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Soviet trade unions, as the ‘transmission belts’ between the Party and the masses were deeply embedded in the structures of the Party-state. The organisational structure of the trade unions mirrored that of the Party-state, the majority of their functions were Party-state functions and their authority derived from the Party-state. The collapse of the soviet system and the disintegration of the Party-state threatened the very existence of the trade unions.

Although the ‘administrative-command’ system was rapidly displaced by a market economy, so that enterprises and organisations had, at least in principle, to confine their costs within the limits of their revenues rather than delivering planned output targets at any price, the internal structure of the post-soviet enterprise changed slowly and little, so that within the enterprise the trade union remained, as it always had been, primarily the social and welfare department of an authoritarian-paternalist enterprise administration, distributing the constantly shrinking supply of social and welfare benefits among the workers. The primary organisations of the trade unions expressed the dependence of the employees on their employers and so were in no position to articulate the conflict that could be expected to arise as employers chose or were forced by market pressures to cut costs by intensifying labour, cutting wages and reducing employment.
 

In the absence of pressure for a ‘renewal from below’, the process of change in the Russian trade union movement was orchestrated primarily from above. The priority of the trade union apparatus, which had been completely dominant over elected trade union bodies in the soviet period, was to preserve the trade unions as institutions by preserving, as far as possible, their existing functions. However, in order to preserve their existing functions, despite the collapse of the Party-state, the trade unions had to establish themselves in a mediating role between workers, employers and the state. This aspiration was expressed in the trade unions’ commitment to the principles of social partnership, which they saw as providing the institutional framework that would underpin their new role. It has been this commitment that has dominated the political activity of the trade unions in transition.

Trade unions and politics in transition

Social partnership provided a framework within which the trade unions hoped that they would be able to resume their traditional role of negotiating with state bodies on behalf of their members, and then of monitoring and administering the implementation of the agreements which had been reached. However, the development of such a system depended on the ability of the trade unions to find social partners willing to participate and on the establishment of a legal framework defining the rights and responsibilities of the parties to agreements. The attempt to develop a system of social partnership has been the driving force of the unions’ involvement in politics since 1991.

The commitment to social partnership as the framework for the activity of the Russian trade unions was established at their inception. The 1990 Founding Congress of FNPR adopted a resolution defining the basic tactics of the trade unions as involving the negotiation of general, tariff and collective agreements, to be backed up by demonstrations, meetings, strikes, May Day celebrations and spring and autumn days of united action in support of the unions’ demands in negotiations and to enforce the subsequent fulfilment of the agreements. With a changing balance between confrontation and collaboration, this has been the basis of trade union tactics ever since the signing of the first agreement with the Russian government in February 1991 and the first trade union ‘day of unity’ in March 1991.

Following Yeltsin’s counter-coup in August 1991, he committed the government to social partnership, issuing the decree ‘On Social Partnership and the Resolution of Labour Disputes (Conflicts)’ on November 15th, which provided the basis for the establishment of a Russian Tripartite Commission for the Regulation of Social and Labour Relations (RTK) to negotiate an annual tripartite general agreement, as well as allowing for the negotiation of tripartite branch tariff agreements and regional and local agreements. However, the satisfaction that FNPR might have derived from Yeltsin’s commitment to social partnership was undermined by a conflict over union representation on the RTK as the government insisted on giving disproportionate representation to the alternative trade unions to ensure that FNPR would not have the veto power of a two-thirds majority on the trade union side. 

The official trade unions were in a very vulnerable position. Lacking the confidence and support of their membership, they had always depended on the power of the Party-state for their authority and for their prosperity. The unions enjoyed considerable legal rights and protection against both the enterprise administration and their own members. Moreover, the unions had been enormously wealthy bodies. In addition to the one per cent of the wage bill checked off by every employer as membership dues, the unions owned large and prestigious office buildings in the centre of every city, they owned the bulk of the tourist and holiday facilities throughout the country, in addition to managing the sanitoria, sporting and cultural facilities which had been assigned to them. Over the years of perestroika some trade union organisations had also become involved in ‘commercial activity’, nominally to provide food and consumer goods for their members, but also augmenting the wealth of the unions and the fortunes of their leaders. Finally, the unions administered the bulk of social insurance payments, the funds for which had simply been assigned to the unions by the government without any effective monitoring or accounting, and could be used by the unions at their discretion.

The leaders of the FNPR and of the official branch unions were only too aware of their vulnerability, as the new ‘alternative’ independent unions, with Sotsprof most vocal and with good connections in government, insistently demanded the re-registration of trade union membership and the redistribution or nationalisation of trade union property. At the same time the unions were beginning to face cash-flow difficulties as primary groups reduced their affiliation fees to the centre and as, in some cases, their assets were ‘privatised’ and their resources were siphoned off by their commercial ‘partners’. However, the Yeltsin government was also aware of the danger that the official unions could present if they were to provide the focus of an effective campaign of mass opposition to the ‘reform’ programme. The result was a tacit compromise between the government and the official unions, in which the unions confined themselves to rhetorical attacks on the government, and the government confined itself to rhetorical attacks on the unions, with the two sides signing annual, and equally rhetorical, General Agreements which were mostly declarations of good intentions, without any firm commitments on either side.
 

Tripartism was not entirely appropriate in a situation in which the government employed the vast majority of the labour force, and the employers’ side of the RTK was at first dominated by representatives of ministries and quasi-ministerial bodies. The most powerful independent organisation on the employers’ side was the Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs, headed by Arkady Volskii. This was an organisation which had emerged out of the apparatus of the Central Committee of the CPSU to represent the interests of the ‘industrial nomenklatura’, particularly in the military-industrial sector, when Gorbachev stripped the Party of its economic functions. Although Volskii’s organisation was nominally an employers’ body, it mobilised former party apparatchiks and trade union leaders as well as enterprise directors and in practice the leaders of FNPR and VKP played a dominant role both nationally and at regional level: FNPR and VKP officials filled one-fifth of the seats at the November 1993 plenum of the organisation. 

As representative of the workers in the transition to a capitalist economy, FNPR could expect to find itself in opposition to both employers and government, but to secure a place for itself within a framework of social partnership, FNPR had to have close relations with a sympathetic government and conciliatory employers’ organisations. Volskii’s Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs provided the latter and there appeared some possibility that Volskii’s party, ‘Civic Union’, could also provide the former, as it became the focus of the centrist opposition to Yeltsin’s first government, pressing for industrial regeneration through the provision of state credits and a state investment programme. FNPR increasingly identified itself with Volskii’s platform, which promised to protect the jobs and wages of workers in the industrial core of the economy. Although FNPR could not formally join ‘Civic Union’, because of its insistence that it was ‘apolitical’, it sealed its collaboration with Volskii by jointly forming an ‘Assembly of Social Partnership’ in July 1992, and jointly publishing a newspaper. 

Volskii appeared to be in the ascendant through 1992 as the government gave way to demands to relieve the crisis through the expansion of credit, appointing Viktor Gerashchenko as chairman of the Central Bank in July and replacing Gaidar as Prime Minister by Chernomyrdin, identified with the industrial lobby, in December. However, the space for centrism was being eroded as the government’s concessions did nothing to ease the polarisation between executive and legislature that dominated the political scene until the final confrontation in October 1993.

FNPR at first trod a cautious path in the struggle for power in 1993, standing aside in the confrontation between Yeltsin and the Supreme Soviet in March. Through the summer FNPR repeatedly warned the government of the unavoidable consequences and inevitable mass unrest if it persisted with its policies and announced an autumn campaign of meetings and warning strikes, building up through September to a general strike at the beginning of October. This never got off the ground, and then was cut short by Yeltsin’s suspension of parliament on September 21st, Yeltsin’s warnings to FNPR to stay out of politics and the bombardment of the White House. 

FNPR leader Klochkov supported the ‘defenders of the White House’ with a call for a series of protests and a general strike, none of which met with a rank-and-file response, so Klochkov backed off in the face of Yeltsin’s warnings. After the fall of the White House, the FNPR Executive denounced extremist violence and called for calm, order and legality to allow for the people to express their will in free elections. The meeting decided to call the IInd  (extraordinary) FNPR Congress for October 28th at which the opposition within FNPR unseated Klochkov and replaced him with the leader of the Moscow Federation of trade unions, Mikhail Shmakov. 

Shmakov’s ousting of Klochkov represented a move away from the legacy of authoritarianism towards a greater sensitivity to the divergence of interests among the branch and regional union organisations. It also represented a move away from the confrontational politics that had ended with the storming of the White House towards an emphasis on the ‘social partnership’ that had been developed by Shmakov with the Moscow City government, a turn which was reinforced by the results of the December 1993 Duma election, which threw into question the issue of the political affiliation of FNPR. While the centrist Civic Union had been thrashed, the Communist Party and the Agrarians, with whom the private sympathies of many trade union leaders lay, had put up a strong showing.
 There was a fear within the presidential apparatus that FNPR would use its considerable funds and organisational resources to support the resurgent Communists, and the presidential apparatus let it be known in February 1994 that a decree appropriating the unions’ assets had been drawn up and only awaited Yeltsin’s signature. On March 10 1994 Yeltsin launched his ‘Memorandum of Civic Accord’ at a meeting to which all the significant trade union leaders were invited, calling on all social partners to commit themselves to the peaceful resolution of their differences, the main political purpose of Yeltsin’s initiative being to draw a line between the centre and the left-right extremes. FNPR welcomed the initiative, hoping to be able to extract more than paper concessions from their assent to the memorandum, which they signed on 28 April, although reserving the right to strike in the event of the non-fulfilment of collective agreements as a result of the failings of the authorities. FNPR held a peaceful May Day demonstration in 1994 around the theme of reconstruction and reconciliation as part of the new strategy of ‘passive protest’ which included the symbolic picketing of government buildings by representative delegations, but no longer any attempt to organise mass demonstrations.

Continuing economic decline and the deepening fiscal and financial crisis were expressed in growing discontent that focused on the non-payment of wages and social benefits. The passivity of the leadership met with some opposition within FNPR and a meeting of leaders of its affiliated organisations at the beginning of September 1994 called for mass demonstrations on 27 October which were somewhat better attended than those called two years before, although not by anything like the eight million claimed by FNPR. Although FNPR continued to pursue a conciliatory position with the government, its demonstrations began to mobilise growing numbers, and were increasingly accompanied by demands for the resignation of the government and the president. However, the leadership of FNPR was much more concerned with its parliamentary lobbying and with the manoeuvring in the run-up to the December 1995 Duma election. The demonstrations allowed the critics of the government to let off steam, and to demonstrate to the government that FNPR was a significant force for social peace in being able to channel such criticism into harmless protest, but they were never part of a concerted FNPR campaign of opposition. On 1 June Shmakov had declared to the General Council, ‘Today it is clear that a decisive, open confrontation with the regime would throw our trade unions into the backwaters of public life, would deprive them of all of the constitutional means of defending the interests of the toilers, and would be a real threat to the existence of the Federation and of FNPR unions as a whole’ (quoted in Mandel, 1995).

Trade unions in the 1995 duma election

The question of political affiliation of the trade unions came to the fore again in the run-up to the 1995 duma elections. The central issue was whether the trade unions should put forward their own candidates, in order to secure the foundations of a trade union block in the duma, or whether they should seek to have a more direct political influence by participating in a wider electoral block. In fact FNPR did not resolve this issue, but took a pragmatic approach. In December 1994 the Executive recommended member organisations to start work selecting candidates and organising election campaigns in single-mandate constituencies and in February 1995 set up the organisation Profsoyuzy Rossii - na vybory! (Trade Unions of Russia - to the elections!) to provide a framework for its political activity. In the middle of March Shmakov appealed to various left and centre parties and movements to start discussions about collaboration to form a centre-left block in the elections, but the appeal met with no response. In May FNPR announced the formation of an electoral block with the Russian United Industrial Party (ROPP, a new Volskii organisation) and the Union of Realists, but the announcement was somewhat premature. FNPR held a trade union conference on 1 June to discuss trade union participation in the elections at which it adopted its basic election platform. There was lively debate about which electoral block FNPR should support, with particular branch and regional union organisations having their own allegiances to consider. The compromise decision was to go into the elections with an independent list while continuing discussions to try to form a centre-left block, but also to free the hands of local organisations to allow them to form a block with ‘those political forces supported by the workers in their regions’. On 5 September, at the second stage of the conference, FNPR again sealed its alliance with Arkadii Volskii’s Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs by establishing the social-political organisation Profsoyuzy i promyshleniki Rossii – Soyuz truda (Trade unions and industrialists of Russia - Union of labour) headed by Shmakov, Volskii and the President of VKP, Vladimir Shcherbakov, which went into the election under the slogan ‘Wages - employment - legality’. 

