DNIPRO UNIVERSITY
of TECHNOLOGY
1899




MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE OF UKRAINE
DNIPRO UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

““@1EKHHHH¢

@....WIJJ;LLIMQ

;
g
‘%}

#J'n.
‘5‘"'

_{;3‘
'BCBK A nﬂﬂﬁe‘

IBRAHIM MURADOV

INTRODUCTION TO THE EURASIAN STUDIES

Textbook

Dnipro
NTU «DP»
2021



VK 327.8(075.8)
M 96

3aTBepHKEHO BYCHOIO pagol0 SK  HABYAJBHUW TMOCIOHWK ISl CTYICHTIB
cnemianpHicTi 291 MikHApOAHI BiTHOCHMHM, CYCHiJIbHI KOMYHIKallii Ta periOHaNbHI
cryaii (mpotokost Ne 15 Bixg 10.11.2021).

Penenzenru:

Nk Kymay bonHeHdaHT — 1o11. kKadenpu Mi>KHApOJAHUX BIAHOCHH BIM3bKOCXITHOTO
TEXHIYHOT0 yHiBepcuTeTy (AHkapa / TypeuunHa);

I'ennaniit [lepBiit — kaHa. iCT. HayK, JOI., 3aB. Kadeapu ictopii Ta momitosorii HTY
«JlHimpoBchka nomiTexHika» (Juinpo / Ykpaina).

Muradov Ibrahim

Introduction to the Eurasian Studies. Textbook / Ibrahim Muradov; Ministry of
Education and Science of Ukraine, Dnipro University of Technology.— Dnipro: NTU
«DPy», 2021. — 96 p.

ISBN 978-966-350-765-1

This textbook provides an introduction to Eurasian Studies. As the book is
designed for undergraduate students, it delivers an overview of political developments
in Eurasia. The study primarily addresses Eurasianism as a geopolitical concept to
familiarize students with the region they are projected to deal with. Subsequently, it
concentrates on the last years of the Soviet Union to elucidate the conditions under
which modern Eurasia as a geopolitical space was shaped. Eventually, the book details a
number of former Soviet republics, in particular the Russian Federation, to probe into
the developments that take place in Eurasia.

V]IK 327.8(075.8)

ISBN 978-966-350-765-1 © I6parim Mypanos, 2021
© HTY «/lninpoBchka mojiitexHikay, 2021



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author primarily wishes to express his deepest gratitude to Prof. Dr. Maryna
Pashkevych for her constant encouragement and technical suggestion throughout

this work.

The author would like to thank Assoc. Prof. Isik Kus¢u Bonnenfant and Assoc.
Prof. Gennady Pervyi for agreeing to review this work and for their valuable

suggestions and comments.

Besides, the author shows his profound gratitude to his companion Diana
Muradova for her technical assistance in formatting this study and designing its
cover page in addition to her persistent backing and encouragement along the

way.

Last but not the least, the author would like to thank Dnipro University of

Technology for generously funding this work.



CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt i
e e 0 SR vi
EURASIA AND EURASIANISM.....coiiiiiitiecestceeee e 1
Eurasianism as a Russian Geopolitical School .............cccccoviviiiiiiiciine, 2
NEO-EUFASTANISIM ...ttt st b e neeenes 4
Significance of Eurasia: The Heartland Theory.........ccccccoooevievieiie e, 7
QUESHIONS TOr SEIf-CONLIOL.........ccvviiiiiecee e 10
BIDIIOQrapny ..o 12
THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION ....ccoooiiiiiiiinecececeeeieie e, 13
The Developments Towards the Disintegration...........cccocceveveviveveesiesieennns 14
e =T o] | - O RR 16
(€] 1= ] [0 1] SRR 19
Consequences of the Gorbachev’s Reforms...................cccocooeiviieiiininennnnn. 20
QuUESIONS TOr SEIf-CONLIOL.........ccvieiiiecee e 24
BibIIOGrapny ... 25

POST-SOVIET RUSSIA: FROM LIBERAL ILLUSION TO PRESENT

O ] I T SR 26
The RISE OF YEITSIN.....viiiiieie e 27
Yeltsin Presidency between 1994-1999..........ccccovvvii i 33
Putin’s Eva in RUSSIA .................ccccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et eee e 37
Foreign PoliCy Of RUSSIA.......ccccviiveiie e 40
QuESIONS TOr SEIf-CONLIOL.........coviiiiiecee e 43



BIbIIOGrapny ... 44
THE BALTIC STATES: FROM COMMUNISM TO THE WEST WORLD

............................................................................................................................. 46
ESTONIA .. 50
LLAEVIL .ttt bbbt r e 54
LITAUBNTA ...t 57
QUESHIONS TOr SEIf-CONLIOL.........ccvviiiiiecee e 61
BIDIIOQrapny ..o 62

POST-SOVIET EASTERN EUROPE: BELARUS, MOLDOVA, AND

UKRAINE ... .t 64
BEIAIUS ... 65
IMOIOVA ... 70
UKFINE <. bbb bbbt 76
QuESIoNS TOr Self-CONLIOl...........c.ooiiii e 84
BiblIOgrapny ..o 85



PREFACE

Introduction to Eurasian Studies is written as a textbook for the bachelor's

specialty 291 «International relations, public communications, and regional

studies»
Codes Competencies
C4 To introduce the primary features of the Eurasian region and the

patterns of interaction of the main players in the Eurasian space.

The main purpose of studying Eurasian space is to uncover its significance in
world politics. In this light, this work aims:

First - to analyze the concept of Eurasia by revealing the relationship between
geography and politics;

Second - to disclose the impact of the global power(s) on former Soviet
countries by scrutinizing their domestic politics.

In this regard, the major learning outcomes of the textbook will be as follows:

Codes Competencies

1 Mapping the commencement of Eurasia as a geopolitical space
to take into account overall historical developments in the
region;

2 Exploring the main driving force behind conceptualizing
Eurasianism;

3 Developing a variety of understandings of modern Eurasia and
its changing dynamics;

4 Identifying the disintegration process of the Soviet Union to

achieve a better understanding of foreign policy orientations of
former Soviet republics;

5 Understanding Perestroika and Glasnost reforms and the
purpose of Gorbachev administration in implementing those
reforms;

6 Analyzing main reasons behind the failure of Gorbachev’s
reforms;

7 Revealing under what circumstances the Russian Federation

Vi



was established and the effectiveness of Boris Yeltsin
administration in the early 1990s;

8 Understanding the main political developments in the Russian
Federation between 1994 and 1999;

9 Analyzing the rise of Vladimir Putin and consolidation of
‘super-presidentialism’ in the Russian Federation;

10 Enlightening Russian foreign policy in the context of the rise of
Vladimir Putin;

11 Describing the historical background of the Baltic states that

paved the way for the formulation of their distinctive features
among other Soviet republics;

12 Understanding the independence movement in Estonia and the
re-establishment of the Republic of Estonia;

13 Realizing the independence movement in Latvia and the
reaction of the Soviet government;

14 Exploring the similarities between Estonia and Latvia in the
state-building process;

15 Examining the biggest threat perceived by the Baltic states in

the aftermath of regaining their independence and the solutions
they developed against it;

16 Portraying the independence movement in Belarus and the
factors that prevented the advancement of democracy in the
country;

17 Understanding the consolidation process of the Lukashenko
administration in Belarus;

18 Analyzing the sovereignty movement and its central motivation
in Moldova;

19 Evaluation of the consequences of pro-Romanian politics in
Moldova in the early 1990s;

20 Detailing the independence movement and state-building

process in Ukraine.

The textbook is intended for the acquisition of the above-mentioned knowledge
and skills by candidates for a bachelor's degree in the specialty 291

«International relations, public communications, and regional studiesy.
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The textbook consists of five main chapters, each of which contains a reader’s
guide, learning outcomes, an introduction, the main text with several

subheadings, and questions for self-control.

