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Preface

This handbook on global political policy is one in a set of six global policy
handbooks. The other five deal with economic, technology, social, international,
and legal policy.

Public policy studies in the past have tended to emphasize domestic policy
rather than cross-national policy. This has been especially true of American pol-
icy studies, which tends to be especially nation-bound. This is also true, to some
extent, of policy studies in France, Russia, China, Brazil, and elsewhere.

When American policy studies show an interest in other countries, those
other countries tend to be exclusively Western European. This six-volume set,
however, will include all the regions of the world—Africa, Asia, Eastern and
Western Europe, Latin America, and North America.

Public policy studies also tend to place a great deal of emphasis on methods
of analysis and the policy process. They do not get much into substance, espe-
cially at the professional or scholarly level, as contrasted to undergraduate text-
books. That is so because scholars have traditionally considered substance to be
not as philosophical or theoretical as methods or process.

In this six-volume set, however, each volume is devoted to a different sub-
stantive field, including economic, technology, social, political, international, and
legal policy. The discussions are more theoretical than most substantive discus-
sions because they emphasize comparisons across places, across times, and across
different substantive fields. Furthermore, the discussions are practical in terms
of applicability to real-world problems.

Scholars and others who study comparative government unfortunately tend
to overemphasize such structures as federalism, separation of powers, legisla-
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vi Preface

tures, chief executives, and supreme courts while neglecting public policy, which
this series emphasizes.

Comparative government scholars also tend to emphasize area studies,
which involve specialization in a single country or subregion, as contrasted to
this set of six volumes, which cuts across six regions and six policy fields.

Thus, the key objective of this set is to encourage more cross-national and
cross-policy research and applications. The set not only advocates more of this
kind of research but practices what it advocates by providing almost 200 studies
in six volumes, averaging about 30 studies per volume. This set of handbooks
should be a landmark in the disciplines of both public policy studies and cross-
national studies.

Stuart S. Nagel
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Post-Communist Russia as a
Challenge to Transition Theories

Andrei Melville
Department of Political Science, Moscow State Institute of International
Relations, Moscow, Russia

. INTRODUCTION

One of the accusations which is addressed to social theory and which is pro-
nounced most often today is that the development of our times, which can be
called most dramatic and the biggest in its scale—the collapse of Communism—
took social theory unawares; the second accusation is that the phenomenon of
post-Communism, which is most important for understanding the social dynamics
of today, has not been comprehended theoretically enough. If the first accusation
is at least correct in part, the second accusation is correct to a lesser degree and
cannot be considered for various reasons to be a verdict passed on social theory.

Indeed, at the present time in the methodological arsenal of researchers
there is no integrated theory which could describe and explain the entire diversity
of new and heterogeneous social, economic, political, ideological, and psycholog-
ical phenomena which appeared in the ruins of the Communist domain. At the
same time, in the recent decade in social and political literature there have been
various research approaches to post-Communism. These approaches reveal vari-
ous, quite real, and substantive features and aspects of post-Communism.

On the one hand, these are attempts to conceptualize post-Communism
along the general line of various transition theories, among other things, on the
basis of revealing the general logic of transition from authoritarianism to democ-
racy (Bova 1991; Di Palma 1990; Huntington 1991; Linz and Stepan 1996;
O’Donnel 1994; Przeworski 1991; Reisinger 1997; Schmitter and Karl 1994;
Karl and Schmitter, 1994). From this point of view Gorbachev’s perestroika, the
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disintegration of the Soviet Union, the collapse of Communism, and subsequent
transformations in post-Communist Russia and the former socialist countries are
links of one global process—the ‘‘global democratic revolution’ (Huntington
1991-92; Markoff 1994).

On the other hand, a quite different understanding of post-Communism has
become widespread in recent years—such a specific phenomenon (in regard to
initial conditions, tasks, political actors, and the like) that there is no ground to
compare it with postauthoritarian democratizations which are characteristic of
southern Europe and Latin America (Terry 1993; Bunce 1995). In line with this
approach is also the understanding of post-Communism as the ‘‘world revolu-
tion’” (McFaul 1995; Fish 1995), which is incomparable in regard to the depth
and scale of not only political but also socioeconomic tasks with the changes
of only mainly political regimes when there is transition from authoritarism to
democracy.

Present-day post-Communism has many dimensions indeed, and it is for
this reason that its various aspects can be described within the framework of
various theoretical models. These include the democratization of the political
system, its transformation, while preserving many traditional features, transition
from an administrative command economy to a market economy, a component
element of the global democratic wave, the disintegration of the empire, national
self-determination, the establishment of new statehoods and national identities,
and many other things. In its aspects of this kind post-Communism belongs at
the same time to different, though mutually intersecting types and varieties of
phenomena and processes. In this sense it can really be conceptualized in various
theoretical models. As for the general integrated theory of post-Communism, to
all appearances, the time for it has not come as yet, among other things for the
reason that the establishment of post-Communism itself has not been completed
and post-Communist development still continues and has not found somewhat
completed and crystalized forms of expression.

In this connection, it appears, several points arise which are of theoretical
and methodological importance and which are especially important for that
branch of comparative political science which deals with post-Communism:

1.+ Are there sufficient grounds for referring the specific cases of transi-
tion, which are individual in each particular case, from nondemocratic rule to
relatively greater democracy in different countries and regions (including Russia),
cases which have been prolonged in time for more than two decades now, to one
democratic wave?

2. What factors produce the greatest influence on the outcome of democ-
ratization—structural, that is, socioeconomic and cultural-value prerequisites and
conditions which facilitate or impede the establishment and consolidation of dem-
ocratic institutions and norms; or procedural—that is, particular features and se-
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quences of specific decisions and actions which are taken by a sufficiently narrow
number of initiators of and direct participants in the process of democratization?

3. Isit possible to consider the processes of post-Communist transforma-
tion (in Russia and in other newly independent countries) in the general theoreti-
cal and methodological context of the postauthoritarian democratization of the
present wave, or is the phenomenon of post-Communism so specific that it is
inappropriate to draw any parallels here?

4. Is it possible to make at least a preliminary theoretical synthesis of
various research approaches which exist now to the phenomenon of post-Commu-
nism?

Il. THE GLOBAL DEMOCRATIC WAVE AND DEMOCRATIC
TRANSITS

Despite its relative character as a whole, the notion of the global democratic
wave encompasses diversified processes which take place in different regions of
today’s world and which are united in this way or another both by attempts of
transition from various non-democratic forms of rule and by some general factors
and circumstances. The beginning of this democratic wave, which is the third in
the last two centuries, dates back to 1974 when the authoritarian dictatorship fell
down in Portugal. Later on this wave spread to the other remaining dictatorships
in southern Europe—Spain and Greece—and then to Latin America. By the mid-
1980s it reached some countries of Asia. Since the second half of the *80s the
democratic wave has also spread to the Communist world—the Soviet Union
and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. In 1991 Gorbachev’s peres-
troika, which was started five years earlier, led to the collapse of the Soviet system
in the USSR itself and the emergence of Russia among other newly independent
countries which proclaimed themselves new democracies. The repercussions of
this global democratic wave could also be heard in some countries of Africa.

