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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is a case study of the Federation Council and explores the development of 
executive-legislative and centre-regional relations in Russia using a revised 'new 
institutional" model. Using a rational choice perspective. 1 argue that the Federation 
Council developed the way it did as a result of the president's and parliament's need to 
establish the support of the regionai political leaders. The governors used this dependence 
to secure for themselves a position in the upper house, the Federation Council and stalled 
the reform of local self-government, which would have seen some of their power 
redistributed. In an attempt to redress this power imbalance, Yeltsin. after successfully 
wùining the June 1996 presidcntial election. tried to create a counterweight to the regional 
governors by more aggressively pursuing municipal reform and particularly the position of 
mayor. This tendency towards Machiavellian political processes that was revealed in this 
snidy has several significant implications. including perpetuating the antagonistic 
relationship benveen the centre and the regions as bargainhg over the spoils of power 
continues. 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE ROOTS OF REGIONAL P O W R  

The Federation Council. Russia's upper house of parliament, was created in 1993 just 

afier the October crisis. when Yeltsin forcibly disbanded the parliament. and was formally first 

included in Yeltsin's constitution. It was initially devised by Yeltsin both as a means to bypass 

the then Supreme Soviet in his bid to pass his version of the constitution that provided for a 

strong president and at the same time engender the support of the regions. Significantly , the 

regions had been used in the past by those at the centre struggling for power. The conflict 

berneen Yeltsin and Gorbachev. when Yeltsin encouraged existing Soviet centrifuga1 tendencies 

in his bid to undermine Gorbachev. typifies the way regional leaders can be drawn into battles 

at the centre. This tirne specifically , it was the impasse that developed between the president and 

the parliarnent on the issue of the constitution that required that the president go beyond the 

existing federal power structures to exert his authority. Each wanted to establish the support of 

the regional leaders in order break the deadlock at the centre. In August 1993, one Russian 

writer exclairned that Yeltsin's attempt to create the Federation Council and "buy off the 

regional leaders.. .dernonstrates ha t  even Yeltsin today has an inkling of the illusory nature of 

his power in Russia today."' At that tirne, the Federation Council was seen by many as linle 

more than Yeltsin's "legislative shill? Paradoxically. however. recently the Federation 

' Aleksey Vorobyev. "Time for a Change of Team." Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-93- 
165.27 August 1993. p. 21. 
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Council has risen in Russian politics to the position of. arguably, one of Russia's most 

infIuential and powerful institutions. In particular, the governors within it combine executive 

powers in their regions as well as legislative functions through their membership in the 

Federation Council. This is significant, in that the strength of these regional governors provide 

Russia's regions with an effective voice in Russian politics at the center. potentially at the 

expense of the Duma. 

It is the purpose of this thesis to explore the implications of the battle between the central 

executive and the legislanire at the centre of Russian politics on the regional elite and to explain 

precisely how they have corne to represent the socalled "third tier" of power. More 

specifically. 1 will examine how the power of the regions. once confined to forcing policy 

concessions from the centre. is now institutionalized in the Federation Council. Significantly . 
it appears that today the regional elite are becoming more and more autonomous actors, even 

relative to the penod before the October crisis. The regional leaders often act entirely according 

to their own interests. without reference to or repercussions from the central governent even 

when their actions or omissions clearly violate the Russian Constitution or democratic noms. 

In some ways. they are less vulnerable to influence fiom either the president or the parliament. 

despite the fact that the deadlock at the centre has considerably diminished since the October 

crisis. Althou_gh there still exists some degree of antipathy between the Duma and Yeltsin, the 

crisis situation that characterized the period before Yeltsin decided to disband the parliament, 

with each side governing as if the other did not exist, has ended. To this end, my hypothesis 

'Peter C. Ordeshook, "Russia's Party System - 1s Russian Federalism Viable?" in 
Post-Soviet Affairs. 1996, vol. 12, no. 3, p. 2 1 1. 
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is that the president and the parliament have used the regions in their bid to undermine each 

other. Agitating on behalf of their regional ailies and attempts to coopt their regional opponents 

by offering policy concessions in exchange for suppon becarne the modus operandi of centre- 

periphery relations. In the process. however. and uninrentionally . the regional elites have been 

pfaced in a position of extra-ordinary power, now largely beyond the reach of either the 

president or the parliament to such an extent that seldom does any reform or initiative from the 

centre that goes against the interests of the regions get implemented. This is even more 

paradoxical given that Yeltsin's constitution vested considerable power in the office of the 

president at the expense of the parliament. 

The Federation Council is a usefùl case snidy in that its genesis was the period of the 

greatest executive-legislative conflict, which influenced the way that centre-regional relations 

evolved. It is a syrnboi of how Yeltsin brought the regional elite into the conflict at the centre, 

in order to legitimize his rule, by clairning to be acting in the interests of the whole of Russia. 

The Federation Council was also the centrepiece of his strategy to replace the Supreme Soviet 

with an extraconstitutional body comprised of rezional leaders. Yeltsin clairned that it would 

be a legitimate body because it represented **Russia'sw interests. After the October crisis, the 

Federation Council reflects well the change in centre-regional dynamics, as the source of 

regional power changed. This power. initially derived from the confiict at the centre, becarne 

power in its own right. independent of executive-legislative relations. Finally. the Federation 

Council and its relations with the president are illustrative of the larger dynamic between the 

regions and the centre. However. given that the Federation Council houses the governors, the 

most powefil regional actors, any discussion of the Federation Council is also a discussion of 



the govemors. who are the personifkation of regional power. 

SOVIET DISSOLUTION AND RUSSIAN REFORM 

From the moment of dissolution. the most pressing questions in post-Soviet Russian 

politics was the building of the new Russian state. including the development of an acceptable 

federal system atop the rernains of the old Soviet system. Fraught with inteml contradictions. 

the Soviet federal system always maintained its forma1 cornmitment to the principle of national 

self- determination on the one hand. Yet it disallowed outward expressions of loyalty to the 

titular nation. and actively pursued the russification of the many ethnic groups. on the other. 

The period leading up to the break-up of the Soviet Union saw the emergence of 

nationaiism on an unprecedented scale. Nationalism, in tum, was prominent in the independence 

movements that played a leading role in the dissolution process. Particularly for the &captive 

nations" within the former Soviet Union, nationalism was the culmination of decades of siient 

hostiiity to the center. As the banle raged at the center between the 'reformers" and the "hard- 

liners" and between Yeltsin and Gorbachev. Yeltsin in particular actively sought to harness the 

momentum of the national fronts in the union-republics in his bid to undermine Gorbachev. The 

union-republics. perceiving the opening in the system and the paralysis at the center. used this 

opportunity to funher their own agendas. 

It was from the ashes of the former Soviet Union that the emerging Russian leadership 

sought to realize its vision of an independent state. The consensus that emerged as a result of 

the battles in the Soviet leadership. however. quickly fell apart as the moment of unity against 

the Soviet past evaporated in the face of an undetermined Russian future. Nevertheless, the 

initial fragile consensus allowed Yeltsin and his group of reformers to launch a prograrn of 
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aggressive market reform as weII as the m e r  liberalization of the political systern, As the 

dismal results of marketization and the growing political passivity of the public in terrns of civil 

society became clear. however. agreement between Yeltsin and the increasingly conservative 

Supreme Soviet over the appropriate course of reform disintegrated. With each side seeking to 

usurp the other, Russian politics became characterized by an incomprehensible flurry of 

contradictory laws and decrees ernanating from al1 sides. This paralysis at the center extended 

to every aspect of reform, be it political, economic, and social. This period, often referred to 

as the first Russian Republic, culmuiated in a violent confrontation between the president and 

the legislature that ended only after troops loyal to Yeltsin stormed the White House and 

forcibly repressed his opponents in 1993. 

Since then. a constitution was adopted by referendurn that endows considerable powers 

in the position of president as well as somewhat curtails the ability of the parliament to hold h h  

accountable. The new Federal Assembly has as its upper house the Federation Council, 

comprised of two members from each of Russia's federal "subjects." the head of the regional 

executive and the head of the legislature. It was designed to give the regions an effective voice 

in federal politics. something that they lacked during the Soviet period and the f m t  years after 

the dissolution. Although the regions were represented previously in the Soviet of Nationalities 

within the Supreme Soviet. their interests were still not particularly well represented given that 

their voice was often lost arnidst the other, often ideological, interests that tended to dominate 

the Supreme Soviet. Theoretically at least, inclusion in the federal power structures was 

intended to give the regions a stake in maintaining Russia's territorial integrity. The fact that 

the executive heads of the regions are ex officio members in the upper house is problematic in 



and of itself given the importance of a separation of powers. Having both Iegislative and 

executive functions. the regional executive heads have unprecedented ability to influence 

regional development and reform. almost to the point of being unencumbered by potential 

regional opponents. Also problematic is the fact that. unti1 1996, half the members of the 

Federation Council, the regional heads of the executive or governors were appointed by the 

president.) Since 1993, however. the Duma and the governon themselves lobbied to hold 

oubernatorial elections, thus leaving Yeltsin without control over the governors and, by - 
extension. the Federation Council. Now. the Federation Council is a relatively powerful, 

legitimate body, especially vis-à-vis a fragmented and somewhat ineffective Duma. The result 

is a decisive shift in the balance of power towards the regions. specifically, to the Federation 

Council and the governors within it. The question that concerns us here is: how has the power 

of the regions. once limited to forcing concessions from the center, become institutionalized in 

the Federation Council'? Moreover. if the power of the regions was formerly derived primarily 

from the paralysis at the center. as many argue, how has the regional elite become largely 

beyond the reach of either the president or the Duma? 

Organization, Approach, and Methodology 

The body of this thesis will be organized into four chapters, with chapter one consisting 

of a review of the relevant literatures. including the literature on executive-legislative relations 

'AS a result of the disbanding of the regional soviets and the fact that many govemors, 
although appointed. were not entirely supportive of Yeltsin during the period pnor 
to the October cnsis. however. Yeltsin decided that the first. provisionai Federation 
Council would be directly elected. He did allow his appointed governors to run, though. 
and 60 were included in the first council. 
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and federalism. This will provide the theoretical basis necessary in order to interpret the events 

that ultimately led to the creation of the Federation Couocil and its role in political processes 

both before and after the October crisis. The second chapter will be organized chronologically. 

starting from the fa11 of the Soviet Union until the October crisis, and will focus on the way the 

regional leaders were brought into the conflict between Yeltsin and the parliament. Here we will 

see how the Federation Council was first introduced. Yeltsin tned to convene this body, 

comprised of the leaders of al1 the regional components, and vest in it the power to adopt a new 

constitution. Yeltsin's intent was to wouId break the deadlock by decisively shifting the balance 

of power in favour of the president. The next two chapters will each be organized around one 

piece of key Iegislation - the law on the formation of the Federation CounciI and the law on 

local self-government - debated since the Federation Council was inaugurated at the beginning 

of 1994. By examining these Iegislative debates, we can more closely see the interaction 

between the three forces - the president . the parliament, and the regions - when issues that are 

of concem to al1 diree are at stake. These chapters illustrate the power of the regional leaders, 

particularly the govemors, and the way in which they used this power to both safeguard their 

positions of pnvilege in the regions and ensure for themselves a permanent place in the Federal 

Assembly . 

In terms of methodology. the second chapter will be an examination of the events that 

Ied to the October cnsis. 1 will endeavor to determine the calculations behind the choices that 

were made by each of the actors involved and how these choices, once made, placed constraints 

on their subsequent choices. This chapter provides the necessary background for the subsequent 

two chapters in that it detennined the resources that each actor brought to the political arena in 



the banles that followed. The next two chapters will each focus on the analysis of one piece of 

legislation. These pieces of legislation were chosen in order to provide insight into the interests 

of each actor and their strategies. The andysis of their actions or inaction, statements or silence 

vis-a-vis these issues will be analyzed in order to demonstrate the constraints on their strategic 

choices and how these choices. in turn. deterrnined the ulùmate balance of power between the 

three forces. 

Al1 the chapters will be organized chronologically. as the sequence of events is crucial 

to determining what informed the choices that were made by each of the actors under 

discussion. Circumstances largely deterrnined short-term strategic calculations and decisions 

made regarding the issue of the Federation Council. The magnitude and Pace of reform since 

the dissolution of the Soviet Union meant that decisions were made quickly and usually with 

imperfect information. A full appreciation of the circumstances in which political elites acted 

and reacted requires that events be considered in sequence. 

My approach asserts that the relationship that emerged between Russia's political actors 

closely resembtes a power game in which al1 actors seek to maintain power or increase it. Since 

one actor's power necessarily means a reduction in the power available to other actors, the 

corollary is that the secondary motivation that conditions political actors' behaviors and choices 

is that other actors competing for power are potential opponents who rnust be undermined.* 

"1 say "potential" because in certain circumstances it may be beneficial to act in concert 
with others whose interests converge and so members of the sarne group are not 
considered to be opponents. In this case. for example, in many situations it was 
preferable for the 21 ethnic republics to work together to extract resources fiom the 
centre. 
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O d y  this type of power game heuristic explains the choices of Yeltsin and the other involved 

actors. There are repeated changes in alliances and policy, and actors show a propensity to 

engage in potentially destabilizing debates, demonstrates that actors will change their posture 

in order to accommodate short-term straregic choices. 

The formal-legal rules of the state institutions are of little use in trying to explain what 

drives the choices and behaviors of Russia's political actors. The actors that emerged from the 

faIl of the Soviet Union by-and-large chose to ignore the existing Soviet legal/institutional 

tiarnework. If anything. then. it was the lack of any system of coherent formal-legal rules or 

institutions that guided the imrnediate post-Soviet period, as political actors struggled to have 

their interests represented in the ernerging systern. The rules of the game. both formal and 

informal, were very much in flux. Even the adoption of the new Russian Constitution in 1993 

does not appear to have appreciably changed this situation. The constitution itself has not proven 

to be much of a deterrent to the regional leaders as frequently laws passed by the rezional 

components flagrantly contravene the provisions of the constitution. Yeltsin as well has not k e n  

entirely immune to this propensity. as he too has passed decrees that have violated his 

constitution. Looking at the legal-formal level, then, cannot meaningfully explain political 

processes since. the political actors themselves are not constrained by them. 

Approaches that stress the influence of the legacy of cornmunist political culture as an 

explanatory variable similarly fa11 short. Proponents of a political culture approach argue that 

choices made by political actors are motivated by past experiences. regardless of prevailing 



circumstan~es.~ In contrast. the opening of the political system has itself smictured motivations 

and choices by prompting actors to adapt to the new system in ways that will ultimately benefit 

them. Because it is in their interest to modiS, their benavior, ascendant leaders will do so. In 

fact, they are ascendant precisely because they have adapted to suit their new environment? 

A similar approach asserts that actors behave according to the logic of an ideology. 

Ideology , then, becomes the independent variable that determines political outcornes by 

infonning actors' decisions. Although ideology may play a role in stnicturing opposition and 

in detennining potential alliances. it cannot be counted on to explain the many motivations that 

inform decisions made by political leaders. Approaches that stress either political culture or 

ideology wouid have a difficult tirne explaining why the deputies of the Supreme Soviet, 

originally supportive of Gaidar's pian for market reform. were ultimately vehemently opposed 

to it. Although this obviously is in part attributable to the dismal results of reform, undoubtedly 

it was also a reaction to their new accountability to the electorate and recognition of their 

representative role in the new system. In fact, that the Supreme Soviet became the prime 

opponent of rapid market reform testifies to the way in which actors adapt to new circurnstances 

and structure their choices according to the logic of self-presewation. 

ALTERNATE EXPLANATIONS 

In terms of alternate explmations of regional power in Russia today. most argue that the 

'See. for example. Ken Jowitt. New World Disorder: The Leninist Extinction. 
(Berkeley: University of California Press. 1992). 

%ee Barbara Geddes, "A Comparative Perspective on the Leninist Legacy in Eastern 
Europe," in Comparative Political Studies. Juiy 1995, pp. 268-283 for an elaboration of 
this argument. 
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regional elite have taken advantage of the vacuum to spontaneously devolve both political and 

economic power to the sub-national level. Edward Wallcer, for example, argues that 'Moscow 

continues to lack both the authority and the mechanisrns to enforce its will in the hinterland. "' 

The underlying assumption in most of these analyses of centre-peripheral relations is that the 

central political forces are devoid of the means with which to impose their will on the wayward 

regions. This assumption, however, is not entirely valid as it overlooks the considerable 

leverage that the centre has as its disposai. Control over federal transfers to the regions, for 

example, cannot be underestimated since many regions are dependent upon these transfers. 

Despite this. however, transfer payment have remained largely unintempted. Even among those 

who do acknowledge the power commanded at the centre, none have adequately expiained why 

the centre has consistentiy failed to use the powers available to it (such as control over transfer 

paymenrs. transportation. taxation. bilateral treaties. and in some cases. over energy supplies). 

Steven Solnick. for exarnple. describes federal politics as the "product of ongoing 

political bargaining between the federal and regional authorities. "' He identified the tendency 

of the central government to -reurardw those regions who were most vocal in their opposition, 

suggesting to hirn the centre's attempts to "coopt" regional opponents. He also correctly points 

He wntes that, 

Moscow 

out that the centre has not been without its resources against the regions 

[dlespite this catalogue of provincial bargaining assets. however. 

'Edward W. Walker. T h e  Neglected Dimension: Russian Federalism and Its 
Implications for Constinition-making," in East European Constitutional Review. 
Spring 1993, p. 27. 

'Steven L. Solnick "Federal Bargaining in Russia," in East European Constitutionai 
Review. Fall. 1995. p. 52. 



was hardly at the mercy of its provinces. Since the Soviet state had been highly 
cenualized, most administrative. communication, tramportation, and information 
networks flowed to and from Moscow. Talk of regional autarky was mosdy 
fanc y. 

Although his explanation of bargainhg strategies is convincing, Solnick fails to explain 

precisely why the central government has resisted using its powers to bnng the regions into line. 

Sureiy the destabilising effect of the regional revolt on the central budget. among other things, 

indicates that there must have been a powerhil reason for the centre's hesitance. Transfer 

payments. as mentioned above. are one way in which the federal authorities could conceivably 

influence the local elites, particularly as an average of 90% of the budgets of the federal subjects 

is derived from transfer payments. Moreover. the proportion of the central budget that is 

allocated to the regions has increased precipitously since 1992. ' O  The regions' success in 

securing a greater share of the federal budget suggests that those at the centre acquiesced to the 

demands of the regions as a result of Moscow's need to secure the support of the regions 

leaders. If the situation had been the reverse. if the regional proportion of the central budget had 

diminished instead of increased. that could be cited as evidence of the central authorities' 

pressure on the wayward regions. As it was. this was not the case. Despite frequent cases 

regions flouting the centre's demands. the centre stiil refused to try and cut the supply of federal 

funds. and even increased them. Yeltsin and the parliament, then, appear to be more umvilling 

than unable to exert pressure on the federation's units. That this tendency bas continued even 

afier the end of the period of paralysis at the centre suggests that this phenornenon cannot be 



13 

explained with reference to it and that the need to engender the support of the regions continues 

to this day. The question that begs asking is then: why have they consistently failed to use the 

resources they possess in order co reassen control'? 

In answering this question. some have argued that the threat of separation loomed large 

after the break-up of the Soviet Union had emboldened the regional elite. panicularly in the 

ethnic republics. Bowing to pressure from the regions for greater autonomy, rather than taking 

a hard line with the regional elite thus is seen as a means of holding together the fragile Russian 

federation. Graham Smith. for example. argued that " in adopting an accomodationalist line, 

Yeltsin was in effect trying to detlect support for secession and so ensure the territorial 

preservation of the new Russia. " ' ' This explanation. however , probably overstates the real 

potential for separation in most cases (with the notable exception of Chechnia). Most of the 89 

federal components sïrnply lacked the resources to realistically contemplate independence. As 

well, almost al1 of the units are surrounded by Russian territory. Finally, even in Russia's 

norninaily ethnicaily defmed territones there was not a sufficient base of support to realistically 

or legitirnately pursue separation. 

To restate my main argument. both president and parliament competed to win the 

allegiance of the local elites in order to stren_mhen the2 respective power bases and. at the same 

time, undermine the power of the other. In other words, neither the president nor the 

parliament were willing to risk the wholesale defection of the regions to their opponents by 

"Graham Smith, "Federation, Defederation and Refederation: fiom the Soviet Union 
to Russian Statehood," in Graham Smith, ed., Federaiism: The Multiethnic Challenge. 
(New York: Longman, 1999, p. 170. 



14 

exerting undue pressure on the regional elites. In much the same way, policy concessions in the 

form of income transfers and devolution of power should be understood as a means of 

engendering the support of the regional Ieaders. 



C W R  ONE 

POLITICAL PROCESSES 

If we accept that looking to formai institutions to explain political processes, at least untii 

1993. is problematic given that in Russia at that time institutions were undeveloped, how can 

we understand the forces that are at work in Russia, that have determined the emergence of 

Russia's new democratic system. especially its federal s ystem'? What motivates and constrains 

the choices made by Russia's prirnary political actors in this regard? These fundamental 

questions will be addressed in this chapter. To do so requires that attention be directed towards 

the political actors invoived and the relationships that developed between them. In order to 

respond to these questions, 1 will elaborate a theoretical mode1 that takes this essential fact into 

account. The "new institutionalist" theoretical framework adopted here is ideal for this purpose. 

Many proponents of this school of thought argue that *institutions develop the way that they do 

in response to the rational choices of self-interested actors."' These rational choices are 

themselves influenced by the institutional frarnework. meaning both the formal and informal 

*rules of the game." withui which choices are made. Understanding how these two variables - 

choices and institutions - interact is the goal of this thesis. 

Following from the many theorists like Philip Roeder and Steven Solnick, for example, 

w ho have used rational choice methods and assumptions , this approach can illuminate political 

'Jefiey W. Hahn. "Introduction - Analyzing Parliamentary Development in Russia," 
in Jeffiey W. Hahn. ed.. The Development of Legislativr Institutions. (Armonk: M.E. 
Sharpe. Inc.. 1996). p. 9. 
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processes and the strategies and motivations that guild the actions of the political actors that 

determine political outcornes. The underlying assumption here is that political actors make 

rational choices based on calculations of strategic interest. which itself is defined as the pursuit 

of political power. Rational behaviour. then. is defmed as political decision making that seeks 

ro rnaximize political rewards and minimize potentially negative consequences.' This extends 

to al1 decisiom, from those regarding how institutions develop to include policymaking and 

coalition building. Rational choice theory, however, does not necessarily include assumptions 

regarding how power will be used but only assumes that, to be effective. political actors require 

political power. Gaining access to power or maintaining it, then. are assurned to be the primary 

motivations that guide political behaviour. Actors that claim to be driven by commitments to 

deeper principles or to be guided by altmisrn m u t  still be concerned with and act according to 

the logic of power-games if only in order to see these principles realized. Yeltsin. for exarnple. 

rnay seek to control political processes in the regions. and do so through less than democratic 

means, and at the same tirne console himself with the claim that his actions or misdeeds are 

done for the greater good - democratic or market reform. Since the choices regarding the 

development of iiistitutions will develop are also made in this rational choice rnatrix. focussing 

on the Federation Council will bring these motivations and interests to the fore. 

The Federation Council is the institutional byproduct of the ongoing battles between the 

regions, the executive and the legislature. It stands at the nexus of two of the most significant 

developments in Russia's transition: executive-legislative relations and centre-penphery 

'Paul T. Hill. A Theory of Political Coalitions in S im~le  and Polic~makin~ Situations. 
(Beverly Hills: Sage Publications. 1973). p. 1 1. 



relations. 

If my hypothesis is that the president and the parliament both used the regions against 

each other and in so doing placed them in a powetful position by including them in the 

Federation Council. we must first understand what prompted them to do so. This chapter. 

however. will not focus specifically on the Federation Council itself. Because this thesis is an 

examination of political processes more generally, namely executive-legislative relations and 

centre periphery relations. this chapter will be an elaboration of the literature on those 

developments rather than on the Federation Council per se. The Federation Council will be the 

focus of subsequent chapters in order to bring clarity to an othenvise theoretical model. 

The questions that we are trying to answer here are: to what do regional leaders owe 

their current power'? What has thus far stmcnired centre-regional dynamics and how is this 

dynarnic illustrated in the Federation Council'? 

The Dynamics of Federaüsm - Bargainhg over the Spoils of Power 

The lnheritance 

The Soviet Union consisted of 15 union-rep~blics;~ 20 autonomous republics. 16 of 

which were located within the RSFSR; 8 autonomous obi~sts; 10 national okrugs; and 8 krai." 

Al1 but the krai were organized at least nominally on the bais of ethnicity. The union-republics 

were accorded the highest status and concomitant powers of al1 the ethnic or territorial 

'The union-republics are the now successor states. They include the RSFSR Ukraine. 
Belorussia. Estonia Latvia. Lithuania Armenia, Georgia. Azerbaidzhan, Kazakhstan, 
Kirghizia. Turkmenistan. Uzbekistan. Tadzhikistan, Moldavia. 

'Gordon B. Smith. Soviet Politics: Struacrlin~ with Change. (London: The Macmillan 
Press Ltd.. 1992). pp. 13 1 - 132. 
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divisions. Article 72 of the Soviet Constitution even included provisions for the right of the 

union-republics to secede fiom the Soviet Union. Despite this, however, Soviet federalism was 

more fiction than fact. 

During the process of Soviet state building, Lenin determined that. with such diversity. 

the USSR should be divided along edinic-historical lines. In practice. however. power in the 

communist state was quite centralized, with most administrative dictates emanating from 

Moscow. The fact that the USSR was not a "true" federal system is testified to by the lack of 

meaningful regional representation in the Soviet system. Although the regions were represented 

in the Soviet parliament, which was technically considered to be the 'highest body of state 

authority.- it was. in reality, considerably less. Its hnction can be more aptly described as a 

rubber stamp which is evidenced by the fact that it met only twice a year for a few days at a 

tirne.' Since real power was concentrated in the Communist Party structures, attention must be 

paid to it in order to determine whether or not the regions had a voice or not. 

In practice, the Soviet Union was a highly centralized state. with the Cornmunist Party 

(CPSU) as the prirnary institution ensuring that it remain so. Because the CPSU was itself 

organized as a rigid hierarchy and predicated on the principle of democratic centralism, orders 

that ernanated from Moscow flowed downward to the union soviets and below, with each level 

bound by each decision.%e CPSU sought to diminish the likelihood of dissension in the ranks 

'Stephen White, Graeme Gill. Darrell Slider, The Politics of Transition: Sha~ing a Post- 
Soviet Future. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1993), p. 39. 

6Admittedly. not al1 decisions were followed without modifications occuning at the lower 
levels. 
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by promoting loyal party members in the penphery to the ail-union party structures. Rather than 

provide the regions with real interest representation, then. the CPSU coopted regional leaders 

to ensure precisely the opposite: to diminish regionai or particularistic interestx7 The collapse 

of the CPSU was significant in that it represented one of the central institutions in facilitating 

contact beween the centre and the reg ions. If representation is the hallmark of federalisms . then 

the Soviet Union was not a genuine federal system. Understandably, once an opening was 

perceived. the union-republics and the Russian republics sought to achialize the autonomy that 

had been formally recognized in the Soviet Constitution. Even when Gorbachev instituted his 

sweeping political reforms during perestroika. however. this situation did not change 

appreciably . 

Gorbachev's political reforms were intended to Iiberalize the political system and. to this 

end. he introduced the fust semi-free elections. His refom strategy extended al1 the way to the 

upper echelons of power and was to more rigidly dishguish between party and state functions . 
with more power going to the state. In temis of regional representation. the *newIy 

empowered " Supreme Soviet included the Soviet of Nationalities . The Soviet of Nationalities 

was comprised of representatives of the Soviet Union's most populous ethnic groups. The 

union-republics eiected 7 deputies each to represent their interests, the autonomous republics 

elected 4 deputies each, with the autonomous oblasts and national ukrugs each electing 2 and 

1 deputy respectively.' In addition to this. and suggestive of the importance of the union- 

'Zvi Gitelman. "The Nationalities." in Stephen White, Alex Pravda and Zvi Gitelman, 
eds., 

Developments in Soviet Politics. (London: MacMillan Education Ltd., 1990), p. 15 1. 
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republics, Gorbachev created a presidential council cornposed of the heads of the union- 

republics called the Federation Council. Of course, this composition changed after the fall of 

the Soviet Union and the former won-republics no longer elected members to represent them 

in the Soviet of Nationalities. This formula, though, was maintained in the newly independent 

Russian Federation and lasted until 1993. when the parliament was dissolved. Although this 

represented a gain in ternis of regional representation from past practices. the regional powers 

that were not included in the Supreme Soviet felt that they still had no meaningful voice in 

national politics and that the existing system was insufficient since it was they who were the best 

able to speak for their regions. 

In economic terms, the relationship between the Soviet centre and the regions was even 

more centraiized. Since al1 the country's assets were "owned" and controlled by the state 

(centre). revenues flowed from the centre to the regions. Economic decisions were made in 

Moscow or the regional economic branch offices. themselves controlled from the centre, and 

revenues fiom state owned enterprises were gathered in Moscow. Ultimate responsibility, thus, 

was owned by the centre. Also the system of budgetary transfers in place at the time of the 

collapse was undeveloped. Under the communist system, a large proportion of budgetary 

transfers went straight to the enterprises themselves or through the CPSU structures. bypassing 

altogether the lower levels of govemment. Since the provision of social services was prirnarily 

done through the enterprises and uade unions. a significant part of what otherwise would have 

k e n  exercised by the local authorities was exercised by the enterprise managers. As a result, 

'Gordon Smith. p. 13 5 .  
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when the party was banned and the state owned enterprises lost much of their revenue, the 

remaining govenunent structures were left vunially to fend for themselves. with no established 

mechanism through which to demand federal fmcing in order to provide for the services that 

once were guaranteed by Moscow. 

The system that was inherited from the comrnunist era, then, left little to facilitate 

relations between the regions and the centre. The collapse of the CPSU and the command 

economy meant that institutions had to be established through which to structure these relations, 

both politically and econornicaily . As Russia entered this state building phase, everything to do 

with the development of govemment structures or how interests would be represented in the 

new system became highly politicized as the ascendent economic and political elites suuggle 

over the division of power. 

Conflicting Interests in Developing the New System 

Seven years after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Russia's federal system is still not 

hilly developed . The establishment of a precise. instinitionally bound set of guidelines governing 

centre-regional relations has yet to be fully articulated. Power delimitation between the centre 

and the components, and the components and the municipalities is not yet complete and the 

process of negotiating bilateral treaties with individual components is ongoing. Moreover, it is 

still to be determined what takes precedence: component laws and charters, the Russian 

Constitution. or the treaties themselves. Significant given that, often. they contradict each other. 