The fragmentation of the unions and the sectional lobbying character of Russian politics (Áóêåòîâ et al., 1996, p. 6) was expressed in the fact that a number of branch and regional unions followed their own independent course in the elections. On the one hand, the metallurgists, who had left FNPR in 1992, formed an alliance with Yabloko through which a number of union officials, headed by the President of the union, Boris Misnik, were assigned positions on the party list.
 On the other hand, the Unions of Trade Workers and Educational Workers aligned themselves with Women of Russia and the agro-industrial workers and a number of others with the Agrarians, while several individual trade union candidates were backed by the Communists and three branch unions set up their own political organisations to endorse and campaign for any candidates who would declare themselves in support of the union’s programme. The motor industry trade union was a co-founder of the Russian Motorists’ Party, the transport workers formed the All-Russian transport workers’ social-political movement and the coalminers’ union, Rosugleprof, established the social-political association Miners of Russia. The former two organisations included both trade unions and employers’ organisations. Miners of Russia was initially established by the trade union on its own, but later tried unsuccessfully to secure campaign finance by including the quasi-ministerial management body, Rosugol’, and the coal associations as collective members. The union encouraged regional committees of Miners of Russia to put forward candidates in the coal-mining regions and to endorse all candidates who declared their support for the miners’ minimal programme. In the event Rostov was the only region that was sufficiently active to put forward its own candidate, Vladimir Katal’nikov being elected for the Shakhti single-mandate constituency, and nothing was done to seek endorsement of the Miners of Russia programme by other candidates.

Overall, the results of the 1995 duma election were a disappointment for the trade unions. Soyuz truda secured only 1.59% of the party list vote, well below the threshold required to secure duma representation (less than was polled by Viktor Anpilov’s Komunisty - Trudovaya Rossiya - za Sovetskii Soyuz). Only nine trade unionists were elected to the duma, including Katal’nikov, Misnik and two other metallurgists on the Yabloko list, four on the Communist Party list and one endorsed by Soyuz truda from a Krasnodar constituency. Soyuz truda was effectively dissolved. Shmakov drew five lessons from the election campaign: 1) there had been insufficient solidarity between the unions; 2) many people on elected trade union bodies could not manage an election campaign properly; 3) bad information provision; 4) a lack of a political strategy; 5) financial difficulties.

However, underlying the lack of commitment of trade union organisations to FNPR’s electoral strategy lay the fact that the ‘industrial lobby’ had lost any coherence that it might once have had. Privatisation had intensified the fragmentation of interests so that in place of a single industrial lobby, enterprise directors looked to their own efforts or to more narrowly branch- or regionally based organisations in lobbying for their own interests. Trade unions at enterprise, regional and branch levels were integrated into these structures as ‘social partners’, promising social peace and supporting the employers and regional authorities in their lobbying for privileges and resources in exchange for at least paper commitments to pay acceptable wages, maintain social and welfare provision and preserve jobs.
 Thus, although social partnership had made little progress at the federal level, with successive governments showing little sympathy for the trade unions and the annual General Agreement offering little more than vague promises and empty declarations of intent, at branch, regional and enterprise level the institutions of social partnership had put down much more solid roots and the trade unions had established their own allegiances, which did not necessarily coincide with those of the FNPR leadership. The result was that branch and regional trade union organisations followed their own independent electoral strategies and there was no concerted trade union campaign.

The 1999 duma election strategy

For many trade unionists the lesson of the 1995 election campaign was that the trade unions should not ally themselves with any other political blocks or parties since any such political affiliation was bound to be divisive. Moreover, most believed that the experience of the past decade was that the political activity of the trade unions had achieved next to nothing. Everything that the trade unions had achieved had been through compromise within the developing institutions of social partnership and through lobbying in parliament and in regional assemblies. At the same time, the experience of lobbying the Duma over such issues as trade union and labour legislation and the determination and distribution of budget funds over the period 1995-9 had persuaded a growing number of trade union leaders of the importance of participating in the electoral process to secure their trade union aims. From this point of view, the political affiliation of a deputy was unimportant. What mattered was that he or she would support trade union interests, and in particular the interests of the trade union of the appropriate sponsoring branch or region. However, the problem was how to get trade union-endorsed candidates into the State Duma. The trade unions themselves, individually or collectively, did not have the resources to run an independent campaign nor did they have the electoral appeal that might bring them success. As one regional branch union leader put it, ‘the trade union is not a real political force, for us it cannot be as it was in Poland’. Thus, it seemed that collaboration with other blocks on some basis or another was inevitable.

Soyuz truda (Union of Labour) was reconstituted at a two-part conference whose first stage took place in May 1998. This time FNPR had cut its ties with the now defunct directors’ lobby and came forward as the sole founder of the organisation, of which Andrei Isaev, ideology secretary of FNPR and editor of its newspaper, Solidarnost’, was elected President.
 Nevertheless, the FNPR leadership remained committed to a centrist course based on a strategy of corporatist social partnership. Shmakov had a long-established relationship with the mayor of Moscow and presidential aspirant, Yuri Luzhkov, who held up his relationship with the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions as a model of social partnership for Russia, a view endorsed by FNPR (Î "Ñîþçå Òðóäà", 1999). The second stage of the founding conference of Soyuz truda, which endorsed its aim of participating in the parliamentary and presidential elections, was held in October 1998 and was attended by Luzhkov, whom a resolution of the conference declared to be one of the leaders around whom all progressive forces in Russia could unite. In return, Luzkhov invited Soyuz truda to participate as a founder member of his own political vehicle, Otechestvo (Fatherland), whose founding conference was held in December 1998 in the trade unions’ historic Hall of Columns and was attended by 96 delegates of the national and regional organisations of Soyuz truda. Isaev, with two other FNPR representatives, became a member of the political committee of Otechestvo, responsible for relations with and between member organisations. Nineteen trade union representatives were eventually included in the Otechestvo-Vsya Rossiya (OVR) party lists for the election and a further 8 were nominated by OVR in single-mandate constituencies. Isaev also represented Otechestvo at the meeting of the Council of the Socialist International in Buenos Aires in June 1999 at which Otechestvo was recognised as the sole Russian partner of the Socialist International and it was resolved to maintain links. At a meeting of the Executive Committee of FNPR in August 1999 Shmakov acclaimed the role of Isaev in Otechestvo: ‘Luzhkov and Primakov are the public face of Otechestvo, but its real policy in many respects is determined by Isaev’.

At the Second Congress of Otechestvo, held in Yaroslavl in April 1999 and attended by 60 delegates from Soyuz truda, Luzhkov particularly stressed the positive role of Soyuz truda and Women of Russia in the organisation. By this time Soyuz truda, which represented itself as the left wing and social conscience of Otechestvo, had established branches in 70 regions and had secured the affiliation of 35 branch unions through their central committees. Through the spring of 1999 Soyuz truda organised a series of regional seminars to train its activists in methods of electoral campaigning, culminating in a national seminar in the FNPR training centre at Kryukovo (Moscow) in June at which trade union activists provided training for Otechestvo leaders.

The affiliation of Soyuz truda was important for Otechestvo in providing the potential base for a nation-wide organisation; the trade unions were not vote-winners and they did not have money, but they did have organisation that extended across the whole of Russia. However, it was quite another thing to translate the endorsement of Otechestvo by the national FNPR leadership into active support on the part of the branch and regional trade union organisations. The alliance with Otechestvo was very much the initiative of Shmakov, Isaev and Nagaitsev, President of the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions. While there was no effective opposition to the decision to join Otechestvo, by no means all the branch and regional trade union leaders shared Shmakov’s enthusiasm for collaboration with Luzhkov, who was regarded outside Moscow with considerable suspicion by trade unionists as much as by regional leaders. The situation was only marginally improved by the merger of Otechestvo with an association of powerful regional governors, Vsya Rossiya (All-Russia), to form Otechestvo-Vsya Rossiya (OVR) and the recruitment of former Prime Minister Primakov to share the leadership with Luzhkov, an alliance which only intensified the government-sponsored media campaign against OVR. 

The problem with unifying the trade unions behind OVR was not only regional suspicions of Luzhkov, but more importantly was the fact that branch and regional trade union organisations were embedded in their own structures of social partnership and were not willing to compromise their position for the sake of solidarity with the FNPR leadership. To illustrate and support this argument, in the rest of the paper we will look at the electoral strategy of the two branch unions which had gained considerable benefits from having secured Duma seats for their representatives in the 1995 election, the coal miners and the mining and metallurgical union, before looking at the unfolding of the campaign in a number of contrasting regions. 

Branch unions and the elections

The coal miners

The coal miners, most of whose jobs depended on heavy state subsidies for the industry, had always been very active in lobbying the Duma in support of their industry. The leader of the Rostov miners, Vladimir Katal’nikov, had been elected to the Duma in 1995 and had proved an indefatigable fighter for his constituents and the coal industry, showing what even a modest trade union representation could achieve. As Sergei Neverov, Kemerovo miners’ leader, said, ‘He can do that alone, but if there are several of us there, we shall be a force’. Of course, it is not only in the interests of the workers to beat funds out of Moscow. Indeed, it is typical for the trade unions to collaborate closely with the coal associations and the regional administration in the struggle to beat out funds, now as in the soviet past. The geographical concentration of coal-mining has enabled the union to have a realistic expectation of success in coal-mining constituencies and of enlisting the support of the regional administration and coal associations for the campaign.

Ivan Mokhnachuk, President of the union, emphasised the importance of trade union representation in the duma to secure the passage of legislation: ‘We are striving for this, because we understand perfectly well that from the point of view of the realisation of production, the receipt of money and maintenance of wage payments, freeing ourselves from intermediaries and improvement of the economic situation of enterprises, it is necessary to resolve some legislative aspects. Without the adoption of laws, without some tax concessions, maybe, as far as the coal industry is concerned, we can do nothing. This can only be done at the legislative level, therefore, the more of our people there are in legislative assemblies of different levels, the more easy it is for us to resolve many questions, and, naturally, the weight of the trade union grows at the political level’. Stressing the need for co-operation with other trade unions, he noted that ‘today, within the framework of the energy trade unions and other branch trade unions (of the basic industries), we agree, we co-ordinate activity among ourselves, so that, for a start, as many active trade-union workers as possible will get into the State Duma and there they will then be able to establish some kind of a group, fraction, their own sort of lobby, above all not from the point of view of lobbying for any of our particular interests, but from the point of view of the adoption of the laws, which, in our view, will better carry out those tasks which now stand before society, before the state’ (Interview, 31.05.99).

Katal’nikov’s election in 1995 was not only significant in securing representation in the Duma for the miners’ union, but also in elevating his status and that of his region within the hierarchy of the union. The lesson was not lost on the other regional union leaders, nor on the regional governments and coal associations. The issue in 1999 was not whether Rosugleprof would put forward candidates for the Duma, but how many it would put forward and through what channels. In view of the lack of funds to finance an election campaign, Miners of Russia, the political wing of Rosugleprof, had reached a verbal agreement with OVR regarding financial support for Rosugleprof candidates in single-mandate constituencies if the union signed an agreement with OVR about supporting the latter in the regions. However, Rosugleprof insisted on retaining its independence and refused to come out in support of OVR. The overt reason for this rejection of OVR was the familiar argument that the trade union embraced a wide range of political viewpoints and so should not endorse a particular block, and in some regions, as we will see, relations with Otechestvo were already strained. Moreover, there were also considerations internal to the union, since the agreement with OVR had been made by Katal’nikov and others without reference to Mokhnachuk. The meeting of the union’s Presidium on 12 October 1999 therefore decided that the union would put up its own candidates in single-mandate constituencies, but in fact the union provided very little support, so that the candidates had to find their own sources of financial support for their campaigns, usually on the basis of agreements with the coal companies and local administration.

Rosugleprof supported six candidates in single-mandate constituencies: Sergei Neverov, President of the Kuzbass regional organisation, won in Novokuznetsk with 52.88% of the vote. Vladimir Katal’nikov, President of the Rostov regional organisation, won in Shakhti with 43.13% of the vote. Mokhnachuk lost in the Komi Republic with 12.65% of the vote and Zelenkov lost in Gukova with 4.55%. The union also supported a Kuzbass mine director, Ivan Ivlev, who won with 61.47% of the vote, and a former Minister of Fuel and Energy of the Russian Federation, Sergei Generalov, who won with 22.76% of the vote. 

Metallurgists

The mining and metallurgical union (GMPR), which had only voted narrowly to affiliate to FNPR in the first place, had left in October 1992, although in most regions it was still affiliated to the regional federation of FNPR unions. GMPR had made very effective use of its three representatives in the State Duma elected in 1995. Irina Ledeneva, deputy president of GMPR, also served as Boris Misnik’s assistant in the Duma, so that the union apparatus was in daily interaction with the deputies.

Unlike the miners, the GMPR leadership had always been opposed to setting up their own political movement but, like the miners, concentrated their election efforts on supporting a limited number of individual candidates, particularly in constituencies with large metallurgical plants. According to their President, Mikhail Tarasenko, ‘the interests of the Russian metallurgists today are so diverse. Some are wage labourers, but others are metallurgists who today are the owners of their enterprises’. There is no sense in getting into political games and political blocks since ‘for example, the management and the labour collective of the Novolipetsk combine have such different interests’ (interview, 16.04.99). When asked whom the union would support, Tarasenko replied: ‘To put it figuratively, take a bride, a bride should be either beautiful, or rich. We do not have a rich bride, the trade union is not such a monied organisation, we are not money bags, which means that we should find for ourselves those beauties for whom the people will vote. And we are busy searching for such beauties’. 