The first chapter sheds light on the emergence of Eurasia as a geopolitical region
and the concept of Eurasianism. Subsequently, the second chapter concentrates
on the birth of modern Eurasia by elaborating on the collapse of the Soviet
Union before detailing several post-Soviet republics. In the third chapter, the
textbook outlines the major political developments in the Russian Federation
since the declaration of independence. The fourth chapter examines in detail
each of the three Baltic states, unveiling their distinctive features among other
former Soviet republics. Following the Baltic states, the final chapter throws
light on the political landscape of Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine respectively.
The textbook does not include the South Caucasus and Central Asian regions,
however, it is intended to be added in the upcoming editions or published as a

separate volume.

The reader’s guide at the beginning of the chapters introduces the gist of the
topics and formulate the training objectives that are tested with the questions for

self-control at the end of the chapters.

The author hopes this textbook will equip students with the basics of the

political order in Eurasia and prepare them to probe the region further.
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CHAPTER [

EURASIA AND EURASTANISM
Reader’s Guide

Geography plays an indispensable role in the political, economic, and cultural
development of world society. To a large extent, it determines the formation of
the political structure of the countries located in certain regions. Furthermore,
geography is frequently used by global powers for political purposes to justify
their expansionist intentions. Therefore, this part of the book will shed light on

the concept of Eurasia by concentrating on the relationship between geography &

and geopolitical understanding.

Taxonomy of the theme and learning outcomes:

1. An overview of the commencement of Eurasia as a geopolitical space to
take into account overall historical developments in the region.

2. Understanding the conditions that set the stage for the development of
Eurasianism as an ideology.

3. Exploring the main driving force behind conceptualizing Eurasianism.

4. Evaluation of the establishment of the Soviet Union and its meaning for
the early Eurasianists.

5. Examining resurface of the Eurasianists in the wake of the Soviet Union
and their main arguments.

6. Analyzing the significance of Eurasia in relation to the Heartland Theory.



7. Developing a variety of understandings of modern Eurasia and its

changing dynamics.

Eurasianism as a Russian Geopolitical School

As it is known, the Old World consists of three continents which are Asia,
Europe, and Africa. In turn, Eurasia is an ambiguous region that combines Asia
and Europe. It should be added that Eurasia does not cover the Asian and
European continents entirely, but partially. Besides, it is not utterly clear which
regions of Asian and European continents are or should be included in Eurasia.
To elucidate the concept of Eurasia, it is essential to examine how and under

what conditions Eurasia has become the subject of geopolitical studies.

Eurasianism has had a special place in Russian intellectual trends since the early
twentieth century. To put it roughly, Eurasianism is another concept in the same
vein as Slavophilism, Pan-Slavism, or Asianism that aims to form a basis for
imperial goals. In essence, a well-known scholar Marlene Laruelle argues that
Eurasianism as a philosophical and political current emerged in parallel with the
Western intellectual movement in the interwar period. [1, p. 16] As a reaction to
the Western political, economic, and cultural advancement Eurasianism
originated among the Russian emigres of the 1920s-1930s. The main idea of
Eurasianism is that Russian civilization belongs neither to European nor to
Asian civilizations, but to Eurasia. Originally developing in the 1920s, the
movement supported the Bolshevik revolution but did not declare that it aimed
to introduce communism. However, they viewed the Soviet Union as a step on
the path to creating a new national identity that would reflect the unique nature

of Russia’s geopolitical identity. [1, p. 18]



Core representatives of the early Eurasian movement are Russian intellectuals
such as the famous linguist Nikolai S. Trubetskoi, musician, philosopher, music
writer, and aesthetic critic Petr P. Suvchinskii, the religious thinker Georgii V.
Florovsky, and the geographer and economist Petr Nikolaevich Savitskii. [2, p.
1-2] These intellectuals were the Russian emigres among the others who
Immigrated to the West mostly towards the end of the Russian Empire and
during the Civil War that took place between 1917-1922. In essence,
Eurasianists wished to see Russia as a part of the West world. However, when
the Bolsheviks defeated the Whites and consolidated their power in Russia the
Eurasianists in the West began to conceptualize the political culture of Russia.
Being sure of the impossibility of the reproducibility of the Western political
system in Russia, Eurasianists sought to highlight the distinctiveness of Russians
and thereby argued that the Russian state has its idiosyncratic features that

neither belong to Europe nor Asia but Eurasia. [1, p. 19]

The Eurasianists draw attention to multiple civilizations in human history rather
than a unique pattern of the West imposed on the rest of the world. They mostly
underscore the impact of geographical space on shaping the political, economic,
and cultural development of each society. For Eurasianists, the complexity of the
landscape on earth produces multiple patterns of civilization that should be
evaluated in its own logic. [3, p. 19] In other words, the Eurasian school
criticizes the European-centered lifestyle which insists on the unigue model of
progress. According to the Eurasianists’ viewpoint, Europe has developed its
culture within a particular time and space which is irreplicable. Therefore, they
point out, Russian political, economic, and cultural environment must be
assessed not through European or Asian but Eurasian lenses which contain

characteristics of both continents but belongs to neither of them.



Neo-Eurasianism

Before recounting the Neo-Eurasianist currents, it is worth mentioning Lev
Gumilev, an ethnographer, philosopher, and historian who chronologically is the
link between classical Eurasianism (the 1920s-1930s) and Neo-Eurasianism
which appeared after the disintegration of the Soviet Union. [1, p. 19] Gumilev
believed that the folks living in Eurasia shared a common destiny. Their unity
was based on the historical Turkic-Slavic alliance and their rejection of the
Western unilinear model of progress that has been imposed on the rest of the

world.

Building his philosophy on the Darwinist framework, Gumilev alleges that the
fittest ethnos survives, just like any other living being in nature. Additionally, he
believed that the collectivity of the ethnos is superior to their individuality which
constitutes the main reason behind the decline of the liberal societies in the
West. For Gumilev, ethnic groups are categorized by their sizes: The smallest
groups are named as the sub-ethnos which are followed by the ethnos, then
comes the greater super-ethnos, and eventually, the meta-ethnos which is the
biggest ethnic entity. [4, p. 57-58]

According to Gumilev, there were eight different super-cthnoi in Russia: “the
Russian, the steppic, the circumpolar, the Tatar-Muslim, the European, the
Buddhist, the Byzantine (or Caucasian Christian), and the Jewish.” [4, p. 59] He
claims that Russia has managed to unite these super-ethnic groups. In this sense,
Gumilev pays special attention to the convergence of the Russians and the
Eurasian steppe nomads. Gumilev believed that Russians as super-ethnos
experienced three major stages in history that are the Kievan Rus’, domination
of Tatar, and the rise of Muscovy. However, for the author, Russia had betrayed
its Eurasian characteristic under the Romanov reign (17" -19" centuries) by

attempting to Europeanize its folk. [4, p. 59]
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In short, Lev Gumilev underlines Turkic-Slavic historical alliance in Eurasia.
Gumilev believed that these two super-ethnoi perfectly complete each other.
Moreover, the author indicates that both of these super-ethnicities refuse to be
assimilated by the Western unilinear pattern of development. In this respect,
Gumilev states that Russia needs to realize its Eurasianist imperial destiny and
must save the rest of the world from the monopoly of Western universalism. [1,
p. 81-82]

As stated earlier, although Eurasianists did not favor communist ideology in
Russia, they preferred to roll with the punch of the establishment of the Soviet
Union for the sake of its embracement of Eurasia and forming an alternative
civilization to the Western one. However, the dissolution of the Soviet Union

caused the Eurasian movement to revive under the name of ‘Neo-Eurasianism’.

Due to the decline of the Soviet Union in the 1980s, reformulation of the
Union’s political and economic structures became inevitable. When Mikhail
Gorbachev’s reformation policy - under the principles of Perestroika
(reconstructing) and Glasnost (openness) - failed to reformulate the political and
economic structures of the Soviet Union the seventy years of the communist
regime ceased to exist in Eurasia. In the early 1990s, Russians believed that their
newly established state would become part of the Western world as soon as it
embraced democratic values and transitioned to the market economy. However,
the painful transition to a market economy and the failure of democracy to be
consolidated in Russia caused disappointment among Russians. Additionally,
the Russians felt humiliated following the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
which paved the way for a unipolar world system in which the United States

emerged as the sole superpower.



