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ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION (OSCE)

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, also known asthe Hel Sinki process, tracesits
origintothesigning of theHelsinki Final ActinFinland on August 1, 1975, by theleadersof 33 European
countries, theUnited Statesand Canada. Sincethen, itsmembership hasexpanded to 55, reflecting the breskup
of the Soviet Union, Czechodovakia, and Yugodavia (TheFedera Republic of Yugodavia, Serbiaand Mon-
tenegro, hasbeen suspended Snce 1992, leaving thenumber of countriesfully participating a 54.) Asof January
1, 1995, theforma nameof theHelsinki processwas changed to the Organi zation for Security and Cooperation
inEurope (OSCE).

TheOSCEisengagedin dandard sttinginfid dsincduding military security, economicand environmental
cooperation, and human rightsand humanitarian concerns. In addition, it undertakesavariety of preventive
diplomecy initiaivesdesgned to prevent, manageand resolveconflict withinand among the participating States.

TheOSCE hasitsmain officein Vienna, Austria, whereweekly meetingsof permanent representativesare
held. Inaddition, gpecidized seminarsand mestingsareconvened invariousl ocationsand periodic consultations
among Senior Officids, Ministersand Headsof Stateor Government areheld.

ABOUT THE COMMISSION (CSCE)

The Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), adso known as the Helsinki
Commission, isaU.S. Government agency created in 1976 to monitor and encourage compliance with
the agreements of the OSCE.

The Commission consistsof ninemembersfromthe U.S. House of Representatives, nine members
from the U.S. Senate, and one member each from the Departments of State, Defense and Commerce.
The positions of Chair and Co-Chair are shared by the House and Senate and rotate every two years,
when anew Congress convenes. A professional staff assists the Commissionersin their work.

To fulfill its mandate, the Commission gathers and disseminates information on Helsinki-rel ated
topics both to the U.S. Congress and the public by convening hearings, issuing reports reflecting the
views of the Commission and/or its staff, and providing information about the activities of the Helsinki
process and events in OSCE participating States.

At the same time, the Commission contributes its views to the general formulation of U.S. policy
on the OSCE and takes part in its execution, including through Member and staff participation on U.S.
Delegations to OSCE meetings as well as on certain OSCE bodies. Members of the Commission have
regular contact with parliamentarians, government officials, representatives of non-governmenta orga-
nizations, and private individuals from OSCE participating States.



THE APRIL 25,1993, REFERENDUM IN RUSSIA
M oscow, | vangor od and Environs, and Narva, Estonia

Thisreport isbased a Helsinki Commission staff del egation to Russiafrom April 22- 27, 1993. The
Helsinki Commission wasinvited to observethe referendum by Sergei Kovalev, Chairman of the Human
Rights Committee of the Russian Supreme Soviet. The Commissionwould liketo thank Chairman Kovalev
for the invitation and for meeting with the staff delegation in Moscow. As a result of that mesting,
Chairman Kovalev facilitated the issuance of official accreditation to observers from foreign govern-
ments, who had not previoudly received such credentials from the Russian Supreme Soviet.

The Helsinki Commission has been observing elections and referendums in the USSR and the So-
viet successor states since 1988. Snce its adoption in June 1990, the Copenhagen Document has pro-
vided for international monitoring of such exercisesin popular sovereignty among CSCE participating
states. Given the importance of the April 25 referendum, itsrolein the political struggle between Presi-
dent Boris Yeltsin and the forces opposing him, and the request of pro-reform groups both inside and
outside the Russian government and parliament for foreign observers, the Helsinki Commission placed
special emphasison the April 25 referendum.

Commission staff on April 25 observed voting in polling stations in and around Moscow and in
several citiesin Leningradskaya oblagt, such as Ivangorod. In all theselocations, voting sitesincluded
villages, sovkhozes [ state farms], and ingtitutions. Saff also visited a polling place set up for Russians
abroad, in Narva (Estonia).

SUMMARY

*  OnApril 25, Russahddareferendum on support for President Boris Yeltsin and for hissocio-eco-
nomic policies, aswell asfor pre-term presidentid and parliamentary eections. Despite predictionsof
widespread gpathy, turnoutin Russasfirg votesincethe June 1991 presidentia eectionwashigh: 64.5
percent. Votersgave Yeltanastrong show of backing (58.7 percent) and surprisingly high support for
hisprograms (53 percent).

* RussasConditutiond Court had previoudy ruled that Yeltsn needed only 50 percent of participating
votersfora"win" onthefirg twoissues. Theresultsgave Yeltsnamora and palitica victory, though,
grictly spesking, without juridica consequence. Onthedesirahility of pre-term eections, however, the
Court sstarequirement of haf of dl digiblevoters Yetandid not garner thenecessary number todam
alegd mandatefor early parliamentary eections, as67.2 percent of voters(but only 43.1 percent of the
electorate) responded affirmetively.

» Thereferendumwasthelatest sageintheongoing struggle between competing branchesof power and
visonsof Russasfuture. Boris Yeltsnisthe proponent and symbol of astrong executive branch,
accel erated freemarket reform and privati zation. Speaker Rudan K hasbulatov and the Congress of
PeoplesDeputiesrepresent the prerogativesof thelegidativebranch, anddamtofavor adower, Sae-
controlled trangitionto themarket. Thebattle between them hasdominated Russiaspalitica arenafor
amost ayear, parayzing economic reform and creating apoliticsof continual crisisthat occasiondly
threatensavil war and/or military intervention.



