Moscow and the Provinces: Economic and Politico! Dimensions of Russian Regionalism The threat to Russia's territorial 'integrity is based on more than just ethnic factors. by Edward W. Walker 

While the October 4 storming of the Russian parliament may have resolved Russia's immediate executive-legislative crisis, it did not resolve the many other profound economic and political problems the country is facing. Under the best of circumstances, and regardless of how events unfold in Moscow in the coming months, Russian society will confront years of extreme stress-stabilizing and restructuring the economy will be deeply painful and politically unpopular; Russia's foreign relations, and particularly Moscow's relations with its immediate neighbors, will be fraught with difficulties; and executive-legislative relations in Yeltsin's new order will likely be quite conflictual. Perhaps most significantly, however, tensions will persist in the relations between Russia's " center" (the federal government) and its " periphery" (the Federation's 89 republics and regions), and indeed they may well intensify.

That Russia is experiencing a serious crisis in center-periphery relations is widely recognized. The tendency in the West, however, has been to assume that Russia's crisis is no different from the crises that fractured the other ethnic federalisms of the formerly socialist world-the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia. Ethnically-based separatist movements, it is assumed, are demanding " national self-determination" and threatening to tear Russia apart.

In fact, this portrayal of Russia's " federation crisis" greatly oversimplifies its multidimensional character and complex causality. Rather, Russia's center-periphery tensions manifest themselves in many ways other than demands for the " self-determination of nations." Moreover, the ethnic factor, while in some cases important, is only one of a host of causes behind the conflict between Moscow and Russia's provinces.

The Evolution of Russia's Center-Periphery Crisis

Boris Yeltsin began his career as a Russian (as opposed to Soviet) politician in late 1989 by becoming a convinced opponent of Gorbachev and the ancien regime. Whether for reasons of principle or political expediency, he therefore found himself supporting the Soviet Union's republics, including Russia, in the struggle against the Soviet center. Likewise, his search for allies in his political struggle with Gorbachev drove him to support the autonomy and sovereignty demands of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic's (RSFSR) 31 ethnically defined autonomous areas (or what were referred to at the time as " autonomies"). He therefore found himself championing the doctrine of " sovereignty from the ground up" as the basis for a renewed Soviet federation. As he described this new relationship, " the lowest government unit closest to the people in villages or towns delegates power to the next highest level, then to the republic parliament, then to the national parliament.1" Moreover, shortly after his victory in the March 1990 elections for the RSFSR Congress of People's Deputies and his subsequent election as chairman of the new RSFSR legislature, he made his now famous statement in Tatarstan, encouraging Russia's autonomies to take " all the sovereignty you can swallow." 

By the spring of 1991, Yeltsin began to have second thoughts about this radical doctrine, which, taken at face value, amounted to a prescription for anarchy. By the time he and Gorbachev began to negotiate a new Union Treaty for the USSR that spring, not only had many of Russia's autonomies issued formal sovereignty declarations, but a number of them had begun demanding that their federation status be upgraded (i.e., from autonomous republic to full union republic, from autonomous oblast to autonomous republic, or from autonomous okrug to autonomous oblast). In particular, Tatarstan was insisting that it become an All-Union republic and a signatory to the Union Treaty, with equal status to the RSFSR. Reflecting these concerns, Tatarstan, Checheno-Ingushetia, North Ossetia, and Tuva all refused to attach a question on the creation of a president to the March 1991 referendum on the preservation of the Union.

Predictably, Yeltsin resisted what he and many Russian leaders in Moscow felt was a threat to Russia's territorial integrity. A compromise was eventually worked out between Gorbachev, Yeltsin, and the representatives of autonomies, but tensions remained between Moscow and the RSFSR autonomies.

The failure of the August 1991 coup attempt and the subsequent step-by-step implosion of the USSR only exacerbated Russia's center-periphery tensions. Many provincial leaders had sided with putschists. As a result, Ruslan Khasbulatov, Yeltsin's replacement as chairman of the RSFSR parliament, threatened to dissolve local Soviets in Tatarstan, Checheno-Ingushetia, and North Ossetia. Although no action was taken, relations with the autonomies nevertheless worsened, particularly after a militaristic and radical-nationalist leader named Dzokhar Dudaev seized power in Checheno-Ingushetia. After Dudaev made dear Ms intention to defy Moscow's authority and secede from Russia's " totalitarian empire," Yeltsin declared a state of emergency in the republic and dispatched troops to its capital to restore order and central authority.2 Dudaev's supporters blockaded the Interior Ministry troops a1 the airport and it became clear that a full military assault would be needed to enforce Moscow's writ. Yeltsin reversed Ms decision and withdrew the center's troops. Nevertheless, Ms initial actions reinforced the belief in the autonomies that Yeltsin and his allies not only were unsympathetic to their autonomy and sovereignty claims, but also posed a threat to the positions of the provincial elites. These concerns led the autonomies to play a critical role in preventing the adoption of a new Russian constitution at the Congress of People's Deputies session of October-November 1991.3 