GMPR did not sign any agreement with Yabloko, even though Misnik and Kuznetsov were once again included in the Yabloko party list on which they had been elected in 1995. Instead, after a series of meetings with representatives of the KPRF, Yabloko, Regions of Russia, and Nash Dom Rossiya, the union declared that it would not join any block but was willing to co-operate with any parties except for those, such as Zhirinovskii’s, which were beyond the limits of the acceptable. In the end, the union backed its existing three deputies in single-mandate constituencies: Misnik in Murmansk, Kuznetsov in Chelyabinsk and Deryagin in Irkutsk as well as Lev Yarkin, a popular local union leader in Lipetsk, and Aleksandrov in Magadan. 

The fate of the GMPR candidates shows the difficulty for trade union candidates if they do not secure the sponsorship of the local administration or enterprise directors. Thus, for example, the director of the Chelyabinsk Metallurgical Kombinat, Chernobrovin, stood against Aleksandr Kuznetsov in one of the Chelyabinsk constituencies. Although the union thought that Kuznetsov had a better chance than Chernobrovin of winning, they decided not to create a situation in which candidates from the same branch competed with one another and Kuznetsov was obliged to transfer his nomination to another constituency in the region where he was virtually unknown. The result was that neither Kuznetsov nor Chernobrovin was elected to the Duma (meeting with Irina Ledeneva, Deputy President GMPR, 23.12.99). 

Boris Misnik, as well as being on the Yabloko list, stood in the Murmansk constituency. Initially there had been an agreement with the local administration that they would support Misnik’s candidacy. However, after a visit from the deputy head of the administration of the Russian President, Igor’ Shabdurasulov, agitating in support of the ‘government party’, Yedinstvo, the local administration began to support a protégé of the authorities, who won the election. Another factor that undermined Misnik’s campaign was that the trade union of the local metallurgical enterprise, Severonikel’, had left GMPR in 1999 and worked against Misnik. 

The overall result was that instead of the three deputies in the outgoing Duma, GMPR now has only one, Lev Yarkin, elected from the single-mandate constituency of Lipetsk rather than on a party list. The trade union in Belgorod region, on its own initiative and on the basis of a gentlemen’s agreement that if elected he would support the metallurgists’ union, actively supported a representative of Gazprom, Skocha, who was elected. 

Soyuz truda, the regional dimension

Russia is a federation of regions and republics, each of which is a power centre in its own right. The trade unions in the regions have to play the political game in the light of the constraints and opportunities presented by the political situation in their own region. In general, the governor, who heads the regional administration, is the dominant political force in any region. Regional governors control the levers of state power and the distribution of state resources in their region, but their intermediate position in the state hierarchy means that they are well-placed to build popular support by taking credit for their achievements while shifting blame for any failings elsewhere: to Moscow, which deprives them of resources, and to the municipal authorities and enterprise directors, who misappropriate funds and abuse their powers. Most regional governors have their own political organisation, the local ‘party of power’, through which they try to secure their control of the regional and municipal legislative assemblies. The party of power may itself comprise factions, any of which is a potential basis of opposition if the governor falters, but the scale of the patronage under the governor’s control is usually sufficient to maintain the unity of the party of power. The regional legislature or the regional capital (occasionally another large city) typically provides the political base for any opposition to the local ‘party of power’. 

The political activity of the regional trade union organisations is subject to the same constraints as is that of the trade unions at national level. The whole strategy of the trade union movement, at regional as much as at national level, is oriented to social partnership, a strategy which presupposes the willingness of the regional authorities to establish institutions of social partnership and provide the trade unions with access to the bodies of legislative and administrative power at the regional level, a collaboration which would immediately be compromised if the trade unions were to align themselves with any opposition to gubernatorial power. Moreover, trade unions often have poor relations with the administration of the regional capital, which typically provides the base for the party of opposition to gubernatorial power, because they come into direct conflict with the municipal administration over a range of issues related to the allocation of the municipal budget such as the level of transport, housing and communal service charges, the non-payment of wages to municipal employees and the provision of health and social services to the population. The regional administration is one step removed from the direct provision of most of these services and so is better able to make general policy commitments within the framework of social partnership without having to be directly accountable for their resourcing or implementation.

For these reasons, the position of the regional governor tended to be critical to the strategy to be adopted by the unions in the election. On the one hand, the trade unions had to maintain good relations with the governor in order to retain access to the Legislative Assembly and the regional administration. On the other hand, if trade union candidates were standing in single-mandate constituencies, the endorsement of the regional governor could be worth a substantial proportion of the poll. Russian Regional Report, 4, 48, 22 December 1999 estimated that, where the affiliation of the candidates could be identified, those supported by the regional governor were successful in 59% of cases, a very high figure when we consider the large number of candidates, typically ten or more, in each constituency.

Like the trade unions, regional governors have always had to tread a narrow line between asserting their own independence and retaining Moscow’s favour – loyalty to Moscow is well-rewarded. The idea of building a ‘party of power’ as a coalition of regional forces has always been an attractive ideal, but one which has repeatedly foundered on personal and political rivalries. However, in the months before the 1999 election it appeared that OVR might prove to be the realisation of such an ideal, uniting the forces of a number of powerful regional leaders who could expect to command a substantial vote in their own regions and which might be the base for a successful bid for the Presidency in 2000. However, the intense propaganda campaign against OVR, and particularly its leaders Luzhkov and Primakov, and the equivocation of some of its key figures, severely dented its position. The growing popularity of Prime Minister Putin gave added weight to the alternative regional power alliance, Yedinstvo, which appealed particularly to the weaker regional governors who were dependent on Moscow’s support,
 while the increasing lack of clarity led many regional leaders to continue to sit on the fence and to support no party or blocks.  

The regional trade union organisations had to take into account the regional configuration of power, and particularly the position of the regional governor, in deciding whether and how to respond to the support given to Otechestvo by the Executive Committee of FNPR.
 In some regions, most obviously in Moscow City, where the trade unions already had good relations with a unified local power block which supported OVR, the regional trade unions may have had few problems in following the national lead. In other regions, however, the situation was not so simple: either collaboration with OVR risked compromising relations with the local party of power or the regional trade union organisation already had bad relations with those leading the local OVR branch. In many regions, the regional trade union organisation sat on the fence, declaring its distance from politics and leaving the affiliated branch unions and their members to make up their own minds. 

In general, the branch unions, at regional as at national level, leave strategic questions to the regional federation, and this includes questions of politics, but they are no more committed to implementing any decisions of the regional federation than they are committed to implementing national decisions. Thus many commitments remain no more than paper resolutions. Regional branch unions might support their own members in single-mandate constituencies, and they might arrange meetings at which candidates or parties are given the opportunity to present their programmes to trade union activists, but in the regions studied by us it was rare for the branch unions to play any other active part in the election campaign.

Moscow City

Since the trade union participation in Otechestvo was born, as much as anything, of the collaboration between the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions and the Moscow mayor, Yuri Luzhkov, it should hardly be surprising that the Moscow Federation fully endorsed the decision of Soyuz truda to collaborate with Otechestvo and the Moscow trade unions provided Otechestvo with facilities and organisational resources. In Moscow city there was a simultaneous mayoral election, in which Luzhkov came under virulent attack, to such an extent that there was even some anxiety towards the end of the campaign that his election would not run as smoothly as it had in 1996, when he had taken 88% of the poll. The priority of the Moscow Federation was the mayoral election and it organised a large demonstration in support of Luzhkov’s mayoral candidacy, under the slogan ‘Muscovites trust not words, but deeds. Let's keep Moscow in reliable hands’ on December 14th, which drew up to 100,000 people. In the end Luzhkov was re-elected mayor of the city comfortably, with 72% of the vote, although OVR took only 40% of the party list vote in the City. As some compensation, Luzhkov’s favoured candidate narrowly won the run-off election for governor of Moscow region.  However, the Moscow trade unions derived little direct benefit for their support, no local trade union leaders being elected from the OVR party list. The only trade union candidate to stand in any of the 15 single-mandate constituencies was Oleg Denisov, President of the students’ union of the Bauman Technical University, who polled 1.5% in his constituency, although one of the successful OVR candidates, Valerii Ryazanskii, was associated with FNPR as General Director of the trade union-owned Izmailovo hotel complex (the President of the alternative Russian Confederation of Free Trade Unions, RKSP, Vladimir Ozhogov also stood in a Moscow constituency and polled a bare 1%). 

Saint Petersburg and Leningrad region 

In Saint Petersburg and Leningrad region the trade unions have well-established partnerly relations with the city and regional administrations, but deep-seated political differences have made it impossible for the unions to establish a united political front. With their very limited resources the priority of the unions has been local politics, especially because there have been important elections for regional governor and for the city Legislative Assembly. The involvement of the trade unions in the duma election was almost entirely formal.

The regional trade union organisation embraces the city of Saint Petersburg, which like Moscow has the status of a region in its own right, and Leningrad oblast and engages in political activity through its own inter-regional organisation, Yedinstvo radi progressa (Unity for progress – ERP), established in January 1994. ERP adopted the functions of a regional branch of Soyuz truda in 1995, but formally no branch of Soyuz truda has ever existed in the region. The distinguishing feature of ERP is that, although trade unionists are in the majority, it continues to unite trade union with employer representatives on the grounds that while the tactical aims of the two diverge, their strategic aims, the regeneration of industry, coincide. This is a reflection of the political divisions within the region: the economic strategy of the former mayor of Saint Petersburg, Anatolii Sobchak, had been to develop the city as a centre for tourism and financial services, while the trade unions and industrialists gave priority to the regeneration of the industrial base of the region, a policy which has been at least partially embraced by the current mayor, Vladimir Yakovlev. Since Sobchak’s departure the principal opposition to the City governor has been led by Yabloko and Yurii Boldyrev’s fraction, both of which have some support among trade union members.  

The Duma elections followed elections to the Saint Petersburg Legislative Assembly in December 1998 in which ERP had played a very active role, supporting those candidates who agreed to represent the rights, freedom and interests of waged employees if they were elected. A co-operation agreement was signed with each of the candidates supported by ERP. The main obligation of the deputies was to co-operate with the unions and to promote the passage of draft legislation proposed by the trade-unions. On this basis LFP signed agreements with 36 candidates in the 50 constituencies, 21 of whom were elected.

The duma election also followed an election for governor in Leningrad oblast only in September, the acting governor, Valerii Serdyukov, aiming to replace the former governor Vadim Gustov, who had gone to Moscow to join Primakov’s government in September 1998, but had then tried unsuccessfully to return to oblast politics. ERP had invited all the candidates to address its executive committee to present their programmes and explore the possibility of reaching an agreement. However, ERP made a tactical mistake. Expecting the election to go to a second round they deferred a decision on whom to support. In the event Valerii Serdyukov was elected on the first round, without having signed any agreement with ERP. 

The duma election campaign was complicated by a decision of the Saint Petersburg Legislative Assembly to re-schedule the election for governor of Saint Petersburg to coincide with the duma election, a decision that was contested through the courts by Yabloko, resulting in the cancellation of the election on the eve of the poll. LFP actively lobbied in favour of the proposal to bring forward the gubernatorial election, and condemned the blocking tactics of the opposition which had impeded the passage of important legislation. However, this was a controversial decision, which led to heated exchanges at the subsequent plenum of the LFP Council, since as far as the opposition was concerned it was a clear attempt to secure Yakovlev’s re-election by unlawful means, a position eventually supported by the Supreme Court. ERP decided at its Executive Committee meeting on 19 November to recommend that LFP support Yakovlev in the elections, the president of the education workers’ union being one of Yakovlev’s trustees in the campaign. 

For LFP the local elections were much more important than the elections to the State Duma since the unions’ daily work was with the respective regional authorities, with which they had built up good working relations. For the duma elections the unions engaged in extensive discussions with a range of parties, but there were deep political divisions in the region and the constituent branch unions each had their own preferences: the health and education workers both favoured Yabloko, the drivers – the Communist Party, the building workers – national-patriotic parties. ERP proposed to develop a unified position, which all the trade unions would adhere to, but there was no way in which such a decision could be enforced – for example, in the Leningrad gubernatorial election the education workers’ union had jumped the gun and actively supported Serdyukov. There was no support for the trade unions to establish a branch of Soyuz truda and establish connections with Otechestvo, despite the fact that Yakovlev was a founder of its electoral partner, Vsya Rossiya. Makarov explained the situation by noting that ‘we have a similar association, Yedinstvo radi progressa (Unity for progress – ERP), created by the trade unions of Leningrad oblast before Soyuz truda had been registered. We are not connected in any way to the block Otechestvo and have not signed any agreements with Yakovlev’ (interview, 10.08.99). Nevertheless, LFP and ERP remained loyal to FNPR: ‘Otechestvo-Vsya Rossiya is officially supported by FNPR, such a decision has been taken and we, as a branch, must carry it out. We do not have anything against it. And when their staff turn to us for support in collecting signatures, we respond.’ (Interview with Sergei Prokof’evich Maksimenko, leader of ERP). Another ERP leader, Andrei Nikolaevich Bol’shev, noted ‘Otechsetvo - Vsya Rosiya is closest of all to us - it supports the basic issue – to raise the minimum wage to the level of the subsistence minimum’. But the support for OVR was entirely formal, particularly when compared to the activism of the unions in the local elections. ‘You couldn’t say that we have participated actively in the State Duma elections. We have not decided to support anybody. We have not put forward anybody from the trade unions.’ (Interview with Viktor Grigor’evich Novitskii, ERP leader).

