military reform and
doctrinal development in Russia is turning the former Soviet
Armed Forces into a national armed forces. If this leads to a new
relationship, openness, cooperation, and professionalism will
play a key role. Russia's new military doctrine speaks favorably
of such military-to-military contacts which are seen as a prudent
investment in good will and are intended to make a democratic
outcome of Russia's transformation more likely.

Secretary of Defense William J. Perry in a recent speech at
George Washington University, given on the eve of his departure
to Russia, made a forceful argument for military cooperation with
Russia even in the face of the continuing instability there. In
that speech he noted that a successful partnership with a
democratic and open Russia did not exclude rivalry in some areas
and cited relations with France and Japan as cases of cooperation
and competition.

Over the last few months, however, a number of dark clouds
have appeared on the horizon, calling into question the utility
and feasibility of U.S.-Russian military-to-military contacts.
The most conspicuous problems within the military sphere related
to the role of the Russian military in the "near abroad," i.e.,
the tendency of Russia to militarize political disputes over the
rights of Russian minorities in the near abroad, delays in the
withdrawal of Russian troops stationed in other successor states,
including the Baltic Republics (Latvia and Estonia), and the
ambiguous role that Russian troops played in such regional



conflicts as the civil war in Georgia or the question of General
Lebed and his Russian 14th Army in Moldova. The darkest cloud,
however, came with the December elections for parliament, which
exposed the weakness of Russia's reformers and raised the specter
of the statism, xenophobic nationalism and imperialism in the
strong showing of V. V. Zhirinovsky and his Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP), especially among the military. The success of
Zhirinovsky's LDP has raised the prospect of a "worse case"
scenario for the outcome of Russia's crisis. In his recent speech
Secretary Perry noted, "Reality number two is a worse case
outcome and is possible, and we must be prepared for it." That
reality was a Russia emerging from its crisis as "an

authoritarian, militaristic, and imperialist nation, hostile to

the West."

The December Elections and Their Aftermath

The initial response in Russia and the West to Zhirinovsky's
electoral success could best be described as panic. Zhirinovsky
was close to gaining power. On December 13, Reuters quoted Egor
Gaidar, the leader of Russia's Choice, as saying that it would be
"an enormous danger not only for Russia but to all humanity if
there is the slightest chance that this man Zhlrlnovsky could
really become the president of Russia." % Reformers issued calls
for an anti-Fascist coalition, to include Communists, to stop
him. Later, as the total composition of the new parliament became
clear, the assessments of the threat became more measured. While
talk of "Weimar Russia" and the rise of Fascism remained a common
interpretation of recent events, mature observers stressed the
mid-term dangers of Zhirinovsky using the electoral process to
gain that presidency as a vehicle for dictatorship and personal
rule. ** While in no way spreading panic about the
Liberal-Democrats' strong showing in the elections, Serge
Schmemann wrote in The New York Times  that Zhirinovsky's
electoral success was one of "the latest symptoms of a nation in
the throes of a protracted revolution, ricocheting in all
directions as it searched for its final course." 12

The results of the voting for party slates in Russia's
elections, in which his party got just under 25 percent of the
total vote cast, have once agaln given Zhirinovsky's name
notoriety in the West. ® Two and a half years ago when he got six
million votes and finished a remarkable third in the elections
for the presidency of Russia he was treated as an anomaly. He was
an extremist and a clown who got votes because he was a spoiler
and a symbol of broad discontent among the masses. He and his
Liberal-Democratic Party had appeared out of nowhere. By the late
fall of 1991 informed observers were saying that because of
rising discontent Zhirinovsky would have doubled his vote in any
new elections.

As it was, with the center of political gravity shifting to
the struggle between President Yeltsin and the Russian



parliament, he became the non-person of Russian high politics.

Some journalists refused to interview him because they did not

want to promote "the future dictator" or his party. 4 No one
wanted to talk about the "Zhirinovsky Phenomenon" in the hope

that it would just go away. Zhirinovsky himself understood that

the only path by which the Liberal-Democratic Party could come to
power was through parliamentary elections, and already in 1992
began preparing for that eventuality. Zhirinovsky observed that

the "democrats" until August 1991 had assumed that they would be

in the opposition for an indefinite future period and had been

broken by their easy victory over the Putsch and the collapse of

the Soviet Union. He pledged not to repeat their mistakes and
devoted his efforts to preparing for the next elections whenever

they might come. > He worked on the assumption that they would
come sooner rather than later. Yet, even up to the eve of the
December elections, until survey results began to hint at a

strong showing for Zhirinovsky, he was dismissed as a "harmless
clown." '* Some opposing politicians devoted considerable efforts
to avoid being seen with Zhirinovsky on a television program.
Alexander Yanov pointed out in an article in Novoye vremya
1992 that Zhirinovsky was beyond the pale even for the

Red-Browns. "In fact, the position of Zhirinovsky in today's

Russia is the classic outsider, pretender, always appearing in

times of trouble literally out of nowhere--at that moment when

the forces struggling for power begin to loose public trust.”
Zhirinovsky himself stressed this role as outsider, first as a

Russian living in "non-Russian regions" of the Union and then as
"non-party" activist which prepared him for the role of

oppositionist. 19

Zhirinovsky as Leader of the Liberal-Democratic Party

What has made Zhirinovsky into this specter haunting
Russia's revolution? Why are he and his party so intolerable to
both the "democrats" and their national-communist opponents?
Answers to those questions may help to explain both the appeal of
his Liberal-Democratic Party of Russia, and his political
isolation. The answer can to be found in his very opportunistic
program, which is blatantly imperial. To paraphrase Voltaire's
comment about the Holy Roman Empire, the Liberal-Democratic Party
of Russia is not liberal, democratic, a party, or about today's
Russia. It is a front for nationalist, chauvinist, elitist, and
imperialist ideas. At first glance, the designation
"liberal-democratic” seems a misnomer. Yet, Zhirinovsky's choice
of the terms liberal and democratic to describe his party is no
accident. It is, rather, a conscious piece of political will to
set his movement off from a host of other nationalist movements
that range from monarchist to communist. It makes it possible for
Zhirinovsky to treat the party as a tool of his personal search
for power and to use it as a "centrist" base.