Ironically, Yeltsin's strategy for dealing with these mounting center-periphery tensions was similar to Gorbachev's. However, Yeltsin's efforts to sign a Federal Treaty for Russia were more successful than Gorbachev's effort; to sign a Union Treaty for the USSR. On March 21, Yeltsin managed to convince representatives of 86 of the 88 " subjects of the Russian federation" to sign three separate treaties (collectively referred to as the " Federal Treaty" ). The only republics refusing to sign were Tatarstai and Checheno-Ingushetia. The Treaty created essentially two types of " subjects of the Federation" (henceforth " the territories" ): 20 (later 21, when Ingushetia broke off from what had been Checheno-Ingushetia) ethnically defined " republics" (the 16 former " autonomous republics" plus 4 of the 5 " autonomous oblasts" ; and 66 " regions" (49 oblasts, seven krais, the " federal cities" of Moscow and St. Petersburg, the Jewish Autonomous Oblast, and 10 autonomous okrugs.)4 Unlike the regions, the republics were granted the right to their own constitutions, foreign and trade policies, state languages, state flags, state emblems, and formal " ownership" of the land and natural resources in their territory.

Despite its political value to Yeltsin at the time, the Federal Treaty left many issues unresolved. It was unclear, for example, what was actually meant by " ownership" of land and natural resources for the republics.5 The actual distribution of profits from exports, relative tax burdens, and the extent and distribution of subsidies of local budgets from the federal treasury were left to future negotiation and/or enacting legislation. Most importantly, the treaty stipulated that while the republics were putatively " sovereign," their constitutions had to be compatible with the federal constitution. The treaty was also silent on the issue of secession. In short, the meaning of the term " sovereignty" remained entirely unclear. Nevertheless, the Treaty further legitimized the notion of " sovereignty" in the republics. Moreover, it implied that as a de jure " treaty federation" (or a " constitutional-treaty federation," in the language of the Constitutional Court), its sovereign subjects not only had the right to refuse to join the Federation, but could also secede at their own initiative.

The treaty was incorporated into the text of the existing Russian Constitution at the next session of the Congress of People's Deputies. Its failure to resolve Russia's center-periphery tensions became increasingly dear, however, in the coming months. Despite numerous concessions from Moscow, the republics continued to challenge the center's authority, as republic constitutions that were adopted or remained in force dearly violated the Federal Treaty and the Russian Constitution.6 Moreover, republic parliaments asserted the primacy of local laws; insisted that their republics be recognized as subjects of international law (despite a ruling by the Constitutional Court that they are not); demanded that they be given veto power over declarations of a state of emergency on their territory; pressed for a " single channel" tax system whereby the republics would raise all taxes on their territory and then turn over a portion of the revenue to the center at their own discretion; and demanded an increased share of export earnings.

Most importantly, Tatarstan, which is located in the middle of the country along the lines of communication between Siberia and European Russia and has a total population of 3.6 million refused to enter into the Federation except on the basis of a bilateral treaty with the federal government. Despite the fact that Russia's Constitutional Court ruled unequivocally that both Tatarstan's sovereignty referendum of 21 March 1992 and its constitution of November 1992 were illegal, the Yeltsin government began negotiations with Kazan over a series of bilateral agreements. As State Secretary Gennadii Burbulis observed at the time, Russia seemed to be headed toward an " asymmetrical federation." Critics, however, contended that Russia was on its way toward becoming, at best, a " confederation," if indeed the country survived at all.7
These concerns increased in the fall of 1992 after the first large-scale ethnic violence broke out in Russia since the beginning of the Gorbachev era. In October, violence between the Ingush and the Ossetians over North Ossetia's disputed Prigorodny oblast led to over 150 deaths and some 30-100,000 Ingush refugees. Yeltsin responded by declaring a state of emergency, and 10,000 troops were dispatched first to North Ossetia and then to Ingushetia. The application of force seemed to work, and an uneasy truce remains in force to this day. Nevertheless, ethnic tensions in the North Caucasus are acute. Chechnya has remained steadfast in its claim to full independence and has sent numerous mercenaries to support Abkhazian secessionists in their war against Georgia's central government.

