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Abstract

The goal of this thesis is to examine influenceseéret intelli-
gences on transformation of state structures. Taie nesearch ques-
tion is focused on Russian secret intelligence idnfluence on
transformation of the Post-Soviet Russia’s statgcgires. The meth-
ods used in this study are qualitative researclnouokst

Since Napoleonic Wars the importance of secretligg@ace had
progressively increased. In the beginning, as & gfamilitary crys-
tallization, its scope and functions were limitet ssubordinated to
military purposes. However, with the raise of ‘pickl citizenship’
and institutionalization of the state the need ‘Gwcial stabilizer
emerged, especially in countries with sensitivepgdibcal positions
and complex societies. As a result, secret intatitgg’s functions and
purposes had diverged from the previous subordinat the mili-
tary. Hence, both high military and civilian goven structures,
which were in a quite discordance throughout XX aarly XX
century, increased their dependence on secreligetete.

If in the beginning secret intelligences were adadue to
changes in the concept of war, then throughoutithe they become
factor of changes of many political and social @pts. After the
October Revolution, secret intelligence in BolskeRussia and later
in Stalin’s Soviet Union evolved from the statebdiaer into the
nucleus of the state crystallization. Its scope #&mictions were
broadened, and its distributive power within thatesthighly maxi-
mized. The secret intelligence under Stalin stattedevelop as an-
other form of military crystallization, alteringetprevious concept of

war. This directly had repercussion in US, causimegiton of the re-



sembling ‘new generation’ secret intelligence. Hé tlevel of direct

and open arm clashes between US and Soviet Union lae during

the Cold War, it was only due to the nuclear detase and the fact
that they were replaced with numerous covert astioonducted all
over the world. With the progress in communicati@echnology

importance and power of secret intelligence stiggrgtd even more.
However, its real power should be tested only witthie state. As
institutional part of the state, Russian secredliigence’s distributive
power increased, up to the point where it developeghbilities to

alter and transform entire structure of the stHtéhis capability is

confirmed in the case of the country where the ‘rgemeration’

secret intelligence originated from, then resengolgecret intelli-

gences could possess the same altering power amd coeate

similar effects in situation of inner-state instapiand great external
threat.

Throughout the history Russia had shown tendertoigsspond
to the great external threat with the raise ofrigan state’ and inner
social restrictive consolidation; in other wordsthiathe ‘service-class
revolution.” Secret intelligence structure in tlastl decade of Soviet
Union facing great external threat caused by SDd amernal
instability, instigated by corruption within Nomeature structure,
tried to transform the state. Yet, at that times thias not possible.
Failure in conducting the service-class revolusoon was followed
by disintegration of the Soviet Union and the neditigal and eco-
nomic tendencies for transformation of the statearodls democracy
with open market economy. The rise of the new kassinelite’s
power, further degradation of preserved Nomendiatstructures,
inner state instability caused by war in Chechngd aontinuous



external threat caused by intensified US militactians in the world
during 1990s, one more time alarmed the initiatidrthe service-
class revolution. This time, secret intelligenceucure was con-
solidated, and economy passed critical breakingtage giving abut-
ment for the initiation of the Russian forth seerass revolution.
From the mid-1990s Russian secret intelligencengthened its
power and started shifting transition and alterirapsformation of
the state towards the new form of garrison statmilitocracy with

open market economy.’ This form was adequate anth wate with
domestic and international contemporary politicoisgeconomical
environment.

Empirical confirmation of my assumptions has beeaden
through comparison of transition of Russian Fedamnawith the ex-
Soviet states which successfully passed tranditivards democracy
with open market economy, and with some ex-comngtéde that
resemble Soviet model in terms of comparable d@veént of secret
intelligences’ structures. It implies that Russiecret intelligence

influenced transformation of the post-Soviet Russs#ate structures.
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Chapter I. Introduction

The real understanding of secret intelligence amahiluence on
state structuring hasn’'t been feasible until recenés. The last de-
cade of twentieth century revealed a string ofrsdsecrets-'In the
Pavel Sudoplatov’s autobiograp®pecial Taskssome facts regard-
ing ‘Manhattan Project’ were disclosed for theftfitisne. This initi-
ated public release of the VENONA transcripts by dgéSernment in
19952 which revealed Soviet spying activities in US frdr@39 —
1946. Soon, it started to be clear that our prexgdpprehension re-
garding secret intelligences had been partial anitield by the nature
of the issue itself. Especially, true understandigRussian secret
intelligence and its importance had been alwaysi®lad by the
closeness and impermeableness of the Soviet Uniongdthe Cold
War.

1.1 The Puzzle and the Main Focus of the Paper

Secret intelligence has been usually seen as goestnbody
created for the state security purposes, henceresthicted functions
and scopes. However, with the secret intelligendesteased in-
volvement in covert operations, in the post-Seddfutld War period,
a question regarding their function and their neadver within the

sate has arisen. The puzzle of my paper is relatédgs question.

! Jerrold Schecter and Leona Schec&acred SecretsHow Soviet Intelligence
Operations Changed American HistdaiWashington, D.C.: Brassey’s Inc, 2002),
preface, xxv.

2 pavel Sudoplatov and Anatoli Sudoplat@pecial Tasks: The Memoirs of an
Unwanted Witness - A Soviet SpymaéBarston: Little Brown & Co, 1994).

3 Jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheater,cit, pp. 90-158.



Therefore:

— What is the relation between secret intelligenaad state
structures? Are the secret intelligences able lmence formation
and transformation of state structures?

Some disclosed facts in the last decade has givea neason to
believe that importance of Russia’s secret intelige, not solely for
the Russia’s inner state transformations but asahie ‘higher level’
transformation of the modern state structures inegd, was far
beyond our previous perceptions. As a product ofjwaisocial idio-
syncrasy Russia’s secret intelligence directly uaficed transfor-
mation of the Russia’s state structures after Gatétevolution, and
indirectly after the Second World War through tbenfation of US
secret intelligence and secret intelligences of sother countries.

— Therefore, my main focus will be Russia’s seanétlligence
and their influence on transformation of the stsiieictures in the
period of post-Soviet Russia when this influences vihe most

notable.

1.2 Research Hypothesis

In accordance with the puzzle of the paper, theothgsis of this
paper would be:

— Secret intelligence can influence transformatadnthe state
structures.

Russia’s secret intelligence played the most ingmrtrole in
transformation of Russia’s state structures twi€est time in the
period after October Revolution up to Stalin’s deabecond time
after 1991 throughout the transition period of Rarss-ederation;
with the highest influence on transformation duriRgtin’s presi-



dency. Throughout the first period the formationstdte structures
and secret intelligence were two ongoing simultaseprocesses.
Both of them had parallel passing stages of tramsfton and

consolidation. Real influence of secret intelligermn transformation
of state structures in this juvenile period of gtate structures crys-
tallization is not sufficient as a proof for my hothesis. Even if the
impact of secret intelligence on transformationstate structures in
the first period was considerable, its analysis lddxe used only as
intro for the empirical evaluation of the hypottsestgarding second
period in which state structures transformation vehdted and

altered by influence of secret intelligence.

Thus, in accordance with aforementioned and in r@ecee with
the main focus of the paper | am going to specifpermy hypoth-
esis:

— Secret intelligence has played important roléramsformation
of post-Soviet Russia’s state structures.

1.3 Theoretical Analysis and Methods of Study

My theoretical approach is closely related with drigal time line
of modern state development and crystallizationt®ofstructures. |
assume that the appearance of the first institatioed form of secret
intelligence, in chronological order, correspondthwthe emergence
of modern state; its ideological, economic, mijtaand political
entwined transformations; the development of itdtany structures
and following evolution of the concept of war. THere, in the first
part of the paper | will try to determinate the qdaof secret intelli-
gence within development of modern state using ‘Sbeial Theory
of Michael Mann’ presented ifihe Sources of Social Power



After determining the place of secret intelligendgéhin development
of modern state, | am going to continue with therengpecific re-
search regarding Russia as the country which heslaged one of
the most important secret intelligences. Speatfiosyncrasy of Rus-
sian society suitable for development of powertdrst intelligence
will be examined through theoretical framework ottrird Hellie’s
‘Russia’s service-class revolution theoty.’

Chronological advancement constricted by the abueationed
theory will encircle the period of Russia’s statenfi the time of its
creation, up to these days. Finally, in the parnthef paper dedicated
to the empirical evaluation of the hypothesis, | gaing to merge
previously used theories with theories related tas$®’'s post-
communist elites and nomenclature structures. Wusld give us
opportunity to set our own theoretical approach &mdgose sub-
sequent conclusions.

— As methods of study | am going to use historamatiparative
and deductive methods. Secondary analysis of dataraethod will
prevail only in the last chapter dedicated to comfation of the
hypothesis. Empirical evolution of the hypothesidl e based on
comparative case study between two groups of elggicstates
which differ in the level of development and indegence of secret
intelligence. First group is comprised of ex-Sovighion states:
Visegrad group states, Baltic group states, Budgand Romania,
and some ex-Yugoslavia states. All of them had essfally passed
transition period in 1990s toward democracy witheropmarket

economy. They had developed secret intelligenceseter quite

* Richard Hellie, “The Structure of Russian Impetiigtory,” History and Theory
Vol. 44, No. 4 (Dec. 2005), pp. 88-112.



subordinated to the KGB and with the level of depetent which
couldn’t affect transformation of the state. Secgralip is composed
of states such as Russian Federation, Serbia amdektgro and
Albania which had developed strong and independentet intel-
ligences to the level which affected transformatidrinose states in
1990s toward democracy with open market economyhéncase of
Russian Federation, which had the most developaetsatelligence
among all benchmark states, transformation towamatracy with
open market economy had been highly affected bgetget intel-

ligence and even shifted toward a new form of staiétocracy with

open market economy.



Chapter Il. Secret Intelligences and Developmenhef
Modern State

2.1 Michael Mann’s Theory of Social Power

For my analysis, it is important to determinate loéion of social
power. What is it, who has it, how it has been disted and what
are the sources of social power? This time/sparsto(ly/state) ap-
proach is necessary because the development efdteestructures is
a dynamic process; it has its own pace and rhytimoughout the
history of human society. When we say that soc@lgr is the
ability of an actor to change the incentives ofeothctors in order to
bring about outcomes, it means that almost everyorsociety can
have different levels of social power. A degreesoimeone’s social
power depends on distributive and collective pothet each person
has in a society.

“Distributive power is the power of actor A overacB. For
B to acquire more distributive power, A must loseng. But
collective power is the joint power of actors A aBdcoop-
erating to exploit nature or another actor°C.”

The following changes in contribution of those tkiads of so-
cial powers to the overall level of social poweuicbbe of help to
understand when, why and how have the secretigeaties started
playing an important role in development of modseate. At the
same time it could reveal some new aspects of satectures
crystallizations in XX century, especially in therd after October
Revolution up to these days. At first, changes enrdpresentation of

5 Michael Mann,The Sources of Social Powerol. 2: The Rise of Classes and
Nation-States, 1760-1914 (Cambridge: CambridgeldR3), p. 2.



distributive and collective power within westerncisties were not
caused by the increased role of secret intelligefbey were just
circumstances of many historically important events

According to Michael Mann, ‘no significant genezaliion’ can-
not be made in defining the source which is stmirety human
society® Even though there are four sources of social poieo-
logical, economic, military, and political; each them doesn’t have
primacy in shaping and determining human socidtys Imore the
human tendency towards personification of natuik sotiety that is
making the above mentioned generalizations and Idietp ap-
proaches. The human thinking has this malfunctibarefore, most
of the time, the perception we grasp about ouras@sivironment is
narrow and usually placed in tight frames of corgerary inter-
preted history.

As Michael Man points out, most of sociological amdtorical
theories have dichotomized society in their appneacThese dichot-
omies such as feudal/industrial (Saint-Simon), piegaical/scientific
(Comte), militant/industrial (Spenser), feudalisapitalism (Smith,
the political economists, and Marx), status/cortt(&taine), commu-
nity/association (Tonnies), mechanical/organic frof the division
of labor (Durkheim), or even Weber who did not ditdmize, saw
history as a singular rationalization procéss.

The theories formed in this way are very tempting attractive
for human mind, giving mirror reflection of our legl patterns,
confirming both ourselves and brilliancy of wellfired human

deduction. The importance of some of them was fogmt and deci-

®lbid., p. 1.
"Ibid., p. 11.



sive for real world and real social events on his& time line.
Hence, it is not possible to neglect them sincéhalse theories found
their places at least as historical events, witgéi or smaller impor-
tance for development of human society.

In following analysis | will adopt the way MichaéMann’s
described and understood four sources of sociaépow

“The four power sources are not like billiard baiihich fol-
low their own trajectory, changing direction asith&t each
other. They ‘entwine’ that is, their interactiorfsaage one an-
other’s inner shapes as well as their outwarddtajées.”®

“Ideological, economic, military, and political treformations
and class and national struggles were multipleyieed, and
developing interstitially... The whole was a nonsysiéic,
nondialectical process between historically givestitutions
and emergent interstitial force¥.”

Basically the formation of modern state was theaultesf capi-
talist, representative, national and militaristtvéned nonsystematic
state crystallizations. For my research, militaogial power source,
that is military crystallization, is of the greate®ncern. However,
following Mann’s basic idea of modern state mutigkystallization,
| will try not to put aside any aspect of entwinateraction of four
above mentioned crystallizations in period aftetaBer Revolution,
especially period after the Second World War, whigds not an-
alyzed in Michael Mann’$he Source of Social Power

The importance of secret intelligences as a parnitfary crys-
tallization hasn’t been given a lot of attention.rhany cases it was
put aside or even neglected. The name secretig@ietle in common

mind always brings association with spies, secestises, things

8 Ibid., p. 2.
° Ibid., p. 21.



mostly seen in James Bond movies or read in spkddois inter-
esting that this common thinking is widely spre&dcret services as
any other institutions have their own history amstdrical periods in
which they haven’t been institutionalized, but nahe less their
significance was not lower than the role they degipg in the con-
temporary world. It is necessary for these peritadbe analyzed in
the same manner as the period after October Remoland put in
the new context which could reveal real essenceirapdrtance for
this aspect of military crystallization. In follomg chapters which are
related to my case study — Russia in the post-@d period, | will
have a chance to go deeper into direct as wellteegrade analysis.
Michael Mann’s theory of modern state is very uketu be

started with: “The state is not functional but fap.” *° His analysis
finishes with the First World War as a case studis work there is
not enough about development of Russian modere sthich has
rather unique and different path than developmédnthe western
states, such as Britain, France, United Statestréditungary, Prus-
sian-German state. According to my hypothesis theres intelli-
gences have played very important role in detertiwnecrystal-
lization of state structures. Here, we have to pout that the differ-
ence between secret services and secret inteleggenmportant to be
understood well, because secret services as aparstate bureau-
cracy emerged in later periods of modern state,stvsiécret intelli-
gences have their roots and have existed evenriodgeprior to the
emergence of modern state. However, | am going amee only the
ones that are closely related with our hypothesigther words not

the secret intelligences that were deeply rootedimpre modern but

91bid., p. 53.



the secret intelligences that have become a pab@él culture, the
intrinsic way one society has functioned. Actuathere are only few
states with this idiosyncrasy.

It's not only that Russia has developed in uniquey wdifferent
from the way of the western countries, but: the ibhas played after
1917, the influence that it had on entire modermldvand especially
on the emergence of secret services as the keyplajers within the
modern state in post-Second World War period, i&ingait a can-
didate number one for both my case study and thelolewment of my
theoretical framework.

Even though trajectories of the four state cry=iations were
entwined, all four of the same importance, in mglgsis | will put
more attention to military crystallization. Accordito Michael Mann:

“State’s ‘military crystallization’ was dual: geolttecal, pros-
ecuting external war, and domestic, repressingodigmnt.
Both remained, but they were also transfornted.”

In western societies the period from 1760 up toethe of Second
World War was a period of frequent wars. Domestid geopolitical
militarism were the most important factor — a seuof social power
that had dictated and routed actions of natiorestand entire inter-
national society. The lack of strong internatiooajanization before
creation of the UN, has given more power to thatamy creating
civil/military dichotomy within the state government

Actually, the nature of war was a predominant elemor
defining system of international relations and owmistate itself.
Chaotic — anarchic element brought by war (andedréty war) has

made international system dependant on changegobutien of the

" bid., p. 403.
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concept of war. This is a practical dependencenare precisely an
essential dependence. The reason for this lidseimternational sys-
tem composed of nation-states and the concepttafrrstate itself.
They have their existence only due to war or pesnathreat of war.

