
RUSSIA VOTES 2000
SOURCES ON PUTIN, U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONS

A REPORT FROM THE MARCH 13, 2000
BRIEFING AT THE NATIONAL PRESS CLUB

WASHINGTON, D.C.

SDI PROJECT, JFK SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY
79 JFK STREET CAMBRIDGE, MA  02138

Phone: (617) 496-1565  Fax: (617) 496-8779 http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/sdi



2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface…………………………………………………………… 3

Press Briefing Agenda…………………………………………… 5

Panel I Summary: Personal Perspectives on Putin…………….. 6
Vataniar Yagya, Richard Torrence, George Handy, Sergei Markov

Panel II Summary: The Election and its Implications…………. 12
Vyacheslav Nikonov, Vladimir Boxer, Timothy Colton, Sergei
Karaganov, Graham Allison

Summary of the Keynote Address by Sergei Stepashin……….. 17

Transcript of the Keynote Address by Sergei Stepashin………. 21

Appendix 1: Biographies of the keynote speaker and panel
participants……………………………………………………….. 34

Appendix 2: Biographies of Putin and the other presidential
candidates………………………………………………………… 40

Appendix 3: Election Law: the Essentials……………………… 44



3

PREFACE

PUTIN AND RUSSIAN DEMOCRACY

On March 13 Harvard University’s Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project,
together with the Davis Center for Russian Studies, co-sponsored a special press briefing
in Washington, DC on the upcoming Russian elections. We brought together a unique
group of Russians and Americans who have worked with Acting Russian President
Vladimir Putin. Marvin Kalb and Jim Hoagland chaired sessions with leading experts
on the elections from Harvard and Russia. Former Prime Minister Sergei Stepashin gave
an insider's view of the man who is likely to be Russia's next president. The briefing was
covered live on C-SPAN and widely reported on in the press.

This report includes summaries of the two panel sessions, as well as a summary and
transcript of the keynote address by Stepashin.

Russia’s election of a new president and first peaceful democratic transfer of power in a
thousand years is an apt occasion for Americans to take note. As Putin prepares for an
election he is almost sure to win, Russians and Americans are grappling with two
questions: who is Putin, and what does his presidency mean for Russia and U.S.-Russian
relations?

Two panels of experts who know Putin, his politics, and his policies offered their answers
to these key questions.

Vataniar Yagya, currently a Deputy in the St. Petersburg Legislative Assembly, worked
with Putin from 1990 to 1996 on St. Petersburg Mayor Anatoly Sobchak’s foreign
economic relations team. In his remarks, Mr. Yagya placed special emphasis on Putin’s
human characteristics—above all his modesty, faithfulness to ideas, and loyalty.

Two American businessmen who knew Putin in St. Petersburg gave him high marks for
professionalism, efficiency, and respect for the law. Richard Torrence, currently
Executive Director of Anchor International Foundation, met with Putin some forty or
fifty times while working as an advisor to Mayor Sobchak from 1992 to 1996. Mr.
Torrence described Putin as “clever, open, and law-abiding.”  Meeting often with Putin
from 1992 to 1996 as manager of the St. Petersburg Action Commission, George Handy
was impressed with Putin’s leadership abilities, interest in democratic values, and
commitment to free market principles.

Sergei Markov, Director of the Institute for Political Studies in Moscow, characterized
Putin as an effective manager who distinguished himself through displays of loyalty and
political will. At the same time Mr. Markov pointed out that Putin benefited greatly from
the no-holds-barred media attacks on his opponents in the run-up to the Duma elections
last December.
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Vyacheslav Nikonov, Director of the Polity Foundation in Moscow, noted that Putin
strikes voters as young, strong, energetic, and smart, and that he appeals to them as a
guarantor of stability. Mr. Nikonov suggested, however, that the real Putin will only
reveal himself after the elections.

Vladimir Boxer, a Fellow at the Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project, argued
that Russia’s oligarchs will influence Putin only to the extent that they can prove they are
necessary to his success.

Timothy Colton, Director of Harvard’s Davis Center for Russian Studies, said that the
current situation presents a “mixed picture” of Russian democratization. He remarked
that Yeltsin’s chosen method of transferring power to a successor—stepping down six
months before the end of his term, setting up an early election favoring Putin—may not
be a model of democracy, but it is nonetheless legal.

Sergei Karaganov, Chairman of the Moscow-based Council on Foreign and Defense
Policy, predicted that the Russian economy will improve during the first year of Putin’s
presidency. He called on Western countries to put “outside pressure” on Russia in order
to press for the rights of foreign investors.

I also presented my observations on the implications of the elections for U.S.-Russian
security relations.

The keynote speaker, Sergei Stepashin, is a former Prime Minister who worked with
Putin for ten years. Mr. Stepashin is one of the few people who says publicly, “I know
Putin very well, and I will tell you some things about him.” In his address he argued that
many of the fears of an authoritarian roll-back under Putin are unfounded, but noted that
he disagrees with Putin on some key policy points, including the war in Chechnya, which
he discussed in detail. Mr. Stepashin (who was actively involved in preparations for the
current war) said that Russia's actions in Chechnya have strayed from being an anti-
terrorist campaign and have turned into a full-scale military operation. He warned that
rooting out the terrorists and working to rehabilitate the Chechen people will be a long
and difficult process.

This report was prepared by Ben Dunlap and Emily Van Buskirk, research assistants at
the Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project.  Editorial assistance was provided by
Melissa Carr, Emily Goodhue, John Reppert, and Anya Schmemann, Melanie Winograd,
and Mark Palmenter.  The transcript was prepared by Pamela Jewett.  The full report,
along with transcripts of both panels, is available on the SDI web site:
http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/sdi.

We hope you find the report useful and informative.

Graham Allison
Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs
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RUSSIA VOTES 2000
Sources on Putin, US-Russian Relations

Co-sponsored by the Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project 
and the Davis Center for Russian Studies

9:00 Opening Remarks.  Timothy Colton, Director, Davis Center for Russian Studies

PANEL I:  PERSONAL PERSPECTIVES ON PUTIN
Chair: Marvin Kalb, Executive Director, Shorenstein Center for Press and Public Policy,
Harvard

•  Putin the Man
Vataniar Yagya, Deputy to St. Petersburg Legislative Assembly; Worked with Putin
on Foreign Economic Relations as Senior International Relations Advisor to St.
Petersburg Mayor Sobchak 1990-96

•  Putin’s History as Foreign Business Gatekeeper in St. Petersburg
Richard Torrence, Executive Director, Anchor International Foundation;  Worked
with Putin as Advisor to St. Petersburg Mayor Sobchak on International Projects,
1992-96

•  Putin as a Partner for the West
George Handy, Director, International Action Commissions; Met Putin Regularly
while managing St. Petersburg Action Commission 1992-97

•  Putin as Prime Minister
Sergei Markov, Director, Institute of Political Studies, Moscow

11:00 PANEL II:  THE ELECTION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
Chair: Jim Hoagland, Chief Foreign Correspondent and Associate Editor,
Washington Post

•  How Did Putin Reach the Top?
Vyacheslav Nikonov, Director, Polity Foundation, Moscow

•  Who is Competing to Control Putin?  Will They Succeed?
Vladimir Boxer, Fellow, Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project, Harvard

•  Implications of the Elections for Democracy in Russia
Timothy Colton, Director, Davis Center for Russian Studies, Harvard

•  Implications of the Elections for US-Russian Economic Relations
Sergei Karaganov, Chairman, Council on Foreign and Defense Policy, Moscow

•  Implications of the Elections for US-Russian Security Relations
Graham Allison, Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs,
Harvard

12:30 LUNCHEON, KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
SERGEI STEPASHIN. Chairman of the Corruption Commission in the State Duma
of the  Russian Federation; Former Prime Minister; Friend of Putin  (who was his
security chief)
Chair: Graham Allison, Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs
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Russia Votes 2000
Sources on Putin, US-Russian Relations

PANEL I: PERSONAL PERSPECTIVES ON PUTIN1

Graham Allison, Director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at
Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, introduced the panel and the
conference by raising three key outstanding questions about Vladimir Putin and the
Russian presidency. First, who is Putin? Second, will democracy flourish under a Putin
regime, or will we witness the “twilight of freedom in Russia”? Third, what are the
implications of a Putin presidency for U.S. and Western interests and policies toward
Russia?

Timothy Colton, Director of Harvard’s Davis Center for Russian Studies, noted that
Vladimir Putin’s rise has become the defining event of Russian politics in the last year.
He added that the conference is aimed mainly at understanding Putin, since Putin’s
victory in the March 26 presidential election is almost certain.

Vataniar Yagya, currently a Deputy in the St. Petersburg Legislative Assembly, worked
with Putin from 1990 to 1996 on St. Petersburg Mayor Anatoly Sobchak’s foreign
economic relations team. Mr. Yagya joked that Putin has been made out to be a Russian
Jesus Christ, but that he is, in fact, quite human. Indeed, in his remarks and in his
responses to questions that followed, Mr. Yagya emphasized Putin’s human
characteristics, above all modesty, faithfulness to ideas, and loyalty.  It was Putin’s
reputation for loyalty and incorruptibility that caused Yeltsin to christen him his
successor last fall, when he appointed Putin Prime Minister.  There is perhaps no better
example of Putin’s vaunted loyalty than his service to Anatoly Sobchak after the latter’s
failed re-election bid in the summer of 1996.  When other members of Sobchak’s team
were defecting to the new mayor, Vladimir Yakovlev, Putin stayed by his boss’s side.
Mr. Yagya also dismissed the notion that Putin has an authoritarian streak. “He never
raised his voice with his subordinates who made mistakes, and it was actually very
difficult for him to fire his subordinates. He always tried to find a tactful way to do it.”
Does Putin have any flaws? “He trusts people too much,” said Mr. Yagya.

Calling Putin an “intellectual,” Mr. Yagya noted that his service in the KGB was with
foreign intelligence, which generally consisted of more sophisticated, refined, and better-
educated spies than the domestic intelligence branch. He joked that Putin’s well-known
use of tough language and street slang is a recent development. “He never talked like that
in St. Petersburg,” said Mr. Yagya, “he must have learned to talk like that in Moscow.”

Of Putin’s political leanings, Mr. Yagya said his former colleague is a “liberal
conservative”—liberal on the economy, but politically and socially conservative. He

                                                          
1 Transcripts from both panels can be accessed on the SDI website:  http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/sdi
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compared Putin to British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli (1874-80), noting that he
intends to preserve the positive aspects of the old system while reforming that which
needs reform.