In the long run, perhaps the most serious challenge to the center to develop in the wake of the signing of the Federal Treaty came from Russia's non-ethnically defined regions. To many Russians, the " ethnic federalism" inherited from the Soviet past seems entirely unfair. Why should people living in Karelia, where Karelians make up only 10 percent and Russians almost 75 percent of the population, be granted particular economic privileges simply because they live in a region arbitrarily designated an autonomous area? Similarly, why should the people living in Sakha (Yakutia) be given ownership of the enormous natural wealth of the republic? And why should the Republics of Gorno-Altai, Ingushetia, or Tuva, with their electorates of 126,063, 143,685, and 172,024 respectively, be granted greater representation in a federal parliament than the city of Moscow (6.9 million registered voters), Moscow oblast (5.3 million registered voters), St. Petersburg (3.8 million registered voters), or Sverdlovsk (3.4 million registered voters)?8 While most Russians believe that the republics should have additional cultural and symbolic rights such as non-Russian language schools, citizenship, and a state flag, they are convinced that economic and political privileges for the republics are simply a legalized form of discrimination against Russians.

These sentiments have served as political capital for officials in the Russian-dominated oblasts and krais. Over the course of 1992 and early 1993, demands from the regions that they receive the same economic and political rights as the republics grew increasingly emphatic. Feeling slighted by what they perceived as Yeltsin's pandering to the republics, the regions began to withhold tax revenues from the center, prevented consumer goods and agricultural products from being exported beyond their borders, asserted ownership rights over their land and natural resources, and entered into bilateral trade agreements with other regions and foreign ventures in violation of federal laws.

Contributing to the deepening crisis in Russia's center-periphery relations was the crisis of legislative and executive authority in Moscow. Both Yeltsin and his opponents in the federal parliament concluded that support from the regions and republics was critical to their own struggle, so both curried favor with the provinces by promising them additional subsidies and privileges. Officials in the republics and the regions soon realized that the standoff in Moscow was simultaneously weakening the center while increasing their leverage over it. Therefore, they continued to play one side against the other by denying both the unqualified support that might have led to one side's decisive victory over the other.

Additionally, tensions between legislative and executive authorities in the regions and republics often mirrored those at center and further contributed to the weakening of central authority.9Local executives, including many republic presidents, tended to side with Yeltsin, while local legislatures tended to side with the federal parliament. Indeed, officials in the local Soviets realized that if Yeltsin were to triumph, their own positions would be at risk. Like the members of the federal parliament, they had been elected in March 1990 under less than competitive conditions; local Soviets have, therefore, been one of the principal institutional strongholds of the traditional elite.10 Because of this, there was every reason to believe that should Yeltsin disband the federal parliament, he would then move against local Soviets and force new elections. Nevertheless, both executive and legislative authorities tended to unite in defending the particular interests of their region or republic.

The result of all this was an extremely complicated game of one-upmanship. Republics competed with regions, republics competed with republics, and regions competed with regions for privileges and handouts from the center, while central authorities out-bid each other in currying favor with the territories. Finally, executive and legislative organs at all levels of the Federation struggled for power, weakening the authority of the state in general and contributing to the generalized lawlessness that was beginning to afflict the country.

Yeltsin's strategy for resolving this profound and intensifying state crisis was to adopt a new constitution that would create a new and more coherent institutional order. To do this legally, however, he had to convince the Congress of People's Deputies, which had the formal right to amend the existing constitution, to ratify a new constitution. The Congress, however, was dearly unwilling to adopt Yeltsin's draft, indeed, it appeared unwilling to adopt any new constitution that would bring about its own dissolution prior to serving out its term. Yeltsin's only alternative, then, was to put Ms draft constitution to a popular vote, thereby giving it the democratic legitimacy that both the existing constitution and the existing legislature lacked.

This was the deadlock that Yeltsin attempted to break at the end of 1992. After much conflict and confusion, he managed to convince the parliament to allow him to hold a referendum. However, the parliament refused to allow the referendum to address a new constitution. Rather, the referendum consisted of four questions that the parliament thought would be particularly likely to embarrass Yeltsin: 

1. whether the voters supported Yeltsin; 

2. whether they supported his " social-economic policies" ; 

3. whether they supported pre-term elections for the presidency; and, 

4. whether they supported pre-term elections for the parliament. 

The referendum finally took place on 25 April 1993. Contrary to most predictions, Yeltsin won on all four questions: 58.7 percent supported the president; 53.1 percent supported his social-economic policies; a slim majority voted against pre-term elections for the president; and 67.2 percent voted for pre-term elections for parliament.

