Russian Attitudes towar ds Dictator ship and Democr acy

Michad McFaul

A new narrative ébou Russain the 199Gsis beginning to take hold in acalemic
and pdicy circles. It sounds alot like avery old story abou Russans and their love of
order, strong hands, and peternalistic leaders. Rusda experiment with democracy and
markets has nat succeeled, so the new conventional wisdom holds. Democracy has
becmme adirty word in Russatoday. Thisfailurein turn hes fueled dsenchantment with
democratic norms within Rusgan society. Instead of democragy, Russans now want law
and ader and are willi ng to give up alot to achieve these ends. A national pal conducted
by the Center for the Study of Public Opinion (VTsIOM) in January 2000foundthat 75
percent of respondents agreed with the statement that order was more important than
democracy, even if the pursuit or more required some violations of democratic principles
and limits on persona freedoms.! Citing these pubic atitudes as evidence, some even
paosit that authoritarian rule is what Russans have dways wanted. Russans are aulturally
predisposed to adesire astrong paternalistic state and an authoritarian leader. 2 Hundreds
of yeas of tsarist rule and Orthodox Christianity made them that way. From this
perspedive, Russasinability to ingtitutionali ze democracy in the past decale demonstrates

continuity not only with Russa's communist legacy, but aso with authoritarian pditi cad
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culturein pre-Revolutionary Russa® Russa s recent fail ed attempts at creaing democratic
institutions refled continuity with Russa’s past and the persistenceof culture & the

explanation for these failures. As Biryukov and Sergeyev have summarized:

So far there have been six fail ures during the last ninety yeas. Thesetakeinto
acourt the First-Seand, and Fourth State Dumain 1906, 190and 197 the
Constituent Assembly in 198 the Congressof Peoples’ Deputies and the Supreme
Soviet of the USSR and the Russan Federationin 1991and 1993. Giventhis, it is
more than appropriate to ask why al attempts to institute representative aithority in
Russa sean to come to an apparently inevitable dramatic, na to say, tragic end?
Sincethese events occurred under different historic drcumstances and dff erent
regimes, it is aso appropriate -- in our inquiry concerning fadors that prevent
development of representative democracgy in Russa— to turn to those feduresin
Russan society that undergo slow changes and remain relatively invariable uncer al

pdliti ca regimes. Politi cd cultureis presumably, thefirst to be mnsidered

Acoording to some analysts, the ommunist interlude between these democratic fail ures at
the beginning and end d the century only reinforced anti-democratic tendencies that had

been part of Rusdan life for centuries.® Homo Sovieticus was Homo Russcus and the

% For a mmprehensive agument from this perspedive, see epedally Nikolai Biryukov and
Victor Sergeyev, Russa's Roadto Democracy. Parliament, Comnunismand Traditiond Culture,
(London Edward Elgar, 1993.

* Biryukov and Sergeyev, Russan Politi csin Transitions, p. 3.

® Robert Tucker, “Sovietology and Russan History,” Post-Saviet Affairs, Vol. 8,No. 3(1992), pp.
175196, and Sergeyev and Biryukov, Russa's Roadto Democracy, p. 208.



burden of this past was extremely heary.® Formal institutions could be changed relatively
quickly, but changing habits and attitudes would take along time.” Such cultural
explanations of Rusgas difficult attempt to creae new democratic institutions are pervasive
in Western analyses.? Vast and uruly Russa can orly be rule, so the agument goes, by a
dictatorial leader in the center.

This emphasis on Russan culture cats the people & co-conspiratorsin causing
"democratic fail ure." Because democratic societies produce and suppat democratic
institutions,” the absence of a democratic society means that democratic institutions also
canna take hold. This explanationfor Rusgas poa attempt at democracy buil ding also
impliesthat Russaisnaot (and rever will be) part of the West. Democragy isaWestern
concept and its fail ure to take hold in Russais cited as ancther sign that Russais not

Western retion and Russans not a Western people.'® Closely related to this argument is

® The most brilli ant renditi on o this approach is Ken Jowitt, The New World Disorder: The Leninist
Extinction, (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press 1992.