The period from 1760 onwards was the period offitise and the
second industrial revolution; hence big militaryildwp due to new
inventions, technologies, some unsettled bills &y history of
animosity between European countries. Changinghéttere of war:
the way, the speed, its lethality — the number agualties it can
produce, preferring attack over defense or viceajegtc., has reflec-
tion on power structuring of the state. Militaryedominance in the
modern state, until the end of Second World Was destructive for
the theoretical concept of modern democratic shaatenuch as the
practical destructions it caused. It seems thattipe and theory
haven’t followed each other after the end of Secéfudld War.This
claim may sound rigid. However, later on when kdiss more about
changes that occurred in the post-Second World paod within
international community and especially regarding ¢bncept of war,
this assumption will become plainer.

Military crystallization has two dimensions bothganated from
the basic functions of military within the stateaimtaining domestic
order/war and preparing for war; repression/warsi&t history wit-
nessed a major transformation of military poweroat dual function
(war/repression) to singular (war), detaching mlgs from class
struggle*? The reason for this could be reutilization andvsillance

provided by the records and timetables of publid private adminis-

12 Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European states, AD 990-199&ford:
Blackwell, 1990)

11



tration® that is growing of state infrastructures, its auistrative ap-
paratus. Many other theoreticians, like Foucaulddéns, Dandeker
and Elieas, would also agree “that social ordeéWiestern society —
apart from American inner cities — is buttresseddryless repression
than in most historic societies and that this Isahe military largely
pointing outward.** On the other hand Michael Mann’s opinion is
that the reason for reduction of military functist®uld be sought in
the development of ‘political’ and ‘social’ citizehip. As an argu-
ment for his claim Mann evinced that in Third Wortdlitaries still
point inward™?

The idea behind all this arguments is similar; ¢fhere, the differ-
ences between them are minor. Transformation oftbdern state
was cause of transformation/reduction of militaupdtions. For now
| will accept this assumption. However, it is nexagy to say that it
isn’t only transformation or development of modstate the one that
influenced transformation of military functions, ig also transfor-
mation of the concept of war that diverged and tegtdraditional,
inward/outward, domestic/geopolitical, dualistiovidion of military
functions. As | mentioned before, the concept of aas dramatically
changed during the post-Second World War periody @mough
perspective of these changes the previous perioalgd be reexam-
ined.

For this research domestic militarism as ‘repressnilitarism’
presented in three formsHow presenceandviolence’*®is not of a
big importance, at least not until the post-Secéfatld War period

3 Michael Mannpp. cit, p. 405.
“bid.

5 bid., p. 406.

% bid., p. 408.
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when domestic military crystallization has takeffedent forms in
western societies, especially its form miesence It is a fact that
throughout the development of western modern segieessive mili-
tarism has decreased. Its third form has almostsigsificance and
usage in western democracies as the war became prafessional,
with the gun technologies that were delivering titile show and
bang, too much death, on crowd#et, it has been used as a means
of repression in many states which couldn’t develegll institu-
tionalized labor relations, or political and soai#izenship; or, who
had military and repression as a part of statdtioad deeply incor-
porated within culture and society.

Geopolitical militarism is related to military cigdlization with
outward pointing direction. War is seen as the mogtless compe-
tition known to human societies and the continutaening pro-
cess'® Diplomacy as a part of geopolitical militarism waéesveloped
even before development of nation-state with maifferént pur-
poses. In the beginning its scope was narrow, mdsthling with ne-
gotiating alliances, promotion to the status ofgkiom, cross-state
royal marriages, etc. Later on,

“traditional diplomats and foreign ministries haseen them-
selves as the expert on weighing up foreign stateks their
politics and intentions, using ‘secret intelligehas an input
on the margins; now diplomatic reports are somedise®n as
just one source of material for intelligence evéba"*

Even though, before XIX century democratizationljtary and
foreign policy had exclusively been a part of thgal matter, they

had been more transparent and homogenous in geidartg and his

Y bid., p. 410.
8bid., p. 412.
Y bid., p. 34.
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closest aristocratic circle had constitutional axécutive autonomy
over military and foreign policy issues. At thahg secrecy in those
two domains was unnecessary and even undesirableew¢r, the
growth of civil society — enhance of collective pawespecially after
the French Revolution, democratization of regimed &ransforma-
tion of monarchies into democratic constitutionanarchies brought
big divergence within western societies. Howevetuined out that
the previously mentioned royal prerogatives corgthwio be in the
same hands. Even though the main decisions in mafireign
policy and military issues resided with Parliameatitine — everyday
foreign policy did not require the consent of Rarlent and largely
remained privaté® And ‘private’ suggests - in the hands of the previ
ous state elite, as Mann explains:

“Monarchs and executives din not alone decide neufor-
eign policy. They took advice from professional Idipats.
These diplomats were drawn from a narrow sociat bager-
whelmingly from the old regime: monarch’s kin, éoisracy,
gentry, and old money capitalist”

The proportion of nobles among Prussian high diplenfluctu-
ated only between 68 percent and 79 percent. Irridu$ was be-
tween 63 percent and 84 percent. Michael Mann pdsiots out that
in 1914, the German corps of ambassadors consi$teidht princes,
twenty-nine counts, twenty barons, fifty-four ulgit nobles, and
only eleven commonef3.

In France of all the ambassadors between 1815 &88l, 73 per-

cent had aristocratic surnanfés.

2 bid., p. 415.
2 bid., p. 417.
22 bid.

3 bid., p. 418.
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The British Foreign Office and diplomatic servitbrough this
period and up to 1914, remained dominated by theeagime. It was
stuffed at the top by the second sons of the ansty and wealthy
gentry, educated at top public schddls.

According to Warren lichma&nin the United States situation was
similar; diplomatic corps was staffed with sonsotif, wealthy fami-
lies, with at least 60 percent of them who hadnaktel Harvard, Yale,
or Princeton.

Transformation of state elites never occurs suddest should
never occur suddenly, with dramatic cuts. It isceigoing process
and, as any other process, it has its own time Even in cases of
revolutions (as it has been stated for France)etheas continuity
between old and new elites. It is a kind of symibictlation, and it is
not completely restricted for period in which matestate has
emerged and developed; however, it has starteéddornbbe more rep-
resented in civil developed societies. It is domsestrvival of old
elites and international acceptance of the new.

“The old regime spoke foreign languages, travelddresive-
ly abroad, married foreign wives, and was cultamopoli-
tans.®

This crisscross implication corresponds with risiofy nation-
state/international community, and increase in digh of war.
‘Grand-implication” was brought by first and secandustrial revo-
lutions. The changes in the concepts of war cabgechnological
improvements might have been the most significanutse for the

formation of broader international community. Theaeges in the

24 (i
Ibid.

% Warren lichman, Professional Diplomacy in the United Staté€hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1961)

% Michael Mannpp. cit, p. 418.
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gun power were followed by the changes in war caxg nature of
army itself, with the shift toward nation armies.eeything was pos-
sible after French Revolution. Old royal allian@sl marriage rela-
tions lost their importance. Complexity of the foemtwined state
crystallizations started taking in the new intra amer states actors.

More people could lose their lives, in shorter tirAetually, the
second reason has the biggest impact on human gleggh Human
nature is composed in the way that sudden charggdd produce the
biggest mental disharmony and rise fear. War warerboutal and
maybe more devastated in periods before XVIII centtiowever,
both military and civilian technological innovat®mshrank the time
and geographically extended possible spheres of war

Industrial revolution made new incentives, oppoitias in new
worlds, changes in the way of production, urbamzratawareness of
private property; though, all people started to fibgesame fear.

Possessions and decisions were not anymore iratidshof kings
and aristocrats. This was the period, and those ter points where
collective and distributive power merged into naviwened relation.
Simplicity was broken. New dialectical balance egeer within
‘modern’ society, among every single member, siamdbusly rais-
ing collective and challenging distributive power.

“If social actors become aware of ongoing strudttremsfor-
mations, they may seek to resist them. But if, @& htrans-
formations enhance collective powers, they are rikegy to

seek to harness modernization to their own intereBheir
ability to do so depends on their distributive poi@

This social pattern was kind of new social paradibat overtook

all its representatives both from new and old regiffor old elite —

27 |bid., p. 15.
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aristocracy, collective power, previously of lesgportance, became
the surviving tool, like basic instinct that hadibght coherence and
formed the new cast. Its function was related odfate structures in
which prerogatives were given according to experésd state’s
international relations strategies, found in royaltiginated network.

Recognition indicates power. At the same time radan cre-
ates (collective) self-awareness. Self-awarenesegadistributive
power. Within outgoing structural transformatiornvegstern societies
in the late XVIII and XIX century, the new elite aa actor with the
biggest social pretension was seeking self-awasgmederence and
recognition less in domestic social environment arate abroad, on
international stage.

Structural transformation of the modern state whsted to-
wards hierarchically higher level of social strugtg, which was in-
trinsically related with emerging and developingilcsociety — inter-
national level. The reason for this was not soléky industrial rev-
olution and new technological breakthroughs. As el Mann
stated the systemic approach in analyzing and piiegedevelop-
ment of the modern state is not so plausible duleetdact that

“For diverse crystallization to result in a singukystemic
state would require not only extraordinary orgamgzabilities
by state officials but also extraordinary politidgaterest by

civil society actors®
Starting from French Revolution, historical evetitat happened
in many different areas of western and later irgBomal society
created a net of entwined state crystallizatiomsiiog new, and up
to that time, hardly recognized social structutgliment of modern

civil society.

2 |bid., p. 80.
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As the crystallizations of western states were amdd; so were
the newly emerged elite and the old elite. The dfofn distributive
to collective power brought dichotomy among mosth& actors of
newly emerged civil society, at the same time igdihem to and
estranging them from the state. Closeness wastedlen the ability
to participate in decision making process; thus,dhtire society was
enclosed by domestic politics. Yet, the most imgairtoutward’ part
of the modern state was kept by residuum and ddaocém of
previous elite.

Notwithstanding, war stopped to be solely the fiomal focal
point of nobles. New regimes managed to insulagrwhielming in-
fluence of the old elites giving them, in termsdofmestic politics, re-
strictive areas of military and diplomacy. Thisutation, in the early
years of the modern state, closed military intacfiomally autonomic
cocoon creating almost independent bureaucratictsire which will
prevail in spite of all the crises and wars of XdXd XX century.

Restrictions that new regimes were facing witlgarding in-
ability for completely taking over the power andifical credibility
(mostly in international arena) from previous aesatic elite, started
to be the cause of even greater consolidation @fetite into firm
monolithic state structure with almost limitlesgaomy; within, at
that time, juvenile civil society.

According to Michael Mann’'s analysis, military sttures in
western societies in XVIII and XIX century were rtigsnfluenced
and held by old elites.

“Only 5 percent to 10 percent of French army officevere
nonnoble.?*

2 bid., p. 419.

18



However, in France representation of nobles withilitary struc-
ture fluctuated in periods after Napoleonic warghwhe increase at
the highest level in Bourbon monarchy.

“Even in Republican France the highest ranks reethfairly
aristocratic. In 1870, 39 percent of division getemwere of
noble origin; in 1901, they were still 20 percent.”

In Britain, “the officer corps of the home army walmost entire-
ly old regime: its highest ranks predominantly tadsatic; its lower,
country gentry.®! Noble dominance remained impressive. In Britain
aristocrats and laded gentry supplied 40 percemffoders in the
home army in 1780 and 41 percent in 1912. In tiyadst ranks their
dominance fell slightly, from 89 percent in 183064 percent in
1912%

In Austria nobles comprised about 95 percent oftars gen-
erals between 1804 and 1859, then the proportiommpleted to 41
percent by 1908. In Prussia they held steady anta®® percent until
1897 and then fell only to 71 percent in 1968.

Lower down the hierarchy noble’s dominance dropmede with
expansion in the late XIX century. In spite of kaueratization and
professionalization of military “education did mefplace older, noble
criteria or radicalize military politics. It wasgad into them3*

Michael Mann assumes that the main reason forvias simply
not enough nobles to go around with the late XIKteey expansion.

However, bureaucratization and professionalizatallowed this

%0 bid., p. 431.

31 |bid., p. 419.

%p._ E. Razzell, “Social Origins of officers in thadian and British home army:
1758-1962,British Journal of Sociologyol. 14, No. 3 (Sep. 1963), pp. 248—
260.

3 Michael Mannpp. cit, p. 432.

¥ bid., p. 430.
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structure to manage situation without harming tbbesion in mil-
itary nobility network, and making disturbance imeir collective
power.

The United States and Russia had somehow diffesiéundtion.
US didn’t have nobles, but on the other hand it Aadther unique
feature.

“The army officer corps was old-family, Anglo-Saxdarot-
estant, rural, upper-middle class — as close togoan old re-
gime as the United States provides. Army was dorofiits
own, independent and isolated by its peculiar cust@and
discipline; an aristocracy by selection and theo hal tradi-
tion.”*®

In the Russian army, the proportion of non-noblcefs also in-
creased, from 26 in 1895 to 47 percent in 1911]enthie remaining
nobles were not tied to the great Russian aristycrBy 1903, 91
percent of those with at least a major generalf&k naossessed no
land or property, not even urban dwelling. Thiscaf corps also be-
came segregated from the class structifres.

If we look at these facts through the prism of sdimeories of
civil society, we could grasp some new meanings @msequences
of transformations that happened within the wessartieties in the
XIX and XX century. According to T. H. Marshalldre were three
phases of citizenship evolution. The first one imed legal or ‘civil
citizenship that had been obtained through eiglhiteeantury. The
second phase happened in the late XIX and earlyc¥M)tury in

which ‘political’ citizenship was secured. The thielated to ‘social’

*bid., p. 431.
% |bid., p. 435.
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citizenship phase is the latest one that tookats firoughout the XX
century®’

Evolution of the civil society followed power tratisn and trans-
formation of modern state’s elites and military tstestructures
starting from the French Revolution, throughout XiX and early
XIX century up to the October Revolution. Even tgbuXIX and
early XX transformations within western societigslitary structures
followed restructuring of military cadres, thesanisformations on the
other hand did not have the same social origin @@msequences on

further XX century transformation of Russian state.

2.2 Secret Intelligences and the Concept of War

Secret intelligence as a part of the process fofnmation gath-
ering and negotiation has been a part of diplonsainge Renaissance.
Its development followed the development of nastete and scope
of its institutional enlargement. The bigger thedchéa information,
the more institutionalized diplomatic system became

Somehow, secret intelligences activities relat@ti gaining in-
formation have always been a backstage part obuehiaty. Most of
the embassies had secret funds for buying infoomatiowever, in-
stitutionalization of secret intelligences was adluggish as far as
gathering of information had defense and natioralisty preserva-
tion purposes; or until monarchy, as the type gime, prevailed.

The French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars madesig-
nificant changes: the first one, regarding the ephof citizenship,

and the second one regarding the concept of watin@y people

37 T. H. Marshall, Sociology at the Crossroads and Other Essélysndon:
Heinemann, 1963), pp. 67-127.
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started obtaining ‘political’ citizenship, via vof power and partici-
pation in parliament. Collective/Distributive powbalance was at
that time overweighed on the part of collective pow

New social circumstances, transformation of feistlal states,
changes of regimes and transition of elites, jabdved fluctuations
in the contemporary collective consciousness. is situation, as |
mentioned before, old regime’s elite started chaggiomestic strat-
egy according to the conditions of the newly emeérgecial system
in western societies.

European royal network of the previous times st#re holding
even in tighter binding, enhancing its collectiv@mer by closing in
within the essential autonomous segments of the’stailitary and
diplomacy. This cohesion was not only state relaiedalso had
‘inter’ state character. By giving each other (ieaning of inter state
recognition) credibility in international arenagalites were fighting,
in the beginning, for bare survival. However, |latgth deeper inte-
gration within military and diplomatic structureBeyy have started
altering new social system both on state and iateynal level, en-
hancing their power.

Intelligence as a part of battlefield reconnaissammnly after the
Napoleonic Wars, became essential part of militgrgrations.