While the referendum gave Yeltsin a considerable political boost, a closer look revealed that Russia's center-periphery tensions were far from over. In the first place, support for Yeltsin in the republics was much weaker than in the regions. In 10 of the 21 republics, a majority voted against the president, with Yeltsin receiving support from only 2.3 percent of the voters in Ingushetia and 14.2 percent in Dagestan." At the same time, Chechnya refused to hold the referendum, while almost 80 percent of the electorate in Tatarstan refused to vote, rendering the referendum invalid. Thus Yeltsin received majority support in only nine republics.12
There were also warning signs from the regions. Yeltsin did best in the Urals (Yekaterinburg, Perm, and Chelyabinsk oblasts); the Far East; the Central Region, including Moscow and St. Petersburg as well as the neighboring oblasts of Vladimir, Ivanovo and Yaroslavl; the Northwest Region (Murmansk and Arkhangelsk); and in parts of Eastern and Western Siberia. Regions in which he did badly included Pskov, Tver, Kaluga, Ryazan, Kostroma, Lipetsk, Voronezh, Volgograd, Saratov, Orenburg, Ulyanovsk, Kemerovo, Novosibirsk, and Tyumen oblasts; and Krasnodar, Stavropol and Altai krais.13 In general, Yeltsin did poorly in predominately agricultural regions such as the western border oblasts (Bryansk, Orel, and Smolensk); the Volga region; and particularly in the conservative Black Earth oblasts of Belgorod, Voronezh, Kursk, and Tambov.14 Overall, Yeltsin failed to receive majority support in 16 of the 68 regions.15 Moreover, in four cases, including the city of St. Petersburg and the powerful Vologda and Sverdlovsk oblasts, an additional question asking if the region should attain republic status was approved by substantial majorities.

Indeed, the regions were soon engaged in their own " parade of sovereignties." In the following months, Astrakhan, Amur, Chelyabinsk, Chita, Kalinin, Perm, Orenburg, Kurgan, Sverdlovsk, and Vologda oblasts, as well as the city of St. Petersburg and Primorskiy krai, either declared sovereignty or republic status, or announced their intention to do so in the future. Moreover, the trend toward the formation of large and powerful regional blocs, begun earlier by the establishment of the Siberian Agreement, was given a boost by the declaration of a Central Russian Republic of eleven oblasts, including Moscow oblast, as well as by the establishment of a " Urals Republic" by Sverdlovsk that threatened to include a number of neighboring oblasts.

Elsewhere, other regions began to adopt their own " regional charters" despite the fact that the Federal Treaty afforded only the republics the right to their own " constitutions." Meanwhile, the number of regions refusing to meet their obligations to the federal treasury grew to over 30, with local officials claiming that the Ministry of Finance was not living up to its obligations to provide funds for local expenses, including grain purchases, and the salaries of teachers and local officials of the Interior and Defense ministries.16 As a result, revenues for the federal government were falling well short of expectations.17 Nevertheless, Yeltsin understandably interpreted the referendum as a popular endorsement of the need for a new constitution. He followed up the referendum by convening a " Constitutional Assembly" (konstitutsionoye soveshchanie) in early June, the purpose of which was to work out a draft that could either be put to a popular referendum or ratified by either the Congress of People's Deputies, an elected Constitutional Assembly, a newly elected parliament, or the " Federation Council" (see below).

Despite the fact that the Assembly was made up largely of Yeltsin supporters, his draft ran into considerable opposition and was significantly modified.18 The key sticking point was the " federation structure." Predictably, the republics insisted they be described as " sovereign states" in the constitution and that the Federal Treaty be included in the constitution's text. The regions in turn demanded the same political and economic rights as the republics.

In general, the republics found few allies at the Assembly. In four of its five working groups, a majority opposed describing them as " sovereign states." The sole exception was the group chaired by Yeltsin adviser Sergei Shakhrai, which included representatives from the republics. Nevertheless, with Yeltsin's support a compromise was worked out that gave the republics most of what they wanted. The draft, which was approved on July 12 by 433 of 585 delegates, stated that while the regions were " state-territorial formations," the republics were " sovereign states." The regions could adopt their own charters and would have the right of legislative initiative (i.e., they could adopt their own laws). However, most other privileges won by the republics in the Federal Treaty were preserved. Despite these concessions, most of the 152 delegates who abstained or voted against the draft were representatives from the republics and regions.