While Yakovlev backed OVR in Saint Petersburg, Serdyukov backed Yedinstvo in Leningrad oblast. The regional trade union organisation decided to back neither block: on October 18 ERP declared its support for the block of General Aleksandr Nikolaev and Academician Svyatoslav Fedorov, which ended up with a mere 0.56% of the national vote, and gave its endorsement to a total of 14 candidates in 8 Saint Petersburg constituencies and 4 candidates in three of the Leningrad oblast constituencies (in the majority of cases backing two candidates in the same constituency). However, endorsement amounted to no more than publication of the list of favoured candidates on the front page of the LFP’s monthly newspaper, also called Yedinstvo. The trade unions had no resources to devote to the campaign and there was no sign of an active campaigning in the workplaces or on the streets. Only in one constituency in Saint Petersburg was there a trade union candidate, the trade union leader of a printing works supported by the RKRP, who scored a tiny vote against one of Yakovlev’s advisors, who also had trade union backing. In the election Yedinstvo triumphed in both city and oblast, while OVR came in only third on the party list and took only two of the eight single-mandate constituencies in Saint Petersburg. Trade union endorsement had no perceptible impact on the vote secured by its favoured candidates, two of whom were successful. Yakovlev, with an eye to the forthcoming gubernatorial elections, immediately declared that his collaboration with Otechestvo expired with the Duma election. 

Kemerovo

In the coal mining and heavy industrial region of Kuzbass (Kemerovo oblast), Soyuz truda had been established in the region for the elections in 1995, headed by the chairman of the Kemerovo regional trade union council (FPOK), Anatolii Chekis. Chekis felt that the alliance with Volskii in 1995 had been a mistake, but believed that it is necessary for the unions to participate actively in politics. ‘We are pushed into it by life. We need representatives who will lobby the interests of trade unions in all branches of authority’. However, the trade union leaders felt that there was not much sense in registering a regional branch of Soyuz truda because they did not feel that the trade unions were ready to go into the elections independently. The regional governor, Aman Tuleev, remained the overwhelmingly dominant political force in the region, but he took an ambiguous position in the elections. He had two local political blocks and was fourth on the federal list of the KPRF, but he did not back any party during the campaign. Soon before the elections, however, he signed a statement backing Putin for the Presidency, although he was expected to be a candidate (as he had been in both the previous Presidential elections) and at the last minute came out with a dual endorsement of Yedinstvo and the KPRF. Nevertheless, his backing is regarded as a decisive factor in elections in single-mandate constituencies in Kemerovo, polls suggesting that it is worth 20% of the vote. 

Trade union electoral activity in the region in the past had been pretty half-hearted. Sixteen candidates from the trade unions had stood in the last elections for the regional Council of People’s Deputies, but Tuleev refused to support more than three, all of whom were successful. The remaining thirteen candidates received virtually no help in their campaigns. In general, until the last minute the trade unions did not regard the duma elections as important, the topic even being taken off the agenda of the September Presidium of FPOK. In the duma election campaign FPOK did not feel able to align itself with either of Tuleev’s blocks without violating the directive of FNPR to unite with Otechestvo. On the other hand, although FPOK was in principle willing to establish a branch of Otechestvo and to support it in the election, out of loyalty to their leadership, there were very good reasons in practice not to do so, the most obvious being Tuleev’s antagonistic attitude to Moscow, which was one of the cornerstones of his regional politics, which meant that association with Otechestvo would bring the trade unions into open opposition to the powerful governor, considerably complicating their trade union activity for no political gain. Chekis and the regional coal miners’ leader, Sergei Neverov, expressed their sympathy for Luzhkov himself, although Chekis was contemptuous of some of those who surrounded him, and said that they would want to co-operate with Otechestvo if it were headed by somebody else. The miners were particularly antagonistic to an association with Otechestvo. Their position, articulated through Miners of Russia, was that ‘we will be with those who accept our demands’, and OVR had failed this test. The education workers was opposed to any participation of trade unions in the elections and to their giving any overt support to particular political leaders or parties on the classical grounds that participation in politics is not the business of trade unions and that trade union members have a variety of political views so that the decision to support a particular party or politician can lead to divisions within the union. For this reason the education workers also opposed the inclusion of Soyuz truda in Otechestvo.
 

In the event the unions got off the hook as a result of a conflict in the local branch of Otechestvo which set Chekis, on behalf of the trade unions, against the founding president of the local organisation of Otechestvo, an opponent of Tuleev who had a reputation in the region as a self-serving opportunist. The Moscow leadership insisted that the two of them should sort it out, it was all the same to them who headed Otechestvo in Kemerovo. This reply so offended the branch union leaders that they decided not to join Otechestvo. At the time Chekis deeply regretted what he believed was a good chance of getting his people into the State Duma but the branch union leaders did not share his concern. 

The result was that Soyuz truda existed only formally in Kuzbass and there was no trade union involvement in OVR. Chekis was included in the Communist Party regional list and two other union nominees, Neverov and Valentina Proskuryakova, leader of the agro-industrial complex workers, ran independent campaigns in single-mandate constituencies. After the trade unions had decided to put forward Chekis, Neverov and Proskurakova as candidates for election to the State Duma they met with Tuleev in the attempt to secure his support in the elections.

The result of the election in Kemerovo was a big vote for Yedinstvo, following Tuleev’s endorsement, with 34%, ahead of the Communists with 29%. Tuleev’s candidates won in all four constituencies (two from Yedinstvo, one from the KPRF and Neverov won in Novokuznetsk with 55% of the vote). Chekis got in to the duma from the KPRF regional list, while Proskuryakova, without the support of Tuleev, was defeated with 10% of the poll in the Leninsk-Kuznetsk constituency. 

Samara region

The governor of Samara region, Konstantin Titov, has consistently been a leading force in the various parties of power and one of the most loyal to Moscow, although he has presidential ambitions of his own. His main political opponent in the region is the mayor of Samara city, Georgii Limanskii, who was elected in July 1997 after his predecessor, Oleg Sysuev, entered the Federal government in Moscow. Limanskii had originally been elected as a member of Aleksandr Lebed’s Russian People’s Republican Party (NRPR), but eventually backed Yedinstvo in the Duma election, becoming chair of the newly established regional organisation of Yedinstvo, around which much of the opposition to Titov rallied, soon after.

The Samara trade unions are well integrated into the regional structures of legislative and administrative power and were not inclined to spoil their good relations with the regional administration by entering into overt opposition for the sake of an election campaign from which they had little to gain. Their relations with the administration of Samara city are more complicated, partly because the regional trade union president had refused to support the present mayor of the city in his campaign for election, but also because the union has waged a campaign against the city administration over the issues of housing, communal service and public transport charges. 

The Samara trade unions participated half-heartedly in the election campaigns for the State Duma in 1995 and for the local councils in 1996-7, but without any success. However, E. E. Yegorov, the President of the Samara Trade Union Federation (FPSO) regarded the 1999 election as decisive for the future development of the country and was in no doubt about the need to participate in it in order to ‘form a powerful, influential trade union fraction in the Federal Assembly’, not because he believed that trade unions should be political organisations, but because he believed that only once an appropriate legal framework was in place would a normal system of labour relations, based on agreement at various levels, be able to function, and for this it was necessary for trade unions to get their people into the legislature. 

Despite this, FPSO did not support the FNPR decision to enter Otechestvo. At their conference in June, soon after Titov had declared the impossibility of his own movement, Golos Rossii, cooperating with Otechestvo, several delegates spoke in no uncertain terms about their opposition to the FNPR decision, Yegorov put a more measured position in his speech: ‘not all aspects of the decision that the political wing of FNPR, Soyuz truda, should enter the movement Otechestvo, which has still not completely identified its allies, are unequivocally and positively perceived by members of the trade union’. The FPSO conference demanded that FNPR should call a meeting of its General Council to discuss the participation of the trade unions in the 1999 election campaign, but it also resolved to establish a regional branch of Soyuz truda, to explore with various parties and movements the possibility of forming an electoral coalition and identifying candidates who would support the trade unions, and to nominate observers and members of the election commission from the trade unions, but in fact only the last part of the decision was implemented and no branch of Soyuz truda was established, nor did FPSO actively back any candidates in the election. Indeed, so inactive were they that Samara was one of the two regions in the country in which trade union candidates opposed one another in the same constituency (the other being the Artemovskii constituency, 161, in Sverdlovsk oblast, where both candidates were well beaten).

This failure to implement the resolutions of the conference, even though they had been adopted without opposition, reflected the fact that most of the branch trade unions were opposed to participation in potentially divisive and damaging electoral conflicts. Thus the president of the health workers’ union noted in the autumn, the elections ‘should not be and, most likely, will not be a special moment in the work of the trade union.… Everybody will vote for this or that candidate, but individually. We do not intend to lay down a uniform line. They will vote for Titov, I think, everybody supports him. Our region is considered one of the most prosperous thanks to him. As for other candidates, everybody will decide independently, according to where they live. We will not impose anybody.... Certainly, if some one from the medics or from the trade unions is standing, then I think that we will support them without question. But so far we have not decided any questions regarding the elections. There will be elections, there will be candidates, it will be obvious.’

FPSO did not put forward any candidates in single-mandate constituencies since it did not have any of its own people who had any chance of electoral success. However, even if FPSO could not oppose Titov, it was impossible for them to support him once he had decided to join his movement, Golos Rossii, to the ‘Union of Right Forces’, led by the ‘young reformers’, Chubais, Nemtsov and Kirienko. Like the Saint Petersburg and Leningrad trade unions, FPSO decided at its Council meeting in September to  establish a local branch of the block of General Aleksandr Nikolaev and Academician Svyatoslav Fedorov, the ‘Union of Popular Power and Labour’, although this decision was explicitly opposed by several trade union leaders who demanded the right to support ‘their’ ‘branch’ candidates (including the agricultural workers, who supported the Agrarian Party). The pay-off for this decision was that the chairman of FPSO, Yegorov, headed the regional list of the Nikolaev-Fedorov block, with the chairman of the regional committee of the trade union of light industry and textile workers in third place. Although the decision to support the Nikolaev-Fedorov block was taken with very little oppostion, in practice Yegorov was on his own and most branch unions either played no part in the election campaign, or went their own way, with scant regard for the decisions of FPSO. We have already noted the agricultural and the health workers’ positions. The building workers and the chemical workers were inclined towards the Communists, but the chemical workers’ president commented, ‘We are not a politicised organisation, we may decide at the presidium or at the plenum whom to support, but this may be not some political party but an independent candidate, whose election platform is closest to us’, although in fact the union showed its loyalty to FPSO in collecting signatures for the Nikolaev-Fedorov block. The building workers followed their union’s central committee in opposing Luzhkov: ‘they clash with him at work and know what sort of man he is’. They were committed in principle to supporting ‘national-patriotic’ candidates but similarly intended to support ‘particular candidates, regardless of their political views’. Although their regional committee supported the Communists, they also showed their loyalty by collecting signatures for the Nikolaev-Fedorov block. Although their attitude to the Governor’s candidates was very negative, they were not so rash as to publicise their opinion.

Apart from collecting some signatures, the only other significant activity undertaken by the unions in support of the Nikolaev-Fedorov block was the organisation of a meeting to coincide with Nikolaev’s visit to Samara, a meeting held in a small hall to which trade union functionaries were invited. In the end it was almost a one-man campaign, with Yegorov personally addressing more than 40 meetings around the region. The only other political event was an abortive attempt to organise a regional day of action, following FNPR’s decision not to hold a national day of action during the election campaign. This was planned for 28th October, with the expectation that 12,000 people would be brought to a demonstration and meetings in the centre of Samara, but even the trade union functionaries had no expectation of being able to get their own people out on the streets, and the event was a dismal flop.