In Zhirinovsky's hands liberal is an ahistorical category
designating his outsider status. This is a necessary condition

in
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for his political success since it allows him to invoke a mythic

past before Soviet power and to place himself outside the

political process that brought about the current crisis. Liberal

in this regard is used by Zhirinovsky to invoke the idea that his

party stands in the center of the political spectrum, in which

the democrats and Communists occupy the extremes. The Party's

slogan "Through a pluralism of opinions to the Superiority of the

law," consciously invokes ties with Russian liberalism. 20
Liberal and liberalism in its prerevolutionary meaning

carried a notion of moderate reform and westernization. Russian

liberals sought to build a civic society under law and were

hardly radical democrats. Moreover, conservative nationalists,

populists, and Marxists, who were at odds with one another on

almost every issue, were united in their rejection of liberals

and liberalism. Even the Christian existentialist N. Berdyayev

could write that liberalism was a thing of the past. "Liberalism,

democratism, parliamentarianism, juridical formalism, humanistic

morals are yesterday's history, for all these forms of thought

and life are based on the assumption that Truth is unknown and

that perhaps the Truth does not even exist." %1 |iberals (and

liberalism) have been branded parts of a utopian dream,

disconnected from Russian realties. They were depicted as

compromlsers spouting noble sentiments but achieving petty

deeds. % In short, liberal would seem to be the last term that a

charismatic leader would embrace to build a mass movement in

post-Soviet Russia.

But liberal-democrat serves Zhirinovsky's purpose very well
since it puts him and his followers outside of Soviet politics.
No group was subjected to more attack by the Communist Party than
liberals. No concept was more rejected than the idea of gradual
reform. Indeed, Western scholars in gauging the failures of
liberal bureaucrats, Zemstvo reformers, and Constitutional
Democrats have called attention to the disconnect between
backward Russia and the Ilberals advocacy of individual freedom
within a civic society. % For the liberal, the emancipation of
the individual and society from the oppression of an autocratic
state could only come through a state under law ( Rechtsstaat
But how one might create a Rechtsstaat  in a multinational empire
proved an unsolvable dilemma. Indeed, the ideologues of the
Liberal-Democratic Party have invoked no less a liberal champion
than Pavel Milyukov, historian, leader of the Kadet Party and
Foreign Minister of the Provisional Government, to reject the
concepts of "popular consciousness and national consciousness in
favor of social consciousness," i.e., mass consciousness inside a
given political and social order.

The gradual development of the state of consciousness
according to the degree of the development of the
process is also included in the number of necessary
elements of social development. The carrier of this
consciousness is, of course, not all of the popular
mass. The Leading Historical Actors of the Epoch, i.e.,

).



the representatives of power and their advisors, are
these carriers. 4

The importance of such leaders depends upon the degree to
which their ideas and actions correspond "to the conditions of a
given epoch.” For Zhirinovsky, "statism" was, is, and will be the
most important aspect of Russian social consciousness. Here
Zhirinovsky and his party have broken with the liberal tradition
on one key point. His party, like Lenin's Bolsheviks in 1917,
was, even in 1991, ready to take state power into its own
hands.

Zhirinovsky, State Power, and Empire

Zhirinovsky has put that question of empire and state back
on the political front burner after the 75 year Soviet experiment
with a totalitarian solution based upon federalism in form and
empire in content. Zhirinovsky's program addresses the key issue
raised by Tolstoy, i.e., the relation of Russians to power
(viast ") and statehood ( gosudarstvennost' ). As he observed in his
address to the 3rd Congress of the Liberal-Democratic Party in
mid-April 1992: "Political parties are created, leaders come and
go, but our state must remain eternal [and] unshakable." % His
vision of the state is centralized, authoritarian, and
expansionist. While speaking of reform and even a European model
"to go forward bravely towards a European model of society: a
free economy, the rights of the individual in first place, a
civic society," the road to be taken is quite different and is in
keeping with Russia's tradition of "revolutions from above."
"What is needed is a strict, centralized authority, otherwise no
reforms will be achieved." Zhirinovsky has no time for separation
of powers. "There must be one state, one president. But without a
centralized economy.” Flnally, there must be no challenges to
Russian sovereignty and authority. For Zhirinovsky Russia is the
empire. "For us the main [point] is the territory of our state.
Return to us the historical borders and name of the state--we
only want that!" 8 He has no time for federalism and expects
"small nations" to accept their fate. Zhirinovsky speaks of
restoring Russia to the imperial frontiers of 1900, when Russia
included parts of contemporary Poland and Finland. He warns that

any change in Russia's historic borders can only end in war. 2 n

this fashion the very acceptance of the dissolution of the Soviet
Union into sovereign successor states is an act of treason. The
Liberal-Democratic Party rejects the creation of the Commonwealth
of Independent States as an "illegal, anti-constitutional act."

Party ideologues refer to Commonwealth as the "Countries of
Beggars and the Hungry" and a "public toilet."

At the same time that he speaks of restoring Russia's
historic frontiers, Zhirinovsky, the Turkic specialist and child
of Kazakhstan, also has called upon Russia to expand to the
south. This "final thrust to the south" Zhirinovsky has
associated with a "final division of the world." %2 This
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geo-political coup is to be done as "shock therapy, suddenly,
rapidly, and effectively" and will end with Russia and India
sharing a common border. This would bring order from Kabul to
Istanbul, eliminate the "red, Muslim, Turkic, and Islamic
threats, and remove the threat of third world war."