" Stede, Eterna Russa, p. 58 Murray, Democracy of Despats, p. 224.

® Important cultural approachesinclude Tim McDaniel, The Agory of the Russan |dea (Princeton:
Princeton University Press 1996; Victor Sergeyev and Nikola Biryukov, Russa's Roadto
Democracy. Parliament, Comnunismand Traditiond Culture, (London Edward Elgar, 1993;
and Nikolai Biryukov and Victor Sergeyev, Russan Politi cs in Transitions (Brookfield, VT:
Ashgate Publishing, 1997. In the pdlicy-making community, cultural arguments are espedally
prevalent. See for instance, Chuck Hagel and Jadk Reed, “Rusda @ a Crosgoad,” Journal of
Comrrerce, February 2, 1999 and George F. Will, “The Primacy of Culture,” Newsweek January
18, 19990n therole of culturein democratization more generally, seeSeymour Martin Lipset, "The
Socia Requisites of Democracy Revisited," American Saiological Review, Vol. 59(February 1994
pp. 122.

*Robert Dahl, A Prefaceto Democratic Theory (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press 1958 p.
143.

1°0On democracgy as a Western ideg seeSamuel Huntington, “ After Twenty Yeas: The Future of
the Third Wave, Journal of Democracy, Vol. 8,No. 4(October 1997, pp.312; and Rus<ll Bova,
“Democracy and Liberty: The Cultural Conredion,” Journal of Democracy, Vol. 8, No. (January
1997 pp. 112126.



the daim that Russaisunique. Russan lealers, Rusgan schdars, and Russa aea
spedadlistsin the West frequently return to this refrain as an explanation for why theories
derived from analyses of other courtries do nd work for the Russan experience™* The
famous lines from Fedor Tyutchev, the nineteenth-century poet, sucanctly cgpturesthis
approad to the study of Russa “Russan canna be understoodwith the mind, na can she
be measured with a @mmon yardstick; she has her own way of being; in Russaone simply
beli eves.”*? Some make the same uniquenessarguments when explaining Russan
attitudes toward private property and markets. Stephen Cohen, for instance, argues, that
"afully capitalism system isin conflict with Russa's tradition."** Others cite the esence
of arule-of-law culture to explain crime and corruptionin contemporary Russa.

Putin'srise to pover seans to confirm this interpretation d Russan culture and
history. After adecale of chaos and anarchy, Russans yearned for amilitary man in the
Kremlin whowould deliver order and stability. Putin's dedsive use of force ajainst the
Chedhens made him popuar and the eay winner of the March 2000 pesidential eledion.
The orrelation d hisassault on democratic institutions and his sustained popuarity is
cited as confirming evidencefor suppat for dictatorship in Rusga. The drift towards
authoritarian pradicesin Russa, so the agument goes, is exadly what the Russans
want. This argument is convenient for President Putin, and is, na surprisingly,

propagated by analysts and pditi cians suppative of him.

! Seefor instance, the interview with Y eltsin in Komsomolskaya Pravda, August 19, 1995, pp.
1-2; quated here from What the Papers Say, August 21, 1995, p. 11.

'2 Quated here from The Economist, July 3, 1999, p. 43.