“Eighteenth — century intelligence was still setarmilitary
framework described by one writer as the ‘stone @fgeom-
mand,’ slowly changing but still in transition tlugh the Na-
poleonic Wars®

As the French Revolution changed concept of ciediety and

scope of citizenship, so did Napoleon with the emticof war.

3 Michael Hermanintelligence Power in Peace and Wgambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1996), p. 14.
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Changes in society were followed by changes ifiaiviconcern and

involvement with the war.
“Before Napoleon, opposing armies were commandeddy
bles and the accepted code was that once theyawdother
in check there would be no fight. Napoleon pushedmth
the attack, long after his enemies assumed thatasegoing
to stop, maintaining a constant element of surpride

The wider was the scope of ‘political’ citizenshipe bigger were
the casualties; war became ‘our’ matter under ‘pursdiction. Even
Napoleon himself took part in battles side by sidld his soldiers to
give example and raise moral of his soldiers.

Nevertheless, devastations caused by the ‘new typéie war
were so high that sometimes war was losing its geepand started
turning from a combat into butchery. When colleetpower is en-
hanced within socially inexperienced young — negvlyated layers of
society, and especially if this change is sudded arassive, the
entire domestic and international social systemb=im danger. This
was the reason which brought Geneva Convention64.18

As | mentioned, the majority of military corps,pesially high
ranks, prevailed aristocratic, in hands of the elite. Even though
Napoleon broke war concepts and codes of previowssi the old
elite transformed by the new social environment hrsdorical cir-
cumstances, managed to rein pant devastating whishwvere
draining western societies in XIX century.

Regarding Intelligence, “the wars demonstratedue of intelli-
gence, but did little to institutionalize it*However, it was too early

at that time to expect for secret intelligence sxdme institution-

% «Change of Tactics,” http://www.channel4.com/higfanicrosites/N/napoleon/
battle.html (Search date: 2007/03/14)
0 Michael Hermanop. cit, p. 14.
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alized within the military structures which wereimg through pro-
cesses of transition and consolidation. Institwdlzation usually
comes after bureaucratization and professionabizatihich required
period of progressive and well organized statecraft
“Intelligence as information is as old as governmea too is
secret intelligence. But until the mid-nineteenéimtuiry, there
was little in the way of specialized, permanentlildence
institutions. Controlling collection and evaluatitige results
were integral parts of statecraft and military commeh. Intelli-
gence as an institution was a Victorian Innovation.

Here, | would like to emphasize again the imporgaotthe First
Industrial Revolution that initiated changes inistes even on a
global scale (if Industrial Revolution is considér@s one of the ma-
jor causes for deterioration of Chinese Empire).

Military and military commands were not the sameheey use to
be prior to the French Revolution and the Napoletvis. Victorian
period was just aftermath of growing capitaliststaflization caused
by the First Industrial Revolution within the masivanced country
at that time. It was not surprisingly that emergeoicthe first institu-
tionalized Intelligence happened in Britain; moregvit also con-
firms Michael Mann’s assumption of four entwined dem state’s
crystallizations.

Even though British secret intelligence was thstfinstitution-
alized Intelligence, it wasn’t the most significantterms of global
influence on formation of other secret intelligem@nd ‘inner’ and
‘inter’ transformation of societies. Intelligencedssociated activities
traditionally reflect offensive-defensive role obth intelligence and
security agencies. The second role emerged onheitate XIX cen-

“bid., p. 15.
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tury in the time of British hegemonic expansion apansion of

power of the military ‘post-transition’ structures.

2.3 Institutionalization of Secret Intelligences

Whenever we think about secret intelligences weallsumake
pre-assumption which is linking hegemonic countrighwthe most
powerful secret intelligence. This misleading hgeteof the post-
Second World War is closing our perception in fraroéwrong her-
meneutics, and sometime can interrupt researchélisnarea; the
same matrix and matching analogies were soughieipast.

So far, concerning the period of modern state ldpweent, there
were only two hegemonic states US and Britain. Hereeven
though the first form of institutionalized secretdlligence appeared
in Britain, its impact and influence on social tsfarmations of the
western societies was not as big as secret irgaltig of one other
country with very peculiar and complex social stowe. Russia can
be mistakenly placed within western societies desghie fact it
triggered their changes and transformations in tkecehtury.

According to Michael Herman:

“The change in intelligence’s status came fromrtbe mili-
tary technology of the second half of the nineteemtury and
its effects on command?

Starting from the XIX century, institutionalizatiai military was
rapid and necessary because of domestic soci&gtaeasons, and
for the state security reasons. Capitalism in nodstolonial Euro-

pean countries was far beyond the stage of ‘metcbapitalism.’

“2|bid., p. 16.
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‘Industrial and laissez-faire capitalism’ made Mgropean colonial
powers even wealthier and more powerful.

Social transformation regarding transition of oldes that was
happening in almost all European countries wassyiothronized, or
more correctly, reciprocal to the transition fromerchant’ stage of
capitalism to ‘industrial and laissez-faire stage.’

In Prussia and Russia, with their much younger rauring
bases, mercantilism continued to find favor aftéreo states had
turned to newer doctrines. On the other side inroldl&eompensate
this disadvantage the Prussian and the Russidrdtaveloping and
strengthening their military structures. In the ibeghg of XIX cen-
tury,

“the influential model was Prussian General Stwiijch had
been slowly taking shape after 1815 and acquiredtgores-
tige after the victories over Austria and Francel866 and
1870. By about the turn of century most countriad hdopt-
ed some version of it*®

Even though Britain was commercial hegemon, in seahmili-
tary hegemony only its defensive capabilities weegemonic; with
unbeatable naval force. Its geographical positgre, geopolitical
environment, and mostly the concept of war of tirae prevented
Britain to establish itself as a complete hegemon.

However, the same circumstances triggered estafdishof the
first War Intelligence Branch in 1873 and an Indiemelligence
Branch in 1878. This was basically the need oftitme that just fol-
lowed changes and improvement in military technpldgther west-

ern societies followed the same route. For example:

3 bid.
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“In the United States the Navy and Army Intelligerigepart-
ments were founded in 1882 and 1885.”

The period of the biggest secret intelligencevagtiin the US,
prior to establishment of CIA in 1947, was durirgdonial times:

“In the late eighteenth century, alone, colonidiitpal lead-
ers like George Washington (and almost every peesido
follow) secretly appointed a total of 400 specgeats to con-
duct activities with or against foreign countriés.”

This kind of political decisions and actions attthime were not
part of any institutionalized Intelligence, as fivet ones were estab-
lished in 1882 and 1885. Moreover, they were halelfyjtimate be-
cause they were not disclosed to the other branchgevernment
“by explaining that Congress simply consisted af teany members
to be able to keep a secrét.The United States secret intelligence’s
operations and its importance after colonial thtamg XIX and the
first half of XX century were less and without higner and inter
state effects.

Entwined four crystallizations in the early XIX dary western
states were not the same in proportion and thegrged from state to
state. Disparity between different stages of cépitabetween colo-
nial and non-colonial European states was competisat intensive
crystallization of military structure, especially Prussia. This kind of
state structure crystallization started estrangmilgary from civilian
control even though civil society and ‘politicaitizenship had been

progressively developed in all European countriegpt Russia.

*Ibid., p. 17.

> Marcus Eyth, “The CIA and Covert Operations: Tedose or Not to Disclose —
That is the QuestionBYU Journal of Public Laywwol. 17, No. 1 (Fall 2002), p.
47.

*® Ibid.
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The main reason for formation of British Secretv&&r Bureau in
1909 was the fear of German espionage:

“Initially an offshoot of military intelligence, #tnhome (coun-
terespionage) section eventually evolved into tiiependent
Security Service®

The development of the first institutionalized stantelligence
was expected to be placed in hegemon country. Henvég defen-
sive purpose was the reflection of the real balafig@wer in Europe
and of the different path of social and state dgwalent triggered by
unsynchronized transition from ‘merchant’ to ‘inthied and laissez-
faire’ stage of capitalism between European states.

In Prussia and later in Germany this was the catibggher mili-
tary crystallization and estrangement of militangoi autonomous,
and regarding authority, independent and dominatate structure
out of civilian control, which finally resulted e First World War.

The importance of British secret intelligence was solely re-
lated to commercial hegemony and high level ofitiasbnalized
statecraft. Secrecy in Britain had both politicadasocial context.
David Vincent suggests that Britain is a particlylaecretive society
for two main reasons: the social and political tept the country’s
secrecy and the cultural rather institutionalizatlre of it*®

For Prussia/Germany high military crystallizatioasia necessity
of catching up economically more advanced powersvektheless,
for Russia the same type of crystallization was doltextual, indi-
cating two different contexts; one as a politicahgequence and the

other as a social heritage.

" Michael Hermanop. cit, p. 20.
“8 David Vincent,The Culture of Secrecy in Britain 1832-19@xford: Oxford UP,
1999), Introduction.
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If the development of secret intelligence is prpdsed by idio-
syncrasy of society, then later, when a societyingitutionally
framed by the state, the development of the stagdf icould be ef-
fected by anachronistic nature of customary secoédpat society.
Both Britain and Russia had some idiosyncratic manktheir soci-
eties that made them propitious for establishmdrgearet intelli-
gences.

It was not only the fear of foreign espionage thajgered for-
mation of British Secret Service, as B. Porter ponit:

“It cannot be a mare accident that these successitrench-
ments of the principle that governments could chotbeir
own targets for surveillance roughly coincided witle mo-
ments of greatest labour and popular unrest in nmodgtain:
1844, 1889, 1911, 1924>
In accordance with previous assumption G. Minkleyd aM.
Legassick claim:

“Official Secrets Acts were also directed in preetmore at

unknown future ‘subversives’ that at the foreignespwho
provided their excuses”

In Russia, alike Britain, the formation of secnetelligence was

caused by the fear of mass revolution, communisth ararchism.

The earliest institutionalized form of secret pwlgc was Russian

Third Section of The Imperial Chancery founded 828, which was

succeeded by th®khrang and later by its communist descendants

ChekaandKGB.

“9B. Porter, “Boarder or day Boy|"ondon Review of Books 2luly 15, 1999), p.
13.

0 G. Minkley and M. Legassick, ““Not Telling:” Searg, Lies, and History,”
History and TheoryTheme Issue 3®ec. 2000), p. 2.
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All of this could lead to the conclusion that b&htish and Rus-
sian secret intelligences were formed for the psepoof inner pro-
tection of the state against great labour and popugest.

“The Okhrana was created in 1881 in response tasisas-
sination of Alexander Il. Its primary mission was firotect
the tsar, the royal family, and the Russian autmcitself.”™*

The biggest part of the society lost the chanceotltiding with
aristocracy of the previous regime; more corredigy didn't rep-
resent the new elite. However, measuring in terfreolbective pow-
er and considering new social circumstances théytla same social
weigh and importance as much as the old and the liew e

The old elites, closed in cocoon of autonomoustanyti because
of the outward directional had started losing g giwer domestic
affairs placing self in the great danger of possitriass revolution
which was finally spread within Europe in the 18#8eresting is the
fact that

“The United Kingdom, Russian and Ottoman Empiresewe
the only major European states to go without aonatirevo-
lution over this period>?

In spite of British and Russian social idiosynceagpropitious for
establishment of the first secret services, thedsg difference be-
tween those two countries was: Britain was libenadl Russia was
very illiberal with serfdom system in existenceainghout entire XIX

century.

°1 Ben B. Fisher, “Okhrana: The Paris OperationshefRussian Imperial Police,”
History Staff Center for the Study of Intelligen@@entral Intelligence Agency,
1997), https://www.cia.gov/csi/monograph/okhran@/4.html (Search date:
2007/03/21)

%2 “Revolutions of 1848, http://en.wikipedia.orghifRevolutions_of 1848
(Search date: 2007/03/22)
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Moral virtues that had found British society wehe tones of a
gentleman, such as courage, truthfulness, honestigelfishness,
generosity, modesty, composure, thoughtfulness,Téte same ones
had been layering society for centuries and hadesemted aspi-
rations of any ‘man of honour’ which was the matbérbirth, up-
bringing and type of education.

The class question again started to be very impoutéthin the
XIX century high developed British civil society.e¥, this time in
terms of inherited norms and behavior codex of iptes/times, dis-
persed through society layer of colluded noble thiedhew elite class.

“Official secrecy was exercised mainly by the uppeddle
classes. That was supposed to make it all righthéir hands
it was called ‘discretion,’” ‘reserve’, or ‘reticemt gentleman-
ly qualities much admired at the tim&.”

Lightened and modifications of extreme points oftiEmanery
codes in the XIX century’s solidified middle clagsppened through
acceptation of the mild representative charactesisif the ‘man of
honour,’ the one that D. Vincent calls ‘hidden dept*

In well state-crafted Victorian Britain,

“gentleman could be entrusted with secret knowledijleout
fear that they would exploit it corruptly, factidlya or even
‘bureaucratically.” As a result British secrecy waast to be
confused with continental despotism, because inetine it
was in the hands of men of honoadt.”

On the other hand the situation regarding massstsead dissat-
isfaction in Russia was more critical and very et than in any
other state in Europe. The lack of even ‘civil'iz#nship, centuries

3 B. Porterpp. cit, p. 13.
> David Vincent,op. cit, Conclusion.
5 G. Minkley and M. Legassickp. cit, p. 3.
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lasting system of serfdom and military serviceslassed society,
were just few of the many unique features of Russiech on liberty

scale at that moment in Europe was at the bottdns. State from the
liberation of Mongols has preserved itself as arigan state’ with

the exception of couple of short periods that colied with transition

from one service class to another.

If I make analogy with a magnetic stick, we couly ghat Britain
and Russia represented the opposite poles ingliggtéhe inter part
of geopolitical environment in highly magnetifiedXXcentury Eu-
rope. Taking into account B. Porters words regardiecrecy in Brit-
ain:

“If this had been a less liberal country, it mighkell have
become a less secretive on®,”

it should be more understandable why those two tci@smwhich
developed first secret intelligences had, eachtsrown way, a big
impact on further modern state structures crygagilbns and further
development of ‘political’ citizenship.

In 1882, only two years after the establishmerRw$sian Empire
Secret Polic®khrang its foreign section — Okhrana’s Foreign Agen-
cy was established, centered in Paris,

“prompted by the shift of Russian revolutionaryity from

the Russian Empire to Western and Central Europe.riew
Bureau occupied two modest offices in the Russmpelial
Consulate at 97 Rue de Grenelle. Never very lasge (he
first reprinted article below, entitled, “Paris Q&ha 1885-
1905"), the Paris bureau nonetheless proved eftett

5 B. Porterpp. cit, p. 14.
" Ben B. Fisherop. cit.
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Britain initially developed a secret intelligence protect itself
from foreign espionage; yet, basically to presesweial status quo
and keep the elite safe.

Russian on the other hand initially developed aetentelligence
to protect elite and preserve unique centuriesseldice class social
system. Yet, its extraterritorial character, it@ts and the fact that
Okhrana was secret police created for the state and nttangi
purposes, started transforming the role and thetifums of secret in-
telligence, making it at the same time part andtagfamilitary state
crystallization.

By the end of the XIX and in the early years of Eehtury, along
with second industrial revolution the importancel ahe power of
military structure increased to the very high levdilitary intelli-
gence changed its approach turning more to cow#ieation of in-
formation.

Two greatest secret intelligences, British and Rusdiad a “long
lasting British and Russian Great Game in CentrsiaA® Up to

1914 professionalization and the new scientificrapph within mili-

tary intelligence brought new restructuring ande=ybn of the sepa
rate armed services departments. This path wasMetidoy most of
the western societies, with a bit late instituticzagion of secret intel-
ligence:

“The French Service de Renseignments re-establiggub-
sition as the principal French collection agencyhid kind in
1936, thought it remained a military service. Arthe kalei-
doscope of German intelligence organization in Therd
Reich almost the only consistent feature was thstipa of

8 Michael Hermanop. cit, p. 21.
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the Abwehr as the main espionage agency, thougmdy
means the only one®
However, the biggest divergence from this path biamy intelli-
gence crystallization happened in Russia after 194th the estab-
lishment ofCheka— the first Soviet Secret Police, on™December

1917; only two months after the October Revolution.

*bid., p. 23.
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Chapter Ill. Development of Russian Secret Intehige

Although Russia geographically occupies East Ewpnpkand
mass in social, cultural, religious, and many otagpects it has al-
ways been quite unique and rather different from wlestern socie-
ties.