Under these circumstances, Neo-Eurasianism reappeared as an ideology that
refused the West-centered world order. By aiming to reconstruct the imperial
past on a narrative level (it was impossible on the political level) Neo-
Eurasianists based their ideology on the intellectual framework of the emigres
which were the founding father of Eurasianism and on the philosophy of Lev
Gumilev. In this sense, Marlene Laruelle emphasizes that Neo-Eurasianism
appeared as a restoration movement rather than an independent intellectual
current. [1, p. 83]

In essence, Neo-Eurasianists are opposed not to globalization, but the unilinear
universalism led by the West. From this point of view, they claim that their
approach proposes a new paradigm that promotes multiculturalism, multipolar
world order, and ethnic identity rather than the globalization monopolized by the
West. [4, p. 60] Neo-Eurasianists draw attention to the post-bipolar world order
within the context of the civilizational worldview. Referring to the ‘post-
modern’ values they mainly remark the alternative globalization (alter-

globalization). [1, p. 83]

One of the main leading academic figures of the Neo-Eurasianist movement is
Aleksander Panarin (1940-2003). Following the intellectual framework of the
founders of Eurasianism, Panarin also emphasizes the distinctiveness of Russia
in terms of geographical location which imposed an imperial destiny on it.
Panarin not only sought to naturalize the imperial regime in Russia but also
introduced imperial rule as an alter-globalization process. For him, a revival of
Russia as an imperial power in Eurasia will allow to save humanity from the
US-led globalization and to enjoy alternative civilization. [1, p. 84] According to
Panarin, the Russian pattern of civilization promises a multicultural world order
in which different peoples, cultures, and traditions coexist peacefully. He also
points out that China introduces another model of civilization to the West’s

6



unilinear progress. Panarin claims that alternative civilizations such as Russia or

China are the solution to overcome the Western-centered world order. [4, p. 70]

Another critical academic figure among Neo-Eurasianist thinkers is Aleksandr
Dugin (1962). While Dugin embraced the foundations of the intellectual current
of Eurasianism he went further by forming a more radical version of Neo-
Eurasianism. According to Paolo Pizzolo, Dugin’s Neo-Eurasianism can be
considered as ‘orthodox’ Neo-Eurasianist doctrine which is more anti-Western,
anti-globalist, and anti-liberalist than other Eurasianist thinkers. [4, p. 71-72]
Apart from his academic works, Dugin is frequently involved in the political
landscape of the Russian Federation. He even led the establishment of the
Eurasian Political Party in 2002 which set the stage for forming International
Eurasian Movement in 2003. [3, p. 28] In short, Eurasianism and geopolitics,
which have their origins in the classical intellectual currents of Eurasianism, are

the terms Dugin most frequently referenced in his works.

Significance of Eurasia: The Heartland Theory

The geopolitical importance of Eurasia has been the subject of many academic
studies. The Heartland Theory is the most frequently used geopolitical model in
explaining the importance of Eurasia. Basically, the theory emphasizes the
superiority of land-based power over sea-based power. Sir Halford John
Mackinder (1861 - 1947) who is considered one of the founding fathers of
geopolitics and geostrategy, was a British geopolitician. ‘Heartland” was
conceptualized primarily by Mackinder under the name of ‘The Geographic
Pivot of History’ in 1904. However, he redefined the ‘pivot area’ as ‘heartland’
in an article entitled ‘Democratic Ideal and Reality’ in 1919. [5, p. 33]
According to Mackinder, Heartland which is also called the Pivot Area includes

roughly most of Russia and Central Asia. In his article named “The Round
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World and the Winning of the Peace” Mackinder describes the territory of
Heartland as: “The Heartland is the northern part and the interior of Euro-Asia.
It extends from the Arctic coast down to the central deserts, and has as its
western limits the broad isthmus between the Baltic and the Black Seas.” [6, p.
597]

For Mackinder, the Heartland is the natural power center due to historical and
geopolitical reasons. Additionally, he describes two territories which are ‘inner
crescent’ and ‘outer crescent’. The first one includes Eurasian coastal regions
where the most intensive civilizations take place. Mackinder portrays
civilizational developments in South, Southwest, and East Asia, and Europe as
evidence of the potential power of the ‘inner crescent’. The second area (outer
crescent) comprises South and North America, Britain, Southern Africa, Japan,
and Australasia. According to Mackinder, these regions are geographically and
culturally unfamiliar to the Heartland. [7, p. 85] Historically, the author alleges,
the Heartland is the most dynamic area that is mainly populated by Turkic tribes.
Mackinder claims that the constant inroads of those tribes forced Europe to
unite. In this sense, for him, historical processes that took place in the Heartland

became a driving force behind the rise of the Western civilizations. [7, p. 86]

In short, Mackinder asserts that the power which controls the Heartland will rule
not only Eurasia but the whole world. In his work, ‘Democratic Ideal and

Reality’, Mackinder famously stated:

Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland:
Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island:
Who rules the World-Island commands the World. [8, p. 106]

It is no wonder that Mackinder’s Heartland Theory appeared when the naval
power of the United Kingdom (UK), which was the dominant naval power since

the 15" century, was in decline. Observing the weakening of the UK as a naval
8
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power, Mackinder developed his theory as a foreign policy guide. For him, the
UK could restore its power if controls the land between Germany and Central
Siberia. Mackinder argued that Britain had the opportunity to use the rich natural
resources in the region by dominating the Heartland, which could eventually

pave the way for Britain to become a global power. [5, p. 33]

In this respect, it should be underlined the resemblance between Heartland
Theory and Russian School Eurasianism. The most obvious similarity between
these two currents lies in the fact that both ideologies attempt to justify imperial
ambitions. The only difference is that while Heartland Theory was developed in
the context of imperial ambitions of Great Britain (in general the West)
Eurasianism serves the expansionist foreign policy of Russia. According to
Eldar Ismailov and Vladimer Papava, both currents exclude the interests of the
countries located in the area of Heartland or Eurasia. They argue that leaving
these countries out of the picture constitutes the limitations of these ideologies.
[7, p. 23] Referring to the theoretical framework of Eurasianism, Ismailov and
Papava claim that Russia is unable to dominate the post-Soviet space. They

state:

This 1s not only because other ‘players,” who also appeared in this
space, have much more economic, informational, and military
resources; but primarily because the Russian elite is not interested in
ensuring and strengthening the state sovereignty of the former Soviet
republics. [7, p. 104]

For the authors, Russia’s modern foreign policy towards the South Caucasian
countries is not formulated based upon mutual understanding where both sides
could benefit but upon the unilateral interests of Russia. Ismailov and Papava
argue that it is equally difficult for Russia to restore dominance in Central Asia.
In this context, they draw attention to how the Central Asian countries maximize

their interests due to the competition of foreign powers in the region. [7, p. 104]
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It should be added that Russian foreign policy is not different either towards
Eastern European countries such as Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine. Among
these countries, the war in Ukraine particularly demonstrates that modern
Russian foreign policy is not built on the ‘soft power’ but on the ‘hard power’ to
keep the post-Soviet republics under its influence. As Ismailov and Papava have
stated, Russia is trying to regain its influence in the post-Soviet republics by
aiming to weaken their sovereignties, which in turn composes the main obstacle

for Russia to become the dominant actor in these countries.

In this regard, Abbott Gleason points out that there is no monotonic Eurasia
anymore. For him, the term ‘Eurasia’ has become nothing more than an easy
way of describing what had been the territory of the Soviet Union. Gleason
emphasizes that the post-Soviet republics are already following different foreign
policy trajectories, with the consolidation of different political systems.
Therefore, the author claims that it is no longer convenient to study Eurasia as a
sui generis region. [9, p. 26-32] Moreover, Gleason describes Russia as a
weakening power in the region and argues that Russia could only serve as
China’s junior partner, let alone restore its imperial power in the region. [9, p.
31] Therefore, it should be taken into account that Eurasia does not possess a
uniform structure, and thereby the countries in the region should be studied

separately in order to reach a better understanding of Eurasia.

Questions for Self-control

. What are the main factors that set the stage for the development of
Eurasianism as an ideology?

. What was the meaning of the establishment of the Soviet Union for early
Eurasianists?