The essence of al1 federal systems is power sharing between the national and the sub- 

national governments. This division of powers is usually f o d i z e d  in written constitutions, but 

may also be included in separate pieces of legislation. An important element of this is the 



consensual approach that must be adopted. To be stable and enduring, powers can neither be 

entirely passed down Yrom above" or taken d o m  "frorn beIow-- Rather. attention must be 

paid to the differing capacities of each level and responsibilities and powers determined 

accordingly and with the agreement of al1 parties. Even within "stable* systems, mmy who 

write on federal systerns stress their dynarnism and propensity to change and develop as the 

situation demands. How federal systems deal with these changes and accommodate diverse 

interests are crucial elements of state legitimacy and stability.' 

William Riker defmes federalism as "a political organization in which the activities of 

govenunent are divided between regional govemments and a central govenunent in such a way 
C 

that each kind of goverrunent has some activities on which it makes f d  dec i~ ionç ."~~ 

Typically. national governrnents have under their exclusive cornpetence things such as national 

defence and currency. with the lower levels exercising control over social policy, such as 

education and health care. Lijphart distinguishes five issues that must be resolved in order for 

federalisms to fûnction: 

1 . A wrinen constitution within which the division of powers must be forrnalized and parantees 
regarding their inviolability included. 
2. There must also exist a bicarneral legislature, with one of the charnbers representing the 
interests of the federation components. 
3.  Changes in the division of powers rnust be done only in consultation with the components and 
components have the right to unilaterally amend their own charters or constitutions. 
4. Components are represented equally in the national legislature. 

'Michael Burgess. "Federalism and Federation - A Reappraisal," in Michael Burgess and 
Alain-G. Gagnon. eds., Comparative Federalism and Federation. (Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press. 1993). p. 10. 

"Quoted in Arend Lijphart. Democracies. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984), p. 
170. 



5. Goverment functions must be decentralized. ' ' 
Using this list as an approximate guide to Russia's progress with the establishment of 

its federal system. we cm see that in many areas it is still lacking. Most fundamentally, the 

division of power between the levels of govemment has yet to be determined and is proceeding 

through a prouacted process of bilateral treaty negoùation. Moreover, until 1993 with the 

adoption of a new constitution. the regions were not adequately represented in the legislature. 

This bring us to an assumption that pervades most of the literature on federalisrn: most authors 

tend to assume an aiready established system. and so do not focus on the developrnental p e n d  

of federations when the division of powers is first being formalized. In Russia, both the 

formal/stmcniral elements of federalism and the less formal, "rules" of federalism are still in 

the process of being articulated. Our attention, then. must be on the period preceding the 

consolidation of the system and on the way the diverse interests that are usually present in 

federalisms are represented in emerging systerns. The resolution of these issues entails a certain 

amount of bargaining between the interested actors . who may have contlicting interests . Alain- 

G. Gagnon writes that 'institutions can be seen as arising out of politics, the genesis of 

institutions resulting essentially from the conflicts and power stniggles of econornic. societai and 

political actors. * l2  

Ofken. disagreements arise over spheres of infiuence, representation, and financial 

"Ibid.. pp. 170- 176. 

"Alain-G. Gagnon, "The Political Uses of Federalism," in Michael Burgess and Alain-G. 
Gagnon. eds.. Comparative Federalism and Federation. (Toronto: University of Toronto, 
1993), p. 5.  
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resources, to name but a few. Ideally , as pointed out by Daniel Elazar. "federalism is more than 

an arrangement of govemental  structures: it is a mode of political activity that requires the 

extension of certain kinds of cooperative relationships throughout any political system that it 

animates. " l 3  Adam Przeworski. by contrast. writes that within federal systems there exists a 

divergence of central and regional interests that may result in conflict. While the cenae usually 

seeks to ensure that state administration c m  be done effectively from the centre, the regional 

players generally aspire to greater and greater devolution of power.14 Of course this is a 

generalization that perhaps exaggerates federal systerns' built in potential for conflict. given the 

almost endless number of federal States that have encountered destabilizing 

centrifugal/decentralizing tendencies, however. this generalization does appear to have some 

merit and certainly is apr in the Russian case. If federalism is designed to mediate these 

potential conflicts through its institutions that give expression to diversity. then the absence of 

these institutions may preclude effective conflict management in the state building process? The 

process of aniculating a new federal arrangement brought al1 these issues. including how the 

regions were to be represented in the new system. to the fore and necessitated a type of 

bargainhg between the political actors involved as each sought to have its interests represented 

in the best way possible. 

Peter Ordeshook writes that most federal systerns contain an element of antagonism 

')Daniel Elazar. Amencan Federalism: A View fiom the State. (New York: Harper and 
Row. 1984). p. 2. 

"Adam Przeworski. Sustainable Democracv. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
1995, p. 25. 
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between the centre and the federal units, and this results in a type of negotiation as spheres of 

influence are king established.15 Ordeshook correctly points out that this bargaining game m u t  

be maintained by the presence of legitirnate and consistently observed constitutional noms? 

In the Russian case prior to the adoption of the constinition in 1993 and even beyond, this 

essential precondition of stability was notably absent. Moreover, since Russia has only a few 

regions that have expenenced a net gain in terms of standard of living since the fail of the Soviet 

Union, conflicting interests abound. Without the moderating effect of a widely accepted 

constitution to determine the mies of the game, the political actors at al1 levels were free to act 

entirely in their own interests without the confines of either constinition or laws more generally. 

Under these circumstances. bargaining between the levels of government was taken to a new 

level as each actor used whatever resources available to realise their desired outcorne. 

These types of concepnializations rnake certai? assumptions not only about the division 

of power between national and regional governments but also about the central governments 

thernselves. Orthodox theories of federalism stress that centre-regional relations proceed 

according to the logic of the formula N + 1. where "N" refers to the undefmed number of 

federal units. who must bargain with *1"  national govement .  In Russia, by contrast, 

particularly in the first period of reform from 1991-1993, this mode1 was not descriptively 

accurate. Instead. with two forces competing for power at the centre, centre-regional bargaining 

proceeding according to the logic of N + 2. This is significant in that it determined the 

I5Peter C. Ordeshook. "Russia's Party System: 1s Russian Federalism Viable?" in Post- 
Soviet Affairs. 1996. 12. 3. p. 200. 
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smtegies adopted by al1 sides. Moreover, theories of federaiism tend to assume that regions are 

alrendy represented in the legislature. These two elements - conflict at the centre and the fact 

that regional leaders were somewhat outside the *garneW - determined the name and 

development of centre-regional relations - 

Those who write on transitions From authontarian systerns may be better equipped to 

account for the dynamics of emerging federalisrns. Adam Przeworski, for example, writes that, 

when transition weakens the cohesion of the centre's institutions. this "provides a context in 

which regionally based nationalists can effectiveIy mobilize to promote an autonomy 

movement. " l7 He argues that this is not the inevitable consequence of democratic transitions, 

but rather that, in situations of scarce resources and conflict at the centre, regional or ethnic 

nationalism may follow, panicularly if it is seen as a potentially useful tool in the bargaining 

over resources. He further argues that, if the centre is to be effective in quelling these potential 

threats to the territorial integrity of the state, it must rnake "credible threats" that it has both the 

wiil and the means to take decisive action. In the Russian case, with the division between the 

executive and the legislaure, the will in particular was notably absent. 

If ideology and disagreement regarding the speed and direction of reform led to the 

ultirnate division between the president and the parliament. the c hoice of a presidential sys tem 

probably facilitated this process. Many scholars who have written on the dynamics of 

presidential systerns have noted its propensity to instability and deadlock. l8 Juan Linz has argued 

"Przeworski. p. 22. 

"See. for example, J. Linz and A. Valenniela eds., The Failure of Presidential 
Democracv: Comparative Preferences. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
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that presidential systems have several tendencies that may hinder the consolidation of democracy 

in transitional political systems. including conflict or even duaI power between the executive 

and legislature. He also points out that presidential systerns are less suited to the development 

of the political parties that themselves help to mediate relations between the executive and 

legislature. l9  This certainly seems to have been the case in Russia, with the parliament and the 

president unwilling to work constructively and with few institutional mechanisms to facilitate 

this process. 

While in parliamentary systems. the head of the executive is simultaneously a member 

of the legislature and a rnember of the goveming Party, in presidential systems. the head of the 

executive is not dependent on the support of her/his part-  since she/he is directly elected for a 

set period. Jean Blondel. citing the example of several Latin American countries, rernarked that 

in transitional presidential systems, the head of the executive may be prompted to use the 

prerogatives of herfhis office to bypass altogether the legislature rather than work through it to 

legislate. Presidents. thus. are not subject to the same motivations as their counterparts in 

parliamentary systems to promote a constructive relationship with the legi~lanire.'~ Where in 

the one case. survival dictates that the head of the executive work to maintain the support of the 

legislanire. in the other, this is not the case and the concentration of power that occurs in 

''Linz in Gerald M. Easter. "Preference for Presidentialism - Postcornmmunist Regime 
Change in Russia and the NIS." in World Politics. Vol. 49 (January 1997), p. 185. 

''Jean Blondel. "Dual Leadership in the Contemporary World," in Arend Lijphart, ed., 
Parliarnentary Versus Presidential Govemment. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1 9W), p. 172. 
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presidential systerns provides a ready alternative - to go around parliamentary opposition. 

Gerald Easter, in his discussion of the dynamics of institutional choice writes that 

'[ilnstitutional choice is depicted as a strategy by which elite actors seek to gain access to the 

power resources of the state? The literature on transition to democracy argues that 

institutions develop according to the strategic interests of those actors empowered to make these 

decisions f ip res  prominently in. In this case. Easter argues that presidentialism was the 

preferred choice for those actors who were motivated to maintain their control over the state's 

resources and. at the same time. deny access to competing actors. Easter discovered that in 

cases where there occurs a continuity of politicai elites during the transition phase, &old regime 

elites" safeguarded theû positions through the choice of presidentialism. So in Russia, because 

of the persistence of the "old resime elites," institutions were chosen in order to ensure that 

power was not dispersed throughout the system. but radier remained in the hands of those who 

had formerly been the political elite. Just as the choice of presidentialism in Russia was a 

rational one. based on calculations of access to power, so too were the choices that were made 

that ultirnately led to the Federation Council rational ones, with the goai being political power. 

N + 2 

The question that concerns us now is: how was centre-regional bargainhg determined 

by this N + 2 federal relationship and the lack of regional representation'? The theoretical basis 

that 1 will be drawing on to answer this question is new institutionalism. Essentially this 

approach argues that institutions develop according to the logic of the strategic choices of 

"Gerald Easter. -'Preference for Presidentialism - Postcomrnunist Regime Change in 
Russia and the NIS," in World Politics. Vol. 49, (January 1997), p. 184. 
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political actors that thernselves are motivated by self-interest. The focus, then, is on the 

emergence of institutions. defineci here broadly as the 'rules of the game," both formal, as in 

constitutions. and informal. as in the unspoken mies about political processes as agreed upon 

through a process of de facto bargaining arnong political actors. New institutionalists are also 

concerned with the influence that institutions, once established, have on actors' subsequent 

choices. In this respect, institutions are dependent as well as independent variables in that 

cenain strategic choices will play a determining role in the initial emergence of institutions but 

that. once established. these same institutions will shape subsequent choices. Transitional 

systems. therefore. are particularly well suited to new institutional snidies as it is usually in the 

process of state-building that these rules of the game, both formal and informal, emerge. 

Philip Roeder. in his seminal work on Soviet political processes. articulated a model 

through which the institutions that mfiuenced political choices could be identified. He proceeds 

from the assurnption that the mies of the game or patterns of political processes emerge "from 

bargains among empowered actors' and. further. that these rules %ke on a life of their own 

to constrain the actors' subsequent choices? In other words, the niles of the game, once 

established throuzh a process of de facto negotiations between political actors motivated by self- 

interest and self-preservation. become the basis for 'normal politics." In this case, 1 will try 

to demonstrate how the choices made in the first period of refom. from 1991 -1993, in many 

ways determined the course of centre-regionai relations in the subsequent period. 

Although 1 intend to draw upon Roder's model for the ba is  of this analysis. given that 

"Philip Roeder. Red Sunset - The Failure of Soviet Politics. (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1993), p. 23. 
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the instinirional environment in Russia has changed with the political reforms , the model must 

be aitered somewhat to account for these changes. Obviously . when discussing the authoritarian 

Soviet Union. Roeder had no need to include in his analysis the hinction of elections and 

universal suffrage. This represents a significant change and must be considered even if the 

quality of democratic refom to date is questionable. In the following elaboration of Roeder's 

theoretical model, 1 will thus make the appropriate changes in its application to the present 

situation. 

In his book Red Sunset, Roeder conceived of a model that described the relationship 

between political actors in the 'fxst tier. " those who direct the policymaking process and actors 

in the "second tier" or the "selectorate." those who are in positions to influence political 

outcomes and even to -select' who prevails in leadership struggles. This model. designed to 

examine Soviet politics. describes the process whereby the actors in the first tier. prospective 

General Secretaries. in their bid to consolidate leadership are prompted to build coalitions in 

order to provide a power base on which to wield power. Consolidating individual power 

requires the support of certain key constituencies. Those that make up the leadership of these 

constituencies are collectively the second tier. Moreover, often the leaders of these 

const ituencies are themselves empowered by those who want them to positively influence 

political outcomes. This. however. creates a situation of "reciprocal accountability" or mutual 

dependency where the leader is vulnerable to the people in those key positions that allowed him 

or her to assume the leadership position by supporting her or him and selectors are vulnerable 
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to those who empowered them." Unlike Roeder's model, 1 will include in my anaiysis one 

additional tier - the 'third tier". This tier represents the electorate and is necessary here given 

that Russian actors must now be popularly elected. The presence of this third tier changes the 

dynamic between the first and second tier because the acton in the second tier, like the regional 

leaders. will use their relative proximity to the electorate as a bulwark against encroachments 

by actors in the fxst tier. The ability to manipulate the electorate, therefore, is included in the 

arsenal of political resources that the second tier has at its disposal. 

The First Tier 

Contrary to the literature on federalism. this model assumes the presence of at least two 

conflicting forces competing for political power at the centre of politics. It aiso assumes that this 

conflict does not express itself through normal democratic charnels because there are no 

- ins titutionalizedn means of resolving conflict between the different levels of power. The 

president and the Duma have espoused opposing positions of the hindamental ordering of the 

state. This antagonism was exacerbated by the absence of mediating institutions. like political 

parties, through which to build a constructive relationship. The actors in the first tier, in this 

case the president and the parliament. who are the prime policy makers are thus prompted to 

build coalitions in order to gain for thernselves policymaking prerogatives. 

In the introduction to his book. Jeffrey Hahn defmes his criteria by which emerging 

democratic institutions. specifically. legislatures, should be judged. Although he deals expressly 

with legislatures, his general observances can be extended to include democratic institutions 
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more generally. Central to his definition of effective Iegislatures is the concept of 

binstitutionalization* taken here to mean that for an institution to fùnction there must develop 

corresponding "ways of doing things. the establishment (and acceptance) of specific rules and 

procedures.. . . '" Russia, from the collapse of the Soviet Union to at least 1993 when Yeltsin 

passed his constitution. c m  be considered to have not had "institutionalized" democratic 

institutions. A clear delineation of authority between the president and the parliament; between 

the regions and the centre; between the components and the local authorities had not yet been 

defined. This notable absence influenced virtually every sphere of Russia's political system as 

reform and state building proceeded simultaneously adding to the difficulties inherent to 

revolutionary change. Political processes, from the federal system to the development of 

institutions that mediate relations between the state and society were govemed by undeveloped 

and ineffective institutions. 

In terms of executive and the legislature specifically. the establishment of a stable, 

institutional basis of power was delayed due to the protracted debate surrounding the drafting 

of a new constitution. In the interim. the old Soviet constitution was amended, but badly. Where 

the provisions of the old constitution did not reco-&e the position of president. it was quickly 

amended to reflect this change. The result, however, was an unclear and ofken connadictory 

division of powers between the Iqislature and executive. both of which could legitimately daim 

a democratic mandate? While the initial consensus between Yeltsin and the Supreme Soviet 



rendered this an acceptable situation. once this consensus began to break down. there was no 

institutional means of confiict mediation. 

The situation that resulted from this lack of stable. enduring institutions. including even 

a legitimate constitution until 1993. was exacerbated hirther by the lack of a maure political 

party system. Thomas Remington. in his discussion of legislative-executive relations from 1990 

to 1993, pointed out the absence of a working relationship between Yeltsin and the Supreme 

Soviet. He links this phenomena to the lack of a strong political party structure, "without a 

party or coalition organizationally dependent on his success. neither he nor the govermnent he 

appointed could draw upon a significant base of support in Congress.. ." .'6 According to 

Remington. Yeltsin consistently failed to build a strong base of supporters in the legislature. 

preferring instead to lirnit the extent to which the legislature could influence the policymaking 

process." This tendency is equally evident today as Yeltsin has persisted in his rule by decree. 

Yeltsin. then. n ied  to sirnply "go around" the obstructionist parliament. Lilia Shevtsova 

sees the dysfunctional relationship between the executive and the legislature as paramount in 

Yeltsin's "attempt to replace the existing political system with his ' presidential vertical, ' 

excluding other political bodies fiom the decision makuig pro ces^."^^ In other words, Yeltsin 

'6Thomas F. Remington. Steven S. Smith. D. Roderick Kiewiet and Moshe Haspel. 
"Transitional Institutions and Parliamentary Alignments in Russia. 1990-1 993," in 
Thomas Remington. ed.. Parliaments in Transition: The New Legislative Politics in the 
Former USSR and Eastern Europe. (Boulder: Westview. 1994). p. 1 70. 

"Thomas F. Remington, "The Russian Parliament in Transition, " in Jeffrey W. Hahn, . . 
ed.. Democratization in Russia. (Armonk: M.E. Sharpe, 1996). p. 126 

"Lilia Shevtsova, "Parliament and Political Crisis," in Jefiey W. Hahn, ed., 
Democratization in Russia. (Amionk: M.E. Sharpe, 1996). p. 36. 
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demonstrated his lack of regard for legislative processes by desiLping institutions to enable him 

to bypass the legislanire aitogether rather than work towards building a working relationship 

with it founded on respect and a mutual recognition of legitimacy. In this the legislatue is 

equally guilty as it repeatedly has demonstrated its disrespect for Yeltsin and the govenunent 

with threats of a no confidence vote.'' 

As a result, _goveming or realizing their differing policy preferences. therefore, required 

less orthodox methods such as the building of coalitions which are designed to both supplement 

one's own power base while at the same time undermining the power of one's opponent by 

building support in certain key areas. Since Yeltsin and the parliament often advocate opposing 

policy prescriptions. supponing one entails opposition to the other. Since neither the president 

and the parliament completely control the instruments of power and since they are often not able 

to reach a consensus. they have been forced to widen the arena in which political battles are 

waged. 

Eugene Huskey in his discussion of executive-legislative relations writes, 

In contrast to democratic regimes.. .the Russian political system forces the 
President to create ruling coalitions from arnong an array of extra-parliamentary 
political forces. such as the regional elites. industrialists . and the military ." 

What is significant here is the absence of 'traditional" or more -democratic9 means of ensuring 

presidentiai authority. Huskey lists arnong those elements that are lacking a legitimate 

constitution. tradition itself, and the support a president usually enjoys in parliament. It is 

j0Eugene Huskey. "State-Legal Administration and the Politics of Redundancy," in 
Post-Soviet Affairs. 1995. Vol. 1 1. no. 2. p. 1 16. 



35 

preciseiy because Yeltsin does not control the instruments of power, including the govenunent 

apparatus itself as Huskey points out. that Yeltsin is forced to engage in a complicated and 

socially costly process of buildins support among the regions. He is essentially required to fmd 

extra-parliarnentary methods to enforce his will and this includes cultivating corporatist type 

arrangements with those sectors in society where power resides. So, for example, the military 

and the socalled power ministries are essential allies to the president who cannot rely on the 

parliament to resist extraordinary measures in its bid to usurp Yeltsin's power. This was at no 

t h e  more evident than during the October crisis when. had the military not supported Yeltsin. 

the Russian political landscape would probably be considerably different now. 

The Second Tier 

Potentiai coalition members are confined to those actors in the system where significant 

power also resides. These actors. distinct from the policy makers in the first tier, reside in the 

second tier and are collectively called by Roeder the selectorate in that, by supporting one over 

the other. they essentially g'select" who prevails in the battle for control over the direction of 

policy or even the policy making process itself. The selectorate. then. is made up of certain key 

constituencies without the support of which a potentid leader cannot consolidate power and see 

their policy preferences realized. 

The nature and composition of the selectorate has changed in several ways since the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union. Since Russia has now a nominally democratic system, the 

selectorate has expanded to reflect this change. He is prompted to search for a broader coalition 

that reflects the now more diverse sources of power beyond the power ministries. Paramount 
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here, though. is that the selectors be empowered and able to use this power to effect decisive 

change. 

One of the most important constituencies in Russia to date and the one that concerns us 

most here has been the regional elite. During the p e n d  of dual power, the regionai elites were 

brought into the conflict as each side sought to secure their ailiance in the battle for control. 

Their primary demand was to be represented at the national level. Regional representation in 

federal politics thus became highly politicized. even to the point of using it as a bargaïning chip. 

Promising the regional leaders a voice became a means of establishing their support. Because 

the regional elites were such an important constituency, then, guided by the logic of the 

relationship between first tier actors and those in the selectorate, the regional leaders were 

placed in positions of considerable influence in the regions. 

Mutual Accountability/Dependence and the Third Tier 

Those in the selectorate. however. are cognisant of their relatively powerful position and 

so can demand policy concessions from those in the first tier seeking their allegiance. Policy 

concessions can corne in the form of greater access to power or resources through their influence 

over the poiicymakers. It is the goal of both the first and second tier that those in the selectorate 

are able to consolidate power within their own sphere of influence. It is not enough that the first 

tier actors find coalition partners. they m u t  be sufficiently powefil to be able to command the 

support of their own constituencies and enact change in the wider arena. 

On the other hand. though. the selectors are not entirely unaccountable to the leader(s) 

in that. firsr tier actors will try to control their selectors using a vanety of methods. The most 
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direct and usuaily the most effective is through judicious use of appointments. By appointhg 

those that are in a position to influence the ability of the first tier to direct policy, they gain a 

certain amount of independence. Roeder writes that this dynamic can be nnonsynchronous" in 

that at Urnes the frst tier is relatively more dependent on the second tier and at times the reverse 

is true. On the other hand. the selectors will use whatever resources available to them to 

undermine the first tier actors' ability to control them, thus strengthening their bargaining 

position. It is possible. then. that the first tier actor(s) will lose any control they may exercise 

over their chosen selectors. The Iikelihood of this occumng is particularly strong in a 

democratic system with the presence of an electorate that defies this type of corporatist cooption. 

The presence of the third tier or the electorate is significant here and can change the dynamic 

between the first tier and the second. 

The Third Tier 

What distinpished the selectorate in an authoritarian polity, such as the Soviet Union 

as described by Roeder. from that in a democratic system is that in the former only a small 

segment of society rnust validate the choice of a leader. By implication power is dispersed 

diroughout the system and is not. as it may appear, completely concentrated in one position. In 

the case of the Soviet Union, despite the lack of recognized, institutionalized channels of interest 

articulation. there did exist certain organized interests that were very effective in lobbying the 

political leadership. Although this has not changed since Russia's democratic refonn, the 

selectorate is no longer confined to an elite group but rather now includes the electorate. This 

does not mean, however, that in t e m  of policymaking, there is not a srnall elite who are the 
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more irnmediate and perhaps the more influential selectorate and so direct the policymaking 

process more so than does the electorate. 

Where post-Soviet Russian politics differ from rnost established democracies, then. is in 

the relationship between the state and society. In other democratic systems, citizens seek to hold 

politicians accountable for their actions or omissions by more than simply voting. Although 

other democratic systems have powerful interest groups that Uitluence policymaking. often these 

groups themselves are representing the interests of segments of the population. The NRA in the 

United States, for example, undoubtedly has had a profound influence on policy. This 

organization. though, represents the interests of many American citizens. In Russia, by contrast, 

there are very few links between the electorate and their principal agents, particularly in 

Yeltsin's case. Where citizens in a consolidated democracy are empowered through participation 

in political parties or civil society more generally and in that way seek to hold policymakers 

accountable, citizens in Russia cannot access the levers of power so directly. Yeltsin in 

particular has consistently failed to identify himself with a specific Party, preferring instead to 

hold himself somewhat above the political fray. As well. because the deputies that individuals 

vote for have, at times, has precious little control over the lesjslative process themselves. the 

voter does not have the ability to influence those in power to the extent that much democratic 

theory would hold. It is precisely because of the weakness of the link between society and the 

state that allowed or even necessitated the development of a form of politics where those 

zoverning are more accountable to members within the mling apparatus than to the electorate. 

The reverse of rhis relationship, that Yeltsin in particular is unable to directly access the 
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electorate is also very signlfïcant. Even though policy may be directed by a small elite, as long 

as a cornmitment to the principals of democracy is maintaineci. first tier acrors intent on getting 

or keeping power are still ultimately dependent on the electorate. Calculations of power and 

policy, therefore, must be disthguished here. Because the first tier actors are also dependent on 

the selectorate. they are unable to manipulate policy in order to establish the support of the 

electorate. In this way, increases in the rnilitary budget are explicable in a t h e  of reduced 

resources. By contrast to the first tier actors. however. the regional leaders are not so isolated 

from the electorate. The relationship berween the three tiers. then. is ordered hierarchically with 

the direct links from the first tier to the third being the weakest. This changes the dynamic 

between the first and third tier in that pressure from the third tier. the electorate, diminishes the 

ability of the first tier actor(s) to control the second tier. the regional leaders. through 

appointment or other levers of influence. such as resources. Because the roal was to empower 

those in the selectorate and. thus. to allow or encourage them to consolidate power in their 

constituencies. the selectors exercise undue influence over their constituencies. But if their 

constiniency includes the electorate. then this third tier acts as a brake on any recriminations 

against the second tier actors for withholding support. In fact. this dynamic encourages the 

second tier actors to try and mobilize the third tier against the frst in order to make credible any 

threats the second tier might make in t e m  of their ability to control the electorate. In terms of 

the dynamic within the regions and the possibility for power battles there, whoever prevails 

would be in the best bargaining position vis-a-vis the first tier. Within the regions, actors may 

secure their position either through elections or otherwise gaining control over the region and 
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its policy-making process by thernselves building coalitions of power. In this way, the dynamic 

within the regions parallels the dynamic in the first tier. 

In other words, empowering the regional elite and enabling them to influence the 

electorate had the effect of increasing proponionately the dependence of the first tier actors on 

them. Since we are concerned about federal relations and on what the power of the regions is 

based. attention must be paid to this disjuncture between the centre and society. If centre- 

regional relations is guided by a type of bargainhg over the final division of powers in the new 

state, when deterrnining the outcome of this bargaining process attention must be paid to the 

resources each actor has at their disposal. Obviously, the second tier's ability to influence the 

electorate represents a significant resource. one that cm be used to extract concessions from the 

first tier. In this way. the relationship between the srate and society or. more precisely, between 

the actors at the first tier and society is a crucial variable. 

The story does not end there, however. In the event that the actors in the first tier 

perceive this change in the balance of power. they are not inclined to passively accept that they 

have no levers of infiuence. Once one actor in the first tier has consolidated power, such as 

occurred in Russia after the October crisis. the relationship between the leader and the selectors, 

in this case the regions. more closely resembles the N + 1 configuration that typifies most 

federal systems. This allows the first fier actor to use the prerogatives of policy making in order 

to try and change the balance of power arnongst the selecton. Much like Machiavelli envisaged 

that each power must be counterbalanced by another, the first tier actor will move to change the 

balance of power in the selectorate by empowering another. one able to check the power of the 
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existing selectors. In this game, institution-building proceeds according to the logic of 

calculations of strategic interests as each actors seeks institutional advantage to gain for 

thernselves the spoils of power. 

To surn up. in situations of dual power or leadership struggles. the actors in the first tier 

are prompted to seek alliances among empowered actors in the second tier. If successful in this, 

collective leadership turns to directive leadership to use Roeder's terminology. Even in periods 

of directive leadership. however. the fust ûer actor may be vulnerable to the second tier actors 

that allowed him or her to consolidate power. Empowering them durine collective rule may 

constrain the subsequent ability of the first tier actor to manoeuver. This is particularly likely 

in an emerging democratic system. where the leader must also be validated by the electorate in 

the third tier. As a result, the first tier actor will try to use his or her control over the 

policymaking process to sornehow counterbalance the second t ier actors. 



CHAPTER TWO 
GENESIS OF THE FEDERATION COUNCIL 

Introduction 

The retationship between the centre and the regions in Russia was rooted in the search for 

a new political space to fil1 the void Ieft with the end of cornmunism. Without a fm institutional 

basis on which to reorder society. the niles of the garne have been in the process of articulation 

since the fa11 of the Soviet Union. Where Yeltsin and the parliament differed in their level of 

cornmiment to market reform. the centre and the regions differed in the type of federal system 

that was to be adopted. Centre-periphery relations were further complicated by the fact that many 

in the regions were not entirely committed to market reform and so sought to as much as possible 

remove diernselves and their regions from the centre's grip. In the battles that ensued. each actor 

or g o u p  of actors used the resources available to them to achieve their ends. The result was a 

protracted period of instability as the president and the parliament were unwilling to work 

constructively with each other. prefemng instead to undermine each other. This process was made 

al1 the more significant because the way these issues were resolved or continue to be resolved will 

determine the fundamental principles by which Russia and Russians will live. 

To break the deadlock that threatened the stability of Russia's emerging system. both the 

parliament and the president went outside the institutional confines at the centre and sought to 

bring into the political garne other actors. Of course. to politicize the previously disenfranchised 

was not enough. What was essential here was to empower these other actors so that they may 

effectively tip the balance of power. Just as Gorbachev extended the vote during perestroïka in 
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order to rid himself of the rigidities of the Soviet system, Yeltsin and the parliament both widened 

the political arena to include the regional elite. ' These early choices, however. were not without 

implications. By empowering the regional leaders. by vestinz in their hands the power to break 

the deadlock. they created a very powerful force. able to influence political processes not just in 

their regions. but also at the centre. in fact, the level of independence gained by the regions 

allowed hem to move almost completely beyond the influence of Moscow. often to the detriment 

of their home populations as several of the components have begun to more closely resemble 

small, authoritarian States than democracies . 

