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Russia’s military has been both victim and agent of the revolutionary changes that have swept
the lands of Muscovy since 1988. Though wreaked by dynamius that deficd control, it has
emerged as perhaps the most imporntant arbiter of (still uncertain) socictal cohesion, and
purpose. To appreciate the complex interplay of oficn contradictory nationalist, ethnic-
separatist, socio-economic and other dynamics that shaped the years from withdrawal from
Empire to Boris Yeltsin's (second) coup in September 1993 and beyond, the topic must per
force be sub-divided into period and thematic sub-sections. The analysis iooks first at the
forces and events that led o the failed coup of August 1991, and Yeltsin's successful
usurpation of power shortly thereafter. This is followed by a thematic overview of the
economic dynamics (budgetary collapse, conversion and arms trade imperatives) that span
these and later cvents. Finally, the analysis turns to the milestones that shaped the 1993
emergence of a new, far smaller, but again ambitious Great Russian Army--once again
accepted as Russia's revolutionary arbiter, but now free of the social compact that had hound
it through previous cras of Russian history.

Military transformation as weather-vane for the turmoil that swept through and changed the
lands of Rus from 1988 1o 1993 is uniquely appropriate. Since Peter the Great, under Tsars
and Commmissars, the Army was integrated into a larger, composite leadership. Jts officers
served on the highest councils of State, and Party. It participated in policy formulation, and
frequently also implementation, in economic, social and other realms. Its stewardship of the
Orthodox Church under Peter, its "school of the nation" role and purpose, and the fact that it
was called on to provide Icadership for Michail Gorbachev's attempt to generate civilian high
tech industries, arc symptomatic. Conversely, civilian state and Party leaders served on
military councils, affecting, and in turn being affected by military decision-making, concerns
and cthos.!

In other words, the Army was always part of and never apart froin the nation’s teadership;
the concept of military coup or rcgime was alien to its culture and tradition. Russian history
resounds to the memory of peasant rebellions against the established order, (0 names like
Stenka Razin and Emelian Pugachev. Yet the Army, as an institution, always remained loyal.

“An earlicr version, eovering 1988-92, appears in Curopean Security, no 4 (Winter) 1993, This eaensively revised snd expuaded inanuseript-
-see especiilly economiv umd final | 193} sections--received grants frosn Canada’s Departimem of Poreign AlTaics and Daternational Trade’s
Caopertive Sceurily Competition and Trofessinnal Fartnerships Progrinng: their support is geatefinlly ackiowledged
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usurpation of power shortly thereafter. This is followed by a thematic overview of the
economic dynamics (budgetary collapse, conversion and arms trade imperatives) that span
these and later events. Finally, the analysis turns to the milestones that shaped the 1993
emergence of a new, far smaller, but again ambitious Great Russian Army--once again
accepted as Russia’s revolutionary arbiter, but now free of the social compact that had bound
it through previous eras of Russian history.

Military transformation as weather-vane for the turmoil that swept through and changed the
lands of Rus from 1988 to 1993 is uniquely appropriate. Since Peter the Great, under Tsars
and Commissars, the.Army was integrated into a larger, composite leadership. Its officers
served on the highest councils of State, and Party. It participated in policy formulation, and
frequently also implementation, in economic, social and other realms. Its stewardship of the
Orthodox Church under Peter, its "school of the nation" role and purpose, and the fact that it
was called on to provide leadership for Michail Gorbachev’s attempt to generate civilian high
tech industries, are symptomatic. Conversely, civilian state and Party leaders served on

military councils, affecting, and in turn being affected by military decision-making, concerns

and ethos.!

In other words, the Army was always part of and never apart from the nation’s leadership;
the concept of military coup or regime was alien to its culture and tradition. Russian history
resounds to the memory of peasant rebellions against the established order, to names like
Stenka Razin and Emelian Pugachev. Yet the Army, as an institution, always remained loyal.
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There were mutinies, notably the 1825 Decembrist (Guards) revolt against the accession of
Nicholas 1; the Petrograd garrison’s defection in 1917; and the Kronstadt (Fleet) revolt of
1921, which, as Lenin said, "lit up reality better than anything else”, and led to Lenin’s New
Economic Policy. Yet the changes they wrought reflected the larger dynamics of which they
were part, not the nature of their metier—they were societal agents, not military.

Nevertheless, history reminds us that notions of role and duty are not always synonymous
with status quo; they may also serve forces of societal change. The Army as a whole has
never truly led such forces of change. But it has in the past signalled the death of the old
order, as when Marshal Alexsey Brusilov and many of the Tsar’s finest officers "stood
down" in 1917, and it has been decisive in defining the new, as when these officers rallied to
the Red Army after the Polish invasion, in 1920.2

In August 1991, also, the Army effectively "stood down", thwarting the coup plotters’
attempt to revive the old order. The voices of Russian President Boris Yeltsin at the Russian
Parliament, Vice President Alexander Rutskoi on Moscow’s Ekho radio, and Mayor Anatoly
Sobchak in Leningrad signalled societal change. But it was the physical intervention of some
of the armed forces’ premier units that protected, and thus confirmed change.

By Summer 1992, and even more pronouncedly in September 1993, when Yeltsin suspended
legislature and constitution and declared personal rule, the Army. had also become
instrumental in defining the evolution and nature of that change. To understand the winds of
change, the crucible of revolution, and the nature of the new, emerging order, however, one
must first go back to 1988.

*

From Revolution Controlled to Revolution Unleashed

Elected General Secretary in 1985, Michail Gorbachev hoisted the banner of Revolution
Controlled. His election signalled acceptance of the thesis first put forward by Michail
Suslov, the Party’s old ideologue, in 1977, that there was now dangerous contradiction
between a fossilized Party-rule superstructure and a much better educated, more sophisticated
population base; the former must be reformed, to reflect the demands and aspirations of the
latter. Gorbachev embraced Nikita Khrushchev’s failed slogans of "Return of Socialist
Legality..and Leninist Norms", and re-packaged them in calls for Glasnost (openness) and
Perestroika (re-building). His goal was that of Czechoslovakia’s Alexander Dubcek, crushed
by Soviet tanks in 1968: Communism with a Human Face--or Social Democracy.’

The socio-economic attempt to rebuild was four-pronged.* There were campaigns against
corruption and alcoholism (the initial focus also of former General Secretary Juri Andropov’s
reform agenda, before his untimely death in 1983). There was a significant freeing of central
controls and increased acceptance of independent entrepreneurship, at least in the services
and small business sectors. Administrative and production facilities seen to be inefficient
were reorganized--though, as with Khrushchev’s similar effocts, the new constructs often
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addressed symptoms rather that the disease, and usually had little effect. Finally, resources
were funnelled to "industries of the future”, in a conscious, and military-supported attempt to
build a civilian high-tech industry to complement and synergistically interact with the hard-
pressed advanced branches of military industry.

Military support for this effort, for Gorbachev’s across-the-board arms control and reductions
campaign to end the confrontational nature of East-West relations and secure Western trade,
aid and investment opportunities, and for withdrawal from foreign involvements--in
Afghanistan, Mongolia and Eastern Europe--, derived from two doctrinal revolutions.

The first, confirmed by Leonid Brezhnev’s Tula Speech and the emergence of Marshal
Nikolai Ogarkov as Chief of the General Staff in 1977, relegated nuclear arms to the role of
ultimate deterrent, and focused future efforts on the combined operations potentials of new
conventional and other more revolutionary technologies (laser, high energy particle beam,
etc.) that promised nuclear effect, but with far more precision, and far less collateral
damage. Nuclear threat spectres were in effect said to have been check-mated; the focus was
switched to other threats that might be relevant in the 21st Century. Ironically, the Gulf War
in early 1991, with its "smart" weaponry, which some saw as victory over Soviet arms, was
victory only over largely obsolescent Soviet arms, and, in fact, validation of Ogarkov’s
charter for the future.

The second doctrinal revolution, more intimately associated with Gorbachev’s name, was that
calling for only "sufficient defence", "defensive defence", and acceptance of "mutual
security”; the old zero-sum view that insecurity for one meant security for the other was
now seen as dangerous delusion--prescription for arms race, and war. The doctrine first
emerged indirectly, in an article (co-authored by Andrey Kokoshin, Moscow’s foremost
civilian strategist) re-evaluating the Battle of Kursk, the largest tank battle of World War 2.
It gave artillery barrages the primary credit for victory--though tankisti were credited for the
pace and extent of later German withdrawals.

The article was seminal. It struck at the core thesis of Soviet nuclear and non-nuclear
doctrine since the war: that good defence rests on readiness to preempt offensively. The
doctrine now developed owed its intellectual roots to Western conflict theorists shunned by
their own governments, notably Anatol Rappoport, to SIPRI (the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute) and the Report of the Palme Commission (chaired by former
Swedish Prime Minister Oluf Palme). It was also a logical extension of Ogarkov's doctrine.
To his premise of nuclear stalemate and new, high-technology future needs--an expensive
recipe, as the latter costs far more than the former—, it brought particular attention to the
theoretically unlimited range of new defence technologies, and a dimension of time luxury
that was absent from Ogarkov.

The changes were crucial. Ogarkov may have identified the technological requirements of
future wars, but the continuing immediacy of his threat spectre allowed no question of
Moscow's oldest dogma--that maximum in-place force must be deployed along the periphery



of empire. This was dictated by the constraint of abysmal communication and transportation
infrastructures, vitiating prospects for reinforcement. In the context of 1000-year ethnocentric
memories of periphery war, this always translated into larger armed forces’ structures than
might otherwise have been necessary. Thus also in Eastern Europe: "bought with the blood
of 20 million", the perceived need for hegemony echoed the names of Hitler, the Kaiser,
Napoleon, and Charles, and the fact that east of the Tatras, the land runs flat to Moscow; ‘the
visceral nature of the demand was reflected also in the fact that the "Iron Curtain" was a
near-replica of a line first drawn on the map by Catherine the Great, as the line east of which
Moscow could afford no hostile dominion.

The new doctrine negated the premise that underlay periphery force deployments, in Tsarist
and Soviet days, and that made maximum buffer extensions a strategic necessity, whatever
the cost. It established the military rationale for withdrawals, and for substantive reductions
not only in the nuclear arsenal, but also, and more importantly, in conventional force
numbers--by far the costliest part of the defence establishment. It ipso facto thus also
provided leeway for continued funding of high-tech aspirations even in the context of
significantly declining overall defence budgets.

*

Withdrawal and Contraction; change unleashed. Gorbachev’s December 1988 UN Speech
announcing unilateral Soviet army manpower cuts of 500,000, was followed, in 1989, by
withdrawal from Afghanistan, the announcement that the Soviet defence budget would be cut
by 14%, and withdrawal of Soviet support for East European client regimes--their deathknell.
Negotiations on total troop withdrawal schedules were begun that year with Germany,
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Mongolia.

The scale and pace of subsequent withdrawal rates was wrenching; the revolution wrought
imposed its own dynamic and momentum--its impact was, in fact, eerily reminiscent of that
of the Petrograd Soviet’s 14 March 1917 Order Number One. The Soviet contingent in
Afghanistan, withdrawn by February 1989, totalled about 115,000. The 73,500 troops in
Czechoslovakia and 65,000 in Hungary, plus 50,000 from Mongolia, and some of the 50,000
in Poland and 350,000 in Germany were out by 1991. The withdrawal from Poland was
completed in 1992 (except for 2000, to facilitate troop transports from Germany). That from
Germany was scheduled for 1994 completion.

The return of nearly 700,000 (Army and Air Force, with weapons, logistics and all base
removables)’, most of whom could not be absorbed by a now contracting force structure,
was wrenching for morale and discipline. 36,000 homes would be paid with German
financing, but most returnees were condemned 10 grossly inadequate and crowded housing,
or tent cities. There were already 175,000 military families without proper living conditions
before the withdrawals from Czechoslovakia and Hungary began; with these withdrawals and
others, from Poland and Germany, the number swelled to 275,000.° And housing was not



the only problem. ﬂs ANy 2§ a quarter of a milliof children also returned, to already-
bursting class sizes.

The returnees also exacerbated the sepdrdtlst and inter-ethnic dynamics unleashed by
withdrawa! from. Empirc and the concomitant introduction of moré.democratic structures and
procedures.” Thiys many settled in the Baltic Republics; and Kaluungrad--some because their
roots were there; others because of bettér housing and quality of life prospects. The influx of
Russian military retirees added fuel to the forces of exclusive nationalism and separatism,
These, :again, inflamed Russian nationalism, and Russians’ very different concepts of
historical rights.”

