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The Inaugural Elections in Russia (1991) and Macedonia (1990). 

 

1. Problem elaboration. 

I will discuss the inaugural elections held in Macedonia and Russia. Both 

countries at one point in time were members of larger Socialist states. Macedonia 

used to be a part of the former Yugoslavia while Russia of course was the main 

state making up the former Soviet Union. This historical and geopolitical fact 

unites the two countries for a comparison.  

There is a difference, however, in the scale and degrees of comparison 

between the two countries. The population of Macedonia is slightly above 2 

million people. The population of contemporary Russia is currently above 143 

million. The Macedonian territory comprises roughly 25 thousand square 

kilometers while Russia is undeniably gigantic – nearly 18 million square 

kilometers. Russia was the most powerful republic in the former USSR. Macedonia 

was the least developed republic in the former Yugoslavia. The Soviet Union as a 

body was formed literally around Russia, while the Yugolsavian federation was 

formed around Serbia, with Macedonia being a small part of its periphery.  

This is why my presentation is entitled „Comparing Post-communism Big 

and Small.” The title, of course, is just wordplay: it is understood that there is no 

such thing as large post-communism and small post-communism formally. Rather, 

my ultimate purpose is to show how the democratic political process developed 

and evolved in both the biggest and smallest socialist countries.  

 

2. What tasks and/or problems do ‘inaugural elections’ decide and solve?  

Democratic transition theory considers „inaugural elections‟ as the crucial 

starting off point or launching pad (Huntington S.; O'Donnell G., Schmitter P.). It 

is the first cycle of free elections taking place after a people have rejected 

authoritarianism. In this process of democratic transition, the „inaugural elections‟ 



are meant to do several things: first, create a new system of political institutions; 

second, form a party system; third, legitimize the new political regimes; and fourth, 

limit and hinder the possibilities for any return to non-democratic forms of 

government. In other words, „inaugural elections‟ are the first and most essential 

stage for democratic transition.  

 

What kinds of transition results ought to be seen in real terms?  

1. „Inaugural elections‟ ought to be accompanied by the formation of pacts 

between elites. That is, we should see a sense of political agreement and consensus 

between governing elites and counter-elites.  

2. „Inaugural elections‟ ought to be fast. That is, they should take place relatively 

quickly after the fall of the authoritarian regime.  

3. „Inaugural elections‟ should be all-encompassing. That is, power must be 

democratically chosen from all levels of the societal hierarchy. No level should be 

banned or denied access.  

4. „Inaugural elections‟ ought to take place under the conditions of a rapidly 

forming multi-party system. These last two aspects are absolutely complementary 

processes to each other and both are essential.  

5. „Inaugural elections‟ ought to be the means for democratizing to an all-

encompassing socio-political system. In other words, the elections themselves are 

not only a mechanism for the realization of technical problems, but are in fact an 

instrument for the real-term democratization of society as a whole.  

6. Finally, „Inaugural elections‟ must be trusted by the people. This is a critical 

condition, without which all the rest becomes irrelevant and illegitimate.  

 

And so, how did the process and results of the „inaugural elections‟ in Russia and 

Macedonia compare?   

 

3. The Russian Case.  

1. Pacts.  



It is difficult to find direct evidence of „pacts‟ in Russia. The elite and counter-elite 

never achieved consensus and still have not achieved consensus. The various 

branches of power began to confront one another. This confrontation led in part to 

the storming of the Russian White House in 1993 and the dissolution of the entire 

system of representative government. In fact, this was a massive inter-elite 

collision. In light of this it is important to emphasize that in August 1991 the 

President of Russia and the Supreme Soviet were steadfast partners in the fight 

against the leadership of the Communist Party of the USSR.  

 

2. Pace.  

B.N. Yelstin did not force the enacting of „inaugural elections‟ and decided upon 

them only then, when he was certain he had secured the „state‟ as much as was 

possible. Until then it was highly likely that he was ready to postpone if not 

outright cancel the Presidential elections in 1996. If that had in fact taken place, 

then the „inaugural elections‟ in Russia would have formally been illegitimate. 

That is, the „inaugural elections‟ in Russia would have in large measure been a 

deferred project. How is this so? Analysts of the party „Democratic Russia‟ had 

themselves predicted large scale defeats of Yeltsin supporters (for example, they 

predicted only 10-12 victories across all of the gubernatorial elections). It was this 

very prognosis which served as the basis to realize the plan that would come to be 

known as the „executive vertical.‟ The establishment of the Congress of People‟s 

Deputies of the Russian Federation on November 1, 1991 created a moratorium on 

all elections across the board until December 1, 1992. There is one small caveat to 

add here, however: I should note that in Russia at the time it was highly unlikely 

that there were any civil service cadres not, in one way or another, connected to the 

Communist Party of the USSR.  