» Ydtsanhadwanted areferendumonanew conditutionfor Russa, whichwouldendthewrangling over
divisonof powersand createastrong presidency. The Congress, after failingtoimpeach Yeltsin, agreed
toareferendum on avoteof confidencein the president, hoping that strong public disapprova of his
socio-economic policieswould undercut hispersonal mandate. If Yeltan did not get thereferendum
questionshewanted, the Congressdid not get the outcomeit had sought. But Yeltsin got moreout of a
compromisereferendumthat wasfully satisfactory toneither sde.

* Ydtanhasactedtoexploit hisstrong showing by announcing hisintention to conveneaCondtitutiona
Assembly to debate hisdraft congtitution, essentidly bypassing the Congress. Hisgod istomovethe
srugglewiththe Congressfromthejuridica tothemora/politica planeby arguing that the peopleof
Russia, not the Congress, arethe highest power in theland and therepository of sovereignty. This
directly contradictsthe Brezhnev Condtitution, which meansthat Yeltsin cannot consolidatehispower
and proceed with palitica and economic reformswithout technically breaking thelaw under which
Russaisdill ruled.

»  Themog surprising, andfor Yeltsin, encouraging outcomeof thevoting wasthe support for Yeltsin's
economicreforms, despite skyrocketing pricesand plunging living sandards. Public support for—or a
least willingnessto endure— market reformsand privati zation provide groundsto assumeeventud
commongovernmenta andlegidativebacking for acod erated reform after new parliamentary dections.
YdtsnonMay 6 movedinthisdirection by claimingthet theoutcomeof thereferendum giveshimthe
mandateto cdl for new parliamentary dections, whichheplanstoholdinthefdl.

»  Though Ydtandidbetter on April 25 than hisfoeshad feared or hissupportershad hoped, hisbattle
withthe Congressisfar from over. Spesker Khasbulatov and the Congress, not surprisingly, ing st that
thereferendum changed nathing, that the Congressremai nsparamount, and are proceeding with plans
to present thelr own version of acongtitutionto the public. Russaspolitica struggle—which hasthus
far proceeded dmost bloodlesdy — may dsotakenadtier turnsasit continues. TheMay Day violence
inMoscow indicatesthat Yeltsn'sfiercest opponentsare prepared to extend the strugglefromthe
Congresstothedtrests.

BACKGROUND

After BorisYdtsanled thesuccessful res stanceto the coup plottersof August 1991, hewasét the peek of
hispower and popularity. Inhindsight, many commentatorsolbservetoday, heshoul d haveexploited themoment
tocal for new parliamentary d ectionsto replacethe deputiesto the Congressd ected in March 1990in muilti-
candidate, but not multi-party contests. M ost of them represented the Communist Party, large state enterprises
and collectivized agriculture, and wereunlikely backersof thesort of economicreformsthat Yeltsn advocated.
But hedid not move against the parliament, which, at the Fifth Congressin October-November 1991, gave
Ydtanextraordinary powersfor 1 year tolaunch economicreform. Thisreform beganin January 1992 under
PrimeMinigter Yegor Gaidar, with thefreaing of priceson many commodities.

But over thecourseof 1992, relationsbetween Yeltanand thelegid ature deteriorated. By spring, grum-
blinginthe Congressabout theeffectsof thepricehikeshad intengfied, and legidatorsweremounting opposition
to Yetsan. Rudan Khasbulatov, originaly Yeltsn'saly and hishand-picked choiceas Speaker, increasingly
began to defend the Congress prerogativesand towarn about the authoritarian natureof Yeltsn'spresidency.
By December 1992, at the Ninth Congress, thebattlelinesweredear. K hasbul atov, with growing support from
VicePresdent Alexander Rutskoi, led themovement todip Ye tsn'swingsand undercut hisreform program by
marshaling thevoca and hyper-nationdist, saunchly anti-reformfactionsintheparliament, aswell asthemore
centrist Civic Union, whichrepresentslarge stateindustries. Congressstripped Yeltsin of hisextraordinary
powersand forced himto abandon Gaidar, who was succeeded by Viktor Chernomyrdin asprimeminister.



With the Congresspoised to whittleaway hispowersevenfarther, eventudly leaving him afigurenead
president, Yeltsin sought away out of thislogjam by calling for areferendum on whether Russashould bea
presidentia republic, whether aCongtituent Assembly should adopt anew condtitution, and whether land could
be bought and sold. By now, Russian paliticswaslurching from crissto crigs, with the Constitutiona Court
under itsChief Justice Vaery Zorkinfreguently acting asmediator between anincreasng hamstrung and frus-
trated Yeltsin and an ever more self-assertive Congressand K hasbul atov. The Congress— whichisaone
empowered under law to call areferendum— agreedtoan April 11 referendum on Russascongtitution. But
rel ationsbetween the executive and legid ative branches continued to worsen, and they could not agreeonthe
wording of thequestions(s). InMarch 1993, at an extraordinary sesson, Congress canceled the agreed-upon
April referendum and stripped Yeltan of moreof hispowers.

With Yeltsin spesking openly about being forced to takeextraordinary measures— usudly understood as
dishanding the Congressand declaring presidentia rule— and counter-threatsin Congressof impeachment, the
dagewas s for adramatic denouement. OnMarch 20, Yeltsnannouncedinatel evision addresstheimposition
of a"gpecid regime’ permittinghimto ruleby decreeuntil April 25, when areferendum onaconditution, avote
of confidenceinhim, and onalaw on new parliamentary € ectionswould beheld. Thefurious Congressap-
pedled to the Contitutional Court, which onMarch 23 ruled Yeltsin'sdecree unconstitutiona , without ever
having seen thetext, released by Yeltsin only thenext day. The published decreecalled only for a"vote of
confidence," not areferendum, which reguiresCongress authorization, and omitted any mentionof apresdentia
rule, whichundercut calsfor hisougter. But agpecid sesson of the Congressneverthe essconvened 2 dayslater
to debate Yetsn'simpeachment. TheMarch 28 vote— which Yeltsnvowed toignoreif it passed—lost by
only 72votes.