. What are the main arguments of the Eurasianists who were resurfaced in

10



the wake of the Soviet Union?

4. What is the Heartland Theory and why does Eurasia matter for it?

5. How to understand modern Eurasia in the context of the changing
dynamics of international relations?

11
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CHAPTER 2

THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION

Reader’s Guide

It is beyond the main purpose of this book to provide detailed research on the
collapse of the Soviet Union, but it is necessary to highlight the major
developments that have laid the groundwork for ending the seventy-year-old
Union. In this respect, this chapter briefly throws light on the distinctive features
of Gorbachev’s tenure that triggered the reshaping of the political order in
Eurasia. To this end, it is first paid attention to the policy of ‘perestroika’

i (restructuring) and ‘glasnost’ (openness/transparency). Subsequently, the

consequences of this policy are unveiled.

Taxonomy of the theme and learning outcomes:

1. Considering the factors that paved the way for launching ‘way-out’
reforms in the Soviet Union.

2. Understanding Perestroika and glasnost reforms and the purpose of
Gorbachev administration in implementing these reforms.

3. Analyzing the main reasons behind the failure of Gorbachev’s reforms.

4. Evaluation of the consequences of the perestroika and glasnost reforms.

13



The Developments Towards the Disintegration

Although the reduction of the dissolution of the Soviet Union (1988-1991) to
certain factors provides us with an inadequate explanation, it would not be
wrong to state that the disintegration process stemmed mainly from the internal
dynamics of the Union. The collapse of the Union began due to the growing
unrest in the Soviet republics and was accelerated by the constant political and
incumbency conflicts between these republics and the central government.
Ultimately, the Union ceased to exist when the three republics (Russia, Ukraine,
and Belarus) declared the termination of the Soviet Union on 8 December 1991
which paved the way for the establishment of the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). This declaration was accompanied by the Alma-Ata
Protocol on 21 December 1991, according to which the eight former Soviet
republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova,
Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan) joined the CIS. The
only exception was Georgia which did not join the CIS while the Baltic states

refused to sign the declaration fearing that their sovereignty might be restricted.

On 25 December 1991, the leader of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR) Mikhail Gorbachev resigned and the next day, on 26 December 1991,
the Council of the Republics of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR officially
recognized the independence of the republics of the USSR and thereby the
termination of the Union. As a result of the collapse of the USSR, fifteen Soviet

republics gained their independence.

Having said that, it is still necessary to enlighten the process that led to the
collapse of the Soviet Union. Mikhail Gorbachev, the youngest member of the
Politburo (54 years old), was elected Secretary-General by the Politburo on 11

March 1985. As soon as Gorbachev took office, his first goal was to revive the
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collapsing Soviet economy. However, as the general secretary, he realized that
fundamental reforms in political and social structures were required to obviate
the collapse of the economy. For this reason, the reforms started with the
changes of senior officials of the Brezhnev era, which would hinder political and
economic reforms. Nevertheless, Gorbachev began to implement economic
measures in a traditional way, rather than initiating fundamental reforms. In his
report on the Soviet economy in 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev stated: “We are
forced to invest the necessary means in national defense ... in the face of the
aggressive policy and the threat of imperialism, it is impossible to allow its
military superiority over us.” [1, p. 109] This report was a clear indication that
Gorbachev did not fully comprehend the magnitude of the economic danger

when he came to power.

As a traditional method, Gorbachev also attempted to improve quality primarily
by reinforcing discipline and strengthening decentralization in decision-making.
In order to achieve this, new bureaucratic institutions were formed to monitor
and evaluate the process. Besides, the Gorbachev administration, which
estimated that the main source of the economic crisis was the lack of discipline,
launched a new campaign against alcoholism. Alcoholism had been indicated as
one of the main causes of increased infant mortality, reduced life expectancy,
increased crime rates, and decreased labor productivity in the Union. However,
these measures taken to overcome the structural challenges of the Soviet
economy were obviously too superficial and unrealistic. In fact, fighting against
alcoholism, far from boosting it, worsened the economy. When the campaign
was initiated people began to consume home brewing alcohol (samogon). Since
the vodka revenues consisted significant volume of the state budget,
consumption of home-brewed alcohol negatively affected the budget.

Eventually, the war against alcoholism did not increase discipline let alone
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contribute to the revival of the economy. Peter Kenez portraits the situation as:
“Gorbachev and his comrades were determined to carry out changes within the
system, but it was the system itself that was the source of the trouble.” [2, p.
249] Under these circumstances, the changes in the Soviet Union began to take
place under two terms, Perestroika and Glasnost, which are being clarified in

the following sections.

Perestroika

Perestroika is a general name for reforms and the new ideology of the Soviet
party leadership, used to denote large and ambiguous changes in the economic
and political structure of the USSR. It was initiated by the General Secretary of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union Mikhail
Gorbachev in 1985. Perestroika is frequently referred to be one of the main
reasons for the collapse of the Eastern Bloc and the disintegration of the Soviet

Union, which paved the way for the end of the Cold War.

The goal of the reforms was the democratization of the socio-political and
economic system that had developed in the USSR. The process was much more
complicated in reality but Gorbachev and his colleagues were hesitant: On the
one hand, they became aware of the magnitude of the problems facing the Union
and therefore they realized the inevitability of change, but on the other hand,
they continued to believe in the superiority of the political and social structures
of their state. Thus, they were trying to find a middle ground. For example, they
were aiming to maintain a planned, state-owned economy, but to combine this
with the advantages of the market economy. Likewise, they aimed to improve
public life by allowing people to express their thoughts freely, but in doing so

they wanted to be sure that communist beliefs were not violated. Besides, they
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sought to reorganize the political structure by democratizing it while being sure

that the guiding role of the party to be continued. [2, p. 258]

By the end of 1986 and early 1987, Gorbachev and his associates came to the
conclusion that the situation in the country could not be changed by
administrative measures, and thereby there was a need to reform the system in
the spirit of democratic socialism. This move was mainly facilitated by two
blows to the Soviet economy in 1986 as a result of the sharp fall in oil prices and
the Chernobyl disaster. The new era started with the plenary session of the
CPSU Central Committee (27-28 January 1987), and a radical restructuring of
the economic management came to the fore at the meeting. The plenum was
characterized as the beginning of large-scale reforms in all spheres of the Soviet
Union. At the June 1987 Plenum, Gorbachev introduced the Law on State
Enterprises. The law stated that public enterprises were free to determine the
level of production in compliance with the demands of the consumers. [3, p.
285] Following the State Enterprise Law, another economic reform was
introduced, which was even more at odds with the Soviet economic system. The
Law on Cooperatives, which came into force in May 1988, was perhaps the most
radical early economic reform of the Gorbachev administration. This law was
critical because it allowed private ownership of businesses in many sectors such
as manufacturing, services, and foreign trade for the first time since 1928. [3, p.
161] Under this law, cooperative restaurants, manufacturers, and shops became
widespread in the Soviet economy. Nevertheless, the new law could not prevent
the collapse of the economy.

Although attempts to revitalize the economy were not sufficient, one of
Gorbachev’s most important achievements was to reorganize the relations
between the Soviet Union and the West during the Perestroika. Concerning his
reforms, Gorbachev stressed: “an essential part of perestroika was new foreign
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policy thinking, which encompassed both universal values and nuclear
disarmament, and freedom of choice”. [4] Of course, Gorbachev’s intention to
improve relations with the USA and European countries did not merely stem
from his more open-minded or ‘liberal’ characteristics. Economic reforms were
causing the reduction of military expenditures and therefore the Soviet Union
was not able to maintain the arms race against the West. Hence, a friendly
international arena was the most required international order from Moscow’s
point of view. Moreover, the acquisition of advanced technology from the West
was an indispensable factor for the Soviet industry. In essence, Soviet foreign
policy was formulated on the class struggle and thereby it perceived
international relations as a zero-sum game. According to this understanding, the
interests of socialist and capitalist systems were conflictual in the sense that
whatever harmed one system definitely benefited the other one. Yet Gorbachev
sought to change this perception with a famous phrase: Our common European
home. [5, p. 659] By this, the General Secretary meant that two systems can co-

exist and work together for their mutual benefit.