This issue of the delimitation of powers between the components and the centre is a 

difficult one in many ways. Arguably. the development of a genuine federal state demands that 

even more powers be devolved to the regions . In Russia today , however, many of the reforms that 

are being implemented must be implemented country-wide in order to be effective. Perhaps at 

issue is not the ultirnate division of powers per se but rather the need to find some type of 

consensus amongst al1 of Russia's many political actors on the direction of Russian reform and, 

more hndamentally. what type of state they wish to Iive in in the future. Seen from this 

perceptive. without a general consensus, Russian reform will be paralyzed. unable to proceed and 

become consolidated . Unfortunately . no such agreement exists . In an atmosphere where 

compromise is seldom reached. every calculation is based upon the simple desire to concentrate 

as much power in one's own hands and the hands of those who are in positions to positively 

influence political outcornes. 

' Roeder. p. 2 19. 
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This chapter will trace the genesis of the Federation Council by examining the events pnor 

to the October crisis. 1 will argue that it was in this early period of reform that interests were 

king Fust developed and that the future mles of the game were articuiated. Today, the power of 

the rezions is beyond question. The genesis of this power lies in the period that preceded the 

October crisis as each the president and the parliament in its turn clamored for the support of the 

regions, raising them to unprecedented heights of power and influence. 

Bringing the Regions In 

Yeltsin's bid to ernpower political actors that were accountable to hirn began early in the 

reform process. even before the struggle for control over the policy making process between he 

and the parliarnent began. Perhaps sensing the possible opposition to his reform in the regions and 

hoping to centralize the process of reform, Yeltsin created a &presidential vertical.'" Proposed 

in 1991. it was initially intended to be oniy temporary and was designed to ensure the compliance 

of the regicns in the crucial early stages of reform. Yeltsin's decree on November 1, 1991 'On 

the Organization of Executive Power in the Period of Radical Reform" established a system 

whereby he was empowered to appoint and remove the regionai administrative heads, also 

referred to as govemors, in order to oversee the reform process in the regions. Presurnably, since 

they were appointed by Yeltsin. these governors would be loyal to him without the added 

incentive of policy concessions. In order to place them in positions of power, the powers of the 

soviets. the legislative branch of regional government, were significantly ~urtai led.~ To illustrate 

'The t em  "presidential vertical" is ofien used to describe Yeltsin's chah of 
appointees. 



45 

the extent to which Yeltsin sought to subordinate the regional appointees, Chief State Inspecter 

Valerie Makharadze listed their priorities as -1) devotion to the cause of the Russian president; 

2) professional competence; and 3) ability to comrnand the support of a considerable part of the 

population in the given regionW4 Yeltsin thus raised the status and power of the executive branch 

at the local level and even managed to postpone the elections of the executive branch in order to 

maintain his appointees. 

At the same time. on August 1 1. 1991. Yeltsin established the position of presidential 

representative [predsraviteli prezidenta] to the regions with his Decree No. 75 "On Certain 

Questions Concerning the Activity of the Organs of Executive Authoriq in the RSFSR." The 

provisions of this first decree allowed representatives only in Russia's 68 non-republican 

cornponents. Yeltsin moved quickly to fdl these positions, issuing two decrees on August 24 and 

September 24 that appointed benveen them 29 representatives. These initial appointees were al1 

members of the Congress of Peoples' Deputies. The method that was chosen to select them was 

an analysis of roll cal1 votes to determine their prior loyaity to the president and his policy 

directives.' On September 2, Yeltsin issued a decree that ûied to institue a similar position in the 

2 1 republics .' 

Those in this position were to be Yeltsin's -eyes and ears' in the regions but the result was 

'Quoted in Roeder. p 91. 

'LM. Busygina, "The President's Representatives," in Russian Politics and Law. 
January-February 1997. p. 17. 

6Despite his intention to estabiish a representative in each republic. in only a few did 
they accept this presidential representative. 
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often friction between them and the also appointed governors that. to a certain extent. the 

pres idential representatives were to monitor, although technically not to intervene. Yeltsin's 

reliance on hem to perform this function was evidenced by the fact that he met with them as ofken 

as once every month.' Fearful that the speed and ma-pitude of his reform package would cause 

widespread turmoil in the regions. he created this institution to ensure that the office of the 

president would be present in every region. 

These institutions were created in 1991. when relations between the president and the 

parliament were more or less stable. They were created in order to ensure that the reforms that 

emanated from the centre were implemented in the regions. But when relations began to break 

down between Yeltsin and the parliament. there was no institutional means of resolving the 

conflict that developed and so the regions and the regiod appointees were drawn into the conflict 

between Yeltsin and the parliament as each uied to use their regional supporters to provide 

another base on which to wield power and so effectively tip the balance. 

The establishment of a stable. institutional basis of power was delayed due to the 

protracted debate surrounding the drafting of a new constitution which itself was arnended. but 

badly . The provisions of the old Soviet constitution adopted in 1977 did not recognize the position 

of president and when it was hurriedly arnended during the earliest stages of refonn from 1989 

to 1991 to reflect this change. the result was an unclear and often contradictory division of powers 

between the executive and the legislanire. both of which could legitirnately claim a democratic 
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In response. the parliament granted Yeltsin extraordinary powers in order to aiiow him 

to initiate the reform process. While the initial consensus amongst the political leaders rendered 

this an acceptable situation, once this consensus began to break down, the lack of a f m  

institutional means of resolving confiict became untenable as both the executive and the legislature 

nied to use every constitutiomily provided for means of subverting the other. Since the position 

of president was simply grafted atop an already powefil parliament, there existed no 

comprehensive accounting of the t e m  of his authority and little tirne was taken to determine the 

precise method of interaction between the position of president and the parlia~nent.~ 

As a result. when the confrontation between the two became unmanageable. as pointed 

out in an article by the chief editor at Nezmisimaya Gweta. the whole political system became 

deadlocked. with neither able to effectively govem the country alone.1° Because of the 

constitution's internat contradictions. therefore, and the fact that. as a remnant of the discredited 

Soviet past, it arguably lacked any clear legitimacy. neither the president nor the parliament were 

entirely constrained by its provisions. As a result. the president issued decrees as if the 

parliament had ceased to exist. and the parliament did the sarne with legislation. l 1  One scholar 

'Thomas F. Remington. Steven S. Smith. D. Roderick Kiewiet and Moshe Haspel. 
"Transitional Institutions and Parliamentary Alignments in Russia 1990- 1993." in 
Thomas Remington. ed.. Parliaments in Transition: The New Leeislative Politics in the 
Former USSR and Eastern Europe. (Boulder: Westview. 1994), p. 168. 

"Vitaliy Tret'yakov. "Agoniya politicheskogo ryezhima ochevidna tol'ko novye 
vybory i novoc pravitel'stvo mogut spasti stranu ot posledstviy camopozhiraniya 
vlastey." Nezavisimaya gazeta. 1 1 August 1993, p. 1. 
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pointed out that, in this period. the legislative process was used as a type of political weapon. The 

parliament in parricular arnended the old Soviet Constitution almost on a daily ba i s  to deal with 

temporary issues and confiicts in its bid to subvert Yeltsid2 One Russian journalist referred to 

the legislative process during this period as a -jungle."13 The result was institutional deadlock. 

In response to this situation, both sides were forced to augment their respective power bases using 

extra-institutionai means. 

Both the president and the parliament were drawn into the politics of coalition building. 

Just as in Roeder's model, the actors at the first tier were required to go beyond existing 

institutions in order to supplement power and, thus, break the deadlock. These coalitions or 

strategic alliances are designed to undermine the power of one's opponent by building support in 

certain strategic areas. including the regions or the military, for exampie. in order to have their 

support and. in the case of the regions. be able to clairn to speak for Russia's regions. Equally 

important in this dynamic was to deprive one's opponent of their support. This way of conceivïng 

of Russian politics is particularly illustrative given that political discourses and confiicts at the 

centre have traditionally been frarned in terms of either pro or anti-Yeltsin and. as a result, the 

supporters of one become de facto enemies of the other. Since neither the president or the 

parliament dominated al1 the instruments of power, including access to the rnilitary or control over 

the legislative process, they were forced to build coalitions of support in their attempts to 

' * Valyeriy Turovskiy . "Prezident gotov sam prinyat' reshehie O dosrochnykh 
parlarnentskikh w borakh." i"esriyu= 1 3 August 1 993. p. l . 

"Dwight Semler. "Focus: Cnsis in Russia, The End of the First Russian Republic," in 
East European Constitutional Review. Fa11 1993/Winter 1994, p. 109. 

I3~leksei Matveev, "Po zakonarn dzhungley," Rossiiskaya guzeta. 1 J d y  1993, p. 3. 



circumvenr and undermine their opponent. 

It was not enough. however. to simply build coalitions of support. In order for one3 

coalition partners to be able to influence political outcomes. they must be empowered to do so. 

In Yeltsin's case. the primary means of doing this seems to have been to create institutions 

through which his allies or potential allies could function effectively. This process was very ad 

hoc as the president and. to a lesser degree the parliament. tried to create an institutional basis on 

which to wield power. Not being able to count on the support he may have othenvise had in 

parliament. the president needed to go outside the exisùng institutional frarnework. Yeltsin's 

modus operandi appears to have been: If you cannot 2nd support in existing institutions, simply 

create institutions that will be more supportive. 

This tendency intersected with the lack of regionaI representation in the Iegislature at the 

time. Not onIy were the first tier actors unwilling to build a consensus amongst themselves, 

building a rneanirqgl consensus that reflected al1 the diverse sources of power, including regional 

interests. required that they go beyond the institutions at the centre. The regions' legitimate desire 

to be represented was thus used as a convenient pretext for trying to go around one another. 

These institutions of course needed to be legitimatized sornehow. In the case of institutions 

formed from the regional elite. this took the form of daims to be speaking for the whole of 

Russia. for the people. In many ways. both the president and the parliament relied on this type 

of nationalist discourse as a rneans of legitimation. While the parliament asserted that the soviets 

were the only institution capable of thwarting the coming of Western irnperialism and the 

marginalkation of Russia; Yeltsin hoped to establish the suppon of al1 the regional leaders in 

order to bolster his clairn to be acting in the interests and with the support of al1 of Russia. With 
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no institutional legiùmacy for either. nationalist type legitimation became the option of last resort. 

Despite being involved in this game. however, the parliament was somewhat less bound 

by this need to create supportive institutions. Being part of the system of soviets, it tned primarily 

to use this vertical chain of legislative power as its base of support. Ln this, it was quite successful 

given the presence of rather more conservative. former nomenklarura that dorninated the regional 

soviets. The soviets were also a natural ally for the Supreme Soviet in that Yeltsin's statements 

that the soviet system was anathema to democracy placed their positions in jeopardy. Reflexively 

then, the leaders of the soviets tended to support the parliament rather than the president in the 

ensuing conflict. 

By conuast, Yeltsin's creation of these -superbodiesV consisring of regional elites, fiom 

the Councii of the Heads of the Republics to the Federation Council, was a very important way 

of trying to garner the support of the regional elites in addition to serving his own interests. 

During the Soviet period, there was a considerable rnovement of cadres from the regional 

Communist party structures to the centre. Moscow. Understandably not content to be mere 

transmission belts in the reform process with no voice at the centre, the regional elites. whether 

appointed by Yeltsin or not. actively agitated for the creation of some type of institution through 

which they would be able to influence political processes at the federal centre. The institutional 

framework that existed at the t h e  was ideal for Yeltsin to exploit these interests in that the 

regions did not have an effective voice in either the Congress of Peoples' Deputies or the Supreme 

Soviet. Yeltsin's stratew then suited the dual purpose of bringing the regional elite into the centre, 

thus satisving their demand for a voice. and by creating institutions that he hoped to control by 

filling them with his appointees and by subordinating the councils to him. 
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In this way the regional elites were drawn into and becarne powerful players in executive- 

legislative relations. Because the support of the regions was so central in Russian politics, then. 

securing their support became an overriding concem of both Yeltsin and the parliament. In the 

process. however. both the president and the parliament became somewhat beholden to them. To 

use Roeder's terrninology, the regions collectiveIy were a crucial part of the selectorate in the way 

that their actions or where they placed their support played an important role in determining who 

would ultirnately prevail in the battle between the president and the parliament. 

So the president and the parliament used the regions to undermine each other much as they 

both tried to engage the rnilitary and the intemal rninistry in their battles against one another. By 

virtue of their place in the selectorate. both used whatever means available ro them to gain the 

support of the regional elite and. at the same time, undermine the regions' support for their 

opponent. They both needed the support or at least the acquiescence of the regions or risk having 

them line up behind their opponent and thus undermine their ability to govern since forcing 

cornpliance was not an option. At the sarne tirne, however, Roeder asserts that both the actors in 

the first tier and the actors in the second tier will try and limit their accountability to the other. 

In this respect. the regions tried to limit their accountability to either the president or the 

parliament by not unconditionally supporting one or the other of the actors in the first tier, 

enabling them to effectively and continuously tie support to policy concessions. By contrast, 

Yeltsin in particular tried to lirnit his accountability to the regions in terms of their ability to force 

policy concessions by establishing the presidential vertical and by strategically shaping institutions 

so that his allies, those in the presidential vertical, were in a position to influence political 

outcornes. Only in this way did Yeltsin hope to at least partially bypass the more independent 
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minded regional authorities and force the cornpliance of his appointees by controlling the& access 

to both political and economic resources through his ability to appoint and remove them. 

In July 1992. when it was clear that relations between the president and the parliament had 

broken down. Yeltsin considerably stren-mhened the role of his presidential vertical. To this end. 

he reformed the organizational structure of his presidentiai representatives so as to bring them 

directly under his control, thus removing any influence the parliament rnay have exercised over 

them. This process was f d l y  completed in February 1993, when Yeltsin issued Decree No. 186 

which changed the position of presidentiai representative from a temporary to a permanent 

position. Provisions for this were also included in the constitution. Article 83, k) States that the 

president has the power to *appoint and dismiss plenipotentiary representatives. *" 

There was. however. a weak link in his presidentiai vertical that was to have serious 

implications. This weak link was the fact that the republics, by virnie of their status, would accept 

no centrally appointed administrators or presidential envoys. The republics had more autonomy 

than the obfasrs and had been at the forefront of the separatist movement. This required that 

Yeltsin adopt a particular strategy to recmit the support of the republics through policy 

concessions. Yeltsin. in fact. had allied himself with the republican elite as early as 1990 in his 

bid to undermine Gorbachev and this strategic alliance and his decision to incite the republican 

leadership to take as much sovereignty as they could handle15 limited the extent to which he could 

subsequendy subordinate them. Repeated efforts to equalize the regions in terms of status failed 

''Busygina. p. 22. 

"Edward W. Walker. "The New Russian Constitution and the Future of the Russian 
Federation," The Hamiman Institute Forum. Vol. 5, nurnber IO, June 1992. 



as the republican elite refused to see their privileges diminished.'' SO while Yeltsin was somewhat 

limited in his accountability to the administrative units. to the republics he was entirely dependent 

and they used this accountability to extract significant privileges from Yeltsin. 

Poiicy concessions dius became the sole means of engendering the support of the republics. 

To that end. Yeitsin created the Council of the Heads of the Republics on October 16, 1992. 

Designed with a consultative fùnction, coordinathg the republican leaders was crucial to Yeltsin 

who consulted with them pnor to any major decision. At its fust meeting in October 1992. Yeltsin 

was quoted as saying that the purpose of the council was ?O $ive the republics greater 

independence and rights than they have today or are provided in the Federation Treaty."17 In 

1992. for exarnple, Yeltsin convened the council and requested that they support him in his bid 

to postpone the seventh Congress of Peoples' Deputies. When that failed. he again cailed them 

together to gamer support for the impending meeting.'' At the same tirne, the Federation Treaty 

was k ing  negotiated and presumabiy the council used its power to secure for the ethnic republics 

the right to be considered -sovereign." 

Moreover, Yeltsin allowed the republics to adopt the traditional markers of legitimate 

statehood including constitutions. flags. anthems. and in some cases even citizenship. These were 

visible symbols of the difference between the republics and the oblasrs who did not receive these 

'"Elizabeth Teague. "Yeltsin's Difficult Road To Elections, " in W E R L  Research 
Re~ort. Vol. 2. no. 41. 15 October 1993. p. 3. 

"Darrell Slider. "Federalism, Discord, and Accommodation: Intergovemmental Relations 
in Post-Soviet Russia." in Theodore H. Friedgut and Jefiey Hahn. eds., Local Power 
and Post-Soviet Politics. (Armonk: M.E. Sharpe. 1994). p. 260. 
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nehts. That Yeltsin consistently favoured the republics over the other components, hgwever, had 

the effect of alienating many of the regions despite the presence of his appointed executives and 

made the task of convening a council that represented ail the regions a more difficult task as these 

privileges pitted the republics against the administrative units. This alienation was felt even in 

some cities.lv n i e  govemor of Perm. Boris Kumetsov, for example. articulated his agenda vis-a- 

vis constitutional negotiating when he was quoted as saying that the republics received "unjustified 

advantages and privileges" and stated that "ideally our aim is to have.. .exactIy the same stanis as 

the republics have. '" 

Since the consensus between Yeltsin and the parliament had broken down, the parliament, 

recognizing its disadvantage in the regions. began to establish iü own presence in the regions and 

uied to undermine Yeltsin's influence. The signifcance of the regions is clearly demonstrated in 

the way the issue of Yeltsin's power of appointment of the heads of administration and the 

position of presidential envoys were drawn into the battles between the executive and the 

Irgislature. Durine C the Eiehth C Congress in March 1993, when the parliament canceled the 

referendum, it also attempted to strip the president of his power to personally appoint presidential 

representatives in the regions. on the grounds that the constitution did not allow for any appointed 

adminisuators in the regions. 

Here we can see the way the constitution was and is still being used in the dominant 

discourse by both the parliarnent and the president. Both players brought the constitution into the 

''"Kakoy zhe gorod ne mechtaet stat' respublikoy." Rossiiskqa gnieta. 16 Septernber 
1993. p. 4. 



discourse when it suited them and their 

is significant in that it undermined the 
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interests and ipored its provisions when it did not. This 

Iegitimacy of the institutions they themselves had a hand 

in creating, and necessitated that each legitimize themselves and their actions in ways other than 

by working through the existing institutional framework or legal/constinitional guidelines. 

In response to the parliament's constitutional challenge, that same day Yeltsin refûsed to 

relinquish his control over the envoys and even announced that he would launch a comprehensive 

review of the loyalty of existing representatives in the regions. Finally, on March 29. the 

parliament made a public statement in effect blarning Yeltsin for the antagonism between the 

parliarnent and the executive, and again adopted a resolution that was to abolish the position of 

presidential regional envoys." In this way, the power struggle between the executive and the 

legislature at the centre expanded to include the local political actors." 

In addition to that, Russia's asymmetrical federal system gave the opposition leaders an 

opportunity to exploit the issue of stanis to try and gain the allegiance of the 68 administrative 

units. Capitalking on the resentment that the non-republican components felt over the inequities 

of the systern. the parliament introduced into the discourse their cornmitment to raise the oblusts' 

status to the sarne level as the republics. Specifcally, the parliarnent continuously raised the issue 

of status to the administrative units to undermine Yeltsin's support arnongst the non-republican 

federation components. Yeltsin, for fear of alienating the more powerful republics, did not support 

the notion of changing the federal system to equaiize in statu and power d l  the components. The 

"Dwight Semler. "Special Reports: Crisis in Russia," East Euro~ean Constitutional 
Review. Spring 1 993. pp. 16- 1 9. 

"Hahn. p. 18. 



parliament subsequently entered the fray and made just 

invest in us the power to change the system. we will, to 
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such a promise: if we prevail and you 

your advantage. Promising to equalize 

the stanis of the regions became the parliament's primary means of engendering their own support 

in the regions beyond the soviets. Khasbulatov. during his visit to the regions pior to the October 

crisis, reiterated his intention to satisw the demands of the regions and raise their stanis." 

While the president favoured the republics over the oblasrs virnially from the beginning, 

interestingly. the Supreme Soviet had also defmed early in whose interests they would act. The 

conflict of interest that ensued. in fact, contnbuted to the disintegration of the Yeltsin. 

Khasbulatov. Rutskoi alliance. Relations between them began to disintegrare as early as October 

1991 when the Supreme Soviet lobbied for the election of the heads of the regional administration 

despite Yel ts in's insistence that they be presidentiai appointees. Although the parliarnent ultimately 

relented. these earlier battles seemed to set the stage for subsequent ones as the executive and 

legislative bodies made strategic choices regarding their political allies and whose interests they 

would represent 

The strategy of the parliarnent was twofold. In order to try and counterbalance the power 

of Yeltsin's presidential vertical. the Supreme Soviet relied on both its ability to manipulate the 

issue of stanis and focused on strengthening ties with its natural ally. the regional soviets. in rnany 

ways the fate of the regional and local soviets was tied to the fate of the Supreme Soviet in that 

'jErnil Payin. "Separatism and Federalism." in Heyward Isham. ed.. Remakine Russia 
Voices From Within. (Armonk: M.E. Sharpe, 1995), p. 192. 

'"Yitzhak M. Brudny. "Khasbulatov. Rutskoi. and Intreelite Conflict." in Timothy J. 
Colton and Robert C. Tucker, eds., Patterns in Post-Soviet Leadership. (Boulder: 
Westview Press. 1995). p. 83. 



Yeltsin. in his bid to undex-mine the Supreme Soviet, portrayed the whole system of soviets as a 

vestige of the past and anathema to democracy. The extent to which the parliament relied upon 

its own, parliamentary vertical to counter Yeltsin's is evident in early 1993 when Khasbulatov 

visited Novosibirsk to gamer the support of the leadership of the local soviets and, at the same 

time. reiterated his cornmimient to raising the starus and autonomy of the regions. In this way, 

he presented the conflict between Yeltsin and the Supreme Soviet as the president's express bid 

to rid Russia of the soviet system of power at al1 levels. In response. the Novosibirsk authorities 

adopted a resolution calling for the cancellation of the proposed referendum? Khasbulatov 

subsequently touted this resolution in parliarnent as evidence that the soviets supported the 

parliament. thus prompting the support of those deputies still reluctant to confront Yeltsin. Both 

Khasbulatov and Rutskoi portrayed the soviets as the keepers of the Russian faith and as defenders 

a g a k t  the West's attempts to m m  Russia into "a colonial enclave region which perfonw the role 

of a mere source of strategic raw materials for the world economy and a dumping ground for [its] 

obsolete technology."" The parliament thus used its alliance with the soviets in their bid to 

undennine Yeltsin. 

So while the president used his presidential vertical in the administrative units and the 

"The referendum was intended to end the deadlock by asking the voters directly who 
they supported and whether they wmted early elections. It included four questions: 
Do you have confidence in the President of the Russian Federation? Do you approve of 
the socio- econornic policy canied out by the President and government of the Russian 
Federation since 1992? Do you consider it necessary to hold early presidential 

dections? Do you consider it necessary to hold early elections of people's deputies? 
The 

referendum was held on April25. 1993. 
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power of his ofice to grant policy concessions to the republics, the parliament, by contrast, used 

the contradictions in the federal system to garner the support of the administrative units. Although 

neither the president nor the parliament were uniformly successfül in this regard, they each had 

little choice as neither could decisively shiff the balance of power without the support of the 

regional elites among othen, including , significantiy . the intenial minisuy . 

The inequities of the system, however, and the antagonism between the federal components 

themselves prevented either the president or the parliament from achieving the unconditional 

support of al1 the regions. In fact. the genesis of the Federation Council was the persistent 

antagonism between the federation components over the inequities in the systern itself, in the 

Federation Treacy . but also because of the Council of the Heads of the Republics. Edward Walker 

writes that it becarne a "particular bone of contention.. . [tlhe govemments of those constituent 

elemenrs not represented on the Council have demanded that it be replaced by a 'Council of the 

Federation' that includes al1 the heads of the govemments of the Federation's constituent 

elements. "" Hoping to satisQ the demands of al1 of Russia's constituent parts, Yeltsin tried to 

convene a Council of the Federation. His hope, as he stated publicly several times. was to have 

this body adopt a new constitution, thus bypassing the oppositionist Supreme Soviet." In rnid- 

August 1993. after having publically insinuated that he may "go around Parliament" in order to 

proceed with his reforms. he again suggested the convening of a Council of the Federation, 

"Edward W. Walker. "The Neglected Dimension: Russian Federalism and its 
Implications 

For Constitution Making." in East European Constitutional Review. Spring 1993, p. 27. 

"Sergei Parkhomenko. "Special Reports: Russia in Crisis," in East European 
Constitutionai Review. Spring 1993, p. 22. 



essentially to replace the existing parliament .g 

An additional inequity that caused a great deal of dissension amongst the federation 

components and hindered the convenins of the Federation Council was the fact that the 

Federation Treaty , as it first appeared. had provisions in it that any iùture houe of parliament that 

was to be comprised of the federation components. like the Federation Council. was to have 50% 

of its seats allocated to the 21 ethnic republics. Since it was comrnonly known that the proposed 

Council of the Federation was to be the prototype of the future upper house of parliament, this 

provision was a significant barrier in terms of assuring the assent of the 68 administrative units. 

Because of this provision and the republics' staunch defense of their privileges, in March 1993, 

Yeltsin created the counterpart to the Council of the Heads of the Republics - the Council of 

Heads of Administration. Al though this temporady appeased the govemors in the 

administrative units. Yeltsin still had to bring the two organizations together in order to 

lezitimately daim that any decision passed through these bodies represented the "voice" of the 

whole of Russia. 

Again. we see the need to establish some -pe of legitimacy. Since political processes had 

been reduced to a zero-sum game. the ultimate goal was to assume al1 the policy making 

prerogatives for oneself. But to cornpletely eclipse one's opponent required that this perceived as 

sornehow necessary and legitimate in the eyes of the people since this was. ostensibly at least, a 

democratic system and both the president and the parliamentary leaders would ultimately be 
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judged by the electorate. As is obvious, Yeltsin's approach to the regional problem at the t h e  was 

quite ad hoc and often even chaotic as he created councils, signed treaties and made promises to 

the regional leaders. It is important to understand that he was trying to base his power on the 

suppon of the regional leaders. Since he had lost the support and the confidence of the parliament, 

they represented the only political actors left to m m  to. He could not. however. reasonably 

legitimize his mle and at the same t h e  be alienated from either the republics or the administrative 

units. But. because he had reinforced the inequity between the two in terms of both political power 

and economic privileze. he denied himself a comprehensive strategy with which to deal with the 

regions. He needed the support of al1 the regions, but their demands rendered that impossible. 

According to Roeder. accountability is not uniform over tirne. Accountability may be 

~nonsynchronous with alternating periods of accountability of leaders to selectors and selectors 

to leader. "" As the situation between the president and the parliament grew more intractable, their 

dependence on the regional elites grew proponionately. Particularly as each side sought to draft 

a constitution that reflected their interests. their campaign to win the suppon of the regions 

increased dramatically. For his part. Yeltsin tried desperately to convene the Federation Council 

in order to circumvent the parliament in his bid to pass his constitution and, in the process, 

Yeltsin was willing to promise almost anything to the regions in retum." At the sarne tirne, the 

parliarnent was doing the sarne thing. in particular promising the administrative units rhat they 

"Roeder. p. 30. 

"Vitaliy Portnikov, "Osen' v Moskve: Agoniya politicheskogo rezhima ili krizis 
gosudarstvennosti? Sovet federatsii pomomet otvetit' na etot vopros tochno," 
Nezavisimaya gazeta. 1 7 August 1 993. p. 1 . 
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would raise their status on par with the privileged republics and even at one point inciting the 

regions to stop tramferring any fun& to the central govenunent in their bid to undermine Yeltsin. 

This bargaining process ultimately escalated to an untenable level as the regional elite. recognizing 

the power of their position. demanded more and more concessions for their support of Yeltsin's 

Federation Council. 

The issue that dominated the political agenda in 1993 was the need to adopt a new 

constitution. Increasingly, the idea of a new constitution that could break the deadlock at the 

centre by establishing clear relations between the legislature and the executive seerned the only 

solution. The two sides. however. differed in how they sought to resolve this issue. While the 

parliament advocated a constitution that provided for a strong parliament, the president envisioned 

a saong presidential systern. Since this conflict was seen as a wimer take al1 situation, both the 

parliament and the president sought ro establish in the constitution a fm basis through which they 

may dominate the policy making process and as much as possible limit the role of the other in 

future pol itical processes. 

Both arguments have certain merits: presidential systems arguably are better able to 

handle transition periods as often consensus making is difficult and political parties are 

undeveloped. On the other hand. presidential system very often lead to gridlock as both the 

executive and the legislature are able to act as a brake on the other. Parliarnentary systems. on the 

other hand. may foster the development of the Party system and force political actors into making 

compromises and consensus building. Even now. four years after the adoption of the constitution, 

it would be difficult to speculate whether or not the choice of the strong presidential system was 

a good one or not. What can be said with some degree of certainty, however, is that neither 
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system would necessarily have led to democratic consolidation since Russia's problems may go 

far deeper than its institutions. in that the confiict may have been a reflection of the presence of 

a deep rupture in society which may itself have k e n  the cause of the attendant political conflicts. 

Moreover. that neither side was willing to compromise on this issue and so, the drafting of a new 

constitution conformed to the winner-take-aU approach that characterized Russian politics . In fact , 

as each side becarne more intractable in their demands. they both abandoned any efforts to broker 

a compromise as they both tried to break out of the institutional deadlock by using their alliances 

in the regions. 

On April 15. 1993. Yeltsin convened the Councii of the Heads of the Republics and 

presented to them a copy of his version of the constitution and prornised to take their views into 

account in any future chan~es. At the same meeting, Yeltsin asked for their consent to hold a 

referendum. The council unanimously agreed on ApriI 25 to comply with Yeltsin's demands for 

a Russia-wide referendum and consented to hold the vote on their respective temtories. The 

referendum appeared to give the approval of the majority of Russians on both his presidency and 

on the general direction of his reforms. 

Yeltsin's success in the referendum. however, was only a temporary respite from his 

troubles and did not end his increasing reliance on the regions. The referendum was significant 

less because of the results than the fact that it pointed to Yeltsin's increasing desperation. Andrei 

Kortunov. the Chairman of the Russian Science Foundation, wrote just after the April referendurn 

that any gains made by Yeltsin as a result of the referendum were largely illusory. The public 

suppon that Yeltsin may have enjoyed at the time could not make up for the lack of what 

Kominov calls *institutional* suppon by which he meant "first of al1 the power minisuies. ..but 
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also the indusulalists and their political representatives, major trade unions and, above ail, 

ascendant economic and political elites in the regions. *" He further argued that Yeltsin's apparent 

weakness and his chronic indecisivewss and inconsistent policies in the lead up to the referendum 

caused him more damage than the apparent victory afforded hirn political gains. So despite the fact 

that Yeltsin may have tried to base his power and legitimacy on public support. arguably, he 

failed. Even Yeltsin recognized that the resuIts of the referendum only provided him a temporwy 

respite fiom his battles with the parliament. What he needed. then, was to continue with his 

efforts to establish a firm. institutional constituency on which to tip the balance of power at the 

centre and allow him to assume for hirnself al1 the policy making prerogatives. 