Two American businessmen who knew Vladimir Putin in St. Petersburg gave him high
marks for professionalism, efficiency, and respect for the law. Richard Torrence,
currently Executive Director of Anchor International Foundation, met with Putin some
forty or fifty times while working as an advisor to St. Petersburg Mayor Sobchak from
1992 to 1996. “Clever, open, law-abiding,” and “loyal to the people he helped,” Putin
was “interested in anything [Mr. Torrence] thought was good for St. Petersburg.” Mr.
Torrence worked directly with Putin on a number of deals with foreign businesses. One
illustrative example came from a 1994 case involving a humanitarian aid project,
CARESBAC, organized by former CARE employees. The project was designed to sell
excess U.S. frozen butter on the St. Petersburg market and invest the proceeds in local
small businesses. When CARESBAC ran into a roadblock (the “Russian Humanitarian
Aid Commission” halted the butter shipments at the border, declaring it “illegal to sell
humanitarian aid”), they appealed to Mr. Torrence and Putin for help. After looking into
the matter, Putin informed CARESBAC and Mr. Torrence that indeed Russian law
prohibited the sale of the donated butter, but that it was possible to bypass the
“Humanitarian Aid Commission” by presenting the butter directly to the city of St.
Petersburg. With Putin’s help, CARESBAC cut a deal to use the proceeds from the butter
to pay for a new dental clinic in St. Petersburg, supplied with modern equipment from the
German firm, Siemens. At a dinner celebrating the deal, Mr. Torrence recalled, Putin
gave all the credit for the venture’s success to his boss, the Mayor, and to CARESBAC.

Putin also played a key role in helping Wrigley’s, the chewing-gum manufacturer,
acquire prime real estate for a new $70 million factory near the Pulkovo airport in St.
Petersburg.

Mr. Torrence said Putin looks even better when compared to current St. Petersburg
Mayor Vladimir Yakovlev, a former member of Sobchak’s team who ran against his boss
in the 1996 mayoral elections. In 1994 Mr. Torrence presented Yakovlev with a scheme
to supply St. Petersburg with cheap paint to spruce up the city before its hosting of the
Goodwill Games. Yakovlev rejected the plan out of hand. “Putin, at least, would have
tried to help,” said Mr. Torrence.

Meeting often with Putin from 1992 to 1996 as manager of the St. Petersburg Action
Commission, George Handy was impressed with Putin’s leadership abilities, interest in
democratic values, and commitment to free market principles. Mr. Handy offered four
observations on Putin’s experience in the St. Petersburg government and the effect it had
on his development as a leader.

First, Mr. Handy described Sobchak’s administration in the early 1990s as a pressure
cooker of democracy and private enterprise. “Putin,” he said, “was a source of stability in
this pressure cooker. He was the person who could get things done.”
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Second, Putin was a skilled diplomat, responsible for managing ties with international
companies and businessmen. Representatives of Proctor & Gamble, Gillette, and other
companies were impressed that Putin listened to their concerns and answered their
questions.

Third, Putin was involved in all aspects of St. Petersburg’s economic development. He
was instrumental in modernizing St. Petersburg’s seaport, and showed he was capable of
making reasonable decisions on economic matters. “Putin understands what it takes to
bring investors to Russia,” said Mr. Handy.

Finally, Putin was expert at building compromise and managing pubic opinion. While
some in St. Petersburg supported a rollback to authoritarianism, Putin “was interested in
foreign experience in all areas of democracy, especially in forming public opinion.”

Sergei Markov, Director of the Institute for Political Studies in Moscow, characterized
Putin as an effective manager who distinguished himself through displays of loyalty and
political will. According to Mr. Markov, Yeltsin chose Putin for the premiership in
August 1999 for these very characteristics: loyalty and political will. The Prime Minister
at the time, Sergei Stepashin was not deemed sufficiently loyal, having shown signs of
interest in the Fatherland-All Russia party, which opposed Yeltsin. Nor did Stepashin
appear to have sufficient political will for an all-out offensive in Chechnya. Yeltsin
especially needed a Prime Minister with great political courage and reliability, since he
lacked these qualities himself, said Mr. Markov. When Yeltsin launched the 1994-96 war
in Chechnya he simultaneously checked himself into a hospital, complaining of “pain in
his nose.” (“Interesting,” noted Mr. Markov, “we never heard anything about Yeltsin’s
nose before or after that incident.”) In contrast, Putin took responsibility for military
operations in Chechnya immediately. He takes personal interest in the conduct of the war
and insists on daily briefings from top generals.

Putin proved his loyalty to Yeltsin and the Kremlin group when he allowed a personnel
reshuffling in the powerful pipeline corporation Transneft in the fall of 1999, leading to
the concentration of information resources in the hands of Kremlin allies. These
information resources were used in the no-holds-barred mudslinging campaign for the
Duma to destroy the Kremlin group’s main opposition, the Fatherland-All Russia
coalition and its leaders, Yevgeny Primakov and Yuri Luzhkov. Although there is no
evidence Putin was personally involved in the media campaign against his rivals, nor is
there any evidence that he asked his allies to make the campaign less cruel, said Mr.
Markov. Incidentally, he noted, the reason the presidential campaign is so quiet is that
Primakov was destroyed as a candidate already in the run-up to the Duma elections.

Mr. Markov outlined his main characterization of Putin as a contrast with Yeltsin. Unlike
Yeltsin, who behaved like a tsar, Putin behaves like a Western manager who approaches
his job in a simple and efficient way: he identifies a problem, develops a plan for solving
it, and then mobilizes all his resources to carry out his plan.  This approach means that
Putin will address what he sees as Russia’s main problems: anarchy; weakness of the
state and political institutions; lack of trust in the government; lack of a reform strategy;
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lack of moral principles; increasing autarky and authoritarianism in the regions; and
insufficient legal conditions for business investment.

Following the panelists’ presentations, the panel moderator, Marvin Kalb, began the
question and answer period with a query about Putin’s KGB past and how it affects his
leadership today.

Mr. Allison said he would offer a “provocative answer” to the question of Putin’s past.
He said that the skills Putin acquired in his first profession have served him well in his
current persona. Putin today is a political candidate with only one thing on his mind:
winning the election on March 26. In this effort, the skills he learned in the KGB—
disinformation, cover, deception—are not so different from qualities needed in an
election campaign. Mr. Allison said, “Putin is a manager who sees his objective,
mobilizes his resources, and follows through ruthlessly.” Putin presents a mirror so that
everyone who meets him sees what they like: reformers see a closet reformer, the KGB
sees “their man under the roof,” nationalists see a man who will defend their country’s
interests, and so on.

Mr. Handy expressed less concern about the significance of Putin’s career in
Intelligence. At no time during his dealings with Putin was Putin’s past a factor, he said.
Nor was there ever any doubt about Putin’s commitment to Sobchak’s democratic and
market reforms.

Mr. Yagya asserted that the main influence on Putin’s development as a leader was not
his experience in the KGB, but rather his work for the St. Petersburg mayor. “Most of
Putin’s current ideas came from St. Petersburg,” he said.

Mr. Colton followed with a comment about Putin’s ability to reconcile competing
interests and influences when it comes to leading the country. “Putin tries to be all things
to all people,” he said, “but this creates problems when you try to govern.”

John Evans, Consul General in St. Petersburg from 1994 to 1997, expressed admiration
for Putin’s respect for Russian law in defending Subway Sandwiches from the local
mafia. Mr. Evans asked the panelists to comment on Putin’s relationship with the St.
Petersburg Duma during his tenure as Deputy Mayor, and asked how Putin will deal with
the State Duma.

Mr. Yagya conceded that St. Petersburg Mayor Sobchak had difficult relations with the
city Duma, but noted that he sent Putin as his envoy to smooth over areas of conflict and
establish a working relationship with individual Duma deputies. Today Putin deals with
the Russian State Duma in much the same way—making personal contact with all the
deputies, discussing key issues with them, and persuading them to understand his view.
Therefore, Mr. Yagya concluded, we shouldn’t expect that Putin will have the same
conflicts with the Duma that Yeltsin had.
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Kevin Whitelaw from the U.S. News and World Report asked Mr. Yagya to elaborate on
his previous comment that Putin sometimes misjudged people. Mr. Yagya responded
that Putin trusted many of his colleagues in the Sobchak administration who later
defected to Yakovlev’s team.

David Kramer from the Project for a New American Century asked about Putin’s
activities after he left St. Petersburg in 1996. Specifically, he asked, what did Putin do in
the Presidential Administration, as head of the FSB, and as head of the Security Council?

Mr. Markov said that Putin played a role in the “sensitive matters” involving Yuri
Skuratov, the Prosecutor General. Skuratov was investigating alleged corruption by top
Kremlin officials until being suspended for “abuse of his position” after a film of him
frolicking with prostitutes was shown on national television. According to Mr. Markov,
Putin did not take the initiative in producing or publicizing the videotape of Skuratov, but
he did “follow orders,” and “demonstrate his loyalty to the Kremlin.” Mr. Markov said
his biggest concern is what Putin will focus on after the election: using the mechanism he
has created, or strengthening the mechanism further. If Russian society is strong, Putin’s
presidency could resemble Charles de Gaulle’s, but if it is weak, it could slip into a
Central Asian-style regime.

Paul Saunders of the Nixon Center expressed his concern about Putin’s KGB past, and
raised a question about possible improprieties during Putin’s work in St. Petersburg.

Mr. Torrence responded that, while a few corrupt people managed to sneak into the
Sobchak administration, Putin caught them eventually. He said he had heard of “deals”
made with Putin before 1993 to facilitate business operations, but noted that these “deals”
always went sour, with no benefit for the businesses involved.

In response to a question by Michelle Sachs about Putin’s relationship to the military,
Mr. Markov said concerns that the military is overly involved in politics are
exaggerated. Unlike countries in southern Europe and South America, Russia has no
tradition of military involvement in politics and no consolidation among political forces
in the military. In fact, said Mr. Markov, officers are generally afraid of politics because
in the past they have been used by politicians.

Trudy Rubin of the Philidelphia Inquirer asked about Putin’s authoritarian side, and
wondered what lay in store for Russia’s mass media and oligarchic groups. Mr. Markov
said that while Russia’s oligarchs will never be punished, they will be pushed farther
from the decision-making process in the Kremlin. The recent aluminum buyout by
Berezovsky and Abramovich was a preliminary deal with the Kremlin, he said. The
Kremlin offered major stakes in Russia’s lucrative aluminum enterprises to these key
oligarchs in exchange for increased control over the main Russian TV broadcasting
company, ORT.
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Mr. Torrence argued that in Putin’s university days St. Petersburg was a hotbed of
liberalism and reform. Putin’s experience during that time could not have failed to make
an impression on him.