In short, when Gorbachev came to power, the economic structure of the Soviet
Union was no longer sustainable, and serious reforms were required to prevent
economic collapse. Perestroika was therefore initiated as an attempt to overcome
economic stagnation by constructing a reliable and efficient mechanism to
accelerate social progress and economic growth. However, Gorbachev’s
initiative proved to be too insufficient to revive the country’s stagnant economy.
By 1990, the Soviet government was unable to manage the economy and was no
longer in control. In addition, with the strengthening of regional autonomy, local
governments began to reduce the taxes they transferred to the central

government, which led to a decrease in tax revenues. [2, p. 267]
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Glasnost

Another term associated with Gorbachev’s period and the collapse of the Soviet
Union is Glasnost. Although the origin of the use of Glasnost goes back to the
nineteenth-century Russian imperial time, the term was mostly popularized
during the governance of Gorbachev. Even before becoming the General
Secretary of the CPSU, Gorbachev delivered a speech that mentioned the
necessity of Glasnost in the Soviet Union. On 10 December 1984, Gorbachev
stated:

Glasnost is an integral aspect of socialist democracy and a norm of all
public life. Extensive, timely, and candid information is an indication
of trust in people and of respect for their intelligence, feelings, and
ability to comprehend various events on their own...Glasnost in the
work of Party and state agencies is an effective means of combating
bureaucratic distortions and obliges people to take a more thoughtful

approach to...the rectification of shortcomings and deficiencies. [6, p.
43-44]

After becoming General Secretary of the CPSU, Mikhail Gorbachev and his
advisers began to talk about Glasnost at the 27" Congress of the CPSU in
February 1986. They adopted the term Glasnost as a political slogan, along with
the abovementioned term, Perestroika. Basically, Glasnost meant promoting
openness and transparency in the activities of government institutions in the
Soviet Union. Within the framework of this political understanding, the Soviet
citizens were allowed to openly discuss problems and possible solutions in the
political, economic, and cultural structures of their states. Gorbachev
encouraged public criticism of the Soviet leaders and allowed mass media to
expose their activities. He aimed to draw people’s attention to certain

shortcomings, weaknesses, and gaps in the existing system of the Soviet Union.
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Gorbachev was projecting to emancipate the Soviet people from the oppression
they were subjected to during the Stalinist and even post-Stalinist period within
the framework of the ‘Leninist norms’ that were promising openness and
honesty. According to Brian McNair, the Glasnost can be defined under the
headings of criticism, access, and socialist pluralism which were also the main
sources of the Leninist ideology. [6, p. 44] Criticism was a crucial objective for
finding a constructive solution to the decaying structure of the Soviet Union.
Along with the publication of optimistic news about the advantages of the
socialist system, media had been particularly encouraged to engage in criticizing
the Soviet elites, institutions, and economy. To this end, the right to access
information was a vital issue for the mass media. The right to information
roughly meant free and unlimited access to non-confidential documents and
materials that could facilitate the participation of the Soviet people in the
political and administrative decision-making process. The final component of
Glasnost was socialist pluralism, which Gorbachev sought to integrate into the
structure of the Soviet Union. In essence, socialist pluralism was a central
concept in Lenin’s interpretation of Socialism. Writing in 1900, Lenin pointed
out: “We do not reject polemics between comrades, but, on the contrary, are
prepared to give them considerable space in our columns.” [6, p. 75] However,
Bolshevism developed towards dictatorship and Communist Party suppressed
different voices not only out of the Party but even within the Party. In this
respect, Gorbachev attempted to implement radical reforms to consolidate the
socialism that Lenin had projected.

Consequences of the Gorbachev’s Reforms

Gorbachev’s reforms, usually clustered under the headings of Perestroika and
Glasnost, had a tremendous impact on the social, economic, and political

structure of the Soviet Union. Regarding the Gorbachev administration, scholars
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frequently refer to those reforms concerning their contribution to the collapse of
the Soviet Union. Although it is very difficult to answer the question of whether
Gorbachev had not undertaken radical changes in the system of the Soviet
Union, would the Union dissolve in the same way, it would not be mistaken to
express that the initiation of Perestroika and Glasnost directly contributed to the

dissolution of the Soviet Union.

Obviously, Glasnost paved the way not only to criticize the economic
performance of the Soviet Union but also set the perfect stage for republics,
particularly the Baltic states, to question their historical relations with Moscow.
As known, the Baltic states and the western part of Ukraine were incorporated
into the USSR in the aftermath of the Second World War. Since these republics
enjoyed sovereignty in the inter-war period, they resented losing their
independence and being ruled by Moscow. In this regard, Estonians,
Lithuanians, and Latvians began to highlight their sovereign past right after the
introduction of Glasnost. They were afraid of being assimilated or eliminated as
nations after becoming part of the Soviet Union. For the Baltic states, Glasnost
facilitated questioning the Stalin era when their hundreds of thousands of
intelligentsia had been deported to Siberia. It was therefore an invaluable
process to allow people to freely express their thoughts and broadcast them via
mass media. Nevertheless, easing the right to freedom of speech in the Soviet
Union was not enough for the separation of any republic from the Union.
According to Peter Kenez, independence movements have always been strong in
the Baltic countries, but the factor that people could not resist was the Soviet
tanks. [2, p. 261] Therefore, the unwillingness of Gorbachev’s government to
move Soviet tanks to the Baltic states played a decisive role in snowballing

independence movements in these states.
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Along with the Glasnost which accelerated the nationalist and thereby
independence movements, the role of Perestroika must be taken into
consideration while explaining the secession of the Baltic states. The Gorbachev
administration was eager to redefine the relations between the republics of the
USSR and the central government where the former would have great
independence from the latter with the exception of the defense sector and
foreign policy. In this context, a draft union treaty was already prepared at the
end of 1990. By this move, Gorbachev’s government intended to counterwork
the independence movements of the Baltic states and the growing influence of
Boris Yeltsin (Russian nationalism). [7, p. 60-61] The referendum proposal on
the union treaty was formally submitted by Gorbachev on 17 December 1990
and was approved by the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union on 24 December
1990. On 17 March 1991, citizens of the Soviet Union were asked whether they
wanted the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to be preserved as a federation in
which all republics are equal and human rights and freedom of expression are

guaranteed.

The Baltic states, Moldova, Armenia, and Georgia refused to participate in the
referendum in order to make their desire clear for full independence. The
remaining nine republics participated in the referendum. The result of the
referendum was affirmative (80 percent). The referendum enabled Gorbachev to
form the Union of Soviet Sovereign Republics. In this sense, he scheduled a
formal establishment of the union by signing the union treaty with the leaders of
the nine republics on 20 August 1991. However, before this treaty was signed in
Moscow, groups opposing Gorbachev’s reforms staged a coup to protect the
Soviet Union. Although the putschists were successful in deactivating
Gorbachev’s reforms, paradoxically they set the stage for the birth of the
Republic of Russia at the expense of the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In
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brief, after the independence declaration of Lithuania on 11 March 1990, the

remaining Soviet republics declared their sovereignty one after another.