After the referendum Yeitsin requested that each of the republics send two delegates to 

a constitutional conference in order to ensure their assent by providing them with an effective 

voice in the drafting process. Yeltsin's ikst draft constitution, the Alekseev draft, envisioned that 

the proposed Federation Council and not the Duma would exercise the power to approve 

rninisterial appointments or dismissals. Also in this draft were provisions for the Federation 

Council's control over the appointment of the prime rninister . Rather than the President's nominee 

for prime minister being passed through the Duma, it would require oniy the assent of the 

Federation Council." This is significant in that we c m  see here how Yeltsin wanted to design 

executive-legislative relations in the new constitutional order. By diminishing the power of the 

' )~ndrei  Komuiov. "Special Reports: Cnsis in Russia" in East European Constitutional 
Review. Spnng 1993, p. 20. 

'"Stephen Holmes, "Yeltsin's Constitutional Proposal," in East European Constitutional 
Review. Spring 1993, p. 22. 
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Duma and heightening the power of the regions through their participation in the Federation 

Council, he hoped to entice the regional leaders at the tirne to acquiesce in his bid to bypass the 

Supreme Soviet and adopt a constitution by extra<onstitutional means. Unfortunately for Yeltsin, 

littte came of this conference. 

Sergei Filatov. the head of the presidential administration, trïed especially hard to bnng 

the regional leaders together, if only temporarily. to adopt a constitution favourable both to them 

and to Yeltsin. The regional elites. however. thwarted his every attempt by changing their 

demands each tirne it looked like they had reached some agreement. In fact. on several occasions 

the presidential administration was publicly humiliated when the announced council failed to meet 

at the specified t h e .  

At a meeting between YeItsin and the republican leaders in Petrozavodsk on the Wh of 

August.'' the republican leaders tïnally issued a statement of support for Yeltsin's proposed 

council. Yeltsin scored an important political victory in securing for himself the support of the 

republics. The republics, however. did not entirely wish to exclude the parliament in this 

initiative. The President of Yakutia, for example, several days after the meeting issued a statement 

expressing his hope that the parliament would also support the idea of a Federation Co~nci l .~"  

After this. the task at hand was to go to the other components to establish their consent. Nikolay 

Ryabov went across the country. again trying to garner suppon for the idea. The most difficult 

to convince were the krak and o b l m  who, following Khasbulatov's warnings, were hesitant to 

- -- -- - 

35bœBoris Yel'tsin otbyl v Petrozavodsk," Ikvestiya. 13 August 1993. p. 1. 

j6Padik Batphin. "PrePdent S a b a  (Yakutii) - Za dosrochnye parliamentskie 
Vybory v RF." Nezavisimaya gazeta. 1 7 August 1 993. p. 1. 



follow Yeltsin lest he use the council to wrest power from the Supreme Soviet. According to the 

Russian press. Khasbulatov had planned to immediately cal1 for the impeachment of the president 

in the event that Yeltsin succeeded in bringing together ail the leaders of the reg ion^.^' At one 

point after the Petrozavodsk meeting. Khasbulatov even went so far as to cal1 the Council a 

"mongrel entity . ''' 
One Russian journalist expressed the opinion that Khasbulatov's strong words against the 

council actually served to sornewhat alienate the federation cornponents, even the administrative 

units and the soviets. In his opinion. despite the fact that Khasbulatov proposed his own version 

of a body made up of the regional leaders. it was less attractive to them because of their desire 

to gain access to Yeltsin and the powemil executive branch.'' This was probably a strong 

motivating factor behind the regions uitimate acquiescence to the idea in that, with the size and 

power of his administration, Yeltsin was a more difficult leader to access than the pariiamentary 

leaders and it was an opportunity to sain for thernselves some representation. 

At a meeting of executive and legislative authorities from the East Siberian and Northern 

regions on A u e s t  23. Filatov revealed that Yeltsin had hoped that he would not have to establish 

the Federation Council by decree but rather that the council would "form itself." In order to 

''Ivan Rodin. "Veto prezidenta na utochnenyy byudzhet mozhet stat' povodom dlya 
impichmentz vse gotov dlya ocherednogo s'ezda narodnykh deputatov." 
Ncavisimaya gazeta. 25 August 1993. p. 1 .  

jsRadik Batyrshin, "Federation Council as Parliament's 'Bane': Supreme Soviet's 
Nervousness Plays into Yeltsin's Hand." Nezavisimaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-93- 167, 
3 1 August 1993. p. 16. 
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provide it with more legitirnacy . Yeltsin urged the regionai authorities to act as they had during 

the negotiations of the Federation Treaty and collect the signatures of representatives from ail the 

cornponents on the Federation Council's founding documents. At the same conference, Filatov 

reponedly defended the president's move to convene this body regardless of the parliament's 

opposition by saying that since it would have only a consultative function. it did not require the 

assent of the parliament. He did. however, suggest that the proposed Federation Council would 

be significant in other ways - *no branch of authority c m  fail to take this Council's opinion or 

recommendations into consideration. It will be the collective voice of Russia. "40 

Some in Yeltsin's camp were less subtle when voicing their expectations regarding the 

Federation Council. First Vice-Premier Vladimir Shumeyko. for example. more explicitly 

expressed what most believed to be Yeltsin's true motives. According to hun. &the council should 

be turned into a power structure that could serve as the higher charnber of the Federal Assembly 

during the transirional period. 

Despite the hesitant support that Yeltsin received from Russia's krak and oblasts, they 

were still unwilling to give the Federation Council. as Yeltsin conceived it. unqualified support. 

Aware that the president may use his presence in this body as a means of manipulation, in early 

September six oblasts issued a joint subject on the issue: 

We. the representatives of six oblasts - Belgorod, Voronezh, Lipetsk 
Kursk. Orlov. and Tambov - having discussed the Draft Agreement 

'OVasiliy Kononenko. "Federation Council Will Probably Not be Founded But Will 
Found Itself." Irvesriyaa FBIS-SOV-93-164.26 August 1993. p. 26. 

J'Lyudrnila Fomichyova "Shumeyko Rules Out Working With 'Outdated' Supreme 
Soviet," Itar-Tass. FBIS-SOV-93- l 6 7 , j  1 August 1993. p. 15. 



on the Creation of the Federation Council, support the idea of creating 
such an organ. At the same t h e ,  we believe that the purposed text 
of the drafi is unacceptable. We believe it is fundamentally important 
to stress that the Federation Council, as a consultativedeliberative 
organ. should consist only of the leaders of organs of representative 
and executive powers of the Federation components . . ." 

For those administrative units that did give their assent, many were prepared only <O use it as a 

means of advancing their own agendas. For Yeltsin. the idea was to bypass the parliament and use 

the Federation Council to adopt a new constitution - one that would shift the balance of power 

decidedly in Yeltsin's favour. By contrast. several of the nonethnically defined federation 

components wanted to use the Federation Council to bring about substantial changes in the federai 

system. The one issue that topped their agenda was the unequal status between the republics and 

the other components." This proved to be a further frustration to the president's efforts. Even if 

he could convene a council, there was no guarantee that it would function as he anticipated. It was 

unlikely. however, that the republics themselves would agree to participate in a body that would 

be used simply as a forum for the other components to air their grievances. Tatarstani presidential 

counselor Rafaell Khakimov. despite his earlier statements to the contrary. for example. agreed 

to sit in the council as an observer only. He stated that he would not entirely rule out Tatarstan's 

funue participation "with the rights of a founder, but on the condition that the Russian leadership 

"Valentina Nikiforova. "Provinces' Response to Filatov." Pravda. FBIS-SOV-93-171, 7 
Septeniber 1993. p. 54. 

""Representatives Favor Establishing a Federation Council," Moscow Russian Television 
Network FBIS-SOV-93-175, 13 September 1993, p. 41. 



recognize the republic's declaration on state sovereigncy . . . "" S irnilarly . Bashkortostan tied its 

consent to participate in the Federacion Council to its own demands. It declared that it too would 

participate only as an observer until 'the appendk to the Federation Treaty proposed by the 

Bashkonostan Republic is implemenred. *" 

Russia's asymmetrical federal system and the privileges of the republics were not 

something that the republics were willing to give up easily. Despite their consent to die forming 

of the Federation Council, the republics maintained that the Council of the Heads of the Republics 

continue to exist alongside the Federation Council. Karelian Supreme Soviet Chairman Viktor 

Stepanov was quoted as saying "If the president 'does not reject us' the Council of the Heads of 

the Republics will be preserved as a consultative body. as we are more organized in our actions. 

If the parliament is going to scmtinize the draft law on the Federation Council for another 18 

rnonths. the krai and oblast leaders rnay 'wilt. ' W  

FinalIy . on September 18 and 19 the Federation Council did meet. but the results were 

not as Yeltsin and his team had anticipated. Most of the regional authorities present refused to 

acquiesce to Yeltsin's demand that they assume more than a consultative function." Yeltsin's plan 

was not realized since mmy of the regional leaders refused to play the role that the president had 

'4i'The Convening of the Federation Council Becomes a Reaiity." Srgodnya. 
FBIS-SOV-93-175. 13 September 1993. p. 41. 

" "Bashkortostan, NEGA coobshchaet," Neravisimaya gazeta. 10 September 1 993, 
p. 3 .  

"Aleksandra Lugovskaya. "Karelian Supreme Soviet Chairman Viktor Stepanov - 
'There will not be another Novo-Ogarevo."' IzvestQa. FBIS-SOV-93- 1 80.20 
September 1993. p. 47. 

"Semler, Spnng 1993, p. 109. 
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set for them and at the conference less than 40 were prepared to sign the founding  document^.^^ 

Possibly to prolong the crisis at the centre. many agreed to the idea of the council in principle 

only, without taking on its function as an alternate legislature. Yevginy Yuiganov, the Deputy 

Chairman of the Pskov Ob[ast Soviet. when asked about the drafi Federation Council founding 

papas. said he agreed with the need to form such a body under the condition that it not be used 

as a means of replacing the existing parliament. Clearly siding with &e Supreme Soviet, he said 

that it is only the parliament that c m  honestly establish a new institution such as the Federation 

Council.'" Fearfùl nevertheless. Khasbulatov. in an attempt to divert attention away from this 

meeting, scheduled a meeting of al1 the heads of the regional soviets on the same day and at the 

same time as Yeltsin's meetings0 

Eventually it becarne clear that the regions' conflicting demands made it impossible to 

reach an agreement, and so Yeltsin chose to disband the parliament rather than simply bypass it. 

Just two days later, Yeltsin declared the parliament closed with the infamous Decree No. 1400 "On 

a Step-by-Step Constitutional Reform of the Russian Federation." During the crisis that ensued. 

the regional leaders took this opporniniry to wrest even more power from die f a l t e ~ g  centre. 

Between September 21 and October 4, 62 federation components began to remove themselves 

from al1 centrally govemed power structures. 

48Alexsandr Linkov. "Federation Council Apparently Set Up. But What 1s The Reality?" 
Rossiiskaya p e t a .  FBIS-SOV-93-183.23 September 1993. p. 14. 

"Yevginy Y uiganov. "Tro yanski y kon' u dverey parlamenta" Rossiiskaya gazeta. 
14 September 1993. p. 2. 

"Tamara Zamyatina, "Yeltsin's Planned Meeting of Regional Leaders Assessed," 
Itar-Tus. FBIS-SOV-93- 1 79, 1 7 September 1993, p. 1 8. 
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In response. Yeltsin sent a team of his representatives to various regions to try and 

forestall this mass exodus. For his part. acting president Rutskoi imrnediately began to contact al1 

the leaders of the regions in order to try and build a base of support. This is signifiwt as it again 

points to the important role played by the regions both in precipitating the crisis as well as in 

determinhg its outcome. Because both Yeltsin and the parliament clairned to be acting in the 

interests of al1 of Russia, the support of the regions was crucial in creating the appearance of 

legitimacy for these claims. Rutskoi's spokesperson during the cnsis. Andrey Fedorov expressed 

this most clearly when he said "it is absolutely clear that the regions will be the decisive force 

within this ~onflict.**~ Mer having secured the support of the security forces, however. it quickly 

became clear that Yeltsin would ultimately prevail. This was al1 it took for the majority of the 

regional elite to corne d o m  in his favour. Finally. the storming of the White House brought the 

crisis to its end. Yeltsin engaged in a type of purze which extended to the regional leaders who 

had been disloyal as well as to oficials in Moscow who had sided with the parlia~nent.~' 

Thus began Yeltsin's reassertion of control over the wayward regions, including 

postponing the scheduled meeting of the Federation Council in early October. In fact. several of 

the republican leaders approached Yeltsin after the White House was stormed and demanded that 

the Federation Council be imrnediately convened. As he had won a temporary respite from his 

battles with the parliament, Yeltsin promptly refused. During a public speech on October 6, 

Yeltsin demanded that regionai and local soviets disband themselves. Although initialIy he called 

j1.Ion Snow. '-Spokesman Views Possibility of 'Dialogue' With Yeltsin." London BBC 
Television Network. FBIS-SOV-93-183-S- 23 September 1993. p. 8. 

*'Semler. Spring 1993. p. 1 1 1. 
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this a 7equest- for their Voluntary* closure, when it became clear that few were prepared to 

comply, he issued the decree "On Refom of Representative Power and Insututions of Local Self- 

Government of the Russian Federation.' This too, however, failed to prompt them and so on 

October 26 Yeltsin ordered them dissolved with their powers being temporarily passed to the 

regional administrative heads. themselves largely appointed by the president, until the summer 

1994 elections could be held. Signifcantly, this decree called for the dissolution of the reg iod  

soviets in the administrative units but only "recommended" that the republics consider the 

dissolution of their local soviets. 

The unintended consequence of the dissolution of the soviets, however, was that the 

Federation Council. which was to be made up ex officio of both the heads of the regional 

executives and the heads of the legislatures or the soviets, could not be convened. As a result, on 

October I l .  Yeltsin decreed that the first Federation Council would be elected in December along 

with the Duma. This situation. though. was meant to be only provisional and for only two years 

unlike the term of future members of the Federal Assembly which were to be for four years. 

Despite this setback. Yeltsin maintained his powers of appointment and dismissal of the regional 

administrative heads. The decree States, 

That it be established that the head of the administration of a kray, oblast 
autonomous oblast. autonomous okrug. or city of federal importance is 
appointed and disrnissed by the president of the Russian Federation upon 
representation from the chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
Govenunent of the Russian Federati~n.'~ 

And since the local legislatures had k e n  disbanded, these appointed governors commanded 

S3Tea of this decree appears in Ifar-Tus. FBIS-SOV-93-194, 8 October 1993, p. 8. 
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considerable amount of power in their lo~alit ies.~ In other words. this one decree removed power 

from the representative organs at every level and transferred it to the executive bodies. This led 

one Russian journalist to remark that Russia was becornins nothing more a system based on 

*strong governors and mayon? Moreover, given the short amount of t h e  allocated for 

election preparations and the fact that the regionai administraton, who were appointed by Yeltsin, 

were to be organizing the elections. in was quite likely that Yeltsin anticipated that those faithful 

to him wouid fare weii during the elections. 

The edict also specified that in the event that the future regional or local legislatures fail 

to achieve quorum. or two-thirds of the deputies, their duties would pass to the administrator. The 

regional ie_gislanires had been and continue to be largely dominated by local administrators who 

had a great deal of power and influence at the local level and who were also appointed by the krai 

or oblasr level govemors. Interestingly. initially. Yeltsin decreed that the position of deputy in 

the regional legislatures was to be full tirne. thus making it less attractive to the local 

administrators who derived the majority of their power from their local positions. Shortly after 

this decree. however. Yeltsin cornpletely reversed himself and decreed that 'the quantity of 

deputies working on a full t h e .  paid basis cannot exceed two-fifth of the total number of 

deputies. "56 The result of such a situation is clearly that the president. who appoints the govemor. 

who then appoints the local administrators that are well represented in the regional legislatures 

'"Semler. Spnng 1993. p. 1 1 3. 

"Ivan Rodin. "Yeltsin's Actions on Local Govemment Viewed," ~Vezavisimayu 
guzeta. FBIS-SOV-92- 195. 12 October 1993. p. 36. 

56Darrell Slider. "Elections to Russia's Regional Assemblies." in Post-Soviet Affairs. 
1996. vol. 12, no. 3, p. 244 



gains an advantage over both the regional executive and the regional legislames. 

It is important to keep in mind here that Yeltsin designed the constitution generally and 

the Federation Council specifically to prevent another stalemate between the president and the 

parliament. The structure of institutions at al1 levels of power becarne politicized in this highly 

contlict ridden environment. This is particularly mie of the issue of regional representation. Both 

the president and the parliament used this as a bargainhg tool, designed to ensure the support of 

the regions. At the same tirne, of course, the regions were involved in this process as they 

demanded a voice. 

As Gerald Easter put it "[w]ithout a common enemy, the [former democratic] coalition 

split over the spoils of power."s7 Designing institutions so as to ensure the best possible 

representation of one's own interests became the modis operandi of this split. In the process, 

unfortunately. political calculations took precedence to stability. The executive was strengthened 

at al1 levels vis-a-vis the legislative in a move that can only be rationalized by the argument that 

the development and democracy can only be achieved through authontarian methods. In that 

sense. then. the events of the so-called first Russian republic are especially instructive when 

analyzing the constinition or any of the institutions that were created within it. Given that Yeltsin 

was almost entirely constrained in his actions by the parliament of course. but also the regional 

elite and the demands they made on him. what followed from the consolidation of Yeltsin's power 

and the passage of the constitution was designed to both undemine the parliament and to reduce 

his own accountability to the regional elite by undermining the parliament's ability to use them 

"Gerald Easter, "Preference for Presidentialism - Post Communist Regirne Change in 
Russia and the CIS," in World Politics. 49 (Janiiary 1997), p. 193. 



against him. 

Specifically, the Federation Council was designed with several fumions in rnind. First, 

it was used as a means of undermining the parliament by providing Yeltsin an altemate method 

of legislating. By giving the Federation Council a le_eislative funcrion and by planning to fil1 it, 

at least temporarily , with people supportive of hùn, Yeltsin trieci to assure himself the support of 

at least one of the chambers in the new Federal Assembly. Andranik Migranyan, a member of the 

Presidential Council, was quite explicit about the function of the future upper house of the Federal 

Assembly . He said in an interview shortly afier the parliament was disbanded that it was designed 

to be the "one house under reliable control. "'' Second, it was a reflection of his continued need 

to secure the support of the regions and to this end the Federation Council was used as a means 

of "buying" their support by allowing them access to the federal power structures as well as 

allowing the mernbers within it to expand their personal bases of power. The regions demanded, 

and deserved. represrntation in the new Federal Assembly. He hoped that by including the 

regional leaders themselves in the legislative process, the ability of the regions to subsequently 

act without due deference to federal noms and laws would be curtailed. Yeltsin must have 

anticipated that providing them a place at the centre would somewhat shift their locus of power 

from the regions to also include the power that they had in the Federal Assembly. This, in mm, 

may have given the regions a vested interest in stability in the centre. This vision of an 

'integrated" federalism must have figured into his calculation to include the heads of the regional 

legislame and executive in the upper house. Prior to the creation of the upper house, the regions 

58Tamara Zamyatina, "Yeltsin Advisor Comments on Dissolution of Local Soviets," 
Itar-Tass. FBIS-SOV-93- 195. 1 2 October 1993, p. $4. 
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were without a voice in the legislature and so could, arguably, claim not to be bound by its laws. 

Finally. it was intended to undermine the parliament's ability to use the regions against 

Yeltsin in the future and, in the process. lirnit Yeltsin's own accountability to the regions, thus 

preventing the occurrence of another destabilizing round of cornpetition for the support of the 

reg ional elite. Expecting that the parliament could again become the locus of a legitimate 

alternative to his power, Yeltsin was driven to continue to assure that he had the support of the 

regions and. significantly, that the parliament could not again use the regions against him. To 

undermine the parliament. then. also required that Yeltsin gain the full support of the regions. 

which he tried to do with the Federation Council. The potential that the regions could align 

themselves with a potentially hostile parliarnent was enough to assure that he could not ignore the 

regions long despite his apparent uvictory" over the parliarnent. 

Yeltsin's plan. then. with both the reform of regional governrnent and the Federation 

Council was to undermine the parliarnent while at the same tirne strenpthen his position vis-a-vis 

the regions. Specifically. to lirnit his accountability to die regions by stren-ediening his presidential 

vertical. Even thoueh the appointed govemors could not be included ex officio in the provisional 

Federation Council, Yeltsin allowed them to run in the elections. Moreover, the reforms at the 

regional level clearly benefitted both Yeltsin and the govemors. As Darrell Slider pointed out, 

Yeitsin's intent was clearly to -bring about a shifi in the balance of political authority in the 

regions to the benefit of regional governors and presidents. at the expense of the Iegi~latures."~~ 

Where formerty the soviets had been able to act as a check on the powers of the regional executive 
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and thus on the reform process, under the new provisions, the legislatures that were to replace the 

soviets were -given very limited powers to supplant. obstmct. or overturn the powers of the 

executive."' His rationale was clearly to establish a regional aily that was powerful enough to 

significantly influence, if not outright control. regional political processes. Yeltsin must have 

anticipated that these governors would lirnit his accountability to the regions in the Second Russian 

Republic, thus freeing h i .  to proceed with his vision unencumbered by independent, potentially 

opposition minded politicians. And it was these very powerhil governors that were accountable 

to Yeltsin. which were slated for participation in the future Federation Council. 

In other words. Yeltsin created a situation of what Roeder calls a "circular flow of power" 

in that he invested power in the hands of those who themselves are directIy accountable to him 

and, therefore. indirectly derive their power fiom the president. Yeltsin wanted to assure that he 

couId use his influence at both the téderal Ievel against the Duma as the Federation Council had 

the power to reject legislation passed by the Duma and through die council's power of legislative 

initiative and at the local level by expanding the powers of his governors in their authority to 

irnplernent legislation. 

The other members of the Federation Council. the heads of the regional legislatures, 

formerly the soviets. similarly served Yeltsin's ends by undermining the parliament's ability to 

use them against Yeltsin as they had prior to the October crisis. By placing them in the Federation 

Council, Yeltsin was able to more easily manipulate them through material incentives, such as the 

benefits accrued to membership in the Federation Council. Finally . and most irnportantly , by 
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placing the regions on an equal footing with the republics in the councii and visibly reneging on 

his promise to the republics for a greater proportion of seats, itself one of the greatest sources of 

tension arnongst the regional elite. Yeltsin reduced considerably the potential that the regions be 

used by the parliament to undermine Yeltsin. 

The reforms that were precipitated by the events that led to the October crisis were to have 

a drarnatic impact on the next phase of post-Soviet Russian reform. the Second Russian Republic. 

The wresting of power from the legislative bodies at al1 levels of power and the concomitant 

heightening of the power and influence of the executive branches were clearly what Yeltsin had 

k e n  hoping for al1 dong. The new Constirution provided for a strong president which prescribed 

considerable barriers to impeachment and, significantly, the establishment of a constitutional basis 

for his powers of decree and appointment to. for example. the plenipotentiary representatives in 

the regions. 

Several issues in terms of defining federal relations. however. had yet to be determined. 

One such issue concerned the formation of the Federation Council. Although the constitution 

established diat it be made up of *two deputies from each subject of the Federation" which shall 

include "one from the represenrative and one from the executive bodies of state authority , " it left 

for federat law to define the precise mechanism by which these two members would be chosen. 

Was the Federation Council to be made up of the heads of the regional executives and 

legislatues'? And if so would they hold the two positions simultaneously or not? Or were they to 

be perhaps nominated by the representative and executive branches but then directly elected by 

the people? 

The resolution of these questions was to have an obviously significant impact on the nature 
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of future centre-periphery relations. It would, to a large extent. determine the type of political 

resources each would bring to the bargaining table in the future division of powers and al1 issues 

of federal significance. As a result. this debate was highiy politicaily charged as al1 the 

constitutiooally defined major playen - the Duma. the president. and the Federation Council. with 

the 60 governors that had k e n  elected to it - sought to have their interests as well represented in 

the Federation Council as possible. The next chapter will trace this debate and endeavor to 

demonstrate how the process of forming the legislative basis for the upper house followed a 

dynamic that itself was detemiined by the rules of the game that emerged from the October crisis. 



TIHE FORMATION OF THE FEDERATION COUNCIL - 
WHOSE LNTIERESTS WJLL PREVAIL? 

Introduction 

The Federaùon Council is poised to play a significant role in Russia's developing federal 

system as in the development of Russia as a democracy. As the upper house of Russia's Federal 

Assembly. it influences directly the nature of reform through its Muence over the legislative 

process. Since much of Russia's nascent political and economic systerns has yet to be established 

either through legislation or through the developrnent of widely accepted noms, what occurs now 

in the Iegislature will significantly influence what shape Russia's future will take. 

Since the fwst Russian Republic ended with the tragic events of October 1993. the period 

since then has been much scrutinized by both domestic and international observers to determine 

the extent of the Russian political leadership's cornmitment to democratic principles. This 

determination will largely be judsed by how the leaders of today accept the niles of the game that 

were established with the constitution. The relationship that the Federation Council and the 

members within it forge with both the Duma and the president has the potential to be a stabilizing 

force by offering a sober second thought and perhaps a less ideologicaIly bound perspective. 

Given the history of dysfunction between Yeltsin and the Duma. the importance of the Federation 

Council's role has increased proponionately. It also has the ability to destabilize the system if the 

narrow, even personal interests of the members take precedence over the interests of Russia's 

regional development. In many ways this was decided by the events of 1995. during which 
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Yeltsin's idea of his Federation Council was more clearly articulated during the process of 

deterrnining the legislative basis of the future Federation Council. 

This chapter examines the debate that led to the current form of the Federation Council. 

This, in conjunction with the next chapter. will provide insight into how executive-legislative and 

centre-regional dynarnics changed since the inauguration of the Federation Council and the 

strengthening of the executive branch at al1 levels of power. The outcome of the debate over the 

formation of the Federation Council is also instructive in the sense that it is here that the interests 

of the major poiitical forces - the president, the Duma, and the Federation Council itself - are 

revealed. The same dynamic that occurred during the events that culminated in the October crisis 

were again perceptible after the October cnsis. The constitution that was hurriedly put together 

in 1993 set the stage for a renewed battle for the support of the regional leaders when the issues 

that had not been resolved in the constitution came to the political fore. Even though the issues 

may have changed, the underlying principles remained the same. This time the desire to gain the 

suppon of the regions was embodied in a fight over the composition of the Federation Council and 

the desire to have the suppon of the governors present in the provisional Federation Council as 

well as those not represented in it during the Duma election campaign and the following 

presidential election. 

The Federation Council - The Ficst Years 

Article 95. 2 of the constitution states that the Federation Council will be compnsed of two 

members from each of the federation components, one from the legislative branch and one from 

the executive. It further states that the "formation" of the Federation Council afier the provisional 

first two years will be decided by federal law. In conmt. the constitution provides expressly for 
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the election of the lower chamber of the Federai Assembly. 

Although Yeltsin intended for the first Federation Council to inciude his appointed 

governors and the heads of the regional legislatures, he did not follow through on this for two 

reasons. First. his decision to disband the local soviets after the October crisis essentially meant 

that the Federation Council would be deprived of half its members and so required that they be 

directiy elected dong with the Duma on December 12, 1993. Secondly, because many of Yeltsin's 

governors. even those who had been appointed. did not support him unconditionally during his 

confrontation with the parliament, he chose to bypass hem in favour of directly elected members. 

Under the terms of the final chapter of the constinition, the first term of the Federation Council 

and the Durna were considered provisional and so their terms were oniy for two years, unlike the 

normal term of office which was to last for four years. 

Under the constitution adopted in 1993. the Federation Council has been given almost as 

much power as the Duma. It is to consider laws passed in the Duma. decide issues conceming the 

redrawing of intemal borders and the sening of presidential elections. The Federation Council also 

has the right to veto legislation adopted in the Duma and to initiate legislation (Article 104. 1). 

As well, the constitution grants the right of iegislaûve initiative to the govement.  both houses 

of parliament. the president. and the components of the federation. Significantly, the constitution 

provided for the senators of the provisional session to maintain both their seats in the Federation 

Council as well as in their localities. Paragraph nine in the constitution's section "Concluding and 

transitional provisionsn States dDeputies to the Federation Council, during the fvst term, will 

exercise their hinctions on a periodic basis. " 

According to Article 105. section 3, legislation passed in the Duma m u t  be sent to the 



Federation Council where. in order to be sent to the president. it must be accepted by a majoriv 

of the senators. There are certain areas of le_gislation that, according to the Constitution. the 

Federation Council is required to debate. No law on the federal budget, taxes, international 

treaties. for example. c m  be passed without the express consent of the upper house. However. 

if a piece of ordinary legislation is not debated and voted on in the Federation Council within 

fourteen days. it is considered approved. This has become a sipificant problem given that the 

Council meets only infrequentiy and ofien when it convenes. the members are more interested in 

bringing local problerns to the attention of the appropriate minister or the president than they are 

in attending sessions. As a result. reaching quorum has become an even greater diffïculty in the 

Federation Council than in the Duma and the influence of the Federation Council's permanent 

staff is considerable. In fact. the senators' staff mernbers have reportedly been known to develop 

two responses to legislation to be debated in the Federation Council to be presented to their 

senators - one pro and one against.' 

One of the prirnary tasks of the Federation Council is to provide a mechanism to facilitate 

interaction between the presidential structures. the Duma. the government and the regional 

authorities. Given its considerable powen and the historical antagonism between the president and 

the Supreme Soviet. Yeltsin was mindful that the Federation Council must not becorne yet another 

locus of the opposition. In the body of the constitution it is written that the Federation Courtcil 

"can include no factions or associations." 

in addition to the access thar the Federation Council members received to the federal power 

'Jim Nichol. "Russia's Legislature." in Current Politics and Economics of Russia. Vol. 7, 
no. 3 3 .  1997, p. 109. 



83 

structures. the senators also were granted considerable perks. At a meeting with a presidential 

representative in January 1994. the senators were dpromised major privileges." Pave1 Borodin. 

a staff member of the president's administrative office, informed them that the Federation CounciI 

would have allocated to it 500 "office" cars. a polyclinic, access to country houses. and large 

Moscow aparunents.' Addiùodly, the senators were to have a limitless number of assistants to 

be paid from a fund managed by each member which is the equivalent of 80 minimum salaries. 