In the XX century its role and significance in thernational
arena reached the pick. State and social transtmnmnsathat hap-
pened in Russia after the October Revolution hatl Hdomestic and
international repercussions. Since then, the balafigpower within
the western societies was dictated by differenésuthe game be-
came more complicated especially after 1930s add<d 9vith Rus-
sian secret intelligence’s ‘invasion’ in the westarorld. The type of
actions, their legitimacy, their subversive purggse other words,
one totally new and the way of conducting militagcret operations,
never seen before, shifted the development of sagliety on a glob-
al scale.

If Napoleonic Wars were a turning point for breakthe past war
codes and transformation of the concept of wamn the culmination
of secret intelligence crystallization that oveeihed entire military
crystallization in 1930s and 1940s’ Russia, wasanahically even
more significant. The changes which the Napoledders made in
the concept of war were the response of the sobiahges and the
emergence of ‘political’ citizenship. The changeattwere made by
the culmination of secret intelligence state cijigition since trans-
formation ofChekaand following formation of Soviet Union in 1922
were the result of specific socially grounded waywihich Russian

state had been functioning for centuries. Thereftiese changes
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were at the same time both, the effect of one &atemturies old so-
cial stereotype, and the cause of distortion oflpemerged ‘social’
citizenship within western societies. Yet, thistditon was made
only indirectly. The main cause for the formatidrCdA in 1947 was
Narodny Komissariat Vnutrennikh DelNKVD spies’ activities and
preparation for the covered actions on territoryJ& during 1930s
and 19408°

This had a big impact on transformation of ‘Victori concept of
secret intelligence which diverted the main focdissecret intelli-
gences from the covered collection of informatiorilte covered ac-
tions. Even though these transformations were agbavestern soci-
eties’ XX century history, their initiation was salty and geopo-
litically anachronous, triggered by state with coetgly different

social and cultural imprint.

3.1 Early Rus’ Period

Russian history can be divided into 3 parts: Eade-Petrine
Russia (900-1689), Imperial Russia (1689-1917) tned Twentieth
Century Russia. Regarding the complexity of thisaolpam going to
emphasize only the most important points and ewerfussian his-
tory trying to interpret them according to the maitention and pur-
pose of this paper.

Russian pre-Petrine history is comprised of thregops: Early
Rus’ and the rise of Muscovy (900-1462); the exmansconsolida-

€ Jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheatgr,cit, pp. 1-158.
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tion and the crisis of Mucsovy (1462-1613); and ¢aely Romanov
stardom (1613-8%"

For the purpose of this analysis it is importantdibow the time
line and the system of dynastic changes in preffeeperiod espe-
cially during early Rus’ and the rise of Muscovy.

The first Russian state emerged in the IX centuona the
Dnieper river valley. A very important fact is thaoth the founders
and the name ‘Russia’ had non Slavic origin. Thentters were from
Riurikid dynasty, successors of the Varangian Rithie Viking who
was the ruler of Novgorod in 866 The name Russia was as well of
Scandinavian origin.

“Russia throughout this period has been identifisdhat ter-
ritory which was ruled by the Riurikid grand priiscand tsars
to 1598.%°
During Kievan Rus’ all Riurikid princes kept strofgorse’ ties
either by marriage or alliance.

“By the reign of Svyatoslav (r. 945-972) Kievanexd had
adopted Slavic religion and names, but their ‘dmahstill
consisted primarily of Scandinaviarf.”

Replacing the Slavic religion with Byzantine OrtleadChris-
tianity, Vladimir the Great at the end of the X ttew, did not change
many things in succeeding Riurikid princes’s Scaadian conti-
guity. Yaroslav the Wise, the founder of the fiRis’ Code of Laws

®1 Maureen Perrie (ed.Jhe Cambridge History of Russidol. 1: From Early Rus’
to 1689 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2006), Introdurcti

62 «Rurik,” James R. Millar (ed.)Encyclopedia of Russian HistoNew York:
Macmillan Reference USA, 2004), p. 1311.

83 Maureen Perrie (ed §p. cit, Introduction.

b «Kievan Rus’,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/KievarRus' (Search date: 2007/03/
21)
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Russkaya Pravdaestablished his power over his brothers due to
Varangians in his services and Scandinavian alianc

The reasons for converting to Orthodox Christiamigre diverse.
Olga, Vladimir's grandmother was the first one frétrurikids who
converted to Christianity. Many people had accefitbdstianity be-
fore Vladimir proclaimed it as official religion.

The reason for accepting Christianity, besidesaterd for estab-
lishing closer ties with Byzantium, may have besnilar to the one
behind Constantine’Edict of Milan Even though Vladimir tried to
establish Slavic god Perun as the supreme goawinlg Christian
monotheistic model, Christianity as socially obediand tolerant re-
ligion was more suitable for the development obrsgyer society.
Later, in the struggles for power Christianity wasdering new cred-
ibility to the throne pretenders:

“The election of Michael Romanov by an Assemblytioé
Land in 1613 restored stability, although the nemasty still
found it necessary to supplement its elective ilegity by
emphasizing continuity with the Riurikids (Michasbs the
great-nephew of Anastasiia Romanovna, the firs¢ wiflvan
IV), and claiming that the young Romanov tsar wassen by

God.”®®
Christianity brought a new social cohesion andedirig of unity
between ruling ‘Norse’ elite and majority Slavicqutation. However,
not only the cultural cohesion was established. fidmnal part of
Christianity, the rules, norms, codex, put requieats for more for-
mal, not just customary, canonization of society.

“Yaroslav adopted a law code known as hesskaya Pravda
which with amendments remained in force throughbetKi-
evan Rus era®

® Maureen Perrie (ed9p. cit, Introduction.
 «Kievan Rus,” James R. Millar (ed9p. cit, p. 752.
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Russkaya Pravdavas not only the first code of laws, it was also
the first legal document which officially indicatesgveral degrees of
feudal dependency of peasafftas a pre-arrangement for the “en-
serfment of the peasantry and the legal stratifioatf society.?®

“When the Mongols invaded and destroyed Kievan,Rus
many members of the Rurikid dynasty were killedbattle.
Nevertheless, with the approval of their new owel$o sur-
viving princes continued to rule the lands of REs.”

Daniil Aleksandrovich due to the support of the MohKhans
succeeded to establish the continuity of RiurikidMuscovy. Until
the end of Mongol Yoke in 1480, succeeding rulepsnf Riurikid dy-
nasty had paid their tribute to Mongols through taiection and
thus maintained loyalty. Nevertheless, during teeqa of expansion,
consolidation and the crisis of Muscovy, the sttaggfor power
among Russian ‘Riurikid’ elite intensified.

“Muscovite princes, who efficiently collected thebtite de-
manded by the Tatar Khans, enhanced their coffemugh
reward and fraud’

The new elements influenced by ‘oriental despotistarted to
raise importance of clan-connection. To belondghtRiurikid dynas-
ty was not a sufficient guarantee and not the oadpiirement for the
throne succession, with the declining of Kievan $tasThere were

many Riurikid descendants of equal power who wdtging Mus-

67 “pycckas Ipasma,” http://www.hist.msu.ru/ER/Etext/RP/ (Search dag®©7/03/
15)

% Lindsey HughesRussia in the Age of Peter the Grébiew Haven: Yale UP,
1998), book review by Richard Hellie, http://wwwstary.ac.uk/reviews/paper/
hellie.html (Search date: 2007/03/16)

9 “Rurikid Dinasty,” James R. Millar (ed.9p. cit, p. 1312.

0 “Mongol Yoke (1237-1480),” http://www.britannicai/ebi/article-207573
(Search date: 2007/03/17)
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covy serving Mongol Khans, as vassals. To Riseh&opower was
possible only by strengthening inner ‘clan conr@ttwithin certain
Riurikid’s dynastic branches, and by the increasaatiguity with the
Khan. This, at that time newly cultural and socialegory, had been
developed as Russian variant of ‘oriental despgtissnhanced
throughout the time, and later in the XX centuryconjugation with
nomenklatura system became the most distinctiveactexistic of

Russian society.

3.2 Richard Hellie's Service-Class Revolution Thegr

According to Richard Hellié' in Russian imperial history, since
1480 there had been three service-class revolutormesponded to
Ivan the Terrible and hi®prichnina’? Peter the Great and westerni-
zation, Stalin and his Great Purge. Every time Rulssed great ex-
ternal threat it started militarizing and mobiligithe entire society.
Fluctuations in the development of Russian stat® sotiety were
similar to fluctuations of sinus curve with ups megenting the pe-
riods of service-class emergence, and downs rapregehe service
class degradation and its attempt for self-presenva

“Each service-class revolution lost its vitalitypdadegener-
ated when, in the absence of significant externadats, the
Russian/Soviet state coasted along. In those cstamoes the
service classes’ privileges were not balanced by tralue to
the state.”

During Early Rus’ the seed for social stratificatioad been sown,
due to: The different origin of ruling elite; thé&st code of laws

Russkaya Pravdathat implemented the rules of peasantry depen-

"L Richard Hellieop. cit, pp. 88-112.
"2«Enserfment,” James R. Millar (ed9p. cit, p. 456.
3 Richard Hellieop. cit, p. 89.
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dence; the Orthodoxy that was bound by Byzantindddiox iden-
tity; " the importance of clan connections increased lajirdeg co-
hesion and the branching of Riurikid dynasty durivigngol Yoke;
the Riurikid dynasty reliance on Mongols Khans vitie new way of

state governing influenced by ‘oriental despotism.’

3.3 The First Service-Class Revolution

The new social disbalance brought by the annexatiodovgo-
rod to Muscovy in 1478, mixed with the externakthrthat Muscovy
had faced from Lithuania, Sweden on the north, $ole the west
and Tatars and Ottomans on the south, triggerefirgteservice-class
revolution in the late XVI century.

Pomestie” the new landholding system initiated in Novgorod
created different type of feudal stratification fauof newly emerged
service-class.

“This initiated the tradition that membership inetervice
clasg depended only on service, not social origietbnici-
ty.ll7

However, cavalrymen — landholders who were the observice
class neither represented feudal landlords, notirsfiBudal layer of

society.

“Even members of the service class had no riglotsieshing
that was best expressed in the fact that like tbeifs they
could be flogged (at least until Article 15 of tBbarter of the
Nobility forbade it in 1785).*

" “Orthodoxy,” James R. Millar (ed.p. cit, p. 1120.
®bid., pp. 1204-1205.

® Richard Hellieop. cit, p. 90.

bid., p. 92.
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Pomestiewas a bit anachronistic, resembling Byzantimenoia
and the Persiafkhta.’® With the serfdom system prevailing until
1906 and feudal system with quasi feudal class ttedoe the inner
social stabilizer and state’s security guarantasdta took the unusu-
al path of development. This path later on was ineéurdened by
problems of national identity, multi-ethnicity, doruous mismatch
and an increasing need for catching up with thetevescivil society
model.

The tradition ofpomestienon-ethnically based service-class pro-
motion in a long run created a new ruling classem@us concurrent
to the aristocratically originated elite, which teaged, from above,
declination of imperial Russia in its latest pesod

“The political economy of the empire was based fitsrear-
liest days upon cooptation of high-ranking and pdudocal
elites into a serving and ruling class. Some of lighest-
ranking families in the realm were originally Tatar Poles;
over time, these great landed families became thessian”
aristocracy. Even in the beginning of the twentieémtury,
half of the titled members of the State Council eafrom
non-Russian families’®

Serfdom was immanent category of Russia’s soctetyiisg from
Kievan Russia. According to Richard Hellie there arany different
possible explanations for the institutionalizatafrserfdom system in

Russia.

“One was the nature of political authority, whichillvwbe
discussed further in a moment. Another was the fhat
Russia had no tradition of human rights to whick thp-
pressed could appeal. A third was the age-old erbgs tra-

8“pomestie,” James R. Millar (eddp. cit, p. 1204.

" Jane Burbank, “Rights, Courts, and Citizenshipwland Belonging in the
Russian Empire,” Harvard-Maryland Workshop: “Citislip, Nationality, and
the State in Imperial Russia and the Soviet Unidgvis Center for Russian
Studies (Harvard University, March 28, 2004), pg8.7
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dition of slavery in which many of the slaves wefast
Slavs/Russians who sold themselves into slavé&ry.”

The institutionalization of the serfdom had occdroriring Ivan
IV's (Ilvan the Terrible) ‘Forbidden YeafS'at the end of XVI cen-
tury, and had lasted until 1906. The serfdom systemesented so-
cial fundament for each service-class revolutionerkt the third
service-class revolution, ‘The Stalin Revolutiowas based on col-
lectivization which had bounded peasants to thdecte units,
easily controlled by authorities.

Each service-class revolution had been initiatedneygreat ex-
ternal threat and each had two phases; one progressill resources
mobilizing ‘garrison state’ phase; and the oth@ressive, which co-
incided with the declination of external threatl Adgressive phases
in their final stage initiated social reforms witte purpose of abiding
service class’s privileges.

The regression phase of the first service-classluéen appeared
due to the progress achieved in military technolbgyught by gun-
powder revolution:

“The progress of the gunpowder revolution graduatigde
the bow-and-arrow-shooting middle-service-classvipmal
cavalry obsolescent as it was replaced by morectafte
branches of military service. Thanks to their pcdit power,
howe\g:r, thggomeshchikmanaged to retain control over their
serfs.’

‘Garrison state’ as a concept closely depends erp#te and in-
tensity of the military state crystallization. Méry state crystalliza-

tion on the other hand, as | showed in the previthepter, varies

8 Richard Hellieop. cit, p. 82.
8L «“Enserfment,” James R. Millar (ed9p. cit, p. 456.
8 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 92.
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depending on improvement in military technology e¥hican also
trigger changes in the concept of war. The changése concept of
war could revoke the existence of the ‘garrisoriestdf this hap-
pened, if the circle was closed, then the situationld create the
impression of the great external threat, hencgustication for the
emergence of new service-class revolution. Thehanted circle,’
when it's socially derived, could be renewed oved aver always
having as its consequence the raise of garrisde. sthis deductive
pattern matches Russian pre and post service-agaaslutions
historical ‘evolvement.’

By the end of the second phase of the first serdlass revolu-
tion in XVII century the old boyar elite had stréhgned its position
through ‘cross-clan’ connections.

“The boyar elite was not a transitory series ofagraen but a
congeries of clans, some at the pinnacle of socktge the
fourteen century, and who remained at that pinnatlieast
until the end of the eighteenth centufs.”
The maintenance of their privileges was possibke tduthe unde-
veloped and deinstitutionalized state bureaucsgtstem, which was
mostly at that time corrupted and influenced bydrey

“The turn to corruption probably had something tovdth the
boyars and other members of the upper service dass-
nally taking over the command of the bureaucraayirireng
in the years after 1613%
Being pressed by these circumstances, Tsar Alessied, in
1649, Ulozhenie(Law Code) which divided Muscovite society into

castes and withhold boyar elite:

8 paul BushkovitchPeter the Great: The Struggle for Power, 1671-17€am-
bridge: Cambridge UP, 2001), Introduction.
8 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 94.
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“The most viable option in such an uncertain scdenaas to
promulgate a legal system that created a multiéacbind for
the noble classes, one that gained their obeighnoegh fear,
obligation, and reward<®

3.4 The Second Service-Class Revolution

A need for institutionalization of the state, ththe development
of statehood and formal bureaucratic institutioasadme urgent after
The Thirteen Years’ War (1654-1667) which showesodéscence of
bow-and-arrow warfare and dispensable of middlgiserclas<® In
the late XVII century the great external threat eafrom Sweden.
Modernization of the state’s formal bureaucratistitmtions came
along with modernization of the army. As for thevessr class,

“the 1722 Table of Ranks formalized the hierarchthe new
service class and made it clear, as it had bedviuscovy,
that social status depended on meritorious set¥ice.

Once again for the promotion in the service clagsgjlar to the
first service-class revolution, ethnicity was notportant. Peter the
Great's foreign minister Pyotr Shafirov was of Jgwiorigin. In
Peter’'s words:

“l could not care less whether a man is baptizedimum-
cised, only that he knows his business and hendisithes
himself by probity.?®
The First and the second service-class revolutias$,mentioned
before, had promoted some families of non-Russiaginointo elites.