OnMarch 29, the Congressagreed to an April 25 referendum, but not ontheterms Yeltsin had wanted.
K hashulatov gpparently sought to undercut whatever mandatethetill popular president might get by pollingthe
populaceon Yeltsn'ssocio-economic reforms. Counting onwidespread reportsof discontent and disillusion-
ment over inflation, unaffordablebas c necessitiesand outrage over thegrowing disparity betweenthebeneficia-
riesandvictimsof thereforms, the Congressing sted on asking Russdse ectoratewhether they were"better off
thanthey werebefore’ the Yeltsn-Gaidar reforms. And whilewillingto give Yeltsn aquestion on pre-term
parliamentary d ections, Congressadded aquestion on pre-term presidentid dections Findly, tomake Ydtan's
task virtudly impossible, the Congressdtipul ated that 50 percent of all registered voterswould havetovoteinthe
afirmativeonall four questions

Ultimately, thefour questionsput beforeRussased ectoratewereasfollows:

* Doyoutrug the President of the Russian Federation, BorisNikolaevich Yeltan?

*  Doyou gpprovethesocio-economic policiesimplemented by the President of the Russan Federation
and the government of the Russian Federation snce 19927

» Doyouconsder it essentid to hold pre-term e ectionsfor the presidency of the Russian Federation?

» Doyouconsderitessentid to hold pre-term dectionsfor the Peopl€s Deputiesof the Russan Federa:
tion?

Atfirg, Yeltanreportedly consderedignoring thesequestionsand holdingapardld plebiscite, with
questionsof hisown choosing. Eventuadly, he agreed to the questions selected by the Congress, but asked the
Condtitutiona Court to ruleon the counting rulesimposed by the Congress.



OnApril 21, the Condtitutional Court decided that thefirst two questionsdid not require congtitutional
changes, and thereforerequired only 50 percent of participating votersto pass. Thelatter two questions, how-
ever, wouldinvolveconditutiond changes, and thereforerequired 50 percent of dl digiblevoters. Moreover, the
first two questionshad nolega consequences, i.e., nothing would necessarily changewhether they passed or
not. Butif enough voterscalled for pre-term dectionsfor the Congressor president, such e ectionswould have
tobeheld.

Asthereferendum approached, tensionsbetween Yetsin and hisopponentsrose, with both sidestrading
accusationsandwarning of thedirest consequencesif theother sdewon. Hardlinepro-communist and militantly
nationdigt politica organizationsand publicationscharged Ye tsnwith treason, kowtowing to the West, aban-
donment of Russansinother former Soviet republicsand of traditiona Russanalies suchasSerbia, aswell as
corruption. Yetsnand hissupporters, inturn, depicted the opposition asunregenerate communistsdetermined
torestorethe Soviet syseminal itsruinousignominy. Throughout thisperiod, Westernleedersexpressed their
support for Boris Yeltsin. U.S. President Clinton openly associated himself with Russa'spresident, whomhe
cdledthebest hopeof reformsthat would benefit Russ aand theentireinternationa community.

Inademongtration of support for the processof democratization, President Clinton held asummit with
Presdent Yeltsnon April 3-4inVancouver, where, among other things, anaid programwasannounced. Yeltsin
pointed totheaid asasign of Western support for him persondly, for hispolicies and asasign of solicitudefor
Russia. Hisopposition castigated Yeltanfor begging aid from aWestern world that wanted towesken Russa.

Atthe Summit, Yeltsinrepeated to President Clinton what he had told Russasdectorate: if helost the
referendum, hewould resign. But hea so expressed confidenceinacertainvictory.

REFERENDUM RULES

TheCentral Election Commission: Overal management and supervision of thereferendumwasinthe
handsof the Centrd Referendum Commission (CEC), chaired by Vassiliy Kozakov. The CEC wasresponsible
tothe Supreme Sovit.

Onthedidrict leve, referendum commissionswerecreated by the Supreme Sovietsof Russasrepublics,
territories, regions, autonomousareasand regions, and Moscow and St Petersourg (which have specid gatus),
for atotal of 89. Regiond, city and district soviets, inturn, created loca referendum commissions (polling
gations) of whichtherewereover 96,000 throughout Russia. Theselocad commissionscompiledthevoter ligs,
and adminigtered thevating for amaximum number of 3,000 votersper polling Sations.

TheYdtsnadminigration dso established itsown, executive branch commissonto ded withthereferen-
dum. Nominadly headed by PrimeMinister Chernomyrdin, it wasmostly run by First Deputy PrimeMinister
Vladimir Shumeiko. Accordingto K ozakov of the CEC, thisexecutive branch commissiondedlt primarily with
logistica and technica matters, such asensuring premisesfor voting, trangportation, communication and equip-
matt.

Financing: The Supreme Soviet allocated 24.5 billion rublesto organi ze thereferendum. In Russias
cgpitd, theM oscow city government advianced 606 million rublesto financethereferendum, producing posters
andinvitationstovoters. Work collectives, politica partiesand individua scould take partincampaigning, and



usether ownfundsfor thispurpose. Consequently, asthe chairman of the CEC observed at apressconference,
theremight bemorepogtersor placardsfor ones dethan ancther, assomegroupshad complained, but that was
not amatter the CEC could resolve.