As compared with the previous democratic waves, today’s global demo-
cratic wave has several specific features. First and foremost, it has a much larger,
practically global scale; in fact, only Muslim countries and China have remained
outside its influence. It is the global scope of the present-day democratic wave
that makes us ask a question: Don’t we encounter various democratic currents
which appear at about the same time but in quite different conditions, circum-
stances, and contexts, which are hard to be compared with one another and, conse-
quently, are governed by different regularities?

Indeed, the present transits from authoritarism to democracy, unlike democ-
ratizations which were started after World War II and which continued till the
second half of the 1960s, arose not in connection with and not as a result of the
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military defeat of authoritarian regimes. They arose in such an international con-
text which is hardly to be compared with the international environment of the
preceding waves of democratization. At last they spread to the groups of countries
which in many respects have quite different social systems and political re-
gimes—from classical authoritarism and military juntas in Latin America and
southern Europe to posttotalitarian authoritarism in the Soviet Union and the
European socialist countries (up to such fragments of the traditional totalitarian-
ism of the Stalin type as Rumania or Albania). Thus, what is it—separated phe-
nomena which were engendered by various reasons and are governed by various
regularities or links of a single global process?

In actual fact, it is comparative methodology that presupposes the disclo-
sure of the elements of similarity and difference. The point is only what perma-
nent and what variable factors are singled out during this comparison and what
the grounds are for this. In this case, we can single out at least the following
permanent factors (subjective and objective) the effect of which can be traced
to this degree or another practically in all phenomena, which are compared and
which are heterogeneous in many respects (some of these factors are singled out
by Markoff, 1994):

1. The normative attitude to democracy as to a declared (though even
seldom implemented) ideal and the objective of the suggested social transforma-
tions.

2. The growing mass attractiveness of democratic models and patterns,
which is connected with the first factor, as a result of broad cultural influence,
above all, under the impact of the mass culture of the West.

3. The real expansion (though inconsistent and interrupted) of democratic
rights and freedoms and experiments, which entail important social conse-
quences, with democratic institutions and procedures.

4. The economic inefficiency of authoritarism, which became quite clear
in the 1980s and "90s especially as an instrument of social modernization, which
refutes the widespread perception of the efficiency of the authoritarian modern-
ization of the economy (Geddes 1994).

5. The loss practically everywhere (with some exceptions, such as the
Muslim world and China) of attractiveness and the ensuing delegitimization of
authoritarism as a model of national development.

6. The appearance of such an international context (including the institu-
tionalized one) which turns out to be specifically favorable for stimulating transi-
tion from authoritarism to more democratic forms of government.

These circumstances enable us to ask a question at least about the elements
of partial similarity between various phenomena of present-day democratization,
which, though originating from various sources, merge in the end into one demo-
cratic wave. These elements of similarity refer to both the genesis and the internal
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dynamics of contemporary transits from authoritarism; at the same time, their
results, far from being predetermined in any way, are quite different.

There is no doubt that real transits from nondemocratic forms of rule which
took place in the last few decades in southern Europe, Latin America, Asia, Af-
rica, Eastern and Central Europe, and the former Soviet Union, are so diversified
that it is impossible to reduce them to one model. However, when democratization
was more or less successful it followed a certain logic and was governed by a
certain sequence of actions and developments (this logic is reproduced in part
by Bova, 1991).

Thus, in most of the successful southern European and Latin American
(and some East and Central European) democratizations of various authoritarian
regimes, the initiave came from “‘above’” as a result of the split in the ranks of
the ruling elite into reformers (the supporters of transformations) and conserva-
tives (the opponents of changes). The reforms started, to put it exactly, not with
democratization as such but with the preliminary liberalization of the regime, its
peculiar *‘decompression’” and ‘‘weakening.”” Unlike democratization, the initial
liberalization was not only initiated but was fully controlled in practice from
above and could be interrupted at any time.

In their effort to counteract more effectively the conservative forces of the
regime, reformers within the system tried to seek support for their actions from
outside; they appealed to the forces of civilian society, opposition movements,
and the like. Balancing between the Scylla of the conservative guardians of the
regime and the Charybdis of radical opposition democrats, centrist reformers
were able for some time to pursue the policy of reforms. However, the legaliza-
tion of radical opposition, sanctioned by them as a new participant in the political
process, and the counterconsolidation of conservatives, which was caused by this
circumstance, led inevitably to a new growth of tension and friction and to the
aggravation of conflicts.

In most cases of successful democratic transits the way out of the situation
was found not as a result of the victory of one of the confronting forces over the
other, but in the kind of agreement or pact between the parties to the conflict,
as a result of which an agreement was reached on the ‘‘rules of the game’’ during
subsequent stages of democratization and on guarantees for the losers. This was
followed by the first free “founding’* elections which, as a rule, brought the
representatives of radical opposition but not the centrist wing of the reformers,
who had started the reforms, to power. However, usually their triumph was not
long-lived.

Very often, especially in cases when the new democratically elected power
was forced to implement painful economic reforms, the negative mass public
reaction to them brought to power during subsequent democratic elections (**‘elec-
tions of disappointment’’) not radicals but persons coming from the old elite,
who did not strive at all for reactionary restoration. On the contrary, as genuine
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Thermidoreans, they actually stabilized and balanced the new political system
by means of a certain recoil backwards. The institutionalization of democratic
procedures and, above all, the replacement of political power in case of successful
democratizations laid the basis needed for the subsequent possible consolidation
of democracy (which is not necessarily the result of the processes of democratic
transits which were started).

We will repeat once again that the pattern described above is not by any
means a universal model of democratization. It establishes merely empirically
the sequence of some phases in a number of specific cases of successful democra-
tizations.

Herein lies the source of a widespread misunderstanding which can be
found among authors who reject the correctness of whatever analogies between
democratizations in southern Europe and Latin America, which are considered
to be classical postauthoritarian and post-Communism. It is indisputable that such
authors are quite correct when they emphasize the obvious differences and spe-
cific features of post-Communist transformations—in most cases the lack of an
initial pact between reformers and conservatives, the twofold task of political
democratization and transition to the market economy, the need of dismantling
a great part of production capacities for the benefit of the modernization and
restructuring of others, the appearance of nationalistic (that is, eventually non-
democratic) reaction to the Communist collapse, the lack of civil society not as
elements but as the system of ties in southern Europe and Latin America between
themselves and between them and the state, and the like. Moreover, this register
of post-Communist differences from traditional postauthoritarianism can be eas-
ily extended.