13 Stephen Cohen, Failed Crusade: America and the Tragedy of Post-Communist Russia (New Y ork:
Norton, 2000, p. 48.



This paper chall enges this new narrative on Russan pditi cs. Using data on
Rusdan pubic opinion colleded duing the 19992000eledora cycle, we offer amore
nuanced and complex picture of Russan attitudes toward democragy.™* We do na
chall enge the observation that Russan democratic institutions are performing poaly and
that Russan leaders, espedally since Putin'srise to power, have dore much to erode and
undermine democratic pradices.'® However, our data suggests that this democratic
badksliding isnaot caused or even suppated by pulic dtitudes abou democragy. Russan
voters dhare our negative asessnent of the way that Rusgan democratic institutions

work today. However, it iswrong to extrapolate from this assessment the Russan vaers

4 The information reported in this paper come from threesurveys condicted during the
19992000€eledora cycle. A total of 1,919 vaers were interviewed between November
13 and Decamber 13,and 1,842 6them were interviewed again after the Duma dedion,
between Decamber 25 and January 31. A third wave of the survey of 1,755 ople was
completed in April-May 2000soonafter the March 2000 pesidentia eledion. They were
seleded in amulti stage aeaprobability sample of the voting-age popuation, with
sampling unitsin thirty-threeregions of the Russan Federation. The work was caried
out by the Demoscope groupat the Institute of Sociology of the Russan Academy of
Sciences, headed by Polina Kozyreva and Mikhail Kosolapov, and was funded by the
National Science Foundition and the National Courcil for Eurasian and East European
Reseach.

** On the weakness of Russian liberal institutions, see
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(April 1999) pp. 4 - 18; McFaul, "Russia's "Privatized' State

as an Impediment to Democratic Consolidation," Part I,

Security D al ogue, Vol. 29, No. 3 (Summer 1998), pp. 219 - 236;
and McFaul, "Russia’s "P rivatized' State as an Impediment to
Democratic Consolidation,” Part |, Security D al ogue, Vol
29, No. 2 (Spring 1998), pp. 25 - 33. On Putin's corrosive role

for democratic consolidation, see McFaul, "The Power of
Putin," Current Hi st ory (October 2000) pp. 307 - 314; and
Russian Under Putin: One Step Forward, Two Steps Backward,

Journal of Denobcracy, Vol. 11, No. 3 (July 2000) 19 - 33.



also rejed democratic values andideas. Even Putin's own eledorate is more pro-
democratic than the new narrative on Russas authoritarian drift assumes.

To make these aguments, this paper proceedsin ???part. Sedion One explores
attitudes among voters abou the way Russan democracy works. This dion
demonstrates that people in Russa ae not satisfied with their government. Sedion Two
discusses attitudes towards the general ideaof concept of democracy as asystem. This
sedion cemonstrates that democracy is not adirty word among Rusdan vaters. Sedion
Threedescribes Rusgan attitudes abou spedfic comporents of a democratic system,
demonstrating that suppat for these more wncrete aspeds of democragy is even more
robust than he dstrad concept of democracy. Sedion Four turns to the difficult issue of
hypathetica tradeoffs between order and democragy. Our results off er a somewhat
different picture than previous palls and suggest that Rusgans are not so eager to give up

their individual li berties as we once suspeded. Sedion Five ancludes.

|. Popular Assessments of the Practice of Democracy in Russia

For the last decale, Russan leadersin paver have told the Russan vaters that the
system in government in placein Russais democracy. To date, Russansdo nd like
what they see As Table 1 indicaes, when asked abou the level of satisfadionwith the
pradiceof democracy in democracy, the overwhelming majority of Rusdans are

displeased.

TABLE ONE HERE



When asked about whether the political system could be considered a democracy at all,

half of all respondents answered no.

TABLE TWO HERE

Frustration with the operations of the government is extremely high. The vast majority of

respondents believe that the system of government in place in Russia today dos not work.

TABLE THREE HERE

When asked about government responsiveness and accountability, 24.5 percent fully
agreed and 59.6 percent agreed with the statement, government officials do not care
about what the people think. In reaction to the statement, "people like me have no say in
what the government does," 14.4 percent fully agreed, and 41.8 percent agreed. While
only 28.9 percent disagreed and completely disagreed. Given thislevel of satisfaction
with the current order, it should not be surprising that many in Russia are nostalgic for

the old Soviet system.