(Glasnost filled in the "white spots” of Stalinist and later history, from Red Army atrocities
when re-absorbing the Baltic statés after the Nazi-Soviet pact.of 1939, 10 more Tecenr
brutalities of hazing and racial discrimination and worse:(one report attributed all or most of
6-10,000 mnhmrv deaths from "suspicious circumstances” beiween 1985 and-1990 1o this
dedovshina). In the new contexi of political tolerance, dissidence was- nurtured, and spread..
Conscription intakes fell, as separatists in the Baltics, Georgia and elsewhere openly urged
defiange.®

Local crack- down atternpts, in Thilisi in April 1989 and Baku in Jafuary 1990 served only to
inflame Ioca]. passions.. The deaths ‘of Thilisi became the bannerthat brought V.
Gamsakhurdla to-the Presidency--where.the former dissidént and’ Shakespeare:scholar
transtormed himiself into dictator; and racist; when driven‘from office, theugh, he.
acknowledged no iromy in-effectively allying himself with- the very minarities whose: Tights he
had suppressed.. His chameleon-like proclivities, and cavalier-attitudes towards civil rights,
proved not un-representative of the emerging class of “damncratxc politicians, especially
those now emerging in the former Baltic republics (see below).

Tbilisi was. also symptomatic of the counter-rend. The commander in charge of the crack-
down, Colonel-General {zor Rodionov, an Afﬂh.m war veteran, vilified by democrats, was
libnized by advocates of ré-imposed discipline—by force if and when necessary. The former,
led by reserve officer Vladimic Lopatin, secured 51gmﬁcam représentation in the first” elected
Supreme -So¥iet, or parliament, but-so did those. riding the backlash against anarchy and
dissolution, nntdbly Colohiels Alksnis and Pefrushenko, the "Black Colonels". The latter
achieved nomrlety for a November 1990 ultimatum to Gorbachey, demianding his resignation
if hig reforms could not be; made to work within 30 days. The two demanded a "Committee
of National Salvation”.” ' - -

Reaction against separatism also spawned the re-establishment.of Cossack "Hordes",
purportedly indépendent, but with clear ties to Russian nationalist forces, within and without
the military, and three new Minisiry of the Interior Special Forces type internal security
“formations,'® The premier of these was the Omon. The initial orgamzatmn of Omen, in
particular, appears to have been somtewhat haphazard. Its emergence represented the
confluence of two phenomena: now-unemployed ex-Army Paratroop and Special Forces



officers and soldiers unable (o miegrate into the civilian economy and seeking a new role for
which their expertise m:ght still be.relevant, and Moscow’s increasing concern as to the
ramifications of lost social control. But, with regard to the crack-downs of December 199{}—
January” 1991 thére Témdins uncertdinty as to whether‘the dog wageed the tail, or vice versa.

The culmination of that crack-down. in Viliius, Lithuania, in January 1991 [nine people.
died] is variously ascribed. The nﬂw]v emerged independent military union Shchit {Shmld},
claimed that Célene! General Vlddlsla‘u' Achalov, former Commander of ‘the Airbornie’ Assault
Forces and now Deputy Minister of Defence, was the * 'officer in clurge and that "the
President must have kriown about.the planned action™.™ A highly respected Western
specialist arrived at a different conclysion: he saw the: Vilnius Omon detachment at the time
asy in éffect, a Freikorps, composed of Russian ex-paratroopers [rom the region; he noted
that the Landsbergis government had recently permitted former Lithuanian Nuzi divisions to
enact reunions in the capital; to ¢hauvinist Russians, who remembered also Landshergis?
father’s welcome to German troops in 1941, this was provocation beyvend endurance.?

In any-case: in December 1990 Colonel-General Boris Gromov, Hero of the Soviet Union
{and of Moscow’s withdrawal from Kabul), and Commander of the Kievan Mi]itﬂl’}' District,
accepted appointment as Dﬂpl.ll} Minister of the Interior, with the mandate to Ieign i and/or
{re-)organize existing Omon and like units,. and expand these into a national network of
special forces security troops. He resigned his commission in January 1991 ‘to tike up his
fiew duties, apparently foregoing’ Arm}f leadership prospects and a. Marshal’s baton for a
policeman’s job--the last wish of any soldier. When asked wity, he answered simply: "fear of
the Afghanization of Soviet.society”; what did he mean?: "Grazhdanskaya Voina"(Civil
‘Warl).” Tt-was 2 measure of profound concérn.

* .

Military reforin, démocracy and reaction:; the attempted coup: The armed forces, as also
the KGB--and as any-army-or security organization would be--, were leery of those who
advecated democmcy within its l‘aﬂkb support for military irade unions and/or for
independent Republic/new state force structures. ' Those most insistent on such themes,

such as Lopatin, -and Genigral Konstaritin Kobets of the Géneral Staff, were encouraged 10
find new homes. Lopatin became Russian President Yeitsin's chief military advisor, Kobets
his "defence minister n waiting" .

The Army was not wedded 10 &stablishment ideclogy, though (in 1990y 75% of officers were:
Party members, and another 15% were members.of the Komsorhol, the Party’s. "youth™
‘wing. To most, the Party had symbolized patrmﬂsm When the Party ’recommended’
abrogation of article 6 of the Contitution, which had giver it its moncpely on powér, in
February 1990, the Army was content to-embrace successor syrabols; 1990 saw military
parades again Blessed by Orthodox priests. The staff and role of the Mll]tﬂl’}' Political
ﬁdmlmslralmn the Army’s "political” azm, was cut by an initial 25% (18: high-ranking
officers were cashiered for corruption and’ incompesence),



The Army would net fight for counter-productive: ldenlﬂlglual baggage. But it would fight for
its ‘memories;. and sense.of patriotism. The charge that Marshal Georgl Zhukov hadl risen
through the ranks in the: 19305 "on the bodies of people he had denounced” was, perhaps, the
last straw. The Army ralliéd around the Karen Rash manifesto; .

"the military should feel they .are the background and sacred ifistitution of a thousand
years (of) statehood... At the turning points in history, the military proved thé main,
real hope of the people and frequently fulfilled assignments that at first glance
appeared inappropriate... Thus Peter 1 ordered in 1722 that the military run e
Orthiodox Church... Zhukov is the embodiment of the "Soldier as Russian Patriot™*!*

The Army accepted the need for ¢change, and, in particular, the need to adjust to new fiscal
realities (3ee below), but it prt:ftrred managed change, and it preferred “cenceist" change.
Early reform focused on two, 'domains.

The first concerned the ‘character of tomorrdw’s army, and whéther (o' retain ¢onscription, or
embrace, rather, the concept of a purely voluntary "professional” force. Proponents for the
former tavnure:i the British or American gxaniple; they found prominent advocates, from
both military and civilian ranks.'® Opponents referred to Russia’s traditional "school of the
nation" concepts, and Frénch philosopher Jean Jacques Roussean’s reported admonishment:
"those -who rely on mercenaries deserve to be slaves”; they echoed the arguments of the
.Swedish: reformiérs 'who pionégted the, cofisctiption route in reaction to the.rogue armies of
their day--1o ensure social representativeness, and, thus; they thought; societal control. They
argued that the cost of a puriei}i professional army would be prbhibitjf{:, and that jts vauntéd
advantages were in any case illusory; they pointed to the professionalism ‘of conscript armies-
(Wwith contract cores) such as thoseé of Gérmany, Norway of Switzerland.

The end-resuit {crystallized after the tailed coup of Angust 1891) was a comipromise,
wmght{.’:d toward the latter models. Conscription would be retained, to safeguard mobilization
prospects, but the percentage of the' cohort that was actuaily called up would be limited;
initizlly, 25-in Poland, fo 25% . Conscription wouid be cut, fo 18 months (24 ‘for Waval
service), with liberal alternative service and amnesty pmvlsmns The professicnal core,
sefving on 3-5 year contracts (after suctessful graduation from a 6-month military school}.
would be expanded to a peacetime norm of 75% within .5-7 years--though this -aspiration was
finance-dependent; the initial target of'the Russian Defence Ministry established early 1992
was 50% .7

The formula promised heretofore unknown Russian ethnic homogeneity (This was already
emerging, de facto: 1991 draft fulfiiment ranged from 100% in the RSFSR, Belorussia and
Azerbaidzhan to. 12, 3% in Lithuania and 8.2% in. Georgia; the pmpom(m of native Russian
speakers had already risen from a low of 42% in 1989 to 66.5%. in 1990).™* It also
promised 4 healthier, more selec[we}y récruited Army."

The second initial reform domain concerned. électoral accountahility. Former Secretary
General Leonid Brezhpev's governmental formula of job stability and allowing each



functional branch of society maximum anthority in its domain, a reaction to Khrushehev’ 8
constant reofganization and pefsonnel turn-over, coniributed {hrw:tl},f to the ossification,
stagnation and corruption ‘that ultimately doomed the regime. Its effect-on the military may
not, have been as dire, because external challenges {such as Afghamstan) forced constant re-
evaluations, and because newly established civilian think tanks, notably the Academy of
Sciences [IlStltLItn: for the USA and Canada {founded in 1967), provided.alternative sources
for security analysis and threat evalvalion. Nevertheless; the General Staff crucially -acted as
de factg Secretariat to the supreme Défence Conncil (chalred by the Secretary Geferal of the
Party) and thus did to a large extent control the-agenda and presentation of issues.

1989 saw the establishment-of other actors with formal rights of input: a new Department of
Aring Control and. National Security within the. Pirty Central Commiitiee theaded by Genera!
Alexander Storodubov, of the GRU, it.drew its-staff from Defence, Foreign Affairs and the
Academny of Sciences); 4 ngw arms cuntr::al .disarmament ‘and natmnal security planning body
within the Ministry of Foreign. Affairs (headed b}r Victor Kﬂrpm') and an expanding
Committee of Soviet Scientists for: Peacé, now reénamed the Committee of Soviet-Scientists
for Global Security [m—chmrcd by Anﬂr&y Kokoshin, Deputy Director of the Institute for the
USA and Canada, and Director of the Soviet Committee. for the Monitoring of Unilateral
ATIS. Rﬂductmns} Defence Council niembetship, previously restricted to the Secrctar},r
General {and Commander in Chief), the twe or three Party Secretaries and Politburo
"Inembem with immeédiate, I‘ESpGl‘lSlbllltlt‘S in defence-related figlds and the Mitiister of
Defence the ‘Chief of the General Staff and the Chairman of the KGB, now swelled close 1o
20. It was givena civilian Secretariit, which received input from all of the above. It was in
effect being transformed into-something akin to Washmglnn s National Security Council, 2

Other 1989-90 changes alsc evoked the US model. The newly elected Supreme-Soviet
-appointed a Committée on Defence and State-Security, with Subcommittees on Deferice and
Ammed Services, Defence Industry, and State Security. With help from an eXperts group,
drawn largely from Kokoshin's *shop®, the former, under its chairman Evgenii Yelikhov,
established procedures for annual prt:s&ntatmn and vetting of defence budgets and policy. In
late Summer 1989 it authorized Kokoshin. to negotiate an agréement with T'es Aspin, then
chatrman of the House Armed Services Commitiee in Washington, that would see each bmdy
invite the other side to respond to the threarspectre presented in theit defénce ministries’
armual *posture sfatements’ . *

Gorbachev’s new Supreme Soviet based Presidency also established an American-style Chief
of Staff position; Vladimir Lukin was appointed Chief of the Suennﬁr: and Analytical Staff
of the Office of the. Chairman of the Supreme Sovigt. Lukin, a former colieague of Kokoshln
ar the Institute for the USA and Canada, had transferred to the Foreign Ministry under
Eduard Schevardnadze, serving first as deputy director of its Far East division, 4id then as
director of long-range planning. However, the originally envisioned nature of his new-
position fell victifi to Gorbachev's move to a self-sustaining Presidency with a larger
Presidential Council of senior advisors. This, in turn, was transformed in November 1990
into -2 *super-cabinet” Council of ‘the Federation, made up of the Soviet President {its



Chalrman} Republic Presidents, and the Chairmen of the:Supteme Soviet and its two
chambers. Lukin, in the meantime, was eletted to the new Russian Parliament, in Apnf
1990, He became Chairman of its Foreign Affairs Committee, with primary rf:sponmhlhty for
Russia’s negotiations with other. Republics—the attempt to weave a new foundation for the
confederation of the future 2

The 1989-90 elections of separatist movements and governments in a number of Republics,
from the Baltics to Georgia, reflected the aécelerating dynamic of galloping, exclusive and
centrifugal natienalisms, riding the crest of socio-economic alienation, and testing and
challenging the declining authority of the centre. They doomed Gorbachev’s vision of a.
social democratic successor federation,, and dictated the much more decentralized essence of
his final effort: to enginect & looser confederacy of states, with cehrral authority restricted o
security, fiscal. and foreign pohcms

Public concern was manifest, and rising, Tatyana Zaslavskaya’s All-Union Centre. for the
Smdy of Public Qpimon on Socie-Econemic (uestions found that three quarters of
respondents wanted "firm order in the covatry, stability and confidence in the future”
{though ‘there was 1o apparent consensus on how these motherhood and apple pie-aspirations
should be implemented); 10 percent wanted. refurn to the Stalinist systermn. Cails-for "stability
of laws.. continuity of obligations.. and protection against crimne and social disturbance", and
admonitions. that. such is equally crucial "in a market ecohamy ", proliferated.” In Jaguary
1991, Izvestia concluded; "An i mcregsing number of people can be prompted to think-that a
Firm hdrid is the only way (o firm order".