While FPSO distanced itself from Otechestvo, in Samara oblast OVR was marked by internal divisions and inactivity. The organisation was originally set up in Samara city, headed by people known for their loyalty to Titov, and was not expected to play a significant role in the election. The headquarters was transferred to Togliatti in order to remove it from the debilitating influence of the regional administration, but subsequently moved back to Samara, since it was felt that it could have more impact in the oblast centre. Nevertheless, the Togliatti organisation contested the decision and continued to function independently. OVR was also damaged in Togliatti by a battle between two aspirants for the OVR nomination, the Vice-Chairman of Samara OVR getting the nomination over the incumbent duma deputy (Russian Regional Report, 4, 44, 23 November 1999; 4, 47, 14 December 1999). The result was that OVR polled less than 5% of the party list vote in the region. In the Togliatti constituency, the leader of the alternative union of workers in the giant VAZ auto plant, Anatolii Ivanov, defeated candidates from the main parties, who spent so much money and threw so much dirt at each other that Ivanov appeared to the electorate as the only clean and honest candidate. Confusion between the name of his trade union, Yedinstvo, and the unrelated political bloc certainly helped him, as did the fact that he did not face opposition from any other VAZ-endorsed candidate. Titov-backed candidates won three of the remaining five single-mandate constituencies and the Union of Right Forces came second to the Communist Party in the election on the party lists. Ironically, the one trade unionist elected from the oblast was Vera Lekareva, administrative director of FPSO’s sporting facilities, who was nominated by the Union of Right Forces and strongly backed by the oblast administration, and who narrowly defeated the supporters of the notorious anti-Semitic incumbent, General Makashov, who had been disqualified at the last minute and whose supporters voted ‘against all’ in the hope of annulling the election. This was seen as a victory snatched from the jaws of a self-inflicted defeat, since this was the constituency in which trade union representatives stood against one another, third place behind the abstentionists being taken by Vasilii Cheremushkin, regional president of the aviation industry workers’ union, who still ended up in the Duma as the only trade unionist on the Yedinstvo national party list.
 

Yegorov had seen the election campaign as a test of the ability of the trade unions to organise political activity, a test which they had clearly failed. Yegorov put the failure down to two main factors: the fragmentation of branch interests and the enormous influence of gubernatorial power. ‘If we were in another region the situation would be different. Well, for example, why should the budget sector unions support the block of Nikolaev and Yegorov, if Titov might take offence. He pays their salary. The second category - the oil and gas workers. Things are not too bad for them now. Such momentary successes of some branches force them not to enter into conflict with the authorities’. He also considered the lack of a strong organisational structure to be an important reason for failure: ‘Lenin, than whom there was no stronger person in the twentieth century, said that the party is strong through the organisation of the masses. To win, it is necessary to have one of two variants. A strong, reliable structure, like the KPRF. Or to pile it on from above, like the right’. Nevertheless, Yegorov was pleased that the Samara trade unions had sent three people to the Duma, even if they might not be able to do much to serve the unions politically: Lekareva and Cheremushkin would be subject to strict party discipline and Ivanov had long been a thorn in the flesh of the FNPR trade unions, but Yegorov had hopes that Lekareva would at least be able to extract the money from Moscow to enable the unions to build a new health and leisure centre for young people and that the union would be able to find some common ground with most of the deputies from the region.

Sverdlovsk region

Like many other regions, Sverdlovsk was marked by conflict between the mayor of the regional capital, Yekaterinburg, Arkadii Chernetskii, and the regional governor, Eduard Rossel’, and the Duma elections were overshadowed by local elections: the gubernatorial contest in August and September, in which Rossel’ was re-elected in a run-off against Aleksandr Burkov, the candidate of the alternative trade union movement Mai, who had outpolled Chernetskii in the first round;
 the Yekaterinburg mayoral election, held concurrently with the duma election, in which Chernetskii was eventually re-elected with a comfortable majority against Rossel’s candidate; and elections for the regional Legislative Assembly, the expected final showdown between Rossel’s organisation, Preobrazhenie Urala (PU, Transformation of the Urals) and Chernetskii’s organisation Nash dom – Nash gorod (NDNG, Our home – our city) due to be held in April 2000. While Rossel’s imprimatur carried considerable weight with the electorate, and he had beaten Chernetskii soundly in the gubernatorial election, NDNG had actually gathered more votes than PU, though not a majority of the seats, in the previous elections for the regional Duma. Rossel’ was very cautious and did not explicitly back any national political party in the election, only endorsing individual candidates in the region. Nevertheless he was identified both with Nash dom Rossiya, Chernomyrdin’s erstwhile party of power, and with Yedinstvo, having been one of the signatories of the ‘declaration of 39’ which had been the basis of the foundation of Yedinstvo, eventually providing the staff and office facilities that serviced the electoral apparatus of Yedinstvo, which was thereby identified by the electors as his favoured block. Rossel’ was certainly no supporter of OVR, not least because Chernetskii was the leader of the Otechestvo regional organisation.  The trade unions had to weave a path through this complex web of affiliations in determining their participation in the duma election campaign.

The difficulties presented to the trade unions by the conflicting pressures of pragmatism and principle are well expressed in the different views expressed by trade unionists about their political involvement. The pragmatic view of politics was put by one official in Sverdlovsk: ‘We have to be independent or not with anybody. Well if it is ourselves – that is another matter. But not with anybody, because, in principle, trade unions have to work with any government. Well, what difference does it make, who is elected? Well, Rossel’ remains. But if they don’t elect Rossel’, they will elect Chernetskii. So, what then, does that mean that the interaction of the trade unions and government should stop? Of course not. Therefore it is better not to have to do it. Let the people choose, what difference does it make to us? We will work with anyone’. On the other hand, the majority of trade union leaders hold to the view that ‘politics is everywhere and we cannot stand aside from it’. The problem is to get involved in politics without undermining the trade unions’ position in the system of government. This meant that in general the unions in Sverdlovsk approached the elections very cautiously. The issue was not one of political principle, but of tactics. As one union official cynically explained, ‘We are trading here. I say that it is simply necessary to sell oneself dear. Why eighth, ninth [on the party list]? Before the elections we put it like this: if someone puts us in the first three – maybe we can agree with them.’

In practice, the trade unions had built up what they describe as ‘partnerly’ relations with Rossel’ and the regional administration, having extensive access to the administration and to decision-making bodies and being consulted on social and labour issues. However, although there have been many instances in which the trade unions have differed from the administration’s position, the FPSO leaders have generally been reluctant to enter into open conflict with the governor, not least because they are very conscious of their weakness and of the lack of unity in the regional trade union movement which makes it almost impossible, for example, to organise a united trade union demonstration on any issue.

Another feature of the election in Sverdlovsk was the significant alternative trade union presence. The alternative trade unions have had an effective presence in the region since the late 1980s, first with the ultra-leftist organisation Rabochii, headed by Viktor Burtnik, and subsequently in a series of liberal-democratic trade union structures, usually headed by the indefatigable organiser Sergei Belaev. Belaev had first established his trade union Yedinenie in 1990, and then the Ural trade union centre (Uralproftsentr) as a co-ordinating centre for independent primary trade union groups in 1992 (on the early years of Belaev’s organisation see Clarke et al., 1995, pp. 243–5). The membership was never more than a few thousand people in a few dozen primary groups, tiny in comparison to the membership of the FNPR unions, but the centre did provide a support network which made it possible for workers to by-pass the established bureaucratic union structures and establish their own organisations. Uralproftsentr is affiliated to the main alternative trade union federation, the All-Russian Confederation of Labour (VKT).

During 1999 Belaev and his colleagues had changed both their trade union and their political tactics, attempting to burrow into the system from within rather than trying to establish a new parallel order from scratch and establishing a parallel trade union Federation and a political association, both called Mai, to put the new tactics into effect. They had been successful in securing the election of their own lists of candidates in trade union elections in a number of significant enterprises, which brought them into conflict with the branch unions when the latter refused to recognise the legitimacy of the elections.
 When Burkov launched his campaign for governor he bought the endorsement of Mai from Belaev, the money being used for trade union education and to strengthen the trade union centre, and the campaign, and Burkov’s second place, gave the union a lot of good publicity. On the basis of this success, Burkov organised the all-Russian party ‘Mir. Trud. Mai’ (Peace. Labour. May) to participate in the State Duma elections, with Burkov standing in the local single-mandate constituency 167, the campaign again being financed by Bakov, whose Serov factory lay in the constituency.
 

The Sverdlovsk regional branch of Soyuz truda was founded on 14th October 1998, ‘on instructions from above’, but the founding meeting did nothing but elect the chairman of the trade union committee of the Turbomotor factory as chairman of the branch, although he was later replaced by the deputy chairman of FPSO on the grounds that he was too closely identified with the interests of one branch. Twelve of the 28 regional committees of branch trade unions affiliated to Soyuz truda, in each case simply following the lead given by the Central Committees of those unions. By June 1999, Soyuz truda claimed to have 443,000 members affiliated through their trade unions in branches in 20 towns in the region. At the beginning of the election campaign the 8 staff of Soyuz truda was made up of five representatives of FPSO, two deputy chairmen of regional committees of branch unions and the Turbomotor trade union committee chairman. 

In the 1996 elections for the regional Duma, FPSO had reached an agreement with Rossel’s ‘party of power’ according to which one of the FPSO department heads was included in the party list in exchange for active trade union support in the election campaign. This candidate was successful and had subsequently retained his trade union connections, although some informants were sceptical of the value of putting trade unionists into the Duma, ‘All deputies then go away. They usually begin to express the interests of their fraction instead of the trade unions. The deputy begins to look for his own advantage. What help is he?’; ‘I think that we do not need our own people in the State Duma. They quickly wash the trade-union dandruff off themselves.’ The education workers had put forward their own list of candidates for the regional Duma, without any success. 

In the gubernatorial elections FPSO did not take a position, but several branch unions and Soyuz truda backed Rossel’ against Chernetskii, who was supported by his own movement NDNG and the regional branch of Otechestvo (although one national leader of Otechestvo came to the region to campaign for Rossel’, whose support OVR coveted nationally), and against the alternative trade union movement Mai, on the basis of Rossel’s effective implementation of a programme of social partnership in the region. The unionists did not see any contradiction in their opposition to Otechestvo locally in the gubernatorial elections, while the unions were supporting Otechestvo nationally: ‘The purposes were different – in the gubernatorial election and the present election for the State Duma. The trade unions ambiguously supported one [of the candidates in the gubernatorial election] in various ways. They thought – what did it give them? As they say – we have to live in the region. Their position was – one of them is going to win. Basically, it was a wise position.’ 

In view of the trade unions’ bad relations with Chernetskii, it is not surprising that the Sverdlovsk branch of Soyuz truda did not join the regional branch of Otechestvo, established under the leadership of Chernetskii in April 1999, nor were the trade unions represented on the regional governing bodies of Otechestvo, to which FPSO’s attitude was very negative. According to the secretary of the regional organisation, Soyuz truda had been ‘created alive, with interest. And Moscow has ruined everything. Isaev went into Otechestvo, I am not pleased about that. Soyuz truda had many political ambitions. I think that the dividends would have been greater if they had not clambered into Otechestvo and Otechestvo into Vsya Rossiya. If it works out, we will support particular candidates. And it will not be bad for them to lean on the trade unions. But to elect our own – we would not cross the percentage threshold. Soyuz truda has lost its individuality now. Before we had even managed to establish a regional branch, they had already united with Otechestvo’. 

Neither Otechestvo nor OVR had any significant contact with Soyuz truda. ‘We have not had any contact with the local Otechestvo. For all his wisdom, Chernetskii has a certain arrogance, while the governor is marked by his accessibility and the simplicity of his interaction. It is obvious at any meeting. Do we really want to rake over their relationships? … They came, consulted. They understood that it is not worth coming to us and meeting with a refusal’ (Soyuz truda secretary, October 1999). No doubt the situation would have been very different if Chernetskii had won the gubernatorial elections; ‘If Soyuz truda is a part of Otechestvo, it does not belittle the regional independence of our branch. We are not a rigid structure, like the Central Committee of the CPSU. It is not strict now … it is all Moscow games, big political games. Luzhkov works with the Moscow trade unions. And we work better with the government of Sverdlovsk region than with the mayor. We tried to move towards him, we offered to conclude a city – Ekaterinburg – tripartite agreement. But we have still not reached a mutual understanding.’ (Deputy head of organisational department of FPSO). 

Not surprisingly, FPSO did not even consider the possibility of supporting the independent trade union movement Mai. In fact, FPSO did not at any stage officially discuss its participation in the duma election campaign, but Soyuz truda resolved at its meeting on 22 September 1999 that ‘each trade union regional committee should decide for itself whom to support and whom not’, charging the leadership with the task of investigating the candidates in the single-mandate constituencies and their programmes and bringing forward recommendations to the next meeting. Thus, neither Soyuz truda nor FPSO entered into any election block, nor did they even recommend any particular party or candidate The result was that the majority of regional committees decided to support particular candidates in single-mandate constituencies, while the regional organisation of Otechestvo remained very weak and had no trade union involvement. The national list of OVR did not include a single person from Sverdlovsk, and not one of the six people on the regional list was a trade unionist or even a supporter of the trade unions.
 OVR was only able to put up candidates in two of the seven single-mandate constituencies in the region. There were three unsuccessful trade union candidates, the president of the association of trade unions of veterans of Afghanistan and the regional deputy-president of the agro-industrial complex workers’ union, who competed in the same constituency and polled 1.7% and 10% respectively, and the president of the Sverdlovsk railway workers’ union, who polled 5%. Burkov had been the favourite to win in constituency 167, but he was disqualified by the election commission on December 18th for irregularities in the organisation of his campaign, a decision eventually endorsed by the Supreme Court.