The Terms of the Debate 

Although the focus of this chapter is on the period after the October crisis, one of the 

centrai arguments in this thesis is that the rules of the game emerged during the period from 1991- 

1993 and that those niles determined the outcorne of the debate on the formation of the Federation 

Council specifically and centre-penphery relations more generally. Yeltsin reformed the regional 

power structure so that the govemors were in a very powerful position relative to other regional 

political actors, including the component legislatures and the municipal authorities. He did so 

anticipating that these actors. empowered by the president and appointed and removed by the 

president, would support hirn and his reform initiatives. These rules or institutions in Roeder's 

terrninology detennined the relationship between Yeltsin and the regions by determining the srpes 

of choices that each could subsequently make. Yeltsin put the govemors in a position that allowed 

them almost complete control over their regions but his subsequent actions towards the governors 

were constrained by this. Those governors that were powerful and popular were untouchable 

despite the fact that Yeltsin appointed them. By controlling access to information. most governors 

'Lyudmilla Yermakova, "Federation Council Members Prornised 'Major Privileges'," 
Itar-Tass. FBIS-SOV-94-007. 11 January 1994. 
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have constructeci thernselves in their regions as responsible politicians fighting with Moscow for 

the rights of their constituents. Recognizing diat a great deal of their power is denved corn the 

strength of their support in the regions. they have consciously tried to ensure their popularity in 

their regions despite the fact that they did not have to face the electorate until December 1996. 

The unintended consequence of Yeltsin's regional reforms was that the governors were in 

a unique position to influence or even determine the outcome of elections as well as whether or 

not reforms are implernented. Arguably though. the control the governors exercised over the 

electoral process outweighed the infiuence they had on the progress of reform in t e m  of their 

bargainine position vis-a-vis Yeltsin. In many cases, reforms such as price controls and 

privahtion were outright ignored in the regions. but rarely seemed to be grounds for dismissal. 

Even total mismanagement. such as what occurred in Primorskie Krai under govemor 

Nazdratenko did not result in any action by the president until 1997. The govemor of Prirnorskie 

krai and the mayor of the capital. Vladivostok. had been engaged in a destabilizing battie for 

several years. Mutual accusations of corruption and ineptitude culminated in the arrest of the 

Vladivostok mayor. This conflict hrew the krai into a crisis. The situation was so bad that often 

the residents were without power for a11 but a few hours per day and deliveries of basic foodstuffs. 

such as bread. were frequently delayed due to fuiancial mismanagement. I submit that this points 

to the fact that Yeltsin needed to maintain their support given their ability to influence his own 

electoral success. Failure to recognize this for Yeltsin meant that he could not be assured of 

winning the next presidential election. A careful examination of Yeltsin's policy position in terms 

of the debate on the Federation Council reveals that, in fact, he did recognize this consuaint and 

acted according to the aspirations of the governors to be included in the Federation Council. 
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This dynarnic stems fiom the weak link between the presidency and the electorate that must 

ultirnately select him and from the power that was vested in the hands of the governors. As a 

result of these weak links and his persistent refusal to identi@ hirnself with a political Party, 

Yeltsin must rely on intermediaries like the governors to build support for him. Because the 

govemors have such power in their regions, the dependency of those vying for power has 

increased proportionateiy. Moreover. in terms of the political resources that each political actor 

brings to the table in trying to secure its interests. events such as Chechnia Save the regional elite 

additional leverage in the bargaining process. The reaction of the regions was considerably less 

than many had predicted. perhaps ihis was a resuit of Yeltsin's concessions to the regions. 

including his support in this issue of the formation of the Federation Council. In predicting 

Yeltsin's policy position therefore. the emphasis must be on the constraints that these rules, 

defmed as Yeltsin's dependence on the govemors, had on his subsequent behavior or choices. This 

approach then has tried to identify these rules in order to understand the patterns that have 

emerged in centre-periphery relations as a result of the way in which both the parliament but 

especially Yeltsin tried to use the regions pnor to the October crisis but also after. 

For their part. the governors have demanded certain concessions in exchange for support. 

The desire of the governors to be included in the upper echelons of power was evidenced by 

Yeltsin's creation of a myriad of different councils in the previous p e ~ o d  al1 designed to give the 

regional leaders what they wished - a voice in Moscow and a means of intluencing if not 

controlling policy making at the centre. After the October crisis, this did not subside and in the 

summer of 1994. a group of the govemors approached Yeltsin with the suggestion that he create 

a Council on State Bodies of Government which was to include Yeltsin, Chernomyrdin and the 
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administrative heads or presidents of the 88 cornponent~.~ The republics in a s d a r  vein, moved 

to have the Council of the Heads of the Republics reestablished. Although these initiatives "ftom 

belown did not corne to hition, they illustrate the extent to which the regional leaders value a 

place in the executive hierarchy. The Federation Council was no exception to this. During the 

debate on this. the governors, both those that had been elected to the provisional Federation 

Council and those who had not. demanded that they be included ex offïcio in the future upper 

houses. 

These issues came into play with the debate on the law on the formation of the Federation 

Council. Since the provisionai term was to end in December 1995, the debate began in earnest in 

the spnng of 1995. On April 21 1995. the Duma voted down the president's version of the law 

on the formation of the Federation Council which envisaged that it be cornprised of appointed 

executive and representative heads of Russia's component parts. 56 Duma deputies voted for the 

draft, 91 against with 9 abstentions. At the same thne, upwards of 300 gave their unofficial 

support to an alternative draft proposed by the Duma that provided for direct elections to al1 the 

members of the Federation Council.' 

In April, at the same time as the Duma was debating its drafts, the Federation Council 

debated two drafts of its own that refiected the disjuncture in the council between those who were 

governors and therefore supportive of Yeltsin's initiative and those who were not. One draft was 

'Nikolay Troitskiy. "Governors Storm the Bastions: Leaders of the Subjects of the 
Federation - A Play in Four Acts." Obshchuya guzeta. FBIS-URS-94-088.22 July 
1994. 

'FBIS-SOV-95-079,2 1 April 1995. 



submitted by Federation Council Chair Shurneyko and the other by another member, Yelena 

Minilina. Where Shumeyko advocated an appointed upper house. sirnilar in pnnciple to the 

Canadian Senate or the British House of Lords. Minilina envisioned a directly elected Council. 

Her draft also did not allow for council rnernbers to hold local and national positions 

simultaneously. forcing potential senators to c h o o ~ e . ~  

Arguably . if Yeltsin had k e n  able to form the first Federation Council as he anticipated, 

with the governors and the legislative heads. this debate within the council would never have 

occurred. As it was. however. those who could not reasonably expect to attain the position of 

either the heads of the administration or the legislature were adamantly opposed to the president's 

plan of automatic appointments and so Yeltsin had to contend with the opposition of both the 

Duma. that wanted direct elections. and the provisional Federation Council. Those loyal to Yeltsin 

were supportive of his version. Vladimir Shumeyko. the council speaker. for example was from 

the beginning against the idea of elections to the Federation Council. He was quoted as saying that 

"election cannot be the principle of formation of the Federation C o ~ n c i l . ~ ~  By contrast, Deputy 

Chairrnan Ramazan Abdulatipov believed that the Federation Council had to be elected through 

direct elections. " We need a working parliament. Important laws which determine the life of the 

entire country cannot be developed and adopted by making trips from the heartland once or twice 

a month. And the top leaders from the regions, which have many of their own problems which 

'Thomas de Waal, "Elect or Appoint? Council Awaits Fate," in The Moscow Times. 
Wednesday. Apnl 12, 1995. 

"Anna Koqreva -'How to Choose Senators. Order of Formulation of Federation Council 
Primarily Determines Whose interests They Will Defend." Rossiyskaya gazeta. 
FBIS-SOV-95-136-S. 1 1  July 1995. 
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dernand constant attention. are physically unable to meet in the Federation Council more often 

than that. * Another Deputy Chair. Valeryan Viktorov similarly voiced his suppon for the direct 

election of the council members. 'If we want to have a professional parliament which is 

responsible to the population of Russia and which reflects the interests of the country. it would 

make sense to give preference to the upper house being fomulated as a result of elections. "' 

Shurneyko defended his position with the argument that having an upper house comprised 

of the regional leadership was essential to promoting a good. working relationship with the 

regions and the federal governent as well as promoting the stability of Russia more generally. 

Those who supported Shumeyko's draft expressed the opinion that a Federation Council organized 

that way would dirninish the likelihood of another round of calls for separatism by providing the 

regional leadership with a stake in Russia's fùture and an important role to play in M o s c ~ w . ~  Not 

surprisingly. this argument conformed entirely to the argument of the govemors. 

This view of centre-penphery relations most closely confomed to that of the governors. 

Much like Yeltsin's rationalization of his own concentration of power, the govemors argued that 

a duality of power, such that may occur if they were not represented in the Federation Council. 

may lead to conflict and ungovernability. Again. this thinking is rerniniscent of the idea that 

democracy can only be achieved through undemocratic means. Although there may be some 

precedent for this caveat. a dernocratic system requires a plurality of voices and actors that must 

be able and willing to reach compromises. The principle of the separation of powers, on which 

'Ibid. 

'de Waal. 
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the Russian Federation is predicated. is designed to prevent just such a concentration of legislative 

and executive powers. Only through a system of checks and balances can good governent be 

achieved and any formula that does not ailow for this has the potential to lead to authontarianism. 

The supporters of Mizulina's vision of a directly elected Federation Council, by contrast, 

expressed the opinion opposite to that of the govemors. She herself said that Shumeyko's version 

was untamount to "constitutional sabotage toward Russia" that would inevitably provide Yeltsin 

with inordinate powers vis-a-vis the parliament and therefore over the legislative process.' Despite 

the presence of sixty of Yeltsin's appointed governors who had won in the 1993 elections to the 

council, it was clear at this early stage that Yeltsin would not easily win this fight. Recognizing 

that if both houses were opposed to his vision of an upper house comprised of part-tirne memben, 

he would more than likely have to decree his preference, Yeltsin, nevertheless, rernained fm and 

would not relent. 

Afier having vetwd Yeltsin's version, on July 5 the Duma voted almost unanimously for 

a biIl that provided for the direct elections of the Federation Council. The law established that the 

Federation Council would be formed by two representatives from al1 of the Russian regions. 

Candidates nominated joindy by the executive and the legislature would subsequently be directly 

elected. The law also stipulated that a minimum of one of the two senafors is to work in the 

Federation Council permanently and exclusively. It stated "[olficials of legislative 

(representative), executive. self-government and judicial bodies, prosecutor's offices, career 

officers and other state officiais may be registered as candidates to the Federation Council 
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provided they take leave from the moment they are registered until election day."1° Vladimir 

Isakov, the head of the Duma Legislation Committee, stated that the automatic appointment system 

as favoured by Yeltsin would be nundemocratic. " He argued that ' if you just move people from 

one chair to another without a- control. the people just do not corne into the equation." He 

further expressed the fear that if the council is not directly elected, 'we would have an omnipotent 

president. like a general secretary in the old days."" 

As this draft was being debated in the Federation Council, the disjuncture within the 

council itself over the issue of its formation was equally evident when it was being debated in the 

its various cornmittees. While the Cornmittee for Legislation was unanirnously in favour of the 

Duma version of the law. the Committee for Federation Affairs just as unanimously opposed it. 

While the draft was being debated on the fioor of the council, Shumeyko, Yeltsin's ardent 

supporter realized that the Duma's draft had quite a lot of support and so. prior to the vote, he 

called for a break and. not coincidently. after the break quorum could not be met. and so the vote 

did not take place." 

On July 27. 1995, the Federation Council voted in favour of the law *On Forrning the 

Federation Council of the Federal Assembly" that had been passed in the Duma on July 5. The 

minimum required to pass a law, 90 senators. voted for the law with 61 voting against and 9 

abstentions. It was no coïncidence that 61 rnembers voted against and there were 60 governors 

""Federation Council Approves Law on Its Own Formation." Inferfa. FBIS-SOV-95- 
145.27 July. 1995. 

"Leonid Bershidsky. "Duma Passes Bill Requiring Elections to Upper House," in 
The Moscow Times. Thursday. July 6. 1 995. 



among the voters. The govemors acted to protect their interests and their place in the upper 

echelons of the political hierarchy. After the vote, Shumeyko articulated this thinking about the 

roIe of the Federation Council and the place of the governors within it, 

[tlhis house is not meant to be a Iegislature or an extension of the Duma. It 
is meant to be a place where people who make decisions in the regions can 
represent these regions. Look who has voted in favour of this bill: None of 
them are governors and none of them are responsible for a single thing in the 
regions. l3  

Significantly, however, the law would have corne into effect even without these results because 

the council failed to consider the draft in the two week t h e  limit prescribed by the constitution. 

Reaction on the part of those in favour of Yeltsin's version was predictably negative. Vladimir 

Shumeyko commented that "the president as the guarantor of the Constitution is not entitled to 

sign a Iaw running counter to the Constitution.* l4 

It is important to keep in mind the context here. This issue was being debated just a few 

rnonths before the Durna elections. Since Yeltsin's sympathizers had not k e n  uniformly successfùl 

in the 1993 elections. he rnust have been aware that a change in strategy from that t h e  was in 

order. As a result, Yeltsin and Chemomyrdin were trying hard to include the regionai elites into 

the "party of power" as pan of presidential initiative that would see only two pseudo "partiesn 

- a pro and mi-governrnent party - run in the forthcorning Duma elections. in renirn, the regional 

leaders were offered compensation in the form of bnds from party coffers that would go towards 

their own election campaigns. 

""Federation Council Approves Law on Its OG Formtion," Interfa. FBIS-SOV-95- 
145.27 Jdy.  1995. 
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The Iack of an established political party supportive of the president and the goveniment 

meant that it was necessary to strengthen their linkages to those who had a vested interest in 

seeing hirn maintain power. To do so, however . required that he establish hirnself as instrumental 

to the regional leaders that he was trying to woo and whose support was crucial. This was more 

critical in Yeltsin's case than for the Durna deputies in that the president was much more isolated 

from the electorate and so needed a surrogate Party through which to garner support. 

Despite Yeltsin's need for a Party that was dependent on his suppon. this initiative largely 

failed to develop and during the Duma elections of 1995. more than the two blocs were 

represented. It is, nevertheless. suggestive of Yeltsin's position vis-a-vis the regional elite and the 

influence that his decision not to affiliate hirnself with a particular party had on his room to 

maneuver around election times. Because of this, Yeltsin was stil1 bound to the governors and had 

to entice them into his "pany of powern using ad hoc, often inconsistent strategies, including 

offering them a position in the Federation Council. Since many govemors ran their regions 

almost like fiefdoms. with considerable powers of appointment themselves. they were instrumental 

in securing electoral success. This gave them considerable leverage in securing for themselves a 

position at die centre of Russian politics, in the Federation Council. 

The possibility that Yeltsin would ultimately decree his preference in order to satisv the 

dernands of the governors seems to have figured quite prorninently into Yeltsin's strategy . After 

the July SLh draft was passed in the Duma. Serzei Filatov, Yeltsin's chief of staff, was quoted as 

saying that the president would definitely veto the Duma version if it reached him. Moreover, he 

suggested that if the Federation Council did not ultimately reject it, Yeltsin "will be forced to 

form the charnber by decree."ls Not bound themselves by concerns of the constinitionality of 



decreeing the formation of the Federation Council. Yeltsin had the clear support of the govemors. 

At a conference of governors and legislature heads held in September. the participants agreed that 

it would be preferable for Yeltsin to issue a decree on the formation of the Federation Council that 

allowed for the automatic inclusion of the heads of the legislative and executives branches, than 

to allow either the Duma or the Federation Council in its curent composition to decide the issue! 

Later, in September. Yeltsin again raised the possibility of creating the council by decree. one 

even less advantageous. in it. he prornised that it would be forrned by the heads of the Iegislatures 

and the heads of the executive branches and that it would also include "four or five persons from 

the federal bodies of power. " 17 Yeltsin dernonstrated his disdain for the version of the law passed 

by the Duma and the Federation Council and its significance to him as on the same day that it was 

passed Yeltsin met with Duma Chairman Rybkin to discuss it. Yeltsin said that he -drew the 

attention" of Rybkin to the way the law -contravenes the Con~titution."'~ 

During this debate. the role of the constitution in political processes was again revealed. 

Yeltsin in particular, but also the Duma have consistently demonstrated their propensiry to use the 

constinition in any way that suits their interests. Yeltsin brought the constitution into the 

discourse. claiming that it did not contain provisions for the direct elections of the members of 

"Leonid Bershidsky. "Upper Chamber Faces Fateful Choice." in The Moscow Times. 
Fnday. July 2 1. 1995. 

I6 Tonference Urges Yeltsin Federation Council Decree." Inferfa. FFBIS-SOV-95-184, 
22 September 1995. p. 24. 

"---Test' of Yeltsin's 8 Sep News Conference." Moscow Russian Public Television Firsf 
Channel Nehvork FBIS-SOV-95-175. 1 1 September 1995. p. 35. 

''Lyudmila Nefedova, 'Sick and Tired of Being a Good Child,'? Rossiya. FBIS-SOV-95- 
134, 13 July 1995. 
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the Federation Council and at the same tirne threatened to force through his preference by issuing 

a decree. This, of course. would have contradicted the provisions of the constitution, which 

dictated that only the parliament is empowered to legitimately pass legislation on the formation 

of the Federation Council. Moreover. his preference clearly contradicted the constinitionally 

enshrined principle of the separation of legislative and executive functions. This use and misuse 

of the constitution has become an ongoing theme in post-Soviet Russian politics and augers badly 

for Russian stability. It undermines the potential that the constitution may have otherwise had on 

bringing order to the political system and systematically undermines its legitimacy. 

Tme to his word. Yeltsin did quickly veto the law to which both houses gave their assent. 

During the September session of the Duma. the president repeatedly put pressure on both houses 

to pass a bill or he would issue a decree on the subject. Yeltsin's powers of decree, provided for 

in the constitution, have added a somewhat unique dimension to the legislative process. In cases 

where the Federal Assembly and the president have competing visions. competing interests. 

Yeltsin can and has threatened to simply "go around" parliament and decree his preference. The 

Duma deputies themselves are acutely aware rhat often the president contravenes the constitution 

by claiming that the parliament was again acting "uncooperatively." A conciliatory cornmittee 

to try and work out a compromise law was established but by mid-September little significant 

progress had been made. 

Both Yeltsin and the governors had a vested interest in having the Federation Council be 

comprised of the heads of the regional legislanires and the executives rather than standing for 

direct elections. For Yeltsin, as long as the Federation Council was comprised of members that 

are othenvise occupied in their home regions, whose source of their power and elite stanis is 
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largely derived from their positions in the regions. their allegiances and interests will rernain 

there. This makes them more easily swayed by offers of central largesse for which Yeltsin is 

famous. Rather than filling the Federation Council with members that are entirely devoted to k i n g  

YeltsinTs opposition. he preferred instead to have an upper house whose membershipTs political 

fortunes were tied much more to the fate of their own regions than to the political gains that they 

score against Yeltsin. Moreover. he may have reasoned that including the governors in the 

Federation Council ex ofticio may also have a stabilizing effect on centre-regional relations. In 

this regard. the Federation Council with its power of legislative initiative was a political necessity 

for Yeltsin who anticipated being able to buy the support of the regions at crucial times in 

exchange for concessions such as favorable bilateral treaties and potentially create a more stable 

environment in which to pursue his reform. 

By contrast. the Duma had few levers of influence and had hoped that a directly elected 

Council would return a membership more closely resembling its own. A Federation Councü made 

up of governors and regional Iegisiatures are simply not able to act as an effective house of 

parliament. In the event that many pieces of perhaps crucial legislation go undebated in the upper 

house. the result may be that presidential decrees continue to supplement what the two houses 

cannot accomplish. Moreover. many in the Duma argued that a Federation Council comprised 

of governors and legislature heads would pay no heed to issues of national importance, focusing 

only on local issues. In this case, the Duma reasoned, they would not have the ally they had hoped 

for in the Federation Council. 

By contrast. the levers of influence that the president had vis-a-vis the regional leaders are 

considerable and could easily be used to influence the way that an upper house organized on that 



principle may behave . Rarnazan Abdulatipov. a then Federation Council member, lamented the 

functioning of the Federation Council and in so doing highlighted the potential influence the 

president could have over senators who are also administrative heads. He remarked that 

[a governor who] has left for the session, Say, from Khabarovsk and has spent nine 
hours in a plane. cornes there already exhausted. and in the aftemoon he has to go to 
the ministry to straighten out his problems.. . .Back in his region. pipelines are coming 
apart. and he is on pins and needles in Moscow. He is doing his best not to go to the 
session. " 

Anticipating that the regional leaders would be rnuch more pragmatic than their Duma 

counterparts and following the wishes of the govemors, Yeltsin refused to bend to the will of the 

Duma or the Federation Council on this issue. 

It is important to remember that at this time. most of the regional governors or executive 

heads were appointed by Yeltsin. For them to be automatically included in the future council. 

then. would mean that Yeltsin's appointees would gain automatic entry into the upper house. As 

a result. a paralle1 debate was taking place at the sarne time over the status of the governors. The 

outcome of the debate on the formation of the Federation Council was significantiy influenced by 

the results of this other. related debate. 

The long-standing practice that Yeltsin appoint the regional govemors began with his 

August 22. 199 1 Decree No. 75. *On Some Questions of the Activity of Organs of Executive 

Power in the RSFSR. " that fust established rhat the regional govemors would be appointed. This 

procedure was again reaffirmed that year in his November 2Sh decree "On the Procedure for 

Appointing Administrative Heads. - Finally , on October 4, 1994 the decree "On Measures To 

I9Yelena Tregubova "Ramazan Abdulatipov Criticizes Senators and S ympathizes With 
Them. He Likes 'Our Home's' Host, But 1s Womed About The Size of the 'House'." 
Segodnya. FBIS-SOV-95-106.2 June 1995, p. 36. 
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Consolidate Unified System of Executive Power in the Russian Federation" established that. -until 

a different procedure is put in place by federal legislation." the scheduling of elections to al1 the 

heads of reg ional administrations. w hether appointed or elected. w il1 fa11 under the exclusive 

purview of the president." With this decree, Yeltsin established a legal basis for the authorities 

of the govemors since a decree during the October crisis rendered invalid the only existing law 

on regional authority. He also established that the powers of the appointed govemors would be 

equal in every way to those of the few elected govemors. 

Seeking to remove the administrative heads from Yeltsin's contml was a preoccupation of 

both the Duma and its predecessor, the Supreme Soviet but this issue became even more 

significant with the possibility that the upper house would be comprised of these appointees. On 

April 7. 1995 the Duma adopted in the third reading a draft law '*On Organization of the Organs 

of State Power of Federation Entities. - This law established. arnong other things, that "the highest 

official of an entity of the Russian Federation is elected by the citizens who reside therein.. . 

Recognizing that this decree in its original form had little chance of passing through both the 

Federation Council and the president, it also included provisions for the maintenance of the 

appointees until such time as the *Russian Federation entity adopts its charter."" Despite this 

apparent concession, however, both Yeltsin and the Federation Council rejected the law. The 

Senate Federation Affairs Cornmittee adopted a resolution on the draft. stating that this law 

spells out in detail forms an procedures for the operation of regional 

"Text of "On Measures to Consolidate Unified System of Executive Power," 
Rossiyskaya gazefa. FBIS-SOV-94- 194.6 October 1994. p. 19. 

"Vladimir Yemelyanenko. &We Shall Elect Everyone, But Not Right Away," 
Moskovskiye novosti. FBIS-SOV-95-087,s May 1995, p. 25. 



bodies of state power, something which violates the constitutional rights 
of Russian Federation components.. . .passing this law in its present fom 
would, far from speeding it up. slow down the establishment of statehood 
in Russia's component parts." 

On May 26. 1995, the Duma voted unanimously to send to the Constitutional Court 

Yeltsin's October 1994 decree. The Durna argued that it contradicted the October 199 1 law "On 

the Election of the Heads of AdministrationsT that required that the regional govemors be directiy 

elected. Also on May 26, the Duma sent an appeal to Yeltsin, requesting that he schedule elections 

for the governors simultaneously with the December 1995 Duma elections ." Significantly , it was 

not only the Duma that was in favour of holding elections to the position of governor. Pressure 

on Yeltsin to schedule elections also came from many of the appointed governors as well as from 

the Federation Council itself. The governors wanted to secure for themselves the best possible 

bargaining position towards the president and so were largely in favor of holding gubernatorial 

elections. Even though they had secured for thernselves considerably freedom from Yeltsin's 

interventions by virtue of their position in the regions despite being appointees. direct elections 

would only strengthen their position. 

In Nizhniy Novgorod. for exarnple. Boris Nemtsov, in conjunction with the obiast Duma, 

adopted a charter in May 1995, that called expressly for these elections to be scheduled as soon 

$9 --Yelena Tregubov. "Senators Dislike Duma Law on Regional Audiorities. Lower 
Chamber 'Goes a Bit Too Far' Trying To Lay Down Rules for Provinces," Segodnya. 
FBIS-SOV-95-069. 1 1 April 1995, p. 38. 

"Paul Kumetsov, "Duma Recommends Holding Local Elections in Dec.," Itar-Tass. 
FBIS-SOV-95-103,30 May 1995, p. 44. 



as possible." A sirnilar situation occurred in the Sakhalin obias? after Yeltsin appointed his third 

covernor. Instead of resolving the confiict between the governor and the legislature there, this 
t 

appointment even fürther raised the ire of the oblast Duma, Ieading to their calls, in the name of 

the oblast citizens, for the direct election of the g ~ v e r n o r . ~  The case of Sverdlovsk Ob& is also 

instructive here in that it was there that the obias Durna independently set a date for the election 

of its govern~r. '~ Both Eduard Rossel of Sverdlovsk and Nemtsov won the right to elections, 

provisions for their election were even put into Yeltsin's September decree on the status of the 

governors. Several governors even outrïght defied the president and stood for popular elections." 

It is important here to understand both the reasoning behind their and other govemors' 

desire for elections as well as the influence they had on Yeltsin's decision vis-a-vis this issue. 

From the govemors ' perspective. there were two prirnary motivations for seeking emancipation 

from Yeltsin. First, because of their stanis as Yeltsin's appointees. they bore a certain 

responsibility for his po licies in that , often, they were perceived as the president 's representatives 

rather than independent politicians . As a result. they sornetimes lacked a cenain credibility in their 

localities. Secondly, by being elected rather than appointed. the govemors could insulate 

themselves from changes of leadership in Moscow or from Yeltsin's changes in remperarnent. 

'"Ye. Maslova "Gubernatonal Elections: The Deputies Have The Floor," Nizhniy 
Novgorod ~Vizhegorodîkiye novosti. FBIS-SOV-95-093. 1 5 May 1 995, 
p. 34. 

"FBIS-SOV-95-093. i 5 May 1995. p. 38. 
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Moreover. elections secured for thern a wider degree of independence in their actions. Of course 

there were exceptions to this rule. Some of the governors were not anxious to go before the 

electorate for fear that they would not be elected. Rather it was the strong govemors, govemors 

who had built themselves a suong following in their regions thar were the most vocal in their 

preference for elections. And it was precisely because many of the govemors had such a base of 

support that Yeltsin could not risk alienating thern. 

In Russia. political resources are more often than not the means to economic resources. 

Interbudgetary tramfers. rather than being calculated on the bais of need. are based on only one 

criterion - political power. in the period leading up to the October crisis. it was clearly those 

regions that threatened separation. and those leaders who commanded a great deal of power and 

influence in their regions. that received the largest tramfers from the centre.ls In several instances. 

donor resions have lower living standards than regions that are net recipients. A place in the 

Federation Council and gubernatorial elections could oniy bolster their ability to extract resources 

from the centre and define the rems of their fiscal and political relationship with Moscow. And 

it would not lessen Yeltsin's dependence on them. but stren-men it. 

This dynamic is clearly illustrated in a personai anecdote that was reported in a Russian 

newspaper. It was reported that prior to the gubernatorial elections, scores of govemors Rooded 

to the presidenr's office demanding resources to ensure their election. This has become somewhat 

of a joke in Moscow. The reporter wrote that. 

In capital today the longest lines are at the door of Govenunent Chairman 
Viktor Chernomyrdin and Presidential Staff Chief Anatoliy Chubays. Both 

"Daniel Treisman. "The Politics of Intergovernmental Transfers in Post-Soviet Russia" 
In British Journal of Political Science. Vol. 26, 1996, p. 299. 



are full of governors though you do also rneet presidents. Each asks: 'Give 
us a billion. give us a billion!' When 1 met the premier once he described 
this nationwide greed as a 'naturaï disaster' and uncharactenstically for hirn 
even complained: 'One cornes along. then another. and yet another again. .. 
They al1 Say the sarne thing. If you do not help me out with funds 1 will lose.' 
Of course, they request rnoney for the social sector - budget sector wages, 
pensions. and allowances. But we already know from experience: It can 
simply get diverted [to fund their election campaigns]. At the 'White House' 
something happened recently that is an absolutely perfect topic for anecdote: 
An esteerned leader of an esteemed region was going around the offices of 
highly piaced individuals and literally blackrnailing them: 'If you do not set 
aside 200 billion for me, 1 will not stand at all! Let the communists come 
to p ~ w e r ! " ~  

Rerniniscent of Brezhnev's loyal cadres policy in the regions, for Yeltsin, then, it was 

essential to maintain good relations with the governors, who thernselves commanded so much 

power. He needed them to mobilize support behind bot .  his own carnpaign for the presidency but 

also in order to help Chemomyrdin's bloc "Our Home is Russia* that was slated to run in the 

December 1995 Duma elections. This rationale is clearly dernonstrated in his decision to allow 

the election in Sverdlovsk. Yeltsin removed his appointee. Eduard Rossel. in 1993 following 

Rossel's vocal carnpaign to mm his home oblm into a republic, with d i  the attendant privileges. 

Rossel. however. was very popular and afier he was dismissed by Yeltsin. Yeltsin's popularity 

began to wane in Sverdlov~k.~ It was with this in mind that Yeltsin. fearful of the consequences 

of further alienating Rossel, allowed him to run for governor since it was preferable to have a 

potentially supponive. popular but elected governor than an unpopular. appointed governor. In 

">Aleksandr Gamov. -'Give Us a Billion! Panikovskiy, the Well-Known Govemor of the 
Island of Bomeo. Begged Ali of a Million off of Koreyko. But Our Govemors Are Not 
Asking the Kremlin for Any Less Than 300 Billion for Their Election Campaigns." 
Komsornolskqya pravdcr. FBIS-SOV-96- 189.25 September 1996. 