\oting: All citizensof Russiaat |east 18 yearsold wereeligibletovote. Thelaw on citizenship made
citizensof dl thosepeoplelegdly resdingin Russawhenthelaw cameinto effect. Accordingtothechairmanof
the CEC, in other former Soviet republics, there are about 300,000 Russian citizens, of whom the Foreign
Ministry expected about 110,000 to vote. Russian citizensoutsidetheformer USSR could votein Russian
consulatesand embassi es, which set up polling stationsand sent in the ball otsthrough di plomatic pouch. Ac-
cording tothe Foreign Ministry, 300 such polling boothswere set up in 126 countriesto accommodate an
edtimated 60,000 Russian citizensliving abroad.

Theungtablestuationinvariousformer Soviet republicshascrested alargenumber of refugessin Russa
Their gatusand ability tovotewereproblemétic; accordingto anofficia of the CEC, peoplewith officid atus
asrefugeeswould present their identity card to e ection commissions, and if they livedintheregion, they could
vote. Butlocd éection commissons, infact, wereempowered to ded onacase-by-casebag swith peoplewho
had not yet acquired Russian citizenship but had livedin Mascow or aRussan city for alongtime. Thesamerule
gppliedtohomeesspeople.

Soldiersstationed ontheterritory of the Russian Federation could voteat polling sationsset upinther
units, though they could o, for thefirst timeever, voteat regular nearby polling stations. Theright to vote of
soldiersserving outs de Russiawasamatter of contention between Yeltsin and the Congress. The Congress,
after hearing reportsby Defense Ministry onthedifficultiesof organizingvotingin, for ingtance, the Black Sea
Fleet (over which Russaand Ukrainearedtill sruggling), decided not tolet such soldierstovote. But afew days
beforethereferendum, Yeltsnissued adecreedlowingthemtodo so.

Voting actudly began before April 25, for instance, onvessdsa sea. Thelaw a o permitted peopletovote
ealy if they wereplanning to beouts dethe Russ an Federation, by leaving their balotinased ed envel opeat the
polling station. VVoterswho could not make advance arrangementsto vote outside their homedistrict were
supposed toreceived fromtheir local e ection commissionacertificatealowingthemtovotee sewhere, after
being crossad off their locdl votingralls.

Insum, therewere 105,539,421 votersin Russia(not counting the 600,000 voters of Chechnya, which
had declared independence). The chairman of the CEC expected thisnumber to beincreased by about 1.5
millionto beadded onto exiting listsbecause of voters changeof locations, marriage, etc. Thesinglelargest
voter pool wasin Moscow, with over 7 million people; the smallest wasthe Evenk district, with only some
13,000. Didrict sovietssent or ddlivered officid invitationsto voters, reminding them of thedateof theballoting
andinforming themwherethey could cast their votes.

Added Questions. The Supreme Soviet'sMarch 29 authorization of thereferendum barred extraques-
tions, but that did not deter someloca authorities, who added tothefour referendum questionsothersreflecting
local concerns. Examplesincluded St. Petersburg'sdecisiontoincludeaquestion on convening aCongtituent
Assembly to adopt anew congtitution, and on upgrading thecity'sstatusto arepublic, aquestion dso askedin
Sverdlovsk and Chdyabinsk. The CEC cong dered someof thesequestions, such asthislatter one, illegd, and
they werechallenged by the Prasecutor. Added questionsinvolving matterslikerenaming of citiesdid not dicit
any legd chalenge. Bashkortostan and the K omi Republic asked votersquestionson economicindependence.
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CAMPAIGNING

The Chairman of Russias Centra Election Commission said a apressconferenceon April 22 that the
March 29 decison of the Congressto hold areferendum on April 25 had | ft littletimefor preparations. Infact,
people had been expecting for monthsareferendumon April 11, which Yeltsin had announced the previous
December. TheU.S. Embassy told Commission staff thet itsofficers, traveling around Russiain advanceof the
voting, had foundloca dectord commissonswell preparedfor thevating. Infact, theprimary complaint voiced
by locd dection officia swasnot alack of time, but having toincur largeexpenses, which they doubted would
ever berembursed by the centra authoritiesin M oscow.

For hispart, Boris Ye tsntook advantage of themonth'sinterludeto seek popul ar support. After returning
fromtheApril 3-4 Vancouver Summit with President Clinton, Yeltsinlaunched acampaign swing acrossthe
country. WhileWestern reportersrecounted that the campaigning at these topswas often lackluster, Yeltan's
supporterswent into action, plastering M oscow and other citieswith pogtersloudly advisng voterstovote”Da,
Da, Nyet, Da' [Yes, Yes, No, Yeg. Yeltsn'sopponentsproduced postersurging votersingead tovote "Ny,
Nyet, Da, Nyet" [No, No, Yes, NoJ.

Duringthisperiod, Yeltsinasotried to sweeten the pot by offering al sortsof economicincentivesto
favored groups. For instance, he ordered better working conditionsfor minersin Kemerovo, raised tipendsfor
sudentsand pensionsfor pensioners, and promised to hold down pricehikeson fud. Inan eection-eveapped
for support fromthemilitary, Yetsnaso announced plansto giveretired officersplotsof land, whichthey would
befreeto sdll, and vowed to restore respect for thearmy and the officer corps.