Mr. Markov noted that the most popular music at St. Petersburg University at the time
included Pink Floyd, the Beatles, and other Western rock and roll bands. Everyone
listened to this music, so Putin must have listened to this music, too, reasoned Mr.
Markov. With some irony, he concluded: “a Pink Floyd fan as the new Russian President
can’t be so bad.”
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PANEL II: THE ELECTION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

Vyacheslav Nikonov, Director of the Polity Foundation in Moscow, started off the panel
with a look at “how Putin reached the top.” The answer, said Mr. Nikonov, is easy: Putin
rose to the top thanks to support from that part of the electorate which votes for whoever
is in power.  Why this happened is more difficult to explain. First of all, Putin is a clear
contrast to Yeltsin—he is young, strong, energetic, and smart. Putin doesn’t improvise;
he is consistent and stable. He speaks in a language to which people can relate. In the
early 1990s words like democracy, communism, and free market reforms were on
everybody’s lips, but today they are like four-letter words. The democratic and quasi-
democratic movements were burned by their association with Yeltsin. Putin recognizes
this and avoids the empty rhetoric of post-Communist reform that people find so
irritating. Finally, nothing succeeds like success. Voters are not inclined to support losers.
The only foreseeable problem for Putin in this election is the 50% voter turnout
requirement (less than 50% turnout nullifies the election results). Recent surveys,
however, suggest that more than half of the Russian electorate will go to the polls. After
the elections, Mr. Nikonov concluded, Putin may finally answer the question “who is
Putin,” and he may even come up with an answer for himself.

Vladimir Boxer, Fellow at Harvard University’s Strengthening Democratic Institutions
Project, gave his assessment of Russia’s oligarchs and the limits of their control over
Putin. The elite, said Mr. Boxer, is no longer under the illusion that it will control Putin.
It will influence Putin only to the extent it can prove it is necessary for Putin’s success.
The struggle between competing clans is not about personality, but rather about the
direction Russia will take after the elections. Three directions proposed are “oligarchy,”
“state capitalism,” and “liberalism.” Yeltsin’s regime combined all three directions, with
predictable results (no real progress in any direction). In addition to the oligarchic groups
that hope to influence Putin, the regional governors are offering their services. Many of
them are willing to put aside their differences both with Moscow and with each other in
order to preserve the existing regional elite. The problem for Putin with all of this
posturing and positioning, said Mr. Boxer, is that what is good for getting and retaining
power is not so good for pursuing a course of reforms.

Timothy Colton, Director of Harvard University’s Davis Center for Russian Studies,
spoke on the implications of the presidential elections for long-term development of
democracy in Russia. While the current situation presents a “mixed picture,” at best, of
democratization of Russian society, we must not lose sight of the positive developments
of the last ten years, noted Mr. Colton. For example, he said, analysts speculated for years
about whether Yeltsin would give up power at all, or whether he would illegally appoint a
successor or invent a position for himself as head of a union with Belarus. But Yeltsin
stayed within the bounds of the law. The mode of transferring power that he chose—
stepping down six months before the end of his term, setting up an early election favoring
his prime minister—may not be a model of democracy, but it is legal. The “Huntington
test”—proposed by Harvard Professor Samuel Huntington as a way of determining when
a totalitarian regime has become genuinely democratic, requires two full transfers of
power. For democratic consolidation to have taken place, the first successor to the
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totalitarian regime must transfer power to a second successor, and the second to a third.
The current transfer of power to Putin may not even qualify as a “first” transfer of power,
said Mr. Colton.

Mr. Colton recommended looking at Putin’s views on state institutions to understand the
impact of a Putin presidency on Russian democratization. First, he noted, Putin has
placed tremendous emphasis on strengthening the Russian state. True, a weak state can
do little to establish priorities and achieve even minimal aims, but Putin’s definition of a
strong state remains unclear. “We would like to think he means a liberal state,” noted Mr.
Colton, “but it is too early to tell.” Putin has said he opposes amendments to the
Constitution and he favors a strong executive branch, but Russia has two executives—the
president and the prime minister. It is not yet clear how Putin intends to distribute power
between the two. Yeltsin never had much to do with political parties, and many hoped
Yeltsin’s successor would be a party-builder. But aside from the endorsement he gave the
Unity party in the run-up to the Duma elections, Putin has shown little interest in
developing Russia’s political party system.

Mr. Colton concluded by remarking that his friends in Moscow have expressed increased
apprehension and anxiety since August, when Putin became prime minister. Why?
Because they do not know what Putin is going to do, said Mr. Colton.

Sergei Karaganov, Chairman of the Moscow-based Council on Foreign and Defense
Policy, offered his views on the elections and their implications for U.S.-Russian
economic relations.  A Putin presidency is good news for the Russian economy. In fact,
said Mr. Karaganov, anyone coming to power after Yeltsin is good news for the
economy. Putin represents a degree of predictability never experienced under Yeltsin.
Whereas the main problem for U.S.-Russian economic relations during the Yeltsin period
was lack of trust in the Russian government—by the Russian people, Russian businesses,
foreign investors, and foreign businesspeople—people are generally inclined to trust
Putin. Mr. Karaganov predicted that the Russian economy will improve during the first
year of Putin’s presidency.

In assessing Putin’s positions on the economy and foreign investment, Mr. Karaganov
described Putin as a liberal who is in favor of a strong state. Russians are now defenseless
against criminal groups, he said, so some imposition of law and order is a good thing. At
the same time, however, Putin is not an advocate of state intervention in the economy.
His main goal is to revitalize both the state and economy by instituting significant
structural reform in the economy. Putin recognizes that Russia cannot survive unless it is
open to the outside world. The key issues are how hard Putin will fight to create a
positive investment climate and whether he will be able to deliver on his promises, Mr.
Karaganov remarked.

The West should neither offer advice on reforming the Russian economy, nor  continue to
offer economic aid, said Mr. Karaganov. “One of the worst things the West did was fund
flawed economic policies for so long,” he said. Mr. Karaganov acknowledged that one
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area in which Western countries could make a positive impact is investors’ rights. Russia
needs “outside pressure,” he said, “to press for the rights of foreign investors.”

Graham Allison, Director of Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs, spoke on the impact of the Russian presidential elections on U.S.-Russian
security relations.  Mr. Allison began by addressing the question of Russia’s importance
in world affairs. “For the wider public,” he asked, “why does Russia matter?” Russia for
many Americans provokes fatigue, and often disgust, he noted. The common reaction is
that “maybe we should just forget about it.” But because of Russia’s nuclear arsenal, we
cannot simply forget about Russia. The Russian arsenal is actually more threatening
today than ever before, especially given the inadequate security measures at nuclear
storage facilities, guards who go months without pay, and a crumbling command and
control system. “This answer may seem old-fashioned,” said Mr. Allison, “but it’s a
fact.”

Mr. Allison called Putin a “political candidate who is remarkably adept and successful in
manipulations—but who is wearing electoral masks.” After the electoral masks come off
we may find out who the real Putin is. In any case, Mr. Allison remarked, Putin will be a
“democratically elected tsar with no serious checks and balances constraining him” (the
constitution created by Yeltsin grants extraordinary power to the president). “We ask why
our Russian colleagues feel a sense of foreboding about what Putin may do. The reason is
that Putin can do whatever he wants.”

Judging by the statements of Putin himself, he is “patriotically, realistically pragmatic,”
noted Mr. Allison. He is adamant about protecting Russia’s territorial integrity, but
betrays no romanticism about rebuilding the old empire or pursuing future ambitions.
Putin is “realistic to the point of being cruel in his harshness about the current Russian
reality.” In his New Year’s address, for instance, Putin remarked that if Russia
experienced 8% economic growth for fifteen years, it might reach the level of Portugal,
“which is hardly considered a leader in the world economy.” Putin has said that Russia’s
integration into the global economy is essential to the country’s future. He said, in effect,
that there is one highway to growth and prosperity, and that Russia needs to be on it. Mr.
Allison remarked that Russia’s integration into the world economy is a “long,
multigenerational project.” But as one of the “gatekeepers” to that highway, the U.S. can
play a key role in helping Russia integrate.

Mr. Allison concluded by warning of the possible dangers to democracy under a Putin
presidency. He noted that the respected Russian human rights activist, Sergei Kovalev,
feared that a roll-back to authoritarianism under Putin could mean that the year 2000 will
be regarded as the “twilight of Russian freedom.”

The panel’s moderator, Jim Hoagland of the Washington Post, began the question and
answer period by asking panelists whether they agreed with Mr. Allison’s assessment that
there are no checks and balances constraining Putin. As a follow-up he asked how Putin
will likely form his cabinet.
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Mr. Nikonov responded that the Russian Constitution contains few provisions for checks
and balances. The president has some legislative powers, and even judicial powers, he
noted. Putin is capable of eliminating all other centers of power, too, Mr. Nikonov argued
(although, he conceded, it would be difficult to eliminate the regional governors). As far
as the cabinet is concerned, Putin will most likely fill it with technocrats. Current First
Deputy Prime Minister Kasyanov will likely stay in the government. Putin’s associate
German Gref from St. Petersburg or Yabloko’s Mikhail Zadornov may be invited into the
government, but certainly not public politicians such as Primakov, Yavlinsky, or even
Chubais, Mr. Nikonov argued. There is still one strong constraint that is not found in the
Constitution or codified in law, said Mr. Nikonov,—the “Russian mess.” “It is hard to
control a place as messy as Russia,” he said. “Orders may go somewhere, but there is no
guarantee they will be carried out. You can press a button in the Kremlin, but there is no
guarantee the wires are connected and the lamps will light up.” “It took even Stalin
fifteen years of hard work to create an effective totalitarian regime,” concluded Mr.
Nikonov.

Mr. Boxer added that power is found not only in the Constitution, but in public support.
For this reason, he argued, Putin will behave like a politician: he will try to consolidate
and strengthen his power by expanding his base of support.

Mr. Karaganov noted that the consolidation of Putin’s regime will take about a year, and
that the first prime minister will likely be a “provisional” one. Only a loyal outsider like
Nizhnii Novgorod Governor Prusak could be the first prime minister and last more than a
year in the job.

Arnold Horelick of the Carnegie Endowment followed up on the previous question
about constraints on Putin’s power. Power and property are deeply connected in Russia,
he noted. “How is it possible to shake up the system?”

Mr. Karaganov argued that, in fact, the most powerful oligarchs are largely dependent
on the state. “As a cautious man,” he said, “Putin will not push away the oligarchs
immediately, but he will do it eventually to strengthen his credibility.” All the same, he
warned, “there may be new oligarchs to replace the old ones.”

Mr. Boxer said that the time of the oligarchs’ control over the mass media has already
passed. Putin has already restricted the influence of the ORT TV station’s board of
directors. And the ability of the oligarchs to blackmail those in government is gradually
eroding, he said.

Mr. Nikonov added that “the oligarchs were essentially appointed, and they can easily be
dismissed.” As far as constraints on Putin are concerned, Mr. Nikonov named two: the
economy (Putin can’t afford to ruin the economy) and the military (Putin can’t afford to
sign a peace treaty with Chechnya today, for instance).