The final "thrust" to the south. As | dream of it,

Russian soldiers will wash their boots in the warm

waters of the Indian Ocean and forever change to summer
uniform. . . . That any platoon of Russian soldiers

could bring order to any area. And even better that

that would not be necessary. We must pacify that region
forever.

Zhirinovsky ties this expansion to the south to the question of
nationality policy and the survival of the Russian nation.

In post-Soviet politics the question of national sentiment,
i.e., the very definition of what it means to be a citizen of
Russia, has taken on great importance, and no one has been more
successful in manipulating Russian nationalism to his purposes
than Zhirinovsky. Rejecting Communist federalism as "a pretty
Bolshevik myth," Zhirinovsky's supporters oppose the idea of a
territorial state in which citizenship is a function of
residence. They reject a multinational, Russian Federation
( Rossiyskaya Federatsiya) in favor of a centralized Russia
( Rossiya ) of one nationality ( Russkiy ) who share one culture and
language. In short, they reject a state based upon a civic
society in favor of an ethnic state. % Non-Russians would be
russified and the Orthodox religion given "dominant position."

The new Russia this is a state under law, an
enlightened state, this is a powerful presidential
regime, a powerful, multi-party parliament, this is
legislation, which is for the ages, which we won't have
to change every ten years. This is a Constitution,
which respects everyone from infant to elder. This is a
unified symbol throughout the entire country--the
black, yellow, white flag, the state flag of Russia. It
must wave over all state institutions in every region

of our huge Fatherland. This is the country's anthem,
one anthem. This is the state language, the language of
inter-ethnic communication, Ru33|an This is a single
monetary unit--the ruble.

Zhirinovsky's ideologues understand the force of such ideas in
the struggle for power and note the weakness of their Communist
and democratic opponents in trying to enlist Russian nationalism
in their cause.

Those democrats who were responsible for CIS and the ensuing
reforms, according to the Liberal-Democratic Party's ideologues,
embraced radical reform and revolution in the interests of their
masters, the United States. Thus Egor Gaidar, the architect of



"shock therapy," and his supporters are labeled "comprador
democrats or more exactly false democrats." With its notion of a
national bourgeoisie in the service of foreign capital,
Zhirinovsky's use of the term is a throw-back to Marxian

criticism but from a nationalist perspective. As used by
Zhirinovsky, liberal has an elitist tone. One of his supporters

even spoke of "the noble Liberalism of Zhirinovsky." 37 True
democrats are dedicated to Russia's national interests and are
the sworn enemies of the "comprador democrats," who would sell
out those interests by serving the United States. True democrats,
according to the Liberal-Democratic Party, form a natural
governing elite of the "serious, enlightened, honest,

intelligent, gifted, broad-minded, experienced, and competent.”
Thus, the struggle for power in Russia is depicted as among
corrupt party apparatchiks, corrupt democrats in the service of
foreign capital and the domestic mafia, and this noble elite.
Under these circumstances a multiparty system is an excess. In
its place, for the transition period there would be strict
centralization under the LDP to resolve economic problems.

Zhirinovsky and State Capitalism

The economic program of the Liberal-Democratic Party could
be described as a return to state capitalism under the banner of
a highly-efficient, socially-oriented economy, which would
embrace privatization and even private property. But it is a
program designed to protect the state structure and stability.
State-directed "industrialization" under Peter the Great, tsarist
reformers after the Crimean War, and Stalin serve as the model
for building a national economy and catching up with the West.
This position, which owes more to Friedrich List than Karl Marx,
rejects "shock therapy" in favor of state-directed development so
that Russia can avoid becoming an economic colony within the
world market, i.e., the supplier of raw materials and an importer
of industrial goods. One model for such a course is imperial
Japan, where the state directed the gradual transformation of the
country into an industrial superpower. This has led S. F.
Dergunov, one of the ideologues of the LDP to posit the following
thesis regarding Russia's economic transformation:

[as capitalized in the original] THE ECONOMY OF THE

TRANSITION PERIOD OF THE FORMATION OF MARKET STRUCTURES
MUST OPERATE ON THE BASIS OF STATE PROGRAMS INVOLVING

THE CREATION OF COMPETITIVE SECTORS, MODERN

INFRASTRUCTURE, THE STRUCTURAL TRANSFORMATION OF THE
ECONOMY. AN OBLIGATORY ELEMENT OF THESE PROGRAMS IS A

PLAN FOR THE GRADUAL, ORGANIZED CURTAILMENT AND

TRANSFER OF STATE PROPERTY INTO MARKET STRUCTURES--ITS

[property's] PRIVATIZATION.

Dergunov states only two factors which would make this
program of state capitalism work. First, it is true to national
traditions--"for our country state programs are natural." Second,
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it would require only minimal retraining for managers. The model

of state capitalism invoked here are "tough mobilization methods"
like those used in the relocation of industry in 1941. 2 |n this
manner the LDP's program in 1992 sought to build an alliance
between Communist managers of enterprises via state direction and
their personal enrichment via state-directed privatization. The
program promised to take privatization out of the hands of the
bureaucrat ( chinovnik ) and put it the hands of citizens. The
privatization program of the LDP calls for a 3 year process of
conversion of most enterprises into "self-financing" ventures and

a leasing arrangement with funds used to cover social programs.
The LDP program also calls for financing the privatization fund

run by the Russian State Bank. The fund would be divided evenly
the first year and then subsequently more would go to a
privatization fund to finance state privatization certificates on

which an annual dividend would be paid. The ownership of such
certificates would be confined to Russian citizens and Russians
living abroad to avoid the injustice of "foreign or shady

capital" buying up enterprises on the cheap. *3 Playing upon the
economic chaos created by hyper inflation, the LDP places the
blame for declining production and collapse of many enterprises

on the Yeltsin's government's slavish behavior in the face of the
demands of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund.