Teevison carried frequent programson thereferendum, offering round tablediscuss onsand ingtructions
about voting, someaf whichwere produced by American non-governmenta organizations. Khasbulatov and his
supportersaccused themediaof blatant pro-Ydtsnfavoritism, occasondly usng theterm"mediaterroriam.”
For ingtance, afew daysbeforethevoting, centrd televisonared aspecid on Yetsna homewith hisfamily,
evidently to portray Russaspresdent asa"regular guy.” Pro-Ydtsinforcesformed acadition of 88 groupsand
partiesaround Democratic Russa(DemRossia), and broadcast dickly produced, Western-stylecommercids,
urging votersto support the president. By contrast, Vice Presdent Rutskoi falledtogainair timeto elaborateon
hislast-minutedlegationsof corruptionby DefenseMinister Grachev, and other membersof Yetsn'scabinet. A
representativeof DemRossiaoffered someconfirmation of thischargeat aseminar of theNationd Democratic
Indtitutein Washington on May 12, whereheclaimed that themassmediawaspro- Yetsin. Headded, however,
that thiswashardly surprising, consdering thebehavior of K hasbulatov and the Congress| K hasbul atov haslong
beentryingtogain parliamentary control of themassmedia, especidly of thenewspaper | zvedtiial.

Lesspartisan obsarvers, suchasRadio Liberty anaysts, dso had theimpressonthat themediawerepro-
Ydtan. Sll, afew nightsbeforethereferendum, Commissongaff inMascow saw ontdevisonseverd roundtables
that presented both Sdesof theissue, urging votersto votefor and againg Yeltsin, and offering reasons. Oneof
themodt interesting judtificationsgivenfor voting againg Yetsnin onesuch programwasthat *peoplewho have
dready emigrated” werepressing everybody to votefor Yetsin, and they were planning to come back when
democracy and prosperity weredready establishedin Russa

Newspapersd so devoted much spaceto thereferendum, usudly inthe openly partisan manner character-
idicof Russannewspapers. Ontheevedf thevating, for example, M oskovsky Komsomoletsprinted afull page
pictureof Yetsnover theword"Dd' [yes]. Pravdaand SovetskayaRossia, bothfiercely anti- Yeltan, exhorted
theelectoratetovoteagaing him.



OBSERVERS

Deputies(elected officids) of dl rankscould monitor the voting and vote count. Thelaw aso authorized
loca observersfromwork collectives, paliticd partiesand themediato monitor thevoting and votecount. They
needed only to present to chairmen of didtrict eection commiss onsacertificateidentifying themasauthorized
observersof asocia organization or political party. Many political partiesand organizationsdid, infact, make
clear their intention to send monitorsto palling sations. L ocd journdistscould a so gain accessto polling sations
andwatch the proceedings, though they could not enter restricted stationsin military units.

Thesituation for foreign observerswas more problematic. As CEC Chairman K ozakov repestedly ex-
plained, Russidsreferendum|aw containsno provisonson foreign observers. Consequently, therewasnether
any officd bassonwhichtoinviteor bar them. Mogt of the\Western norn-governmenta organi zationswhich sent
observer missionsto Russia, such the Washington-based | nternationa Republican Ingtituteandthe AFL-CIO,
and the New-York based Freedom House, received invitationsfrom theleadership of DemRossiia, which,
together with other politica partiesand organizations, banded together toinviteforeign monitorsand aso pre-
paredfor themaligt of citiesand regionswhereforeign observerscould hepensureafair vote. Russiascentra
referendum authoritiesknew about thisre ationship between Western non-governmenta organizationsand of
their connectionto DemRossia, and encouraged it, suggesting toforeign groupsthat they rely onthelr Russan
SPONSOr'S.

OnApril 22— after theruling of the Condtitutional Court thet Yeltsin needed only 50 percent of participat-
ing voterson questionsoneand two— the Russi an Foreign Minigtry invited observersfromthe CSCE's Office
of Democratic I ndtitutionsand Human Rights(ODIHR), basedin Warsaw. The ODIHR sent arepresentetiveto
coordinatethemonitoring activitiesof variousdd egationsfrom CSCE countries, including agroup of Italian
parliamentarianswho arrivedin M oscow.

OnApril 23, Hesnki Commissongaff metwith Sergel Kovaev, Chairmanof theHuman RightsCommit-
teeof Russas Supreme Soviet, who had invited the Commission to observethereferendum. Commission staff
rasedthemetter of officid accreditationfor internationd olbsarvers, which had not yet beenforthcoming. Kovaev
thereupon contacted the Russian Foreign Ministry, which managed to arrange such accreditation for observer
delegationsof foreigngovernments.

VOTING DAY OBSERVATIONS

Polling stationsopened at 7 am. and remained open until 10 p.m. Voters presented their identification
(amost dwaysapassport), sgned for thefour balots, took theminto abooth, or contemplated themleaning
againg thewadl or conferring with others, madetheir choicesand deposited thebdl otsinthebal l ot box.

Generdly gpesking, though Commiss on gaff oloserved many technical violationsof internationa normsfor
voting, there were no violations that appeared to be motivated by adesire to commit fraud. The sorts of
violationsmost often noted invol ved entirefamiliesvoting together in the same voting booth— apractice
common throughout theformer USSR, asfrequently seen by Commissonobserver missonssince 1988, Infact,
Vice-Presdent Rutskoi and hiswifewere shown onteevison sandinginthesamebooth.