Family and clan ties, fused with nomenclature systater will play

8 |lan Campbell, “An Autocracy of Consent,” http://wwgmalivuk.com/
otherstuff/otherpeople/ian_russian-history.htm (Seaate: 2007/03/21)

8 «“Dyorianstvo,” James R. Millar (ed9p. cit, p. 420.

87 Richard Hellieop. cit, p. 95.

8 «Service State,” James R. Millar (ecbp. cit, p. 1372.
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one of the most important roles in consolidatior aransition of
state’s elites in post-Second World War Soviet Rudsinship rela-
tions were absolutely crucial to the political rolethe great families,
even the promotion to and within Duma ranks hadeddpd on
ancestral position and the complex of informal suby which such
promotions occurretf

On the other hand, the changes that happenedfaoosesystem
during the second service-class revolution bourgksbants to their
masters and not to the land. “The serf systemréiffeery little from
many systems of slavery*It worsened a lot the life of peasants. If
Peter had stabilized service class with institwlzation of the state
and modernization of the army, then stabilizatidrthe straitened
peasantry was controlled and was under surveillagaene other in-
stitution that also went under reforms during kegm; the Orthodox
Church.

3.5 Pre-Form of the Russian Secret Intelligence

As | mentioned Orthodox Church had played very irtgott role
in brining social cohesion and common identity irevan Russia.
During Mongol Yoke it was the most influential, pelg people to
withstand the difficult years, attuning both nobée®l peasants by the
great efforts for prevailing peace between thet,fiasd conducting
Christianization among the second.

“Church leaders accepted the dual task of conwgrthe
populace in the countryside, where Orthodoxy hag skow-
ly spread, and promoting a new political order thetuld

8 paul Bushkovitchop. cit, Introduction.
% Richard Hellieop. cit, p. 95.
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avoid the internecine political squabbles amongqgas that
had led to the Mongol defeat of Russia.”

Nevertheless, those actions were possible onlytdudongol’'s
noninterference and indifference for cultural astigrous matters of
the conquered states. The dichotomy created atithatetween sec-
ular and religious authorities’ tendencies was gmesluring all pre-
Petrine Russia.

“The secular authorities tended to have an oriemtabward
the steppe heritage, while the religious autharitended to
have an orientation toward the Byzantine heritdge.”

Russian Orthodox Church declared independence Bgman-
tium after the Council of Florence-Ferrara (143943} and only in
the 1589 did Russian Metropolitan elevate to th raf Patriarch’®
During the years of Mongol Yoke Russian OrthodoxuCh was
being carried by the idea of becoming the ‘Thirdnfo after Con-
stantinople had falle?{

In the period of Kievan Russia there were manysoeosuccessful
attempts in attacking Byzantium. This psychologifzator coupled
with royal marriages between two countries devealogecreditation
of Byzantium especially of Byzantine Orthodoxy, walhiin its pure
form, unprocessed by the Russian Orthodox Churels, @xtraneous

to the Slavic cultural and religious heritage. Te tNorse’ ruling

L «Orthodoxy,” James R. Millar (ed.pp. cit, p. 1120.

92 Donald Ostrowski, Author’s respondduscovy and the Mongols: Cross-cultural
Influences on the Steppe Frontier, 1304-158xambridge: Cambridge UP,
1998),http://www.history.ac.uk/ihr/Focus/Migratioaviews/ryanresp.html
(Search date: 2007/03/21)

% «Orthodoxy,” James R. Millar (ed.pp. cit, p. 1120.

% Donald OstrowskiMuscovy and the Mongols: Cross-cultural Influenoaghe
Steppe Frontier, 1304-158€ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998), book review by
Will Ryan, http://www.history.ac.uk/ihr/[Focus/Migran/reviews/ryan.htmi
(Search date: 2007/03/21)

47



elite in Kievan Russia this was of less importaasdar as the basic
Orthodox Christian codes were bringing better cmimeand obedi-
ence of the enserfed Slavic peasantry.

In order to illustrate this better | can make a panson with Or-
thodoxy in the early Serbian kingdom. Rastko Nemsgi§aint Sava),
the son of the Serbian ruler and the founder obi@armedieval state
Stefan Nemanja, was the one who established Sei®rémodox
Church as autocephalous body in 1219. Later in 184én the King
Stefan Dushan took the imperial title of Tsar andguered most of
the Byzantine territories, archbishop of Pech dhigethe title of Pa-
triarch® The Serbian ruling dynasty was of Serbian origim,were
the people who were ruled by that dynasty. Serbidhafoxy had its
own cultural and ethnical imprint. In the period ®érbian Tsardom
and afterward when its power declined, this immapattern of Ser-
bian Orthodoxy remained untouched.

The tendency for continuation of the East Roman iEBmpx-
pressed by Orthodox Church in Muscovy Russia wiwgitized by
the Grand Prince Ivan lll whose succession to tvene was ap-
proved by the theory of ‘divine rights of kings,hwh the abbot of
the Volokolamsk Monastery losif borrowed from thé &entury
Byzantine deacon and adviser to Justinian |, Aap8tafter lvan IV
and establishment of Tsardom continuity with ByaamtOrthodoxy
declined. The raising importance of the state tuistins and Western
influence replaced the role and predispositionhef Russian Ortho-
dox Church.

% “Uspon Kraljevstva (1199-1321),” http://www.rodoslje.com/medieval_serbia/
ser/istorija2.htm (Search date: 2007/03/018)
% Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 93.
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“Limitations on the power of institutional Orthodpxin-
creased through the second half of the seventeentury.’
The decline in the Russian Orthodox Church’s posudminated
during Peter the Great reign and the second secléss revolution.
Institutional reforms made by creation of the H&8ynod in 1721
effected transformation of both the role and fumttof the Orthodox
Church in the newly established secular society.

“Westernized system of government implemented hbgrPle
(“the Great”) and his successors meant that sedessian
society lived side-by-side with traditional Orthodaul-
ture.”

However, this coexistence was not quite symbidfiburch be-
came an institution in the service of the statethWiastitutionaliza-
tion and westernalization of the state Peter ataotesl reforming
economy.

“As tsar he wanted to apply western mercantilismetimulate
agriculture, industry and commerce. A richer Russald
only benefit the position of the tsar as more cdogdtaxed
and invested into the military. A further strengtad military
would further enhance his power. In fact, Peteiea@d less
than he would have liked to but he did kick sth& €conomic
growtgr; of Russia that was witnessed in the Eiglite€en-
tury.”

Even though reforms were made for the purpose miauing the
garrison sate, the transformation of economy cdeaterking class.
Century’s old social system founded on serfs, sereglass members,

and dynastic aristocracy, received one more compowdich be-
came an element of instability and a real challetogéhe imperial

z; “Orthodoxy,” James R. Millar (ed.p. cit, p. 1120.
Ibid.

9 “peter the Great - Domestic Reforms,” http://wwistbrylearningsite.co.uk/
peter_the_great2.htm (Search date: 2007/03/018)

49



Russia. In these circumstances Peter's Russiadgimilitarized by
the second service-class revolution and with theiee class pre-
pared to respond to external threat, started stppaimeed for the
inner state surveillance system.
“The Petrine clergy were also state servitors wamong
other things, were obliged to report to the statgtling that
sounded subversive heard in a confession or elsewt8

In regressive phase of the second-service revolutie threat
within the state started shaking and destabilizhmegy entire society.
Alexandrine Reforms of 1861 — 1874 which tried e@den up the
social tension created by growing working class #ml immense
difficulties of raising multi-ethnicity, finished ih his assassination
in 1881. The assassination and the growing inrae shreat immedi-
ately triggered the creation of institutionalizeaparatus for surveil-
lance, the secret police force of the Russian Entpkterana.

At the same time the Orthodox Church as a prewousbffi-
cially surveillance apparatus joined this efforagghtening its poli-
cies by adopting conservative doctrine of Procuratobthe Holy
Synod, Kostantin Pobedonostsev.

“Pobedonostsev was considered one of the “mostfubale
influences on the reign” of Nicholas Il and theraidtonser-
vative and reactionary force behind many of Alexanidl’s
and Nicholas II's manifestos®
He set the policies of conversion of non-Orthodoxl aussifi-
cation. They were opposite to the centuries lastigpical tolerance

and coexistence immanent to the Russian servies-slate.

190 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 100.
101 «pobedonostsev, Konstantin,” James R. Millar (eap) cit, p. 1188.
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“These and other reactionary policies radicallgrédited Jews,
Caucasians, Poles, Finns, Tatars, and others aredeeated
the downfall of the Russian Empir&?

3.6 The Third Service-Class Revolution and the Trasformation
of Secret Intelligences

The third service-class revolution according tohard Hellie oc-
curred during ‘the Soviet war scare of 1926-1997The great exter-
nal threat from England, France, and The UnitedeStan this case
was also induced by the fact that those countrées diready inter-
fered in the Russian Civil War. However, this miglit have been
the real cause for the third service-class revatutiecause:

“Forced draft buildup of the military did not yielts much as
might have been anticipated after the war scar&9af7, but
seems to have been a factor in the election oeH# to
which the Soviets themselves contributed signifiganmn
other ways as well***

An external threat has always been present staftiomg the
beginning of Russian Civil War in 1919. Therefottee question is
why the third service-class revolution happenedrlat the middle
1920s, and more important, was its occurrence ahatigtheoretical
framework given for the previous service-class hetvons. Pre-Octo-
ber Revolution changes in the legal system madéhpurpose of
more ‘liberal’ reform at the township level showibdt peasantry was

quite an inert component of the society, and that

192 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 101.

193 John P. Sontag, “The Soviet War Scare of 1926-Ruiésian Reviewol. 34,
No. 1 (Jan. 1975), pp. 66-77.

104 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 102.
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“Liberation of the peasantry from its burdensomargian-
ship, peasants with reason might have seen the iIdaren as
vastly increasing the number of their guardiatfs.”

Peasantry/Serfs was the factor of stability forghevious service
classes’ garrison state and they have remained &vén after 1917,
which was in some sense a breaking point from émtucies old so-
cial system. The inertness of the peasantry wad tiseugh collec-
tivization as a support for industrialization, aode more time as
bedrock for the new service-class revolution.

As the new social system diverged from the sogisiesn of pre-
Petrine and imperial Russia, so did the hierarthtedegorization
within the new service class. Thus, the hierardipcanacy was dif-
ferent and new in comparison to the previous serglass revolu-
tions.

“The definition of the service class also expanttedh elite
military and governmental figures to factory di@st impor-
tant scientists, and even leading writers, mussgiamd art-
ists,"0®

In the cases of the previous service-class rewsistthe ethnicity
was not an obstacle to the promotion in the sermsl@ss; nevertheless,
the position of minorities was never quite easyeld, regarding the
Jews; even if they had been tolerated for someogesf time their
position started worsening after “the Russian Emgicquired the
Jewish population through the partitions of Polandi772, 1793, and
1795. By 1800 Russia’'s Jewish population numberementhan
800.000 persons-®’

195 3ane Burbanlgp. cit, p. 29.
1% Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 103.
0743ews,” James R. Millar (ed.9p. cit, pp. 701-705.
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“Pale of Settlement® created by Catherine the Great in 1791
limited the movement of Jews. Later, during Alexarsl Il reforms
which repressed minorities, the situation for Jewpsipulation be-
came very adverse, especially after they had beesmsad for his as-
sassination.

“The anti-Jewish riots (pogroms) of 1881 and 188& 1o a
reversal of this policy, inspiring efforts to segate Jews
from non-Jews through residence restrictions (ttesy Maws
of 1882) and restricted access to secondary artehigdu-
cation.”®

Conservative doctrine of Procurator of the Holy &nKostantin
Pobedonostsev that influenced Alexander lll, detated the posi-
tion of all minorities even more. The Jews startethdp involved in
revolutionary movements:

“The presence of the Jews in the revolutionary muoee led
the state to attribute political disloyalty to Jewsgeneral *°

During February 1917, in the first stage of the dbetr Revo-
lution which resulted in the abdication of Tsar tas I, military
troops had already been politicized due to theiadiltf conditions
caused by the First World War and the mass revaltdassatisfaction
with Tsar’'s autocracy. Many law ranking officerstas representa-
tives of socially segregated part of the servi@sgljoined the mass
revolt. The October Revolution broke centuriessmdial framework.
Military structure along with the whole society éacorganizational
chaos. Antirevolutionary elements within societyetitened to desta-

bilize Bolshevik governance. All this caused therfation of state

198 Alden Oreck, “The Pale of Settlement,” http://wjewishvirtuallibrary.org/
jsource/History/pale.html (Search date: 2007/03)019

1943ews,” James R. Millar (ed.9p. cit, pp. 701-705.

19 pid.
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security organizatiorChekaled by Felix Dzerzhinsky in December
1917. The same type of organization that had pdrsunti-Imperial
and revolutionary movements within imperial Russgnce Tsar
Nicholas | and his secret polidée Third Section of Imperial Chan-
cellery, had been used by Bolshevik. The purpose of tigarozation
resembled the purpose of imperial secret policesyaaling anti-
regime elements. Even though the previous socszhdr had been
broken, its basic way of functioning became an imema and indis-
soluble part of common Russian concessions.

The great external threat always resulted in Risss&rvice-class
revolution. Yet, the great social instability résdl in high inner state
surveillance. In the periods of undeveloped statitutions this
function was performed by Orthodox Church, repréegrrudiment
of secret intelligence; later on by imperial seqeice.

The factor of inner threat was decisive for thdiation of the
third service-class revolution. In the cases of phevious service-
class revolutions this element was mostly boundrhaglitional and
firm social fundaments. However, in the case of tihied service-
class revolution the emerging society represengeblogically,
structurally and in many other ways discontinuatioti the previous
social system. There was a social cohesion which pgraviously
been embodied due to tradition of the same saoayaring, after the
October Revolution had disappeared. Nothing witiewly emerged
social system could be used for controlling innecia threat and
instability. This was one of the reasons for thengrtness, in which
Chekawas established. In some sense it representedthimuaity of
the pre-October Revolution Russian military cry&ation. This can
reflect influence which secret intelligence as & p& military crys-
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tallization had on transformation of Bolshevik Ra&s state struc-
tures. The other reason was the nonexistence eftedihsition. The
royal family was killed, and the other part of ‘dgtic’ aristocracy
removed from political arena. The power of servatass as elite
pretendant or eventual representative declined withease in the
number of non-noble officers starting from the en&IX century.

The October Revolution created new social circunt#a. The
third service-class revolution was more repercussibinner social
instability than of the respond to an external ahrét this point it
differs from the previous two service-class reviolus. Even though
the representatives of the service class were shyés hierarchically
highest levels were not crystallized. New commuinigtology at-
tempted to bring ethnical harmonization which hadrbabsent in the
last days of imperial Russia. However, the strudgtepower among
elite pretendants strengthened both ethnical aodsearlan connec-
tions. Most of the leaders of the October Revotutieere of Jewish
origin: Lenin, Trotsky, Sverdlov, Zinoviev, Kameneatc. The over-
all representation of the Jews in the ruling Soelée of mid 1920s
was not big:

“If we take all three sectors of the administratidremerges
that of the 417 people who constituted the rulihgg ef the
Soviet Union in the mid 1920s (the members of teat@l
Executive Committee, the Party Central Committee, Rre-
sidium of the Executive of the Soviets of the US&RI the
Russian Republic, the Ministers, and the Chairnfahe Ex-
ecutive Committee), twenty-seven (that is 6%) wikes.**

However, they held the most important positionse Tineaking

point which triggered the third service-class renioin was Lenin’s

11 Benjamin PinkusThe Jews of the Soviet Union: The History of a dvet
Minority (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1988), p. 83.
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death in 1924. In his testament Lenin had critididee members of

Soviet leadership Joseph Stalin, Grigory Zinovieey Kamenev,

Nikolai Bukharin and Leon Trotsky. It seemed thed tess favorable
candidate was Stalin because:

“Comrade Stalin, having become Secretary-Geneed, un-
limited authority concentrated in his hands, aranl not sure
whether he will always be capable of using thahauity with
sufficient caution;

Stalin is too rude and this defect, although qtolerable in
our midst and in dealing among us Communists, besam
tolerable in a Secretary-General. That is why Igaesg the
comrades think about a way of removing Staling frivat
post and appointing another man in his stéad.”