The LDP's answer to Gaidar's "Shock Therapy" was to declare:
"We do not need great shocks." ** The LDP's program calls for a
state-regulated program to stimulate production by using a
gradual conversion of the monetary system to a "non-cash,
convertible ruble" ( beznalichnyy konvertiruemyy rubl’ )that would
exchange at 1 ruble to 1 dollar. This would be achieved by
restoring state control over the trading in foreign currencies
via the State Bank, which would control the buying and selling
of "non-cash, convertible rubles" and would effectively restore
the state's role in controlling exports and imports. > For
Zhirinovsky and the LDP, state power is the critical instrument
in the process of national transformation and provides the
rationale for a particularly Russian version of state capitalism.
Nowhere is the uniqueness of this model more evident than in
their approach to the issues of land ownership and the peasant
guestion. Stability and order take on the greatest importance.
And in this sense stability comes from maintaining the link
between Russian national consciousness and the village. Russians
are, in this view, a colonizing people, and their forms of
landholding, especially the commune, are ways to preserve order
and prevent the emergence of a rural proletariat. Stability in
the post-Soviet village depends upon maintaining collective
ownership via the kolkhozy (collective farms) and sovkhozy (state
farms). Writing on the emancipation of the gentry's serfs in
1861, Zhirinovsky has quoted with favor the remark of the liberal
bureaucrat, N. A. Milyutin. Zhirinovsky fully supports the idea
of "N. A. MALYUTIN [sic] " when he spoke out in favor of
emancipation with land: "You want to make the peasants as free as
a bird (i.e., free them from serfdom but give them no land). We

want to make them free as a bird, but a bird that has a Nest." 46



Stability is in the interests of the state supported emancipation

with land and the maintenance of communal agriculture to protect
the peasantry from "kulaks, blood suckers and generally more
prosperous people able to purchase their land from poor peasants
[bednyaki] ~." *" Today, this means maintaining collective farms to
prevent the appearance of a new landless agrarian class. It is

not an argument about economic rationality or efficiency, but a
social policy of stabilization and order that also reflects the

interests of the social strata composed of collective and state

farm managers.

Thus, in Zhirinovsky's state capitalism the industrial and
agricultural managerial elite are to see their interests served
and to view Zhirinovsky as an ally, particularly if they seek a
special arrangement with the state to support their enterprises
or look to intervention to protect their products from foreign
competition. Recent survey research on the social groups who
tended to vote for Zhirinovsky has identified two such groups.
The first is middle-aged men from state enterprises in provincial
towns and cities. They are threatened by loss of their jobs as
their enterprises go bankrupt. These are men from the old Soviet
working class, who have lost security and have gained little or
nothing through the reforms. In their minds they remain Soviet
citizens. The second group is young men from 25 to 40 from large
cities, who are better educated and have been apolitical. What
seems to draw these supporters is Zhirinovsky's image on
television, an image of power and decisiveness. * They are a
generation shaped by Perestroika and the collapse.

Zhirinovsky and the Nationality Question

Zhirinovsky's views on the nationality question follow those
on the state. While declaring that he is not a chauvinist,
Zhirinovsky speaks of a state run for Russians and tells those of
other nationalities who do not like it to leave. A unitary
Russian state is his answer to the threat of anarchy. In place of
the existing federal system with attention to the rights of
national minorities, Zhirinovsky has proposed a return to a
provincial [guberniya]  system of local government. % Guberniya
was the tsarist term for province, and in imperial Russia it was
a unit of government run and directed by the central government
under the control of the Ministry of Internal Affairs with the
governors appointed by the Emperor. Thus, rejecting
Marxist-Leninist solution to the nationality question and the
Wilsonian version of national self-determination, Zhirinovsky
returns to the age of historic nations, whose power and authority
are manifest in their historical, political, economic, social,
cultural and, not least, military claims. The Russian Empire is
not a luxury but a means of national survival for a colonizing
people. "Russians everywhere become a national minority,
gradually being destroyed. This will be the slow murder of the
Russian nation. Because nowhere is there purely Russian
territory, nowhere . . . . If we follow such a path, then the



Russian nation will die." 51

Zhirinovsky's claim to being at the forefront of post-Soviet
politics is bolstered by his fundamental breaks with the values
of the past. United with small bands of overt Russian Fascists,
such as A. P. Barkashov and the Movement "Russian national unity"
(Rescue natsional'noye edinstvo) Zhlnnovsky has reconsidered
the role of Adolph Hitler, in history. 2 \When asked about his
evaluation of Hitler, Zhirinovsky cited a generational shift away
from those older Russians who hated the Fuhrer to a new
generation who look on National Socialism differently: "Today's
young people look on all that differently, some even to some
degree sympathize with the ideals of national-socialists."
Zhirinovsky did note that some extreme measures had harmed
Germans but concluded: ". . . but in general his |deology does
not contain anything negatlve in itself.”