'O~leksandr Pashkov. "An Exclusive for Rossel?" Izvestiya. FBIS-SOV-95-009, 
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fact. Rossel since then has become one of Yeltsin's more vocal allies among the elected 

governors . As well, an article that appeared in Nezavisimaya (&eca in January 1996 claimeci that 

an official document from the presidential administration that had been leaked to the press had 

explicitly cited this as Yeltsin's rationale for stalling the gubernatorial elections and for replacing 

several governors prior to the election." 

But Yeltsin was still unwilling to allow Russia-wide gubernatorial elections before June 

1996. the date of the presidential elections since there was no guarantee that his supporters would 

fare well. At a meeting between Yeltsin and several governors held in early July 1995. it was 

made clear by the president that the elections for the heads of the regional executive branches will 

not be held before the presidential elections scheduled for June 1996. Despite the exceptional 

elections held before then. as was the case in Sverdlovsk, Yeltsin's staff members were quoted 

as saying that they "see no srounds for globally changing the system of appointment rather than 

of elections for heads of administrations which developed and becarne firmly established under 

the current president . " '" 
There is additional evidence that suggests dut Yeltsin's concem was primariiy the timing 

of the election and that as early as summer 1995, he was planning to issue a decree that allowed 

for gubematorial elections to proceed afier June 1996. After the Nizhniy Novgorod Oblasr 

adopted its chaner and corresponding law on elections to its govemor. it received a statement 

""Politicheskie nastroeniya regiond'noy administrativnoy elity Rossii," in 
iVc=avisimayaguzefa. 26 January 1996. pp. 3-4. 

"Yelena Tregubova, "Govemors Discuss Budget Message With President. Elections 
for Govemors Will Start Only Afier Elections for President." Segodnya. FBIS-SOV- 
95- 128. 5 July 1995. p. 19. 



fkom the Russian Federation Central Electoral Commission that called into question certain of the 

oblm law's specific provisions and requested that they arnend it to conform to the forthcorning 

Russian law on the issue of gubematorial elections .33 After the Federai Assembly reconvened for 

its fa11 session. Yeltsin again made a statement that suggested that at issue was not whether or not 

elections were going to take place, but rather when. At a press conference in early September. 

Yeltsin made a statement to this effect. He said "1 am allowing elections of the heads of 

administration. 1 am allowing elections to those who want them. one by one.. . -1 will dlow these 

elections to be held because the democratization of society will lead us to having to do that 

everywhere. 

Finally. on September 18". the question of both whether and when the elections to 

administrative heads would take place was resolved. Yeltsin's decree "On Elections to the Bodies 

of State Power in the Constituent Parts of the Russian Federation and to the Bodies of Local Self- 

Govermnent' established that elections to the remaining appointees would be held in December 

1996, six months after the presidential elections." It would appear that. rather than the Duma's 

influence. it was the groundswell of support for gubematorial elections from the regions and the 

govemors themselves just before the presidential and parliarnentary elections that proved to be the 

- 3 
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decisive factor in resolving this issue. Because many regional dumas themselves adopted charters 

or passed laws that established a legislative basis for gubematorial elections, Yeltsin was 

prompted to act in order to control the electoral process. Since he wanted these elections to at least 

be held afier the June election. he was forced to act because many of the regions declared their 

intention to proceed with gubernatorial elections in December dong with the Duma elections 

regardless of Yeltsin's wishes. For Yeltsin this was Unpermissible and, in response, he usurped 

their rnomentum by issuing his September decree. 

Despite this. however. the issue of how the Federation Council was to be fonned was yet 

to the settled. In response to the impasse that had developed over this issue, Yeltsin appealed to 

the Constitutional Court to shed light on the meaning of the constitutionality of electing the 

council members. Sergey Filatov. the Chief of the Presidential Administration appealed to the 

Duma deputies to reconsider their position of the formation of the Federation Council. He 

reasoned that if "a region is headed by one person and represenred by another. Such 'duality of 

power' can lead to an unnecessary .warT. w 3 6  

In October. after Yeltsin had vetoed the draft passed by the Durna and the Federation 

Council in July. the Durna set about drafüog yet another bill. Recognizing that Yeltsin would 

never consent to a bill that did not contain provisions for the automatic appointment of regional 

legislature heads and governors. in October the Duma drafted a bill that allowed for Yeltsin's 

demands. Interestingly. this draft stipulated that it would not allow for the presence of any 

appointed governors. In direct contradiction of Yeltsin's earlier decree and illustrative of the type 

36LyudmiIla Yermakov. "Filatov on Federation Council Formation Issue." Itar-Tass. 
FBIS-SOV-95-184.2 1 September 1995. 
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of political posniring that characterizes Duma- presidenrial relations. this draft established an eight 

month period during which elections to the post of regional administrative head would have to 

take place.37 Since this bill was tabled in October. eight rnonths from then would have placed 

elections to the governors in May 1996, one month before the presidentid election scheduled for 

June 1996. Predictably. Yeltsin retumed this draft citing "procedural violations. 

From this gesture, Yeltsin's motives were clearly illustrated. h t ead  of vetoing the bill as 

he had with past drafts. he returned it since it complied with virtually every one of his 

stipulations. except the timing of the elections. Here again we can see clearly the importance of 

the governors to both Yeltsin and the Duma. While the president wanted to maintain his 

appointees until after the election. the Duma was intent on wresting them from Yeltsin's grip. The 

Duma. anticipating that direct elections to the govemors would return governors that were perhaps 

more supportive of their views. wanted to see these eIections held before June 1996. 

Nevertheiess. this draft represented a dramatic departure for the Durna from its initial 

position of a directly elected Federation Council. Two issues seemed to be key in this apparent 

change of heart. It is important to keep in mind that. at the tirne. the alternative to bending to 

Yeltsin's will seemed to be no upper house at dl. In rhis event. the future Duma and al1 its work 

would be open to questions of constitutionality. It would also have provided Yeltsin a further 

opportunity to decide crucial issues by decree. One Duma deputy . who gnidgingly voted in favor. 

had this to Say. 

"Leonid Bershidsky. "Compromise Set On Upper House." in The Moscow Times. 
Thursday, October 12, 1995. 

''Leonid Bershidsky. "Short. Sweet: Duma Passes Bill on Counci1.-' in The Moscow 
Times. Saturday. November 18, 1995. 



1 will not attempt to conceal the fact that this version of the bill was 
endorsed by the president.. . .If we try to go for the big prize. we may 
not get anything at dl .  and the Russian parliament will not be able to 
fly on one wingJ9 

The second event, and probably the most significant reason for the Duma's reversal concerns the 

September decree on the statu of the governors. [t was no coincidence that only afier Yeltsin 

made formal his cornmitment to holding gubernatorial elections did the Duma agree to the 

automatic appointment of the govemors to the Federation Council. Even though the gubernatorial 

elections would not be held before the presidential election, ai least the governors would not be 

indefinitely appointed. In fact. from this moment on, the contlict behveen Yeltsin and the 

Federation Council itself took centre stage with the Duma becoming an odd ally of the president. 

Despite the preference of most of the governors for a Federation Council that provided for 

their automatic inclusion. the provisional Federation Council was not united in this preference. 

Many of the then couacil members were not heads of regional le_eislatures or executives and so 

were in favor of direct elections. They were fearful that in the funire they would not be elected 

to either the position of rezional legislative or executive head and so would be denied access to 

the Federation Council and the power and resources that corne with it. 

Despite the Duma's reversal. the Federation Council rejected the Duma's last bill. Finally, 

the Duma bypassed it altogether by submitting their drafi directiy to Yeltsin for his ~ i g n a t u r e . ~  

On December 5. 1995. Yeltsin signed the law -On the Procedure for Forming the Russian 

Federation Federal Assembly Federation Council." This law. proposed by Duma Deputy 

'91bid, 

"'"In the State Duma." Rossiyskqa guzeta. FBIS-SOV-95-220, 14 November 1995. 
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Chaimian Arnir Chilingarov , 'envisions composing the Federation Counc il of popularly elected 

governors and parliamentarians from constituent members of the federation. Regions having 

appointed rather than elected govemors are to hold their elections by December 1996. The 

document does not provide for the presence of federal officiais in the Federation Council. "4' 

Yeltsin supported this latest draft from the Duma despite the upper house's vehement 

objections. Since Yeltsin had already conceded that he would not be able to indef~ te ly  postpone 

the elections to the governors and maintain his forma1 cornmitment to democracy, at least in this 

scenario he would be able to postpone elections until after the presidential elections. Given that 

the support of the govemors was crucial to Yeltsin's electoral success. this represented a 

significant gain. Since this draft stated that the Federation Council could not sit until quorum 

could be reached, Yeltsin consented to the elections of eight governors before the June presidential 

election. which would bring the number of elected Federation Council members to 120 or two- 

thirds .42 

Perhaps what the outcome of this debate most vividly demonstrates is the way Yeltsin's 

short-terrn political calculations take precedence over longer-term stability or even legality. By 

forming the Federation Council with the heads of the executive and legislative branches, Yeltsin. 

in conjunction with the governors. created an upper house with an inordinate arnount of power. 

The ability of this house to influence Russia's future political processes would be difficult to 

overstate. The fact that it combines both legislative and executive fùnctions. not only clearIy 

'""Shumeyko Says Federation Council Will Reject Duma Bill." Interfm. FBIS-SOV-95- 
227.24 November 1995. 

' teonid Bershidsky. "Upper House Likely to Extend terni," in The Moscow Times. 
Thursday, October 26, 1995. 
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contravenes the constitutionally enshrined separation of powers, but provides the members within 

it. most notably the governors, a voice in every piece of legislation that relates to the regions. 

Since they are at the sarne time the heads of the regional executives. this simation opens w ide the 

possibility that any piece of leeislation that threatens their position in the regions or their 

relationship with the local econornic dite rnay be summariiy rejected. perhaps to the detriment of 

democratic development . 

We will see in the next chapter how these two powerfhl interests - the president and the 

Federation Council and the govemors - clashed over the issue of local self-government. For 

Yeltsin. the opportunity to break the power of the governors. a power that he himself created, 

came with the opening up of the discourse on municipal reform. We can see here how Yeltsin 

attempted to create a counterweight to the govemors in the regions by strengthening the position 

of mayor. including advocating that they control the process of privatization and exercise 

considerable control over taxation. something previously controlled by the governors. What is 

particularly significant here is how the Federation Council acted to defend its interesü against this 

possible encroachment on its exdusive domain. 



CHAPTER FOUR - 

A COUNTERWEIGHT TO THE GOVERNORS? 

Introduction 

During the Soviet era. the organs of state power at the local level, the local soviets. were. 

arguably. the most important regionai structures. Especially in terms of providing social services 

to the local populations. the local soviets were the fmt line. The regional or republican structures 

were arguably mere ourposts for the General Secretary's political allies. In October 1993, when 

Yeltsin took steps to subordinate the legislative bodies at al1 levels to his vertical chain of 

executive power. he greatly empowered those sarne actors that use to be reserved for allies. the 

govemors. He did this by not only subjugating the regional legislatures but also by reforming the 

local structures. Yeltsin's decrees established that the executive or regional govemors would 

exercise control, at least temporarily, over the appointment of al1 local level heads of 

administration and executive conuol over the process of adopting of budgets at the local level and 

gave them control over local taxation.' This. in conjunction with his reform of the regional 

legislatures, left the heads of the administrations virtually unrivaled in their regions. Yeltsin's 

October 1994 decree "On Measures To Consolidate the Russian Executive Branch" introduced 

a n o m  which held that any funire -formation. reorganization. and liquidation of federal power 

'Peter Kirkow, "Local Self-Government in Russia: Awakening from Slumber?'in 
Europe-Asia Studies. Vol. 49. no. 1. 1997, p. 44. The term "local" is used in the 
sarne sense as Peter Kirkow in his article on local self-government in Russia. It 
refen to the goveming structures below the dl- regiond level, including cities, city 
boroughs and rural areas. 
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bodies located in the regions shali be done in coordination with the administration heads. "' They 

developed suong ties to the regional economic powers and often irnplemented reform or  failed to 

in order to strengthen those ties. Together, the political and econornic regional elites' control over 

the political and economic sphere allowed them to exert undue influence over the local citizens 

by controlling their access to jobs. social services, and positions of influence. 

By empowering the governors and trying to secure their accountability to him by 

appointin% and removing them. Yeltsin sought to use them to increase his ability to exercise 

control over the reform process in the regions but also îo secure for himself regional allies that 

would be in a position to influence or perhaps even determine the outcorne of the coming Duma 

and presidential elections. Because of their control over information and resources, the governors 

were in unparalleled positions of influence in this regard. Yeltsin, however, probably overstated 

his ability to control the govemors. despite his appointment of them. And. as the debate on the 

formation of the Federation Council revealed, Yeltsin was more bound to the governors than the 

reverse. Having established thernselves as the unchallenged power of their regions, the govemors 

were powerful in their own right and so secured for themselves a considerable degree of 

independence from the president. Yeltsin. anticipating k ing  able to use the eovemors for his own 

purposes. thus lost control over them in many cases even before they won the right to stand for 

election. 

The govemors used Yeltsin's reliance on them to increase their access to federal power 

stmctures and to safeguard their privileged positions in the regions. Ensuring that no actor could 

'Anna Melnikova, "Aide Assesses Presidential Decree on Executive Power." Itar-Tass. 
FBIS-SOV-94- 196, I 1 October 1994, p. 25. 
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rival their power in the regions. the Federation Council reflexively moved to block any attempt 

to redistribute power away from the governors. Because the provisional Federation Council 

contained at least 60 govemors, they were in a position right from 1993 to influence the legislative 

process in the Federal Assernbly. Boris Nemtsov expressed this well when he said that, even 

appointed. the governors represented a political force to be reckoned with and that no decision 

could be adopted in the Federation Council without the approval of most of the governors 

present.) Nowhere was this more evident than during the debate on local self-government. 

Phase 1 - The Process of De Facto Devolution 

In terms of the chronological order in which legislation on local government appeared, the 

first piece of legislation was the 18 October 1989 law General Principies of Local Self- 

Goverrment and Local Economy in the USSRw which was approved by the Supreme Soviet. 

Subsequently, the Russian Federation law "On Local Self-Government in the Russian Federation" 

was approved also by the then Supreme Soviet on 6 July 1991. The definition of local self- 

eovernment as written in this law. Article 1 "Local (territorial) self-government in the Russian 
C 

Federation is a system for organizing the activity of citizens for independent (their own 

responsibility) solutions to problems of local significance ...' This law. however. had several 

flaws, including the lack of a legislative basis to delimit powers between the various levels of 

eovernment, nor did it directly address the issue of whether or not local government would be part 
L 

of the state structure or not. These questions would persist unanswered for several years and 

'Ye. Maslova. "Gubematorial Elections: The Deputies Have the Floor," Nizhniy 
Nuvgorod .Yizhegorodskiye novosti FBIS-SOV-95-093. 15 May 1995, 
p. 35. 
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would plague the rnovement for establishing real authority for the municipalities in Russia. Little 

movement occurred d u ~ g  the first years of reform. 

Until 1993, Yeltsin gave the components considerable latitude in ternis of determinhg the 

type of municipal organs they preferred and also the power of the local governments. Many 

components took advantage of this opporninity to set their own guidelines. The Kabardino- 

Balkarskiy Republic adopted the law -On Local Self-Government" as early as 1991. Many of the 

components . particularly with ethnic dimensions. cited their distinct traditions as a rational for 

following their own course in terms of organizing the localities. An article in Kizbardino- 

Balkarskaya Pravda wrote that. when considering issues of self-government, 'we simply must 

take into consideration the national and erhnocultural traditions. '' Unfomnately, many regions 

used the opportunity to direct the process of local self-govenunent to assume for themselves 

powers that otherwise would have been in the cornpetence of the municipai authorities. 

The right to local self-government was enshrined in the constitution that was adopted in 

1993. The constitution States that " [llocal self-government in the Russian Federation guarantees 

independent resolution by the population of questions of local significance. and ownership. use. 

and disposition of municipal property. 2. Local self-government is implemented by citizens by 

means of referendums, elections. and other forms of direct expression of the people's desire 

through electoral and other organs of local self-government." Dunng the first penod after the 

October crisis, however, despite bis apparent consolidation of power and despite his forma1 

cornmitment to the principle of local self-government. Yeltsin did not take any measures or play 

'Zaurbi Nakhushev. "Personified Power 1s Personified Responsibility.'? Kabardino- 
Balkatskqvu pravda FBIS-SOV-95- 1 3 9 4 ,  13 July 1995. 
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any role in ensuring that this fundamental right was able to be exercised by Russia's citizens. 

Instead, Yeltsin continued to allow the governors to enjoy virtual free reign and to themselves 

decide how they would prefer to resolve this issue and supported them when they chose not to. 

Any examination of Russian political processes must begin with the recognition that, to 

be meanin-eful. one must look at both the formal-legal structure as well as the way politics are 

actually played. After the constitution was adopted. the basis for local-self government was 

established in full conformity with the Council of Europe guidelines vis-a-vis local government. 

This. however. provides us little insight into the actual status of local self-government. Often. 

issues are debated and decisions made that never actuaily move from the floor of the FederaI 

Assembly to the stage where they are actually implemented. Allowing the governors to consolidate 

their power in the regions had been one of Yeltsin's suategies. He anticipated being able to use 

his appointees to control the regions. Absolute power. however. compts  and. once established. 

is diffîcult to check. 

This situation did not go entirely umoticed in al1 the comdors of power. While most were 

content to maintain the stanis quo. especially the regional elite and apparently Yeltsin. the Durna. 

recognizing that Yeltsin was tryine to use his executive vertical to control the situation from the 

centre to the localities. put the issue of local self-government squarely on the political agenda. Ln 

February 1994, the Duma passed two decrees on the issue of local self-government including one 

to ensure the *constitutional right of the population to have local self-government." During an 

interview. A. Sliva. the chairrnan of the Duma Cornmittee on Local Self-Government, Iamented 

the fate of these decrees. He stated that they had not been enforced and that. in particular, rnany 

of the laws that had been passed in the regions directiy contravened the constitutionally enshrined 
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right to self-government and that many localities had not k e n  granted the oppominity to exercise 

this right. He said that in many areas the functions that should be performed by local governent  

were usurped by the heads of the regional administrations. He further commented that organs of 

local self-government were frequently denied any influence over property management or the 

budgetary process. Moreover, in many regions there were no elections to the local govermnent 

bodies but instead they were comprised of appointes, chosen usualiy by the governors, sornediing 

that Yeltsin himself had empowered them to do. As a result of what the Duma perceived as 

Yeltsin trying to manipulate regional reform to his own advantage, in February the Duma 

appealed to Yeltsin to rectiw the situation. 

Sliva commented that the tirne had passed for Yeltsin to keep silent on the issue and that 

it was time for him *to define its position with regard to local self-government. perhaps issue a 

statement that he supports its reform and is prepared to assume leadership position ... the president 

could halt actions by heads of krais and oblasts that violate the constitution." When asked about 

the source of the resistance to the progress of local self-government, Sliva responded that at the 

centre of this issue was the govemors. He was quoted as saying that after local self-government 

gets on its feet. it will be necessary to split power. property. and finances between state and local - 
levels. Then it will be impossible to privatize city property either frorn Moscow or the oblast 

center. It will be impossible to keep the rayon center, which has its own budget. on a short leash, 

either granting or not granting rnoney . "s Valentin Kovalev. Minister of Justice, added that, in 

addition to the potential dispute over propeq,  the governors have on several occasions transferred 

'T. Skorobogatko. "A Long Road Uphill." Moskovskiye novosfi. FBIS-USR-94-085. 
8 August 1994. 



certain financial responsibilities to the local authorities that they thernselves have been reluctant 

to assume. Issues such as responsibility for relùgees or the resettling of servicemen have had to 

be absorbed by the municipalities even though the local authorities frequently do not have the 

resources to deal with these issues effectively? In response to the Duma. the president issued a 

decree requesting that his administration ensure that al1 acts on the subject issued at any level be 

brought into conformity with the constitution.' Like many presidential edicts before this. 

however, this one was not enforced. 

The extent to which the cornponents were disinterested in establishinz legitimate bodies 

of local self-government is testified to by the fact that, by the beginning of 1995, many of Russia's 

components had yet to even adopt legislation on the issue. Despite this lack of an established, 

legal basis for the operation of local govemment, however, elections to local bodies took place 

in 57 components. Khabarovsk Krai. for exarnple. held elections in March 1994 but by the end 

of the year. they had failed to adopt a law on local governrnent. The result of this peculiar 

situation was thar local bodies became mere "extensions" of the component authorityR Having 

no regional statutes goveming the organs of local govement ,  they were forced to operate in a 

very uncertain environment without a legai basis through which to appeal the often arbitrary and 

'Valentin Kovalev, There Are No Laws. or Money Either." Nevskqve vrepva. FBIS- 
SOV-95-043.6 March 1995. p. 28. 

'Skoro bogatko. Moskovskiye novosti. FBIS-USR-94-085.8 August 1 994. 

Teonid Smimyagin. "Why Local Self-Government 1s Not Yet Perceived By Us To Be 
A Power: Leonid Smimyagin. Chef  of the Russian Federation Presidential Analysis 
Center Analyticd Research Section, Considers," Rossiyskiye vesti FBIS-SOV-95- 
030. 23 February 1995, p. 18. 
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ad hoc actions of the component heads. In other cases, elections were simply not held to local 

bodies. In Ryazan Oblm. for exarnple. no law or charter was drafted with regard to the functions 

of local government and so no elections were held more than one year after the constitution 

enshrined the citizens' right to self-government. One oblast duma deputy remarked that this 

situation led to widespread abuse - [tlhis makes it possible to abuse the local budget and to sel1 

off state and local p r o p e q  with impunity and without contr01.'~ 

One of the arguments made by several of the components for their lack of legislation on 

the issue was the preparedness or rather the lack of it amongst the citizenry for the establishment 

of another level of power.'' This was a rather convenient argument given the weakness of civil 

society and the concomitant lack of a means of transmitting their voice. Examples of conflict 

between the heads of the local self-governine structures, the mayors. and the governors are 

plentiful and point to the importance of control over local budgets and resources in this period 

when ownership and control over resources are in flux. Anatoliy Sychev, the chair of the 

Novosibirsk Oblasr Council. gave an interview in July 1995 in which he commented on this 

dynamic - &The heads of the administration do not want people on an equal footing with them. 

Not ody not above them. not even at par with them. They want to be one-man bands. We too. 

'"ln Moscow, They Are Complaining About the Lack of Control of Oficials," 
R ossiys kiye 

vesti FBIS-SOV-95-039-S. 28 February 1995. p. 18. 

'('Vyacheslav Benkevich. "First Cornes the Classification, Then the Dissemination, 
General Principles Cm Only Be Formulated On the Basis of Experience Now Being 
Accumulated by Local Organs of Authonty." R o s s i y s ~ u  gazetu. FBIS-SOV-95- 
073, 1 7 April 1995, p. 25. 



117 

unforninately have not succeeded in creating elected organs in the rayons."" According to 

Yeltsin's instruction. the bodies of self-government may consist of elders andor  deputies that 

themselves are headed by the city or rayon head. As a resuit, the organ of local government is 

directed by the mayor or rayon head. In Novosibirsk. as in most other components. the mayor was 

appointed by the govemor. who in turn appoints the 1ocaI council. They are not elected but 

appointed and so they are not accountable to the people. In such a situation, the appointees are 

responsive more to the directives corning from the top rather than demands that emanate from 

below . l 2  

The mayor of Vladivostok was perhaps the most illustrative example of the conflict ridden 

relationship that developed between the governors and the rnayors that had k e n  elected and even 

in sorne cases where they were appointed. Viktor Cherepkov was elected mayor of Vladivostok 

on July 7. 1993. On February 13. 1994. he was detained by the krai authorities, his office was 

searched and his son was arrested. Public outrage followed, and Cherepkov's popularity soared. 

But again in March of 1994 he was arrested on suspicion of corruption and removed from his 

post. In December, the case against hirn is dropped due to lack of evidence.13 Most believe that 

this offensive was initiated by the governor of the krai and supported by the president, either 

explicitly or implicitly . 

''Dmitriy Gutenrv. "President Too Soon To Bury Councils." Pravda. FBIS-SOV-95-13, 
1 8 July. 1 995. 

"Viktor Cherepkov. "The criminal world has become the most influentid force in the 
Maritime Region by the beginning of 1993," Moskovskzye novosti FBIS-SOV-95- 
089.9 May 1995, p. 62. 
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We can see here how the governors. empowered to do so by the president, have emulated 

Yeltsin's own *circular flow of power." Just as Yeltsin empowered those who were accountable 

directly and singularly to him, the governors instituted a similar arrangement in their home 

regions. They sought to establish controi over the municipalities by subordinating the organs of 

local govemment directly to them and by delaying or preventing altogether elections to the local 

authorities . Unfommtely . this often was to the detriment of the locaiities as their financial assets 

were siphoned to the krai or obiast centre. Here again we see another parallel with centre- 

periphery relations. Yeltsin aied to create a situation whereby he could control the regions using 

appointments. but also financial levers. The flow of revenue from the regions to the centre and 

back again had been an effective way of influencing the regional elites. In much the same way, 

the governors have essentially tumed the local authorities into "permanent supplicantsv and so 

their ability to act independently was considerably diminished. 

With the failure of the nvo decrees on the issue. the Durna set about drafting a law on local 

self-government that would establish an unambiguous guideiine that regions were to follow in their 

adoption of charters and laws. By the time of the February 1995 conference on the issue of local 

self-government. work on the drafting of a full and comprehensive law on the issue had reportedly 

been going on for over a year with little in the way of success or consensus. Significantly, just 

days prior to the February conference. Yeltsin met with several of the governors to discuss the 

conference and the issue of local self-government. l4 There were several events around this time 

that suggested that perhaps Yeltsin was more serious in his cornmitment to rein in some of the 

'""Yeltsin To Receive Governors 6 Feb.." Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95-024.6 February 1995, 
p. 11. 
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considerable powers that had been granted to the govemon. Apart frorn the conference which was 

to provide additional vigor to the law making process, Yeltsin's speech to the Federai Assembly 

similarly highlighted his vision of the new role to be assumed by bodies of local govemment. 

During his speech. the president asserted that proceeding with local reform and the establishment 

of a new system of power were to take priority in the corning months.I5 In his speech, Yeltsin 

made reference to the existing relationship that had evolved between the regional authorities and 

those in the localities and even admitted that until that h e  the federal authorities had chosen not 

to play a pro-active role in governing such relations despite the inclusion of a chapter on local 

self-government in the 1993 constitution that outlined certain guidelines for its reform. He even 

included an explicit cornminnent to end this state of affairs. He said that "[ulntil now it has been 

tacitly agreed, as it were. that local self-administration and relations between regional and 

municipal authorities is a matter for members of the Federation themselves to deal with. Such a 

political trend should be overcome. "16 At the opening session of the February 1995 conference 

on local self-government. Yeltsin again made explicit his comrnitrnent to irnplement the pnorities 

outlined in his speech by doing what he could to hasten the passage of the law on local self- 

government. '' 

1 5 ~ n n a  Ostapchuk. "A Safe Diagnosis - A Useless Prescription. Who is to Blarne'? 
Everyone. What is to be Done? Build a Great Russia" .Vezavisimuva garefa. FBIS- 
SOV-95-03 1. 15 February 1995. p 12. 

16Text of Yeltsin's Speech to the Federal Assembly." FBIS-SOV-95-032, 16 Febnÿisr 
1995. p. 13. 

17"Ye1tsin Opens Local Governrnent Conference at Kremlin," Itar- Tass. FFBIS-SOV-95 - 
033. 17 February 1995. p. 15. 
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In early 1995. there were several cirafts of the law on local self-government debated in the 

Duma. Many. however. including the chairman of the Duma Local Self-Rule Cornmittee. had 

several reservations with regard to the cirafts and were not optirnistic that either would be passed 

easily. One depury rernarked that this particular piece of legislation was going to have a difficult 

time because of the divergence of interests. He said. it is obvious that quite powerful forces in 

Russia absolutely do not want local self-rule, which they cannot order from 'above' which has a 

right to independent resources. property. and budget. and rhat they will do everything possible 

to block this issue." l" 

There were three drafts to be debated in the Federal Assembly. the first of which was a 

govemment draft supported by the president. The governent drafi advocated organizing local 

government on a territorial basis. thereby separating local government from the existing state 

structures. It expanded considerably the power and responsibility of local goveming bodies. It also 

made explicit the governrnent's cornmitment to ensuring the financial independence of self- 

povemment, one of the problerns that had plagued the local authorities from the beginning. This 
C 

was a very significant provision in that it would release the local authorities from their alrnost 

complete dependence in many cases on the component budgets. Because of the. until then. 

ambiguous provisions for the control and use of land and property. often their functions and the 

revenues generated by them were sirnply exercised at the component Ievel. It also reaffirrned the 

local authorities' control over issues at the local Ievel. including control over housing, public 

transportation. retail trade. medical services. and education policy among others. In order to 

" ~ n a t o l i ~  Sliva "Let Us Not Pretend.'. Nevskoye vremya. FBIS-SOV-95-043.28 
February 1995. 
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finance these things, the local governrnents were to be able to have control over the use of and 

the revenue received from local naturd resources, including water, land, flora, fauna, and forests. 

It dso  gave local authorities control over local budgets and property. Significanly, it allowed the 

local govements  to decide issues relating to the pnvatization of local property as well as gave 

them the right to establish local finance institutions. lv Valeriy Kirpichnikov. the president of the 

Union of Russian Cities, expressed his personal support and that of the majonty of the union's 

members for the government drafi.20 

Many viewed this draft as the president's attempt to wrest power from the govemors by 

both removing from their influence over the local authorities and by empowering the local 

authorities. Moreover. because this draft provided the local authorities with control over both 

financial resources and land, it was designed, in the words of one Russian journalist, to place the 

" 'regional barons' between a rock and a hard place (the Center 'from the top' and local authorities 

'from the bottom') and brought to full s~brnission."~ This view of the local level of power was 

made more explicit by Yeltsin in one of his speeches to the conference in February when he said 

that. 

The problem of local self-government is also connected with a strengthening 
of the state integrity of the Russian Federation. Local cornmunities do not 
objectively have any desire to weaken the unity of the statehood or to set 

'O"1nhentance For Close Relatives: The Power Pie - Some People Gobble It, and Othea 
Nibble If'' Rossiyskqya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-95-11543, 15 June 1995, p. 79. 

"Ostapchuk, FBIS-SOV-95-03 1.15 February 1995, p. 12. 