Stalin, once a member of Tsarist secret pd&éarang *** started
using Soviet secret police OGPU against Trotsky @&natskyist.
Mass social repression created by ‘corrective lalaonps’ in the ear-
ly years of Bolshevik Russia, and later after 1948 Gulags, put
the secret police on the pedestal of the elites®ifirmation. Espe-
cially, after NKVD succeeded OGPU,

“fear of Trotsky’s secret penetration immobilizeovit Intel-
ligence operations in the late 1930s. The NKVD|iS&se-
cret police, heightened vigilance to ensure loyadtyStalin
not to Trotsky. Intelligence officers and agentgeveecalled
to Moscow for vetting, where hundreds were execoteskent

to labor camps***

If Stalin had some anti-Semitic sentiments theyébuoriginated
from the long years of struggle with Trotsky and supporters. What

12« enin’s Testamen(1922),” http://www.historyguide.org/europe/
testament.html (Search date: 2007/03/19)
13«The Eremin Letter,” http://www.ericlee.info/stalhtm (Search date: 2007/03/

19)

114 Jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheaigr,cit, prologue xxxi.
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was originally political hate gradually became @lifeg of racial
hatred against all Jews, without exceptidh.”

The struggle for power set dichotomy within crokscconnec-
tions, putting ethnicity as one of the discrepafagtors. Lavrenti
Pavlovich Beria the most influential chief of NKMBas of Georgian
origin. However, sometimes in literature ethnicahmections were
emphasized too much. Stalin, during his anti-Trgitgkpurge, was
led less by ethnical origin and more by his paranBven Beria him-
self was a victim of his paranoia in early 19584f he purged most
of the Jewish originated leading politicians likeZev, Kamenev, or
chief of NKVD Yagoda, on the other hand, he had/veyal Jewish
associated like Lazar Kaganovich whose sister iStats secretly
married with. The reason Stalin was recalling ligehce’s agents in
the late 1930s was influenced by their origin, lnseamost of Soviet
secret intelligence’s agents acting abroad werelesfish origin.
However, their Jewish origin was actually the eseeand base of
Soviet secret intelligence’s covert operation apgirgy activities
during 1930s and 1940s. Almost all people involeedboth sides in
the biggest Soviet secret intelligence’s operationslS before and
during the Second World War, like ‘VENONA project' ‘Operation
Snow™'’ had Jewish origin. Stalin was exploiting unfa\obeaposi-
tions of the Jews in that period. He achieved balgin stealing US
military and civilian technology only thanks to tleencern of the
important Jewish originated people in US and tlatiempt to help

the struggle against Fascists.

15 “How Stalin, the ‘breaker of nations,’ hated, mered Jews, The Washington
Times http://washingtontimes.com/books/20030816-1056435r.htm (Search
date: 2007/03/20)

16 «Beria, Lavrenti Pavlovich,” James R. Millar (edop. cit, p. 141.

117 Jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheaigr,cit, pp. 1-158.
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Nevertheless, this was a double edged sword. F&H antil his
death, Stalin conducted anti-Semitic purge. The slewinti-Fascist
Committee (JAFC), organized in March 1942 in Mosawith Sta-
lin's full approval, was dissolved in 1948. Thes@a for its dissol-
vent was Stalin’s fear of “establishment a Jewispublic in the
Crimea as a ‘bridgehead’ for American imperialishf.”

During and after the Great Purge in 1930s, NKVDa(ed by
Yagoda 1934 — 1936; Yezhov 1936 — 1938; and B&88 1 1946)
played the leading role in spreading prosecutierecutions, terror,
establishing itself as the most important stateitutgon; ‘Stalin’s
right hand.” In those years the crystallization agwhsolidation of
elite started around nucleus that representednStaiself and his
secret police. After

“The Stalin Revolution,” its role changed complgtérom a
political body to a personnel organization, the iegjent in
the 1930s and later of the Military Chancellery ZRad) in
the seventeenth century. It controlled the not@inamen-
klatura, the ranking and assignment of the top 40,000-posi
tions and individuals in the Soviet Union. With tmest rare
exceptions, one could not get a very good positiotife
without being a member of the Communist Party syniys-
cause the Party controlled all the good orfé$.”

In the previous chapters | mentioned that withititaxly crystal-
lization emerged the institution of secret intediige due to the
changes in the concept of war and technologicakneoughs, cre-
ated by the first and second industrial revolutitia. function was
subordinated to the military purposes, representmigary subsec-
tion. The development of Soviet secret police afterOctober Revo-

lution and during the following two decades, chahgee entire con-

H18«How Stalin, the ‘breaker of nations,’ hated, memed Jews,bp. cit.
19 Richard Helliepp. cit, p. 103.
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cept of secret intelligence, shifting military ctgization of the state
based on previous concept of war, into a new doecCreated for

the purposes of managing and resolving the inree ghreat, yet,
used as a main tool in struggle for power by glitetendants, Soviet
secret intelligence evolved, or maybe is bettesap mutated, from
the subsection of military crystallization into itaty crystallization

with the subsection of previous ‘traditional’ mélry crystallization.

The shift from the covert collection of informatidgawards covert
operations, and institutional transformation ofansurveillance pur-
poses institution toward state and social stalvilideanged functions,
strategy, tactics, purposes and finally the conoépihe Soviet secret
intelligence. Its direct involvement in covert oggons and spying in
US before and during the Second World Wéand after on a global
scale during entire Cold War period was a causé\foerican recip-

rocal response in the formation of CIA and US ligehce Commu-

nity, which together with KGB have represented ftiesv generation’

secret intelligence. The state which previously lyacdrresponded to
the western civil society model became a part dbyitimposing

within it the new type of military crystallizatior something very
specific, determined by centuries old Russian $ati@syncrasy.

120 jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheaigr,cit, pp. 1-158.
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Chapter IV. Russian Secret Intelligence and the-RO4II

Soviet Nomenklatura Structure

Nomenklatura system in the post-Second World Waviébo
Union represented the state structure spine. Asdmee time, it was
the main principle that determined national elNemenklatura posi-
tions had been divided into 14 ranks, as earljrasStalin erd®* No-
menklatura system and the system of privilegesnjplied created
another social reality. This reinforcement of elaetsenherited, or at
least similar to the old social division enabledtbg imposed serf-
dom system, was good foundation for the hierartisizatification of

society.

121 At the highest level was the General Secretatp@fCPSU Central Committee,
followed by members of the Politburo, candidateitBoio members and the
Central Committee Secretaries. The next rank inhibearchy consisted of the
nomenklatura of the Politburo - that is, the li§tpositions to which appoint-
ments were made or approved at Politburo levels Tibi included the first and
(sometimes) second secretaries of republican magsnizations, the first sec-
retaries of regional party committees and of thgdat towns, all-union minis-
ters, the military hierarchy, ambassadors to a@ldbcialist countries and to the
largest capitalist countries, directors of the émtgmilitary-industrial enterprises,
the leading officials of the creative unions, ahe &ditors of central newspapers
and journals. The level below this was the nomeduokdaof the Central Commit-
tee Secretariat, including a more junior list ogions: deputy ministers, the
second secretaries of regional party committees,htads of regional soviet
executives, and so forth. Then came positionsrié@uired the approval of the
relevant Central Committee department, and aftpoditions that required the
approval of regional, urban and district party cattees, and even (at the
lowest level) of local party branches. The hierarah principle required a
steady progression through these stages, from tevidvel: it was similar in
many ways to an army hierarchy, and (as in the drfoces) exceptions were
rare.

Olga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White, “From Sdvemenklatura to Rus-
sian Elite,”"Europe-Asia Studied/ol. 48, No. 5 (July 1996),
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m3955/is_nB8¥ai 18678005 (Search
date: 2007/03/21)
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“Nomenklatura,...... another, entirely different, amsgecial
country from which ordinary citizens were carefuliso-
lated.”#

Correspondingly with nomenklatura system there wom@s more
system, one more defining structure. Secret igtice, after Stalin
death still prevailed as the most influential fadtr the Soviet state
crystallization. It shared nomenklatura designatedial privileges.
Yet, it has always been a sense autonomous withemtmms influ-
ence on nomenklatura system and its apex as walhathe state
itself.

Even if the power of secret intelligence declinadhe first de-
cade after Stalin’s death (after Khrushchev outraaeesd Beria in a
bitter power struggle}?® it was quickly reestablished with succeeding
KGB Chairmen Ivan Serov and Alexander Shelepin. Tite¢ one
was replaced by Khrushchev's order because of #fections of
KGB during his chairmanship. The second one, togettith his
handpicking successor Vladimir Semichastny, wasntiost impor-
tant player in the coup against Khrushchev in Qetd964*%* Even
if the members of nomenklatura structure and sewtelligence had
the same position in the social hierarchy, in teohgretension for
becoming the leading political elite, they were opents. The
strengthening of nomenklatura system after thedtiervice-class
revolution and Stalin’s death delineated the begmmf the second
regressive phase, commencement of declination ecadéncy of the

service class.

122 {tAi

Ibid.
1234Beria, Lavrenti Pavlovich,” James R. Millar (edop. cit, p. 141.
1241bid., pp. 1472-1473.
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During the chairmanship of Serov, Shelepin and Skastny in
KGB, in revert to pre-declining time of Stalin’'sagrthe power of
secret intelligence structure was gradually incedasdowever, the
true reestablishment of its power and politicateelprimacy took
place after 1967, with Yuri Andropov as the headK@&B. On the
other hand, nomenklatura structure during BrezHaegd further re-
gression with the first generation of nomenklatomeambers’ family
heirs reached working age.

Within nomenklatura structure, the system of proorotwas
gradual, moving from hierarchically lower posititmthe higher ones;
exceptions were rare. For nomenklatura membersilyamairs there
was informal convention:

“The children of higher-level officials never inlted posi-
tions with the same level of seniority as theih&s. Rather,
‘elite children’ had a series of special professiomches, of-
ten connected with work abroad. This was suppdied spe-
cial system of nomenklatura education at eliteitusbns,
particularly those that trained economists, dipltevand jour-
nalists specializing in international affairs>
Thus, nomenklatura structure’s first generationfarhily heirs
were in position through their education and speg¢dbs to get in
touch with the West more often than other sociaugs. Even
though they were not, according to nomenklaturarméal conven-
tion, directly incorporated into nomenklatura systestill they cre-
ated through their education and specific profesdicareers new
opportunities for obtaining and prevailing nomemkta structure’s
power and privileges in the later periods of statd social transfor-

mations.

125 0lga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen Whige, cit.
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“Under the Soviet regime, family and friendship reations
were one of the main criteria for co-optation dtlevels of
the CPSU (Communist Party) hierarcHy®

During Brezhnev period, corruption increased sigaiftly at all
hierarchical levels of nomenklatura structure aatkesbureaucracy.

“By 1982, the reach of Soviet power was greated, Brezh-
nev's leadership had become stultifyingly passikiere can
have been few nations that did not recognize thpgagha new
leader in the Kremlin could have on the world adl ws his
own country.*?’

4.1 Commencement of the Fourth Service-Class Revdion

Leonid Brezhnev was succeeded within 54 hours by Xadro-
pov. It was the first time in history of the Sovighion, and the mod-
ern state, that the head of secret intelligencarbecthe president of
the state. During the fifteen year period of hiaiomanship in KGB,
Andropov strengthened and reestablished the powsearet intelli-
gence structure. However, his real power and theepof secret in-
telligence before Brezhnev death were not so olsviouhe broader
international audience. Before Brezhnev’'s death emdrama had
been foreseen in the struggle over succession #wamally oc-
curred:?®

In November 1982 Andropov was elected as a gemsedaketary
of CPSU, and in June 1983 he was elected a chaiohtdre Presid-
ium of the USSR Supreme Soviet — the head of thte sfust few
months earlier, in March 1983, SDI was proposedRbjRegan. This

126 vjirginie Coulloudon, “Elite Groups in RussidemocratizatsiyaVol. 6, No. 3
(Summer 1998), p. 537.

127 3ohn M. Burns, “The Emergence of Yuri AndropoVtie New York Timeslov.
6, 1983.

128 pid.
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event was interpreted later as the major causdigortegration of the
Soviet Union. The period of détente caused subataegression and
sluggishness of nomenklatura structure. As theesstative of ser-
vice class of the third service-class revolutiorhie period of détente
nomenklatura structure tried to retain and secukeélgges giving the

boost for raising corruption. In 1983 a raisingezrtil threat created
by SDI, and inner instability caused by corruptedienklatura struc-
ture and the state bureaucracy, were an alarmdesiBn fourth ser-
vice-class revolution.

Andropov straitened discipline within society, expan effort to
enforced worker discipline, punishing workers wha ot report for
duty on time or were drinking on the job;” and &ad down on cor-
ruption at higher levels, for exp. — “two membersh&f Central Com-
mittee who were close associates of Brezhri&tle understood the
necessity of economic transformations and applreddd decentral-
ization in economy. Nevertheless, his reforms wengtious, and de-
tained by his health problems.

Triggering the fourth service revolution and ragsihe new gar-
rison state which could respond to the externaahand inner state
instability was not possible at that time. Planfsdnomy based on
heavy industry kept the state in chronic shortagath relative un-
productive agriculture sector and undeveloped ocmesusector.
Since 1955 the Soviet Union GDP has been declinuit), exception
of period 1970-1975.

If the serfdom system was economic bedrock foffitlsetwo ser-
vice-class revolutions, and collectivization andustrialization under

plan economy for the third, then in order to coridhe fourth ser-

129«andropov, Yuri Vladimirovich,” James R. Millar ¢g), op. cit, p. 62.
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vice-class revolution it was necessary to imply-taglate’ trans-
formation of economy without drastic social imptioa. Economi-
cally reformed state should continue with the sampattern of state
structuralization as before; around the state siras’ nucleus. The
only problem was that there were two nucleuses, ostinequally
dominated structures after Stalin’s death. Sinantfone (nomen-
klatura) faced decadency and increasing corrupyien;the other (se-
cret intelligence) was overtaken by rigidity of psocedures and

methods in effort to reestablish its lost primacy.

4.2 Russian Secret Intelligence and the Beginning of the State
Structures’ Transformation

During 1980s, those two structures became even omrionted
over political and economic transformation of thates Alarmed in
the early 1980s by an increased external threpecesly after An-
dropov’'s death, secret intelligence structure sbgghution in tight-
ening up and constraining both state and societying that garrison
state would respond to the external and interndlasiges adequately
as it had done before during Stalin’s era. On tierohand, nomen-
klatura structure adjusted and prepared for triamsto eventual new
political and economic transformation of the state.

“Over the Brezhnev period a number of typical nokiatura
career patterns developed, all of them under CeGtyenmit-
tee auspices: party-economic, Komsomol-party, $gpaety,

and party-diplomatic**°
‘Komsomol economy’ developed in late 1980s undemko-
mol’s Youth Centers for Scientific and Technicake@ion (NTTM),

played one of the most important role in the ecardmansformation

130 0lga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen Whie, cit.
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of the state. Some of its members like KonstantoroBoi, Igor
Safaryan, Mikhail Khodorkovsky later became thegbigt Russian
entrepreneurs.

Still, earlier corruption spread within nomenklatstructure in-
creased farther during 1980s. The previous diffémdon of career
patterns during Brezhnev period, and later boossarhe nomen-
klatura structure’s segments, set up the clan caiomeas the number
one factor for the post-Soviet nomenklatura restmirng and later
privatization of the state by the state. The pihedacorruptive and
outlawed activities within Komsomol in the time @fonomic trans-
formations was criticized by Gorbachev “addresdimg 21st Kom-
somol Congress in April 1990, warned that it wasthe appropriate
for the party's youth movement to become involvedmiddleman
activity’ of this kind.™3*

Both structures during 1980s moved towards extrpoiets and
measures: for self-preservation, in the case ofamitatura structure,
and state-preservation, in the case of secretligerte structure.
Collision was unavoidable, and it happened duringyust Coup in
1991, led by ‘Gang of Eight’ whose member was thadchof KGB
Vladimir Kryuchkov. The Coup failure removed haiders within
secret intelligence service. Soon after, KGB wasdformed into
Federal Security Service — FSB. During Boris Yalsipresidency
the old nomenklatura structure remained its powesugh high rep-
resentation within main political structures:

“A survey conducted in 1994 by the Russian Acadeshy
Sciences’ Institute of Sociology that shows that tid no-
menklatura represents 75 percent of Yeltsin’s dbpelitical
allies, 60 percent of the parliament, 74 percerthefgovern-

131 | pid.
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ment, 41 percent of the businessmen, and 83 peotéme re-
gional leaders*®?