The conservative, and chauvinist momentizm was teflected in-the establishment of a second
‘independent” military Union, the Russian Arms Union, which advocated a "sovereign,
democratic. Russia with a strong Russian(!) executive”. % But the preference and sentimerit
of the military leadership, -accustomed (0 equating Russian and Soviet - interests, were most
graphically displayed in May intérviews with Oleg Baklanov . First Députy Chairman of the
Defence Council, and Radionov, now Comumander of the General Staff Academy, and in a
hard-ling July mamﬁ:sm "A Word 1o the People”, sipned by Gerieral V. Varcnmkm
(Commander in Chief of Soviet Ground Forces), Grom-:w and others.®

They attacked these "whe do not love their country"”; the staie [is] "sinking inio non-
existence,. Our home is already buming to the ground.. [We will not) allow a fratricidal war
or the destruction of the Fathertand". Baklanov emphasized that "enormous nrgamzatmnal
experience has been accumalated in the ammed forces and defence indusiry of which seciety
can take advdnt;;ge_ "[They:have) demonstrated; ability to crédte:an entire economy farid
have] much greater-organizational experience than. .mewly appeimed politicians who are
incapable of etisuring even garbage collection on the streets of Moscow, cannot feed or
clothe the population, or plan a city management strategy”. Radionov maintained: "Despite
the.. anti-army uproar, the armty rémains the people’s favourite.. [Thev] Have developed a
certain seepticism towards many structures, but not toward the army”.



The August coup plotters had reason for confidence, The Army appeared: to have egpressed
its support. Gromoyv’s signature to the July marnifésto presumably gave confidente o his
Minister, Boris Pugo, a central member of Emergency Committee (he later commined
suicide). Achalov, the Deputy Deferice Minister charged with combatting public disturbance,
.and thus defence ligison with. Giomov, may or may not have been responsible for the earlier
Vilnius crack-down {see-above). But as'Commander of Airborne Forces, his previous post,
he had orchestrated 4 pre-November Revolution Day exercise in Moscow that appeared
designed to show his troops’ readiness to answer a call ‘10 "duty "- his Minister, Dniitrii
Yazov, ancther Committeg member, must have fell equally assured.

Yet, their assurance was-misplaced. The Afghantsy, crucialy, did not go along.” When his
Minister joined the August plotters surcly assuming activation of Gromov’s special forces
sécurily troop netwérk,; Gromov zave (he-confrary signal of no signal--this was not ‘the
emergency for which he had prepared; the Moscow Omeon organized the defence of the
"White: House", the Russian Parliament. and Yelisin, General of the Army Pavel Grachev,
Achalov’s suceessor as Airborne Assault:commander, had been Gromov's First Deputy: in
Afghanistan; with Gromo¥ ‘he had successfully ‘grchestrated the last large-scalé operation of
the war--breaking -the siege of Khost--; like Gromoy, he was awarded Hero of the Soviet
Union. Now hé joined Coloriel General ‘Evgenii-Shaposhnikov, thé Air Force Comrmander-in-
Chief who threatened to bomb the Kremlin it the putchists did not surrender. The
Commander of the KGB’s elite Alpha assauit unit {Geberal Karpukhin, another Afghan
veteran) also refused the call, asdid the Vitebsk KGB airborne division.?

They were. not the most-senior refusnilcs; those were General Yurt Maximov, Commander-
in-Chief of the Strategic. Rocket Troops, Admiral Viadimir Chernavin, Commander-in-Chief
of the Navy, and General Viadimir Lobov, the former Warsaw Pact Commander, who was
‘to hecomié Chief of the General Staff. Others effectively stood down, nowbly Chief of the
General Staff, General Michail Moiseev, whose promotion by Gorbachev to Defence
Minister was ’rw,inded by Yeltsin. Some drmy and vy units answered the putchists’ call,
accepting their claim to legitimacy. But, under the ¢ireumsiances. none did or could take
decisive action. The Afghantsy were the shock-troops, so to:speak. They decided’ the
outcome. There is no doubt that Yelisin, Sobchak and nthf:rs of the opposition would have:
been arrested or worse in short order. had they decided dlfferen_tl}' B

The- fascmatlng question is: why? They had been prepared to answer a call by Gorbachev
(Gromov's ties to Gorbachey can be tra-::ed to his time as Commander of a Motor Rifle
Regiment in the North Caucasus; 1975-78; Gorbachev was member of the- District Military
Council).? Yet they were not prepared to def&nd less certain legitimacy, they were not
prepared to: prop up a now widely discredited ideology and largely de-legitimized system.
They were conservative-ratheér than liberal, .and contemptious. of the apparent inconipetence
of many democratie politicians. But they were ready ‘to transfer their sefise of patriotism to
another banner, that of Russia, The urgent, pleading, defiant and ultimately persuasive voice
of Russian 'Vice President Rutskoi (annther member of the Afgh:mtsy brotherhood!}, on
radio Ekho. clearly had a beanng on events,
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In the immediate aftermath of the failed coup the Afghantsy faded from public eye. The
limelight was on leadership cleansing. With the appoinimenit of Shaposhnikov as Minister of
Defence came the stated intention to retire 80 percent of the officer corps. Loboy charted.
"radical reform"--with the emgphasis on united structure, and firm, ceéntral {am:l c:wh.:m}
control, ™
But.disagreement quickly surfaced, both with regard to the meaning of the formula, and the
mechanics of its implementation. Lobov was soon persuaded that more avtonomous
Repubh-:fNew State military structures niust be accmnmndater_l before ﬂlﬂ}f couid be ¢u- upted-
-tnto a. "system of regional and international security” that would ensure "the country's
pationwide security on the basis of the preservation and radical restructuring of 1ts singlg
military-political space”; the new states should, de faéto as wéll as de j jure, replace the old
Military Districts f{axcel}t in Central Asia, where local conditiens were seen to.dictate; father,
a regional composite); the. General Staff should be. the supreme military coordinating body,
with direct access-to the hsghcst civilian authority.® Shaposhaikov, however, continued to-
insist-on "unified armed forces”, with status-of-forces agreements nf:EDt!a!ed betwéen the
Centre-and individual IEpubhcs--a tederate rather than confederate model, and wiih the
Centre' (Commeonwealth of Independerit States) Ministry of Defénce as its apex; Lobov was
compeélled to retire, for "health reasons”, in December 1991.2 A few months later,
however, Russia’s decision to emulate Ukralne and the more assertively sovereignist New
States in establlshmg its own distinct. armed forces organization and structure, effectively
-vindicaied Lobov’s confederate course. e It also set the stageé lor yet another "gemerational"
passmg of the baton, thé second in less than 2 year., This time, the Afghantsy were direct
beneficiaries.

At the end of the process of retirernents, reassigninents and review {(and. propelled also by the
dynamic and political :mpa{:t of unfo]dmg events), "tive of the top seven Russian Defence
Ministry posts have been filled by former commanders in Afghamatdn by the following
year the Afghantsy were also playing a dominant Tole i the formulation of doctrine- (see

bel Dw} e

From Revolution Unleashed to New Successor State(s)

T real. feviolution unleashed was of course sparked by what in h’mdsighl is most accurately
described as the second, successful coup, when, with Gorbachev 4t the Russian
Parliamentary lectérh after his return from Crimean house arrest, and under the glare of TV
lights, Yeltsin banned the-Communist Party with the flourish of a pen-~and proceeded to’
dictate-the composition of the governmerit. Gorbachev’s power was emasculated. The act
unleashed the last remaining fetters holding the farces of calloping nationalism. It unleashed
the forces of separatism, and hasty Western recognition-—-often extended with little
appreciation for either the territorial entities or the nature of the governments that were:
recognized. Lithuania, fof example, had been expanded and given Vilnius (today’s capital)



and regions with Russian and Polish populations. by Stafint as salve for absorbtion;
Khiushehéy had given Russian-majority Criiea to the Ukraitie without evén a nod to the
legal requirement of Supreme Soviet ratlfrcancm the Uzbek government that proclaimed
democratic independence supported the toup, and prociaimed indépendence orily in order o
preserve old power struchures.

The rush to dissolution, the engendered feats of “Yugoslavias® writ large, the attempt to
construct and maintain a successor confederacy, attendant internal and external security
dynamiics, and the later emergence of a more .assertive, nationalist Russia and 4 new military
doctrine, will be addressed later. But, first, & focus on-economic; underpinnings: ‘

]

ry-civilian conversion: arms sales. The cost and-immensity of
the withdrawals from Empire, Afghamstan East Europe and Mongolia quickly burst the
budget; Gorbachev’s projected 14.2%.cut became 6%, the first year.*® The beginning of
piice liberalization, and consequent rising prices, did not help. The 1991 defence budset of
96.6 billion rubles was 36% higher than.in 1990, but had less purchasing power. ¥

As mentioned, Gorbachev’s 'new.industrial” civilian economic structures and agencies drew
proven managerial experience from military industry. Yet sich management alone préved
tnsufficient, without the context of ‘that. aru:lustr},r s discipline. ‘Soon new-civilian ventures were
moved under the military-industrial umbrelta,

The removal of the bureaucratic divide between military and civil industry did not remove
the legacy of advamagf: According to Vice Presidemt Rutskot: in 1991 the military employed
80% of the country’s scientific f:xpr::rtlse military industry rcprcsr:ntf:d half the national
income; the purchasmg power of the defence ruble was 4 to 5 times higher than that of the
ctvilian ruble; its relative advantage was_reflected in ‘the fact that military industry was the
only sector in the economy to over-fulfill consumer production targets.” Clearly this chasm
between the two spheres needed to.be bridged,

Meanwhﬂe the logic of relative advantage sbowed. About 40%. of military indistrial output
had gone to the civilian sector, at least since the 1960s; ifs tote advanced preduction
facilities had always been relied on for a wide range of civilian products, from refrlg-:ramrs
and TVs to photographic equipmient, compuiters and video systems (hcmevcr primitive by the
standards of some). At the end of 1991 defence industries produced 3000 types of consumer
goods, worth 13 1/2 billion Rubles, with a significint proportion slated for export.{the
degree to which military industry is also a crueial "civilian" exporter is all-too-often
unappreciated in the Westy.*" By 1989 the civilian percentage: of military industrial output,
had risen to 50%; a year later it approached 60%.*' By 1992, with defence procurement,
research and development slashed (down abott two thirds from 1991 levels), the figure rose
t0 80%.*> Amidst real and sometimes successful pressures to divessify and privatize, and
overdll economic decline, defence indusiry assefs increased.™



It was typical and symptomatic that when Moscow’s Department of Energy and Encrgy
Efficiency in 1993 began the task of "miaking the-city's plethora.of factories and power
stations fuel cfﬁuent ENETgY CONscious operations”, it was to defence industries that they
turned--to-develop:
"heat meters (equlpmen[} to check emergy consumption levels, electricity meters, new
bulldmg msulatmn ‘& super-strong. plue for pipe répairs, an experlmantal heat’ pump,
and-an automated system for boilet operations."*

Defence industries were not unaffected by the general phenomenon-of New State barriers-and
taritfs severing fraditional supply lines' (compunent manufacturmg was usually provided by
one monopoly; it was normal for different components to be made in different Rf:puﬁzllll:s) In
the defence sector such fracturing was less severe than in many others. The "share of the
Russian Federdtion” ranged from 67% of thie total number of defence efiterprises. 10902 % of
Research and Development.: “ This eonferred ba_rﬂammg levera. In view .also of the fact that
this sector maintained distinet, dll-{EX—]Ul‘llDl‘l tes and presence, through 'Commonwealih’
sanction and/or through "all-Union” Officers Assemblies and other networks, New-State
restrictions coild often be circumvénted.