Rossel’ declared himself well-satisfied with the results of the election in his region, where Yedinstvo came in first with 25% of the vote, the Union of Right Forces came second with 13%, just ahead of the Communists, while OVR flopped and Mai only got 6% in its home region. In the single-mandate voting, Rossel’s candidates were successful in four of the five constituencies which registered a valid result (in the remaining two, both marked by campaigning that was considered dirty even by Russian standards, the largest vote was registered by those who were against all the candidates).
 After the election Rossel’ came out strongly in support of Putin's presidential bid, offering to organise his campaign in the region.

Komi Republic

The head of the Komi Republic, Yurii Spiridonov, was the First Secretary of the Republican Committee of the CPSU and has built himself a monolithic power structure in the region in which he controls the executive, the legislature and the local councils, although his term of office comes to an end in 2001. Spiridonov was a signatory of the ‘declaration of 39’, which served as the basis for the foundation of Yedinstvo, but formally backed OVR (which was headed by one of his deputies, the other heading Nash Dom Rossiya), but he publicly declared a neutral position between the various blocks and parties in the interests of maintaining ‘social peace and harmony in the region’, a position also adopted by the mayor of the Republican capital, Syktyvkar. Nevertheless, Spiridonov declared that in the Republic’s only single-mandate constituency he would support the Vice-President of the Council of the Republic, Valerii Markov. The registration for the election of Spiridonov’s only significant remaining political opponent in the Republic, Rita Chistokhodova, the incumbent State Duma deputy, was rejected by the republican electoral commission (Russian Regional Report, 4, 48, 22 December 1999). In the absence of any significant challenges to his power from within the Republic, Spiridonov did not demand the loyalty from the trade unions that more embattled regional leaders expected, giving the union leaders more room for manoeuvre than in many regions.

After Soyuz truda was reorganised at the Russian level, the Komi republican trade union federation consulted the leaders of the branch trade unions and decided not to create a branch. The leaders of the Federation emphasized that they supported the idea of trade-union participation in the elections, but did not see the point of joining because they had no confidence in its potential. Once Soyuz truda linked up with Otechestvo, there was a general feeling that involvement of the trade unions in wider blocks risked a loss of their identity and of their specific interests, with the results that had been seen in the previous election.

The Komi Republican branch of Otechestvo was established in December 1998 with a heterogeneous collection of organisations as its founding members. Anatolii Karakchiev, the first deputy to the head of the Republic was elected president of its council. The trade-union leaders were invited to join the regional branch of Otechestvo but, apart from the students’ union, they all refused, preferring to maintain an independent position, since they considered Otechestvo in Komi to be a movement of the nomenklatura, led by the deputy head of the republic, far from its declared purposes.

The council of the trade union federation declined to support any of the party lists or party nominees, but decided to support Ivan Mokhnachuk, national President of the coal miners’ union Rosugleprof, in the single-mandate constituency, which includes the Pechora coal basin.
 The council of the trade union federation set up a working group which campaigned very actively on behalf of Mokhnachuk, with support from virtually all the branch unions, seeing this in part as a good way of publicising the trade unions throughout the Republic, but in the event Mokhnachuk’s support was largely confined to the Inta and Vorkuta coalfields: Markov won with 23.39% of the votes, with Mokhnachuk in second place with 12.65%. It is not surprising that Mokhnachuk got few votes in the rural districts, but even in the oil towns, where the oil workers’ unions had promised complete support, his vote was very low. It was clear from the voting pattern that Mokhnachuk was supported not as a trade unionist but as a representative of the branch interests of the coal-mining industry. Yedinstvo won the party list vote with 31%, putting another Spiridonov nominee into the State Duma.

Perm oblast

The support of the governor, Gennadii Igumnov, was as important to the outcome of the elections in Perm as in other oblasts. Igumnov had been a founder of Vsya Rossiya, but he increasingly distanced himself from Luzhkov and Otechestvo as the campaign wore on and the popularity of the latter declined, and in two of the dour single-mandate constituencies he supported one independent, against the OVR nominee, and one candidate backed by the Union of Right Forces.

The Perm trade unions were more ready than those of the other regions studied to follow the decisions of FNPR, although their participation in the election campaign was largely symbolic. The question of the participation of trade unions in the election was discussed at the VIIth Plenum of the regional trade union council in February 1999, at which the possibility of the formation of an election fund was raised.  The President of the regional trade union federation, Boris Pozharskii, declared in his speech to the Plenum that the main principle governing the unions’ participation in the elections was the negative one: the priority was ‘not to allow money-bags and anti-popular elements to get into the duma’, so to campaign against undesirable candidates rather than for the trade unions to put forward their own.

The vice-president of the regional trade union council and President of the Perm organisation of Soyuz truda, I. Gil’mutdinov, attended the founding congress of Otechestvo as a member of the delegation of the Perm branch. Following a meeting between N. Yashin, one of the regional leaders of Otechestvo and Andrei Isaev, the leader of Soyuz truda, the trade union council declared that the Perm trade unions would support Otechestvo and co-ordinate their electoral activity with it (Ñîëîâüåâ À. ×òî ñóëèò íàì «Îòå÷åñòâî» // Ïðîôñîþçíûé êóðüåð. Ïåðìü, 1999. 11 ìàðòà. Ñ. 4.; Ëåáåäèíñêèé À. «Ñîþç òðóäà» è åãî ñîðàòíèêè // Ïðîôñîþçíûé êóðüåð. Ïåðìü, 1999. 15 èþëÿ. Ñ. 3). However, in practice, apart from a training seminar on methods of election campaigning which was held for Soyuz truda activists at the regional trade unions’ education centre, the unions gave almost no active support to Otechestvo. Indeed, the trade union newspaper published a number of articles critical of Evgenii Sapiro, an OVR candidate in one of the region's single-mandate constituencies, and Gil’mutdinov even suggested in an interview in the paper that the unions might co-operate with other parties, specifically referring to KPRF and NPSR (Ëåáåäèíñêèé À. «Ñîþç òðóäà» è åãî ñîðàòíèêè // Ïðîôñîþçíûé êóðüåð. Ïåðìü, 1999. 15 èþëÿ. Ñ. 3), although nothing became of this. One reason for the cooling of relations with Otechestvo was that the trade unions had been excluded from participation in the formation of the regional organisation.

On 19 November the regional trade union committee held a meeting for representatives of labour collectives, at which the regional president reaffirmed the position he had put forward in February, noting in his speech that ‘the strengthening of the forces of the right in the new State Duma is for us as good as death… Therefore we must convince trade union members not to give their votes to the right.  Our position, taking into consideration the wide variety of political points of view among trade union members, is to give our votes to the parties and movements standing in the centre and left of centre’. In the following issue of the trade union newspaper, Gil’mutdinov was quoted as identifying the right as NDR, Yabloko, LDPR, the Union of Right Forces and Yedinstvo (Âåðåòåííèêîâ À. Ïðîôñîþçû ñäåëàëè âûáîð // Ïðîôñîþçíûé êóðüåð. Ïåðìü, 1999. 25 íîÿáðÿ. Ñ. 3.). At the same meeting, Pozharskii reported the decision of the Presidium regarding trade union support for specific candidates in single-mandate constituencies, noting that ‘deputies must be inhabitants of the region or people who have worked here for a long time’ and that ‘they must accept and recognise the trade unions’. On this basis, in December the Presidium published in the union newspaper an appeal to trade union members to give active support to the campaigns of six candidates, only one of whom, A.O. Bogdanovich, a head of department in the central apparatus of the railway workers’ trade union, had any direct trade union connections. The local branch of the union had formally appealed to the regional trade union council to support Bogdanovich, but the support was hardly unambiguous since the regional council also nominated two other candidates (one independent, one from the KPRF) in the same constituency as worthy of trade union support. In constituency 137 the unions endorsed the incumbent, V.G. Stepankov, who was the official candidate of OVR in that constituency, but also a staunch critic of the governor, so that Stepankov faced active opposition from the regional administration and even the local organisation of his own party in practice supported his leading opponent. In constituency 138 the unions supported the director of a local chicken factory against the OVR candidate. This support in any case did not amount to much more than some free publicity in the trade union newspaper, which devoted one page of its October and November issues and four pages in December to the campaign. This was by no means exclusive coverage, since other candidates also had access to its pages, including Sapiro, who was standing against Bogdanovich as the OVR candidate and had been subjected to heavy criticism from the unions. Moreover, although the Presidium had decided in October whom it would support, it did not make its decision public until ten days before the election.

The regional committee of the mining and metallurgical trade union (GMPR) was in favour of the trade unions creating their own political party. However, this was seen as a strategic aim that was not realistic at the present stage. In the meantime, the choice was between allying with a particular party and supporting individual candidates. The regional committee of the union had a very positive experience of collaboration with their union’s three deputies who had been elected on the Yabloko party list in 1995. For example, the union had sought the dismissal of the director of the Gubakhinsk chemical-recovery factory, with whom it had been in dispute. The regional prosecutor had been able to do nothing, but the union’s deputies in the Duma brought the case to the attention of the General Prosecutor of Russia and it was resolved in the union’s favour. However, GMPR in Perm decided to follow the union’s Central Council in deciding not to align itself with any political block but only to endorse the union’s five candidates in single-mandate constituencies: ‘Certainly, it is weak, but FNPR does not have such an army either’. 

The Perm regional committee of the GMPR did not put forward any candidates for the Duma, one reason being its riskiness: ‘our people are afraid that we will not make it … they do not want to get beaten’. Instead they planned to follow their practice in the previous elections for the regional Legislative Assembly, when the union had not found suitable candidates from its own ranks and so had supported the candidature of a number of enterprise directors. ‘But we did not simply support them, we concluded an agreement with them in light of reforms. They put forward our proposals in the Legislative Assembly, provide a commentary, give us information, report. Such a practice should be continued. If we do not find a deputy, we shall find a man who will work on the basis of an agreement which will oblige him to support our line in the Legislative Assembly, or in the State Duma.’ However, even this decision met with some opposition, one local trade union president insisting that to call on workers to support any particular candidate was an infringement of their right to free will, and in the end the union did not devote any of its meagre resources to the election.

The leaders of the regional committees of the branch trade unions were fairly critical in their support for Soyuz truda. Among their criticisms were, first, what they regarded as the incorrect policy of Soyuz truda in the previous Duma elections, when the leaders lost because they formed a united block with the employers (this was, of course, the previous incarnation of Soyuz truda). Secondly, they were opposed to the ‘insistent rapprochement with Luzhkov … meetings even turn into Luzhkov propaganda. It is really repulsive - this unconditional fraternisation with him’. The trade unionists do not have anything against Luzhkov personally, their antagonism is aroused by the politicisation of the movement and the obvious personal interest of the organizers of Soyuz truda in the victory of Luzhkov ‘in acquiring a certain political capital in order to resolve personal problems, to use the trade unions as a springboard to get Luzhkov into state posts ’. The regional president of GMPR in particular insisted that ‘the trade-union ideology stands apart from all other ideologies’. In his view Soyuz truda had ‘betrayed the interests of trade union members’ in ‘merging’ with Otechestvo. The regional list of Otechestvo for the elections was headed by those who held power locally, so that to support Otechestvo was to support the existing authorities.

In the end Yedinstvo topped the poll for the party list in Perm,
 with 20%, followed by the Communist Party on 15%, with OVR trailing with only 10%. The governor’s candidates were successful in three of the four single-mandate constituencies. None of the candidates supported by the trade unions was successful. Bogdanovich came fourth in his constituency with 7% of the poll. In constituency 137 Stepankov came fourth with 17% of the vote.

Ulyanovsk oblast

The Ulyanovsk region has long been considered the country’s ‘reserve of communism’ and the governor, Yurii Goryachev, tries to keep local politics under strict control, but at the same time is cautious in his relations with Moscow. However, the governor, former first secretary of the regional committee of the CPSU, who represents the agrarian block which has been dominant since the soviet period, faces opposition from an industrial block, based on the large engineering industry concentrated in the city of Ulyanovsk. This conflict has its roots in Khrushchev’s separation of urban and rural party committees, but in its contemporary form dates back to 1991, when a democratic council was elected in the city with a radical programme of privatisation. Nevertheless, Yeltsin had confirmed Goryachev as regional governor in September 1991, and the radical city council was dissolved as part of Yeltsin’s constitutional revolution at the end of 1993, leaving Goryachov in undisputed control of the region. 