Trudy Rubin of the Philadelphia Inquirer asked whether the panelists saw the war in
Chechnya as a constraint on Putin’s power.
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Mr. Karaganov responded that “most analysts overemphasize the importance of
casualties in the war.” Most Russians back the war, he said, because “they see it as a fight
for Russia’s survival, and also to make up for past humiliations.” And in any case,
Chechnya is now a victory, he said. “Victors are judged differently than losers. I myself
did not expect a victory, but that is what we have. It has been extremely bloody, but it is a
victory nonetheless.”

Mr. Karaganov concluded by noting that he, Mr. Nikonov, and others had written some
foreign policy recommendations for Putin. They recommended “choosing a few interests
and defending them well.” “Don’t overextend, and avoid confrontation,” they cautioned.
But at the same time, Mr. Karaganov noted, “the West should not expect that Russia
under Putin will yield on every issue.”
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS BY SERGEI STEPASHIN
SUMMARY

Sergei Stepashin spoke briefly about his relationship with acting President Vladimir
Putin, about his character, and about the challenges that stand before this almost certain-
to-be elected president.  He then spent a longer time fielding questions on Russian
strategy and plans for Chechnya, on freedom of the press and democratic development in
Putin’s Russia, on the oligarchs, and on START II ratification.

Mr. Stepashin joked that if he has acquired a reputation as a “friend of Putin,” Boris
Yeltsin deserves all the credit for this impression.  When Yeltsin ordered Stepashin’s
resignation, he assigned the former premier the task of “supporting his friend Putin.”
Nevertheless, Stepashin reiterated that he does know Putin quite well, and that they have
been friends for ten years—an eternity in the racing world of Russian politics.

Stepashin explained that there are logical reasons behind the “Putin phenomenon.”  After
all, Putin fits the description of a leader whom Russians have been intensely awaiting: he
is straight-talking, able-bodied, a tough decision-maker and a tough enforcer.  During
Putin’s tenure in St. Petersburg, Stepashin witnessed his diligence and talent for
organization.  On top of this, Putin proved to be a reliable individual, sticking by Anatoly
Sobchak’s side even after the latter had fallen from grace.  This was a risky step for a
politician to take, and is therefore a reflection of strong character and loyalty.

Stepashin next turned to the argument that the world has nothing to fear from a Putin
presidency, particularly in the area of the economy.  Stepashin noted that those who fear
that Putin will drive Russia backwards are mistaken.  First, they should realize that
Russia has not yet significantly moved forward.  And also they ignore the evidence of
Putin’s St. Petersburg career, where he proved himself—beyond any doubt—to be
committed to liberal views.  Those who fear that Putin will try to increase state
interference in the economy have misinterpreted his position, according to Stepashin.
Putin’s plan for economic restructuring (which is being developed by German Gref)
involves ensuring equal investment opportunities and a normal economic climate—but
not state control as understood by the Communists.

A second task for Putin, in Stepashin’s view, is “getting the house in order”: downsizing
bureaucratic structures and addressing the problem of corruption in Russia.  The new
Anti-Corruption Commission, established in October, is conducting a legislative review
to expose and eliminate loopholes that have allowed corruption to thrive in the 90s.  This
review will help curb capital flight as well, Stepashin believes.  Stepashin’s group
recently submitted a draft program to acting President Putin with a plan to start tackling
the problem of systemic corruption.

Stepashin ended his speech by discussing Putin’s foreign policy, stating that the unique
position of a leader of a superpower in decline is that he must understand his country’s
need for patriotism without becoming overly nationalistic or reverting to Cold War
animosities.  Stepashin described Putin’s foreign policy as well balanced in this regard—
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the most difficult question he faces being that of Chechnya. Stepashin spoke in great
depth about Chechnya during the question and answer session that followed.

Authoritative versus authoritarian
In response to a question from Ted Koppel about how Putin could possibly be both
authoritarian and liberal, Stepashin responded with a distinction: Putin is authoritative,
harsh, and firm in his opinion—but not by any means authoritarian.  A harsh and firm
approach such as Putin’s is what a country of Russia’s size needs. At the same time,
however, Putin is a liberal—i.e. his is a liberal approach to the economy.  Stepashin made
a comparison to Franklin Roosevelt’s transformation during the Great Depression.

Chechnya
According to Mr. Stepashin, the biggest mistake from the first Chechen war was the
Khasavyurt Accord signed by Alexander Lebed in 1996, which gave de facto
independence to Chechnya with no concessions from the Chechen side.  During
Chechnya’s independence, there were no constraints (“not even by Allah”) on what
transpired and lawlessness ruled.  The record of crimes, abuses, and atrocities from that
period shows that the Chechens did not handle their independence well: kidnapping,
slave trading, drug trafficking, assassination, and murder became the norm.

Speaking about the prospects of negotiations with Aslan Maskhadov, the elected
president of the Chechen Republic, Stepashin described meeting with him fifteen times
prior to the current Chechen War, during efforts to legitimate Maskhadov as president.
Ultimately, however, Maskhadov proved an incapable leader, unable to quell the more
radical field commanders who fought in the first war—Basayev, Raduyev, and others.
When Russian General Shpigun was kidnapped in the spring of 1999, Maskhadov
showed he was no longer in control. According to Stepashin, Maskhadov has one last
chance for negotiations, and one last chance to avert a criminal investigation into his
activities: if he says that he will stop the fighting on the Chechen side, then maybe he can
be dealt with. There are no other people on the Chechen side with whom to negotiate.

As concerns Chechnya’s future, Mr. Stepashin sees no need to hold hurried elections for
a new leader of Chechnya.  For the time being, he argued, the republic should be
governed from Moscow.  One of the greatest challenges in the rebuilding of Chechnya
will be the rehabilitation of the generation of young Chechens who have known only war
for the last ten years.  The 280,000 refugees who fled the fighting in Chechnya and are
living in squalid conditions in neighboring Ingushetia present the possibility of a
humanitarian disaster.  The half-million people (including the entire intelligentsia) who
left Chechnya before the current conflict, represent another problem.  The well-being of
the refugees and the reconstruction of the Chechen republic as a safe place to live are the
two most important outstanding problems in the Chechnya conflict. "The peaceful
population does not really care about politics or policies: their job is to live and survive,"
Stepashin said.

Stepashin spoke also about the debate over Russian strategy—was it necessary to cross
the Terek River?  Last August, Stepashin recalled, he warned Putin against pushing
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Russian forces into the heart of mountainous Chechnya.  He advocated occupying only
the plains north of the Terek River, but at that point the bombings in Moscow had not yet
occurred.  After these explosions, when the fear among the populace rose as did their
desire to see a strong Russian government, Putin persisted in moving troops into the
mountains and the Chechen capital, Grozny.  Stepashin refrained during his talk from
judging whether Putin’s decision was right or wrong militarily.

The main challenges, according to Stepashin, still lie ahead and deserve to be the focus of
discussion.  He called for an end to military operations in Chechnya.  Russia's actions so
far are not the "anti-terrorist operations" leaders have claimed; they are nothing short of
full-scale warfare, Stepashin argued.  He called for a real anti-terrorism campaign, aimed
at real terrorists.  Stepashin identified the first step in this process as having begun with
the recent arrest of Chechen field commander Salman Raduyev.

Putin and democratic reform
When asked by Michael McFaul about the prospects for democratic reform under a Putin
presidency, Stepashin observed that the democratic institutions in Russia still have not
taken root.  He named as a high priority the reform of the system of local government.
On the issue of a free press, Stepashin responded to fears voiced at his lunch table
discussion about the reinstatement of state censorship.  He named a free press as one of
the most important legacies of the 1990s, and noted that so far Putin has not failed to
publicly declare support for a free press.  The principal problem, Stepashin stated, may
not be censorship but rather oligarchic control over the media.  He noted how the media
were able to shape the images of politicians during the Duma campaign, and called for an
end to this type of manipulation of public opinion.  The promised investigation by
Information Minister Mikhail Lesin into the licensing of the ORT and NTV television
stations is a good first step, according to Stepashin.  And still on the subject of
democracy, Stepashin echoed Putin’s call for a stable three party system, possibly
represented by the Communists (perhaps in some modified form), Unity (a centrist party),
and a rightist party such as Yabloko or the Union of Right-Wing Forces.

Oligarchs
Russia’s reform set off on an unfortunate chain of events during Gaidar’s reforms when
instead of creating a middle class, it established the incredible wealth of just a few
individuals.  Nonetheless, Stepashin argued, it is unnecessary to subject the whole of
privatization to a review, as Communist leader Gennady Zyuganov advocates. Only in
cases of criminal wrong-doing, where enterprises were obtained illegally and bankruptcy
laws were broken, should there be an investigation by the Anti-Monopoly Ministry or by
the tax police.  Stepashin spoke of the need for a level playing field, and decried
influential tycoon Boris Berezovsky’s attitude that while he may not be a politician, he is
able to buy any policy.  In this respect Stepashin named Putin’s relative independence
from the oligarchs (he owes them less than Yeltsin did after the 1996 election) as a lucky
condition of his coming presidency.
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START II ratification
Stepashin predicted that criticism of U.S. plans to deploy a national missile defense
system will surround the upcoming review of START II in the Duma.  He mentioned that
as Prime Minister he had been in favor of a joint proposal to build a national missile
defense system for Russia using American technologies under the ABM Treaty. He
cautioned, however, that Russians are wary of being duped by such defense initiatives,
and that they are especially reluctant to disarm in a post-Kosovo world.  He ended by
calling for greater openness  and understanding in areas of defense.  He pointed to an
example: the crisis in Kosovo when Russian troops raced to occupy the Pristina airport
before NATO. Thankfully the crisis was weathered; by July, a joint Russian-American
commission was created.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS BY SERGEI STEPASHIN
TRANSCRIPT

Graham Allison: (Began with biographical sketch: please refer to Stepashin’s biography
in the appendix.)  It is a great opportunity for us to have a chance to hear from someone
who has worked with Prime Minister Putin, Acting President Putin, in many positions
and who has seen him for many years.  Indeed in the Russian elite, I don’t know any
person who has been prepared to speak out so publicly about current Acting President
Putin as Sergei Stepashin.  If you look at the Election Watch that was handed out with the
other briefing materials, you’ll see two quotes to get you started.

He says, “Yes, I really do know Putin very well, perhaps better than anyone in Moscow.
With the exception, probably, of Anatoly Chubais.  I frequently talk with Putin.  And I
can tell you the man is not authoritarian.  But he would like to be able to achieve getting
everyone without exception to obey the law.”  That goes back to many of the points
discussed this morning.

A second quote which created even more of a stir, not in the discussion this morning, but
elsewhere, related to Chechnya: he said, “The plan for active operations in this republic
was worked out starting in March.  We planned to move to the Terek River in August-
September.  So this would have happened even if there had not been explosions in
Moscow.”  The quote goes on, you can read the rest of it.  It raises interesting questions
about the orchestration of what has surely been a most extraordinary campaign.