TABLE FOUR



When asked specifically about the Soviet collapse, 37.9 percent fully agree and 35.2
percent agree that the Soviet Union should never under any circumstances have been
dissolved while only 11.8 percent disagreed and only .9 percent fully disagreed with this
statement. If Russiawas to have experienced a democratic revolution after the collapse of
Soviet communism, its appears to have been arather unpopular one. To be sure, the
sources of nostalgia are many. Likewise, the causes of dissatisfaction regarding the
political system may have as more to do with very high negative attitudes towards the
economy than any political factor. Democracy as the polity in Russiais called has failed
to deliver abetter economic life for the vast majority of Russian citizens, so it isonly
logical that this political system received low scores. Nonethel ess, these levels of

dissatisfaction with the post-communist governance in Russia are alarming.

I1. Popular Attitudes about the I dea of Democr acy

In all democracies, especialy new democracies, dissatisfaction with the practice
of democracy often leads an erosion in the support for democracy as apolitical system.™
In Russia, thisis most certainly the case. For instance, support for democracy writ large
declined considerably in the immediate aftermath of the confrontation between the
parliament and president in October 1993.%" People did not like the practice of politics
they were witnessing. Since this practice of politics was called democracy, their support

for democracy and the "democrats’ declined. Over time, however, Russian votes seem to

16 Diamond, Deveoping Democracy,

7 See McFaul, Russa's Unfinished Revolution, chapter four.



have recognized the diff erence the democracy pradiced in Russa and the ided or norm
of democracy that Russa's padliti cd system had fail ed to achieve. As alrealy noted, vaes
expressed extreme disstisfadion with democracy in ou pals. When asked abou suppat
for the ideaof democracy, the results were very diff erent.

To try to cgpture dtitudes abou the democracy from all different angles (and
avoid leading questions), we asked several different kinds of questions. In answer to the
most straightforward question, 'do youin general suppat the ideaof democracy or do
you nd suppat the ideaof democracy,’ 62.9 grcent suppated the concept, while only
18.6 percent were aggainst democracy, and another 17.8 percent answered that it was hard
to say. Asagenera ideg then, Russans overwhelmingly embracedemocracy. Contrary
to many journalistic reports, ‘democragy’ has not become adirty word for most Rusgan
voters. In the éstrad and as a binary question -- democracy or nat -- to answer in the
affirmative may not tell us much abou either the responcents understanding of or deeg
commitment to the cncept. Consequently, we asked the several variations of the same
guestion. For instance, we asked if democracy is an appropriate wait for Russato be
governed. Rusgan vaters, after al, may think that democracy is a gppeding concept in
the dstrad or an appropriate way for governing in rich, Western courtries, bu still
inappropriate for contemporary Russa. Russan commentators often refer to democracy
as aluxury that Russa caana aff ord right now. However, Russan vaers, as Table Five

indicaes, disagree

TABLE FIVE HERE



Equally striking, Russian voters aso seem to understand that no political systemis
perfect. In response to the Churchill question about democracy, a plurality of Russian
voters agree that democracy is the best form of government when compared to the

adternatives.

TABLE SIX HERE

When asked about government accountability, we reported above that most Russian
voters do not think that their government is responsive to their needs. In the abstract,
however, these same people believe that democraciesin general give citizens more
control over their leaders than dictatorships. The set of answersto this questionis

especiadly interesting since most of these voters have direct experience with dictatorship.

TABLE SEVEN HERE

It istempting to argue that this strong support for the general idea of democracy isssmply

aproxy for strong support for ideas associated with the West. Russians support the idea

of democracy because they associate the concept with the rich West. Our data does not

allow us away to disentangle if support for democracy might be a proxy for some deeper
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set of associations. However, envy of the West is not the forceit oncewasin Russa a
decale ealier, while democracy isnot an ideathat seemstotally understoodas a
monopdy of the "West." We aked Russan vaers, 'Shoud Russa utili ze the experience
of the West or shoud it seek out its own path of development? Admittedly, this question
does nat distinguish between pditi cd and econamic devel opment. Nonetheless the
results are interesting, showing ared even dvide between thase who look to the West as

amodel and source of ideas and those seek to find Russan own, urique path.