Thefour questionson thereferendumwere supposed to be on different-col ored balots, but Commission

gaff saw no polling stationswith such paper, whichisexpens veand hard to obtain. Another surpriseconcerned
thehighly publicized referendum rulemandeting that dl ball otshad to besigned by two membersof locd dection
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commissions, inorder to prevent fraud. But shortly before April 25, after dection commissonscomplained that
itwouldtakeagrest ded of timeand effort to Sgn so many balots, the authoritiesdecided that ballotscould
ingtead be tamped with aseal. Commission staff observed that votersfairly often asked why theballotswere
not signed. Most votersweremollified and satisfied with the explanation given by the el ection commission
members, but othersing sted on having their ball otss gned, which commission membersgenerdly did without
complaint.

Under the Daand Nyet on each of thefour the ballots, voterswere advised nenuzhnoe zacherknut' —
"crossout what isnot necessary.” Underneath thoseingructionswasasentenceindicating that crossing out both
or neither the"yes' and"no" box wouldinvdidatethebdlot.

Narva, Ivangorod and near by cities: Commission staff observed votingin Narva, Estonia, whereabout
10,000 thousand Russ anshaveacquired Russan dtizenshipand weredigibletovoteon April 25. Inthepolling
place— the second-fl oor gpartment of the Russian consul — voting was orderly, though conditionswere,
naturaly, crowded. (Russian citizenscould dso havetrave ed to Talinnto votea the Russ an Embassy). Com-
mission staff heard fromloca referendum officia sthat the general mood among Russanswasanti-Yetsn,
becauseof discontent with the socia-economic Stuationin northeest Estonia

TheBaltic Independent (April 30-May 6) reported that turnout among Russan citizenswasgenerdly
light, and most of thevotewasnot supportiveof Yetsn. Of the 1.5million ethnic RussansintheBdtic Sates,
only about 50,000 weredigibletovote, i.e, Russiancitizens.

Acrosstheborder in RussasL eningradskayaoblast, Commission staff encountered varying reactionsto
thepresenceof internationa observers. In Santsy, thechairmen of twoloca dection commissonsing sted that
gaff obtain permissonfromthe City Soviet. Inlvangorod and other cities, staff waswelcomed andinvited to
returnfor thevotecount. All polling stationsvisited appeared to be prepared for thevoting, which proceededin
anorderly manner.

Commissongaff dsovisted polling sationsin Mascow and environs, including Krasnogorsk (aformerly
closed military production center) and Shakhovskoe, which isbest known for an advanced experiment in
priveatization under theleadership of Nikola Travkin, chairman of the Democratic Party of Russa

Commissongaff observed noincidentsof locd dection commissionmembersalowing peopletovotefor
their relives avery common practicein previous Soviet dections. But despited| theinformeation disseminated
throughtelevison onthereferendum, thewording of the questions seemed confusing to many voters. Voters
often asked € ection commisson members, or each other, for explanations. Loca dection commissionmembers
werenot supposed toexplain, but they generdly did.

Most of thepolling stationsvisited in the M oscow region had observers, or reported that observershad
been thereand would return. In one polling station where Commiss on staff watched the vote count, observers
from DemRossiiaand the Communist Party sat together at onetablewatching the proceedings. Theserepresen-
tativesof opposing palitica organizationstedtified that thevoting had been orderly, without any untowardinci-
dents, and that they had no complaints. Inmorerurd aress, it wasmuch lesscommontofind an observer from
apalitica party, though theloca soviet might send someonearound. Neverthel ess, DemRossiiadispatched
monitorstothecountryside. Thepresident of thed ection commissionin Denkovo, achicken-producing hamlet
with 500 registered voters, explained theabsence of locd paliticd activistsby remarking that "theonly move-
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ment around hereisfrom hometowork andback.” Inrurd aress, such assovkhozes, locd eectioncommisson
workersrarely bothered to ask votersfor identification, aseverybody knew everybody elsein thesesmall
communities. Insuch places, moreover, it wasfar lesslikdy tofind € ection commisson membersrepresenting
politica parties, asopposed towork collectivesand socid organizations. In Mascow, observersfromDemRossia,
the Communigt Party and the communist-nationaist Nationd Savation Front wereofteninevidence.

COUNTING

Before opening dl the ball ot boxesand dumping their contentson atable, loca commission officials
counted (by hand) theunused bdl ots, noting their number onaprotocol. Thecommissionthen determinedthe
number of peoplewho had received ballots, and having created four separate stacksfor theball ots, counted
how many peopl e had participated, thetotal sfor each question, and the number of void ballots. Whenthe
counting was completed, theresultswereindicated on asigned protocol, which wasthen deliveredto the
regiond commissononthereferendum. Theseregiond commissonsthenddiveredthese protocolsand results
tothe CEC.

RESULTS

OnMay 5, the CEC announced thefind results. Overal turnout was64.5 percent of Russiaselectorate of
107 million. Of participating voters, 58.7 percent voi ced support for Yeltsin and 53 percent backed hispalicies.
49,5 percent wanted new presidentia el ections(31.7 percent of thedectorate) and 67.2 percent caled for new
parliamentary eections(43.1 percent of digiblevoters).

Ydtandid paticularly wdl inbigaties suchasMaoscow and S. Petersburg, inthe Far Eadt, theFar North,
and generdly, inregionswhereeconomic reformsaremost advanced. Hefared poorly inthe North Caucasus,
exceptinNorth Ossetia, whichisgrateful to Mascow for support initsbaitleover adisputed territory with the
Ingush; thelatter, not surprisingly, voted overwhe mingly againgt Yeltsin. Voting resultsintheethnic-territorid
republicsweremixed, withamogt haf not expressing confidencein Yetsin.