Early ‘efforts to'convert to civilian purpbse the excess capacity cansed by rock Bettom
miiitary- procurement {Lhﬂ nuclear sphere, cut-39.3%, was partially exempt, but overall
procurément shrank to.just 2.9% of total military expenditutes) were, ‘in fact,
WNmpressive, A tank factory might build prams, or demonstrate-a rank’s ability 1@ haul
harvesters, but this was. scarcely a costeffective use of factory capacity, the trained
workforce or, indeed, the tank. So also with artillery shells re-made into lamps.* And i
such cutput still appeated ¢ost-effective wheh compared to Civilian industiies, this said more
about the prospects of the:latter. than those of the former. [n fact, military industries
converted to ¢civilian production saw their ootput fall by 30%: in 1991, and dnother 30% in
1992.%% The military faced a growing unemployment pmblem In its 1ndustnes as s
fighting and support formations.**

At the samie time defence spending continued to fall in real terms, by 6 % d.year. Overall
military investinent dropped 33% {one estimate went-as high as. 50%) in 1991, though high
technology. investment escaped the Lhﬂppmg block; it was protected.” Conversion costs
were estimated at US §150 billion; arms expotts, with a hﬂped -for $10 billion arnual
potential, appeared the most promising source of funding. ™ Overall exports were-down, for
the. fourth yeat in & row. GNP shrank by.12 % in the first nine month-of 1991; industrial
production was down 6:4% %

Privatization was scarcely the issue. Defence industries suffered the same prospect as other
heavier industry; the DHI}-’ conceivable outside buyers were corrupt ex-Parly nomenklatura,
or the mafia (whose. primary purposé was the laundering and legitimizing of iil-gotten gaifny,
or foreign suitors, who terided to be ruled owt for reasons of security. Military industry
management ieams.chose instead, as'did most of their more successful ¢ivilian counter- parts,
to effectively privatize themselves.™ Now operating under far looser-central striciuies and
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conirol than betore, and increasingly appreciative: of the advantages and potential that this
entailed, they hegan to transform their associations and combings into big business’. As
sach, they opposed divestiture—-opposing sell-off of any part that cither was or might. pmve
profitable. Their favoured soliution was ¢o- operation with Dther big. business at home: and,
sharp reversal of earlier bias, with those abread; they also favoured a more concerted arms
sales effort, if necessary encompassing:state- Df—ﬂ'lﬂ*ﬁl't technologies not previoisly made
available to foreign clients.

Conversion remained essential, yet convetsion enterprises lost 3.3 billion rubles in 1991,
while the cushioning all-Union stabilization fund dlsappeared It was also painfully slew, not
least because of the costs involved. By mid 1991, out of.3300 defence producticn fatllltlES
only 422 were in the conversion program. of which only 56 were due to be entirely
convertéd to clvilian outpul: total conveérsion had in fact only been Lomplet::d in 5 cases.™

A year later brought-the assertion that "every military plant in Russia.is undergoing some
conversion”, though only 10% -were schedtiied to convert 80-100% of their output; the
schedule, funds permitting, was implementation over 15 years.™

Again, the preferred solution: “cooperation ind. conversion between the Defence 1 Ministry.
and enterprises in our military-industrial’ complex and. Western partners" {espécially German
and US), and high-tech arms sales. 56- Anatolii Vaolsky, Head of the Industrial and Scientific
Union which spearficaded the. "industrialists’ lobby”, noted that although COCOM, the
Western list of proscribed high tech- EXports, had been relaxed, it still eff'r:ctwclv thwarted
prospects of Western aid to'the ceriversion effort.” Nevertheless, Moscow's Instlrute for the
USA and Canada and-Stanford University’s Centre for International Security and ‘Arms
Control did succeed.in helping to coordinate a variety of jeint- US-Soviet business véntures,
especially in defence; by mid-1991 600 Soviet defence industry concerns were explormg

exports and .alterniaiive technological applications.™ Kokoshin, who. was also one of the!
more important "mid-wives” behind this effort, listed Soviet strengths, and primary sales
prospects: -space technology, rockét building, aviation industry, ship building, high quality
steel and campomta materials, [some] oil production and. oil rig -equipment, and laser
technology.™

The new Yeltsin government sanctioned aggressive arms sales; - Rutskey would Dversee the
effort; 50 % of arms sales exports would 2o 0 subsml?mg the costs. of conversion.™ By
late 1991 arms-sales had became the sole scurce of: funding for conversion, and a crucial
contributor to the extraordinary housing constiuction program necessitated by troops
withdrawals.® The Law on Conversion of Defence. Industries of March 1992 established a
new conversion fund frém enterprise contributions, but this (and related foreign invesiment--
$300 million by May 1992) remained grossly inadequate. Mikhail Mdlm Yeltsin's
présidential counsellor en conversion noted blundy: Russia "cannot afford 10°be 'mote
serupulous than others, say the US or France, in selling amms in international markets”.
The only question cancemed the distribution of salés income, wheéther it was Lo be. _spread
equally to all claimants. Malei thought the 40% most competitive enterprises, those able to
sell their products. abroad, should subsidize the remaining 60%. Kokoshin advocated from



whom to whom; to maximize investment efficiency available funds should go primarily to
those whe proved able to compete, be they military or civilian exporters.®

Released from bureaucratic interference;, defence industry and science were told to achievé:
5e1f~sufﬁc1ency  They were also fmplicitly charged with fhe task of ensuring against an
uncontrolled brain drain of defence scientists,® US and EEC congcern that some nuclear
scientists, in particular, might find theit way to the highest bidder led to somte subsidization--
notably US funding for 100 nuclear fusion researchers in Moscow.® Yet such aid remained
stru:i;.i},F limited (herwéen one and two thousand Soviet scientists were thought to have the
skills necessary to design nuclear weapcms} not least due to concern that it-did ipso facto

also constifute. the shoring up of a weakened but still very potent competitor.” Mascow
El&arl}f appreciated that this aid coudd be no more than a limited, short-termn palliative.

New pmductmn promotion and sales-alliances. emerged complementing -the few that already
éxisted, such as Glavkosmos, established i 1985 to promete space-commercialization; and
now marketeer for joint Russian-Kazakh space launch services (employing S5-25 boosiers)
and potential seller of SS-18.and 5S-24 ICBMs.* Skerost, designed to amalgamate:
Yakovlev and other aircraft design and manutactunng efforts, Dianond, another combing of
research and production facilities seeking ‘optimization of profits and opporiunities, Navycon,
a naval share-holding company whose subsidiaries are joint stock companies of the Fleets,
and other military joint stock coinpanies’ ‘pursuing investment, coiversion. and
communigations prospects, spearheaded the new trends.®

The formet Flight Conrrol Centre in Kﬁliningmd was converted mto a Stock Exchange for
military industries; it later amalgamated with some of the other military-industiial exchanpes
that soon sprouted {including Kenversiya and ESTRA] to form the Military-Industrial
Bureau, [o/trade specialized instruments and: matermls ‘glectromnics, chemical, metalluggical
and consiructioh industry preducts for consumer goods. ’” Lumted military industriai stock
offerings were now apparently available to foreign investors.” Direct foreign invegtment
was also welconed. Generil Electric and Seneca {1t5 Freach partner] agreed to invest in
PS90 turbofan engine production and development, in Perm; India negotiated involvement in
the development of the first supersonic. VTOL, the Yak~141 and its R-79 engine; Sukhoi
sought investors for its Su-37 multi-role. cnrnbat plane.”

Rolis Royce entered into partnership with Tupoley to- provide. Bntlsh engines and American
avionics to the new medium yange. Tu-204 (this 214 passenger competitor - Boeing 757 #nd
Airbus A=340, was launched at the June 1993 Paris Air’ Show} and later models: = Pra &
Whitney s‘1gned and later extended (joined by Collins Avionics;. of Rockwel [nternatmrml) a
1oint enging- _avionics-airframe venture with the Il}fushln Desizn Bureau and other Russian
suppliers and components manufacturers, offering aid-to-certification anid global marketing of
Russian planes, titanium spooge, semi-products and finished parts; the first result, a $700
million sale of 320-seat -96s to Partnairs, a Dutch leasing company, was anncuiiced in June
1993.7 France's Groupe Snecma joined with Mikoyan, grafting Larzac engines and
Snecma’s servicing reputation to the MiG AT, to produce up to 600 _a‘dva:ii:_ed military



training jets-for Russian and f:::rmgu forces.” Meanwhile, Dowty/Smiths Industries of the
UK married FADEC (fu l-authority digita] engine conrols) to-a Ukrainian/Russian enginge
design, thus further improving pmspects a]sc: for Russiin engife manufacturers.™

1993 brought the merger of perhaps tHe most. dynamic rocket dévelopers and manufacturers
(in part because over-ambitious, cmmpc-tjtwe marketing: threatened necessary cooperation),
into "The first Russiar focket-space, firm™, They were the design office Salyut and the
Khrunichev reseatch and production centre; the developers and marketers of the Proton (UR-
S00K) launcher. Thie former had already "conr.luded contracts. for the development of
rocketry with the Indian organization for space research, the German aerospace. agency
DARA, the firm DASA and with theinternational organization Inmaisat for launching a
communication satellite". The Jatter had signed contracts with. Motorola for three Proton
launchings, and with Lockheed "for the‘sale,of its rockets on the world market”. The
amalgaroation was expected to secure launch contracts with Immarsat, Intelsat; Eutelsat and
Asiasat, the rtght to launch at least 12 American satellites before the end of the'decade-and
perhaps a far larger number {nagcrtlatlons proceeded on Motorola's pianned 66-satellite global
¢ell phoine network]-- and increase the number of geostationary satellites by ar least a '
third. ™ The indirect pairing of the Indian space agency and Lockheed ultimately ranafoul

of US laws, with some damage to Russia’s reputation for reliability-<offset by confirmation
of its commercial priorities, and improved prospects for COCOM bypass (see below).™

Soviet and latér Russian military hardware-for-sale exhibitiens were held .at héme and
abroad. The Conversion-91 exhibition in Eulngna Italy, for example, was said to-have been
a pamcular suceess, -as were Mosaeroshow '92 in Moscow, -the IDEX 93 defence- exhibition
in Abn Dhabi, and others—-including the Farnborough Air Show and Le Bourget. ® Ttems for
sale included MG 27,.28 and 31, Su 25TK {gtound attack) and 27, Tu 22 bombers, I 76
AW ACS-type planes and aviation technologies.® The ’private’ International Chetek
Corporation of Moscew even .offered pédceful nuclear explosion dévices.®

By Fall 1591 all plane types wére on bffér, including the préviously top sceret "wing-ifi-
ground effect ekranoplane”; aircraft industry exports alone were now projected at US$70
billion over the next 4-5 years.™ The Mi-26 heavy assault and Mi-28 attack helicopters
were added to the Tist in 1992.% So also were Lhe dual purpose 35 RU homiing torpeda/anti-
Ship missile, the 3M-8Q supersonic, air:to-surface anti-ship missile {!'vastly superior to any
‘Western anti-ship missile currently in existence or even still on the drawing board"}, the
highly impressive $-300 anti-missile defence system (its six hils in six tries demonstration at
the IDEX 93 defanee exhibition in Abu Dhabi came as. Israeli [EVIEWS, downgraded the
Patriots’ Gulf War record o Just one possible hit), and other state- of-the-ari systems.®
Once-sécrel ze.chnoieqtcs now for salé also included a. aumber of space advarnces said to be’
SUperior o. their Westecn analoguf:s"u:rtdm nuclear reactors, high strength high temperature
alloys, space engines that use magneiic fields, and space stations,” US defence officials and
industry expressed interest in {and began testing) a range of Soviet defence pmducts from
advance optics, ‘engineered matérials and high energy magnets to gallium arsenide--and the
ekranoplane. ™



An initially negative US government decision, reﬂectmg protectionist US space industry
concern, was fevised in. February, 1992, with fiegotiations preceeding [alsd] on purchasea of
helicopters, ‘selected anti-missile and advanced -fuel rocket technologies; and nuclear space
enginies; France and other top-rank defence producers dppeared equally interested.”