Nevertheless, the draft was promptly sent out to provincial executive and legislative authorities for comments. Yeltsin apparently believed, naively it turned out, that it would be approved by a significant majority of the republics and regions. This would then give him the political capital he felt he needed to force the Congress of People's Deputies to adopt a new constitution or disband itself. His hopes once again proved unrealistic as it quickly became clear that many local legislatures and executives would either reject the draft or attach unacceptable amendments.

At this point, Yeltsin tried one more ploy to win the backing of the republics and regions in his struggle with the parliament. In a meeting in early August in the Karelian city of Petrozavodsk, Yeltsin followed up a warning to the republics and regions on the dangers of separatism with a call for the creation of a Federation Council consisting of one representative from the provinces' legislative and executive branches (usually the chairmen of the local Soviets and the heads of administration) in each of the 89 subjects of the federation. Apparently Yeltsin hoped that the Federation Council would insist on new parliamentary elections/ ratify a new constitution, and act as an interim legislature until new elections were held. However/ he also offered them a powerful incentive-the Council might serve, his spokesmen hinted, as the upper body of the new legislature until the term of office of existing Soviets expired in the summer of 1995. Rather than face a complete loss of office, the heads of administration and the chairmen of local Soviets would therefore be guaranteed a new, federal position and even a Moscow apartment. Then, in a final demonstration of the power of political patronage, Yeltsin signed an August 23 decree authorizing a 50-percent increase in salaries for executives and guaranteeing them full salaries for one year after leaving office.

Nevertheless, by the beginning of September it again became clear that Yeltsin had overestimated his powers of persuasion. His proposal on the creation of the Federation Council was getting only qualified support from the republic and regional leaders. There was even less support for his plans to dissolve the federal parliament and adopt a new constitution. No doubt Ms promises to the local leaders lacked credibility- there was no reason to expect that he or any future democratic government would preserve the highly undemocratic Federation Council as an upper house of a new legislature for very long. Moreover, regional and republic leaders seem to have resented the fact that Yeltsin was trying to buy them off at the expense of their constituencies.

Yeltsin bet heavily on winning support from republic and regional authorities, but having reached what appeared to be a dead end, he finally abandoned his efforts to find a legal solution to the crisis of power and launched Ms " democratic coup" of September 21. Uncertain of his support from either Russia's provincial political elite or the military, his move was a bold gamble. Indeed, his September 21 decree was rejected by numerous republic and regional legislatures.19
The Complexity of Russia's Center-Periphery Tensions.

Clearly, Russia's center-periphery crisis is not reducible to demands for " self-determination" or political independence by ethnic minorities. This is not to deny that " the ethnic factor" is important in some cases (e.g., the North Caucasus, Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, and Tuva). In most instances, however, challenges to the center are being driven not by ethnic consciousness but by rather specific economic and political interests.

Indeed, it is important to realize that the Russian Federation is considerably less vulnerable to ethnic strife and fragmentation along ethnic lines than was the former USSR, Yugoslavia, or Czechoslovakia. Most importantly, Russia is ethnically quite homogenous-at the time of the 1989 census, 81.5 percent of the RSFSR's 147.4 million citizens were ethnic Russians. Equally importantly, being " Russian" means a great deal to most Russians. The great achievements of Russian culture/ and Russia's long and dramatic history, provide Russian democrats, as well as their opponents, with a deep reserve of mythology that will help preserve Russian statehood.

Other factors mitigate against ethnic fragmentation as well. First, Russia's minority populations are highly diverse, and many are quite dispersed. The largest minority, the Tatars, made up only 3.8 percent of Russia's total population in 1989, and only 1.76 million of the 5.52 million Tatars in the Federation as a whole resided in Tatarstan. As for the second largest minority, the Ukrainians, they made up 3.0 percent of Russia's total population; while the third largest, the Chuvash, made up 1.2 percent. No other minority constituted even 1 percent. Second, with the possible exception of the Tatars and some of the peoples of the North Caucasus, Russia's minorities lack a credible memory of independent statehood on Russian territory. Third, although they take up over one-quarter of Russia's territory, only some 15 percent of the population resides in the 21 republics. Finally, and perhaps most importantly in the short run, a single titular nationality constituted a majority in only four of the 21 republics (Chechnya, Chuvashia, North Ossetia, and Tuva) in 1989, while Russians made up an absolute majority in nine (Adygeya, Altai, Buryatia, Karelia, Khakassia, Komi, Mordova, Sakha [Yakutia], and Udmurtia).20
As a result, even in the ethnic republics, let alone in the Russian-dominated regions, ethnic consciousness is often only a marginal contributor to their challenge to the center. Although Soviet-era affirmative-action policies have left titular nationalities overrepresented in the republics' governments, the high percentage of Russians in most republics outside the North Caucasus has meant that republic leaders, including Tatarstan's president, Minitimir Shaimiyev, have had to be careful to reach out to Russians for support. Moreover, even in cases where ethnicity plays an important part, it is unclear whether demands for autonomy and ethnic " self-determination" result more from deeply rooted ethnic consciousness than from self-serving efforts of local elites to " play the ethnic card" in an effort to secure their positions and win economic concessions from the center.