But it does not follow from this in any way that transition theories based
on the analysis of postauthoritarian democratizations suggest only one model of
transition to democracy, which has been described above—through a pact be-
tween reformers and conservatives in the political elite (similar to the well-known
“‘pact of Moncloa’*). In reality, it is only one of the possible options, which are
seldom encountered in practice, though it is the optimal option in many respects
from the standpoint of the efficiency of democratic transition. Other options, also
analysed in transition theories, include transition to democracy not through the
pact between reformers and conservatives but through reforms carried out by the
elite or through the direct imposition of democratic reforms by means of force
*‘from above’’ or through revolutionary action *‘from below’’ (Karl and Schmit-
ter 1994). However, in practice the chances for the stabilization and consolidation
of democracy in these cases prove to be less.

It should be noted that these models of democratic transits do not disclose
the entire diversity of complicated and multidimensional social processes which
refer to the present-day democratic wave. However, the analysis and comparison
of various options for transitions from authoritarianism are not aimed at all at
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constructing a single, generally applied paradigm of democratization. Their aim
is to reveal the ties and sequences of certain phases in real social processes. It
is such an approach that enables us to reveal some characteristic regularities in
the logic of most effective and successful transitions to democracy. At the same
time, by their definition these regularities are applied not to all options of transits
from nondemocratic forms of rule but only to the most successful of them.

It this connection it must be admitted that an extensive use of the notion
of democratization as applied to all varieties of social transformations, which are
connected in this way or another with the present-day democratic wave, can not
always be justified, especially if we keep in mind the real multidimensional char-
acter and practical results of these processes. As it appears, a broader and more
neutral notion of a democratic transit (as distinct from transition to democracy,
which is the final result of this process) reflects in a better way the diversity of
circumstances, features, and many options for the results of social transformations
under review.

We will repeat once again that by their definition democratic transits do
guarantee transition to democracy. This is the designation of diversified processes
of transits from one social and political condition to another; as has been empha-
sized above, democracy is not necessarily (and it is even seldom appears in this
capacity) the final point. However, these are such transits which are made under
the impact of the above-mentioned general (and in this sense global) factors (the
normative attitude to democracy and the mass attractiveness of democratic ideals,
the economic inefficiency and delegitimization of authoritarism, real experiments
with democratic institutions and procedures, the international environment which
is favorable for democratization, and the like). It is this circumstance that enables
us to consider democratic transits, which are diversified in regard to their charac-
ter and results, as component elements of the present-day global democratic
wave.

lll. DEMOCRATIC TRANSITS—STRUCTURAL
PREREQUISITES OR PROCEDURES?

The above-mentioned general group of subjective and objective factors, which
made it possible to unite in the category of democratic transits and social transfor-
mations, which are diversified in regard to their character and their results and
which make up the present-day democratic wave, cannot explain, however, these
differences. Why does democratization start earlier in some countries and proceed
more successfully than in others? Why do some nondemocratic regimes start their
democratization gradually while others resist it till they do not fall apart? In an
effort to answer these questions some authors placed an emphasis on structural
factors—socioeconomic and cultural-value conditions and prerequisites of de-
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mocracy and democratization, while others laid stress on procedural factors—
the choice and sequence of specific decisions and actions taken by the real politi-
cal authors on whom the process of democratization depends.

Thus, some authors (Almond and Verba 1963, 1980; Inglehart 1977, 1988;
Rustow 1970; Lipset 1969, 1996; Pye 1990; Hantington 1991-92) sought to re-
veal the main correlations between socioeconomic and cultural-value variables
and the chances of establishing and preserving democratic regimes in different
countries. These correlations are often perceived as structural prerequisites and
conditions of democracy, that is, those that are conditioned by the impact of
objective social structures rather than by subjective intentions and actions.

These authors single out three main types of structural prerequisites of de-
mocracy: (1) ensuring national unity and achieving national identity; (2) achiev-
ing a sufficiently high level of economic development; and (3) spreading specific
cultural norms and values, which presuppose the recognition of democratic
norms, tolerance, trust, and civic duty.

The first structural condition does not cause any doubt; the problem con-
cerning national unity and identity is solved before the process of democratization
begins. Otherwise, it can turn into a serious obstacle and hindrance to democratic
transits. Certainly, acute national differences and contradictions, which lead to
arise of various forms of nationalism and nationalistic movements, make democ-
racy in these social conditions practically unachievable.

In some democratic countries there are still national problems that have not
been solved—the problem concerning Basques and Corsica for Spain, Quebec for
Canada, Northern Ireland for Great Britain, to mention a few. However, in most
cases either these national problems are of a local character and do not pose a
threat to the territorial integrity of a given country and its national identity, or
opponents do not resort to force and violence but make efforts to rely on demo-
cratic institutions and methods for the solution of these problems. Nevertheless,
in these cases, too, nationalism, especially in its acute form, which is engendered
by the lack of solution to problems concerning national and territorial unity and
national identity, is incompatible with democracy. This refers especially to coun-
tries that are only beginning the process of democratization and in which this
process can not only come to a stop but also be cardinally malformed toward
systematic oppression of some national groups, which is incompatible with de-
mocracy, or even building openly ethnocratic states under cover of democratic
rhetoric (tendencies of such a kind can be traced clearly enough in certain sections
of post-Soviet space).

The second type of correlation—between democracy and the level of socio-
economic development and the modernization of society—causes more doubts
today than a few decades ago, when the supporters of a structural approach to
democratization formulated dependence between the well-being of a nation and
the probability of its becoming a democracy (Lipset 1959:75). These doubts are
both theoretical and actual.
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From the standpoint of theory the question arises whether it is correct to
interpret democracy in the spirit of economic determinism—as a rectilinear con-
sequence of certain socioeconomic conditions. What is important for democracy
is not economic development and the achievement of well-being as such, but the
creation of prerequisites as a result of these factors, for shaping a mass middle
class as its social basis about which Moore spoke long ago (Moore 1966:418).
This, too, however, does not guarantee democracy.

Certain facts do not fit into this understanding of democracy. For example,
it is well known that there are nondemocratic regimes with a high level of eco-
nomic development (take Singapore as an example). On the other hand, India,
with a sufficiently stable democratic order, is nevertheless one of the poorest and
least developed countries. Studies made in recent times (Przeworski and Limongi
1997) show that there is no direct dependence between democratization and level
of economic development. Democratization is not a direct product of economic
development and modernization. Democratization can be started in economically
undeveloped societies, though democracy has more chances for survival in a
modern, developed society.

The thesis that democracy and the level of modernization are mutually
conditioned disarms those who would not like to wait passively for the results
of “‘objective’” development because it actually follows from the thesis that ef-
forts aimed at the democratization of societies that have not achieved this level
of development (and such societies make up a majority in regard to the present-
day democratic wave) are doomed to failure. This, certainly, narrows down the
list of the countries that would be able to count on democratization.