There remained deterrents to.some potential sales. Western competitors assiduously spread
the Gulf War "lesson" of inferior Soviet armns, though the defeated, older vintage arms were
scaréely representative of those now otfered; some Airframes weré also judged too heavy,
and hence fuel inefficient.® Adreraft, ha]xcnpter and missile sales were furthermore
hampered by. service and spare parts availability and delivery concerns,®

1991 'sales values were estimated at US$4-5 biltion, including 553 tanks, 658 armoured
vehicles and 1 ,783 missiles of varicus types. 5 Tlm-. WS d[‘ﬂII]Elthd]l}' down from the pro
forma-highs of previous years‘(topped by 1986° $24 .8 biltion), yet Lhose figures were unreal
in that most sales then were non-cotmmercial; fucthérmore, m]l:.' a small portion of the.
pmrments ﬂ]dt did accrue reached either military-industrial producers or other Armed Forces,
agencies.” Now fmost did.

1992 exporis were lmtmlly down significantly from 1991; 21 %. of defence enterprises were
said to be "near bankmptcy“ % But & concerted sales effort rurned the ude Sales annaum:ed
missiles with anti- m1551le t:apablhues, 24 SU 27 ﬁghters (SubJECt fo: onagomg bargauung
later reports spoke both of lagger numbers and cancellationy, 400 T-72 tanks, unspecified
warships, tank, rocket-and uranium enrichment technology, two 300 megawatt nuclear power
plants 1o be completed over 12-13 years,-and dgreement-to-cmploy 200" Soviet sciehitists to
China (Chma also expressed interest in purchasing the Varyag aircraft carrier being finted out
-t Ukraine’s Mikolaiv-shipyards, with 22 Su-27, but this deal was not'consummated); ihree
diesel submarines, 110 planes, including 8024 and Mi(3-27, 29 and 31 fi ighters, 12 Ty-22
bombers, 2 11-76 AWACS and nuclear power plants to Iran; hchcopters armoured personnel
carriers and fifles to Turkey {unnatmg -a US$ 300 milion arms sale. package] T-72 tanks [0
Syrid; ' SA-10 anti-air missiles 1o leya a Zhdanov cruiser, 30 MiG-29s, a ballistic Tnissile
mr:ket booster and. missile technology. to India (thls latter deal which proceeded despite US
protest, dand’sanctions againse Glavkﬂsmns was later terminated in return for greater-value
access/sales to' TS space programs--viz above); two squadrons of MiG-29 Tighters to
Malaysia; combat jets to Saudi Arabia and Taiwan, for US$14.6 billion; infantry combat

- vehicles to, Abu Dhabi; S-300 missiles and other weapons (o the United Arab Emirates (they
were also interested in Su-25TK ground aftack planes); plus heavy lift helicopters to Pacific
rim ol and other nperalurs hmIl}r, Indonesia expressed inigrest in Scud trissiles; thie
Philippines in MiG-29s; and South Korea in $-300 missiles, multiple rocket launchers, Su-25
around attack plangs and Su-27 fighters.*> 1992 arms expons were estimated at 10 to 1’?
billion dollars; there were also related natural resource sales, including uranium exports
worth $800 million. ™
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1993 brought confirmation of China’s Su-27 purchase (26 were bought), Thai interest
helicopters and, perhaps, MiG-31 high altitude mtércepiors, Malaysian in "new technology to
be used in the. MiG-29", and other initiatives and follow-up.” Some sales-appeared bargain-
basement when compared 1o compelitors’ price struciures, but market shares and inroads
were. gained, and production facilities saved {(prior to the Chinese sale and South Korean
interest, Sukhoi’s Su-27 production lise was’'down to two orders).

Minimal relief-on the home front also appeared on the way. Governmeunt orders for inilitary
hardware were slated to increase by 10% in 1993; they would include a new medium range
bomber, responding to the Army’s southern concern, and "a fundamentally new, standardized
miissilé of the next generation”. The corner was turned. Yet new domestic orders, while
providing: rehef to scientific/technical elites ‘and employment prespects, would c}a:arh' Rot,-
and off themselves, suffice to-secure longer-term: viability. Foreign sales remained crucial 7

Many of these took the form of iong term contracts, Deliveriés remained -and will remain
below late-Cold War averages. But, as noted above, these tended (o be concessionary, to

clients and allies. Post-1991 salés coniracts weré commercial {though sometimes with part-
barter options that appealed to some huyers} and with no automatic’or necessary restriction
on purchasers. Traditionally Westein arms markets were fair game--favoured game, i fact,
in view of their generally superior credit.”

With energy and other traditional natural resource exports facing. short and mediun: lerm
prospects of decline of stagnation (they were shackied by a-criumibling infrastructure,
development of new -extraction prospects lagging behind the depletion of old, and/or
jurisdictional wrangling about resource ownership and control}, military industry exports in
fact emerged as the single-most important earner of convertible currency. It was also-clearly
‘more impertant than even the most illusory hope of Western. aid and relief.

It was a potential that Moscow quite simply could not afford to blunt, no matter Western
coneern. The expressed Western fear of dcetabﬂmmg consequences in the Third World was
in fact seer as hypocritical, and self-serving, in view of the Weést’s own vigorous ammis sales.
eiforts.™ In any case, Moscow could afford no other course.

-

The Rush to Dissolution; Attempts at Cm']t'ammen't, External and Internal Security
Dynamics to end 1992 In hindsight, Yeltsin's "counter-coup” afier the crumbling of the-

Emergency Committee in August- 1991, was most remarkable for Gorbachev's. rf:*i;gned
acceptance. As'in Eastern Furope in 1989, when Gorbachev's preferred goal of forcing
transition to reformist governments of -his own ilk failed, ke could have commandéd enough
military and organizational loyalty 1o enforce his will; yet, when faced with the choice of
brute force or abdication, he again chose the latter. It was, perhaps, his finest hour. But the
choice alsé meant impotence. His authority was usurped. Formal dissolution of the old Union
did not come until December. Real dissclution came quicker.




The Baitics-declared independence, as did Russm{ I}, the Ukraine, ‘and other Republics, and
the. inomentum did not stop. ’ﬁutonumnus regions declared mdepcndence from Republics,
and ethnic enclaves and even cities followed suit.

Galloping nationalism severed ties of economic logic, fuelling ungmployment-and inflation.
By eatly November there were 20 million unemployed (many working anpaid), 30% were
wornen. ' The unteashing of laissez-faire price and regulatory rcf-:)rm in January 1992, and
their extension through subsequent monthis jotted these fgures upward, fuelling the
arguments ot those-who espoused order.’™ The nationalist beast also severed ties of
military logjc. Within six weeks the Ukraine and Kazakhstan had fudged pledges to be.
muclear-free; "their’ missiles ranked them third and foutth among the word’s. POWELS,
Azerbaidzhan “annexed’ Soviet forces on ifs soil, briefly becoming a nucléar power'de. jrire
{though not de facto ); nuelear forces also-remained on the-territories of other new states.

Three-arguments drove advocacy of a successor cnnfédcracy. The first.derived from
econoniic imperatives; nearly 80% of the économy of the USSR was trans-Republic (Russia
was least dependent, yet for it also disruption of old ties was costly)."™ The second derived
from concerns about nuclear security or, rather, the insecurities and dangers of diffusion.
The third turned on the extraordinary ethnic mix of the old empire; Unlike British, French
and other empires that-could be easily. disentangled, the SovieyRussian was moré like its
Austro-Hungarian cousin, whose ethnic mix continues to reverberate; there: are 25 million
Russians with roots and. thL_s in-ogher suctessor states. (11 million plut in the Ukraihe
alone), as well as millions of Ukrainians and other nationalities beyond the boundaries of
'their’ new states,

Three counter-arguments -propelled dissolution, and separatisim. The first was pationalism--
-and-its exclusive variety, which.demanded rights for self not.conceded to others, The second
was reattion against decades or centuries of bureaucratic insensitivity to-local concerns, and
‘the perversions and. mistakes. that this engendered. The third argument, distinct yet
intertwined, was-the legacy of empire, of Moscoiv’s on-again off-again attempts. to Russify
others (and, in the Seoviet-era, of anaiugmus atfempts by Repubiican majorities, Gecrrgmn
Uzbek and others, to absorb “their” ethnic minorities).

‘The Commonwealth of Independent States agreement, signed by Russia, Belarus and Ukr*uﬂr:
and ]Dmed by Kazakhstan dnd others .in. Decr:mbf:r of 1991, accepted the principlés of
economic commaon market and unified strategic command--but without all-Union authority.
Gorbachiey's insistencé on minimal central powers was ignored. The head-less construction
remained (and remains) mired m comradictions and uncertainty. There was no early
agreement on monetary o fiscal policy; ot on the structure.or funding of other ’cofmmon’
domains.

Through the Fall of 1991, in respanse to US President Bush's embrace of nuclear arms culs,
Gorbachev (supported by Yeltsin and the Republics), offered even sharper 'cu[;hai:kls.“’-‘-
Ukraine and others also agreed that nuclear warhéads would be transferred to Russia--in part



because this appeared. the prewndltmn for Western awl. By early 1992, however, harmony
faltered. At the CIS Summit. in February’ etght of the eleven agreed to a unified force {(after
two years). But Ukraine, Moldova and Azerbaidzhan refused. In March Ukraine suspended
nuclear transfer because of professcd concern about their fate 1 Russian. hands; she still had
1420 strategic and 2390 tactical nuclear- warheads 0

Yeltsin's post-coup comment that Republics had the right to-independence, but borders might
then have to be redrawn, was subsequéntly muted. But the threat’s withdrawal rested on the
unspoken premise that Ukraine would subscribe to a looser Union—as suggested by Ukratnian
President Leonid Kravehuk's sponsorship of the Commonwealth. Hence the phenoménon
(that Fally that saw: Russian leaders in Eastern Ukraine and the Crimea, including Admiral
Kdsatonov, Commander of the Black Sea Fleet, urgﬁ a yes vote in the referendum of
Ukrainian independence: independence then meant Kravehuk and the Comrmonwealth: a po
would Jead to further radicalization.and, ultimately, a more independista govenuneni;.
Hence, also, the later concern it Moscow when Kravehuk appeared intent.on sabotaging -the
assumptions that undetlay the Commbofiwealth; Gorbachev was sfnong those who fearéd that,.
far from using independence as legitimizer for Commonwealth membership, Kravehuk was in
fact using the Tafter to secure the former.

Thiz question of a mote. separatist agenda intertwines with the separatist: comundium:
nationaiist passions made concessions to central authorlty career threatening (even on matters
of obvious sélf-intérest); yet wilhout concessions there could be no I:entral authoniy. And ng
fetters on Republlcan independence. meant no fetters on Russian - mdependence, a Russia
unfertered would always be more-likely to have irredentist ambitions.

Ukraine was. the: crux--for its size, and for ies'ethinic mix. The nationalist imperative was
evident in its demand that ex-Soviet units swear allegiance to Kiev, its seizure of ihe Army’s
main communication network (in January 1992’”5} -its°demands for the transfer of the
Black Sea Fleet, and its assertions 'of fuctear independence. '® Yeét change ‘was sometimés
less than apparent, and challenges were sometimes. set aside rather than pursued '’
Ukraine’s rejection of a Comimonwealtl Army, for example, was fﬂlluwed 15 days later by a
Kravchuk defence of cooperation with Russia; addressing a separatist audience, he nored that
"when there is frost on Thursday in Moscow, it reaches Kiev by Friday". "

Nucleaf uncertaintiés remained; Ukraine retaimed strategic air and missile capabilities, though
tactical warheads were transferred over the Summer. When Presidents Yeltsin apd Bush
signed START 2 in Janary 1991, Kiev's promised and niecessary pre-requisite ratification of
START 1 remained outsianding.'™ The potential for seriotis discord lessened, however,

with the emergernice of-a state "corporatist” concensus in Kiev, and the October 1992
appointment of Leonid Kuchma as Prime Minister (Kuchma was director of the: missile
ptnjduction plant that developed the- Saviet space shuttle). The concensus had ties to the
"industrialists’ (obby* emergent in Moscow (see below).” Kuchnia also had ties to
Maoscow’s new defence elite--he knew Gromov, for example, from the latter's days as
Kievan Mlhtary Disirict Commander.