 

3. The levels of hierarchy where elections took place.  

At the outset of transition, President Yeltsin ended up not conducting elections of 

any kind: there were no presidential elections (recall that Yeltsin himself was 



appointed President by the RSFSR on June 12, 1991); there were no parliamentary 

elections (the All-Union RSFSR was appointed in the Spring of 1990); there were 

no gubernatorial elections (they were all initially appointed); there were no 

regional legislative elections (they were appointed in 1990 and still carried Soviet 

nomenclatures); there were no elections for the heads of administrations of cities 

and regions (governors appointed them); and finally there were no elections for 

local municipalities (the sub-regional Soviets were appointed in 1990). Even after 

the storming of the Russian White House authorities did not conduct elections 

across the board, even though it likely would have been popularly supported and 

easy to enact.  In the end, only the Federal Duma (December 1993) and regional 

legislatures (Spring 1994) were elected. Few today seem to recall these facts, but it 

is important to point out that from 1993 to 1995-96 local self-administration (ie, 

the city and regional administrative heads) in „democractic‟ Russia was 

represented ONLY by appointees!  

 

4. Party System.  

The party system in Russia developed in sharp dichotomy, drawn along blunt 

„Communist-Democrat‟ lines. A normal and diverse party system did not form, 

leaving the country only two diametrically-opposed, mortal enemies as choices: 

„Democrats‟ on one side and „Communists‟ on the other.  

 

5. The Democratization of the Socio-political System  

The possibility to democratize the socio-political system was ultimately blocked by 

the refusal to conduct quick „inaugural elections,‟ establishing the practice of 

naming appointees, and creating the „power vertical‟ in 1991. The „power vertical‟ 

was NOT an intellectual product of the Vladimir Putin team, but rather was the 

practice and norm of governmental construction under Yeltsin.  

6. Societal Trust in Power. 

Yeltsin during Perestroika was the idol of tens of millions of Soviet people. The 

people believed in two „miracles‟ – Yeltsin and elections. But Yeltsin did not 



conduct elections, and as a consequence the people once again lost faith and trust 

in the power of government. However, this general phenomenon still survives 

today, only with a different degree of poignancy.  

 

4. The Macedonian case. 

I am a political scientist and never idealize the political situation in post-

communist countries. As such, I must make note that the first step to democracy in 

Macedonia was quite a bit different from what we might expect.  

 

1. Pacts.  

In Macedonia, in contrast to Russia, the elite pact was an objective reality. 

Here we did not see the stark division of society into proponents and opponents of 

socialism. I conducted field research in the Macedonian republic during the months 

of April and May 2012. I utilized in-depth interviews as my chief method. I 

surveyed former communist party cadres across the board. All of the interviewees 

– from the former Secretary of the Central Committee Union of Communists of 

Macedonia to the heads of party committees from cities all over the republic – said 

the exact same thing to me: there was „another socialism‟ in Yugoslavia. This 

socialism significantly differed from the socialism in the USSR.  

Both the power elites and society in general in Macedonia wanted a 

democratic transition. Consequently, there were no reasons in Macedonia to reject 

the necessary pacts. No one wanted a civil war or even civil conflicts. The leaders 

of the Macedonian Communist party wanted to become the new power in the new 

Macedonia but wanted to achieve that status through elections. The opposition was 

certain as well that through elections it would be able to also come to power. This 

mutual interest became the motivating factor for the two sides to conclude said 

pacts.  

 

2. Pace.  



Elections took place in Macedonia in 1990 even before there was an official 

declaration of independence from Yugoslavia. These elections decided the most 

critical political problems in that whoever won would de facto be in power.  

 

3. On the levels of hierarchy where elections took place.  

In Macedonia there were two levels of elections: governmental and societal. 

They were conducted along both levels simultaneously. The first multi-party 

parliamentary elections in Macedonia took place on November 11 (1
st
 round) and 

December 23 (2
nd

 round) 1990. The societal elections took place on the same dates.  

The democratic nature of the elections in totality would have been considered 

legitimate and unchallenged were it not for the country‟s presidential election. But 

the fact of the matter was that on January 27 1991 Kiro Gligorov was appointed as 

the first President of the Republic of Macedonia NOT through general popular 

elections but rather through the session of the General Assembly of the republic. In 

this we see the defect in the „inaugural elections‟ of the Macedonian case.  

But this is not the only thing to make mention of. The elections for the heads 

of local assemblies were also NOT open to all and direct. They were realized rather 

through something akin to an electoral college – formed from the Deputies of the 

local Assemblies. In an interview with the newspaper “Focus” President Gligorov 

explained the logic behind this decision: the authorities making up Macedonia at 

the time were afraid of separatist leanings and possibilities in several parts of the 

country. They knew that there were in existence certain politicians and political 

forces, both inside and outside the country, that hoped to form with said tactical 

plans new autonomous ethnic enclaves. Ultimately, this line of strategic thinking 

could be seen as leading to the exit of said enclaves and the formation of new 

neighboring states now „adjacent‟ to Macedonia instead of being a part of the 

republic. For this reason they devised a strategy that would be more likely to 

produce heads of local assemblies that would be loyal to the center.  