The conflict was renewed with the election of Vitalii Marusin as mayor of Ulyanovsk in December 1996, his candidacy having been backed by a coalition of new proprietors comprising new entrepreneurs, former ‘red directors’ and former Party and Komsomol bosses. The situation was further complicated by the role of the local organisation of the KPRF, also representing the urban-industrial block, whose leader, Aleksandr Kruglikov, had won a duma seat in 1995 and had given Goryachev a close run in the 1996 gubernatorial election, out-polling him in the regional capital. The conflict developed into a fight to the death between the two factions in which political affiliation was irrelevant, the guiding slogans being simply, ‘who is not with us is against us’ and ‘the enemy of my enemy is my friend’. The election for the State Duma was merely one episode in the manoeuvring for position as the governor and the opposition sought to strengthen their political base in the run up to the gubernatorial election due in December 2000. In this respect the duma election was probably less significant than the concurrent election to the regional legislative assembly. Although Goryachev did not back any of the parties in the national election, he was nevertheless concerned to contain the opposition forces within his region, so that some of the factional conflicts in the region focused on control of Otechestvo.

The Ulyanovsk Regional Trade Union Federation (FOPUO) has never been more than a bit-part player in this dangerous conflict. The President of the Federation, Yurii Kuznetsov, believed in ‘being friends with everybody’, and was opposed to the trade unions linking up with a particular political party. He was not opposed to temporary alliances with left forces, but not with the KPRF, whose appeals for unity, he believed,  were constantly discredited by their criticisms of FNPR and support for oppositional trade union organisations. In the past, the trade unions had had close working relations with the regional administration, participating in the work of the Legislative Assembly, but had been largely frozen out of the city administration. Nevertheless, the trade unions had been far from subordinating themselves politically to the governor, identifying themselves more closely with the ‘industrial party’. Thus, in their political activity they could not avoid becoming embroiled in the political conflicts in the region. 

The deputy president of FOPUO, Viktor Sluzhivoi, came from a younger generation of trade union officials who embraced a more active role in politics. Sluzhivoi had already aroused the governor’s displeasure by standing, albeit unsuccessfully (he came last but one out of ten candidates, with 3% of the vote), in the 1995 duma election against the governor’s candidate in the Ulyanovsk-181 single-mandate constituency and on the party list of Soyuz truda. Sluzhivoi became the chairman of the regional branch of the reconstituted Soyuz truda and took a small delegation, mostly trade unionists, to attend the founding congress of Otechestvo in Moscow, setting up a regional branch, of which he was elected President, in December 1998. This was not merely a personal act of political ambition. The FOPUO leader Kuznetsov was sympathetic to Otechestvo because of his favourable evaluation of the social partnership formed between Luzhkov and the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions: ‘a real partnership had been formed between them, which can be envied … Luzhkov really supports the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions very strongly. Not only morally, but he also helps financially. And he resolves a mass of other problems for them’. This was why the proposal of Nagaitsev, leader of the Moscow Federation, and Shmakov to support Otechestvo met a positive response from the Ulyanovsk trade union leaders, though Kuznetsov still had some doubts about the possibility of transferring the experience of Moscow to other regions of Russia: ‘Moscow is not all Russia. And consequently, maybe, Luzhkov is very good for Moscow and Otechestvo all very well for Moscow, but what about the regions, let us say for us, for Ulyanovsk? And what about Siberia? That is still the question’. He firmly believed that the unions could not have an exclusive relation with Otechestvo, because the unions were inevitably going to negotiate and be in conflict with whoever is in power (interview with Kuznetsov, 02.09.99). Nevertheless, the Federation provided premises for Otechestvo in its office building and allowed it to use its office equipment, communication facilities and so on. However, apart from this, Soyuz truda did not undertake any real activity and barely existed except on paper, for the purpose of reporting its existence to FNPR. Sluzhivoi was placed third on the regional list of Otechestvo, which in the spring of 1999 was seen as a guarantee of a seat in the Duma. 

The renewal of such unsanctioned political activity of the trade union federation aroused the fury of the governor, who was determined to prevent the emergence of political forces outside his control. Sluzhivoi had got FOPUO embroiled as a junior partner in a desperate political struggle between the dominant power block in the region, representing the agrarian interest, and the main opposition, representing the industrial interests. The situation was further complicated when a parallel organisation of Otechestvo was established in Ulyanovsk city, headed by Yurii Stozharov, a creature of the governor who also had connections with the national leadership of Otechestvo. An attempt at a regional conference of Otechestvo to replace Sluzhivoi as regional leader by the head of one of the largest construction enterprises in the city, another friend of the governor, G. Shishkov, failed, the meeting ending in scuffles as the trade unionists fought to keep the microphone and defend their place on the platform. Goryachev wrote personally to Luzhkov in an unsuccessful attempt to break the link between the trade unions in the region and Otechestvo. 

At a conference of the regional organisation of Otechestvo on 21 September Sluzhivoi raised the stakes further by excluding Yurii Stozharov for ‘schismatic, factional activity’. Moreover, Sluzhivoi secured the support of OVR for the candidacy of Yurii Polyanskov, rector of the university, one of the unofficial leaders of the ‘industrialists’ party’ and a potential candidate for governor in 2000, in the 181-Ulyanovsk single-mandate constituency. Finally, Sluzhivoi, who had originally been third on the regional list of OVR, actively campaigned for the exclusion of the two candidates above him on the list, both of whom had been included, just as Polyanskov and the mayor of Ulyanovsk, Vitalii Marusin, had been excluded, on the basis of the governor’s putting pressure on the Moscow leadership of the movement. Sluzhivoi sent a collective appeal to Moscow requesting the removal of second-on-the-list Lyudmilla Zhadanova. The latter resigned from Otechestvo without waiting for the result of the appeal and stood instead in the single-mandate 180 constituency, so that Sluzhivoi moved up to second place, behind Goryachev’s candidate, Anatolii Golubkov, a collective farm director who was also standing in constituency 180 on the Otechestvo ticket. However, the regional organisation of Otechestvo had little involvement in the election campaign, beyond distributing some election propaganda, since both Golubkov and Polyanskov had their own teams which were entirely independent of the regional organisation of Otechestvo. Golubkov was supported by the regional committee of the agroindustrial workers union, while Sluzhivoi supported Polyanskov.

Goryachev’s favoured candidate in 180 had originally been Sergei Glaz’ev, head of the information-analytic department of the Federation Council and a regular visitor to the oblast, but Glaz’ev withdrew. Not wanting to strengthen any local contender for power or allow the KPRF leader Kruglikov an easy victory, Goryachev piled all his resources behind the loyal Golubkov, who emerged the clear winner. In constituency 181 the governor threw all his resources behind Vadim Orlov, head of the local garrison, against Polyanskov and the KPRF incumbent, Oleg Kazarov. Orlov won with 22% against Kazarov’s 16% with Polyanskov third with 14%.

In the politics of the oblast the duma election was overshadowed by the forthcoming elections for governor and by the concurrent elections for the regional legislative assembly, victory in which would provide the opposition with a strong base from which to launch a challenge to Goryachev in the gubernatorial election. Sluzhivoi’s  regional organisation of Otechestvo had made the local elections a priority, initially nominating 15 candidates for the 25 seats, behind only the KPRF which put forward 19 candidates, but while the KPRF managed to register 16 of their candidates, Otechestvo registered no more than 7, three of the remainder being disqualified once the signatures to their nomination were checked and the others being induced to withdraw by the regional administration making them ‘offers they could not refuse’. Otechestvo candidates did very badly, none being successful. Sluzhivoi came third out of four candidates in his constituency with 8% of the poll. The local election brought into the open the contrasting strategies of the radical Sluzhivoi and the older conservative Yurii Kuznetsov, FOPUO President, which emerged at a meeting of the FOPUO Council on 8 December, at which FOPUO endorsed a list of four candidates for the legislative assembly none of whom, apart from Sluzhivoi, had been proposed by Otechestvo and one of whom was standing against an Otechestvo candidate. The trade union endorsed candidates were no more successful than those put forward by Otechestvo.

In the end it was Goryachev who won the clearest victory in the elections, his potential opponents in the gubernatorial election making no headway at all. Although the Communist Party topped the poll for the party list, Goryachev’s candidates won both the single-mandate constituencies. Kruglikov was defeated in constituency 180 but got into the State Duma from the KPRF list. In the concurrent election for the regional Legislative Assembly Goryachev’s supporters increased their majority, taking 13 of the 19 seats in which there was a valid result, with the KPRF taking four. It remains to be seen whether the trade unions will be rewarded for their opposition to the governor with closer collaboration with the city administration, or whether they will face complete exclusion from the structures of power.

Alternative trade unions in the election

In 1995 it has been alleged that “some free trade unions have tried to improve their financial position by concluding contracts with commercial structures for trade-union deputies to lobby for their interests in case of success in the elections” (Áóêåòîâ et al., 1996, p. 6). Be that as it may, in the event the attempts of the alternative trade unions to create their own blocks in 1995 were unsuccessful because they were not able to collect the number of signatures required to register the block. Individual union leaders ended up making opportunistic agreements to get themselves onto a bizarre array of party lists and some activists stood in single-mandate constituencies, but none were successful. Aleksandr Sergeev, former leader of the Independent Miners’ Union (NPG) and  President of the All-Russian Confederation of Labour (VKT) got onto the list of the Block Ivan Rybkin, Vyacheslav Sharipov, President of Kuzbass NPG, on the list of the Party of Workers’ Self-Government, the Sotsprof leaders, Sergei Khramov and Vyacheslav Mokhov on the Za Rodinu list, and Khramov stood in a single-mandate constituency as well.

In 1999, although several of the alternative unions had close connections with commercial structures, there was no evidence of any involvement with the latter in relation to the election, most likely because the alternative unions had neither numbers, nor voter-appeal nor organisation. The alternative trade union federations were unable to reach agreement with any of the national blocks, so it was left to their affiliates to decide whom to support. In the end, apart from Mai in Sverdlovsk, which also had its national list, eight representatives of alternative trade union federations were nominated in single-member constituencies, two of whom were successful: Anatolii Ivanov, leader of the alternative trade union Yedinstvo in the Vaz autoplant in Togliatti, and Oleg Shein, Vice-President of the leftist trade union federation Zashchita, who won narrowly against the Communist Party candidate in Astrakhan.
 Two leaders of Sotsprof (Dmitrii Semenov and Viktor Dyuldin), another Vice-President of Zashchita, two representatives of KTR affiliates (Vladimir Ozhogov, President of the Russian Confederation of Free Trade Unions – RKSP – in Lyublinsk and the trade union of trading workers 'Perspektiva') and a representative of the trade union of flying personnel all went to more or less humiliating defeat (the highest votes were polled by Semenov and Perspektiva, both with 3.4%, the remainder polling nearer to 1%). Sergei Khramov, President of Sotsprof, was placed third on the regional list of Yedinstvo in Stavropol, which was not enough to get into the Duma. Overall this was a record that was no better, although proportionate to their membership no worse, than that of the FNPR trade unions.

Conclusion

The idea of setting up Soyuz truda as the political wing of the trade union movement, independently of the employers and any other political forces, was widely supported in the trade union movement. The alliance with Otechestvo did not meet with such widespread approval. However, rather than openly debating the decision to join Otechestvo, most of the dissident branch and regional trade union organisations simply ignored the decision, making their own alliances or supporting individual candidates on the basis of their particular circumstances and interests. Towards the end of the campaign, on 30 November 1999, an unprecedented joint declaration of FNPR and the two ‘alternative’ trade union federations, VKT and KTR, expressing their common corporate interests, was addressed to all candidates for the State Duma, appealing to them, if successful, ‘to accelerate activity for the preparation of laws on concrete kinds of social insurance and social protection in the name of the workers’ interests and to reach real self-management and parity in running the system of social insurance and non-budgetary funds and to establish public and trade union control over the spending of social insurance funds’. 

FNPR lacked the discipline and organisation to establish a united electoral strategy on the part of the trade unions to play their part in building a new power block. However, the real weakness of the alliance with Otechestvo was the weakness of Otechestvo. Although the chances of OVR were severely damaged by the virulent campaign against Luzhkov and Primakov in the government-controlled media and by the surge of support for Putin and Yedinstvo as a result of the assault on Chechnya, this was more a symptom of its vulnerability than the cause of its decline. The failure of the trade unions to transform FNPR’s paper commitment into real support for the OVR campaign was a reflection not only of the lack of enthusiasm of trade unions for Luzhkov, but more fundamentally of the failure of OVR to extend its support among regional governors from its narrow founding base. Rather than being the vehicle for an effective regional challenge to the ‘party of power’ in Moscow, in many regions it merely provided an electoral vehicle for dissident factions which had no other political home, and this was the main reason for the failure to secure trade union support for the campaign in the regions. 

The inability to establish a unified trade union position in the elections was partly a result of the fact that trade unions are more influenced by regional and branch interests than by concerns for trade union unity or the interests of the trade union movement as a whole. However, it was also a result of the fact that FNPR did not establish such a position on the basis of common trade union interests articulated within Soyuz truda, but on a pragmatic, not to say opportunistic, political basis. The strategy of supporting Otechestvo was not simply a tactical misjudgement, but was rather a strategic blunder. Luzhkov’s model of social partnership was specific to Moscow, where the city has enormous revenues and a relatively prosperous economy, which cannot be generalised to less prosperous regions and which has probably had its day even in Moscow. The suspicion that Otechestvo was merely a vehicle for Luzhkov’s political ambition was reinforced by the fact that, even when it sealed its alliance with Primakhov, it had no clear economic or political programme.