Nevertheless, secret intelligence structure preskits power,
through proximity to the President. Especiallyhe ears during and
after Coup d'état of 21st September 1983nd presidential election
in 1996 his dependence on secret intelligence tstrei@levated. The
key figure during that time was Alexander VasilygviKorzhakov,
KGB general, Yeltsin’s bodyguard and from 1991 ¢heef of Presi-
dential Security Service, which he later turnedifivhat Yeltsin
called his personal ‘mini-KGB.*** According to his biography pub-
lished in 1997, Korzhakov confessed that he and RB8 chief
Mikhail Barsukov, another member of Yeltsin's gydgbverned the
country for three years*

The disparity between nomenklatura and secretliggelce struc-
ture became smaller during the mid-1990s when tveep of busi-
ness clans and tycoons increased significantly. évew a widely
spread belief at that time was that the leading @losition and main
political power would be decided in the struggléwsen nomen-
klatura structure and the new business elite.

“The presidential administration and the regiorldé ¢ended
to emerge from former structures of government;biginess

132Virginie Coulloudonpp. cit, p. 536.

13 The constitutional framework for Russian federalizias largely imposed by
President Boris Yeltsin after the previous politicales of the game were
abruptly terminated in October 1993 as a consegu#re violent confrontation
between Yeltsin and his opponents in the CongreBeople’s Deputies (CPD).
Control over the army, police, and secret policgiaisly was fundamental to
Yeltsin's victory in this showdown.

Brian D. Taylor,Politics and the Russian Army: Civil-Military Relahs, 1689-
2000(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003), pp. 282—-301.

134« orzhakov, Alexander Vasilievich,” James R. Millged.),op. cit, p. 776.

135 Alexander Korzhakov, “Boris Yeltsin: Ot Rasveta Rakata,”Interbuk (1997),
review by Vladimir Shlapentokh, http://www.cdi.onggsia/johnson/2066.html
(Search date: 2007/03/21)
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elite was more likely to have a background in themso-
mol."*3®

The power of the secret intelligence structure hidgen and not
SO obvious, similarly to the period when Yuri Andow succeeded
Brezhnev. Moreover, it was believed that FSB regmeesd a pale
image of KGB, although its efficiency was very high.

If the family and friendship relations were predoamt within
The Soviet Union’s elite structures, then lateeathe formation of
Russian Federation they lost importance and werstisuted by clan
and cross-clan connections. The situation in RosBiederation in
1990s resembled situation in Muscovy Russia dukiomgol Yoke.
The heritage of that time influenced by ‘orientalsdotism’ had re-
percussion in the period of Russian transition.idzdly the reason
for the reemergence of the clans had economicaluah as political
forgoes.

“In the last years of the Soviet regime, the omigtitutions
that had capital in hand were the Central Commitieéhe
CPSU, the Komsomol (Communist youth organizati@amyl
the KGB."*

In the 1990s during the period of privatization a@cbnomic
transformation this financial buttresses from tloeenmunist period
were the lines around which the clans started taaltiyed.

According to Virginie Coulloudon, the formation thfe clans was

determined by three levels of connections: Fedexattor-related,

136 Olga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White, cit.

137 Nikolay Kovalev (head of FSB 1996-1998) stated1896: “There has never
been such a number of spies arrested by us siecinmb when German agents
were sent in during the years of the Second Worlt;W'Counterintelligence
Cases,” http://lwww.globalsecurity.org/intell/wonldsia/fsb-cases.htm (Search
date: 2007/03/20)

138 virginie Coulloudonpp. cit, p. 538.
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and micra*** Mould of the clans was waste. They were politigall
and socially flexible, therefore cross-clan conimexs were possible.
At the federal level the most powerful clans wetge@omyrdin’s,

Chubais’s and Mayor Yuri Luzhkov’'s. In the finarlcgector many
mighty tycoons emerged as well: Vladimir Potaniméksim Bank),

Vladimir Gusinsky (Most Bank), Mikhail Khodorkovsk§Menatep

Bank, Yukos), Vladimir Vinogradov (Inkombank), BsrBerezovsky,
etc!

Due to their financial power and the cross-clannemtions, at the
time, business elite gained political power. Theagyfinancial power
of the business elite raised their political crddip trough the

ownership of media and strategically important @ectComplicated
cross-clan and cross-structures interactions elgdnthree elite
structures in mutually dependant network. In hisgbaphy Alex-
ander Korzhakov stated that “he played a major noleecruiting

Boris Berezovsky and other rich businessmen to @upyeltsin

financially and through their media. Thus he helpash them into
oligarchs with political clout***

The more the President and nomenklatura structeperdled in
terms of financial and media support on the membkbsisiness elite,
the more they became closer and more fasteneceteettret intelli-
gence structure. The war and instability in Cheehmade this tie
even stronger. After the presidential election 3ialturned more to
the secret intelligence structure, especially é3egtember 1997.

“On September 15, 1997, Yeltsin summoned the sistmo
prominent Russian financial leaders and made #rdte them

39 pid., p. 537.
1401bid., p. 539.
1414k orzhakov, Alexander Vasilievich,” James R. Millged.),op. cit, p. 776.
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that he wanted to return the control of the econdmyhe
government.**?

Two months later in November 1997, Berezovsky resiigfrom
the position of Deputy Secretary, Security Coumilthe Russian
Federation. On the other hand, Yeltsin appointedg¥éay Primakov,
the director of the Foreign Intelligence Servic&RJ from 1991 —
1996, as Foreign Minister 1996 — 1998 and afterwsoth 1998 —
1999 as the Prime Minister.

After firing Primakov in May 1999, Yeltsin appoimateas the
Prime Minister Sergei Stepashin, who was the he&®&8&f from Feb-
ruary 1994 - June 1995. He was on this positiory amitil August
1999, when he was replaced by Vladimir Putin, a bremof KGB
since 1975 and the head of FSB from July 1998 -uAu$999. Later,
as the Prime Minister Putin succeeded Yeltsin iooetance with

Russian Constitution after he resigned in Decertibé®.

142 The invited bankers were Potanin (OneksimBankkhdil Fridman (Alfa bank),
Aleksandr Smolensky (SBS-Agro), Vladimir Gusinskylast, Media Most),
Mikhail Khodorkovsky (Menatep, Yukos-Rosprom), adthdimir Vinogradov
(Inkombank). Boris Berezovsky was not invited. Sashservers have suggested
that the anti-Chubais media campaign launched aveeks later was connected
to the fact that the first deputy Prime Ministendathen still Finance minister)
wanted to force the industrial holdings to payithiebts to the federal budget.
Izvestig September 16, 199Kpmmersant Weeklpeptember 23, 1997.
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Chapter V. Empirical Evaluation of the Hypothesis

Under Putin old nomenklatura structure interfuseith véecret
intelligence structure, losing its distinguishingatjties. After 1999
the distinctions between those two were not nofilgeany more.
Secret intelligence structure took over all majey lpositions in the
state governing structures and farther spread gifrall the sectors of
the state.

Collectively termed thesiloviki — i.e., individuals with back-
grounds in the dozen or so ‘power agencies,’” ssctha@ Federal Se-
curity Service [FSB], Foreign Intelligence Serviddinistry of Inter-
nal Affairs [MVD], and Ministry of Defensé&®?

According to Olga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen Wibtath
military and security representatives made the 2Bent of the
whole Russian political elite in 2084’ If | compare the periods of
Gorbachev, Yeltsin and Putin presidency | can natteady increase

in the proportion of military and security men hetpolitical elite:

143 Even though ternsiloviki stands both for secret service and armed forces,
predominance based on firmer structuring and ctmass of the first ones was
always present in Soviet Union and later in Russ$iaderation for the reason:
socialization inside the KGB was in some ways qdifeerent from that in the
armed forces — Soviet era spies were highly eddcatel often more broad-
minded; unlike most segments of Soviet societyy thed access to the West.
Sharon W. Rivera and David W. Rivera, “The RusskEite under Putin:
Militocratic or Bourgeois?”Post-Soviet AffairsVol. 22, No. 2 (April-June
2006), pp. 125-144.

The agent networks, specific channels for data @axgé, manipulation chan-
nels - these skills make officers who had eitherke&d or are working with the
KGB/FSB a special caste, in which the spirit of naltassistance reigns. This
kind of power is steadier, especially since theoidgy of patriotism, partially
diluted by liberal economic ideas, fastens it.

Olga Kryshtanovskaya, “Putin’'s People: Does oudritinclude a militarized
Russia and authoritarian rule,” http://www.cdi.ougsia/johnson/7245-1.cfm
(Search date: 2007/03/19)

144 0lga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White, “Putini#itdtracy,” Post-Soviet

Affairs, Vol. 19, No. 4 (2003), pp. 289-306.
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1988 (Gorbachev) 4 percent
1993 (early Yeltsin) 11 percent
1999 (late Yeltsin) 17 percent
2003 (Putin) 25 percent
Proportion of military and security men in the piol elite: during Gorbacheyv,

Yeltsin and Putin.
Sourcé®

Although the increase in the proportionsibviki was steady, the
highest upraise happened in the transition betweepresidents. In-
crease in 7 percent between Gorbachev and earkgilYeonfirms
that secret intelligence structure significantlgrtd raising its power
and influence during Yeltsin presidency in the yaransition stage
of Russian Federation.

An increase of 25 percent in the proportion of taiy and secu-
rity men during Putin took place in all governmsattors of the state:

State Duma 9 percent

regional elite 10 percent
Federation Council 15 percent
federal government 33 percent
Security Council 58 percent

Proportion of military and security men in the fgioll elite: in different govern-
ment sectors of the state.
Sourcé*

Regarding this, Kryshtanovskaya and White infer:

“If it was only a few generals who had moved inwlifcs
there would be no reason to attach a larger saamfie to
their recruitment. But what has been taking plaxenot a
small number of individual movements, but a whdeesai-
gration that now accounts for 15 to 70 percenthef them-
bership of a variety of elite group&**

145 bid.
195 pid.
147 bid., pp. 293, 303.
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Indeed, the significance increasesdbviki was even greater with
Putin’s restoration of ‘power vertical’ which regad central control
over state coercion:

“One week after taking his presidential oath in M2§0O
Putin announced a major reform of Russian fedenalide
decreed the creation of seven ‘federal districtkrugs)’
headed by a ‘presidential representativé®”

High — level appointments @floviki in five of the seven federal
districts, and their high representation amondealéral districts’ per-
sonnel, circumscribed autonomy of regional govesrand the cozy
relations between the law enforcement and govermeeloped
under Yeltsin (see table 1). With ‘centralizing tdiorship’ founded
on extendedsiloviki structure throughout federal districts’ governing
structures, stability within regions was strictiyntrolled.

Yeltsin’s intention, announced in September 1997return the
control of the economy to the government, was zedliby Putin in a
very decisive way.

“In principle, a crackdown on oligarchs can be sasrHong
overdue, a quest for justice. After all, most it a8 of the oli-
garchs acquired the bulk of their wealth througteetiveart

deals with the government®
Boris Beresovzky and Vladimir Gusinsky, the twodegt media
magnates are both in exile. Mikhail Khodorovsky théf executive

of Yukos was arrested in 2005. Most of the pursaoitsoligarchs

148 Brian D. Taylor, “Force and Federalism: Contrdadli@oercion in Federal Hybrid
Regimes.” Presented at the conference “Postcomm@Bimte and Society:
Transnational and National Politics.” Moynihan Ihge, Maxwell School,
Syracuse University, Sep/Oct 2005.

149«Open Season on Russia's Oligarchs: Is Putin betfie drive to rein in the
business elite,Business Wee{July 10, 2000), http://www.businessweek.com/
2000/00_28/b3689158.htm (Search date: 2007/03/17)
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were closely related to the control over Gazpfofstrategically the
most important Russian company, and to the cordvelr media.
Viktor Chernomyrdin, previously mentioned as thehaof one of the
most powerful federal level clans related to nonhetoka structure,
was, in 2000, replaced from the position of Gazpthenchief exec-
utive by Dmitry Medvedev, close aide to Presidetadvmir Putin. In
2001, Chernomyrdin was appointed an ambassadokrainié, hence
distanced from the centre of Russian politics. dtiner two arches of
federal level clans Yuriy Luzhkov and Anatoly Chisbaffirmed loy-
alty to President Putin and his reforms. Luzhkod &is party ac-
cepted integration with pro-Putin Unity party irdimgle party United
Russia, and supported Putin in the 2000 presideeiections.
Chubais one of the co-leaders of The Union of Righices (SPS) —
democratic opposition party, after his party 20@Bufe to pass the
five percent vote threshold to enter parliament especially after
Khodorovsky's arrest, affirmed loyalty to Putin.

“In a further demonstration of loyalty to the KremlChubais

said that UES would sell REN-TV, the only Russialevi-

sion channel beyond Kremlin contrdf*

With 35 percent of all deputy ministers and deparitnheads
appointed from 2000 to 2003, having a military etwrity back-
ground, high — level appointmentsolfoviki in five of the seven fed-
eral districts, disciplined parliament, raised peed popularity, the

business magnates frightened by arrests or exikewéral of their

%0 The largest Russian (state owned) company, thgebtgextractor of natural gas
in the world and today regarding oil reserves thiedtranked behind Saudi
Arabia and Iran.

1514 eading Russian Liberal Chubais Affirms Loyalty Putin,”MosnewsJune 06,
2005), http://www.mosnews.com/news/2005/06/10/chaldmgal.shtml (Search
date: 2007/03/019)
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number, national television subservient, and thkcyp@rocess al-
most totally closet?? Putin was sought as 'reanimated Andropov;’
the one who could consolidate society, restore iputder, and
strengthen state power, which had grown weak agtrfented under
Yeltsin.

The fourth service-class revolution almost emerdadng An-
dropov. As | mentioned all factors were present aodfirmative
with its triggering: a great external threat rai§gdSDI after 20 years
of détente, inner state and social instability wassed by law per-
forming economy and corruption within nomenklatwsaucture.
However, at that time, it was not possible to cauythe new service
revolution for several reasons.

First, the secret intelligence structure, althougkhvthe most
powerful head since Stalin’s era, was not strongugh to carry out
and coordinate the new service-class revolution. | Ashowed in
1980s it did not penetrate nomenklatura structigeifscantly and its
representation was quite small only 4 percent gu@orbachev era
in comparison to the time yet to come.

Second, as 1991 August Coup showed, during 1980@sstgle
garrison state’ oriented structures predominatatiimisecret intelli-
gence structure. Putin formally resigned from tratessecurity ser-
vices on 20. August, 1991, during the KGB-supportdabrtive
putsch against Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachédwe ew gener-
ation of secret intelligence structure which reachs power during

1990s was more flexible (which is crucial for inrmpalitical maneu-

12 Timothy J. Colton and Cindy Skach, “Semi-Presiigism in Russia and Post-
Communist Europe: Ameliorating or Aggravating Dematic Possibilities,”
http://www.clubmadrid.org/cmadrid/fileadmin/4-CattoSkach.pdf (Search date:
2007/03/17)
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vering) and its apex had broader and higher educaimparing to
the previous one which had partly been restraimenh fat that time
still powerful post-Stalin nomenklatura structufex: Vladimir Putin,
Sergei Ivanov, Nikolai Patrushev).
“The military people recruited by Putin have gohmtgh the
school of democratization and have worked in theape sec-
tor and abroad, so their authoritarianism has beedern-
ized.™>3

Third and the most important factor: It was not gole to
mobilize the declining Soviet economy in order &spond to the
technologically new military build up. The trangfwmation of the
economy was indispensable. Even the most stricstass and social
constraint could not bring back to life dying ecomoovertaken by
widely spread corruption and inefficiency. In thelgd980s any im-
petuous economic transformation could cause eveheiu ampli-
fication of the corruption within nomenklatura stture and the col-
lapse of the entire state. This was the reasorAfaropov’s cau-
tiousness regarding the economic transformatiohefttate.

If the entire economic and social reform of lat@d®led to disin-
tegration of the Soviet Union, then the emergerfdeusiness elite as
its by-product together with the reinforced ancesgthened secret
intelligence represented the fourth service-classlution’s missing
elements.