Thus, the notion that Russia's current center-periphery crisis is being driven largely by ethnic factors is a considerable over-simplification. Rather, a host of economic and political issues have created tensions not only between center and periphery but between republics and regions, as well as among republics and among regions. Aside from particular grievances such as disputed borders or territorial claims, these issues include: 

· new elections for provincial legislatures that would threaten the positions of provincial elites; 

· the representation of the republics and regions in a new parliament (e.g., whether 50 percent of the seats in the proposed Council of the Federation will be reserved for the republics, or whether both republics and regions will have two representatives each, as in the U.S. Senate); 

· the system of taxation, and particularly the issue of whether both the federal government and republic governments will have their own tax-collecting agencies in republic territory or whether there will be a " one-channel" system in which the republics raise taxes and then make contributions to the center; 

· the relative share of tax revenue to be turned over to the center by regional and republic governments, and who gets to determine that share; 

· the extent of federal subsidies for government budgets in the republics and regions; 

· federal subsidies for local industry and agriculture; 

· the right to retain all or a portion of hard-currency export earnings by territorial governments; 

· pricing policy for goods such as fuel, electricity, and wheat; 

· other privileges doled out by the center, including interest-rate relief from state banks for particular enterprises or collective, state, and private farms, and discounts on state-owned commodities such as fuel and electricity; 

· ownership, including use, profit, and alienation rights, of natural resources and land; 

· ownership of physical plant, like electric power stations, railroads, roads, electric-transmission systems, and telecommunication systems; 

· federal versus provincial control of foreign investment and licensing; 

· control over economic policy, particularly reform programs such as privatization, control of local privatization boards, and the distribution of proceeds from sales of state assets; and 

· access to rent-seeking opportunity by local elites, including rent from licensing, privatization, access to privileged office, and so on. 

Reflecting this complexity of issues is the fact that no single indicator can be used to assess the challenges posed to the center by particular territories. For example, local opposition to Yeltsin's economic policies has certainly contributed significantly to Russia's center-periphery tensions. However, opposition to Yeltsin does not necessarily mean support for separatism or opposition to a strong central government in principle. The anti-Yeltsin sentiments in Russia's Black Earth region, for example, do not suggest separatist tendencies-rather, they reflect opposition to marketization and an appreciation of the fact that financial stabilization will require the central government to cut back on its huge subsidies for agriculture (see below). Other indicators include declarations of autonomy and sovereignty, unilateral assertions of ownership rights, refusal to meet obligations to the central treasury, refusal to enforce federal laws, efforts to control local privatization boards, efforts to control local taxation agencies, local restraints on trade across regional borders, and so on.

Finally, the political struggle between Russia's center and periphery has been greatly complicated by the sheer number of players involved. Until the events of September-October 1993, the regions had their " large Soviets" of several hundred deputies; their " small Soviets," one-fifth the size of the large Soviets, which have the authority to make decisions when the large soviet is not sitting; the chairmen of the regional Soviets; and, finally, their heads of administrations (or " governors" ), most of whom were appointed by Yeltsin, but several of whom were directly elected in early 1993.21
Likewise, the republics had their " heads of the republics," some of whom are directly elected " presidents" and some of whom were elected by their parliaments; their parliamentary chairmen; and their prime ministers.

Finally, at the federal level there was the president (Yeltsin), the vice-president (Rutskoi), the Prime Minister (Chernomyrdin) and Ms government, the Supreme Soviet and its chairman (Khasbulatov), and the Constitutional Court and its chairman (Zorkin), all of whom officials in the republics and regions could separately approach for support.