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS

Though dl sdeswere, naturaly, quick to put their own spin ontheoutcome, BorisYeltsinclearly gota
magor boost fromthereferendum. He had vowed toignoreearlier threats of impeachment by the Congress, but
he had publicly promisedtoresignif helost thereferendum. True, someof hissupportersstressed beforethe
referendum that questionsone and two had nolegd significance, alowing themselvesaloopholejustin case;
nevertheless, hehad agreat ded tolose. Considering what wasat stake, thereturnswereamajor victory for
Russasfirst democratically e ected leader, who once again placed hisfatein the handsof the peopleand, for
now at least, retainsthe confidence of most of them.

Theshow of support for him personaly, despitehiswiddy publicized falling popul arity, demonstrated thet
BorisYdtanremansthenumber onepaliticianin Russa, evenif thevotereflected only theabsenceinthepublic
mind of aviabledternative. Theoutcomemight havebeendifferent wereherunningagaing anindividud rive,, as
opposed to aninditution— the Congress— which, dong withitsmost visblesymbol, Rud an Khasbulatov —
isquiteunpopular withtheRussan public.



Asimportant asshowing that hecandill rdly thepublic, Yeltsn a so demongrated that the public can il
berdlied. Though Russansaredisiius oned with politicsand battered by market reforms, thereferendumgave
thelietowidespread predictionsof |ow turnout from an gpathetic el ectorate.

Having donebetter than expected, Yetsn canexploit themord aspectsof hisvictory, Sncetheletter of the
law, i.e., the Brezhnev Condtitution, vests primary authority and sovereignty inthe Congress. For that reason,
Ydtanfromthebeginning could only stakehishopesonapoaliticd, asopposedtojuridicd, victory. Thestrategy
dictated by hisstrong public support now involvesan atempt to ater thetermsof reference of power struggles
inRussia, abandoningjuridica for political cons derationsand changing the basisand nature of sovereignty.
Houting the Brezhnev Condtitution, Yeltan now arguesthat the peoplearetheultimaterepository of sovereignty,
andther will —which heidentifieswith support for him— overridesparliamentary decisons. Thisshift prepares
theground for the adoption of anew condtitution.

Onquegtionthree, pre-term presidentia e ections, thelow affirmative responseindicated support for
Ydtsnthat confirmedthevoteinquestionone. During hiscampaign swing, Yeltsnhed actudly advised votersto
voteYesonadl four questions, to s mplify mattersfor votersconfused by trying toremember theDa, Da, Nyet,
Damantra, or becausehewasfully preparedtorisk apresidentia contest toforcedectionsontheparliament.
Ydtsan'ssupporters, however, had urged voterstorgect thecdl for pre-term presidentia eections.

Though Yetsin did not get the necessary number of voteson question four, alarge percentage of the
electoraeneverthd essdemanded new parliamentary dections. Thispublic distrustinthe parliament undercuts
itspower andinfluencefurther, srengthening Ydtsn'sdamsof itsillegitimacy. ThevotedlowsYdtantopantan
unrespons veparliament asunrepresentativeof the people, concerned only about itsown perksand unworthy of
seriousdtention asthe president and hispublictogether go aout implementing radica reforms, including new
parliamentary dections

Themost surprising— andfor Yeltsn— promising result wasthe show of support for hiseconomic
programs. Commentators had expected that apopul ace buffeted by thetrangition toamarket wouldrgject the
reformanditssponsors, acal culation that most directly motivated K hasbul atov and the Congress. Thepublic's
surprise 53 percent gpprova bolstered Yeltsin'scurrent position, undercut hisopponents, and most important,
offered progpectsof aneventud reconciliation betweentheexecutiveand legidaivebranches and thechanceto
formulateaunified government policy onreform. Both Russian and Western commentatorshad voi ced the
concernthat the parliament, though deeply unpopul ar, neverthe essrefl ected the public'sdiscontent about eco-
nomicreform. If s, Yeltsnwould havefew optionsif the democratic parliamentary € ectionshedemanded
yielded abody of |egidaorsas opposed to hiseconomic reformsasthe current parliament. Theaccusation of
illegitimacy helevel ed at aCongressthat refused to back hisprogram— achargehewould not likely havemade
if the Congresswere supportive— would not apply to afuture parliament. By voicing more support than
expected for market reforms, thed ectorategave Ye tsanthegroundsto paint the parliament asdivorced fromits
congtituents, opposed to change, and to proceed with greater confidence on economic reform.

Another important aspect of the referendum and itsoutcomeistherel ati onship between Moscow and
Russidsethnic-territoriad republics. Many commentatorsin Russ aand the West had forecast that therepublics
wouldexplait thereferendum astheformer Soviet republicsused Mikhail Gorbachev'sMarch 1991 referendum
onmaintaining the USSR — by adding their own questionsto accentuatetheir control of their own resourcesor
their freedom from M oscow'scontral, leadingto Russaseventud disintegration. Ultimately, asmentioned above,
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only afew placesput additiond questionson thebdlot. Inthetwo most independence-minded republics, the
referendumwent asanticipated: Chechnyaboycotted, and Tatarstan, which hasnot declared independence but
hasbeen negotiatingwith Russafor ayear onabilaterd rdaionship, largely ignored thevating.