Indeed, according to Kryshtanovskaya and Whitefsorebusi-
ness representatives had increased their preserice elite from 1.6
percent in 1993 to 11.3 percent in 2082The data regarding 2001

showed:

153 0lga Kryshtanovskayap. cit.
%4 Olga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White (2068)cit, p. 293.
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“Big business commanded 17 per cent of seats inStage
Duma as well as 16 per cent of positions with tresidential
staff, 8 per cent of governorships, and 4 per oétlhe mem-
bership of the Cabinet of Ministers>®
Other, recent data regarding the proportion of kkegision-
making positions that are held by individuals fridme world of busi-
ness among Russia’s top leadership, Duma depgtesrnment and
regional elite, also indicates that

“In almost every category the proportion of busgespre-
sentatives has increased and across all categbeerepre-
sentation of business more than trebled, reachmegnarkable
20% of government ministers>®

The influx of entrepreneurs into the corridors @wer should
serve the development and facilitation of open markconomy.
Secret intelligence structure combined with enegapurs started pos-
sessing capability to initiate formation of the nestate form —
‘militocracy’ with the characteristics of open matrkeonomy.

In accordance with Richard Hellie's service-classotution theo-
ry this structure could represent the new formgairfison state;’ yet,
with very different economic foundation, comparitagthe previous
service-class revolutions.

Therefore | should expect to find among data rdladethe period
of Russia’s transition during Putin presidency it level of open
market economy development has increased, anevieédf democ-
ratization has decreased. Additionally, | will ccemg the data from

this period to the period of Russia’s transitiowaods democracy

155 0lga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White, “Generatand the Conversion of
Power in Postcommunist RussiaPerspectives on European Politics and
Society Vol. 3, No. 2 (2002), p. 236.

1% Olga Kryshtanovskaya and Stephen White, “The Risthe Russian Business
Elite,” Communist and Post-Communist Studiésl. 38, No. 3 (2005), p. 302.
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with the open market economy during Yeltsin in orfgeconfirm that

Russia’s transition after Yeltsin has been shifteather direction.

As a further confirmation that secret intelligersteucture influenced
the transformation and the formation of RussianefF&ibn’'s state
structures | am going to compare its transitiorhvex-Soviet (Vise-

grad group and Baltic States, Bulgaria and Romaar&) some other
ex-socialist Balkan countries, which have beenramgition towards
democracy with open market economy.

The first reason for choosing Visegrad Group, BaBates, Bul-
garia and Romania, as our benchmark countried)eis successful
transition to democracy with the open market econavhich re-
sulted with integration into European Union.

The second reason is that all those countries Wereslosest to
the ‘Western Block’ countries of Europe and oveetakby Soviet
Union during and after the Second World War. Theesfit can be
assumed that those countries during the Soviebgdrad developed
strong secret services for the purposes of inrae sturveillance and
spying on their western neighbors.

Although at that time all those countries developedret services,
their scope of actions was limited by the constuitordinations to
KGB. Even for the fiercest one, Romanian secretiseiSecuriate
which played an important role in Nicolae Cgezacu's dictatorship:

“From that very moment, all the intelligence andcséy
services became an instrument to promote the gumu-
nization of Romania, subordinated to the Soviettarasthe
NKGB/MGB."**’

157} ukasz Kamiski, Krzysztof Persak and Anna Piekarska (ed.) g Tommunist
Security Apparatus in East Central Europe, 1944511@941989: Abstracts of
Presentations,” presented at the International €ente, Warsaw, June 16-18,
2005, p. 60.
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The situation was not different with the other séservices from
our benchmark states. The inflow of foreign cursenbat KGB
had®® and the centralization of secret intelligence eyswithin the
Soviet Union were important if not, crucial for then-development
of strong secret intelligence structures withinSoiiet states. No-
menklatura structure was well developed; yet, withggnificant in-
fluence on transition of our benchmark states.

Therefore, in the following data analysis relatedtio benchmark
states, we are expecting that both, the level ofiabeacy and the
level of market openness had been simultaneoushgased during
transition period.

If | compare the changes in GDP per capita (PPR) the above
enumerated countries, in all graphs (figure 1, 2,)3he similar
pattern of transition can be noticed. It indicdtegger or smaller re-
covery after the economic collapse that happenethenfirst 2-3
years of the transition. The only exception wasdrusvhich had a
continuous decline of GDP per capita (PPP) unt®29with an
exception of the year 1997).

For both Visegrad group and Baltic States (seediguand figure
2) the period of economic declination (collapsestdd from the be-
ginning of the transition in 1990 (Visegrad group)1991 (Baltic
States) until 1992 in some cases 1993. After tloaitpall of them

%8 One example: In 1970 KGB was behind the trade bfukhchev's memoirs,
which were sold at that time for 1.1 million doBar
Jerrold Schecter and Leona Scheater,cit, pp. 226—260.

159 We use PPP calculations of GDP rather than calonk based on market
exchange rates (MER) to perform our comparisomgesthe economic basis of
MER statistics is flawed for international comparis. Particularly, developing
countries grow slower with a purchasing power erdearate than with a mar-
ket exchange rate. Different exchange rates mal/teeacenarios with very dif-
ferent per capita income.
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achieved, with bigger or smaller fluctuations, adyral increase in
GDP per capita (PPP). These economic transformsatiegre suc-
cessfully followed by the uplifts in the level obljtical freedoni®
(see figure 5 and figure 6) and freedom of the $féésee figure 7
and figure 8), which in most of the cases was Withg the changes
in the GDP per capita (PPP). On the other handletred of political
freedom and the freedom of the press in Russitedtdeclining after
1998-99 even though its GDP per capita (PPP) has bereasing
since 1998-99 (see figure 1, figure 5, and figyrte 7

The transition of Romania, Bulgaria, and other Ballsocialist
states (ex-Yugoslavia states and Albania) was airtol the transition
of Visegrad group and Baltic States. The periodaainomic collapse
in the first 3 years of transition, was followed the period of eco-
nomic recovery (see figure 3 and figure 4). Yeg tlountries which
were not a part of either West or East Block dui@gd War, like
Albania and (Yugoslavia) Serbia and Montenegro,ciwhdeveloped
totalitarian regimes with independent secret ses/it? during the
period of transition had a slow increase in theelef democracy®?

Furthermore, the significant democratic transfororet and a grad-

180T determine the relative political freedoms afstl countries we draw again on
Freedom House (1988-2005) data, which rates casnaiccording to their level
of political freedom on a scale of one to seven.dbfesider the years 1989-2004
and have rescaled this index so that one meankedlse political freedom and
seven means the most.

181 Freedom House’s media freedom index assigns pwintsuntries on the basis
of three equally-weighted categories related toialedndependence from gov-
ernment to create a composite score of media fradgiween zero and 100.

182 gigurimi (Drejtorija e Sigurimit té Shtetit) was Albaniascret police agency
during the communist regime;

OZNA(Organ Zastite Naroda (Armije)yas a security agency of the communist
Yugoslavia.

163 “Freedom in the World Historical Rankings: Compa scores for all
countries from 1973 to 2006Preedom Househttp://www.freedomhouse.org/
template.cfm?page=15 (Search date: 2007/03/21)
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ual increase in the level of democratic transforomabf the states
happened only after 2036

Serbia and Montenegro’s economic transformationaasidw but
gradual increase in GDP per capita (PPP) was gomguring the
entire period of 90s (with exception of 1999 durtddgTO bombing)
in spite of economic sanctions (1991-1996) and w#rggoslavia
after the Second World War developed a very stseget intelli-
gence, especially after Tito-Stalin split in 1948.scope was not as
wide as KGB. It was more focused on inner statéroband surveil-
lance. During the Cold War the economic developnmixied with
totalitarian regime, international position betwe®o Blocks, and
complex multiethnic situation, raised power and am@nce of secret
intelligence and its structure within Yugoslaviaomrenklatura sys-
tem. The anchorage of that structure was the Qapttaof Yugo-
slavia, due to high ‘power vertical’ establishedlensupreme leader
Tito. After the disintegration of Yugoslavia, FedeRepublic of Yu-
goslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) as its successumeied with the
same organizational schema due to the totalitapestension of
Slobodan Milosevic. State Security Service (SDBpasiccessor of
the previous Yugoslavia's secret intelligerfoegan Zastite Naroda
(Armije) — OZNA inherited its structures, functions andpmses. Its
power was very high during 1990s and dominated eoimg@ to the
leading nomenklatura structure, because Miloseudtatbrship sim-
ilarly to Stalin’s, directly relied on secret intgence and its structure.
At that time, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia reprdasd plural-party

political system; therefore, the strategy of seor&lligence changed

184 Regarding Serbia and Montenegro, “Freedom in tleld\Historical Rankings:
Comparative scores for all countries from 1973Q6&” has data only after the
year 2004.
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comparing to the previous times. During Jovica Btarchairman-
ship in SDB 1991-1997, the strategy of secret ligerhice was build-
ing up the network composed of both ruling and s parties,
thus absorbing and transforming different politiealvironment into
the mold of secret intelligence structdf@Even without privatization,
the state turned to market economy, with the bétriction for its de-
velopment into the open market economy due to anansanctions.

Therefore (see figure 4), after 1993-94 a gradualeiase in Ser-
bia and Montenegro’s GDP per capita (PPP) can beeab similarly
to Russia in the period after 1998-99. The powedfeaiferal Republic
of Yugoslavia’'s secret intelligence in the transfation of the state
structures towards politically and economically niewm of the state
was impressive, considering circumstances in whidaecurred. The
most important thing for my research is the santtepga between
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia during 1990s andsiRuafter 1998-
99: The increased growth in economical transforomatowards mar-
ket economy and the decline in the level of demactc

| have already mentioned that nomenklatura stredircommu-
nist states in order to preserve its privileges tanskecure them for its
heirs became corruptive. Secret intelligence strecin Russia after

1%5«Drzavna bezbednost za $est godina promenila $a@o
Sef kabineta direktora BIA nekada pratio Draskayi Blic Online (Oct. 13,
2006), http://www.blic.co.yu/blic/arhiva/2006-10/haslovna.htm (Search date:
2006/10/13)

1% |n Serbia, after assignation of Prime Minister &toDjindjich, there was debate
regarding transformation of State Security AgerBlAj. It was stated that dis-
band of this agency is not possible in the wayai$ bbeen done in ex-Soviet
countries due to the fact that during Soviet titeytwere subordinate to the
KGB. The given suggestion for transformation was ¢heation of inner secret
security agency controlling mechanism.

“Drzavna bezbednost za Sest godina promenila samo $tranke su u mrezi,”
Blic Online (Oct. 14, 2006), http://www.blic.co.yu/blic/arhiz&06-10-14/
strane/tema.htm (Search date: 2006/10/14)
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it again came to power intended to crack down anupdion within
the state bureaucracy and nomenklatura structunsptidate society,
restore public order, and strengthen state power.

Hence, | should expect that the level of corrupiiRussia has
declined under Putin. On the other side, it shdddncreased or at
least it should fluctuate around some constant vialeerr benchmark
states, due to the preserved nomenklatura struetposver and the
corruption through privatization and FDI.

As a conformation that the level of corrupttdhin Russia has
declined from the year 2000 can be seen in figusn® figure 10.
This followed with slow increase in FDI from 20012003. After
2003 FDI in Russian Federation has started risomgsiderably (see
figure 11). The increase in FDI can also indicie increase in the
level of market openness.

The level of corruption in Visegrad group showsradgal in-
crease in Poland and Czech Republic and the fltictuaround the
constant value in Hungary and Slovakia (see figdreThe same
fluctuation can be found in the Baltic States. Tméy exception is
Latvia where the level of corruption has declinedging the entire
transition period (see figure 10). However, in camgon to the other
benchmark states, it had the highest level of gtion at the begin-
ning of transition (almost as high as Russia).

According to Bertelsmann Transformation Ind&&in 2006 Rus-
sia held the 4% place behind any other benchmark state (see figure
12). Together with Serbia and Montenegro and Albaribelonged to

187\We start by comparing the perceived level of gaiinn in Russia with that of
our benchmark countries using TI's survey data.r&are rescaled from zero
(least corrupt) to ten (most corrupt).

188 «Status Index, Bertelsmann Transformation Indextp://www.bertelsmann-
transformation-index.de/37.0.html?&L=1 (Search da@07/03/21)
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the group of countries which has ‘deficienciesamis of a market-
based democracy; with the prospect for econonandformation,
and stagnation in political transformation. Henice 2006 it moved
from the 4% place, which it occupied in 2003, to the"4iace (see
figure 12).
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Chapter VI. Conclusion

In the beginning, as a part of military crystaltina, secret intel-
ligence’s scope and functions were limited and sdibated to mili-
tary purposes. However, with the raise of ‘politicatizenship and
institutionalization of the state the need for isbstabilizer emerged,
especially in countries with sensitive geopolitipakitions and com-
plex societies. As a result, secret intelligendesctions and pur-
poses had diverged from the previous subordingtothe military.
Even though secret intelligences were created dwhanges in the
concept of war throughout the time they becomeofaat changes of
many political and social concepts. The Soviet eteantelligence
under Stalin started to develop as another forrmititary crystal-
lization, altering the previous concept of war.Stirectly had reper-
cussion in US, causing creation of the resemblimgy generation’
secret intelligence. With the progress in commuiocatechnology
importance and power of secret intelligence stiegryed even more.
Throughout the history Russia had shown tendertoiggspond to
the great external threat with the raise of ‘gamistate’ and inner
social restrictive consolidation; in other wordsthiathe ‘service-class
revolution.” From the mid-1990s Russian secretlligence strength-
ened its power and started shifting transition atdring transfor-
mation of the state towards the new form of garrisiate —
‘militocracy with open market economy.” This formas adequate
and up to date with domestic and international @morary politico-
socio-economical environment.

Secret intelligence has played a very importang ial the for-

mation and transformation of Russian state strastuafter the
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October Revolution. My empirical examination anddtetical analy-
sis have shown that:

— Secret intelligence has played important roléramsformation
of post-Soviet Russia’s state structures.

Empirical confirmation has been made through thapgarison of
the transition and transformation of Russian stétk the ex-Soviet
states which successfully passed transition towdessocracy with
the open market economy, and with some ex-commuiasé that
resemble Soviet model in terms of comparable devweémt of secret

intelligence structures.
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Table 1

Appendix

FEDERAL DISTRICTS AND POWER MINISTRY PERSONNEL, MID 2002

Federal Deputies with Main Federal Totals
District Power Inspectors with Power
Ministry Ministry Background
Background
Central 30of8(FSB, VS, |100f18 (4 FSB, 2 MVD, | 13 of 26 (50%)
FSNP) 2VS, 1 FSNP, 1 ZhDV)
Northwest |4 of 6 (2 FSB, 7 0f 10 (2 VS, 2 FSNP, 1] 11 of 16 (69%)
1VS, 1 FSB, 1 MVD, 1
Procuracy) Procuracy)
Volga 1 of 6 (Procuracy) | 6 of 13 (MVD, FSB, 7 of 19 (37%)
VS, MChS, FSNP,
FPS
Southern 20f7 (VS,MVD) | 50f9 (3VS, 2 MVD) 7 of 16 (44%)
Urals 1 of 5 (FSB) 3 of 6 (FSB, MVD, VS) | 4 of 11 (36%)
Siberian 2 of 6 (FSB, 2 of 11 (MVD, FSB) 4 of 17 (24%)
FSNP)
Far Eastern| 30f6(3VS) 1 of 8 (FPS) 4 of 14 (29%)
Totals 16 of 44 (36%0) 34 of 75 (45%) 50 of 119
(42%

SourceRambler.RuPoccuiickasn enacme [http://VIast.rambler.ru/]
Key: FSB = Federal Security Service; VS = ArmedcEBsy FSNP = Federal Tax Police;
MVD = Ministry of Internal Affairs; ZhDV = Railroad'roops; MChS = Ministry of
Emergency Situations; FPS = Federal Border Service
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Figure 2 Index of PPP Estimates of Per Capita GDP
(1990 Dollars), Russia vs. the Baltic States
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Figure 3 PPP Estimates of Per Capita GDP (1990 Dollars)
Russia vs. Albania, Bulgaria, and Romania
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Figure 4 Index of PPP Estimates of Per Capita GDP
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Figure 5 Democracy
Russia vs. the Visegrad Group
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Figure 7 Press Freedom
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Figure 9 Corruption
Russia vs. the Visegrad Group
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Figure 11 Russian Federation
FDI Inflows
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Figure 12 Bertelsmann Transformation Status Index
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