Thirdly, certain cultural conditions which exist in society, above all, in the
form of spreading those values and provisions, which are associated with “‘civic
culture’’ and certain, above all, Protestant (and to a certain extent Roman Catho-
lic) religious traditions, are also often referred to the structural prerequisites of
democratization. Certainly, modern democracy originated in Protestant countries
and its spread in the Catholic world was not a simple matter. (It should be noted
that, to all appearances, it is still to be convincingly demonstrated that democracy
in its present-day form can take deep root in the Orthodox, Muslim, or Confucian
cultural soil). There is no doubt that the norms and values of pluralism, tolerance,
mutual trust, and the recognition of democratic rights and freedoms-—and,
equally, the level of economic development and well-being—create a climate
which is favorable for democracy. It is in this sense that there is a correlation
between democracy, on the one hand,and economic development and political
culture, on the other, which the supporters of a structural approach were quite
right to note.

Another thing is that the availability of such correlations is not the same
matter as the existence of preliminary structural conditions without which it
would be impossible to start democratization. Firstly, such correlations point not
to obligatory prerequisites but indicate only factors which facilitate or impede
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democratization. Secondly, what is considered by some authors to be the prereq-
uisites and conditions of democracy can prove in reality to be the results and
consequences of the process of democratization itself.

In actual fact, it is this kind of doubts about the universal and substantiated
nature of the thesis about the availability of the common sociocultural prerequi-
sites of democracy that led to the emergence of another methodological approach
to democratization problems in modern transition theories. This approach is fo-
cused on the endogenous factors of democracy and democratization—that is,
not prerequisites but some specific processes, procedures, and political decisions
which are made by the agents of democratization themselves (O’Donnel and
Schmitter 1986; Linz 1990, Di Palma 1990; Przeworski 1991; Schmitter and Karl
1994; Karl and Schmitter 1994). From this point of view the sequence and mutual
conditions of specific political decisions and actions, and the tactics chosen by
those actors who initiate and carry out democratization are more important for
its outcome than the prerequisites of democracy which exist (or do not exist) by
that time. The main thing in such an approach is the interaction of competing
elites and their deliberate choice of some organizational forms and institutions
of a new political setup in the process of their political bargaining.

In this second approach there is a special reason as applied exactly to the
present-day democratic wave which is distinguished for an extreme diversity of
starting points, political trajectories, the agendas of transformations and strategies
(let us say, the options of democratizations from Paraguay and Honduras to Po-
land and Rumania). But is it true that these two approaches—structural and proce-
dural—mutually exclude each other, as is generally believed?

As it appears, in reality there is no insurmountable contradiction between
these two methodological approaches, and they can complement each other. In
actual fact, they address different aspects of one group of phenomena which we
defined above as democratic transits. Theoretically, nothing, at least a priori,
impedes synthesis of the two methodologies with one of them being focused on
structural factors (even taking into account the above-mentioned doubts about
their universal nature) and the other on procedural factors.

It goes without saying that the specific decisions and actions of political
actors in many key periods determine the course of a democratic transit and the
social transformations which are connected with the transit. The actors them-
selves choose their actions, strategies, and tactics, and in this way they choose
the procedures and institutions to be established.

In this connection Larsen’s (1997) notion that the conditions of an initial
pact set a kind of a “‘frozen ceiling,”” that is, the limit of reforms which are
implemented, appears productive. As a follow-up to this idea it can be added
that the *‘ceiling’” of reforms appears as a result of limitations which stem not
only from the conditions of the pact, which has been concluded, but also from
all preceding traditions, circumstances, and the historical context.
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However, the actors, who make choices of their actions and institutions
during a transit, do so in circumstances engendered not by themselves which are
external factors in relation to the choice itself. In other words, it is a choice that
is not absolutely arbitrary, that is not fully devoid of prerequisites, and that is
not a choice in conditions of social tabula rasa in which any political project can
be put into effect. This choice is determined not only by procedures themselves,
that is, specific political actions but also by structural factors—above all, the
burden of the past, preceding traditions, and the broad social context in which
they take place. It is possible to begin to craft democracy without waiting for
conditions to mature to be appropriate and favorable for it, because preceding
traditions and a general context in which a choice is made produce their effect
on the progress of a democratic transit.

The traditions and the context fill the procedures, which are chosen, and
the institutions, which are established, with their substance. It is structural factors
that determine to a large extent the filling of formal procedures and institutions
with their substance (and explain, for example, why in one case elections become
a most important institution of emerging democracy and why in another case they
are used by a new oligarchy as a mechanism of self-preservation). Democracy as
an institutionalized uncertainty (Przeworksi 1991) presupposes, nevertheless, a
choice between options which are determined to a great extent. They are deter-
mined both by the procedures themselves, which are used, and by the preceding
conditions and traditions.

When speaking about a fundamental possibility of a theoretical synthesis
of the structural and procedural approaches to the study of democracy and democ-
ratization, attention should also be drawn to practical attempts to overcome meth-
odological one-sidedness and to elaborate more thorough, multidimensional ap-
proaches. The searches of such a kind are made along various lines, for example,
as part of a neoinstitutional approach, and analysis of the role played by institu-
tions, which emerge in the process of a democratic transit in structuring a new
sociopolitical reality (O’Neil 1996). Other authors try to reveal to what extent
the character and structures of the old regime affect the dynamics and results of
a democratic transit. How and in what way, for example, do the leaders of an
authoritarian regime set the rules of participation in the political process which
also affect the disintegration of the regime; how do the old regime and the new
elites affect the probability of the emergence of an opposition, its specific features
and actions, the probability of reaching a pact, and the like (Bratton and Van de
Walle 1994; Easter 1997)?

At the same time, it is to be admitted that as of today even a preliminary
theoretical synthesis of these two methodological approaches is a task that has
not been solved. Such a synthesis is also important for the elaboration of an
integrated theory of contemporary post-Communism, which has been stated
above. Revelation of what is general and what is particular in various types of
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democratic transits (including those in Russia) can help in the search for answers
to this theoretical challenge.

IV. POST-COMMUNIST RUSSIA AS A DEMOCRATIC
TRANSIT

Efforts to understand the changes that have taken place in post-Communist Russia
during its democratic transit presuppose, as we have already said, the revealing
of general and specific elements, which is needed for subsequent theoretical gen-
eralisations. Given the differences between Russia’s post-Communist transforma-
tion and the southern European and Latin American transitions from authoritar-
ism to democracy they were governed at least in part by some similar sequences,
which can be traced taking various phases of Gorbachev’s perestroika as an ex-
ample.

When stating very often that analogies do not work in this case, attention
is drawn to the fact that Gorbachev’s coming to power was not the result of a
split-up in the Soviet elite into reformers and conservatives and that he started
reforms by purely Soviet apparat methods (from above to below). In reality even
if Gorbachev traveled his way to power by traditional nomenklarura methods, it
was his actions aimed at reforms that caused the subsequent split-up in the Soviet
elite into conservatives and reformers.