TABLE HGHT HERE

In comparing these figures with percentages on suppat for democracy abowe, it isclea
that some portion d the popuation bah embraces the ideaof democracy and yet does
not look to the West for idea @ou development. Democracy as a concept or ideamay
have adieved some independencefrom the West, afinding that undermines the
arguments of thase who try to juxtapase democratic ideas against nonWestern cultures.
Asthe experience of German, Japanese, or Botswana democracy demonstrates, courtries
can buld democratic institutions withou becoming facsimil es of the United States. Our

data hints that a similar processof Rusdfying the ideaof democracy may be taking place

[11. Popular Attitudes about the Components of Democr acy
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The word, democragy, is an oltuse, abstrad referenceto system of governance
that can mean many things to different people.*® Thisword has been used to describe
everything from the Greek city-states to the German Democratic Repulic. Soviet
ideology was never anti-democratic, just anti-cgpitali st. Likewise, Boris Yeltsin's
appropriation d the term to describe hisreforms and his ali es -- the "democrats’ versus
the "communists"’ -- also served to dstort if not discredit the term. To understand people's
attitudes abou democracy, therefore, requires questions pertaining to spedfic institutions
and pradices of democragy.

When dsaggregated into spedfic comporents, suppat for democratic institutions
and pradices among Russan vaers are even higher than the dready surprisingly high
suppat for democracy as ageneral concept. Regarding the most basic comporent of a
minimali st democracy, eledions, Russan vaers overwhelmingly believe in them. A
robust 85.7 percent of respondentsto ou surveys answered that it was important to eled

the wurtry'sleaders, while only 10.4 percent responced that it was not important. When

18 Thisis aproblem that both citizens and scholars analyzing citi zens face Throughout the 199G, there has
been red debate about whether Russa was a democragy or not. And if not aliberal dmeocracy, wad/isit an
eledoral democragy, a semi-democracy, a democratic monarchy, or just your generic autocracy? For
varying opinions, see McFaul, Russa's Unfinished Rewlution; Peter Reddaway and Dmitri Gli nski,
Market Bolshevism: The Tragedy of Russa’s Reforms, (Washington: U.S. Ingtitute of Peace
2000; and Lili a Shevtsova, Yeltsin’s Russa: Myths and Realiti es (Washington: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace 1999; and Stephen Cohen, “Russan Studies withou
Russda,” Post-Soviet Affairs, Vol. 15,No. 1(1999 pp. 3755.0n the debates abou the
concept and attempts to measure the pradice seePhili ppe Schmitter and Terry Karl,
"What Democrcy Is ... andIsNot," Journal of Democracy, Vol. 2 No. 3(Summer 1991)
pp. 7588; David Calli er and Steve Levitsky, "Democracy with Adjedives. Conceptual
Innowetion in Comparative Reseach," World Paliti cs, Vol. 49,No. 3(April 1997, pp.
430-451.Reseach projeds have atempted to quantify the degreeof democracy. See for
instance, the rating system in Adrian Karatnycky, Alexander Motyl, and Charles
Graybow, eds., Nationsin Transit: Civil Saciety, Democracy and Markets in East Central
Europe andthe Newly Independent Sates (New York, 1999.
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asked abou citi zen resporsibiliti es, 86.1 @rcent fully agreed or agreead that it is the duty
of ead citizen to vate in eledions, while only 5.8 percent disagreed or completely
disagreal. Perhaps these figures explain why voter turnou in Russgan retional eledions
has hovered aroundtwo-thirds, except for the dip in vater participationin the December
1993 parli amentary eedions and referendum.*®