Zhirinovsky's Liberal-Democracy as National Socialism

Ideologues of the Liberal-Democratic Party have gone much
further than the leader himself in claiming ties with Nazi
Germany and Hitler. Igor Minin has said that national socialism
forms the "third force" in Russian politics between Communists
and democrats, both of which have discredited themselves by their
hostility to the national idea. "The true carrier of the ideals
of national socialism is the national-patriotic movement," of
which the Liberal-Democratic Party will assume leadership. In
this fashion Zhirinovsky's party intends to coopt the rest of the
Russia right and to militarize it. The national-patriotic
movement will require its own paramilitary formations, like

Hitler's SA, called the Druzhina (guard) and organized into the
"Agitation and Propaganda Groups" (gruppa agitatsii i propagandy
and the "Protection-Assault Groups (okhranno- shturmovaya gruppa)

for street operations during electoral campaigns (protection of
LDP meetings and the break-up of opponents' meetings). These
groups are to be organized "in each micro-district, block, and in
each factory" and be composed of 10-15 persons, |nclud|ng 1 2
experienced activists and several military."

The same ideologists have also been very candid about the
Liberal-Democratic Party's foreign policy. The Liberal-
Democratic Party's theorists look on the ties between the
internal political struggle and foreign policy and see a
symmetrical relationship between "national and antinational
forces in both cases.”" The LPD views "capital” as objectively
"antinational" and will use state control to limit such
tendencies by controlling investments and profits. This national
system of political economy "would seek to exclude the
possibility of foreign-trade tricks on the difference of internal
and world prices." In short, this would be a state dedicated to
national autarcky of a statist and militarized nature: "Of
course, all enterprises necessary for the functioning of the
state structures must be state property. For example, defense



industry enterprises, railroadstmajor enterprises under the

control of republics."” > It'is, of course, a rejection of the
economic reforms of Yeltsin's democrats, which the LDP blame for
bringing nothing but inflation, unemployment, poverty, chaos, and
disorder. By rejecting Communism and democratic reform, the LDP
ideologists have positioned themselves as saviors with no
responsibilities for past failures or current problems. More
important, they present a convenient scape-goat upon which to
blame past and current problems. Egor Gaidar is persistently
caricatured in LDP literature as Yeltsin's "Jew." * Gaidar, the
democrat, became Gaidar, the thief--the court Jew, using his
position for personal gain for himself and his clients. "And
Zhirinovsky achieved success because he presented himself as the
defender of the nation, ready to deal with its oppressors."

Just as the LDP seeks to build a common front of nationalist
forces in Russia against anti-nationalist forces, i.e.,
communists and democrats, so it seeks to build similar
connections abroad. The key to this process is an international,
anti-Semitic alliance. The chief source of "subjective"
anti-national forces is "Zionism." Minin has asserted: "Zionism
has as its final goal the establishment of the economic and
political supremacy of Jewry in all the leading countries of the
world and is a direct result of the basic features of the
national character of the Jewish people." In this case, the LDP's
version of national socialism claims that it will practice a
"humane" policy towards "Jews" and confine its version of the
final solution for Zionists. *8 \/iewing the governments of the
United States, France, and Great Britain as tools of
international Zionism, the LPD ideologists will seek to reduce
contacts with those governments. They will also seek to
accelerate the emigration of Jews out of Russia and will reduce
the influence of Jews in the mass media by imposing
national-proportional representation on such positions. Indeed,
they view such proportional representation as the vehicle for
maintaining Russian hegemony in a centralized, multi-ethnic
state.

A National-Socialist Foreign Policy

In seeking to create an alliance against Zionism, the LDP
ideologists look to those capitalist countries which have
retained a government with a "national,” as opposed to
cosmopolitan character. Not surprisingly this leads to a rather
ahistorical interpretation of contemporary German and Japanese
society and a search for nationalist allies in these societies.

We are speaking first of all about Japan and Germany.
Everyone knows the patriotism and faithfulness to
national values of the Japanese people. The Japanese
government maximally, to that degree allowed by
capitalism, has used the features of Japanese national
character and in its turn has adapted to them as much
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as possible. Now it feeds off the fruits of its correct
strategy.

Germany has had a difficult fate. It is located in the

very center of Europe and that means in the very
epicenter of subjective anti-nationalist forces and as

a consequence 150 years of its history have taken place
under the influence of the continual struggle of the
German nation against these influences. We will not
discuss the details of this struggle or the mistakes

made by the Germans. What is important is that this
struggle did not end with the unification of the German
states but entered a new phase.

National socialism supports the maximum widening of
cooperation with the most nationalist governments, in
particular Japan and Germany. Only this cooperation can
bring good to our nation and help in the matter of
constructing national government.

In short, the foreign policy objectives of Zhirinovsky's
movement can only be achieved by overthrowing the existing world
order and undermining the position of the United States in that
order. Race figures prominently in that foreign policy.

Ideologues of the Liberal-Democratic Party speak of the

yellowing, reddening, and blackening of the world's population

and even use the metaphor of a white Fay Wray in the hands of
King-Kong to describe the fate of the white race. This is,

according to the Liberal-Democrats a threat to that civilization

itself, which gives more than it receives, loosing both "its way

of life and its purity of blood," while undermining "other prettg
patriarchal civilizations of other peoples.” ! Thus, the solution
is to challenge the dominant, cosmopolitan order represented by

the United States in the name of the development of "parallel

civilizations" with a single dominant power directing the

development of that civilization and its associated region.