In actual fact, the initiative first of the liberalization and then of a partial
democratization of the regime was taken, as in most of other democratic transits,
from above—by the leader-reformer. As a centrist reformer Gorbachev was in-
clined to gradual and evolutionary methods within the framework of the system,
for the purpose of strengthening of his positions in the confrontation with conser-
vatives and fundamentalists appealed for support—Iike many other leaders-re-
formers—to radical democratic opposition forces outside the regime, making ef-
forts at the same time not to lose control over the situation. The legalization
and then the institutionalization of the radical democratic opposition (first and
foremost, represented by the interregional group of the deputies of the Supreme
Soviet) caused a response reaction of conservatives who rallied their ranks more
closely together and were also institutionalized as the Communist Party of the
Russian Federation.

For a certain time Gobrachev succeeded in balancing between these two
groups by pursuing the policy of zig-zags. However, the gap between the two
political poles, which assumed their own inertia and logic of development, was
constantly widening. As a result, political centrism as a method of reforming the
system suffered a complete collapse. To the unsuccessful attempt of a conserva-
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tive coup for the sake of saving the system radical democrats responded with
their successful countercoup (Fig. 1).

At the same time, despite a number of analogies described in Figure 1, in
many respects Russia’s democratic transit stands apart not only from classical
southern European and Latin American transitions from authoritarianism but also
from transitions to democracy in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. If
these specific distinguishing features are to be summed up, they can be condition-
ally grouped into two categories:(1) the general context and conditions in which
the processes of reforms and transformations started and went on first in the
Soviet Union and then in Russia, and (2) the internal specific features of these
processes.

cENTER

RR RC

Figure 1 The collapse of centrist reformism. Abbreviations: R, reformers; C, conserva-
tives; RR, radical reformers; RC, radical conservatives.
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A. Context of Reforms
1. Political and Economic Reforms

It has become almost trivial to speak about the unprecedented task of carrying
out in post-Communist Russia both democratic transformations of the political
system and market economy reforms, which presuppose the breakdown of the
administrative system of economic management and the building of foundations
for market economy relations. It is believed that in an ideal sense the two tasks
not only are mutually conditioned but also, in the end, support each other: democ-
ratization facilitates advancement to the market, while the market creates the
economic and social basis of democracy. At the same time, in classical postau-
thoritarian transits the problem concerning the nature of simultaneous political
and economic reforms does not arise because the market economy exists in some
forms. However, in the Soviet Union and then in Russia these two tasks became
in many respects obstacles for each other.

It should not be thought at the same time that economic—and quite painful —
structural transformations, including the destatization of property, were not on the
agenda of other democratic transits. Another thing is that successful political and
economic reforms, including those in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe,
were carried out not simultaneously or in the way like it is in China where economic
reforms do not only precede but also actually replace political reforms.

The strategists of successful democratic transits effected at first a consistent
political democratization, built and consolidated effective democratic institutions,
and then built what Linz and Stepan (1996) call an ‘‘economic society,”” that is,
a system of social guarantees and intermediary institutions between the state and
the market, and it is only after that they carried out painful economic transforma-
tions. Other authors (Brzezinski 1993; McFaul 1995) also draw attention to this
circumstance. In this way, on the one hand, persistent political democratization
helped ensure mass support for democracy in the conditions of heavy economic
reforms and, on the other hand, a social guarantee was provided to facilitate the
economic transition.

Neither of the things was done in Russia. The building of democratic insti-
tutions proved to be impeded. After 1991 the state, which disintegrated in part
or was destroyed in part, was not restored after all—the new post-Communist
regime of Russia tried to take its functions upon itself. In other words, Yeltsin
did not create either the political institutions of democracy for the support of
economic reforms or the institutions of state support for the market economy and
the system of social security. Extremely painful economic reforms, which lacked
any social guarantee and were not supported socially and politically, fell upon
the unprotected population.

When speaking about this, we should go beyond the framework of opposi-
tion of the market to the command administrative system. Firstly, for theoretical
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and comparative reasons, the point is that in none of the countries which carried
out democratic transits in the last two decades the market in its pure form, so to
say, market per se, was there a prerequisite or a guarantee of democracy. Herein
lies the root of one of the fatal errors of the strategists of Russia’s transit, who
proceeded from the belief that the “‘wild’” market will provide the economic and
social basis needed for political democracy.

A comparative analysis of what happened in cases of successful democratic
transits shows that nowhere—in neither southern Europe, Latin America, nor
Central and Eastern Europe—did the transition to democracy rely on the recon-
struction of the classical ideal of the free market under the state as a ‘‘nightwatch-
man.”” We will repeat once again that contrary to the widespread delusion the
logic of actions of those who were successful at democratization was quite oppo-
site: first radical political transformations (the building of effective institutions
of democracy), then social reforms which ensure an effective economic redistri-
bution and the provision of a social basis of support for democracy to be followed
only after that by profound structural transformations of the economy (establish-
ment of a modern social market).

Secondly, the ideological opposition of the market to state interventionism
does not work either as applied to the present-day situation in Russia. The former
administrative system of economic management, which had already disintegrated
by the end of the Gorbachev epoch, was completely smashed by the efforts of
reformers, but at the same time, many key administrative levers of influence
continued to exist. We will emphasize once again that it was broken down before
effective entities of democratic power were created. As a result, there appeared
not so much an economic as political (being semicriminal at the same time) mar-
ket of bargaining between key political and economic clans which combined
power and property. Today as distinct from the recent past these cartels act ever
more vigorously and ‘‘enter’’ politics not by merely delegating the representation
of their interests to authorized persons, but they are themselves becoming the
biggest and most influential political players.

They do not need a free market economy competition. They have adjusted
themselves well and have adjusted the state which they actually privatized to
their personal and corporate needs. It is the state, no matter how weak it might
be, and state subsidies, which are ensured by a shadow political bargaining, that
are needed to preserve the monopoly domination of certain cartels in the
economy.

Another thing, among these cartels there is no full agreement. On the one
hand, the ruling economic forces (financial and banking, fuel and energy, and
other raw-materials monopolies), to all appearances, are ready for a new redivis-
ion of property and influence. On the other hand, technological and production
sectors of the military-industrial complex, which are discriminated by the present-
day economic policy and which will not survive without a change in the priorities
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of the state economic policy, can also prove to be quite ready for a revanche.
The struggle between these forces goes on, in the end, not in the economic but in
the political sphere—for influence and control over the state policy of economic
preference.

Today in Russia the economy and politics have proved to be no less merged
together than in the Soviet epoch. The present-day economy in Russia is actually
a mixed one. With the domination of financial and raw materials monopolies
which rely on the state support there is, above all, a service sector of the economy,
which is already big enough and which really lives according to the laws of the
wild and criminal market. The importance of this social segment is not so much
economic as sociopsychological. In this sphere a stratum of active people is grad-
ually emerging and they are oriented to independent individual economic activi-
ties. This stratum can gradually become a social basis for real rather than declared
market economy relations.