Ingenerd, thedynamicsof therepublics reationswith Mascow arecomplex; in somecases, especidly
wheretheformer Communigt Party nomenklaturaremainsstrongly entrenched, thedriving factor isreluctanceto
cary out Yeltan'seconomicreform; elsawhere, Yetsn'stendency to assert executive powersfrightensrepublic
leadersnow seeking to consolidatether gainsvis-a:visM oscow, yet they dsofear thet Ydtsnmay wel bemore
inclined to grant them autonomy andloca control than anyone el sewho might cometo power in Moscow.
Ydtsn hasbeenwooing the headsof therepublicsfor sometime, offering concess onsand reassuring them about
hisintentions. Giventhecertainty of continued power strugglesbetween Yeltsinand the Congress, therepublic
leaderswill becourted by both, andwill likely play akey rolein Ydtsn'splansto adopt anew congtitution.

PROSPECTS

Yd tsnmoved soon after thereferendum to present the publicwith hisplansand the Congresswith afait
accompli. OnApril 29, hereleased thedraft of hiscongtitution and announced hisintention of conveninga
Condtitutional Assembly, composed of two representativesfrom Russias89 republicsand regions, todiscuss
hisdraft congtitution and then prepare itsadoption. Two daysbeforethereferendum, he had rel eased some
detallsof hisdraft, whichfeaturesapresdentid system, thereplacement of the Congressof PeoplésDeputies
withabi-camerd legidaure, and guaranteesfor privateproperty, indudingtherighttobuy and sdl land. Yetan's
condtitution also abolishesthe post of vice president, and givesthe president theright unilaterally todissolve
parliament, aswell asto nominated| ministers, except the primeminister, without consulting parliament. Inthe
samespirit, Yeltsnannounced onMay 6 that thereferendum had given himamandateto cal for new parliamen-
tary eectionshy thefd| of 1993. Headded that anew e ectord law for thebi-camerd parliament heenvisonsis
dready being drafted.

Khasbulatov and the Congress, meanwhile, seadfagtly maintainthat thereferendum changed nothing; the
first two questions, they argue, had nojuridica consequence, and Yeltsnfailed to get the needed number of
votestoforce pre-term el ections. The Congress, accordingly, isproceeding withitsown version of anew
condtitution. Thisdraft a so replacesthe Congresswith abicamerd legidature, but givesmorepower tothelatter,
which cannot bedissolved by the president, and kegpsthe post of vice president.

Reportedly, Yeltsn'splansinvolveoffering the parliament achanceto consider thefind versonof hisdraft,
but if parliament refusesto acquiesceinitsown demise, hewill adopt hiscongtitution by decree, haveit adopted
by aCondtituent Assembly or scheduleanother referendum. Inall cases, Yeltsnwould essentialy bypassthe
Congress, withaview toward conggningit toirrdevanceand eventudly oblivion.

Congress responseto Ydtsin'sstrategy isunpredictable. Theresultsof thereferendummay chagtenits
membersand movethem towardsgreater pliancy and acompromiseon political and economic reforms, a
condtitutionand new dections. But Ydtsin seemsmoreinclined to confront the Congressthanto seek aded ; on
May 12, hetold agathering of leadersof Russasregionsand republicsthat they would infuture condituteone
chamber of Russiasnew parliament, and that they, "and not someoned e, shouldwork onthecondiitutionand
adoptit.
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If the Congressressts Ydltan'splans, hecan proceed only by bregking thelaw of theland. Asapro-Yetan
commentator wrotein Mascow News(April 23), Yeltsnwould"ignoretheletter of thelaw, but susainthespirit
of democracy.” Inthat case, Ydtsn may aso haveto confront rulingsof uncondtitutiona conduct by the Condti-
tutiona Court, unlessthereferendum results make the Court more supportive of the president. It would be
harder for himtoignorethe Court than to bypassthe Congress, which alarge percentage of theelectorate
digrugs Though Ydtsn'sbackersaccusethe Court anditsChief JugticeZorkinof being politicized and ffiliated
with Khasbulatov, therehasbeen no strong public expression of dissati factionwith the Court, which represents
Russiashbest hopeto date of athird branch of power.

One possibleinducement Yeltsin could offer Congressisto hold both presidential and parliamentary
elections. Should hedo so, hewould certainly haveto face competition. Vice President Rutskoi — inwhom
Ydtsnhassaid publidy that he hasno confidenceand whom hewantsto resign, having dready stripped himof
many responsi bilitiesand perks— hasdeclared that hewoul d seek the presidency infuturedections. Mean-
while, hestated that hewill not resign, and Yetsin hasno established procedureto get rid of him. Moreinterest-
ing, perhaps, istheannouncement by Grigory Yavlinsky, theradica economist best known for hismarket
reformsunder Mikhail Gorbachev, that he, too, will seek the presidency. Facingareformist rival who doesnot
frightenthe pro-democratic and pro-reformforceswill demonstratehow much support Yeltsinredly hes.

It appears, therefore, that thesummer and early fal in Russawill witnesscontinued struggle betweena
grengthened Yetsnand adlill defiant Congress, while Ydtsintriesto preparefor new eectionsand getting his
condtitution approved. I ntheupcoming campaign, theexpens vecampaign promiseshemadebeforetherefer-
endummay yet comeback to haunt him. If implemented, they would strainan dready overextended budget and
Ydtsnthereforerisksather being seenasa™ promisethemanything” politician, or exacerbating Russashyper-
inflationfurther.

Insum, the April 25 referendumwascertainly not thefina roundinthestandoff betweenthe Presdent and
the Congress. That struggleissureto continue, and with the stakesgrowing ever higher, thechanceof violence
— of whichtherehasbeenlittlesofar —risesaswel. TheMay Day dashesin Mascow between policeand an
anti-Ydtsn coditionof pro-communistisand nationdistsmay signd apossiblespread of thebaitlefromtheWhite
Houseand the Kremlintothe streets, and, intheworst case scenario, thebarracks.
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