 

4. Party system. 



The Macedonian case shows a massive level of societal attention to the 

formation of the party system. This phenomenon was noticeable in 1990 just as it 

is today. It is possible that the level of societal attention was higher here in 

Macedonia than in all other post-communist countries (this is just a hypothesis, of 

course, but it deserves greater attention and empirical research). Moreover, it was 

sincerely understood by society in general and the leadership of the Union of 

Communists of Macedonia in specific that elections needed to take place on a fair, 

honest and multi-party basis.  

Allow me to elaborate on the logic of multi-party system construction in 

Macedonia: it needs to be stipulated that in contrast to Russia there were no and 

still are no „orthodox‟ communist parties and, in the broader sense, there was no 

strong ideological representation within society. This is an important 

differentiation between Macedonia and Russia: the former did not have the 

pronounced conflict between „communists‟ and „democrats‟ that existed in the 

latter as the main political menu in 1990.  

In Macedonia the „law on elections‟ (June 17 1990) created a very simple 

registration system for political parties. In essence, registration carried a simple 

notification character. The Ministry of Internal Affairs affirmed the decision about 

registration and would bring a party officially into the party register. This was the 

process of registration in its entirety.   

The Communist Union of Macedonia added the words „Party of democratic 

transformation‟ and became the Communist Union of Macedonia – Party of 

Democratic Transformation (CUM-PDT). Petar Goshev, who was earlier the 

Secretary of the CUM and was a member of the Presidium of the Communist 

Union of Yugoslavia, was appointed head of the party. The party ultimately won 

31 out of 120 seats in the first parliamentary elections in 1990, which made it the 

second largest party in Parliament.  

Similar to the CUM-PDT was the „Reformist Union of Yugoslavia,‟ which 

was created on October 16 1990 (RUY).  The head of the party – Stoyan Andov – 



was a former Yugoslav ambassador to Iraq from 1991-1996 and was the Chair of 

the Assembly of the Macedonian Republic from 2000-2002.  

The „Socialist Party of Macedonia‟ (SPM) was founded in July 1990 and 

Lyubisav Ivanov was appointed its head.  

What this ultimately means is that the most influential political parties in 

Macedonia were founded on the base of the original Macedonian communist party. 

18 political parties and unions took part in the first parliamentary elections with 

11,550 candidates, signifying an intense level of party activism within Macedonia.  

 

5. The Democratization of the Socio-political System.  

The system was, without doubt, highly and effectively democratized and 

politicized.  

 

6. Societal Trust in Power.  

Societal trust in Macedonian power was extremely high from the very 

beginning. Power conducted itself honestly and transparently and society noticed.  

 

Conclusions.  

What are the similarities and differences in the Russian and Macedonian cases of 

„inaugural elections‟?  

Similarities.  

There are similarities in the fact that there were fundamental limitations in 

both Russia and Macedonia. In Russia those limitations were large, while in 

Macedonia they were less significant but still present. In both countries authorities 

were not consistent in the manner in which democratic elections were established 

and conducted. In fact, it is more accurate to say that Russian authorities were 

more consistent in their lack of desire to conduct such elections. Such elections 

were held only AFTER the famous events of 1993. Recall that from 1991-1993 no 

such elections were held: not at the federal, regional, or local levels. As such, the 

Russian „inaugural elections‟ can be arguably categorized as deferred. In 



Macedonia, meanwhile, only the country‟s Parliament was elected through 

classical democratic mechanisms.  

What hindered democratic processes in Russia and Macedonia? In Russia 

there were two chief reasons: first, the fear of the Yeltsin team to lose power. His 

analytical team predicted that the victors of the August 1991 events would not be 

victorious in direct Presidential, parliamentary, or gubernatorial elections (at best 

the Yeltsin team felt they might win roughly 11 contests). Second, there was a 

perceived absence across the regions of governing actors upon whom the Yeltsin 

team could rely. Almost everyone in a governing position across the regions was 

considered „red‟ by the Yeltsin team.  

Do not forget that Macedonia is part of the Balkans. A very strong 

nationalist factor is in play here. The country‟s new authorities were not, therefore, 

afraid of a so-called communist renaissance. They were more afraid of Albanian 

separatism and the further division of what was an already small state.  

Differences  

The biggest differences reside with the fact that democratization in Macedonia 

took place with much less political conflict and was faster, more consistent and 

more purposeful. The country did not divide along „red‟ and „white‟ lines. Political 

parties played and continue to play a huge role in national politics. Successive 

parliamentary elections always produced new party leaders in Macedonia. 

Consequently, there was and is always a revitalization of the political elite in 

Macedonia.   

In Russia the political reality through the 1990s was all about conflicts and 

societal division. „Inaugural elections‟ were therefore delayed in a manner of 

speaking and when they did take place analysts were hard pressed to call them 

democratic. This is especially so when discussing the Presidential elections of 

1996. Political parties in Russia were not genuine. Rather, they were more like 

facsimiles or simulacra of real political parties. The Russian state alone formed the 

political system.  