Economic and Political Factors Behind Russia's Center-Periphery 

Tensions 

Perhaps the most visible economic issue at stake in the ongoing struggle between center and periphery, as well as between the regions and the republics themselves, has been over the relative share of taxes paid to the federal treasury by the federation's subjects, and the revenue they receive in turn to help finance their local budgets. As was the case in the USSR before its breakup, the fact that certain territories are net contributors to the federal treasury while others are net subtracters has led to accusations that certain areas are being " exploited" by others. In particular, it is pointed out that of the 15 subjects of the federation that receive more from the federal treasury than they put in, 14 are republics.22 Moreover/ this fiscal redistribution has almost nothing to do with economic justice. Tatarstan, for example, is among the better-off territories of the Federation; nevertheless, it receives more per capita in net subsidies than any other republic except Tuva, North Ossetia, and Komi.

As was the case in the Soviet Union, however, determining which subjects of the federation are being " exploited" and which are being " subsidized" is next to impossible. Those who complain (usually Russians) about the fiscal redistribution described above often ignore factors other than relative tax burdens and government-to-government subsidies. These factors include direct subsidies to local industries, pricing policy for wheat and other farm products purchased by the state, low-interest loans to farms and industrial enterprises, and assignment of property rights to natural resources and other assets.

Indeed, it is impossible to know with any confidence what the effects of market liberalization will be on the economies of Russia's different territories. It is, however, possible to reach some general conclusions about the particular interests of territories concentrating in agriculture, industry, and natural resource extraction. Clearly, agricultural regions, particularly the more prosperous ones, have good reason to resist marketization. Traditionally conservative, they have also been highly subsidized by the state-according to recent estimates, agricultural subsidies make up some 12-13 percent of GDP.23 These subsidies take a number of forms, including state purchases of wheat and other farm commodities at favorable prices; discounts on fuel, machinery, and other inputs for farms that sell their products to the state; interest rates of 28 percent, well below the commercial rate of 180 percent (itself negative in real terms) to these same farms; and debt relief. Indeed, agricultural subsidies have been at the heart of the recent struggle over the federal budget deficit, and efforts to reduce these subsidies, as well as the fact that traditional nomenklatura elites have been able to maintain their positions in executive and legislative organs in rural areas more easily than in the cities, help explain why many agricultural regions voted against Yeltsin and his economic policies in the April referendum.24
In contrast to the relatively uniform resistance of rural areas to Yeltsin's economic reform program, the economic interests and political positions of industrial regions are more varied. In areas concentrating in the production of military hardware, local authorities have an interest in resisting financial stabilization through cutbacks in defense spending. However, they also have an interest in attracting foreign investment and finding foreign customers, which tends to make them less parochial and conservative than their rural counterparts. Much the same can be said of any industrial region that has a chance to market its goods abroad and survive in a competitive market. For those that do not, resistance to market reforms initiated in Moscow is significant. A final complicating factor is that even in industrial regions that support Yeltsin, as in Sverdlovsk oblast, there may be strong opposition to his concessions to the republics' demands for greater political and economic privileges.25
Regions with a high concentration of natural wealth have the greatest interest in declaring " economic sovereignty" and asserting ownership over their resource endowments. As a result, they tend to be relatively open to market reforms and generally supportive of Yeltsin.26 This is not always the case, however. In some instances, natural wealth makes the political elite all the more reluctant to lose control of the economy and turn assets over to the private sector. Moreover, a high concentration of natural wealth in ethnic republics like Tatarstan makes separatism more attractive and more possible. Indeed, economists in Tatarstan point out that the value of petroleum reserves and other resources in their territory is considerably greater than the admittedly substantial government-to-government subsidies they now receive from the center. The same is true for resource-rich regions in Siberia like Tyumen oblast and Krasnoyarsk krai-indeed, the vision of some members of the Siberian Agreement is of a multitude of underpopulated " Siberian Kuwaits." For those areas in the Russian Far East, finally, there is the added attraction of being able to develop trade links with, and attract foreign investment from, Japan, China, the U.S., and the Newly Industrializing Countries (NICs) on the Pacific littoral.

Finally, there are the relatively poorer regions of Russia that lack developed agricultural or industrial economies and have limited natural resources. In these cases, the fear is that subsidies from the center will be cut off as a result of fiscal stabilization. Hence, they tend to be antimarket. They also tend to be less inclined to declare economic or political sovereignty. Thus even where anti-Russian sentiment is high, as is the case in Tuva, the immediate costs of economic sovereignty and/or independence are immediate and obvious. As a result, the Tuvinian parliament voted not to hold a referendum on independence, given that 90 percent of the Tuvinian government's budget is paid for by subsidies from the center.27
Conclusion