As separatist dynamics reached info Russia itself, Moscow initially looked inwards. Yeltsin
voided the first independence declaration wwithin Russia, by tiny Chechen-Inguish in the Fall
of 1991, and dispaiched Intertor Ministey troops. But they were withdrawn, by Parliament,
because of fear that an interventionist precedent could be used elsewhere 1o legitimize action.
against Russian mincrities, and to assuage Ukrainian concern {pnor to the then-imminent
referendum) that nascent Russian nationalism might precipitate: divisive action beyond its
currentty-defined state. bordérs. Farly caution was aiso reflected in the March 1992 decision
to withdraw from Nammcn-Karabach There, was neither military nor political storach for
involvément in others’ confliét: Gromov, re- ~appointed to his old Caucasian command for- the
purpose, reprised his Afghan exit.

Yet a- somewhat more confident and assertive Rusma was als0 emerging. Tatarstan’s
independencs referendum 6n 21 March, Russia’s second, also appeared the iast. Although
Moscow refrained from punitive measures, other than o-declare the act illegal, the post-
script was different. The next -day Tatarstan’s President was cnnmliatory, ‘perhaps mindful of
Chechenya's problems and dissipating reselve: "Our first step will be, . tighrer ymion. with
Russtd.. new relations with a réformed Russia’; the referendum would save Russia, not
destroy it

Nine days latet, on 31 March 1992, Russia’s remaining 34 regions signed a new Union
agreement, spelling out decentralization of powers, areas of joint jurisdiction, and aréas
under federal control--monetary policy, financial-and CUTIENCY r&gu]atlon the federal, budgﬂt
energy distribution, fuclear power, defence and securiry. "™

The next day,. in response to.attacks against the secessionist Russian-dominated Dnigster
Moldovan Republic, Yeltsin decréed the ex-Soviet 14th Army in Moldova to be Russian--
denying jurisdiction to Moldova and the Commonwealth. Its Chief-of-Staff (Major General
Sitnikov) welconied the decision, and detlared readiness to act. It was Russia’s first military
intervention n support of its diaspora. This time Parliament did not demur. The precedént
was set.

Tlie new course was reflected also in the Fimal report of the Parliament’s Lukin-chaired
Foreign Affairs Committee on the status of Crimea: its 1954 transfer to Ukraine had never
been ratified, and was therefore illegal. The'elfort (o shore up the Commonweaith as Soviet
successor umbtella lost priority; "Russia First’ was the new cteed, Lukin moved to
Washington as Russia’s new Ambassador. Russia’s Defence Minister displaced
Commonwealth Defence Minister Shaposhnikov in the Ministry building in Moscow.

The clesrgnatmn and shaping of Russia’s-new Defence Ministry. was itself a signal event,
When the idea of an indeperident Russian Army -and MII]ISII)‘ was first mutcd Marshal
>ShapGShIlLkﬂV himself appeared the obyvious candidate to many: he- was young {born in 1942);
lie was.a pilot {and thus a break also with the old Ieadersh;p s Army credentials); and had
been Yeltsin's choice first as post-coup Soviel and later as Commonwealth Defence Minister,



Cther favoured choices included Lobov {succeeded as Chief of the General Staff by
Leningrad MD Commander, Gcneral Victor Samsonov, in December 1991}, Kobets, or
Kokoshin, should a civilian be chosen."”® In the‘end Kokoshin, whose intér-éthnic/state
views parallel Lobov's, was made First Deputy Minister, and civilian liaison. But the
Ministry went to Pavel Grachev-and the Afghantsy.’™ They had saved Yeltsin during: the
August days. They also held high the banner of national and paf-national Russian interest,

Grachev brought Gromov back to Moscow, as the othér First Deputy Defence Minister.
Three other former Afghan commanders, Colonel Generals Vigtor Dobynin, Valerii Mironov
and Georgii Kondratev, were also brought in--giving five of the Ministry’s top. seven
positions to Afghan veterans.''

They were distinguished by their youth; Grachev is six yeais younger than Shaposhnikov.
And they were distinguished by the assertiveness of their patriotism. Grachey served notice-
that he "would not dllow the honour and dignity of Russians to be, insnlted ow the territory ‘of
any. other state"; Mirondv affirmed that this duty 6 the diaspora extended to Russians in the
Baltic.!'s Tnt the West Major General Lebed, newly appointed Commander of the 1dth
Army and aise Afghan veteran, warned against "fascist” Moldovan attempts at Genocide
against the Russian popuiation.'” In the East, the General Staff joined those who warned
against territorial concessions (o Japan before Yeltsin's planaed visit to Tokyo (the visit was
postponed); they followed up by dlrectlng the Navy to reintorce Southern Kurile military-
units--and to-double personnel and (shirt-range) missilés on furup by 1993, o
Shaposhnikov followed suit by making it clear the CIS would neither need nor accept
Western peacekeeping forces.” Black Sea Fleet vessels were sent off Abkhazia,
disfegarding protests. ‘by Ukraine and Gf:orgla the action underlmed Moscow's rejection of
Kiev’s claim to the Fleet.**

The draft of a new rmlltar}f doctrine asserted Mascow’s-right to protect Russian-speaking
minorities in Soviet successor states, with force if necessary; and (o mount 'peacekeeping”
operations (with the uncertain proviso that such action be approved by the
Commonwealth), ! This was-a.mandate the Afghantsy presumed.

The changé. also dddresseéd the nature of the new Army. It was, of course, to be smailer; the
Defence Tsaw of 24 September 1992 decreed that numbers.be capped at one percent of the
population by 1 January 1994.'2 The April Declaration en Prioritiés of Military Policy bad
already confirmed a conscript/volunteer mix. This was soon weighted towards the latter,
spurred by conscript avoidance rates, which reached 95% in Mascow and 70% natignally in
early 1993 (these were stemmed neither by the 1992 .service cut from 24 to 18 months, nor
the 1993 consideration. of a further-cut, to. 12 months), and disinclination to prosecuié arid
convict. Promises of Ingher salaries and fringe benefits--honsing, free transportation,
uniferms and faodhhmubht 110,000 accepted volunteers by September 1993, and plans for
another 50,000 by vear’s end, 15{} 000 mote in 1994, and a volunteer component of 50%: by
year 2000. The Armed Forces would be recast.'®



The Defente Law underlined thé Russia, First focus, with no mention of the CIS. The:
ultimate threat perceived was civil war; Article 10 provided legal basis, inextremis, for
military assumption-of government power. It noted that defensive forces must hive offensive
complements. Troops must be high- -mobile.

Strategic forces had already been streamiined, as they downsized, into four components: the
Strategic Rocket Troops, the: Strategic Naval Forces, the Air Force and the Main Direclorate
of Space Systems, and appareritly ranked inthat order (the separate Air Defence service, the:
PVO, was abolished). T hey were now assigned a 360 degiee (tous azimuths) deterrence
pusture ‘that woilld assume no ére external ERemy.

Kokoshin spotlighited emergent thinking in an interview with Krasnaya Zvezda in March
19921 He first. noted the abiding: fondament: the development of doctrine must Be a joint
‘lvilian- 1'::1111'c:;u'_trF undértaking. He underlined' the fact of profound, continiing socio-eonomic-
ctisis; the "war" between Whites and Reds must end. Finally, he focused 'on military
preseription. He-¢alled for "bigh technology” Air Force, Strategic Rocket Forces and Navy
{coastal forces complementing air and land forces, pius strategic missile carriers in (he
Barents and Okhotsk-Seas), and "small but efficient general purpose forces"--centrally based
rapid deployment- forces Thetr strategic reserve core would be' "several airmohile hrigades”,
with their owil atmy aviation, fire support, electronic: warfare, infelligence and counter
optico-electronic gystems.*> Kokoshin’s prescription echoed the Afghantsy agenda: high
‘tech; focus on the potency and pmspﬁcts of new apd evolving technologies, and erfiphasis on
‘spetsnatz and special forees on the gn::u_nd.

New Order Apparent. Russia’s-new military was significantly Jeaner.’?’ Yet it was-
determined 10 maintaic quality, local and regjonal interventiofiary capacity and global strike
poetential: "Russia’s Armed Forces must be able 1o wage warfare of any character or kind and
on any scalg".*® '

The new military teadership was forged in and by the, war in Afghanistan. This made it
particularly sensitive to the problems and difficulties of counter-insurgency campaigns and
needs. It instilled and ceinforced bias favouring *smart® weaponry and elite units. Finally, it
sharpened pafriotism and pride--and appreciation of ihe dangers of dogma. The Afghantsy
succeeded in Afghamstan they left a governmeat in control Gf every city, base; and-major
artery. Their government. ordainsd withdrawal for pofitical. and- foreign pn::hcy, not military
reasons, The. Afghantsy toak pride in the fact: ﬂ]at their: withdrawal was wot like that of US
forces frony Vietnam.

In the wake ‘of the failed August 1991 coup the KGB had been reduced. from 490,000 men to
35- 4{] 000, as its military and counter-intelligence units (fopether with most special forces
Interlor,.M_lmsu}' traopsy, were translferted to the Army.' The association was accepted

but dreaded by the Army, for it eliminated the thresh-hold that protected it from early and



|

necessary involvement in civil conflict; lhs ]rsmrn of these units and troops to the Securily
Ministry (which the. Law on Security of Ms}; and the Law on Federal Orgaris of State
‘Security of June 1992 established as KGB successor together with the now separated Furslgn
Intelligence. Service™) thus reestablished ﬂ'lt' -Statg’s ifternal SECUTity’ optioh, sought by
Yeitsm while allswmg the Army o distance itself-—which would stand it in good stead
diring thé October days of 1993, |

Civilian contro! was notquestioned--though,) as suggestéd by. our discussion of Russian
strategic cultute, above, the word control is to some extent decewmg The Russian
Parliament established successor oversight Comnnttses 1o those' of the now defunct Supreme
Soviet. The party watchdog Military Pﬂlltlf..dl Administration was. aholished, replaced by a
President-appointed and Pa_rhamen[—samtmned Higher Certification Cﬂm.mrsslcrn ‘responsible
for overseeing persornel questions within the new Defence Mnnstr_v" 131

A new, more conservarive centre-right consensus appeared fo have-emerged. The days of the
moest sweeping reform and *democracy’ advocacies and debates were over. The Higher
Certification Commission was. chaired by Yu;ru Skokov, an ally also of Rutskoi, Khazbulatov
and the “industrialisis™ lobby", and Sccrstsr_v of the Russian Security Council—which was
given mcreased powers by Yeltsin in July 1992, 1%

The consensus was best sunimarized by The ‘Stratezy for Russia; produced by the Council for
Foreign and Defence Policy in August 1992} The Coungil "unites- politicians, businessmen,
civilian analysts and journalists of what- 1§ usl.lsllj,»r described. as the liberal outlook.. it
Tepresenis] the most: sophisticated trend of ths mainstream democratic opinion which would
be happv to have a demoeracy in Russia but{ready and willing to admit the necessity of an
authorifarian rule and enhancing of statism (gusudarstvennﬂst) " B, Vladimir Lukin {who
may. have- been among The Stintedy..’s authors) charicterized- its message as "enlightened
patriotism”,'¥ '

From Order Undermined to Yeltsin Coup'and Consequences: New Order? The- -apparent

new prdér of Fall 1992 soon digsipated, however amidst eversmore rancorous breakdown of
relations between Yelisin and Partiamentary lssders——srstwhﬂe Yeltsin allies who now tumed
against the Presidency. End-1992 and early %993 saw & War of Decrees whereby each
institution sought to.negate the other’s imtiatives and promote its own agenda. In March
Yeltsin tied o impose Special Rule, bui faﬂcd when Army and Security Ministers opposed
extra-legal actibn, by Président.or Parllamenl

Yeltsin fired Security Minister Barannikov (‘as he had his reformist predecessor—wlic now
supported Barannikov) and the Security Cc-u]ncal s Skokov, who was equally.critical. ™ He
barely éscaped impeachment. The Yc]tsm-decren:d ref::r&nda that followed, on 25 April,.
revived his authority; majorities confirmed cunﬁdcnce supported his economic prograim,
and cafled for early Parliamentary elections, Yet they showed a certain precaricusness of



support, The question of garly Presidential elcct:ons ~which Yeltsin opposed, was rejected by
only 49.8 to 49.1 percent, notwithstanding the government's dominance of TV and media,
nearly 40% abstained. ** Parliament disdained the resuits. Yeltsin’s smearing of opponesits
as Communists and faseists. elicited. Sc(}m——and reverse character assassination. The War of
Decrees continued, amidst growing public dlsenchantment with both institations:

|
Refusing to accept the Partiamentary supremacy that was fundamental to the now (afier more.
than 300 amendmen[s} post-Soviet Constitution, Yeltsin fried through the Sprmg to negotiate a
strong-Presidency constitution with rewmnal' lt:adf:rs The pmcedure was ynconstitutional, arid
entailed a certain burning of the bridges to- Parl:ament This.in turn gzwe regmnak leaders
inordinate leverage, which they used to extract fiscal and other powers that ultimately made a
mockery of Yeltsin's purpose. To submit.this *constinution” to a referendum (as tnitially
promised) would have eviscerated his power even more than would submission to Partiament.