7 3  up feudal principalities . - 

Some also speculated that from the beginning Yeltsin had pitted the regional against the municipal 

authorities. anticipating that conflict benveen the levels of power in the regions would allow the 

president to act as the final arbiter? Anatoliy Sobchak, the rnayor of St. Petersburg, had this to 

say about the process of drafting a new law on I]ocal self-government: 

if a law on local self-government is adopted without the clear-cut 
delimitation of the federal functions and the functions of the subjects 
of the Federation, an erosion of power may occur. That is convenient 
for those who would like to r e m  Russia to the bosom of the unitary 
state. Let the subjects of the Federation fight with the agencies of the 
local self-government. Thus the vertical line of federal authority will 
be strengthened. " 

Clearly. by omission. the president had sided with the regional political elite in the fnst stage after 

the October cnsis but the beginning of 1995 harkened a new approach - to aggressively defend 

the rights of the local authoriues. Not surprisingly, these provisions discouraged its passage in the 

Federation Council because they threatened to undermine the governors control over al1 regional 

resources, including those in the ciries. The privatization of municipal property promised to yield 

significant revenue in many cases as some of Russia's most lucrative assets were Iocated in the 

cities. 

An analysis of the conformity of the constitutions and charters of the components to the 

"Text of Yeltsin's Speech to the Conference on Local Self Govemment," Radio Rossii. 
FBE-SOV-95-034.21 February 1995. p. 18. 

'3Smirnyagin. Rossiyskiye vesti FBIS-SOV-95-030.23 February 1 995, p. 1 8. 

'4"Inhentance For Close Relatives: The Power Pie - Some People Gobble It, and Others 
Nibble at It," Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-95- 1 154 ,  15 June 1995, p. 79. 



Russian constitution conducted by the State-Legal Directorate, one of the presidentiai 

administration's agencies, revealed that on many occasions the regional authorities wielded far 

move power than the constitution provided them. According to it, 

Provisions of the drafts to the effect that heads of rayons and city self- 
government are appointed by the head of the body of executive power 
of the subject of the federation.. .and that local self-government is 
accomplished within the boundaries of administrative-temtorial units 
are not in confonnity with Article 12 and Chapter 8 of the Constitution 
of the Russian Federation? 

This too pointed to a possible change in the president's attitude towards the regional elites' 

flagrant disregard for the constitution as he subsequently vowed to bring these and other laws of 

the components into conformity with the Russian Constitution despite the fact that Yeltsin had 

previously empowered the governors to appoint the mayors. 

The govermnent draft and two put forth by Duma deputies were debated in the Duma. One 

of these drafrs, prepared by deputy Dolgopolov was simiiar in a number of important ways to the 

governrnent drafi. It also envisaged that bodies of local govemment would be separate from state 
C 

structures, and established the municipal ownership and use of local resources as well as including 

in its list of local responsibilities conuol over education, heaith care, and social services more 

generally . 

The other Duma draft was tabled by Mura'vev. This particular draft was the subject of 

heated debate. By contrast to both the Dolgopolov and governrnent drafts, this one advocated the 

inclusion of local governing bodies in the state structures. As well. in contrast to the Dolgopolov 

'5Text of the results of the State-Legal Directorate's analysis, Rossiyskye vesti. 
FBIS-SOV-95-039-S, 28 February 1995, p. 17. 
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draft, the Murawvev draft called for a division of powers between a legislature and execuuve at 

the local levei, with each branch having access to its own resources and control over property. 

It also wanted the deputies to work on a full time b a i s  and the municipal head could be elected 

either by a direct election or by the representative body. This provision for the election of the 

heads of the municipal execuuve seems obvious enough but it is important to remember that at this 

point many of the mayors were simply appointed by the governors. This power was of 

considerable import to the govemors in that it allowed them to virtually do away with any 

opposition they may have otherwise encountered. For the governon. this was a priviiege that they 

would not easily or willingly part with. In terms of its function. local self-government bodies 

would more closely resemble the soviet system of old with a responsibility for the provision of 

medical services. housing , and edu~arion.'~ 

The Federation Council, of course, was not content to be a mere observer of this process 

and considered several of its own drafts. Whether or not the council members really represent the 

interests of the regions or themselves can be seen when c o n s i d e ~ g  this debate. By contrast to the 

Duma drafrs. the Federation Council drafi reflected the desire of the governors to control 

thernselves the process of establishing local self-government and their resentment of the Moscow's 

attempt to establish any type of guidelines. At the February conference on local self-government, 

V .  Tarasenko, the chaiman of the Federation Council Cornmittee for Federation Affairs, the 

Federal Treaty and Regional Policy. expressed the widely held belief that Russia's diversity 

denied an allencompassing law and hoped instead *to encourage lawmaking at the local level and 
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then formulate a federal law on self-government." This view to establish laws at the component 

level first and only then ny and formulate a federal law was the option preferred by the majority 

of component heads. 

Even if we agree that establishing one law on local self-gcveniment that accommodates 

for al1 of Russia's diversity. there was the potential for wide-spread abuse in the regions without 

an encompassing federal law. The possibility that the regional authorities would continue to act 

in their own interests and attempt to use their control over the process to efiectively thwart the 

development of local self-government had some considerable precedent. The situation in Moscow 

was illustrative of dus possibility. The then draft of the Moscow city charter, itself drawn up by 

the mayor. advocated retaining the current system whereby the heads of the municipalities were 

to be appointed by the mayor rather than elected by the electorate or the municipal cornmittees. 

Moreover. once appointed they would have only a consultative function. 

The regional governors and presidents have also demonstrated their intention to protect 

their privileged positions in the regions. They transparently hoped to control the process of 

developing local self-government in order to ensure that any funire additional level of power 

would be unable to impede upon their exclusive domain. The President of the Republic of 

Kabardino-Balkar, Valeriy Kokov wrote a long article on the subject r>f local self-government that 

was published in Rossiyskayu gazetu in which he argued against imposing local self-government 

"fiom abovew in terms of setting guidelines or dates for elections. Significantiy, he pointed to the 

treaty that had been signed between the republic and the centre that placed the reform of local self- 

eovemment in the exclusive jurisdiction of the republic. They used this power to adopt a law that 
C 

clearly contravened the constitutional provision which holds that direct elections must be held to 



the bodies of local self-government and it ais0 contravened the law that was adopted on local self- 

eovernment. Kovov wrote . 
C 

. . .conceming direct elections of the head of local self-government. The idea 
in itself is a progressive and entirely democratic one. However, at this point, 
this n o m  frequently leads sirnply to ungoveniability. And therefore, during the 
transition period, in our view it is possible to permit the election of the head 
of local self-government by an assembly of deputies. The procedure and the 
mechanism for the realization of the principle of local self-govermnent in 
Kabardino-Balkaria are irnplemented in the following marner. At the first session 
of the Council of Self-Govement. from a number of deputies a chairman of 
the Council of Self-Goverment is chosen. whose candidacy is proposed by 
the president of the republic or his authorized repre~entative.~' 

The danger in the Federation Council's vision that aiiowed for such 'nom" making in the regions 

must have been apparent to those in the Federation Council. Without a federal law that at least 

established some minimum guidelines for the reform of local self-government. this pattern of 

abuse would likely continue unabated. Many who cornrnented on the Federation Council's draft 

law on local self-government expressed their belief that "[ulnless we counter these inclinations 

and protect by law citizens' nght to local self-rule. we risk finding ourselves in a situation where 

govemors will completely becorne omnipotent masters of their provinces. *'' 

For the regional powers. reform of local self-government by definition required a 

redistribution of resources. Without such a redistribution it would have been impossible to bestow 

on the local authorities any real power or responsibility in that. at the time. they had little access 

to much needed f m c i a l  resources. 

"Valeny Kokov. "Local Power: Where Are We To Get Such A Personaiity?" 
Rossiyskaya gazera. FBIS-SOV-96-20 1 -S. 14 August 1996. 

'8Anatoliy Sliva "Let Us Not Pretend," Nevskoye vremya. FBIS-SOV-95-043.28 
February 1 995. 



At the second to last session of the Duma on June 9, 1995, the Duma adopted, with 321 

votes in favour. the Mura'vev draft which envisioned the independence of the local self-goveniing 

bodies from the adminisrrative heads of the components. On July 6, 1995. the Federation Council 

failed to passed the law 'On General Principles of Local Self-Govemment in Russia" that had 

k e n  passed by the Duma. Its main criticism of the law was that it "insufficiently defineci financial 

responsibility of local bodies and principles of property division in subjects of the federation. "" 

Many Federation Council members also argued that the Iocalities were not ready for self- 

covernrnent. either for reasons of political apathy or the lack of a suficient econornic base through 
C 

which to financial local responsibilities. The law. however, contained provision for this through 

its guarantee of a minimum level of financing. It also allowed the rnunicipalities to keep any 

revenue they coilect, thus rejecting any claim that the component may have otherwise have hadS3O 

At the conclusion of the session. it was agreed that the two bodies would form a conciliatory body 

to jointly draft another law. 

This process, however proved to be exceedingly difficuit given that within the Federation 

Council itself. many of the members disagreed as to the preferred formula for developing local 

govermnent. In fact, while the Durna was debating the various drafts, component heads as well 

as local authorities sent in hundreds of amendments to the Duma cornmittee considering the issue. 

'9''Federation Council Rejects Local Self-Government Law." Irar-Tnss. FBIS-SOV-95- 
129, 6 July 1995. 

'UAnatoliy Sliva "Moscow Has Shared Power With the Regions. And Has Become 
S trong 

The Federai Law on the General Principles of Organization of Local Self-Govement 
in the Russian Federation is an Important Event in the Country3 Political Life," 
Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-95- 1 74. 8 September 1995, p. 34. 
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Given the presence of conflicting interests, the conciliatory cornmittee was unable to reach a 

consensus. Moreover. the Federation Council decided that this law would not be debated in 

plenary, nor would they vote again on the law.]' Finaily, the Duma opted instead to overturn the 

Federation Council 's veto through a vote. 32 

Here we are given an insight into how the Federation Council functions. Clearly. the law 

on local government was of interest to the senators. Their opposition to this law was a matter of 

public record. Still. they refused to vote for a second time on the Duma's draft law. They had 

registered their opposition to any federal Iaw on what they considered to be under their exclusive 

cornpetence. This was their means of sigding to Yeltsin that they would not partake in what they 

considered to be fundamentally illegitimate and. perhaps, that they had no intention of submitting 

either to the legislative process in any rneaningfùl way or in its implementation. The Chaimian 

of the Federation Council's Cornmittee for Federation Affairs and Regional Policy gave an 

interview afier the Federation Council veto in which he spoke very frankly about the council's 

strategy vis-a-vis the law on local self-government. He said that the Federation Council is voting 

against the law through ifs silence in that it did not put further discussion of the Iaw on its agenda. 

He recognized that the upper and lower house are intended to balance each other but that, in fact, 

-we are anificially creating for the upper house a kind of space in which it can blackrnail 

jl"Poryadok v sovete federatsii." Rossiiskaya gazera. 16 August 1995. p. 6. 

"hatoliy Stepovoy. "Parliarnentary Vacation Unites Deputies in 'State Duma 1s Our 
Home' Party." hestiyn. FBIS-SOV-95-158, 16 August 1995, p. 29. 
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everyone . " 33 

On Aups t  12. 19%. the Duma passed a revised version of the law *On General PNiciples 

of Local Self-Governent in Russia" that was subsequently signed by Yeltsin on August 29. 

1995. Arnong other concession to the regional powers, this draft established only the general 

principles of local self-government and gave each component three months to "adjust" their 

existing law (if one existed) to the general provisions of the new federal law. Apparently hoping 

that the Duma and the Federation Council would be able to corne to some type of agreement. 

Yeltsin had vetoed the first passage of die law but. recognizing thal the Federation Council would 

not be placated. he signed it the second tirne? Interestingly, however, just afier signing a bilateral 

treaty with Buryatia. Yeltsin said "that he [was] not quite pleased with the local self-government 

act." Nevertheless. Yeltsin felt diat -the Iocal self-government legislation is very important in that 

it will show to the regions that there will be no duplication or  two power hierarchie~."~~ 

The reason behind opposition to this law is revealed by the chairman of the Comrnittee 

for Federation Affairs and Regimal Policy, VasiIiy Tarasenko. 

The main thing that it proved to be possible to achieve in a law is that the 
agencies of local self-government are protected agaiost the arbitrariness of 
any chiefs of any agencies of state power. From now on, the actions of the 
governors will be subordinate to that law. And if. in the oblast, a law is 

enacted that limits that rights of self-govermnent, a legal procedure is stipulated.. . 
After the end of the work of the conciliation commission [between the FC and the 
Duma] the law will once again be reviewed and approved by the Duma. But the 

"Mikhail Leontyev. "Vasiliy Tarasenko: We See the Law Being Transformed into 
Privileges." Segodn-va. FBIS-SOV-95- 164-S. 34 August 1995, p. 75. 

" Rossiiskaya gazera. 1 September 1995. pp. 4-6. 

"Nikolay Zherebtsov and Andrey Peirovskiy, '-Yeltsin Signs Bill on Local Self- 
Governrnent." Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95- 1 68.29 August 1 995. 



Federation Council members, as the readers know. have rejected it again. Fully aware 
of the need to be independent of the center, rnany admuiistrators of the subjects 
of the Federation do not want to share power with anyone. In human terms. 
one can understand them. But is it necessary in this instance to talk about the 
protection of regional interests? * 36 

Phase II - The Negligible Effets of the Law 

According to the law "elections of representative bodies and officials of local self- 

govemment should be held no later than six months since the law's coming into effemW3' The 

passage of this law prompted objections from rnany govemors who had been deprived of several 

rights, including the right to appoint the lower level administrative heads and control over the 

local budgetary process. The law also explicitly forbade the interference of higher level authorities 

in what have been defined as '*local affairs" or the presence of any appointees. It also granted the 

localities full control over "issues of local significance.' This is significant in that frequently. by 

component law. state administration of the municipalities was established but the components often 

failed to fulfill their obligations vis-a-vis the municipalities despite the fact that al1 the required 

resources had been received. To combat this. included in the exclusive competence of the local 

officials are the right to adopt a budget and the establishment and collection of local taxes and 

Ievies . 38 

The Federation Council's chairman of the Cornmittee for Federation Affairs and Regional 

""Observers View Law on Local Self-Government." kar-Tass. FBIS-SOV-95-175. 
8 September 1 995. 

"~natoliy Sliva "The City Dweller 1s Owner of the City: Experts Are Perfecting 
The Federal Law on Local Self-Governrnent." Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-95- 
149-S. 3 August 1995. p. 28. 
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Policy expressed his view that this law would not be easy to implement. The govemors, he said, 

were not prepared to part easily with rhe rights they had k e n  granted over. among other things, 

property. He m e r  expressed the opinion that in order to proceed with this process. the federal 

authorities' "stimulating action" would be required." Stimulating action was. in fact. the opposite 

of what occurred. It is important to remember that at the tirne Yeltsin did not wish to completely 

alienate the governors by overzealously pushing reform. His motive was to redistribute some of 

the governors' power. recobpizing that the govemors still rnaintained a great deal of power in the 

regions. Apparenrly he had hoped that the Duma and the Federation Council would be able to 

reach some type of compromise and so he vetoed the fxst draft. Only when that appeared 

impossible. did Yeltsin sign the bill, and this law arguably fell well short of the power 

redistribution that many had anticipated. Ultirnately, what probably prompted Yeltsin to sign the 

law despite the governors' objections was that the Council of Europe insisted that a law on local 

self-govement be approved before Russia's admission would be c~nsidered.~~'  The appearance 

of proceeding with democratic reforms was significant, even if the subsrance of those reforrns was 

questionable. 

Ultimately though, Yeltsin was not prepared to alienate the govemors and offered them 

"Mikhail Lantsman. "Anatoliy Sobchak Is Womed Over Local Self-Govemment. 
Independent Municipalities Could Run Into Budgetary Problems," Segodnya. FBIS- 
SOV-95- 18 1. 19 September 1995, p. 38. 

"Anatoliy Sliva, "Moscow Has Shared Power With the Regions. And Has Become 
Strong 

The Federal Law on the General Principles of Organizations of Local Self-Governrnent 
in the Russian Federation Is an Important Event in the Country's Political Life," 
Rossi~vskaya guzeta. FBIS-SOV-95- 174, 8 September 1995, p. 33. 
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a significant concession oniy a few dqs later. On Septernber 18, Yeltsin signed an edict "On 

elections to the bodies of state power in the constituent parts of the Russian Federation and to the 

bodies of local self-government" that stipulated that elections to local self-Governrnent bodies 

would not be held until December 1996 rather than the date of March 1996 as set out in the Iaw 

on local self-sovement. This date was also prescribed for the elections of the govemors in the 

same edict. Yeltsin instructed the State Legal Directorate to prepare "for submission to the State 

Duma within a two week perïod a drafi federal law *On introducing amenciments and addenda to 

the federal law 'On general principles of the organization of the local self-government in the 

Russian Federation'" which envisages the postponement of the date of the elections of local self- 

governrnent bodies .'" 
L 

This al1 changed despite Yeltsin's apparent satisfaction with the date established for 

rlections to local goverment bodies in the August law. In fact. during an interview on the 10" 

of September. just eight days before his decree that postponed elections for ten months. Yeltsin 

pointed out the importance of rhe law and again reaffirmed his cornmitment to hold these elections 

in six months. He even chided the Russian press for their apparent disinterest in the law on local 

self-government when he said: " Why not write an article, give expianations, or give the main 

points:' This is with regard to elections. Incidentally. the law says in six months al1 local bodies 

of power are to be elective. That is to Say, in six rnonths the posts of the heads of administration 

''Text of "On Elections to the Bodies of State Power in the Constituent Parts of the 
Russian Federation and to the Bodies of Local Self-Govemment." Itar-Tass. FBIS- 
SOV-95- 18 1. 19 September 1995, p. 29. 
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and al1 the rest will be elective. "" 

Because the governors were not committed to proceeding with reform of local self- 

government, and had expressed this is the Federation Council, Yeltsin was hesitant to Ieave the 
C 

law as it stood. The change in the date of elections allowed the govemors to maintain their 

unrivaled position in the components for an additional ten months. Iust as in the case of the 

gubernatorial elections. the Duma wanted to see a change in power in March 1996. before the 

presidential elections and Yeltsin and the governors wanted to postpone elections for as long as 

possible. Here again we can see how bot .  the Duma and the president sought to establish control 

over the regions by trying to control the selection of regional cadres. This strategy was one that 

figured prominently during the Soviet era. The selection of republican leaders was based less on 

political acumen than on the ability to maintain control in the region and at Ieast superficially 

remain loyal to the central leadership. Securing the support of the regional political elites in the 

post-Soviet penod was even more crucial in that electoral success is often predicated on the 

support of the primary regional political actors. Sliva made explicit this link between electoral 

success and control over the appointment of regional and/or municipal authorities, "without the 

irnrnediate election everywhere by the citizens of agencies and officiais of local self-government. 

there will not be in Russia any tmly democratic election to the State Duma or the Federation 

Council, or of the president of the Russian Federation. "43 

''"'Text' of Yeltsin's 8 Sep News Conference," Moscow Rusian Public Television First 
Channel N e ~ o r k  FBIS-SOV-95- 175, 1 1 September 1995. p. 35. 

"~natoliy Sliva. "The City Dweller is Owner of the City: Experts Are Perfecting the 
the Federal Law on Local Self-Govemment," Rossiyskqya gazera. FBIS-SOV-95- 
149-S. 3 August 1995. p. 30. 
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To a certain extent at least. after the October crisis and adoption of the constitution, 

executive-legislative conflict. which had taken centre-stage. was replaced somewhat by conflicts 

between the centre and the regions. As Yeltsin struggled with the legacy of his October decrees 

and his subsequent dependence on the govemors. the Durna strangely emerged as the one force 

that seemed to be actively promoting the cause of democracy in the regions. Even if their prime 

motivation was to wrest kom Yelüin's grip any influence he may have had over the govemors. 

the end result was the sarne. In both the question regarding the formation of the Federation 

Council and the issue of local self-government. the Duma 's position seemed to conform more to 

democratic noms than did that of either Yeltsin or the governors. 

What we have. then. is a would-be authoritarian in the president if not for the 

authoritarians in the regions. One Russian scholar wrote that the prirnary obstacle standing in the 

way of Yeltsin becorning the genuine authoritarian that he so desires is the power of the regional 

authorities. He wrote that '[nlo major interdepartmental decision made in the Kremlin can be 

pushed throu,oh the executive vertical 'to the bottom' or carried out adequately to the desired 

result if it in any way goes against the interests of the regional elites? Moreover. there is 

evidence to suggest that the regions. particularly the repubiics. believed they had a valuable role 

to play in rems of balancing the power of the centre.45 Proceeding with local self-government 

obviously was no exception. At the t h e  of the six month deadline during which al1 the 

components were to have adopted legislation on elections to local goveming bodies by March 

*Andrey Fadin -'Tirne of the Feudai Lords." Obshchayu gazeta. FBIS-SOV-95-11543, 
15 June 1995. p. 14. 

"Alan Kasayev. "Tri faktora stabil'nosti," Nercrvisimaya gazeta. 7 June 1997. p. 2. 
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1996. approximately half of Russia's 88 components had failed to do so? There was nothing by 

way of repercussions from the centre. Again Yeltsin demonstrated his willingness to sacrifice the 

letter of the constitution and the progress of reform for rnaintaining the support of the regional 

authorities. 

Just as Yeltsin had changed the date of local elections to suit his and the govemors' needs. 

so too did the abuse of local officials in the regions continue unabated. In part precipitated by the 

incident involving the Vladivostok mayor. the Association of Siberian and Far Eastern Cities met 

to discuss the relationship between heads of the components and the majors. The collective 

opinion of the mayors on this issue was that they "do not have the right to be mere contemplators 

of this process.' At the conclusion of their conference, they sent a letter to the presidential 

administration head. A. Chubays. It expressed their dissatisfaction with the many incidents of 

govemors interfering in issues that were under the direct cornpetence of the local authonties, even 
t 

if they were appointees. They pointed out that this was in violation of the constitutionally 

enshrined right to effective local _governent and appealed to the president to rectify the 

s i t~at ion?~ 

This letter was written in late 1996, over a year after the Iaw on local self-government was 

passed. In that t h e ,  there were many violations of the law, with linle in the way of implications. 

It is important here to restate that the centre did have several levers of influence at their disposal 

%irkow. p. 56. note # 14. 

47Yr1ena Sabiina. Meeting of Participants in the Association of Siberian and Far 
Eastem Cities Was Held on Saturday In Our City. Siberian Mayors are Alanned: 
Total 'Apocalypse' 1s at Hand," Vecherniy Novosibirsk FBIS-SOV-96-223-S, 5 
November 1996. 
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through which to assen their influence on wayward regional govemors. Favorable bilateral 

ueaties, greater control over regional revenue, federal transfer payments for instance ail provided 

Moscow with a degree of control over the regions that is ofien overlooked. These levers once 

even prompted Boris Nemtsov, as governor of Nizhnii Novgorod, when speaking about the 

likelihood of centrifugai tendencies ending in the disuitegration of the Russian Federation. to say 

that it would ' take nothing for the central authorities to create such unbearable fuiancial conditions 

for the territory thar any desire for sovereignty wouid fade away. 

Despite this, however, Yeltsin did little to stop the steady erosion or oumght denial of 

local power even afier the law. In one case. the chairman of the State Council of Udrnurtia, citing 

a misallocation of funds. removed Izhevsk Mayor Anatoliy Saltykov frorn his position. This was 

done despite the fact that Saltykov was popularly elected to the position of mayor and so should 

have been sornewhat protected from encroachments by the governor. There have also been several 

reported incidents in both Perm and Krasnodar of governors interfering in local budgetary affairs. 

In another incident. the mayor of Ulm-Ude. who was elected to his post, was summarily removed 

by the president of Buryatia. Finally, the Tver situation is perhaps the most telling of the evolution 

of the relationship between component heads and local authorities. A mere three days after the 

popular election of the Tver city mayor, the Tver administrative head issued a decree establishing 

"state govemment" in the city. The result was the complete elimination of an independent Tver 

city administration. A whole level of govemment was simply dissolved. The forma1 reason cited 

for the decision was "the aim of economizing on resources for the maintenance of the Tver city 

"Marc Zlotnik, "Russia's Govemors: Al1 the President's Men?% Problems of Post- 
Communism. NovembedDecember 1996, p. 26. 



administration staff and an irnprovement in the life sustenance of the city . 

These and other examples were relayed to the president by the members of the ASDG 

Council in their Novernber telegraph. They believed these example pointed to a "plamed, well- 

coordinated action. directed at discrediting the bodies of local self-government." They also 

argued that it was no coincidence that those cases often involved the mayon of important tax 

donor ciries and that that was the primary reason that the govemors attempr to manipulate and 

control the local officiais. They finally wanted to bring to Yeltsin's attention that it was only 

thanks to Russia's large urban centres that he was reelected." 

Not only did Yeltsin do nothing to stave the tide of abuse vis-a-vis local self-govement. 

he even supported a court challenge against the provisions of the law that he had signed that held 

that elections to the local authorities must be held in December 1996. In April 1996, Yeltsin. in 

conjunction with the Head of the Republic of Komi, took to the Constitutional Coun the issue of 

the constitutionality of the federal law "On the Generai Principles for Organization of Local Self- 

Govenunent in the Russian Federation." Specifically. at issue was whether or not it was within 

the cornpetence of the federal authorities to determine the time within which elections to local self- 

goverment bodies must be conducted. - 
PHASE II - AFTER THE ELECTIONS 

"Sablina. Fecherni-v iVovosihirsk FBIS-SOV-96-223-S. 5 November 1996. 

''The text of "On the Case of Verifying the Constitutionality of Point 1, Article 58 and 
Point 2, Article 59 of the Federal Law of 28 August 1995, 'On General Principles of 
Organization of Local Self-Govermnent in the Russian Federation' (With 
Amendments of 22 April 1996) can be found in FBIS-SOV-96-174-S, 15 June 1996. 



The situation changed dramatically after the December 1996 elections to both the 

governors and the majority of local authorities. The presidential elections were behind him and 

Yeltsin had fewer levers with which to influence the governon and fewer reasons to do so. This 

is reflected not only in Yeltsin's position vis-a-vis municipal reform but also in interbudgetary 

transfers. Until 1997. tramfer payments were highly politicized and more often than not reflected 

the balance of power between the region and the centre rather than need.'' After the presidential 

election and the elections to the govemors and the local authorities, however, transfer payrnents 

began to more closely resemble equalization payments designed to supplement the budgets of those 

regions not able to secure for themselves a reasonable standard of 1iving.j3 This suggests again 

chat the president was considerably less beholden to the regional leaders. including the govemors 

after the presidential election. 

This phase marks the begiming of Yeltsin's genuine attempt to expedite the reform of 

local self-government and concomitant attempt to undermine the power of the govemors. While 

relations between the president and the govemors in the period leading up to the presidential 

election were characterized by accommodation and tolerance, relations afrer the presidential and 

eubernatorial elections were considerably less conciliatory. Yeltsin made several overtures 
C 

towards the municipal authorities. prompting rnany to conclude that, in fact, his motives were to 

stren*@hen his ties to the local elite in order to construct a counterweight in the regions, a force 

''~lastair McAuley. "The Deterrninants of Russian Federal-Regional Fiscal Relations: 
Equity or Political Influence?" in Europe-Asia Studies. Vol. 49, no. 3, May 1996, p. 

440. 
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that rnay constitute his new means of i n t l u e n ~ e . ~ ~  Anticipating that centrifuga1 tendencies did not 

come from the local level. who may be guided more by pragnatisrn, or from the citizenry, Yeltsin 

sought to empower the political actors at the municipal level in order to construct for hllnself a 

new constituency on which to base his regional power. Having lost the power to influence the 

component level elites, he directed his attention elsewhere. 

In the spring of 1997, Yeltsin devoted a government session to the issue of municipal and 

housing reform and finally underscored his cornmitment to local reforrn by tying it to federal 

transfers. At the conclusion of these talks. Yeltsin decided that the amount of federal funds 

transferred to the regions will be calculated based on their progress with municipal reform. He 

also promised to supplement local revenues from the central treasury. Some speculated that 

Yeltsin was hoping to use transfer payments as a means of influencing the local a~thorities.~' This 

move on his part is significant and points to his renewed interest in local government. Even 

though. quite conceivably , he could have used the sarne levers to try and influence the components 

in the past, he waited until years after the constitution and the law on local self-government to 

proceed with anything approaching force. 

Unfortunately. Yeltsin was not the only actor that was hesitant to exert pressure on the 

eovernors. Popularly elected and members of the upper house. at this point the govemors 
C 

comrnanded so much power that it was not unusual for people to consciously try and build good 

""Anna Paretskaya, Tenter Wants To Use Mayors To Counterbalance Govemors," 
in Omri Russian Re~ional Report. January 8, 1997. 

"Olga Berezhnaya, "They Are Planting Municipal Reform on Transfers: Its Fate Will 
Depend Primarily on the Positions of Local Authorities." Rossiyskayu gazeta. FBIS- 
SOV-97-120, 17 May 1997. 
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relations with them and were careful not to directly contradict their interests. Issues involving 

local self-government were no exception to this. At a session of the Government Presidium on 

May 22. 1997. for instance. First Vice Premier Anatoliy Chubays leveled several criticisms 

directed at the Ministry for Nationalities Affairs and Federal Relations. The main cause of his 

discontent was the tendency of the ministry to 'duck difficult issues, [it] does not wish to spoil 

relations with govemors. and hardly defends the interests of local self-government in the 

govemment. "56 

Yeltsin. however. indicated he would no longer tolerate govemment ministries that refused 

to defend the interests of local governing bodies. Also indicative of how Yeltsin envisaged the role 

of local authorities in his new smtegy was the creation of the Council for Local Self-Government 

which was comptised of municipal authorities. Just as once he created councils for the govemors. 

now the president's attention was directed towards his new regional allies. the mayors- If a 

particular interest group's power or significance vis-a-vis the president is si_gnaled by his tendency 

to create councils and ken directly subordinate them to him. the localities moved from relative 

obscurity to relative prominence in the spring of 1997. On June 10 1997. Yeltsin chaired the first 

session of the council at which time he said that he wanted "the Kremlin to m m  toward local 

administration and local self-government. Whatever one's main area of responsibility - foreign 

policy. made. and so on - one should constantly be thinking what effect one's work will have on 

local self-govermnent.' He also made a further overture towards them and again indicated that 

'Wladimir Kucherenko. --The Ministry for Nationalities Affairs and Federal Relations 
Has Not yet Merited Applause." Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-97- 147,27 May 
1997. 
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he was finally prepared to act as the guarantor of local rights. Yeltsin said that the council was 

designed to facilitate relations between the centre and the Iocalities and that he wanted to discuss 

refonn with the municipal authorities "in order to have an open discussion about your problems, 

about whether you experience any pressure from the regional administrations. and whether you 

dislike any of the directives that are coming from the top, frorn the Kremlin. "'' 
Ar_pably. Yeltsin was simply defendin2 the constitutionally enshrined right to self- 

government . S ince this is an essential element of democratic reform. perhaps the president's 

motives were pure and unaffected by political calculatiom. What is the most important indication 

that this was not the case, however, is not the deed itself, but the change that occurred in his 

attitude and posture towards local reform. Why, after he admittedly allowed the governors to set 

the Pace of municipal reform or the lack thereof. did this issue take centre stage in his political 

agenda at that tirne'? The answer. I submit. is that his dependence on the support of the governors 

diminished after the elections. His ability to maneuver was subsequently enhanced and so was his 

desire to create a counterweight to the governors. 