2. Inadequate Social Basis for Democracy

To put it strictly, from the standpoint of the tasks of political democratization
transition to the market economy is not an end in itself but is a means of shaping
a middle class as a mass social basis for democracy. The processes of moderniza-
tion that went on under cover in Soviet society at least from the 1960s created
a kind of embryonic analog of the middle class which, in the end, became the
grave-digger of Communism (Starr 1988; Lapidus 1989; Lewin 1991). However,
as distinct from the middle class in the West it was the professional and institu-
tional position in the state system but not property that became the basis which
formed the Soviet embryonic ‘‘old middle class.”

With the disintegration of the Soviet state, the deepening economic crisis,
and the beginning of market economy reforms this embryonic Soviet *‘old middle
class’’ was actually washed away with the society being split up (typical of third-
world countries) into two poles—the zone of mass poverty and a narrow stratum
of wealth with socially amorphous elements between them. As for a ‘‘new middle
class,”” it has not appeared in Russia as yet. Consequently, the problem related
to shaping an adequate and sufficiently mass social basis of democracy to be
based on private property relations but not on the attitude to the state remains
unsolved in post-Communist Russia.

3. Centrifugal Forces of Nationalism and the Crisis of National
Identity

Another specific feature of Russia’s democratic transit is the polyethnical com-
position of the Soviet Union and Russia and the rise of the centrifugal forces
of nationalism under the slogans of democracy, thus leading, in the end, to the
disintegration of the USSR and continuing to be a threat to Russia. In the con-
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ditions of the progressing disintegration of the Soviet society national ideas be-
came an attempt at imparting a kind of a positive and substantive form to anti-
Communism. However, in the post-Communist context the explicable desire for
the national revival began to assume forms hardly compatible with democracy
and even directly contradicting it, from openly ethnocratic to imperial forms of
statehood.

Attention should be drawn to the crisis of national identity, which is clearly
felt today in post-Communist Russia and which confronted the authorities with
the task of ensuring national unity. This is an aspect which is quite specific for
Russia and which cannot be found, as a rule, in other cases of democratic transits.
In the long-term perspective it may be the most difficult task because today the
answer is not clear to the seemingly self-evident question: What is today’s Russia
like? Did it really inherit the status of the USSR? Is it a successor to the last
great empire in the world? Or is it only one of the empire’s 15 splinters? Is it
that post-Communist Russia represents in general a fundamentally new statehood
which emerged, as it were, in the rubble of the empire’s collapse? Or is it the
framework of the Eurasian geopolitical entity, which is huge and unique in the
history of civilizations and which existed first in the form of the Russian Empire
and then in the form of the USSR? There is still no answer to the question whether
it is possible to have a different—democratic and nonemperial —regime of the
political organization of these giant territories which had been historically struc-
tured in an autocratic and imperial paradigm? Until answers are given to these
questions, until the problem concerning territorial integrity within the framework
of a voluntary federation is solved, and until a new national identity of post-
Communist Russia is determined,not only the results but also the progress of
Russia’s democratic transit are hard to be predicted.

B. Internal Features of Reforms
1. Establishment of the Democratic Movement

The democratic movement in Russia greatly differed from similar forces in cases
of other democratic transits. Unlike the narrow movement of dissidents from
among the intelligentsia of the 1960s and *70s, which was crushed practically
completely during the Brezhnev period, the democratic movement of the time
when perestroika began was the product of Communist reformism and was con-
nected with the Soviet system by numerous ties. As distinct from opposition
movements in East European socialist countries, it was engendered not by the
civil society but by the state, that is, it emerged within the Soviet system itself
and was initiated by its most far-sighted and capable segment which came to the
conclusion by the mid-1980s about the need of liberalization for the sake of
preserving the foundations of the system.
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It is for this reason that the sociopsychological basis of the democratic
movement, which emerged in the favorable atmosphere of perestroika, was made
up to no small extent not by the dissident traditions of resistance to the regime
(as it was, for example, in Poland or Hungary) but by specific conformism and
a special kind of career orientations. This, naturally, in no way belittles the invalu-
able contribution of the democrats of the perestroika wave to the cause of democ-
ratization. What is meant is another thing: unlike many other democratic transits,
the democratic opposition outside the regime, to which centrist reformers and
Gorbachev himself began to appeal at a certain stage for the purpose of expanding
their social basis, was engendered in many respects by the authorities themselves.
That the democratic movement, which was initially sanctioned from above, came
eventually into real confrontation with centrist reformers can be explained by
various circumstances, including the above-mentioned institutionalization of po-
litical poles which divert from each other and go in opposite directions in the
situation of the collapse of the political center.

In the ideology of the democratic movement and in mass consciousness
the idea of democracy assumed initially, as it were, the character of an amorphous
myth symbolizing a generalized ideal image of the desired future. On this basis
in the early stages of the development of the democratic movement the symbiosis
of both the myth of democracy and the myth of the market appeared as a magic
means of solving all economic problems and achieving a mass well-being at the
Western level. However, in the mass consciousness this ideological symbiosis
proved to be short-lived.

The destructive social consequences of the first shock economic reforms
put an end to the idealization of the market already in 1992. The dramatic political
crisis and the shooting at Parliament in 1993 dealt a most heavy blow upon illu-
sions about democracy in Russia. Both circumstances stimulated the emergence
of a profound ideological crisis and the vacuum of values in mass consciousness
and a crisis of the democratic movement.

But this crisis was also predetermined by another preceding circumstance:
the actual betrayal of the democratic movement by the new regime in the estab-
lishment of which the movement had played such an important role. The Yeltsin
regime, which put an emphasis on the personal charisma of the leader, did not
go along any fundamentally possible ways of carrying out reforms; it did not
build effective institutions of democracy and did not reestablish the system of
tough authoritarian power. It is here that other specific features of Russia’s demo-
cratic transit made themselves felt and manifested themselves graphically.

2. Lack of a Pact Between Reformers and Conservatives

After renouncing compromises which were sought, though inconsistently, by
Gorbachev and in a bid for a full and unconditional victory over the Soviet re-
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gime, Yeltsin and the radicals deliberately excluded the possibility of achieving
a compromise phase of the pact, which, as we have said above, performed an
important stabilizing function in most of the successful democratic transits. Such
a pact in other cases formulated the democratic rules of the game, which were
subsequently adhered to by the main political forces. As there was no such pact
in Russia a quite big political segment of the society found itself to be artificially
excluded from the democratic process for a long time, till the 1993 elections
which legalized the opposition.

It should be noted at the same time that the lack of the formal pactin no way
prevented the second and third echelons of Soviet nomenklatura from successfully
““parachuting™ and building themselves into the new system of authorities and
property. Today, however, there are grounds to say that, after all, this pact took
place de facto in some of its elements but in a specific and distorted form.