In the end Zhirinovsky predicts the United States will fall
because of its own internal contradictions arising out of the
cosmopolitan character of its society. This crisis will force a
weak and divided America to give up its leading role in defending
the current world order and lead it to adopt its own version of
the final thrust to the south. "We say to the Americans: Stop in
time. We say to Bill Clinton: Do not repeat the mistakes of
Napoleon and Hitler. . . . America will also soon start to come
apart. Within it very many contradictions already exist. From
these many groblems and inter-ethnic confrontations are
created." ~ °

The Liberal-Democratic Party and the Army

Given the conscious cultivation of National-Socialism, one
would expect that the Russian military, with its ties to the



historic victories of the Red Army over the Wehrmacht in what
most Russians still see as a "just war," would not be

particularly hospitable to Zhirinovsky and the Liberal-Democratic
Party. Indeed, the Party's Program in 1992 even challenged the
concept of a mass army based on conscription and called for "a
gradual abolition of universal conscription to a well-planned
transition to the formation of a professional army." ®3 Regarding
the future of the military, the LDP's Military Program pledges
financial support for a strong army and a security policy of
"sufficient defense" under Napoleon's slogan: "He who does not
want to feed his own army will end up feeding a foreign one." The
Program also speaks of "the gradual reduction of the level of
confrontation, disarmament on the basis of strictly parity

bases." It commits the Party to the creation of "deserved living
conditions for servicemen and their families." Moreover, the
statism of its ideology, which emphasizes empire and order, finds
strong support in the military because it opposes those actions
which lower the prestige of the Armed Forces, including the use
of the army to "resolve the problems of other countries," i.e.,
international peacekeeping, the internal use of the armed forces
within the country, and "the distortion of the fatherland's

military history, the conscious discrediting of the army in

public opinion, and the Iowerlng of the honor and worth of the
defenders of the Fatherland."

Zhirinovsky views the army as a potential ally in restoring
order, if it can be won over to the LDP. "I see such a Russia.
She will have the most powerful army in the world, strategic
rocket forces, our missiles with multiple warheads. Our space
combat platforms, our space ship ‘Buran' and our ’Energlg/a
missiles--this will be missile shield of the country."”
views are close to those Red-Browns, who dominated the editorial
policy of The Military-Historical Journal of the Ministry of
Defense dur|n6% the tenure of General-Major V. I. Filatov in
1989-1991. He has stated: "The destruction of the army must
stop immediately. This is the last [institution] that we have
that has a unified, healthy power. It can stop the collapse of
the state, for the pol|t|cal forces of comprom|se have not
achieved mastery there."

His

Zhirinovsky's approach to winning over the army is to create
a new unity between the army and the nation by mobilizing both
around a shared image of a "foreign enemy," and for all practical
purposes this is the United States as a power and Zionism as an
ideology. He is holding out to the army future glories through
which it will be reborn.

We need another border. We must either reach the shores
of the Pacific and Indian Oceans or cut ourselves off

from the south behind a 'Chinese wall.' . . . That

means there is only one variant. We must execute this
operation under the code name 'final thrust to the

south.'



Our army will accomplish this task. This will be the

means to revive the entire nation. This will be the

basis for the rebirth of the Russian Army. The new

armed forces can be reborn only as a result of combat

operations. The army can not gain strength in garrisons

and barracks. It needs a goal, mission. Such was the

mission-- counter the threat of German occupation, and

gave birth to red regiments and divisions, for the

struggle against the foreign invaders. Thus a powerful

Red Army made its appearance. Today a Russian Army must

be reborn, if it finishes with the fighters in Central

Asia, in the Caucasus, in Moldavia, if it executes the

operation to set up Russia's new borders in the

southern direction. All this will provide stimulus for

the development of the economy, transport,

communications, for the extraction of resources for

production, light industry, cheap labor, the

possibilities of building new main lines to Deli,

Teheran and Baghdad, new air lines, and new highways. 68
At the Party's 3rd Congress many speakers addressed the

military and its fate. The LDP set out to use the politization of

the military to its own ends, seeking to discredit the government

and the current military leadership. It played upon the loss of

prestige felt by the officer corps. K. N. Popov spoke of a

collapse of discipline, tanks rusting in Siberia, warships unable

to put to sea, planes that could not fly. He criticized the

current military leadership as businessmen and not commanders.

The only hope was to spread the Party's ideas among "mid-level

officer corps, where many are sympathetic to our ideas." % The

Party's propagandists were instructed to take their message into

the barracks and academies to gain support against a compromised

military leadership. So M. I. Musatov, Leader of the LDP's Moscow

Organization, reported at the Party Congress. V. 1. Ivanov also

appealed to the officers and men of the Soviet Army, who with the

dissolution of the Union had been left to swear allegiance to new

masters.

We must remove this mark of shame from our army, an
undeserved mark but continually, assiduously applied.
We must declare publicly: you are not guilty of

anything and have nothing for which to blame yourself.
Your banner is not stained. You only obeyed orders. And
those who gave a second oath, let them think about What
troops, who are given other oaths stand.

The implications of this position were made clear in another
speech, when a naval officer spoke of the Party's efforts to
organize its own detachments within the armed forces themselves.
Captain 3rd Rank Yu. L. Savin, serving in St. Petersburg, also
spoke of a growing chaos and violence in the near abroad, the
popular inertia at home and governmental incompetence as they
affected the armed forces: "the troops will not go against the
people, but the troops will march against thugs (pogromshchiki)



Therefore, we, the St. Petersburg Orzganlzat|on have created
self-defense detachments."

The LPD's efforts in the military did pay off in the
December elections for Parliament, when one third of the military
voted for their slate of candidates. 3 The actual number of
military personnel voting for LDP is hard to estimate. Various
figures regarding the percentage of military personnel in
specific units, branches of the armed forces and institutions
that voted for Zhirinovsky and the LDP have appeared in the
press. The more sensational ones have gotten the widest
attention: 87.4 percent of those who voted in Taman Motorized
Rifle Division and 74.3 percent of those who voted in the
Kantemirov Tank Division, two of the garrison divisions in the
Moscow Military District, went for Zhirinovsky, as did 72 percent
of the voters in the Strategic Rocket Forces, and 40 percent of
the Air Force. Among the students and staff of the Humanitarian
Academy, i.e, the renamed and supposedly reformed Lenin Political
Academy, 93 percent voted for the LDP. 4 Since most of these
soldiers voted at civilian polling places, it is very difficult
to know on exactly what basis these figures were compiled. More
solid figures exist for the Russian garrisons in the "near
abroad" or in isolated communities within Russia proper. Helena
Fiedorcowa, writing for Polska zbrojna, reported: ". . .in
Tadjikistan Zhirinovsky received 43.4 percent of the votes of the
military electorate, in the garrisons of the Black Sea Fleet 19
percent, in Kaliningrad 29 percent, in the units stationed in
Georgia and Turkmenistan around 40 percent." > President Yeltsin
gave the figure of one-third for the LDP vote within the armed
forces at a recent press conference and stated: "We are worried
about this and appropriate measures have been taken." e
On December 22, Yuriy Belichenko, writing in Krasnaya
zvezda, defended the large army vote for Zhirinovsky in the
following terms:

The Army voted for itself, for its own interests, which
certainly are not narrow, corporative, petty interests
but state interests. For a strong, united and
patriotically-oriented Russia. For politicians not to

drag it into their games in the future. For the Army to
be respected and socially protected. For worthy service
for its new recruits and a worthy life for its

veterans.

Speaking more bluntly, General Valdimir Dudnik, chairman of
the Army and Society organization, which draws much of its
strength from the Humanitarian Academy, asserted: "the army has
bidden adieu to Yeltsin." 8 Dudnik overstated the case. The bulk
of the military remain committed to Yeltsin as Commander in
Chief, but a political struggle is underway for the Army. And the
momentum seems to be in Zhirinovsky's favor.



Zhirinovsky as Charismatic Leader

While the ideology and program of the Liberal-Democratic
Party are important as a guide to the popular appeal of the Party
and as some hint to its possible policies, should it come to
power, Zhirinovsky as leader and symbol has much to do with the
movement's success. There is no shortage of radical, Red-Brown
opponents to Gorbachev and Yeltsin, but Zhirinovsky has been able
to steal their thunder and emerge as the undisputed voice of the
opposition. Of course, the fact that other opposition figures
managed to discredit themselves, e.g., the Gang of Seven who in
August 1991 tried to save the Union by coup, or Khasbulatov and
Rutskoy who were defeated and discredited in October in their
struggle with Yeltsin, has made his task easier. But one should
not underestimate his appeal. In August 1991 he openly
sympathized with the Putsch and his political career seemed over.
In 1992 he sided with the parliamentary majority against
Yeltsin's government. In both cases temporary setbacks became the
basis for political recovery and expansion of his base of
support. Zhirinovsky's appeal has been the subject of analysis by
supporters and opponents. While many democrats underestimated him
in the elections of 1991 and 1993, others have considered him the
only serious, consistent, opposmonal challenge to Boris
Yeltsin's Ieadershlp

Moreover, the LDP's propaganda cultivates an image of
Zhirinovsky as a "leader of a new formation.” He is depicted as a
leader thrown up by the people, who is hated by those "democrats"
eager to sell the Russian nation into the slavery of foreign
capital. To his followers Zhirinovsky represents exactly the
antidote to the excess of democracy, i.e., disorders,
arbitrariness, the anarchy of production and a catastrophic
decline in the Iiving standards of working people. In him they
see the baS|s for a "firm, intelligent, and powerful authority
[viast]. 80 Zhirinovsky is "ready to be a strict Papa.” 81

Typical of this view of Zhirinovsky is the portrait of
Zhirinovsky as "leader” drawn by I. S. Kulikova in a article
attacking the Mayor of St. Petersburg, Anatolyi Sobchak. Sobchak
is presented as unprincipled careerist, seeking power as an end
in itself. Zhirinovsky, who shares with Sobchak the distinction
of being a lawyer, followed a different road to politics.

Zhirinovsky began "with a program and its delineation first for
himself, of the concrete ways to save the motherland from the
impending crisis.” Zhirinovsky rejected self-promotion and found
he could not trust other parties and so set out on the difficult

path of building his own movement, the Liberal-Democratic Party.
His ideas, according to Kulikova, were ones already proven abroad
and even in Russia before revolutionary excess drowned them in
1917. Zhirinovsky's appearance, indeed the "Zhirinovsky
Phenomenon," is depicted as "historical necessity, the
consequence of perestr0|ka glasnost and democratization of our
much suffering society."



Zhirinovsky's propagandists present him as a man from the
people, who understands their suffering and longing. As he has
declared at each campaign meeting, "I am one of you." 8 He lives
in a two-room apartment and is an astrological Taurus. 8 No one
put red carpets in his path. Rather as a Russian in Kazakhstan he
found his path blocked by what he called "colonialism in
reverse." % He had to develop his skills as a fighter and expend
his energy in the process of entering into the political arena.
He is depicted as the continual victim of distorted reporting
from the press, unfounded charges that he is a Fascist,
Communist, uses narcotics, or worked for the KGB. 87 Reading this
propaganda, one is struck by two points: first, the utter naivete
of these presentations of the leader and, second, the calculated
cultivation of the leader's image as a cult figure, whose power
and appeal is vested in the masses themselves, who see in him the
embodiment of their collective experience. This is, in short,
meta-politics of the type seen in Weimar Germany--the politics of
the outsider who becomes the embodiment of the nation's hopes,
fears, and anger. It was a role that Boris Yeltsin played against
Mikhail Gorbachev after his exile from Kremlin politics. In
Zhirinovsky's case, however, the exile, in fact, played the role
of minor clerk, Gogol's Akakiy Akakievich, in service of
Brezhnev's stagnating order, where lawyers served the interests
of the Party-State order. In Zhirinovky's case his own model
seems to be that of the reformist bureaucrat, an N. A. Milyutin,
who has liberated himself from serving a capricious tsar and may
act in the interests of the state, which he understands and
represents. 28 In the end, society is to be reshaped in the
interests of the state by reform from above.