By early Summer, notwithstanding instances of often.petty rancour (Yeltsin reacted to
Ruiskoi criticism by depriving him of car and privileges—much as he had previously done to.
Gorbachev), there were signs of possible reconciliation, Khazbulatov defended Shaposhnikov,
Yeltsin’s choice as mew Security Council Secretary, agamst attacks from
gonservative/nationalist Parliamentarians. Yeltsin over-rode radical calls for the ouster of
centrist Prime Minister, Victor Cheromyrdin, for the latter’s pmclamanﬂn of a cumency
reform that undercut savings and neighbour-state: finances. The reform’s’ consequeni-effect of
sttengthening snccessor state Jeadefs who sought influence within a cnlIEgl,a] tent-{and return
to a Rouble zoue), rather than estrangement and uncertainty without, strengthened moderate
power and prospects for compromise.

Yet the principle différences, over Presidential powers and economic prescription, as alse the
psychological residue of loyalties lost and "betrayed”, remained unresolved--together with the
related issue of Yelisin's preferénce. for rule-by-decree {evident even when the Parliameritary
f0ajority was sympathetu: as when it-elected him; and later his designated successor, as its
Speaker), Yeltsin’s opponents, ¢rucial to the defence of Democracy in August 1991, were of
course not the Gommunists of later propaganda. They had no wish to return to the. Dppresswe
and . corrupt system bequeathed by Brezhnev (which, lnmdcntall},f, had abgut as much to do
with communist ideals as Pinochét’s Chilean dlctarorsmp had to do with Platg). Na roilitary
or industrial leader wanted to return to the days when decisions were made by bureaucrats in
Moscow. But they equated Yeltsin's Big Bang. privatization program with laundering and
legalizing. of the mafia’s and the old apparat’s ill-gotten gains, with the further em-lr:hmg of
‘thése zroups, and’also foreign interésts, through bargain basement sell- off of Russian assets-
{who but they had the money to buy‘?) and, in geperal, with throwing the baby out with the
bath-water in terms of national and- mofal vahes.

Yeltsin’s opponents did not warit to return to the old. Rather; they looked to Japan and the
Asian tigers, and the prescription for German and French economic success, namely state-
private planning and coordination. Alligd industrial managers might ask for subsidies o avert



banktupicy. But theéir goal was to themselves become . multinationals, players on the global
scene—not to:resubmit to "command economy” management.

They had ne wish to return to East-West confrontation.. They supported cooperation with
Washington on most issues. They favoured the UN, and peacekeeping, but also tore
vigorous pursuit of what they deemed- intrinsic Russian interests. Thcy were dubious about
sanctions against Serbia and Irag, which they saw as counter—pmductwc: to their ostensible
and original purpose. And they advocated g_reater attention {0 Asia and the Pacific Rim.

Yet gridlock continued (though, as will be seen, propelled ever-more by personal rather than
policy disputes), with its corollaries of | increasing. economic and pulltlcal anatchy, incréased
public disenchantment with ‘due process, and increased- elite concern and impatience, The
latter centred on two issues. Ukraine’s Spring-Suramer 1993 descent into hyperinflation
underlined the urgency of economic reform, and the dangers of money-printing palliatives.
At the samie time the backdrop oF civil wars along the périphery of the old Umon underlined
the dangers that attended centrifugal tendenciés within Russia as well,

Yelisin's and Parliament’s wooing of the Armed Forces became more assidious. Yeltsin's
sweeping lst of Summer promotions was preemptive and decisive; it brought Rutskoi’s final,
irrevocable: break with the Presidency. He fioted that Russia’s far smaller forces now had
mare Generals. thary the Soviet mastadon, charged. Yeltsin with, buying off rather than
reforming, and castigated both Yeltsin and the Army leadérship 4s innacely COTTUPL. 137 The
charge was exaggerated; Generals dismissed-far cutnumbered Generals added.™™ In light of
later events.it:may alse have been fatal: Its indiscriminate sweep alienated the Afghantsy
reformers, ‘his mest nahiral army: canstlmency

The Yeltsin coup +thatfollowed was well prepared; by August "The -edict [to-dismiss
Parlisment] lay in my safe and waited for its-time to come”,™ The run-up wrenched
fundamental change in pnlmcal constellations and parameters. The apparent new order of.
mid and late 1992 had rested on cﬂmprﬂmme between Yeltsinite fast-reform advocates and
the slow-reform/social compact pragram of the Civic Union; the- deparn.u‘e of Acting Premier
Yegor Gaidar, architect of the fast-reform bluepring, and his rcplacament by Viktor-
Chernomyrdin, a Civic Union associate, though with Gaidar allics refaining core portfolios,
was seen to herald the new compromise course. With-the formmla’s implementation stymied
by pelitical gridlnck however, .and ever-more.concerned by inflation and the Ukrainian
example, Chernomyrdin himself and a growing subsection ‘of the Civic Union constituéncy
became pefsuaded that morietary diseipline and faster reform was essential. Gaidar's rewrmn
as Deputy Prime Minister in Sf:ptemher 1993 signalled Chernomyrdin’s and others™
acceptance of the need for a miore radical approach.

The other element of the new concénsus Tocused on the need to. reverse now galloping
centrifugal dypamics. Yelisin's 1992 acceptance of the Army’s nationalist agenda on the:
Kuriles and Moldova, -and. of its self-proclaimied guardlanshlp of the Russian diaspora, had
appeared resigned rather than supportive. By Summer 1993, however, Yeltsin took the lead



in hoisting the Russia First banner. In the process, his courlshlp of the Army (sec-also
below), which may mitially have been viewéd as little. more than tactical insurance to
safeguard position and policy, became. integral to the defirition both of a markedly different
‘personal status, and a markedly different. policy.

Yeltsin. welcomed the attendant/intended consequence of Chernomyriin’s currency reform.
The. initially sparked reintegration 6f Successor States within the Rouble Zone was reversed
when it became clear that Mascow’s monopoly control of fiscal and monetary policy would -
eviscerate their-sovereignty, The potentially centrifugal ramifications of the reversal were
negated by larger dynamics. Regional conflicis and fears, finely calibrated by Moscow,
-mmpelled Central Asian:and Caucasian sipport for. Russian peacekeeping, and CIS entry by
previously recalcitrant Georgia and’ Azerbaijan. The end result was Russian sécurity
dominance, without” the concommitant of sbcietal and economic ul:rhgatlon (an ermergent
anglogue (o US-Central American relations?)

Yeltsin also welcomed Chernomyrdin's role in securing expanded rights for Ukraine’s
Russiun population, through the énd-June negotiations that followed the Donbass strikes. '

He condemned Estonia’s anti-Russian citizenship law (a sharp letter to the UN SEchtar}-'
General réferred to "ethnic cleansing"), and encouraged suhsequent anionomy votes by Narva
and other Russian enclaves. Where Shaposhnikov as C18 Defence Minister had previously-
asserted CIS? $ble authority to eonduct peace-keéping and ~making within. thie bordeis of the
former USSR Yelisin now (the CIS. post was folded into Russia’s Ministry in Maj,r‘*“}
dispatched his Foreisn Minister o assert Russia’s Suctessor cliim, and press for UN
funding.*

Yeltsin's determined courtship of the Ammy, which began.after Skokov’s resiguation,
extended alsoto Security and Interior Ministries and tfoops. Weekly, and often more
frequent meetings with Defence Minister Grachev placed the latter among Yeltsin's most
intimate advisors. The Army recewf:d disproportionate Funding increases, and {as noted) an
inéreasinigly positive. ‘Presidential émbrace of its domestic and "Near Abroad” agenda.
Shﬁpﬂahmknv s later resignation from. the Security Couneil Secretaryship. (because-of limited
aceess o Yeltam) confirmed the fact that much of its role and function was now subsumed
within the new direct relationship between Yeltsin and Grachev. The independence. accorded
the Army leadership was also reflected in Kokoshin’s Defence protocol slip from second o
third, behind the Chief of Siaff.

Finally, Yeltsin’s nationalist credentials were signally reinforced by his mesting with
Ukraine’s President Kravchuk a few weeks before the coup--when he thréatened cut-oft of
ERErgy exports if” ‘past bills were: niot pa}red Kravchuk agreed in principle to transfér
Ukrainian assets in lien of payments due—-assets specified included strategic nuclear fotces:
and the 50% of the Black Sea Fleet that their previous June meeting bad slated for Ukrainian
ownership {sparking Army protest) . Initia] Russian reports presented a faft accompli, a
garnishing of a-delingquent’s assets. Wkrainian transcripts, and subsequent Russian
governmen! pronouncements, were more circumspect; Kiev insisted particularly thar mobile-

17



$5-24 missiles were excluded, and that the deaf in any case represented no more than a yet-
ta-be-negotiated possibility. ' Nevériheless, in.the Gontext of Ukrdine’s debt and.

bamkruptcy, the agreement in principle charted a resolution of muclear and Fleet- frictions that
sarisfied. Russizn. nationalist démands,, in a way that alzo assuaged at Ieast some UIs:ralru_an
sensibilities. [Its nuelear provisions were effe::tivciy confirmed in January 1994, when
Ukraing’s Patliament ratified Kravchuk a‘t:_céljtanl,te_"ﬂlat."aﬂ miissiles. would be transferred to
Russia within three years.]'®

The September coup, when it came, thus succeeded because of elite impatience with the
ramifications and dangers of continuéd status-quo, because of iriipatience with defnociatic
niceties and widespread pubhc apathy, and {perhaps most starflingly) because Yeltsin ceopted
core segments of 11is opponents’ constituencies.

The coup freed Yeltsin from the-tedium of legality. His dismissal of comstitution and
Parliament was followed (after: the carnage at the Ostankino TV building;-when Internal

- Security troops fired on.the pro-Parliament mob. that tried to stofm.it, and the bloedy assault
on Parliarnént) by dismissal of the Copstitutional, or Supremie Court, all elected republic and
district assernblies, and finally also municipal guwemments the'country’s last elected bodies.
Khazhu]atnv Rutskoi and other Parliameritary leaders and supporters. were jailed. The formal
censorship imposed with the-coup was lifted, hut only after the banning of opposition Parties
and newspapers. Yelt'sin’,}aEparcnt-.ﬁuﬂmrity was as ahsolute as.any Tsac's; his cavalier 6
November dismissal of prcrmi'se‘d June 1994 Presidential elections reinforced the notion. {the
promiise, made during the crisis days of Parliamentary defiance; imay always havé been
tactical ratherthan strategic, goading Parliament--which insisted on simultaneous
Parllmnentar}r anid Presidential electionis in February--into thie seripted denouement”ﬁ).

But the appearance of total control wastillusory. Yelisin was beholden to the boyars
(noblemen) ‘who secured his wcwry, committed to core elements of their agendas, and
dependenten them for policy unplementauon His. pust—coup strong» some would say
imperial Presidency constitution (wmch also eliminated secession rlﬂhts} proceeded towards.
referendum judgement coincident with decreed Dima (Parliament’s pre-1917 hame)
December elections, themselves legitimized only by the presumption:of constitutional
passage, Yet the limits to his personal aiithofity soon became evident, Yeltsin was-forced to
reverse his ban on opposition parties and papers, though jailed Parltamentary leaders were
not allowed io stand for election, and to rescind his dismissal of early Presidential
elections.*” Core reform allies decried the "dietatorial” prescription of the submitted
constitution, and iusisted.that, even if passed, it must be amended.'®

Yeltsin retained conirol of national television. Favouritism was blatant: the-Gaidar-led
Russia’s Choiee’ pro-Yelsin " ‘shoek. therapy feform part_v was. given ten timés the exposure
of any other; during the first twelve days of the campaign Gatdar was given 144 times more
air time thad Grigory Yavlinsky, leader of the dissident reformn Yavlinsky-Boldyrev-Lukin,
or Yablokza bloc (Lukin resigned his Washington: ambassadorship in the run-up to Yeltsin's
September coup).™ Tn fact, the void left by Rutskoi’s incarceration had been filléd: even.a
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post-election pro-reform majority, if it could be assembled, would clearly be closer to
Rutskoi’s prescription than to Yeltsin’s. Any consequent pro-reform government would
perforce demand amendments similar to those championed by Rutskoi.