We are very glad that the Prime Minister is with us today.  We look forward to a short
presentation and questions from the audience.

Sergei Stepashin:  With your permission, I am going to use my native tongue.  Actually,
pretty much everything has been said.  Basically, Graham has taken the words out of my
mouth.  However, I will say a few words.  When I speak tomorrow at Harvard University,
I will try to talk more conceptually about the issues that concern Russia, including
corruption and corruption control.  Tomorrow, I will speak at length.  Today, I would like
to confine myself to a few brief remarks, and given the fact that we don’t have that much
time, I would rather we leave more time for questions and answers.  I will be happy to
entertain any questions you may have for the area we are discussing today.

Let me start by saying that it is a great pleasure for me to once again be speaking here.
My first appearance here in Washington was in July or August, when I was Prime
Minister.  Now, to speak and address this audience puts me in a position to be somewhat
more optimistic about my future.  Perhaps when I am back in Moscow after this
presentation, hopefully something will change for the better for me.

I hope the statement that has been quoted here has not reached Putin’s ears yet.  As far as
being a friend-- you know, being a friend of Putin’s is something that was encouraged by
Boris Yeltsin.  I resigned twice: first on Thursday, and then on Monday.  Former
President Yeltsin then delivered his statement for the whole world about my resignation.
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He said “Stepashin has put in some good work; that is why we are resigning him.  And
now his job is to support his ‘friend’ Putin.”  This term, this way of describing me as a
friend of Putin’s was basically suggested by Boris Yeltsin.

We have been quite good friends.  We have known each other for over ten years.  Given
that history has really been moving very quickly for Russia, ten years is a very long time.
It is an epoch basically, a whole era.  But now that Putin is in the limelight, a lot of
people are calling themselves friends and comrades-in-arms.  I do not want to try to
impose myself on the public as a friend of Putin’s.  I think this is not appropriate from a
political standpoint.

As far as today’s subject is concerned, I don’t think I will be very original by saying that
on March 26th, there is a very high chance that even in the first round of the presidential
elections, Mr. Putin will become President of the Russian Federation.  I believe my
colleagues and friends who are here today at this lunch, and who spoke on this morning’s
panels, will probably say pretty much the same thing that I have said.

What is the reason for the Putin phenomenon?  That is the first question.  The second
question is what should we expect Putin to do?  Why have we nothing to fear about what
he might do?  And why should we disregard the negative hype that has surrounded
Putin’s potential activities as president.

As far as the Putin phenomenon is concerned, I believe that Russia had been waiting for a
long time-- and the wait was intense-- for a politician who is capable of making sense
when he speaks, a predictable politician, an able-bodied politician for that matter,
somebody able to put in long hours, who can express himself, his point of view and
position, a politician who displays toughness, both in decision-making (and this is
something that many have been tough enough at), but also in terms enforcing and
implementing decisions.  So, both a tough decision-maker and a tough enforcer.  That is
the short list of advantages and assets that Putin brought to the post of Prime Minister and
that Russia was waiting for.

He has those qualities.  He also has two others that I was able to see when he was in St.
Petersburg and when we both worked in ministerial positions in Moscow.  He is a man
who can work very long hours.  That is something that has been a very relevant and
topical issue for Russia over that past few years.  I believe you understand what I am
referring to.  He also has substantial organizational talents.

A third thing I would like to mention is that he is a very reliable individual.  For me, a
typical example of his reliability is this: when Sobchak resigned, he not only left the
Petersburg administration, but he was one of the very few who, while being an active
politician, did not abandon his former boss at what was a very tragic moment in
Sobchak’s career.  Alas, in the current establishment of the Russian Federation and
previously in that of the Soviet Union-- and I hope Vyacheslav Nikonov [a conference
participant in the audience] will subscribe to what I am saying-- it was not exactly
considered fashionable to support politicians who had fallen out of grace.  I believe that
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Putin, while already in a high-ranking position himself, and taking considerable risks, did
exactly that.  He supported a politician who had fallen out of grace.  And as far as I am
concerned, this is a major statement.

The other observation as to which direction Russia is likely to take and what kind of
political reforms Putin will make and whether Russia will go backwards – foremost, I
cannot see how far back Russia could possibly go.  It hasn’t really gone forward all that
much.  There isn’t really a lot of space to cover going backwards.  However, judging
from what Putin did in his few years’ stint in St. Petersburg-- he was in charge of the St.
Petersburg government at the most complicated and difficult period of time for the recent
history of our country, when the Soviet Union disappeared as a political entity, when
foreign economic contacts were being established with our long-term partners, including
the United States-- he displayed himself as somebody who was strongly committed to
liberal views.  In fact, his commitment to liberal views is beyond doubt.

When today the subject of the involvement of the state government in the running of the
economy is being raised as a subject, the question is being raised as to whether Putin will
work for greater government involvement in the running of the economy.  I think that
those who are trying to distort what he said and to offer their own interpretation of his
position, are in the wrong.  What Putin is talking about is not direct involvement of the
state in the running of the economy and the economic mechanisms.  What he is talking
about is somewhat different.  He is talking about guarantees that the state (the powers that
be, the government) must, or rather is obliged to provide for a normal economic
environment to evolve.  He is talking about equal investment opportunities, something
long overdue in the Russian Federation.

The economic restructuring program which has long since been prepared and which
Russia has not really embarked on is scheduled for the next 25 years.  German Gref and
his team are working on this program.  They are finalizing this program.  It will soon be
published.  I am not referring to the essay that was published during Putin’s pre-election
statements.  It is an actual serious document that covers the program for the next 25
years….

Putin had a meeting in the Kremlin recently, and that was exactly the subject that they
discussed: the creation of an equal investment environment, the clause that has been
prepared by the Russian Government as the Law and Protection of Foreign Investments.
The creation of an equal investment climate is a top priority for the Russian government.
Following the elections, I think that foreign colleagues who have started working in
Russia recently will see for themselves that this is going to be the case.

Two other things I would like to say about the role of the state.  First, the need to “get the
house in order” in the cumbersome and bulky government bureaucratic structures of the
Russian Federation.  When we talk about corruption in Russia, many have a very vague
idea, a very freewheeling idea of how corruption is to be controlled.  They tend to focus
on law enforcement agencies.  I remember vividly my dear friend and colleague Yevgeny
Primakov, who pretty much shot himself in the foot last spring when I was the interior
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ministry.  The subject at hand was the amnesty of approximately 92,000 individuals who
had been found guilty in court.  Mr. Primakov then said, sort of addressing me as the then
Interior Minister, “Instead of those guys, we should put in prison 92,000 who are guilty
of financial and business crimes.”  Yes, we do have the experience of putting people in
jail, but this is not how you fight and overcome corruption.

You can overcome corruption by working from two different approaches.  One is global
reform of the government bureaucracy of the Russian Federation.  This is something that
has not yet been done.  The reform of both the entire system of government and of the
government per se.  The government per se is a very bulky and cumbersome structure.  I
witnessed this in my position as Prime Minster.  Also, review of the accumulation of the
functions by the president’s office, that is, in the way of the government’s mandate.  This
is the first component.  Unless that happens, there can be no control of corruption.

The second component of the corruption control effort is something we are already doing
in the State Duma.  In October of last year, a national Anti-Corruption Committee was
established in the Russian Federation.  It is conducting a very serious review of the body
of legislation that has been adopted since 1991.  The legislation needs to be reviewed in
order to eliminate the so-called corruption loopholes.  About 180 billion dollars have left
the Russian economy over the past 10 years.  The inflow of capital has only been 10
billion dollars.  The causes have been both economic and political.  The country has been
fairly unstable following the default in 1998.  It is a country with an unpredictable
political system.  Nobody is going to bring capital in until March 26th.

However, capital flight, the export of the so-called “dirty money” is also a matter of the
current legislation.  I can say this as former Minister of the Interior.  When we conducted
a number of operations with my then-colleague the chairman of Interpol, we approached
certain criminal groups.  I will not refer to specific names now because all the cases fell
apart before they were even taken to court.  What happened was that the criminal groups
were conducting most of the transactions within the framework of the effective
legislation or in the absence of appropriate legislation.  Unless those legislative loopholes
are taken care of, Russia will not be able to move forward.  This is exactly what Putin’s
team, as it is currently being formed, is looking into.

Two weeks ago, we submitted to the acting President a draft program for fighting
corruption.  When I return to Moscow, we will look into the specific mechanisms of
implementing the program.  This too is a good beginning and sends a statement that has
been long awaited in our country and abroad.

As for the issues of Putin’s foreign policy, here I think that it is quite obvious and there
are not only statements here, but there are actions to judge by.  We can see this in the
latest performance of Prokofiev’s War and Peace that was held in St. Petersburg that
Tony Blair saw.  That is just a small example.  Let us here, in Washington D.C., the
capital of the US, understand the position of the current Russian leadership.  Over the
past 10 years we have gotten a lot of tangible blows in the economy, foreign policy and
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defense.  The consciousness of the people, which has been collectively hurt, can become
painful for the entire country and for others.

Let us look at the history of Europe after the Peace was signed at Versailles in 1918.
This Treaty, as we know, led to the rise of Fascism in Germany just a short time later.  I
do not predict that kind of development for our country.  But when a nation that used to
be a superpower has been degraded, this fact has to be kept in mind by the politician who
is at the head of the state.  On the one hand, we need to show understanding for what we
call patriotism, and at the same time, we should avoid getting into another spiral of the
Cold War.  We should not issue constant reminders that we have nuclear weapons at our
disposal, and we can and will use them if need be.  I am referring to the statements made
by Yeltsin in China recently.

As concerns Putin: he is very balanced here.  This affects his views on START I, START
II and on the ABM Treaty.  This is a separate subject.  I could comment on this later.  I
do not want to go into this in depth now.

Of course the most difficult problem is the one surrounding Chechnya today.  I won’t go
into depth on this.  I would answer questions if you have any specific ones.  For me, this
is not simply a passing thought.  I took part in that past war.  I was there when Basayev
attacked the Dagestan.  At that time, I flew to Makhachkala on Yeltsin’s instructions
during my last days as Prime Minister.  You know how events developed from that point
on.  There are certain proposals that I have, and some plans that exist to resolve the
situation in Chechnya.  I can share them with you if you are interested.  Salman Raduyev
was arrested recently, as you know, and handed over to the authorities.  I hope there will
be other cases like that.  We have to stop these military actions and we must proceed to
combat terrorism.

Since I agreed that I would be answering your questions, at this point I would like to take
your questions.  Thank you for your attention.

Ted Koppel: Mr. Stepashin – I am a little confused by your description of Mr. Putin on
the one hand as being the authoritarian figure that Russia needs today, and on the other
hand you describe him as a liberal.  Maybe we use these terms in a different fashion.