It was the recognition of the formal procedure of elections by the nation-
wide political forces of Russia as the only acceptable method of legitimization
of power that was one of the elements of this pact. However, as distinct from
the logic of classical transitions to democracy, this pact was not a phase which
anticipates the democratization of an authoritarian regime but was a stage of post-
Communist transformation when the new ruling class had already emerged, when
the the ruling groups had “‘got adjusted’ to each other to a sufficient degree,
found a *‘common language,”” determined their interests and the zones of their
intersection, and agreed upon the “‘rules of the game’ at the expense of the
overwhelming mass of the population. As a result, the pact, which appeared de
facto, though being limited, among the most influential groups within the elite
of today’s Russia, only widens the gap between the authorities and the society
and keeps the society itself away from real politics.

3. Lack of the First “Founding” Elections

When relying on his charisma as the people’s leader who enjoys the support of
everyone, Yeltsin also ignored quite deliberately the subsequent phase of the
classical model of a successful democratic transit: he refused to hold the first
free *‘founding’ elections which could lay the foundation of legitimate demo-
cratic power and facilitate a smooth and gradual development of the multiparty
system in the country. It should be noted that he refused to hold these first free
elections in the situation when, according to the general logic of democratic tran-
sits and in the specific situation which arose in Russia after the victory over the
putschists in August 1991, radical democrats had the best chances of forming a
vast majority in the parliament and, when relying on this support, starting radical
economic reforms.

Only one argument can explain more or less convincingly the refusal of
Yeltsin to hold free parliamentary elections in the autumn of 1991: his reluctance
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to share the laurels of the victory with the persons who were only recently his
close associates in the democratic movement. As a result, only certain democrats
are coopted to the new structures of authorities, whereas a big part of the demo-
cratic movement remains out of business in the position of disappointed observers
who are becoming ever more critical.

The lack of this most important initial institutional phase in the process of
Russia’s democratic transit largely explains the results of the parliamentary elec-
tions in December 1993 (or at least makes them less unexpected) which were
responded to with the feeling of a shock by most of the observers in the country
and outside it. The point is that only formally and chronologically these elections
to the new parliament of Russia were the *“first,”” whereas to the general logic
of a democratic transit, the logic which is confirmed in most of the cases by
historical facts, they were the ‘‘second’” (that is, the ‘‘elections of disappoint-
ment’’).

In actual fact, the initial shock stage of market economic reforms, the stage
which continued for a short time (for various reasons), was brought down on the
population by executive power which was already associated at that time in mass
consciousness with radical democrats. It is not surprising that the result of this
very short and then agonizing stage of shock therapy was the growth of mass
discontent with the policy of the democratic authorities—as it was practically in
all similar phases of democratic transits which almost inevitably caused a public
reaction in response—that is, the swing of the pendulum of mass sentiments to
the left. This is what happened in Russia during the chronologically first free
parliamentary elections in December 1993, which, however, according to the
general logic of democratic transits, fulfilled the function of the second elections
(the “‘elections of disappointment’’).

4. Preservation of the Basic Elements of the Old
Nomenklatura

A specific feature of Russia’s transit was also keeping the key groups of the old
ruling class in power. The phase of the public achievement of a social agreement
and a pact between the representatives of the parties, which are in confrontation
with each other in the course of democratization, the phase which was absent in
Russia, preserves for the old ruling class the guarantees of political and economic
security and includes it in the new political system as a legitimate participant in
the democratic process. In this capacity the old groups can take part in the struggle
for participation in the power, which is governed by democratic rules. In Russia
when there was no formal pact the old nomenklatura ruling class (with the excep-
tion of its most ideologized fragments) was not only saved by the little-advertised
practical administrative actions of the new democratic authorities (like giving
new names to positions when preserving the same officials in the center and in
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the provinces) but was also preserved without special additional rhetoric as one
of the central components of the new authorities.

It is for this reason in part that the uncompleted democratic transit in Russia
became not so much a radical break from the past Soviet system as its specific
metamorphosis as a result of which under the slogans of democracy and anti-
Communism the nucleus of the old nomenklatura was preserved as part of the
renewed ruling class which included the time-tested personnel of party and eco-
nomic pragmatists and new career professionals from democratic ranks (Shevt-
sova 1995). This renewed ruling class preserved power and acquired property,
and became the chief prize winner of the large-scale redistribution of state prop-
erty and its transformation in private ownership in the form of joint-stock compa-
nies between the clans and cartels, which are part of the class, behind the smoke
screen of the so-called public privatization. As a result, the corporate groups of
interests formed the basis of the oligarchic political system which is being estab-
lished in Russia. At the same time, mass interests are still poorly articulated and
do not have adequate political representation.

The present-day oligarchy of Russia is of a special kind. To put it strictly,
the oligarchy is a certain method (along with others) of the management of big
organizations, which is based on power as an expert examination but not as
wealth. As for the oligarchic principles of the post-Communist structure of Rus-
sia, they most likely bring us back to the old understanding of plutocracy as the
regime under which power and privileges are based on wealth. The interests of
property and one’s own material benefit rather than the organization of power
as such are the main thing in the present-day plutocratic regime of Russia under
which not only wealth engenders power but power itself gives rise to the wealth
of those who are a party to it.

Taking into account what has been said above and making use of the two
main dimensions of the process of democratization, which were analysed in the
classical work of Dahl (1971), “‘contestation’” and *‘participation,”” the present
direction and the route of Russia’s post-Communist transit can be conditionally
described according to the following pattern: from *‘inclusionary authoritarian-
ism’’ to ‘“‘exclusionary democracy’’ (Fig. 2).

In actual fact, it is a variety of elitist rule under which the formal institutions
of democracy are used for nondemocratic purposes. This is the result of superfi-
cial democratization when there are no mechanisms of democratic control over
the actions of the authorities.

It should be noted that unequivocal categories are hardly to be applied to
the present-day political regime in Russia. In its essence it is a hybrid and mixed
regime, according to the terminology of Schmitter and Karl (1994), a variety of
democradura, that is, the regime which drastically limits the possibilities of an
effective mass political participation but allows at the same time the elements of
competition at the level of the elite. Though democradura in Russia is quite
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Figure 2 Russia’s post-Communist transit.

relative at least on the strength of the fact that at the level of the elite the rules
of not an open political competition but the clan and corporate laws of the under-
the-carpet struggle are used. Such characteristics as ‘‘delegated democracy”’
(O’Donnel, 1994) or ‘‘authoritarian democracy’” or the “‘hybrid regime” can
also be applied in many respects to the key features of the regime. On the other
hand, the present-day hybrid regime in Russia inherited much of the old Soviet
political genotype and, on the other hand, it resembles to an ever greater extent
the closed corporate structure of the Latin American type.