The ultimate irony, perhaps, was the fact that constitutional passage (during the campaign the
"goalposts" moved in response to polls suggesting widespread apathy, from necessary
approval by a majority of voters to approval by 50% plus one of a voting minimum of just
half of the electorate) would be secured by voters who otherwise supported
Communist/nationalist and conservative anti-Yeltsin partics. On election day, 12 December,
a CNN exit poll suggested only 37 percent would have supported Yeltsin for President;
Yelitsin’s office announced he would avail himself of the new constitution’s provision that he
serve out his original term--there would be no early Presidential election.'™

By January 1994, after the first sessions of the new Duma, it was clear that the faster-reform
concensus was no longer sustainable. Yeltsin embraced Chernomyrdin’s move back to the
slower-reform prescription of late 1992, Gaidar again left the government, as did its other
"monetarist” Champion, Finance Minister Boris Fedorov."! Shock therapy might or might
not be economically optimal; it was clearly not politically viable. The new-old prescription
was essentially Gorbachevian, and Rustskoian; its defining Russia First (and Larger Russia)
parameters were quintessentially Rutskoian.

Aggrandized by an apparently aggrandized Presidency, Yeltsin was diminished, for he could
scarcely smear "his" Parliament as he had smeéared its predecessor. His new Parliamentary
dismissal prerogative was emasculated by the likelihood that its early exercise would result in
even harsher voter back-lash. He was, in fact, more beholden than before.

On January 30th the Duma elections were reprised in Crimea. A Russian secessionist swept
to the Presidency, crushing his pro-Kiev opponent--and hostile media coverage.'

Sentiment in Eastern Ukraine (promised a Spring poll) had followed a parallel momentum
since the Summer strikes. Theirs were Russian and Russified populations that clearly fell
within the Yeltsin-sanctioned "protection” mandate of Russia’s new defence doctrine (see also
below)..

Arms and Society; course set?. Of the boyars who secured Yeltsin's victory, none was
more important than the Army, the final arbiter of the 3-4 October showdown, and now the
country’s only real arbiter. And it emerged thus in a context that was unique to Russian
history. Through Tsarist and Soviet times it had as previously described been integrated into
larger composite leaderships, through ties of organization and family. Now the Party which
had defined that integration for nearly three quarters of a century was gone. The successor
structure of elected legislative authority and oversight bodies was an early casualty of the
War of Decrees, succeeded only by the personal conclaves between Yeltsin and Minister (and
Defence Collegium; see below). The Presidency as primary oversight authority was integral



to the December 1993 constitution. Yet Yeltsin commanded neither the administrative nor
political cadres needed to effect new integrative and supervisory structures.

More extraordinary still, the Army’s unprecedented authority and independence was achieved
through only minimal exposure to and responsibility for the coup’s bloody dencuement.
Indeed, the Army’s official posture had been one of institutional "neutrality” (as was that of
the Church). It was a posture dictated by the absolute concern to maintain Army unity;
Rutskoi still had supporters. Grachev provided decisive personal support to Yeltsin. And the
Army’s neutrality was clearly benevolent to Yeltsin’s course, in that it did not take contrary
action. But the troops involved in the eye-to-eye carnage at Ostankino and the White House
were of the Ministries of the Interior and Security--the limited and select support provided by
the Army was decisive, yet it was at one remove.'” The Army as such was remarkably
untainted. Thus it not only emerged as the ultimate arbiter of the nation’s fate; it did so with
a surprisingly strong claim to non-partisanship.

That claim was further strengthened by post-coup suggestions, first by Yeltsin aid (General)
Dmitrii Volkogonov and later by Yeltsin himself, that Grachev had in fact been reluctant to
intervene against Parliament--perhaps out of “fear that others in the military leadership would
not stand behind him"--; "in the event, according to Yeltsin, the military leadership as a
whole proved more reliable than the Defence Minister”.'* Since Grachev was not asked to
resign, and did not, one might surmise that the suggestions were in fact designed to ’de-taint’
him. But if that was their purpose, their consequence clearly reinforced the image and reality
of non-partisanship.

The worst case spectre Latin-Americanization suggested by pre-coup socio-economic
dynamics and the attendant post-coup possibility of Caesarism was perhaps a less likely
scenario. On the one hand, the socio-economic understanding that secured sufficient Centre
support for the coup to proceed, was sympathetic to Yeltsin's fast-reform agenda, yet did
also assuage the Centre’s primary concerns. On the other hand, the Army clearly remained
preoccupied by the continuing problems of transition and transformation, and focused on the
task of modernization.' Its officer corps, freed from the ties that bound them to sociery,
remained bound to the culture that decreed such ties.

Yeltsin was clearly beholden, and acknowledged this in his post-coup declaration of
immediate priority to the task of ratifying the new defence doctrine. The gap between Yeltsin
promises (including a coup-timed doubling of officer salaries) and actual government largesse
would be bridged.'*® Yet military leaders were fully cognizant of economic realities--the
backlog of housing and social costs associated with still continuing withdrawal (from
Germany) and contraction dynamics, and wage and alternative employment allure pressure on
the leadership’s determination to save and develop high tech potential.'s’?

This led to acceptance of prospects for an even smaller Armed Forces structure, but with

concomitant stress on higher quality. This in turn meant higher-quality draftees (increasingly
unlikely, in view of draft dodging’s social acceptability) or faster conversion to all-volunteer
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troops. The latter p'l‘DCEEdEﬁ and accelerated--in part becavse of the success of an appeal for
fernale appllcdnts drawn not just to the medical services, but ajso t0 non-traditional areas
such as air defence-(cavsing some mile back- ]ash) 1 By Summer 1993, Grachev was
foreseeing an all-volunteer elite force of just 1 million.® The conscripiion umbitical cord

to sociaty at large. was. seveted.

The new doctring, when formalized; mirréred 1992°s draft; tous azimuths preparedness;
threats against the rights-and interests of Russians in the Near Abroad were explicitly listed
as warranting Army response,.as were oufside efforts to interfere in Russia’s mnternal affairs
and attacks on Russian military mstallations on foreign terrilory; first-use of nuclear weapons
was sanctioned against nuclear weapoh states. (this clause, which mirrored long-standing
NATO p{)hw was also a wake-up call to Kiev); offensive operations were given a formal.
green light; the réstriction on armed forces manning wWas rescinded. '™ Afghantsy prioriiies
had received.across-the-board approval plus markers for a:less financially ‘strapped future
{viz the final point).

Meanwhile, socic-economic circumstanice .4lso accelerated the Army’s move away {from past
divisional and service structures. Armmies and Divisions would be replaced by Corps-and
Brigades (thus concluding one 'debate). Old service divisions would be transcended. "Joirit
Commands” were created in the Far East and the now amalgamated Siberian and Transhaikal
Military Districts; with their Cornmanders given Deputy Minister stams and more
iﬂdﬂp&ﬂd&ﬂﬂt‘“.‘aigndlﬁng a move away. from the strict central control of past tradition and
practice. Grachev had heralded the change in.Januaty, when he. called for revampmg ald MD
structures:
"Instead...it. would be advisable to set up fourto six armed forces with geogra;jhit
cles1gnat1:::n (for example Western, Central; North Caucasus, Volga-Ural, Siberian and
Far Eastern sttaregic. comnmiands). .. military districts that exist.,.could be traristormed
into mohbilization districts”. !

The North Caucasus received priority ttention, rc:f]ectmg the  Afghantsy’s primary threat
spectres--against, through.or from Russia’s Caucasian and South Central Asian
underbeily. '™ Integrating (aiso} Cossack formations, Border Troops-and Interior Ministry
unics, it was strengthened by an-airborne division, twe airborne and three motorized rifle
bngadcs, air transport and. combat fortes, and parts of the old Ninefeenth Independent Air
Defence Army.'®

‘A new Service-equivalent (and probably also Deputy Minister) Mobiie Forces ‘Command
integrated aeromobile, air mobile potential and related forces, .and high-readiness ground
components; it was subdivided inte an Immediate Reaction Force, with parts sfated for North
Caucasus service, and a somewhat "heavier” Rapid Deployment Fnrce. ¥+ To this was

added a specmlly destgnated efite Peacekeeping division, “with a reg;mcnt in Moldova, and a
battalion in Ossétia, '™
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Traditionalists like. Ground Forces Commander Vladimir Semenov opposed the "bleeding dry
of the other services and branches of the armed fen:es ‘and argued the continving rélevabce
of older structures dnd combingd ‘operations concepts. 16 But the Afghanisy’s more
decentralized, more flexible, mote.mobile. and higher-tech prescription for future. war
prevailed,

The prcscnptmn dictated maintenance of military-tesearch and development, increased
"smart” weapons pl’{:l{luc..l;l:}n and more sophisticated comsmand, control; communicaticris and
intelligence systems.'®’

The prescription’s primary immediate concern, (o combat southern threats—-ie fundamentalist
Islam--also cemented much-lrnprcwed relations with China; Beijing's concerns.about [sfamic
Tegurgence in Sinkiang led to vigorous support for a.Russian posture that would protect-and
‘secure a secular buffer. Russian-Chiese military cooperation, signatled also by a.rapidly
expanding Chinese market for Russian arms exports and joint-development ventures; was
most startlingly summanzcd by the signing of a five-year military cdoperation agreemient,
and Grachev's 11 November commentary that "the two countries hoped to restore the close.
ties that had once unitéd the Soviet Union and China” (though a formal alliance was mor’

: nwsmnﬁd) 168

The Army’s Near Abroad agenda was in fact remarkably successful. The Moldovan
intervention mode] of 1992 (surﬂlcal intervention, direct or-iridirect, 10 check anti-Russgian
dynamics -and establish pro-Russian players, with generally armos-length follow-up timited to
that.needed-to perpetnaté a now.more dependent status quo) was successfully repeated
through the southerm conflict regions: In Tajﬂustan Russian forces provided just sufficient
togistic and special foreés aid to defeat the insirrectionist democratic-Islamicist government,
then limited subsequent involvement o sealing the Tajik/Afehan border; after Abkhazia was
given sufficient support to deény Georgian control, Russian "protection” of rail lines and port
facilities saved Tbilisi from defeat at the hands of ex-President Gamsakhiurdia’s rebels, and
brought Georgia'into the CIS, concomitantly, Moscow’s successful, pre-emotive denial to
Turkish and Iranian infervention suggestions, combined with CGI‘ltU‘lLllllg Armenian NHEDI'HO-
Karabach ‘military success ¢with ex-Soviet arms and at feast some covert Russian support)
and Turkish military instructors” failure to turn the tide, brought Azerbaijan also iato the
CIS—the price for Russian aid sufficient to. blun, though not [yet] reverse Armenian

gain.’® The principle of-a Russian security zone, though without Empire’s attendant .costs

of social and:political responsibility was established. Whether the low cost ‘Central
Americanization' formula could be-pérpetuated was anothier mattér; the scphmlluated real-
politik balancing that hought it would need constant altendmg and that in turn would require
a consistency of purpose and a degree of socio-économmic home stability that could not be
presumed.
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The Russian state’s pre and post-coup acceptance of the Afghantsy prescription, the now
positive procurement trend and pew ﬁmdmg prospects augured well for continuing Amty
trarisformation and reform. 170 But the. quesncm of a new, wablﬁ social compact is cleariy
tied to still-uncértain prospects for stability and lE“’][HIlE'IC}-’ foﬂﬁwmg the December 1993
elections, and to the socio-economic success of the new/old: econemic reform ‘prescription. If
state structures fail to support and’ fmance the spectre of Caésarism {and the Frakorps
implications of independent, extra-legal ﬁmdmg} may find new converts.
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