Eledions, of course, are only one comporent of a cnsolidated democracy, and
suppating them as apradice ould theoreticdly be alegacy of the Soviet erasince
leaders badk then were "dleded" aswell.>° Russan vaters, however, suppat many other
comporents of the democratic pality that did na exist in Soviet times. In resporse to the
guestion, 'how important is freedom of the press radio, and television, 79.4 percent
answered important while only 15.3 gercent answered na important. And urli ke some of
the other resporses to abstrad questions abou democracy in general, those that answered
hard to say to this question abou the freepresswas very low, .9 percent. In resporseto
the question, 'how important is freedom to foll ow any religion, 69.4 percent answered
important while 26.4 percent answered nad important. To the more general, 'how
important is freedom of expresson, an amazing 85.1 percent answered important

compared to orly 11.2 gercent who answered unmportant.

9 In retrosped, this dip in 1993should not have been surprising given the bad behavior of eleced dfficials
only afew months ealier. At the time, many predicted that the fall i n turnout refleced a more general
trend in voter apathy. Subsequently, the two national eledoral cyclesin 19951996and 19992000
demonstrated that Decamber 1993was the aerration, not the beginning of a new trend.

20 gee thapter one of Stephen White, Richard Rose, and 1an McAlli ster, How Russia Votes (Chatham
House Publishers: Chatham, New Jersey 1997).
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Regarding more complex democratic ideas -- or perhaps more precisely, liberal
ideas -- support among Russians does not reach near unanimity, but the level of support is
still striking. As Table Nineillustrates, more Russians are willing to let some criminals
go in the name of preserving the right of individuals than those that are not willing to

support such a principle.

TABLE NINE HERE

Support for thisidea requires arather sophisticated understanding of the rule of law that
we would expect would not be present in Russiawhere the rule of law isweak at best,
non existent at worst.?! We should expect that the poor performance of legal system
would undermine support for the idea of the rule of law. And, without question, the high
number of people that disagreed with the statement in Table Nineis disturbing. Yet, this
split result does not support the hypothesis that Russians yearn for law and order not
matter what the cost, a topic discussed in detail below.

Regarding checks and balances and the separation of powers between different
political institutions, again rather complex democratic ideas, a mgjority of Russians
favors liberal and federal practices. Cultura theorists and Kremlin propagandists often
assert that the Russian people want a strong president as the head of the government,
unconstrained by other political actors or agents. In fact, however, Russians seem more

comfortable with adivision of power between the president and other political actors. In

2 See the reports of dissatisfaction with courts system as tallied in Ronald Pope, "The rule of Law and
Russian Culture -- Are They Compatible?' Demokratizatsiya, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Spring 1999) pp. 204-213.
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resporse to the question, shoud the president or parliament be stronger, the largest
number of respondents moved to the midd e to advocae that these two branches of

government shoud have equal power.

TABLE TEN HERE

Thisresult is espedally striking gven the low level of resped the parliament in Russa
enjoys. In ou questions abou trust in institutions, the parliament ranked nea the
bottom, well below the most trusted army and Russan Orthodox Church. Again, in
ranking the acual parliament so low, bu still embradang the norm of separation o
powers, Rusdan citi zens demonstrate arather sophisticated understanding of the
democragy.

Nor do Russans appea to want to give the center more power over regiona
governments. Again, when asked if the center of regions ioud have more power, the
majority of respondents gravitated to the neutral answer of some power to the center,

some power to the regions.

TABLE 11 HERE

On therelated question d Chedhnya, our results were most surprising. Using afive-point

scde, we asked Russans abou their attitudes regarding the * Chechnya problem.” On ou
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scde, 1 denotes that Rusgan shoud keep at al costsand 5 denotesthat it is necessary to
let Chedhnya cale from the Russan Federation. As Table Twelve ill ustrates, the largest
number of responcents believe that Chedhnya shoud remain a part of Russano matter
the @st, bu anea equal number of respondents advocaed the Chedhnya be dl owed to

beoome an independent country.