5. Traditional Administrative Methods

The almost full subordination of social groups, classes, and strata to the paternal-
istic vertical of state power was always characteristic of the pre-Soviet Russian
and Soviet history. It is not the society that was creating the state but it was state
power itself that was forming to a great extent by means of administrative metl?-
ods the social relations and social groups which were emerging not as an arti-
culation of socioeconomic interests, which had manifested themselves, but as a
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bureaucratic creation (for example, the nobility under Peter the Great). In post-
Soviet Russia the embryos of democracy and its representative institutions begin
to emerge in the flat social landscape in which there are no somewhat developed
signs of a differentiated social structure, socioeconomic interests and organisa-
tions which express them (McFaul 1993).

Moreover, the new authorities of Russia actually went along the way, which
is quite traditional in Russia, of carrying out reforms and transformations in an
arbitrary way and according to the vertical from above to below. In most of the
successful democratic transits the initiative of making reforms is really taken
from above. However, an important and fundamental difference is that in these
cases an impulse from above acts only as the primary catalyst of profound pro-
cesses which subsequently emerge and develop within the society itself. More-
over, the functions of the authorities are mainly reduced to providing institutional
support for these processes in accordance with generally accepted democratic
procedures.

Things are different in Russia. Here the approach of the new authorities to
reforms (above all, due to their genetic ties with the old nomenklatura ruling
class) continued to be traditional apparat administrative methods actually
throughout the post-Communist period. In its turn, this could not but cause a
split, which is pernicious for democracy, between the authorities and the society
and the growing alienation of the society from the authorities. According to many
sociological data, in the public opinion of Russia there is a growth of political
disappointment and indifference, discreditation of the authorities and political
leaders, and a moving away from public interests into private. Certainly, positive
aspects can also be seen here: there is a kind of the privatization of the sphere
of one’s personal life, which comes to replace traditional statism which perceives
an individual only as a part subordinate to the whole of the state. However, private
interests are perceived in mass consciousness not merely as those which are inde-
pendent of the state and the authorities but also as those which are in direct
contradiction with them. This does not provide conditions favorable for the devel-
opment of the forms of political participation and to be needed for the normal
functioning of democratic institutions.

6. Continued Influence of Authoritarian Forces and
Tendencies

Against the background of disappointment with democracy and democrats in
Russia, authoritarian tendencies make themselves clearly manifest. These tenden-
cies are demonstrated both by the authorities themselves and by other forces.
The authoritarian inclinations of President Yeltsin himself not only manifested
themselves in the directive and voluntarist style of his rule but found their expres-
sion in the Constitution. It may be still more dangerous (especially in the situation
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when the president himself is turning ever more into a collective and anonymous
person and the prism of the influence of groups and interests which are close to
him) that there is no democratic control over the actions of the authorities.

The threat of authoritarianism in Russia, propped up in recent times by the
growing influence of nationalistic forces, also needs special attention because,
firstly, the group of intellectuals who provide services to the authorities are
strongly pushing through the idea that only the strong hand of enlightened author-
itarianism is capable of carrying out painful economic reforms which will prepare
the basis needed for the subsequent building of democracy and, on the other
hand, in the mass attitudes of the people of Russia there is, certainly, a growing
slant toward the support of strong authorities capable of putting things in order
in the country. On the basis of these sociological data the conclusion is often
made about the growing public support for the line aimed at reversing reforms
and changing over to authoritarian nationalism (Whitefield and Evans 1994).

But to what extent is the practical implementation of the authoritarian op-
tion probable in today’s Russia? Can Russia enter the new millennium as an
authoritarian dictatorship no matter what arguments might be used to justify it—
the desire to come back to the Communist ‘‘paradise,’”” the need to restore the
““law and order’’ which were lost, or the mobilization of national forces for the
sake of carrying out a modernization. It is hardly possible that today there is a
streamlined system of arguments which would clearly exclude such a coincidence
of circumstances in which it will be unlikely a priori an authoritarian regeneration
of the present-day authorities of Russia or their passage into the hands of an
autocrat to be brought to life on the crest of the mass populist reaction to the
sad socioeconomic realities of today. After all, most diverse scenarios of an au-
thoritarian coup in Russia have already been described in great detail in political
science literature.

Nevertheless, arguments against the statements that the present-day politi-
cal regime is authoritarian are also well known. These are the weak vertical of
the authorities and the fragile equilibrium of the elites and groups of interests
none of which—or their coalition—can lay claim to a monopoly, and the disorder
or even the absence of mechanisms of repressive control, and creeping decentral-
ization and regionalization, to mention a few. Moreover, these arguments also
work for the perspective, making the authoritarian scenario for post-Communist
Russia possible theoretically but improbable practically.

The groundless hopes for authoritarianism as a mechanism of carrying out
market economic reforms is also testified to by the circumstance that in Russia’s
politics at the present time there are practically no forces which regard authoritari-
anism as a means of the modernization of the society through the market econ-
omy. Quite the contrary, almost all the political forces which are susceptible to
authoritarian temptation would like to see in authoritarism a quite different
thing—to return to centralized state control of the economy and to restore the
position of Russia as a world superpower. As for public opinion polls, they testify

Post-Communist Russia 485

in not to the desire to return to the authoritarian past but to the desire to see
in a strong hand the guarantee of democratic rights and freedoms against the
bureaucratic and criminal arbitrary rule.

There are grounds to believe that the pluralism of group and corporate,
including regional, interests, which is really emerging in Russia, will also serve
as an obstacle in the way of authoritarianism. At the present time there is no
political or administrative institution which would provide conditions for a hori-
zontal and vertical introduction of a purely authoritarian model in Russia. More-
over, the regional elites which have tasted the fruits of the disintegration of the
vertical axis of power will hardly be positive in their attitude to the attempts of
its authoritarian reconstruction.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The analysis that has been made enables us to draw some preliminary conclu-
sions.

Due to its multidimensional character and its evolution, which is still going
on, post-Communism can be conceptualized in various theoretical models, among
other things, in the categories of democratic transits which are considered within
the framework of present-day transition theories. Given all the indisputable spe-
cific features of post-Communism there are theoretical and practical grounds to
consider the present-day sociopolitical dynamics of Russia in the overall theoreti-
cal and methodological context of democratic transits.

Some (far from all) peculiarities of the post-Communist social transforma-
tion of Russia, which have been examined above, enable us to single out its
specific features and to draw some parallels to other democratic transits as compo-
nent elements of the present-day democratic wave. The revealing of what is gen-
eral and particular as a result of the comparative analysis (among other things,
as applied to Russia’s democratic transit) can help elaborate a general integrated
theory of post-Communism.

There seems to be no insurmountable contradiction between various meth-
odological approaches, which exist today, to the analysis of post-Communism
as a variety of democratic transits. A theoretical synthesis of approaches, which
put an emphasis on structural and procedural factors, is possible, among other
things, through a comparative analysis of the conditions and the context of a
democratic transit and the very process of such a transit itself.
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