Twenty-one candidates from FNPR-associated trade unions (including GMPR, which reaffiliated to FNPR in February 2000) were defeated in single-mandate constituencies, usually with a derisory vote, indicating that a trade union affiliation on its own has no appeal to voters. The only three successful purely trade union candidates in single-mandate constituencies have already been mentioned: the coal miners’ leaders Neverov in Kuzbass and Katal’nikov in Rostov and the local metallurgists’ leader, Lev Yarkin, in Lipetsk. In addition to these candidates, a further four associated with the trade unions but nominated by political parties were also successful, including Vera Lekareva, candidate of the Union of Right Forces in Samara, two incumbent deputies backed by the KPRF and the managing director of a trade union hotel complex, elected in Moscow on the OVR ticket.

The hopes that many trade union representatives would vault in to the Duma on the OVR list were destroyed by the collapse of the OVR in the later stages of the campaign. In the end only four trade unionists, including Isaev, were elected to the Duma on the OVR list, three were elected on the KPRF lists and one, Cheremushkin from Samara, on the Yedinstvo list. In total the trade union movement had seventeen deputies in the new duma: two from the alternative unions, one from GMPR and fourteen associated with the FNPR unions, of whom five were backed by KPRF, five by OVR, one each by Yedinstvo and the Union of Right Forces, the remaining five having been elected as independents. Although this was an increase in trade union representation as compared to the eight trade union deputies elected in 1995, it did not indicate an increase in the appeal of the trade unions. On the one hand, parties and blocks were not clamouring for trade union support, so that the trade unions secured substantially fewer places on the party lists than they had in the 1995 election. On the other hand, the pattern of voting for trade union candidates in single-mandate constituencies strongly suggested that the electors were usually voting for them not as trade unionists, but on the basis of their branch affiliation, as we saw in the case of the Komi Republic. The four trade union candidates who stood successfully as independents comprised two coal-miners (Neverov and Katal’nikov in Novokuznetsk and Shakhti), one metallurgist (Lyakin in Lipetsk) and the independent trade unionist Ivanov in Togliatti, perhaps the exception who proves the rule. There is no evidence that voters are any more willing to support a trade unionist than an enterprise director to represent their interests in Moscow: in the oil and gas regions, for example, it was senior managers who were elected to the duma, with the trade unions not even putting up candidates.

OVR’s electoral performance was not disastrous, but since the block was no more than a pragmatic alliance the expectation was that it would not hold together for long in the Duma, particularly once the leaders of Vsya Rossiya detached themselves from Otechestvo immediately after the election, and its disappointing result undermined hopes of a successful presidential bid from Primakov or Luzhkov as several governors who had backed OVR declared their support for acting President Vladimir Putin in the forthcoming Presidential election. Shmakov had referred to the duma election campaign as the ‘prelude to the Presidential election’, expecting a contest in which FNPR would be backing Luzhkov or Primakov as head of the new ‘party of power’, but the election, followed by Yeltsin’s resignation, had unexpectedly resulted in a consolidation of the position of the existing ‘party of power’ and left FNPR with the task of rebuilding its position in the new Duma. Shmakov reported to the General Council of FNPR that: ‘The composition of each Duma gives the trade unions, in particular FNPR, more and more opportunities to work with the deputies. First, in this Duma there are obviously more trade union representatives. Already today … it is possible to speak about 14 deputies, elected to the State Duma who were directly supported or were put forward by trade unions which are included in the Federation. It is already a significant group. But I will go further: today we have good opportunities actively to work with all the fractions, well, maybe, with the exception of the LDPR, which will be formed in the State Duma, because there too, on the one hand, there are representatives of trade unions, and on the other simply that we had already built up connections with members of the previous Duma. Especially as some of the former deputies have been re-elected. Therefore we look with optimism at our interaction with the new State Duma’ (Øìàêîâ, 1999, p. 2). Isaev proposed to establish an inter-fractional group of trade union deputies in the new Duma, although it seemed unlikely that this would include Ivanov and Shein: ‘On questions directly touching the interests of the trade-union movement, the deputies included in the group will have to work according to the arrangements which are drawn up between this inter-fractional trade-union group and the Federation of Independent Trade Unions of Russia’ (Èñàåâ, 1999, p. 5).

Meanwhile, FNPR had to redefine its position in relation to the forthcoming Presidential election. At the December meeting of the FNPR Executive Committee Smakov said ‘FNPR has to analyse the results of the elections before we determine our further steps’. In January Shmakov had a long meeting with Putin, with whom FNPR had established what it saw as good partnerly relations during his time as Prime Minister, Putin having expressed his desire to listen to the trade unions, following the example of his mentor Chubais, who had also enjoyed good relations with Shmakov. At the beginning of February Soyuz truda declared its support for Putin’s candidacy, a lead followed unconditionally by FNPR following Putin’s address to its February plenum. Meanwhile, as a forlorn testimony to independent trade union politics, it was announced on 11 January that Anatolii Nazeikin, President of the Russian Trade Union of Communication Workers, was going to be a candidate for the Presidential Election. Nazeikin hardly had a strong electoral record – he had taken only 2.93% of the vote in his Achinsk constituency in the duma election, in which he had also been on the list of the Nikolaev–Fyodorov block.
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� This paper has been written by Simon Clarke and A.N. Other on the basis of research reports prepared by local groups affiliated to the Institute for Comparative Labour Relations Research in Moscow, Samara, Ulyanovsk, Perm, Yekaterinburg, Kemerovo, Saint Petersburg and the Komi Republic carried out within the framework of a programme of research on ‘the development of trade unionism in Russia’ supported by the Economic and Social Research Council and INTAS, neither of which is responsible for any of the views expressed in this paper.


� It is still almost universally the case that the trade union organisation only ever opposes the administration when it is able to ally with an opposition management faction or an external force. Direct conflict between workers and the administration usually erupts spontaneously, often with the support of line managers, and is often harnessed by one of the ‘alternative’ trade unions. 


� In the second half of 1992 the government negotiated directly with FNPR, by-passing the RTK. From 1993 the RTK was restored as the framework for tripartite discussion as the ‘alternative’ unions were sidelined and FNPR took the bulk of the union seats.


� The failure of Civic Union in the elections meant that FNPR had to build new alliances in order to have an impact in the State Duma, where budgetary decisions had a major impact on many trade unionists and reform of the labour and trade union legislation held out both threats and opportunities. The unions even had some hopes that the social insurance funds, taken from them by Yeltsin, might be restored by legislative action. Eight out of 54 trade union candidates had been successful in the December 1993 elections and FNPR managed to organise a trade union lobby in the new Duma, comprising 40 deputies recommended by FNPR member organisations. This enabled FNPR to play an active role in discussion of draft legislation and, through the group, to table its own proposals even though, under the new Russian constitution, it had lost its right of legislative initiative.


� Under the electoral system introduced in 1993 each elector in each constituency votes for one individual and one party. The Duma comprises 225 members elected directly from single-mandate constituencies and a further 225 elected from federal and regional party lists according to the proportion of the vote received by each party that gets over the 5% threshold across the whole of the Russian Federation. Party list candidates are taken first from the federal list, which contains 18 names (although some may be elected from single-mandate constituencies or decline to take their seats), and then from the regional lists in accordance with the party’s performance in the various regions. 


� Trade unions had often played a leading role in establishing such structures, for example in sponsoring the formation of regional and branch employers’ associations, sometimes in alliance with the appropriate state or quasi-state bodies for whose continued existence in a market economy ‘social partnership’ could provide a raison d’être. 


� Andrei Isaev had been a leader of the informal movement Obshchina and an activist of KAS-KOR, an anarcho-syndicalist workers’ information network established at the end of the 1980s, who had started to work with the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions when Shmakov was its president, editing Solidarnost’, which was (and formally remains) the newspaper of the Moscow Federation. Isaev moved to FNPR with Shmakov when the latter was elected FNPR President in 1993.


� For an interesting account of the pressure used by the Kremlin to bring the Rostov regional administration into line see � ADDIN ENRfu ��Miroshnichenko, 2000�.


� Although the FNPR leadership had invited regional trade union bodies actively to support Soyuz truda and Otechestvo, many regional trade union leaders told us that they had not been subjected to any pressure from above and that they had not expected to be subjected to any such pressure.


� Nevertheless, the regional president of the union was very impressed by Luzhkov, who had addressed regional education union leaders at a meeting of the Central Committee of the union in June 1999: ‘He spoke for an hour and a half about the problems of education, and he said sensible things. Above all, he showed that he understood the situation in the regions and not just in Moscow’.


� Tuleev originally supported the incumbent, Medikov, in Novokuznetsk then switched his support to a candidate from the construction industry, before publicly backing Neverov at the end of the campaign. There were suggestions that Tuleev hoped thereby to increase his influence over the powerful miners’ union. Neverov’s campaign was financially supported by the coal association, Kuznetskugol’, which also organised the collection of signatures to ensure that he had the five thousand required in support of his nomination, when the trade union committees failed to do so, and he clearly saw himself as representative of the branch, rather than of the trade unions, explaining in a post-election interview in the miners’ union newspaper that he had stood for election because ‘the struggle for the branch has become very hard and we need the status’. In his interview Neverov was also asked whom the trade unions would support in the presidential election. He replied, ‘our leadership is oriented to Acting President Putin. It will be as the leadership of the trade union decides. In Kuzbass we will work for Tuleev and we will suggest to other regions that they support our Governor. He has supported the coal industry for a long time and he knows all its problems’ (Na gora!, 1, 2000, p. 6).


� The regional administration was determined to stop Makashov, whose high profile was not good for the image of the region, but he looked set to win when, on 15th December, his candidacy was annulled by the local election commission for his having paid in cash for the printing of publicity materials, in violation of the election law. Lekareva polled 29%, ‘against all’ polled 26% and Cheremushkin polled 17%, so it is likely that Makashov would have defeated Lekareva in a three-way poll. It is a moot point whether Cheremushkin's supporters, presumably concentrated on the giant aircraft factory in the constituency, would in fact have switched to Lekareva, on trade union grounds, in preference to Makashov, in support of a resurgent militarism, had Cheremushkin been induced to withdraw


� Burkov was a former head of the regional state property committee who had been forced to resign by Rossel’ after an audit commission investigation. It seems that Burkov’s campaign was originally launched to split the anti-Rossel’ vote, Mai having been founded after a meeting between Rossel’ and the new acting director of the Serov Metallurgical Factory, a notorious entrepreneur, member of the regional legislative assembly and friend of Burkov named Anton Bakov, who was the financial backer of Mai (� ADDIN ENRfu ��Umland, 2000�). In February 2000 delegates to the Mai conference were bussed to picket the Kachkanar Ore Mining and Processing Enterprise which had been controlled by Bakov’s Serov factory, but where the regional administration had just installed its own management team. The latter stopped the action by threatening to call the police while raising the wages of its workers’, who were not members of Mai, by 30%.


� There were usually valid constitutional reasons for this refusal. In general in such cases the Mai slate was defeated when the elections were rerun under the control of the official union.


� Registration of an all-Russian movement is an expensive business, since it must be established and registered separately in a majority of Russia’s 89 regions. A further Association of Free trade Unions, also called Mai, was established at the end of 1999 to contest the elections for the regional legislature by a group who had discovered that election campaigns were a good way of making money. This Association Mai sent an appeal to various foreign trade union federations, including the British TUC.


� Only three of the six were even from the region. Not one of the 16 members of the political council was a trade unionist. Six were directors of large enterprises, two were deputies of various levels and two were entrepreneurs.


� Burkov had originally been nominated by the electors, but decided to change his nomination so that he would be the candidate of Mai. However, he failed to close the bank account that had been opened for his campaign as an independent and on this basis was disqualified.


� In constituency 165 the leading candidate was Aleksandr Khabarov, a boss of the city’s dominant criminal gang, the notorious Uralmash, which has now constituted itself as a social-political movement with connections in high places and which backed Yedinstvo (� ADDIN ENRfu ��Umland, 2000�). 


� Although the President eventually endorsed his own candidate, in a telephone conversation on 31 August, Spiridonov had encouraged Mokhnachuk to stand and had promised him all possible support.  Mokhnachuk also had promises of support from the Russian vice-premier Nikolai Aksenenko and the Head of the Russian President’s Administration Aleksandra Voloshina. In the election campaign he received at best equivocal support even from his own union and from the coal industry bosses.


� Following the election the Perm regional organisation of Yedinstvo was split in two by a battle for power between the representatives of two leading oil companies (EWI, Russian Regional Report, 5, 3, 26 January 2000).


� Zashchita was a federation of small independent trade unions formed in 1995 with the sponsorship of the revanchist Ob’edinenyi front trudyashchikksya (OFT), which had been established in Leningrad in 1989 and was linked to the Russian Communist Workers' Party.  Shein, who was already a member of the regional Duma, had established his reputation by leading a series of demonstrations and militant protest actions in Astrakhan.