Critics of Zhirinovsky divide into two broad camps: those
who dismiss him as a clown and see darker forces manipulating his
phenomenon and those who take Zhirinovsky's appeal seriously and
have tried to fathom the nature of his charisma. Those who see
Zhirinovsky as a tool focus on the dark forces in the old
Communist Party and KGB, who have sought to use him for their own
ends. Those who focus on his charisma do not deny the efforts by
such forces to use Zhirinovsky, but emphasize his emancipation
from their control. One of the most astute observers in this
regard is Alexander Yanov, a scholar and journalist who has
devoted considerable time to the study of Russian Fascism and
extreme nationalism. Yanov has described Zhirinovsky's position
in Russia as "the classic situation of the outsider, the
pretender, if favorable, who are always created in times of
trouble literally out of nowhere--at the moment when the forces
struggling for power begin to loose the trust of the public.”
Of all the Red-Brown leaders seeking power, no other has "the
Lumpen recklessness, unbridledness, amorality, tactlessness,
anti-intellectualism, and charisma" of Zhirinovsky. % yanov
describes Zhirinovsky as a late 20th century "Robin Hood," whose
foreign policy pronouncements are matters of practical politics.
He openly declared that he would embark upon nuclear blackmail of
the West once he came to power. This approach, which would seek
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to end Russia's crisis by simple extortion of the West, would, as
Yanov points out, violate all the rules of international

politics. But for Zhirinovsky such an argument is irrelevant.

Rules are meant to be broken if this will enhance his drive for
power. In the area of nuclear deterrence this has special
relevance. "In distinction from conventional Russian and Western
politicians, he is prepared to risk mutual destruction.”
(emphasis in original) This is more than simple blackmail and
represents a throw-back to the pre-nuclear era when a leader like
Hitler could speak of naked force and decisiveness in creating "a
completely new political universe." "This new universe exactly
reflects the situation of his country, a situation of total

collapse. He intends to thrust it upon the world." %2 His universe
is a nightmare answer to Western claims of a new world order.

With nothing to loose, he is willing to threaten cities with

nuclear destruction in exchange for getting what he wants.

Zhirinovsky, born after the Great Patriotic War and during the

nuclear era, is unmoved by either the terrible losses of that war

or the even greater casualties his nuclear blackmail could bring

in its wake.
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The electoral performances of Zhirinovsky and his party make
this more than a matter of Zhirinovsky's own unbridled ambitions
and fantastic projects. His new universe is one of a restored and
expanded empire, stretching into the Middle East and allied with
like-minded powers in Germany and Asia.

Yanov sees Zhirinovsky's electoral support coming from the
broad strata of Soviet society who were "Lumpenized" by the
totalitarian regime and left without status or protection by the
collapse of that regime. In an interview with Yanov, Zhirinovsky
openly admitted seeking a mass political base from these
de-classe elements of society upon which he can build an
electoral majority and reach power. When Yanov warned that such
an approach carried the risk that such forces, when they did not
get immediate satisfaction of their demands from his government,
would within hours turn up and devour it, Zhirinovsky answered,
"History will show." 93 Zhirinovsky's universe invites comparisons
with Dostoyevsky's worst nightmares about marginalized and
superfluous men in a world without God or morals. His world is
populated by Raskolnikovs, Grand Inquisitors and Father
Karamazovs. Zhirinovsky in commenting on his birth in Kazakhstan
and the 18 years he spent there has referred to himself as "a
peripheral Russian" who felt this marginalization there and even
in Moscow, where he was admitted to the elite Institute of
Eastern Languages of Moscow University. Among the children of the
Soviet elite he was a gifted outsider. Throughout the Brezhnev
era of stagnation he served as a minor official until, as Yanov
observes, Perestroika created a market for his politics of anger
and frustration. % Reading Zhirinovsky's autobiography one is
left with the impression that the early frustrations and burdens
of life strike a very responsive cord with many Russians of his
generation, who put up with so much, while others with better
access to power and privilege prospered. Zhirinovsky asserts that



his own sufferings prepared him for the struggle for power. Of
Gorbachev, Zhirinovsky wrote: "Gorbachev lived a sweet life. Why
did he destroy the country and could not do anything good? He was
weak, because he had everything. The son of the chairman of the

kolkhoz, that means the son of the estate owner (pomeshchik) . He
lived like a little lord (barchonok) already then." % The blows
that Zhirinovsky suffered have given the leader the will to

power.

This marginalization has contributed to his sentiment for
empire by conquest. The strong take what they can and the weak
suffer. It is the morality of the labor camp and a perverse
Hobbesian struggle for survival. In such a universe there are no
constraints. "Here for him the concepts of legitimacy, property,
or law do not exist." % What does exist is the state. In this
regard the state holds all property and territory in its
interests. Once having held territory and possessing sufficient
power to enforce its authority, the state may claim back any
territories or peoples that were within its domains. Other
peoples either lack a state or have a state too weak to act in
defense of their interests. As Yanov observes, "This is simply
the Ioglc of a gulag thief erected here in the ranks of state
policy." ' In an interview in a Lithuanian newspaper Zhirinovsky
stated:

The Baltic region is Russian land. | will shoot you. In

the border zone of Smolensk oblast’ | will begin to
collect nuclear waste, and you, Lithuanians, will die

from radiation sickness. | will remove the Russians and
Poles. | am the lord, | am a tyrant | follow in

Hitler's footsteps.

Conclusion

For the last 2 years since the collapse of the Soviet Union
Zhirinovsky has devoted his efforts to preparing his party for
upcoming elections. In the fall of this year, when Yeltsin moved
against the Parliament the LDP was ready to compete in
p