Stepashin:  Well, authoritative or harshly authoritative is what I wanted to say.  Versus
authoritarian.  These are different things.  First of all, I do not agree that he is an
authoritarian character.  If you have any proof of this, then I could comment on it.  That
he is harsh, that he is firm-- yes I think that is natural for any president, especially of a
large country such as ours.  When I discussed liberal approaches, then I had in mind his
liberal attitude towards our economy.

We have a mixed understanding, and you picked up on this.  The Unity bloc calls
themselves liberal conservatives.  It is like saying hot ice.  But, for Russia, specifically,
this is not a mixing of concepts.  In order to move economic reforms forward seriously, to
restructure the economy, this can be done when there is serious will to do so. And at
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times, rather firm, harsh methods, including fighting corruption and putting order into the
regions and developing single rules for everyone, are necessary.

Let us look at the years of the Great Depression in the US and how Franklin Roosevelt
metamorphosed several times during the short period that he was in power.  That was the
sort of thing that I meant.

Jim Hoagland: Graham referred to the interview you gave in the Russian press
concerning the plans that existed when you were Prime Minister for a campaign in
Chechnya.  That has been interpreted in some quarters as suggesting that the Russians
created a pretext for going into Chechnya.  First question, is that the case?  Second, I had
the impression in reading the interview that you disagree with Putin on the question of
whether the campaign should have stopped at the Terek river, as I think you proposed or
favored at the time, or if it should have gone on to Grozny.  I had the impression you felt
that was a mistake.  Is that the case, and how do you feel about that today?

Stepashin:  As for Chechnya, I do not agree with the fact that Russia artificially created
conditions for moving into Chechnya.  Most generals, all of those who went to war, they
went there because they were sent there.  They also wanted to go there and they really got
a belly full there.  They met with very difficult conditions.

As for the plans, well, yes, after 1996, and I think the worst error that was made in 1996
after August when Maskhadov entered Grozny.  I was in Grozny at the time, by the way.
I was an eyewitness.  I was the secretary of a commission for settlement at that time.
Lebed had signed an agreement that followed the principle of the Brest peace accord that
Trotsky had developed in the Bolshevik days.  And now, many people are saying, “well,
why not give independence to the Chechens?”  Luzhkov suggested that recently again.
For three years, Chechnya was independent.  It was independent of Allah, of Russia, of
the President, of OSCE, and of everyone else.

I won’t go in and tell you about all of the passions that took place that we were witnesses
to: about the beheadings, the killings, the murders.  I as Prime Minister had first-hand
knowledge of this.  Let us not mention the fact that half a million people, the
intelligentsia of Chechnya, abandoned the republic.  The population that remained was
elderly, and mostly Russian.  The only young people who stayed there were those who
learned how to kill and murder.

Maskhadov was the only person whom I dealt with there.  But, even with the assistance
that we provided to the legitimate President Maskhadov, I was personally involved in
that, and I am frequently criticized for that very fact now.  Basayev had attempted to
murder Maskhadov three times.  We gave the latter an armored vehicle, and that saved
his life.  Fifteen times I met with Maskhadov in Chechnya.  These were closed sessions.
I said to him, “look, you have to take a risk.  These are bandits.  These are killers.  You
have ten thousand armed guards.  Our government is helping you pay out the pensions
and the salaries.  Take a risk.  Take a chance—confront the bandits.”
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But he didn’t take that chance.  And in March of last year, when in front of his very eyes,
General Shpigun was kidnapped, and he was a subordinate of mine, this was a challenge
that was thrown out.  Maskhadov was unable to do anything.  He did not want to do
anything.  It was then in March 1999 when I coordinated with President Yeltsin a plan of
harsh measures against the bandits in Chechnya.  I stress the word bandits.

This plan was aired on NTV.  Then Primakov held a closed session with his cabinet.  All
of the major points of this plan were drawn out and coordinated.  First of all, there was a
cordon sanitaire that was to be created around Chechnya.  Then, we started to deploy
forces-- those individuals who were familiar with the terrain—in the Stavropol area.
Aushev, who never after 1994, had never before agreed to military troops being housed in
Ingushetia, had given his okay.  The Dagestani militia, by the way, took the first strike
later on.  The Ingush people started fighting these bandits.  This was a precedent that was
set.  Then, there were measures that were taken to halt air communications and train
traffic.  We started developing special units that could combat the bandits.

Now, about the Terek River, it is no secret now, and I can tell you openly, we were
planning to reach the Terek River by August of last year.  We had coordinated this with
the General Staff and with the President.  Putin at that time was in charge of the FSB
(Federal Security Service).  I worked closely with him.  The Terek River is in Russian
territory.  However, at the same time, it forms a frontier, and advancing to the Terek
could have allowed us to stop all of the bandit activity that was going on.

When they were rebuffed properly, you may remember that the first action that was taken
by the Federal Armed Forces, and specifically by Putin-- I had resigned by then-- was the
reaching of the Terek River.  This is the plan, which had been conceived long ago, and
which was implemented then.

As far as the further course of action is concerned, it is hard for me to analyze.  Yes, I
was then Prime Minister.  I was interviewed by Nezavisimaya Gazeta (Independent
Newspaper) and other Russian media.  You have referred to that interview of mine.  Yes,
in August of last year, we told Mr. Putin that it was not desirable that we move any
further forward because that might result in some negative implications.  But at that time
the terrorist explosions in Moscow had not yet taken place.  Over 300 lives were lost as a
result of those explosions-- of course it is one thing talking about those lives here when
we are on a sunny spring day in Washington D.C.; it was a different matter when I was
exposed to the public outcry immediately in the wake of the explosions.  The people at
that time strongly doubted the very presence of a strong government in Russia.  That is
when the decision was made for the armed forces to continue to move forward and to hit
Grozny.

I will not say now whether militarily it was the right or wrong decision.  Let us speak
about something else.  It is only right to say that from the military perspective it is
impossible to backtrack now.  Yes, it might be politically expedient to say that we must
put an end to the war, and saying so would build up my political capital.  However, from
a military perspective, the war has to be brought to an end but without backtracking.
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The biggest challenges are still ahead.  That is, how life in the Chechen Republic is to be
organized after the war.  We cannot afford to repeat the mistakes of 1996 when basically
a puppet government was brought to power as a result of properly organized elections.  I
do have respect for Doku Zavgayev.  He is a brave person.  But he was not a true
popularly elected leader in Chechnya.  The scheme proposed by Putin is appropriate, but
we have a legal issue here.  We do not have a form of direct presidential appointment
written in law.  We need to adopt a law.  By the way, such a law was once drafted by
Sergei Shakhrai, and this is the law on the running of the so-called “rebel territories.”
Had the law been adopted to begin with, had the Russian leaders made it clear that it is
not an anti-terrorist operation that is actually taking place in Chechnya.

The anti-terrorist operation is only about to begin. If it had been said clearly that full-
scale warfare is taking place against rebels, who are armed to the teeth and number about
30,000-- what kind of anti-terrorist action can we talk about when you have a whole army
of professionally trained mercenaries?  How can you have Special Forces combating
30,000 properly trained soldiers?  We have to be using armed forces and should be
referring to this as warfare.  I believe that for the next two years we need Chechnya to be
federally governed to be run from the federal center.

The humanitarian issues are very acute.  It was for a reason that the position of human
rights representative was created.  The peaceful population does not really care about
politics or policies.  They have a job at hand: they need to live and survive.  The sooner
the federal government can provide an environment for them to come back to, the sooner
we will be in a position to speak about the first steps of stabilizing the situation in
Chechnya.  Even now, funds have been allocated to restore the economy in Chechnya.  I
hope they will not be pilfered and stolen as was the case in 1996, where allegedly a
building would be restored and then the next day it would be bombed into oblivion.  That
is how a lot of the money was stolen.  That was how the funds were stolen.  I hope it will
not be the case this time.

The gravest and most difficult problem and issue is the creation of the new government
structures in Chechnya, made up of the ethnic Chechens.  Half of the male population
was fighting against the Russian armed forces.  A large number of people who have left
Chechnya are willing to go back.  Mr. Bazhaev who died last week, unfortunately, was
also willing to go back.  He was a very popular Chechen businessman.  We need some
successful programs for Chechnya such as oil, aircraft grade kerosene and of course the
rehabilitation and reintegration of the young generation.

Between 1991 and 2000 Chechnya has been at war.  Those who were nine years old
when the war broke out are now almost twenty.  For ten years they have seen nothing but
murder and warfare.  This is a major issue.  When somebody says that we will deal with
the Chechnya issues in two days’ time, or perhaps in ten days, that is just not appropriate.
It makes no sense.  These are the kind of components that need to make up the program
for a restoration of peace in Chechnya.
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About Maskhadov: yes, a criminal investigation is going on against him. But I think that
he has perhaps one last chance.  If he is to rescue himself personally and to rescue those
Chechens who are fighting on his side, he must state publicly that he is discontinuing
warfare.  Those would be the only grounds for us to speak to him.  We had a precedent
once when I, on the instruction of Mr. Yeltsin, began negotiations with Dzhokhar
Dudayev, two days before the armed forces were moved into Grozny.  But, then at that
time, he was not really able to negotiate, basically.  But we did start negotiations, and
there was a precedent set.  And, that precedent can be repeated.  If Maskhadov were
prepared to lay down arms in that kind of context, we would be willing to engage in a
dialogue with him.

As far as the other political forces are concerned, that we are being called upon to engage
in some kind of dialogue, I don’t know of any such political forces.  Can we be talking to
Basayev or Gilayev who by any means are criminals?  They are not Robin Hoods.
Whatever laws you use, these guys are going to qualify as criminals.  That is my position
on Chechnya.

Michael McFaul: What can you say about Putin and the prospects for democratic
reform?

Stepashin:  First of all, I believe that if we were to discuss democratic institutions in
Russia, we should be talking about the need to restore them.  Basically we need to restore
the system of local government, a system that has never really taken root.  There is a
proper legislative environment for that institution, and that is the main participatory
mechanism to involve the Russians in the running of the country.  And that mechanism,
although legally possible, is not yet functional.  And in that sense, an administrative
reform of the system of local governments should be treated as a very high priority.

The other aspect, and I have discussed it with my colleagues here during lunch, is the
concern over freedom of the press.  Until I came here, I had not really heard of such
concerns.  I am going back to Moscow in a couple of days and I will speak to the head of
the government.  I have been told here that the institution of censorship is allegedly being
restored.  And, if that is some sort of amateurish initiative, it has to be nipped in the bud.
That may very well be the case.  A free press might very well be one of the few legacies
of the 1991-1996 years.  That is, the freedom of the press that we do have in the Russian
Federation – is something that was accomplished in those five years.  Whoever is putting
thoughts into Mr. Putin’s head and whispering into his ear must not be saying any such
things [as reviving censorship].  That situation has to be stopped.  After all, Mr. Putin has
been able to stop himself from making any erroneous statements to that effect in the
press.