Already, the outcome of the September-October crisis in Moscow has had a considerable impact on Russia's center-periphery tensions. In the short run, certainly, the result has been the strengthening of the center. Indeed, in the aftermath of the crisis Yeltsin moved quickly to reassert Moscow's authority. He decreed that not only would elections be held for a new federal parliament on December 12, but that a draft constitution would be put to a national referendum at the same time. He also encouraged the regional and republic legislatures that had sided with his parliamentary opponents to dissolve themselves; ordered that elections be held for all oblast and krai Soviets by March 1994; fired several heads of administration for having opposed him during the crisis; and decreed that, for the time being at least/ all heads of administration would be appointed by the president. He went on to limit the influence of the territories at the Constitutional Assembly (which has continued to meet to make last-minute amendments to the draft constitution); decreed that the constitution would be ratified by a simple-majority vote on December 12 (i.e., there would be no requirement that it be approved by 50 percent of Russia's registered voters, or by the electorate of a percentage of Russia's republics); delayed the convening of the Federation Council indefinitely; and ruled that members of Council of the Federation, the upper body of the new parliament, would be elected on December 12 along with the State Duma, and not be appointed either by local legislatures or by the president himself, as he had suggested earlier.

In general, the regions and republics went along with these tough measures. Most regional Soviets indicted a willingness to hold new elections for regional parliaments, and many also agreed to disband in the interim.

Initially, the republics, too, seemed ready to accept the fact that power had shifted to the center. Most indicated they would be willing to hold pre-term elections for next year. Most importantly, only Chechnya indicated it would not allow voting to take place on its territory on December 12. Even Tatarstan made clear that it did not want to be left out of the new order emerging in Moscow.

The relative acquiescence of the republics was put at risk, however, by three developments at the end of October. First, on October 22 a Yeltsin spokesman indicated that the language in the draft constitution describing the republics as " sovereign states" had been removed. Second, Nezavisimaya gazeta reported that the text of the Federal Treaty had also been removed from the draft's text. Finally, Yeltsin decreed that those regions and republics in arrears to the federal treasury would have pay up or face economic reprisals, including reductions in their share of export earnings, access to imports, and subsidies from the center.

In effect, then, Yeltsin has thrown down the gauntlet, particularly to the republics, by making clear that Moscow would no longer tolerate violations of its laws. He also made clear that he has no intention of engaging in an endless process of bilateral bargaining with each region and republic over export earnings, tax revenue, subsidies, and property. In short, Yeltsin is gambling that the regions and republics will respond favorably to a reasonable deal that provides the republics with independent tax-raising powers as well as most of the other symbolic and cultural rights specified in the Federal Treaty, but not the legal status they sought as " sovereign states" with the unilateral right to secession and the right to proclaim that republic laws take precedence over federal laws.

Whether Yeltsin's gamble pays off remains to be seen. In the short run, the main leverage the republics have is the refusal to hold either the elections or the referendum on December 12. If the republics balk, Yeltsin may yet back off from some of Ms tougher measures, particularly on the " sovereign states" language and back-payments to the federal treasury.

Regardless, even if elections are held and a new constitution is approved that most of the republics accept, the consolidation of Russian statehood will be problematic for many years to come. In the immediate future, Chechnya will continue to insist on independence. Certain republics, particularly Tatarstan, may refuse to consider the new constitution binding; indeed, Tatarstan will likely continue to insist on a special, bilateral treaty with the Russian Federation. Should the federal government concede to Tatarstan's demand, however, it will inevitably open up a Pandora's Box by encouraging the other republics to demand the same. Finally, the ongoing " war of the budgets" will likely persist, given the difficulty many local governments are having in trying to meet their obligations to the center due to declining production and, hence, a declining tax base; refusal of local industries and citizens to pay taxes; and pervasive corruption in the tax-raising apparatus. So, too, will many republics and regions continue to insist on greater use and profit rights for the assets located on their territory.

In the long run, a democratically legitimated constitution, a structured party system at the federal level, a sound currency, and a common economic space will probably provide the integument that binds at least the ethnically Russian parts of Russia together.28 However, even if economic and political stabilization occurs, the Russian Federation as currently constituted will indefinitely confront problems with the ethnic republics. Indeed, Russia's ethnic federalism will create the same sorts of persistent and intractable problems that ethnically-based states would create for the U.S. Ethnic minorities will demand affirmative-action policies or quotas that reserve positions for them in republic governments. Likewise they will demand use of non-Russian languages in schools, and possibly in business and government affairs as well. The very plausible argument will be that institutional protections and group rights are necessary to protect their cultures from eventual Russification. With equal plausibility, Russians will respond that these group rights simply amount to legalized discrimination against Russians living both within and without the republics.
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