In addition to the independence movements, the Perestroika and Glasnost
reforms fueled a range of inter-ethnic conflicts in the territory of the USSR,
many of which still exist. The first manifestation of tension during the
Perestroika and Glasnost period was the events in Yakutia. In spring 1986,
clashes took place in Yakutsk between groups of young people of Russian
nationality and Sakha students at the Yakutsk State University. As a result of the
harsh intervention of the police several Sakha girls were wounded, and this
incident attracted thousands of Sakha students to street demonstrations. This was
the first remarkable demonstration that broke out in the Soviet Union under the
Gorbachev government before the clashes erupted between youth and police in
Kazakhstan on 16 December 1986. [8, p. 109]

The conflicts in Georgia and Azerbaijan were the most noticeable among the
other inter-ethnic conflicts that took place at the end of the Soviet Union. The
separatist movements of the Abkhaz and the South Ossetians led to wars in
Georgia in the early 1990s, which still have not been resolved. The other conflict
which led to an inter-state war occurred in Nagorno Karabakh which was an
autonomous region within the territory of Azerbaijan. The war was triggered on
20 February 1988 when the regional council of the Nagorno Karabakh
Autonomous Region (NKAR) accepted an application addressing the Supreme
Soviets of Azerbaijan and Armenia, expressing its desire to secede from
Azerbaijan to join Armenia. In addition, on 12 July 1988, the regional council of
the NKAR declared the unification of the region with Armenia. On 18 July
1988, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR considered the decision
of the NKAR regional council as a violation of Article 78 of the Soviet
constitution. [9, p. 50-51] Despite the decision of the Supreme Soviet of the
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USSR, war broke out between Azerbaijan and Armenia in 1991 and as a result,
Nagorno-Karabakh and seven surrounding districts were occupied by Armenia.
[10]

In short, the Perestroika and Glasnost policy of Gorbachev triggered tremendous
changes in the Soviet Union. The first major impact of the Gorbachev era was
that it played a key role in the termination of the Soviet Union. Fifteen countries
gained independence as a consequence of the collapse of the Soviet Union and
changed the geopolitical structure of the Eastern Bloc. Moreover, the end of the
Soviet Union led to several inter-ethnic and inter-state wars that are still very

dynamic.
Questions for Self-control

. What factors played a vital role in initiating unconventional reforms in the
Soviet Union?

. Describe Perestroika and Glasnost reforms and the purpose of the
Gorbachev administration in implementing these reforms.

. What were the main reasons behind the failure of Gorbachev’s reforms?

. What were the eventual consequences of the Perestroika and Glasnost
reforms?
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CHAPTER 3

POST-SOVIET RUSSIA: FROM LIBERAL ILLUSION TO PRESENT
POLITICS

Reader’s Guide

The collapse of the Soviet Union was a watershed in modern world history that
allowed the (re)establishment of fifteen independent states. Mikhail Gorbachev'’s
reforms under the headings of Perestroika and Glasnost were the main reason
which led to the termination of seventy years old communist regime in Eurasia.
Apparently, Gorbachev did not aim to dissolve the Soviet Union but instead, he
believed that the system of the Union was no longer sustainable. Therefore,
reforms were inevitable for the restructuring of the system, which was falling
behind day after day in comparison with the Western world. Whether the Soviet
Union could have endured longer without Gorbachev’s reforms is still a matter
of debate in the academic field, but it was clear that the Soviet Union needed
radical reforms to compete with the West. In this sense, radical reforms also did
not help the Russian Federation (successor to the Soviet Union) to become a
democratic republic with a competitive market economy in Boris Yeltsin's

period. This chapter compendiously maps the post-Soviet Russia from the

independence to the present.

Taxonomy of the theme and learning outcomes:

1. Recalling under what circumstances the Russian Federation was

established and the effectiveness of Boris Yeltsin's administration in the
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early 1990s.

2. Understanding the main political developments in the Russian Federation
between 1994 and 1999.

3. Analyzing the rise of Vladimir Putin and consolidation of ‘super-
presidentialism’ in the Russian Federation.

4. Evaluation of Russian foreign policy since the breakup of the Soviet

Union.

The Rise of Yeltsin

On 29 May 1990, Boris N. Yeltsin was elected Chairman of the Supreme Soviet
of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR). In essence,
Yeltsin was in line with Gorbachev in terms of supporting the reforms.
However, different from Gorbachev, he was demanding more autonomy for the
RSFSR within the Union in comparison to the other republics. As soon as
Yeltsin became president, he began to strive to transform the RSFSR into a
democratic constitutional state. Nonetheless, he envisioned this new state as part
of the liberalized Soviet Union. Hence, the Congress of People’s Deputies
adopted the Declaration on State Sovereignty of the RSFSR on 12 June 1990,
proclaiming the priority of republican laws over the Union laws, but at the same
time confirmed Russia’s intention to remain part of the Soviet Union. Not
surprisingly, this move initiated a prolonged conflict between the RSFSR leader,

Yeltsin, and the head of the central government, Gorbachev.

At the 28" Congress of the CPSU in July 1990, Yeltsin left the Communist
Party, and then, a gradual decommunization commenced in the RSFSR. On 15
December 1990, amendments were made to the Constitution of the RSFSR of

1978, according to which references to socialism were excluded and the right to
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private property was enshrined. As Chairman of the RSFSR Supreme Soviet,
Yeltsin persuaded the Russian parliament to form a presidential post that could
be elected directly by the citizens of the Russian republic. The proposed
presidential post, along with the referendum on the future of the Soviet Union,
was scheduled to be voted on 17 March 1991. As a result of the referendum, the
majority of the population of the Russian Federation voted in favor of preserving
the USSR. Besides, the post of President of the RSFSR was also approved by
the citizens. [1, p. 630]

The first presidential election in the RSFSR was held on 12 June 1991, as a
result of which Boris N. Yeltsin became President of the RSFSR. After the
election, the main slogans of the president were the fight against the privileges
of the nomenklatura [2] and the maintenance of Russia’s sovereignty within the
Soviet Union. On 10 July 1991, Boris N. Yeltsin took an oath of loyalty to the
people of Russia and the Russian Constitution and took office as President of the
RSFSR. Yeltsin had gained immense power after the presidential elections,
although his power was not yet at its peak. As noted, a referendum to determine
the future of the Soviet Union was held on 17 March 1991, and the results were
affirmative for the Union’s protection. Based on the results of the referendum,
the central government authorized a working group to develop a project on the
new union, called the ‘Union of Soviet Sovereign Republics’ as a soft,
decentralized version of the USSR. The final version of the ‘Treaty on the Union
of Sovereign States” was published on 27 June 1991, by emphasizing the
sovereignty of each republic as:
Each republic, which is a party to the treaty, is a sovereign state. The
Union of Soviet Sovereign Republics (USSR) is a sovereign,
federative, democratic state, formed as a result of the unification of
equal republics and exercising state power within the bounds of the

powers with which the parties to the treaty voluntarily invest it. [3, p.
93]
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It was noted that the union agreement was going to be signed on 20 August
1991. Nevertheless, the signing of the treaty was thwarted by the conservative
wing of high-ranking officials from the Soviet government, who on 18 August
1991, created the State Committee on the State of Emergency and declared that
the Gorbachev was unable to fulfill the duties of President of the USSR for
health reasons. On the same day, the committee representatives arrived in
Crimea, where Gorbachev’s vacation residence was located, to demand
Gorbachev to sign a declaration on handing power to the Emergency
Committee. When Gorbachev refused to sign the declaration, he with his family

were placed under house arrest. [4, p. 156]

Soviet soldiers and tanks entered Moscow on August 19. The leadership of the
RSFSR, headed by President Yeltsin, urged Russian citizens to resist the
Emergency Committee and thereby to the coup attempt. Following the three-day
confrontation within the Soviet leadership, which formed the Emergency
Committee, and the leadership of the RSFSR headed by the President of the
RSFSR Yeltsin, it became clear that the army would not carry out the orders of
the committee. Faced with the protests and resistance of the citizens and the
changing sides of some military units, the State Committee on the State of
Emergency had no choice but to withdraw soldiers and tanks from Moscow on
21 August. [1, p. 636] On 22 August 1991, the putschists were arrested, and the
leadership of the RSFSR, President Yeltsin, and the Supreme Soviet of the
RSFSR were victorious. On 24 August 1991, Gorbachev resigned as General
Secretary of the CPSU, and at the end of the month, the Russian parliament
dissolved the CPSU. [5] Gorbachev’s power declined sharply and ended when
he announced his resignation from the presidency of the USSR on 25 December
1991.
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Since Yeltsin gained full power in Russia after the August 1991 coup attempt,
he began to implement radical economic reforms. On 28 October 1991, Boris N.
Yeltsin proclaimed a program of radical economic reforms, the goal of which
was the transition to a market economy starting from 1 January 1992. In
November 1991, Boris Yeltsin established a reform government in Russia, and
Yegor Gaidar was appointed as one of the main figures responsible for
economic reforms. Influenced by Western consultants, liberal economist Gaidar
and other young economists initiated radical reforms in the name of
liberalization and stabilization, commonly known as ‘“shock therapy”. The
program specifically aimed at the liberalization of prices. [6, p. 23] Shock
therapy aimed at increasing the efficiency of citizens in the economic field by
freeing the Russian economy from the centrist structure of the Soviet economic
system. Moreover, it aimed to create the foundation for a self-sustaining market
system by ending controls on prices and cutting state subsidies to agriculture and
industry. [1, p. 646]