TABLE 12HERE

Thisisadifferent question than suppat for the war or not. General suppat for Putin’s
handling of the Chechen war has remained nealy sixty percent sincethe seoondinvasion
began in the summer of 1999%% Suppat and trust of the military has also remained

high. 2 Y et, the same percentage of Russan citi zens of voting age does nat endarse
Putin’sfinal objedivein the war, that is keging Chedhnya & a part of Russa no matter
what the ast. The more nationdi stic, chauvinistic explanations for suppat of the war
also do na appea to be asrobust asreported. Though every schdar of Rusgan society
has head or experienced aneadotal evidence of radst sentiment towards Chedens and
other minorities among ethnic Russans, such sentiment, as Table Thirteen indicaes, is

not amajority view.

220n the relationship between the popular war and Putin' srise to power, seePeter Rutland, "Putin’ s Path to
Power, Post-Soviet Affairs, Vol. 16, No. 4 (October-Decanber 2000 pp. 322-324.

% At the same time, 80.3 percent of respondents to our poll either fully agreed or agreed that Russan
should have aprofessonal army, consisting of paid voluntee's, instead of an army of conscript soldiers.
Only 8.2 percent disagreed or completely disagreed with the ideaof avoluntee army. Russan apparently
do not mind fighting the war in Chechnya just as long as they or their family members do not have to fight
it.
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TABLE 13HERE

The distribution d resporses along this five-paint scde dianges only marginaly among
ethnic Russans only.

Even extremely unpopuiar adors and aganizations are recognized as a necessary
for ademocratic system. Politi cd parties enjoy the lowest level of trust among all of
Rusga'sinstitutions and aganizations. Y et, when asked howv necessary are padliti cd
parties in making the Russan pditi ca system work, many more responcents answered

that they were necessary compared with those who asserted that they were unrecessary.

TABLE 14 HERE

Similarly, though by a small er margin, more people ayreed than disagreed with the

statement that competition among paliti cd parties makes the padlity stronger.

TABLE 15HERE

If Russans are willi ng to accept paliti cd parties —organizations deamed to be inept,

marginal, andineffedive in ather pdls—asanecessary evil of democragy, then the level
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of understanding of democratic theory and pradice anong Russan may be much higher

than we usually assume.

IVV. Democracy versus Order: A False Dichotomy and Unpopular Tradeoff

When asked the dichatomous question, doyou prefer order or democracy, 72
percent of Russan responcents sleded order, while only 13 percent chase democracy.*
Many analysts have extrapdated from this data athirst for dictatorship and argedion o
democracy within Russan society today. Proporents of autocracy, be they businessmen
whowant moreradicd econamic reform or military officers who cesire astronger more
internationally feaed state, cite these figures to argue that authoritarian ruleis popdar. If
the majority want order and are willi ng to saaifice democracy to achieve this end, then
autocratic pdicies are legitimate.

Thelogic of such argumentsis flawed. Order and democracy are not two extreme
pantsona @mntinuum. To imply in aquestionthat there must be atradeoff presentsthe
responcent to apadl with afalse dichatomy. In our surveys, Russan respondents sem to
understand the trap. When asked to read to the statement ‘democrades are not any goodat
maintaining order,’' responcents were divided. As Table 16 shows, slightly more people
disagreed ar completely disagreed with this gatement as thase whom fully agreed and

agred.

Table 16 here

% ThiswasaVTsIOM pall ascited in Rutland, "Putin's Path to Power," p.345,
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Russan vaersaso do noseam to embracethe diches abou the ineptitude of democraaes
for making dedsions or exeauting ecnamic reform. When asked if ‘democrades are
indedsive and have too much squabhling' (a question which admittedly makes it easy for the

to responcent to agree, more disagreewith this satement than agree

Table17 here

Russans may very well believe that their own government isindedsive and squabblestoo
much, bu they do make this assumption abou democracy in the astrad. On the more
spedfic relationship between democracy andthe eonamy, Russans categoricdly rejed the

ideathat democrades are bad for the eonamy.