On June 12, two days after his meeting with the Council of Local Self-Governrnent. 

Yeltsin issued Decree No. 568 "On the main areas of the reform of local self-government in the 

Russian Federation.' The decree established as prioricy dl aspects relating to the reform of local 

self-government. including establishing its sound fuiancial basis. The president also assured the 

bodies of local self-government that irnplementation of reform would be strictly monitored by the 

office of the president. In the text of the decree, 

S7bœYeltsin Urges Boost To Local Self-Govemment." lm-Tass. FBIS-SOV-97- 16 1, 
10 June 1997. 



That the authorized representatives of the president of the Russian 
Federation in the regions shall react prompdy to violations of the legislation 
of the Russ ian Federation regarding matters affec ting local self-government. 
That the prosecutor general of the Russian Federation shall step up 
supervision of cornpliance by the state power bodies of the constituent parts 
of the Russian Federation with the legislation of the Russian Federation 
regarding matters affecting local self-govern~nent.~~ 

Here. the president's dual strategy is most clearly revealed. Using the presidential 

representatives to monitor the actions of the component heads, significandy with particular 

emphasis on their behaviour vis-a-vis the orsans of local self-government, he clearly sent a 

message to the govemors that their behaviour towards the municipalities would no longer be 

tolerated. Yeltsin's motivation was revealed in a statement made by Mikhail Krasnov, a 

presidential aide. when he lamented the fact that there existed 'no strong-arm levers of influence. 

Somethin,o like comrnissars of the Ministry for Nationaiities Affairs and Federal Relations should 

be introduced into each region. '59 Following this, Yeltsin moved to significantly strengthen the 

position of presidential representative that had diminished in power during the precedins period. 

At the sarne tirne. Leonid Smirnyagin. of the Presidential Administration admitted that the 

president was working on a decree that *expanded the powers of the presidential representatives 

in the regions- and would establish "collegiums made up of top officiais of al1 the regional 

services" to be presided over by presidential representatives. This initiative would essentially 

leave the re~ions with two governors each - one that was popularly elected and one appointed by 

the president. * Yeltsin's representative to the Duma, Aleksandr Kotenkov. also voiced his 

""Yeltsin Decree Issued on Reform of Local Self-Governrnent," Itar-Tass. FBIS-SOV- 
97-1 93. 12 June 1997. 

59Kucherenko, Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-97-147,27 May 1997. 



support for further empowering the position of presidential representative. On its role, he 

believed that it was even more important then given that the govemors are elected to have a 

strong representative of the president in each region since "the president has a rather limited 

choice of methods for influence on elected heads of administration?' 

On other fronts as well, there appeared to be a new political will be cease the practice of 

tuming a blind eye to the transgressions of the regions. Laws that ran counter to the constitution 

began to be increasingly scrutinized and called into que~tion.~' The Constitutional Court ruled in 

November 1997 that the federal govenunent had the right to set the date for elections to bodies 

of local self-government in the event that the component authonties fai1 to do so. The law on local 

self-government that was signed in September 1995 was, thus, upheld. This case was brought to 

the court by the Republic of Tula to protest what it considered to be the centre's interference on 

matters of regional juri~diction."~ This again is suggestive of a subtle change in cenue-regional 

dynamics in that only afier more dian two years did the republic feel any pressure to acnially 

implement the law on local governrnent. 

Not surprisingly. the governors were not pleased with the possibility that they would again 

be faced again with the intervention of the presidential representatives. For several years the 

"'Govemors. Kremlin Jockey for Regional Power.' in The Current Dieest of the Post- 
Soviet Press. Vol. XLIX. no. 27(I 997). pp. 7-9. 

6'"Politicians Split Over Future of Yeltsin Envoys in Regions." Interfa FBIS-SOV-97- 
274. 1 October 1997. 

6'Maksim Zhukov. "Konstitutsionnyy sud obnenil vybomyy « tsenz  osedlosti.»" 
firnrnersant - daiiy. no. 96.25 June 1997. p. 3. 

63The Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Press. Vol-XLIX. no. 44 (1 997), p. 15. 
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activities of the presidential representatives had been diminished in the regions, only to be revised 

in this period. The case of Primorski Krai was perhaps the most vivid illustration of Yeltsin's 

new posture towards the governors and the municipal authorities. The governor, Nazdratenko, 

had k e n  a vocal opponent of Yeltsin's virtually since the October crisis. despite the fact that he 

was an appointee. His persistently antagonized the president on a range of issues, including most 

notably relations with China. privatization, and tariffs on energy . In October 1994, moreover, 

Nazdratenko threatened to hoId a referendum on the issue of the kmi's status within the Russian 

Frderation? Ofien he outright ignored centrally orchestrated reforms and hindered Russia's 

rapproachment with China. As a result of what most believed to be his mismanagement. the 

Maritime region had been on the verge of economic and social collapse for several years as 

pensions and wages were not paid. as was the case in much of the country, but also as a result of 

a persistent and senous energy crisis. It was so bad that for much of the year, residents survived 

on only a few hours of power per day. 

The battle between the governor and the Vladivostok rnayor had been ongoing for several 

years as had the crisis in the region. The removal of the Vladivostok mayor was ostensibly for 

*neglect of duties" as Nazdratenko med to cast blame for the regions problems on him. After his 

removal, however, it was determined that there was no evidence to support this claim. Prior to 

1997. however. the president did lictle to intervene and even supported Nazdratenko when the 

Kucherenko, "Suverennoe Primor'e?" Rossiyskaya gazera. 1 October 
l994. p. 2 .  



mayor was removed even though Nazdratenko was suspected of corruption and crllninal tics? 

Nor did Yeltsin intervene to try and ameliorate the situation. It was oniy in 1997, years after the 

onset of serious problems in the region. did Yeltsin attempt to assen his will and corne to the 

defense of the mayor by tramferring the govemor's power to his appointed presidential 

representative. 

Presidential Decree No. 555 transferred considerable powers to the presidential 

representative in Prhorski. Viktor Kondratov. including overseeùig the implementation of 

presidential edicts. the allocation of federal funds. and the supervision of lower organs of 

govemment." As the president launched his offensive, one newspaper in the krai was prompted 

to ask: "Who will be the leader of Prim~rski?"~' Most people believed that the Maritime case was 

being used as a type of testing ground for Yeltsin's strategy of using the Federal Security Service 

(FSB) and his presidential representatives to undennine the reeional governors." It was also 

reported that part of the attack on the Primorski governor included replacing his personal security 

forces with men of the FSB. Undoubtedly, this move was designed to facilitate the monitoring of 

Nazdratenko actions .69 

"Ivan Petrov, 'V Primor'e vhov' ishchut «ryky Moskw.>>" Kornrnersarzt-dai. No. 
100. 1 July 1997. p. 5. 

"The full text of the decree was published in Dos'ye «MN>> Moskovskii novostii. 
No. 24. 15-22 July 1997. p h .  

67"Kto v Prirnor'e budet pervym?" Zavtra Rossii No. 21.29 May - 5 June 1997. 
p.13. 

6pFBIS-SOV-97-l 62, 1 1 June 1997. 

"Mark Deych. "Weapons and Drugs," Moskovskiy komsornolets. FBIS-SOV-97-293, 
20 October 1997. 



The govemor, however, was still rather popular in his region and fvmly believed in the 

support of the Federation Council and its ability to stave off this attempt by Yeltsin to diminish 

his powers or remove him from ofice altogether. During an interview at the height of this issue. 

Nazdratenko expressed his opinion regarding the role of the Federation Council in political 

processes: -This is a very powerfùl body. Everyone, with no exceptions, wiil listen to their 

opinion in Our country. and they will determine everything. With the belief that his colleagues 

would hlly support him, thus leaving hùn free of any real threat emanating from Moscow, 

Nazdratenko refused to recognize Yeltsin's decree. '' 

Curtailing the powen of the governors. even a obviously inept one. proved to be a 

difficult task. Although Yeltsin was trying to establish the transfer of powers as a legitimate means 

of removing an elected governor, according to the Maritirne charter, however, the governor can 

be removed and new elections called only under specific circumstances. including voluntary 

resignation. illness. or criminal charges." Moreover. the Russian Constitution includes no such 

provision for the legitimate removal of an elected g~vernor . '~  As well. the Federation Council 

reflexively stepped in to ny and halt Yeltsin's attempt to remove Nazdratenko. However, it was 

not quite the reaction that Nazdratenko and others expected. 

70i'Govemor of Maritime Temtory Interviewed." ?Closcow Radiostanîsiya Ekho Moskvy. 
FBIS-SOV-97- 184.3 J u l ~  1997. 

'' Matvey Polezhaev. *' Gubemator Primor'ya namshil ukaz prezidenta" Komrnersarzî- 
daily. No. 94. 21 June. 1997. p. 3. 

"Anna Ostapuchuk. "Senat pomirit Pnmor'e s Moskvo y?" Moskovskii novosti No. 
3.22-29 June 1997. p. 7. 

"Lyeonid Berrec, Vladimir Teslenko, "Prezidentu pridetsya mipit'sya s 
gubematorami." Kommersant-daily. 25 June 1997. p. 1. 
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On July 4, the counciI mernbers voted to continue discussions indefrnitely on the issue 

before issuing a statement. in response. some rnembers of the Federation Council did not feel that 

they had forcefully enough defended Nazdratenko's position as governor and member of the 

Federation Council. Moscow Mayor Luzhkov. famous for his outspoken style and influence over 

the president. suggested that the Federation Council issue a statement to Yeltsin c a l h g  for the 

complete reinstatement of the governor's power, if not. he expressed "we'll make a mistake, 

stepping on the constitutional rights of the subjects and governors who personify regional power. * 

Governor Rossel of Sverdlovsk similarly criticized his colleagues. He remarked that Yeltsin was 

trying to devise &a technology of treating a governor" and that if they do not take a fînn stand 

.. . . . weT1l become sheep for sacrifice offering . '" 

Althou_gh many saw this as the president's thinly veiled atternpt to redistribute power away 

from the regions and back towards the centre." the council oniy sent an weakly worded appeal 

to the president asking hirn to repeal his two decrees that transferred power from the governor to 

the presidential representative in the Maritime Krai. In the text of the appeal. the senators 

expressed their concern that this may be a precedent which will -lead to restrictions on the rights 

of Russian Federation members in matters of joint jurisdiction.. . .intrusion by the President's 

representative into the jurisdiction of he head of a Russian Federation mernber's executive branch 

will inevitably lead to a situation of dual power. "'' 

7s"Bor'ba za vliyanie v regionalch nachata Borisom Ye'tsinym s Primor'ya," 
Nezmisimayu gazera. 1 0 June 1 997. p. 1. 

76The Current Dieest of the Post-Soviet Press. Vol. XLIX, no. 27(1997), p. 9. 
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Whar is really signifcant here is how the members of the Federation Council iwlf viewed 

their role in this struggle. In what can only be considered a threat of their own and sensing where 

their m e  power was derived from. the senators also pointed out that "the erosion of regional 

authority will also weaken their control and ability to influence the outcome of future presidential 

elections.. ." According to the sarne article in Kommersant-daiiy in which pans of the appeal was 

published, many senators -seem to have recognized that the revamped presidential team has 

thoroughly consolidated its position. and that it is senseless to fight that team before 2000, when 

it will be tirne to elect a new President for Russia. "" That the Federation Council recognized its 

weakened position vis-a-vis the president was also evidenced by their suggestion to Yeltsin that 

they job* draft a law that would allow the president to intervene in the affairs of the regiow 

under "panicular c i rcum~tances .~~~ It seems quite unlikely that they would have willfully 

participated in such a venture a few years ago when it seemed that Yeltsin would never raise a 

hand against them. 

In addition to securing their political freedom from the govemors' intervention. Yeltsin 

finally moved to adopt a law that would secure for the local authorities financial freedom as well. 

This also represented a reversa1 in that. originally, the financial principles of local self- 

government were to be established in the federal budget legislation. The Federation Council's 

repeated attempts to thwart this. however. required that this be achieved through other, more 

direct, methods. To rectiQ this. the Duma actually had to readopt the law -On the Financial 
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Principles of Local Self-Governrnent in die Russian Federation-'9 which had been twice rejected 

by the Federation Council. Despite this. however, Yeltsin signed the law ." Unlike the earlier law 

on local self-government, signed only as a result of pressure from the Council of Europe, and 

which Yeltsin quickly changed anyway, and the law on the formation of the Federation Council 

which conformed to the interests of die governors. the law on the financial principles of local 

govemment has not yet been changed. Despite the Federation Council's adamant rejection of it, 

Yeltsin signed it. Before this law. bodies of local self-government were almost entirely financed 

from the cornponent budgets. making them dependent on the good-will of the govemors or 

presidents. Now, by contrast, municipalities have been _mantd a guaranteed minimum percentage 

of regional and federal tax revenues. allowing them to exercise complete control over their local 

budgets. Not only did the Federation Council reject this law. they rejected it unanirn~usly.~~ 

If relations between the Federation Council and the president are illusnative of the dynamic 

between the centre and the reeions more generally. this change in Yeltsin's posture towards the 

Federation Council and the governors is reflective of the change in the relative balance of power 

between the president and the regions. If Yeltsin at this point began to assert some control over 

the governors. it is illustrative of the consolidation of his power as a result of his success in the 

presidential election. Other factors of course have also contributed to this shift, including perhaps 

the new prominence of Young reformers like Boris Nemtsov and the need to more aggressively 

-- 

79 Rossiiskaya gazera. 30 September 1997. pp. 6-7. 

"Mikhail Kushtapin, "Boris Yeltsin: Local Self-Govemment 1s Foundation of 
Democracy," Rossiyskaya gazeta. FBIS-SOV-97-274, 1 October 1 997. 

"The Current Dieest of the Post-Soviet Press. Vol.XLIX, no.39 (1997), p. 14. 
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pursue social reforms from the bottom up. Undoubtedy, this process is most effectively 

irnplemented at the municipal level. If this is the case, then, perhaps Yeltsin's new willingness to 

protect the interests of local government sipals a shifi fiom choices made on the ba i s  on purely 

political calculations to more substantive issues. 

It remains to be seen if the regional leaders will once again succeed in securing for 

themseIves the dependence of the president. Yeltsin or othenirise. There is evidence to suggest 

that this is precisely what they plan to do. An article that appeared in Nezavisimaya gazeta on 

January 2 1. 1998 had as its headline -RION [Russia is Our Home] is ceasing to be the Governors' 

Party." The author described the govemors' creation of a new -regional power group." The 

danser here lies in the possibility that the governors wiII use their considerable resources to 

mobilize support against the party of the government for no other reason than to demonstrate that 

no aspiring politician can hope to be successhil without their support. Although this may not be 

entirely nesative. history has demonstrated thar buying the regional leaders' support does not 

necessarily entail irnproving the lot of the citizens of their regions. According to this article *In 

1999. regional parties will put themselves at the disposal of politicians and stmctures that promise 

to strengthen the local leader's position in the future."" 

"The Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Press. Vol. 50. no. 3 (1998). p. 8. 



CONCLUSION 

WITHER THE FEDERATION COUNCIL? 

This thesis began with several questions that guided my research and which 1 wiII now try 

and address more explicitly. How has the power of the regions, once confined to forcing policy 

concession from the centre in exchange for support, become institutionalized in the Federation 

Council'? Moreover. if the power of the regions was formerly derived from the paralysis at the 

centre, how have the regional elite become Iarsely beyond the reach of either the president or the 

Duma? To answer these questions. it is important to return to the central premise articulated in 

the literature review - the development of institutions or rules of the game are guided by choices 

made by rational. self-interested actors. Political processes and institutions. therefore. emerge as 

a result of a sequence of choices based on short-term calculations of politicai gain, but which may 

have long-term implications. 

If the Federation Council is a reflection of centre-regionai dynamics more generally . then 

what c m  we conciude about the development of this relationship? The Federation Council was 

originally envisaged as a means of circumventing the Supreme Soviet. The issue of regional 

representation becarne highly politicized in the drive to gain the support of the regions and, in the 

process, during the period from 1991 to the October crisis, they were powerful primarily as a 

result of the unwillingness of those at the centre to assert any pressure on the regions. 

The reforms that proceeded the October crisis did not see the role of the regional leaders 
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diminish even though dieir role changed considerably. At that t h e .  Yeltsin was no longer 

engaged in a stmggle for power with the Duma as, arguably, he consoiidated his position with the 

adoption of his constitution. At the sarne time, however, the regionai leaders, specifically the 

governors, were empowered to themselves consolidate their positions in the regions. Hophg to 

be able to convol the regional constituency in order to dirninish the possibility that they rnay line 

up behind an oppositionist Duma. he anticipated that, through his powers of appointment, the 

governors would remain loyal. In the same way, Yeltsin also tried to control the other power 

ministries by being able to appoint and remove their leaders. Thus the governors moved from 

being powerlùl because of die dependence of the central actors to being institutionally powerful. 

They subsequently used the power they were given over their regions to force dependence once 

again. 

That Russian political actors have applied a strategy that Roeder used to describe 

authoritarian systerns, however, fits rather uneasily into a democratic system. The lack of many 

of the mechanisms that allow democratic systems to function. most notably political parties, meant 

that Yeltsin could not control for al1 variables. Peter Ordeshook writes that central to a stable, 

integrated federalism is an established system of political parties. Political parties provide a 

mechanism through which to snengthen the ties between actors at the national and sub-national 

level. Like in the mode1 articulated by Roeder. this creates a type of mutual accountability or 

dependence. The problem in the Russian case is that this dependence does not flow both ways: 

while the actors at the centre are dependent on those in the regions, the same is not true in the 

reverse relationship. Arguably. in the case of the regional actors. the reverse relationship is tme. 

Regional actors are organizationally dependent on mobilizing their constituents against the centre 



rather than on building strong, overt ties to any one actor in the centre. Refusing to commit 

support to any one actor means that support c m  be continuously tied to concessions. Ordeshook 

expressed this well when he said: 

Even when salient local and national issues do not coincide, and even if 
penonalities diston the relationship between national and local politicai 
outcornes. the fates of national and locai politicians cannot be wholly 
separate. The multitude of candidates for local office rely on national 
political figures to give rneaning to the party labels.. .at the same time.. . 
presidentiai candidate[s] can[not] have the resources required to erect 
organizations that are as effective as mobilizing voters as are existing 
locai party structures. l 

A similar and entirely necessary relationship developed between the central and the 

regional elites, but rather than play a stabilizing role, it destabilized the situation. Like the Soviet 

system before it, in this relationship, there was no distinguishing between state and party 

functions. Rather than the development of links between the centre and regional party 

or~anizarions, a surrogate dynarnic occurred between the centre and regional levels of 

government. Where this differs from the way political parties function, however, it that there is 

no formal cornmitment or convergence or interests that brings these actors together. Rather, as 

we have seen. it is based on a purely quid pro quo relationship. with those at the centre vying for 

power dependent on those in the regions. 

As a result of this relationship, arguably the regions became even more powerful after the 

October crisis. The govemors enjoyed virtual free reign in their regions. includkg to a large 

extent, control over the electorate. Yeltsin was bound by his earlier promises to include the 

'Peter C. Ordeshook, "Russia's Party System: 1s Russian Federalism Viable?" in Post- 
Soviet Affairs. Vol. 12, no. 3- 1996, p. 205. 
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regional leaders in the upper house and when it was tirne to decide the issue of the formation of 

the Federation Council. the governors used their position in the regions as a means of gaining 

access. We saw that in both the law on the formation of the Federation Council and the law on 

local self-govemment, the governors made their collective thoughts known through the Federation 

Council and Yeltsin was bound by it. The fact that Yeltsin nied to reassert control in the regions 

oniy afier the presidential election is suggestive of the power the regional leaders exercise over 

the election process. 

Whether this situation will reemerge is difficult to predict. If, before the next round of 

elections, a functioning system of political parties develops and takes root in the regions as well 

as the centre, then the need to secure the support of the regional leaders will diminish. If this does 

not occur. however. it is likely that those actors at the centre vying for power will again be 

beholden to the regional leaders who, in effect. act as gatekeepers. The danger in this situation 

is that it is not inconceivable that regional political actors. being aware of this, will reject any 

overtures towards establishing a party system in the regions. In this case. a very valuable and 

stabilizing force in democratic politics will be sacrificed to self-interested actors. 

The questions regarding the role of the Federation Council are difficult if not impossible 

to answer without reference to its members. How did the Federation Council change the balance 

of power between the centre and the regions? How did executive-legislative relations change as 

a result of the Federation Council? What role does the Federation Council in the FederaI 

Assembly'? If the Federation Council waslis a powerful upper house, it is less as a result of its 

procedural powers over legislation. particularly as it did not exercise these powen to anywhere 

near their fullest. than it was a result of the power of its members, power ùiat they exercised 
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independent of the Federation Council. The governon were, arguably. the most powerful regional 

actors and, by extension. the Federation Council. as the institutional voice of these powerful 

players. was a powefil  institution which could not be ignored. Reniniing to my earlier 

supposition, the Federation Council was designed to give the regions a powerful voice in the 

national Iegislarure and. perhaps, shifi the focus of their attention from the regions to the centre. 

Ironically. it was probably as a result of the Federation Council's formal. defined role in the 

Federal Assembly. with its inherent limitations. that the members ultimately chose to reject 

dividing their energies beniveen their executive functions in the regions and their legislative role 

in the Federal Assembly in favour of the former. If actors make choices based on rational 

calculations. with the goal being power. then this would seem to explain their decided lack of 

enthusiasm for the upper house. Moreover. when the Federation Council did partake in legislative 

debates and the outcome was not as it hoped. as is testified to in the case of the Iaw on local self- 

oovernment. they largely failed to implement it. Perhaps we can conclude, then, that placing the 
t 

governors, the head of the regional executive branches, in the Federal Assembly provided them 

a m e m  of blackmail: if the Federation Council's wishes are not realized. its members will simply 

thwart these initiatives using other means. In recognition that their real power was derived not 

from membership in the Federation Council but rather from making credible threats that they 

would mobilize their constituents against the centre and Yeltsin in particuiar and by controlling 

irnplementation, the govemors chose to occupy themselves in the regions. It remains to be seen 

whether or not Yeltsin's tougher line vis-a-vis die regions will result in greater activity in the 

Federation Council. 

More broadly, this study has revealed that, at least dunng the reform period, political 
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actors make choices based on two considerations: fxst, the preservation of their own political 

positions and to maintain or increase access to power. and, second, to control the policymaking 

process. Of course, these ideas are related: political survival connotes political power, whether 

this is procedural power, derived from the power of one's office or through access to political 

resources, including , for exarnple. public support or economic resources . Power, in tum, suggests 

policy making. This assumption that political actors are concerned first and foremost about 

power, however. does not assume that there is anything approaching a uniform rationale for the 

desire to preserve political power. As David Mayhew suggested in his study of U.S. congressmen, 

political power "has to be the proximate goal of everyone, the goal that must be achieved over 

and over if other ends are to be achieved."' If politics is the art of the possible. political power 

is the essential prerequisite. Power. then, is desirable not for its own sake, but is a necessary 

means to undetennined ends. The limitations of this and other similar studies is that it is difficult, 

if not impossible, to detemine precisely what are the specific motivations of each actor. When 

dealing with a diverse set of actors that each are motivated by and hoid a different set of beliefs 

or ideologies. any attempt to reduce these factors would be difficult if not impossible. Moreover. 

the goals and objectives that motivate political actors are subject to change as circumstance or the 

demands of voters. to narne a few, change. Rather it is more persuasive to suggest that actors are 

motivated to seek power and to engage in a type of bargainhg in pursuit of this power in order 

to be able to themselves determine political outcornes, whatever they may be. 

This is not to suggest, however, that political actors cannot be situated within a larger 

- - 

'David R. Mayhew quoted in Roeder, p. 10. 
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context and that this context does not influence this process. If my assumption is that political 

actors are driven to engage in power-seeking games. many factors have informed or influenced 

the strategies adopted by the actors examined here. Extraneous factors such as politicai culture 

or historical legacies; cleavages such as ethnicity or ideology; and the reform process itself have 

together partially conditioned the strategies each actor adopted during the bargainhg process. The 

beliefs that political acton hold about politics also played a role in prompting them into the types 

of power garnes that 1 described. 

Soviet his toncd legacies clear 1 y influenced the way that political processes unfolded. For 

example, that the Soviet Union was a very centralized state with power concentrated in Moscow 

likely prompted the regional leaders in the post-Soviet period to ensure that this trend was 

overcorne. This tendency for the regions to expect from the Russian state certain centralizing 

tendencies and adopt a defensive posture vis-a-vis the centre could arguably have been historicaily 

conditioned. The current regional leaders in many cases developed their political skills during 

Soviet era political processes and come to the political arena with a certain set of expectations or 

beliefs about the other acrors involved and how they will respond and what their political 

motivations will be in this uncertain political environrnent. In fact. it is this degree of historical 

continuity that led me to explore and extend to contemporary Russian political processes a theory 

that was developed to account for the failure of Soviet politics. 

The inequities of the federai system itself in terms of the differing status between the 

various federal components also probably prompted the regional leaders to engage in this power 

game if only to equalize the powers between the components. Rather than be content in a system 

that bestowed considerable powers in the hands of some federal components and not others, the 
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leaders of the krais and oblarts were driven to seek power in order to redress this imbalance. And 

if inequality necessitated bargainine over power, then ethnicity deterrnined dong what lines this 

would take place. Russia's ethnic republics have fiercely guarded their privileges while, at the 

same time, the krais and oblasrs have had to use other rneans to raise their status such as 

unilaterally declaring themselves republics. Al1 the regional leaders are thus prompted to either 

seek power in order to sateguard the privileges they aiready have, as in the case of the republics, 

or in order provide them the political resources necessary to see their privileges increased. 

This inequity has k e n  a destabilizing factor in post-Soviet Russian politics. The regional 

leaders used this issue to bolster their power and concomitant ability to control the fate of their 

regions. Moreover, that the dominant discourse in the regions has been to blame Moscow for the 

econornic hardships suffered by the regions, the regional leaders have a vested interest in 

assuming an antagonistic posture vis-a-vis the centre. The issue of legitimacy is similarly bound 

up in this dynarnic as legitimacy itself is derived partially from the success of the regional leaders 

in their bardes with the centre. Along the same lines, the reform process and the econornic turmoil 

that it has created has similarly provided an incentive for the regional elites to try and control as 

much of their regional revenue and resources as possible. This is particularly true given the 

peculiar nature of Russian interbudgetary transfers, with the regions transfemng in some cases 

almost al1 their revenue to the centre, with Moscow redistributing it only after. 

These issues intersect and are magnified by the devastating effects of market reforrn. 

Smiggling over the scarce resources available since the faIl of the Soviet Union necessitates this 

type of power-seeking as, often, political resources are the best rneans to economic resources. 

Again, this reinforces the tendency of regional leaders to adopt a hostile posture toward Moscow 
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as this behaviour has been rewarded by increased access to economic resources. This also brought 

to the fore issues of ideology. Clashes over the speed and direction of reform, at their essence, 

are also about ideology and beliefs regarding the future of the Russian state. At such a crucial tirne 

in its history, power means control over the reform process and over the future itself. For Yeltsin 

and perhaps the regional leaders. this is clearly worth forgoing democratic n o m  in the pursuit 

of power and control. 

The tendency of actors at the Russian centre to value the loyalty of regional leaders over 

ability is also explicable with reference to Russia's historical legacy. This was a strategy that 

informed the choices of Soviet leaders and Russian leaders even further into Russia's past. 

Moreover. undoubtedly Yeltsin has tried as much as possible to control the reform process 

hirnself. even to the point of alienating close political allies if they appear to be "playing politics." 

This pattern of purging the top echelons of power has clear roots in Russia's not too distant past. 

Seeking to bypass parliamentary and regional opposition in his drive to reform Russia may also 

be a product of political culture. Rather than try and build compromises, Russian political actors 

have repeatedly dernonstrated their willingness to approach politics as a game, with the ultimate 

goal being the concentration of power in the hands of a few, like-minded individuals. 

Moreover. that the regions have reacted to the centraking tendency of the centre is 

testified to by the concentration of power and the unwillingness of the president, in particular, to 

part with it. That Yeltsin sought control over the governors and, by extension , the regions 

through his powers of appointment suzgests both that he is unwilling or at least hesitant to deal 

with autonomous. powerful regional actors and that his actions are not wholly guided by a 

cornmitment to the principles of democracy. Yeltsin has consistently tried to control the reform 
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process in the regions by maintainkg his control over regional revenues and resources. 

Econornics. however. have taken a back seat to politics in cases where regional leaders have 

demonstrated that they are not willin~ to be led. The case of Eduard Rossel illustrates precisely 

where Yeltsin's priorities lie. Despite the fact that Rossel was and is one of the most reform 

minded regional leaders. Yeltsin removed hirn from his post of governor. This was in response 

to Rossel's repeated attempts to mm his region into a republic, thus assuming more power for his 

region and away from the centre. 

So the context within which Russian politics are played has contributed to this power 

seeking tendency evident in most political actors. This situation is unlikely to change as long as 

the system remains in this developrnental stage. Unfortunately, this stage and particularly the 

development of Russia's federal system has k e n  prolonged due to the absence of legislation that 

defines the comprehensive division of powers between the components and the centre. Russian 

federalism now more closely resembles 'treaty federalism.' with each component in its mm 

negotiating with the federal centre. This process itself has proionged this tendency towards power 

seeking and zero-sum thinking that are attendant with the negotiations that characterize this type 

of federalism. Power can secure for an actor leverage in order to secure maximum concessions 

or, in the case of the actors at the centre, in order to reduce concessions. In this way, centre- 

regional dynamics are very much determined by the political power resources that each actor 

brings to the bargaining table. This situation will continue to destabilize centre-regional relations 

and executive-legislative relations. given the presence of the govemors in the Federation Council. 

until these relations are governed by a comprehensive and respected set of laws. 
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