In 1992, simultaneously with the liberalization of domestic prices, foreign trade
was liberalized. Under the conditions of low export tariffs and poor customs
control, the sale of some raw materials had become super profitable. Another
consequence of the liberalization of trade was the flow of cheap imported
consumer goods into the Russian market. This development caused the collapse
of the domestic light industry. In summer 1992, a privatization program was
launched and moved forward rapidly. State firms were transformed into joint-
stock companies and coupons were issued to facilitate citizens to buy shares.
However, these shares were bought mainly by in-house managers and
employees of companies, not by ordinary citizens. [7, p. 25] In practice,
managers continued to control most businesses, the property began to
accumulate in fewer people, and these developments enabled organized crime

‘mafias’ to gain an increasing influence in the economy. A sharp rise in poverty
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and social inequality came into view in the country. With the onset of the
reforms, terrible inflation (hyperinflation) also ensued, which made millions of

savings meaningless and devalued the wages and pensions of the elderly.

Undoubtedly, the heaviest burden of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
implemented reforms was on the citizens. A historian Nicholas V. Riasanovsky
portraits the conditions as: “Citizens, with good reason, complained that reform
was all shock and no therapy.” [1, p. 647] For many scholars, shock therapy
was a catastrophic policy that radical reformists carried out in the Russian
Federation. Economists from the Russian Academy of Sciences reported:
Confronted with the failure of their economic policy, the initiators of
“shock therapy” did not draw the appropriate lessons, but stubbornly
insisted that their policy must be continued. This only worsened the
situation and placed new burdens [on] the population. In an attempt to
cover up the fiasco, the reformers in power sought to misinform public

opinion, distorting the real situation and the real living conditions of
the people. [8, p. 44]

Unsurprisingly, economic desperation in the early 1990s which was worsened
by the implementation of shock therapy reflected on the political landscape of
the Russian Federation. Boris Yeltsin increasingly was being criticized in line
with the economic conditions of the country. First, Vice President Aleksandr V.
Rutskoi criticized the radical reforms in February 1992. Blaming Deputy Prime
Minister Yegor Gaidar and his economic advisers, Rutskoi compared the reform
government method with the Bolshevik strategy of revolution at any price.
Moreover, he called the execution of shock therapy ‘economic genocide’. [9]
Towards the end of 1992, the Gaidar/Yeltsin government was criticized more
than ever by the Supreme Soviet and the Russian Congress of People’s Deputies.
Simultaneously, Yeltsin was seeking more power to maintain the radical reforms
in the country. He was concerned about losing his special power. In fact, Yeltsin

was possessing power beyond the limits of the constitution which was approved
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by the legislative body to allow him to carry out the reforms. Therefore, for
Yeltsin, parliamentary approval was necessary for new decrees to be issued.
However, the Congress of People’s Deputies of Russia and the Supreme Soviet
deputies refused to adopt a new constitution proposed by the president to expand

his sphere of influence.

In response, Yeltsin accused the parliament of obstructing reforms and proposed
a referendum to end the stalemate. Tensions escalated once again in March,
despite the agreement reached between the parliament and the Yeltsin
government to hold a referendum in April 1993. The power rivalry seemed to be
ended when the parliament approved its own version of the referendum. In the

referendum, Russian citizens were asked the following questions:

e Do you trust the President of the Russian Federation Boris Yeltsin?
e Do you approve of the social and economic policy implemented by
the President of the Russian Federation and the Government of the
Russian Federation since 19927
e Do you consider it necessary to hold early elections of the President
of the Russian Federation?
e Do you consider it essential to hold early elections of the People’s
Deputies of the Russian Federation? [10, p. 4]
The referendum results were satisfying for Boris Yeltsin that 59 percent of
voters affirmed their trust in the president. In general, except for the early
presidential election, citizens approved the rest of the questions asked in the
referendum. After getting the citizens’ support, Yeltsin began to work on a draft
constitution that would guarantee his power over the legislative body. In
contrast, the parliament was also preparing a draft constitution to constrain
presidential power. On 21 September 1993, Yeltsin issued a decree ‘On Phased

Constitutional Reform in the Russian Federation’, which ordered the Congress

of People’s Deputies and the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation to cease
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their activities. The decree announced that the referendum for the new

constitution would be held in December 1993.

The next day, parliament adopted a resolution on the termination of the powers
of President Yeltsin and appointed Vice President Rutskoi as acting president.
Additionally, the deputies barricaded themselves in the White House which led
to mass demonstrations in Moscow to defend the deputies. [1, p. 649-650] On 28
September, the first bloody clash took place in Moscow between special police
and anti-Yeltsin activists. On October 3, Rutskoy and Khasbulatov with the
supporters of the Supreme Soviet attempted to seize the Moscow City Hall and
storm the Ostankino television center. On the following day, Yeltsin ordered
military troops to bomb the White House with tanks and arrest the rebels. More
than a hundred people died as a result of the bombardment. Following the
October Constitutional Crisis, Yeltsin began to consolidate his power. To that
end, the referendum on a new constitution and parliamentary elections were
scheduled to be held in December 1993. The new constitution strengthened the
authority of the president which Yeltsin desired to obtain for a long time, was
approved in the referendum. Having the right to dissolve Congress the new

constitution was a stunning victory of Yeltsin over the legislature.

Yeltsin Presidency between 1994-1999

After the Constitutional Crisis that ended with the bombing of the White House,
Russia faced an even greater disaster, the Chechen War, in 1994. The war took
place between the Russian troops and the unrecognized Chechen Republic of
Ichkeria (CRI) in Chechnya to take control of the territory of Chechnya.
Essentially, Chechnya declared its independence during the coup attempt in
August 1991, when the republics of the Soviet Union declared their
independence one after another. Dzhokhar Dudayev, a general in the USSR air

33



force, became the leader of the CRI. Although Chechnya became de-
facto independent, it was not recognized as a state by any country including
Russia. In essence, the governance system of the CRI turned out to be extremely
ineffective and the territory rapidly became a base for criminal activities in the
period 1991-1994. An anti-Dudayev opposition was formed in the northern
regions of Chechnya which was not controlled by the Dudayev’s forces in 1993
and launched an armed struggle against the Dudayev regime. The anti-Dudayev
group declared Chechnya as part of the Russian Federation and thus implicitly
gained the support of Moscow. In summer 1994, hostilities unfolded in
Chechnya between the troops loyal to Dudayev and the opposition forces of the
Provisional Council of the Chechen Republic. In November 1994, opposition
forces tried to seize the city of Grozny, but Dudayev’s forces prevented this
attempt. The forces of the belligerents were approximately equal, and neither of

them was able to gain the upper hand in the struggle.

On 11 December, Boris Yeltsin issued a decree on measures to ensure law,
order, and public safety on the territory of the Chechen Republic. On the same
day, 40,000 Russian soldiers were sent to Chechnya. [1, p. 650] Underestimating
the Chechens’ military readiness and fighting skills, Defense Minister Pavel
Grachev pledged an easy victory in a very short time. After a bloody fight in
early 1995, the federal troops took control of the plains of Chechnya. However,
after a surprise attack by the separatists on Grozny, Russia was obliged to sign a
peace agreement called Khasavyurt accords on 31 August 1996, as a result of
which federal troops withdrew from Chechnya. The agreement was signed by
the representatives of Russia and Chechen forces, Alexander Lebed, and Aslan
Maskhadov, respectively. On 12 May 1997, the peace treaty officially was
signed by newly elected Chechen President Aslan Maskhadov and Russian

President Boris Yeltsin in Moscow. Chechens acquired de facto independence
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by gaining control over the entire territory of Chechnya, but their future

relationship with the Russian Federation remained uncertain.