Table 18 here

Again, becaise we know that Rusgans are unsatisfied with their econamy and their
democracy, this pal result suggests arather sophsticaed understanding of our democracy
andthe eonamy should interad with ead ather. Knowledge éou the successul
experienceor market democraciesin o the West probably informs this attitude. In any case,
the results expressed in Table 18 suggest that a Pinochet-style dictatorship in the name of

market reform would nd necessarily be popuar.
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Our pal's suggest that the willi ngnessto forego concrete rights or saaifice spedfic
democratic institutions for more order is much lower than previous padls haveimplied. The
differencemay be that we asked responcents abou spedfic democratic pradices and nd the
more genera and abstrad notion d democracy. When asked to give up red rights and red
pradices, the results are more divided. For instance, as Table 19 shows, we asked Russan
voters how shoud arder in Rusgabe adieved, with ore representing "at al costs' and 5
representing "only withou violating citizen'srights.” The results are strikingly skewed in

favor of the most cautious answer.

Table 19 here.

People want more order but they are nat prepared to give up much to adhieve it. When asked
the dichatomous question, are you prepared to suppat censorship o the pressandtelevision
to achieve greder order, only 35.5 percent answered yes, while 49.8answered no.Likewise,
suppat for emergency rulein the name of order was low; only 31 percent were prepared to
bad emergency rule for more order, while 52.4 grcent were not prepared. The only
comporent of democratic system that a maority was prepared to saaificeto achieve more
order was the pdliti cd party system. A solid mgjority, 67.2 @rcent were prepared to ban
pdliti cd partiesif the a¢ brought abou more order, while only 17.8 grcent were not
prepared to suppat this anti-democratic a¢. Obviously, these numbers siggest that
democratic valuesin Russado nd have deep roats yet. Insteal, they refled are rather
divided society. At the sametime, these numbers aso suggest that the thirst for order within

Russa no matter what the st is not as overwhelming as analysts often suggest.
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When the question is not an abstract choice between "order" and "democracy”, but a
concrete choice about a course of action that might produce more order, support falls off
dramatically. When asked about trust in institutions, Russians fully trust (11.6 percent) or
trust (64.7 percent) the Russian Army more than any other institution or actor in Russia
today.” Y et, when asked is having the army rule an appropriate way of governing Russia,
37. 4 percent responded that military rule would be avery bad way and 33.1 percent
responded that such aregime change would be afairly bad to govern Russia. Only 15.1
percent said that army rule would be a very good way or fairly good way to govern Russia.

Russ ans want more order and more democracy.

V.CONCLUSION

If Russian culture was anti-liberal, anti-democratic, and anti-individual liberties for
centuries, then the 1990s may represent a revolutionary change in culturein only ten
short years.”® Thisrapid change in attitudes is especially striking considering how slow
and incomplete has been the parallel change in political institutions. Scholars throughout
the 1970s and 1980s portrayed the process of democratization as an elite affair, abargain
between elites, which produced new democratic institutions. These democratic

institutions than helped to change society along more democratic and liberals dimensions.

% Complementing these high levels of support for the current army is al'so strong support for a new
professional army comprised of paid volunteers. An amazing 43.4 percent fully agree and 36.9 percent
agree that Russia needs this new kind of army, while only 6.4 percent disagree and 1.8 percent completely
disagree.

% Some have argued that Russia has deep democratic legacies fromits past. See Nicolai Petro, The

Rebirth of Russian Democracy: An Interpretation of Political Culture, (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1995).
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The Russian case suggests a different dynamic; the people have embraced democratic

values alot faster than the elites have negotiated democratic institutions.
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