There is another side to this.  I have mentioned it before and I am hoping that Mr. Putin
will live up to my expectations.  Of course we need to stay away from the practices where
the mass media is owned and run by one or two gentlemen who call the shots.  Even the
most uneducated people in my country know that whenever Leontev or Dorenko or
Kiselev appear on television and say whatever they say, or when Nezavisimaya Gazeta or
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some other newspaper says something, they know exactly whose views they are hearing.
The talking heads are just being used as talking heads.

I was elected in a single mandate district in St. Petersburg and jointly with Yabloko
representatives I toured about 25 regions of the Russian Federation.  The way the mass
media were used in order to shape up a certain political image for parties, movements and
factions is not something that can be described as freedom of the press.

That is something where Mr. Putin will need to interfere.  The fact that Mr. Lesin has said
today that we will look into the licensing of ORT and the NTV television channels might
be the first step.  Everybody needs to be able to play on a level playing field.  I hope that
we will not repeat Mr. Yeltsin’s mistake in trying to set up two parties: one run by
Rybkin and one by Chernomyrdin.

Of course, the head of state now needs to set up a proper functioning environment for the
currently functional elites to evolve as parts of a party system.  The way the elections to
the Duma are taking place now, the way the presidential elections are going on right now
is not how elections should take place in a democratic society.

I think we should have a three party system.  The sooner we move forward with
economic reform and the sooner people feel that their standard of living is rising, the
better.  Especially, I am referring now to the Communist Party.  Outside of the Russian
Federation, the Russian Communists are actually being seen as social democrats.
Although when somebody actually comes to Moscow they have a hard time telling what
the Russian Communists are all about.

When I was in Cologne at the G8 Summit as Prime Minister, I spoke to Schroeder.  In
fact they were personal friends of Gennady Zyuganov there.  Had I known that back in
1991 I would have acted differently.  Schroeder told me, “why is it that you are lashing
out at Zyuganov?  Why are you cracking down on him?”  And I asked him why he liked
Zyuganov.  He said “I like Zyuganov because the guy is a genuine bona fide social
democrat.  He has been to this country and he is a social democrat.”  And I told our
ambassador, “You know, why don’t you have an article from the Sovietskaya Rossiia
newspaper translated and give it to him to read so he will know just what kind of a ‘social
democrat’ Zyuganov is?”  And the Communist Party will continue to drift towards the
left-wing social democrats.

The other party for this system would be the Unity Party, the centrist party.  And then, the
right wing parties such as the Yabloko, Union of Right-Wing Forces and then the folks
that Mikhail Sergeevich Gorbachev has been able to rally.  About 10-15% of Russians
adhere to liberal democratic views on a stable consistent basis.  And that is a large
percentage.  And, believe me, those are not the most stupid people around.  They are the
guys to whom the future belongs.

This will develop over the next four years, I am hoping, and I believe there is a chance
that the next Duma and presidential elections will be approached with a genuine normal
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three-party system.  Then we should not have many unpleasant surprises.  We will not
have to bully people into voting in a particular manner.  There will be clear-cut party
programs, platforms and positions.

Graham Allison:  Stepashin was the number two person on the Yabloko party list.  So,
that kind of puts this into context.

Trudy Rubin, Philadelphia Inquirer:   What is the future of the oligarch?  How will Putin
accomplish the repatriation of flight capital?  What does it mean to establish a level
playing field?  How does that apply to stopping shakedowns?

Stepashin: Well this term “oligarchs” was invented or rather first applied by Boris
Nemtsov.  I wouldn’t start hunting down rich people.  Remember that reform has the aim
of establishing a middle class.  When the Gaidar government was starting its work, as
well as Yavlinsky, they thought: the more wealthy people there are, the better off the
country is.  I think that is the motto here in the US, too.

I think I would not go back to the subject of how this start-up capital was obtained.  This,
by the way, is what Zyuganov always refers to doing.  Yes, there was no law, the
government had collapsed.  I think that you had your Rockefellers and Morgans too.  One
was a highway robber; the other was in essence a pirate although nobody remembers
them as such.  You remember them as wealthy individuals.  So, at some point after time
passes no one will any longer think about this initial period.

In those cases where enterprises were obtained illegally, where the bankruptcy was
carried out in violation of the law; in those areas where a number of deals involving large
projects, whether it be gas, oil, aluminum, nickel or gold; while these sorts of deals were
formally following the law, but it was quite clear who got the contracts and how: in these
instances the Anti-Monopoly Ministry has to investigate this and work on it.  Of course
this is work for our fiscal structures and our tax police.

Here is another important point.  Everyone has to do his or her own business.  We have
an opportunity today to financially influence the formation of politicians and members of
the Duma.  This has become absurd.  Mr. Berezovsky thinks of himself as a politician.
At the same time he says he can buy any policy.

Anyway, when you are talking about oligarchs, and when we are talking about equal
conditions and equal footing for businessmen, they should all have a level playing field.
The contracts should not go to those individuals who supported this or that candidate in
the past.  Thank God Putin is an independent character now and will not have to pay
anyone back.  I think this is very important to remember.

As for returning the money [repatriation of flight capital], we are planning to adopt a law
on recouping the monies that were illegally obtained.  But you cannot accomplish the
central goal through law alone.  Money will stay in a country when the laws will be such,
and people and foreign investors will be confident that they will be taken care of.  This
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kind of aspect appears to me to be most important when we’re talking about cooperation
between the state institutions and the oligarchs.

Michael Sirak: Please comment on the prospects for START II ratification once Putin
takes power.  He has said that he is committed to that goal.  How soon after he does take
power might that occur?  Is it important for Russia that ratification occur before the
upcoming review of the non-proliferation treaty?  Also, do you feel that Mr. Putin will
want to use the review as a world stage to criticize the United States for its plans to
deploy a national missile defense?

Stepashin:  I will start with the last question.  Of course there will be criticisms.  Let me
talk about my personal experience.  We talked about this with Clinton in Cologne and
here, about the ABM.  Hypothetically, say there are two or three missiles that North
Korea has.  I don’t think that they would even be able to reach the territory of South
Korea, but that is okay.  I know that we need to feed the military industrial complex.  All
of this is politics.  I understand that.

But let us speak frankly.  We have already talked about the space initiative that Reagan
came up with: the Strategic Space Initiative.  Russia was really duped in this instance.
The ABM, that is, the national missile defense system, is an enormously expensive
project for American taxpayers.  So, we talked it over and I spoke with Yeltsin.  Let’s go
ahead and have a joint project [I said]: your technology, our project.  But, they did not go
for that.  They started talking and trying to link this to the START Treaty.  I remember
that immediately it was offered that START I and START III should be looked at as a
package.  Both Russia and the US should be interested in it.  That was the proposal.

It is not just the military aspect that is important here, but the political-psychological
aspect in our country that must be considered.  In our country, those who were opposed to
Yeltsin, and now are opposed to Putin, use these treaties as an argument against the
government.  They say, “look, you are letting Russia disarm itself.  Remember what
happened in Kosovo!  Soon they will be bombing Moscow!”  Well, this is the kind of
attitude. The president always has to take stock of the moods in the country, and this
applies equally for this country.

So we need to have a consolidated position. We need not try to pull the wool over each
other’s eyes.  Do you remember when our troops came to Pristina airport?  We had these
phone calls in the middle of the night.  We had to solve this.  By July we had our joint
Russian-American commission.

Yes, unfortunately, we are weakened today.  Yes, the US today has a lot of preference in
many areas.  But the more powerful a person is, the more delicate this person should be.
That is the wisdom of politics.  I just hope we will understand each other.

Yes, START III, we need to get going on it together.  We have to start preparing it.
START II, I believe, will be ratified.  It will be submitted to the Duma for ratification
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after May.  Although, I think ratification will be a very hard to thing to do.  There is the
obvious linkage to the ABM treaty.  Let us discuss this out in the open.

Does the incumbent US president actually need, and will the future Russian president
need START II?  Or maybe our countries should both wait for the next presidential
elections and see how the discussion goes.  I know that Ivanov was recently here and I
know that he worked on it.  I know that some progress has been made.  I am going to
have a meeting with Strobe Talbot today, and we will discuss this as well.
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Mr. Stepashin was appointed First Vice Prime Minister on April 27, 1999. On May 19, he
became Prime Minister of the Russian Federation.

On August 9, 1999, Mr. Stepashin was relieved of his duties as Prime Minister of the
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BBC, Radio Liberty, The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, Izvestia, Segodnya,
Die Welt, The Moscow Times, and many others.  Mr. Markov is an active participant in
international academic conferences, including most recently a meeting of experts on the
Transition Period in Central and Eastern European Countries, organized by Freedom
House as a part of the project “Nations in Transit.”

Vyacheslav Alekseevich Nikonov is President of the Polity Foundation in Moscow, a
position he has held since 1993.  He is a weekly columnist for “Izvestia” and “Trud” and
a member of the Advisory Council of the Carnegie Endowment.  He is a former Duma
deputy, and was the chairman of the Duma’s Subcommittee for International Security and
Arms Control from 1994 to 1996.  In 1996, he served as the deputy Chairman of the All-
Russian Movement to Support the President (Yeltsin’s re-election committee).  In the late
Gorbachev years he had worked as a speechwriter for the Communist Party’s Central
Committee (1988-1991), and then as an assistant to the Chief of Staff in the Office of the
President of the USSR.  He holds 3 degrees (M.A., Ph.D., second Ph.D.) in History from
Moscow State University.  He speaks English fluently.

Richard Torrence got acquainted with Anatoly A. Sobchak, Mayor of St. Petersburg,
during a trip to Russia in May, 1992.  As a result of discussions about the future of St.
Petersburg, Richard Torrence became Advisor to the Mayor of St. Petersburg on
International Projects, 1992-96.  His responsibilities included facilitating cultural projects
and investment opportunities in the Petersburg Region. During his tenure he helped raise
$1.5-million for city dental programs, and attracted the Wm. Wrigley Jr. Co. to St.
Petersburg to build a $70-million factory.  As advisor to Mayor Sobchak, Torrence
worked directly with Vladimir V. Putin, then First Deputy Mayor and Chairman of the
International Committee.  Richard Torrence is now Executive Director of Anchor-
International Foundation, a U.S.-based non-profit working to develop a comprehensive
preventive cardiology program that would be provided free to Russians who suffer from a
high rate of heart disease.  The program began in 1997 with the participation of Anatoly
Sobchak.  At the time of his death from a coronary thrombosis, February 20, 2000,
Sobchak was President of the Foundation.  Current plans include raising money for the
Anatoly A. Sobchak Memorial Cardiology Fund.  Richard Torrence earlier worked in
stock brokerage, concert management, and production (where clients included Carnegie
Hall and New York City Opera, and celebrities he worked with included Elizabeth
Taylor, Leonard Bernstein, Mstislav Rostropovich, Madonna and Ted Turner).