On the political stage, Yeltsin was blamed for the defeat of the Russian army by
Chechen forces. Although nationalist groups supported Russia’s military
intervention in Chechnya, the appalling performance of their armies was
embarrassing for them. The popularity of Yeltsin, who was only supported by
the nationalists and communists in the war against Chechens, was further
diminished by the defeat. In contrast, Chechens proved their fighting skills in an

asymmetric war by surprise attacks on the conventional Russian army.

Although Yeltsin managed to get the approval of a new constitution that
enriched the power of the president (described as super-presidentialism) [7, p.
28] in the referendum he could not gain full control over the State Duma. In the
Duma elections in 1995, the performance of reformers gathered around Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin declined, while the communists and nationalists
increased their seats in the State Duma. The communist leader Gennady
Zyuganov, who had already proven his strength in the parliamentary elections in
1995, emerged as Yeltsin’s main opponent in the 1996 presidential election. The
Russian democrats and the West were now worried that Zyuganov would
prevail, and therefore communism would return to Russia. Although the results
of the election polls were not in his favor compared to Zyuganov, Yeltsin had no

intention of giving up.

Throughout the election campaign, Yeltsin portrayed himself as a candidate for
stability, peace, order, progress while depicting his opponent as the communist
who would restore communism and thus hinder Russia from becoming part of
the civilized world. Controlling the mass media, government succeed in
denigrating Zyuganov. Moreover, fearing the return of communists to power,
staggeringly wealthy oligarchs such as Vladimir Gusinsky and Boris Berezovsky
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invested millions of dollars in Yeltsin’s campaign. In brief, Boris
Yeltsin managed to defeat the communist leader Gennady Zyuganov in two
rounds. In the first round, none of the candidates achieved the majority of votes.
Yeltsin obtained 35.3 percent of the votes while Zyuganov followed him with 32
percent. In the second round, these two candidates competed, and Yeltsin won
with 53.8% of votes against Zyuganov, who received 40.3% support. [11, p.
124]

Meanwhile, indebtedness in the country was constantly increasing, the
population was getting poorer, crime rates were becoming more widespread, and
besides, the government was unable to collect most of the taxes. Encouraged by
the election results, Yeltsin began to blame the government for its
ineffectiveness and even fired several ministries and deputies who were close to
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin. In February 1998, he again fired a number of
ministers including Chernomyrdin. Sergei Kiriyenko, an economist, was
approved by the State Duma as a new prime minister. However, the decline of
oil prices in the world market in 1998 worsened the economic conditions in
Russia. Yeltsin continued to lose his popularity day by day. Amid the economic
crisis in the country, Kiriyenko was removed from his post as prime minister
and replaced by foreign minister Evgenii Primakov. Finding him too
independent, Yeltsin dismissed Primakov a month later and replaced him with
the former head of the interior ministry, Sergei Stepashin. Within months, when
the second war was about to take place in Chechnya, Yeltsin replaced Stepashin
with the relatively unfamiliar KGB officer, Vladimir Putin. In his New Year’s
speech on 31 December 1999, Yeltsin announced his resignation from the
presidency and appointed Putin as acting president of the Russian Federation.

Hence, a new era has started in the political landscape of Russia.
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Putin’s Era in Russia

In connection with Boris Yeltsin’s resignation at the end of 1999, an early
presidential election in Russia was scheduled for 26 March 2000 by the
Federation Council on 5 January 2000. Obtaining 53 percent of the votes in the
first round Vladimir Putin won the March 2000 presidential election and became
the second president of the Russian Federation. Observing the state’s weakness
Putin wrote that the main problem of Russia in the 1990s was its vulnerability to
oligarchs and separatists in Chechnya. At the end of 1999, he portrayed the
condition as: “Russians are alarmed by the obvious weakening of state
power...the public looks forward to a certain restoration of the guiding and
regulating rule of the state.” [1, p. 660] He believed that the war in Chechnya
would determine the future of Russia. For him, Russia’s second defeat against
the Chechens would further weaken the state and the people’s faith in the state

would be lost. Therefore, Putin began to reinstate state power in Chechnya.

In August 1999, there was an invasion of Dagestan by Chechen separatists led
by Shamil Basayev. Russian troops, with the support of Dagestani forces, drove
Chechen militants back to Chechnya. In late September, federal troops launched
a military operation in Chechnya. By March 2000, they had taken Grozny and
destroyed the main militant groups, taking control of the territory of Chechnya.
In April 2000, Russia announced that large-scale hostilities in Chechnya had
ended. In July 2000, Akhmat Kadyrov, a pro-Kremlin Chechen leader, was
appointed as acting head of Chechnya. [12] Organized armed resistance to the
federal authorities in Chechnya ceased in spring 2000, but in subsequent years
protracted guerrilla attacks continued. Akhmad Kadyrov was killed in a terrorist
attack in 2004. Since December 2005, his son Ramzan Kadyrov has been the

most influential pro-Kremlin leader in Chechnya.
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The separatists carried out a number of terrorist attacks on several Russian cities,
including Moscow. Among them, the attack on a Moscow theater in 2002; the
attack of suicide bombers at a rock concert in 2003; a bomb blast at near Red
Square in 2003, and the Moscow metro in 2004 were the most dreadful. The
second Chechen war, like the first, was strongly criticized by the Western media,
and Russia was accused of bombing civilians. However, after the attacks of 11
September 2001 and the outbreak of the war on terror, the West and Russia

started to support each other in the fight against terrorism.

Despite the terrorist attacks, Putin’s popularity continued to grow. In addition to
the counter-terrorism operation in Chechnya, he was simultaneously fighting the
oligarchs, to restore the state power. In this respect, Putin managed to eliminate
a large number of influential oligarchs, such as Boris Berezovsky, Vladimir
Gusinsky, and Mikhail Khodorkovsky, who allegedly owned a large number of
state assets unlawfully in the course of the privatization process. In fact,
according to many scientists, Putin was specifically targeting oligarchs who
were opposed to him. He was trying to suppress the voices of the opposition by
dominating the mass media owned by the oligarchs. However, the Russian
people were mainly behind Putin and they were supporting his governance. This
was reflected in the 2004 presidential election, where he received 71% of the
votes. Obviously, Putin’s rise would have been very difficult without Russia’s
economic growth that began towards the end of 1999. Rising oil prices in the
world market paved the way for rapid economic growth in Russia. In 2000-
2008, the Russian economy consistently experienced a GDP growth of around 6

to 7 percent annually.

In December 2007, Dmitry Medvedev was nominated as a candidate for
President of the Russian Federation from the United Russia party as the

successor of Vladimir Putin since he had no right to be elected third time
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according to the constitution. In March 2008, presidential elections were held in
Russia, in which Dmitry Medvedev won with 70% of the vote. The day after his
Inauguration, Medvedev appointed Putin as prime minister. Medvedev’s period
was mostly remembered by the war in South Ossetia in August 2008 which set
the stage for Russian intervention and ended with the recognition of the South

Ossetia and Abkhazia as independent states by the Russian Federation.

In March 2012, Putin was elected president of Russia for the third time. This
time, Dmitry Medvedev was appointed as prime minister of the Russian
Federation. Putin’s third term of presidency was remembered mostly by the
illegal annexation of Crimea in early 2014 and the economic crisis at the end of
2014. This was caused by a sharp decline in prices of energy resources which
constitutes a significant part of Russia’s budget revenues, as well as by the
introduction of economic sanctions against Russia in connection with the illegal

annexation of Crimea and the war in Eastern Ukraine.

In March 2018, Putin was elected president of Russia for the fourth term, with a
record 76.69 percent of votes, and Dmitry Medvedev remained prime minister.
In brief, Putin commenced the period of stability in Russian politics as he
promised and restored state power. However, he was able to ‘restore stability
and the state power’ in Russian Federation at the expense of forming his own
understanding of democracy rather than the Western-style democracy. Most
Western analysts describe democracy in Russia as a managed democracy where
the system creates its own opposition. Nevertheless, the Putin government opted
for the term sovereign democracy, which means that democracy varies
depending on the specific characteristics and traditions of each country and
therefore the West has no right to criticize the political landscape of the Russian

Federation.
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