Vataniar Saidovich Yagya was elected as a Deputy of the St. Petersburg Legislative in
1994, and won re-election in 1998.  His political career began in 1989, when he was
elected a deputy to the Leningrad City Council of the 21st Session.  From 1990 to 1996,
he was chief advisor for international affairs to Anatoly Sobchak, Mayor of St.
Petersburg.  In this capacity, Mr. Yagya worked closely with Vladimir Putin, then the
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Head of the Committee for External Relations.  Mr. Yagya is author of 221 academic
works, including 10 monographs on world economics and politics, African Studies, and
political geography.  He holds a Ph.D. in African Studies from the Eastern Studies
Department of Leningrad State University.  He has been the Chairman of World Politics
in the School of International Relations at St. Petersburg University since 1993.  Mr.
Yagya is currently a member of the Committee for Legislation and the Commission for
Social Issues.  In 1999, he was elected as the official representative of the St. Petersburg
Legislative Assembly for International Relations.
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VLADIMIR PUTIN’S BIOGRAPHY

Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin (POO-teen)
Born October 7, 1952, in Leningrad (now St. Petersburg)
Degrees: Law, economics
1975 Graduated from Leningrad State University
1975-922: KGB officer (rank of lieutenant-colonel).  In 1984 Putin
studied at the Red Banner Institute of Intelligence and was posted
to East Germany the following year.
1990: Returned to St. Petersburg
1990-91: Assistant to Leningrad State University rector for
international relations; in 1990 became an advisor to Anatoly
Sobchak, then Chairman of the Leningrad Soviet

1991-94: Mayor’s Administration, St. Petersburg (under Anatoly Sobchak). Head of
Committee for Foreign Economic Relations
1994-96: First Deputy Mayor to Anatoly Sobchak
May 1995-June 97: Headed the St. Petersburg branch of Our Home Is Russia
Aug. 1996-Mar.97: Yeltsin Administration deputy property manager (under Pavel
Borodin)
Mar. 1997- June 98: Supervisor of the oversight department (under Valentin Yumashev)
May 1998: Named first deputy Kremlin chief of staff in charge of regional affairs
July 1998- Aug. 99: Director, FSB (ex-KGB)
Mar.-Aug. 1999: Kremlin Security Council Secretary (and still head of the FSB)
Aug. 1999: Named Prime Minister
Dec. 31, 1999: Became Russia’s Acting President and Prime Minister when Yeltsin
resigned
Hobbies: Fond of sports—sambo (similar to judo), judo, jogging, gymnastics.  Fluent
German, proficient English.
Personal: Married.  His wife is named Lyudmila Aleksandrovna, and they have 2
daughters (Katya, 13 and Maria, 14).
 From the official government website, www.pravitelstvo.gov.ru and Putin’s election campaign site,
www.putin2000.ru.  Checked against various press reports and www.elections.ru/president/putin

                                                          
2 There has been disagreement as to when Putin officially left the KGB.  According to the official government website, Putin left the
KGB in 1992.  However, on his own campaign site (www.Putin2000.ru), the resignation date of August 20, 1991 is named.  In a
recent interview, Putin noted that his first letter of resignation was shelved or lost (Kommersant Daily, 3/10/00 on Johnson’s Russia
List #4160).

http://www.pravitelstvo.ru/
http://www.putin2000.ru/
www.elections.ru/president/putin
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Presidential Candidates

Vladimir PUTIN, Acting President and Prime Minister
Acting President since New Year’s Eve (when Yeltsin resigned) and executor of the
popular war in Chechnya, Putin enjoys a huge lead in the polls and seems all but certain
to win the presidency. He has forsaken campaign commercials and televised debates,
saying he “doesn’t need them.”

Gennady ZYUGANOV, Leader, Communist Party
Zyuganov is in a distant second place behind Putin, and there are signs he may not be
able to hold onto parts of the Communist electorate, some of which says in surveys
that it will vote for Putin. Supporting the Chechen war and Putin’s efforts to revive
Russia (although the Communist’s stance is more anti-Western), Zyuganov will
campaign for the rights of working Russians, for reversing corrupt privatization, and
against land privatization. If there is a second round of presidential voting, it will
likely pit Putin against Zyuganov.

Grigory YAVLINSKY, Leader, Yabloko Party
Having wavered in the run-up to the Duma election, Yavlinsky has now found his voice
as the leading opponent of the war in Chechnya. Yavlinsky’s stand has prompted well-
known human rights activist Sergei Kovalev, who won a Duma seat on the Union of
Right-Wing Forces list, to endorse Yavlinsky for president. Yavlinsky’s strategy has
long been to come in third in the presidential race in the hope of becoming the
kingmaker in a runoff so as to receive the premiership, but it appears that today’s king is
already made.

Vladimir ZHIRINOVSKY, Leader, Liberal Democratic Party of Russia
The erstwhile “crazy nationalist” has now become a loyal supporter of Putin in the
Parliament; but, having run in both of Russia’s previous presidential contests, he has
never been one to give up an opportunity to give his election strategists and
technicians valuable experience in a major campaign. Banned in February from
running in the election (he failed to declare all of his property), Zhirinovsky is back
on the ballot thanks to a court decision in his favor.
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Konstantin TITOV, Governor, Samara Region
This ambitious pro-market governor is running to be the Union of Right-Wing
Forces’ alternative candidate to Vladimir Putin despite the decidedly cool reaction of
senior URWF leaders.

Evgeny SAVOSTYANOV, Director, Foundation in Support of Russian Parliamentarism
Once the head of the Moscow KGB, Savostyanov served as deputy head of Yeltsin’s
administration before working for Fatherland-All Russia in the gubernatorial
elections in 1999.

Ella PAMFILOVA, Leader, “For a Healthy Russia” political movement
Pamfilova served as Social Services Minister from 1991 to 1994 and was elected to
the Duma in 1993 and 1995. She ran in the 1999 Duma elections on the “For Civic
Virtue” party list, but the party failed to clear the 5% barrier.

Aleksei PODBEREZKIN, Leader, “Spiritual Heritage” political movement
A specialist in American military policy (he wrote his doctoral dissertation on “Battle
Management in the U.S. Military Doctrine”), Podberezkin worked in Zyuganov’s
campaign in the 1996 election and later helped found the “Popular-Patriotic Union of
Russia.” Podberezkin says his party stands for traditional cultural-historical values, the
positive accomplishments of socialism, and realistic international distribution of labor.

Stanislav GOVORUKHIN, State Duma Deputy
This popular film director has just begun his third term as a Duma deputy, this time
elected from the Fatherland-All Russia party list.  He is running for president as a
“representative of all popular-patriotic forces.” Govorukhin announced he is seeking
the presidency only because Yevgeny Primakov declined to run.

Umar DZHABRAILOV, Businessman
CEO of the Manezh Square mall in Moscow, Dzhabrailov is perhaps known best for his
suspected involvement in the assassination of American businessman Paul Tatum in
1996. He is also the only presidential candidate born in Grozny, Chechnya, and the
only one to serve in the Soviets’ Strategic Rocket Forces.
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Aman TULEEV, Governor, Kemerovo Region
Like Zhirinovsky a veteran of both previous presidential elections, Tuleev served as the
Communist Party’s “reserve candidate” in 1996 and withdrew in favor of Zyuganov in
the final days of the campaign. This time, however, he has been critical of Zyuganov.

Yuri SKURATOV, Suspended General Prosecutor
Yes, this is the General Prosecutor suspended from duty after a video of him frolicking
with prostitutes was aired on state-run television. Claiming he was victimized for
discovering too much about Kremlin corruption, he says that he is running for president
to get his story out and declares that he will tell all as soon as he is officially on the
ballot. So far, Skuratov has not revealed his sensational information.
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APPENDIX 3
ELECTION LAW: THE ESSENTIALS

The Russian Presidential Elections will be held on March 26th. All citizens of the Russian
Federation who have reached the age of 18 on voting day are entitled to vote.  The Central
Election Commission will determine the results of the election within 10 days of voting day.

When is a “repeat voting” (runoff election) necessary?
To be elected, the President needs to win more than 50% of the vote.  If no candidate wins an
absolute majority the first time around, a “repeat voting” will be held between the leading 2
contestants 21 days after the first vote-- in this case, April 16th.  In a repeat election, the candidate
with the majority of votes, provided this number is larger than the amount of votes “Against All
Candidates,” wins.

How can the election results be declared invalid?
The election will be declared “not to have taken place” if a) less than 50% of the registered voters
cast their votes, b) the number of votes “against all” exceeds the number cast for the leading
candidate or c) “violations committed during the voting or tabulation of voting returns do not
allow the results of the expression of the voters’ will to be reliably determined.” (Article 72 of the
Federal Law on the Election)

If the election is declared null and void, or if both leading candidates withdraw from the second
round of the election, a repeat of the vote will occur “not later than four months after the day of
the initial election or not later than three months after the day on which the election was declared
to have not taken place or to be null and void” (Article 74).  The new election will be between the
two candidates who won the most votes the first time around.

Eligibility of Candidates
Nominees had to collect 500,000 signatures (no more than 7% of which could come from a single
one of the 89 regions) and submit to income and property checks by the Central Election
Commission (CEC). Nominations closed on February 13.

The CEC’s grounds for refusing to register a candidate include “failure to declare apartments,
houses, land plots, air, sea, river craft, an enterprise (a part thereof) owned by the candidate”
(Article 39).  The CEC initially refused to register Zhirinovsky on the grounds that he did not
declare an apartment that was listed in his son’s name, but the Supreme Court overturned this
decision on Monday, March 6th.  Putin supposedly failed to declare a partially built house owned
by his wife.  But under Russian law, argues Putin’s spokesman, such unfinished homes do not
count as property.
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Inauguration of the Russian President
In the event of an early election, which this March 26th election is, the inauguration will take
place “on the thirtieth day after the day on which the Central Election Commission of the Russian
Federation officially publishes the general results of the election of the President of the Russian
Federation.” (Article 78)

The complete law On the Election of the President of the Russian Federation adopted by
the State Duma on December 1, 1999 and approved by the Federation Council on
December 23, 1999 can be found at the International Foundation for Electoral System’s
website: www.ifes.ru.
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The Strengthening Democratic Institutions Project works to catalyze support for three
great transformations underway in Russia and the other countries of the former Soviet
Union: to sustainable democracies, free market economies, and cooperative international
relations. The Project seeks to understand Western stakes in these transformations,
identify strategies for advancing Western interests, and encourage initiatives that increase
the likelihood of success. It provides targeted intellectual and technical assistance to
governments, international agencies, private institutions, and individuals seeking to
facilitate these three great transformations.

SDI PROJECT, JFK SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY
79 JFK STREET CAMBRIDGE, MA  02138

Phone: (617) 496-1565  Fax: (617) 496-8779 http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/sdi
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