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“The Tragedy of Russia’s Reforms is destined to become the most
authoritative analysis of Russia’s first postcommunist decade.
Incisive and impeccably well researched, the book avoids the clichés,
the wishful thinking, and the sheer blindness of most Western
commentary on the Yeltsin era with its false dichotomy between
‘reformers’ and ‘hard-liners.’” Instead, the authors describe the ideol-
ogy of the Yeltsin elite and the *Washington Consensus’ that backed
it as “‘market bolshevism.” . . . As a leading scholar of the movement
for human rights in the Soviet period, Reddaway i1s free of all nos-
talgia for the Soviet record but equally free of self-deception
about Russia’s postcommunist reality. There were—and still are—
alternatives to market bolshevism, and this excellent book ex-
plains them.”

—JONATHAN STEELE
Assistant editor of The Guardian and author of Eternal Russia:
Yeltsin, Gorbachev, and the Mirage of Democracy

“This spirited and highly controversial study will predictably serve
as a stimulus for renewed debate concerning the Gorbachev and
Yeltsin periods and the economic ‘reforms’ associated with them.
This book should be read for its well-documented discussion of
the bottomless pit of crime and corruption that opened up in post-
communist Russia.”

—JoHN B. DUNLOP
Hoover Institution

“An erudite and provocative analysis of Russia’s troubled efforts to
transform its economy and society in the 1990s. Well worth read-



ing for its insights—even for readers who may not agree with the
authors’ perspectives and conclusions.”

—ROSE BRADY
Author of Kapitalizn: Russia’s Struggle to Free [ts Economy

“A monumental book, unsurpassed in sophistication and insight.
The Tragedy of Russia’s Reforms 1s a must-read for anyone strug-
gling to understand Russia’s past, present, and future. Reddaway and
Glinski provide a much-needed service in alerting us to missed alter-
natives and important lessons to be learned.”

—DaviD JOHNSON
Johnson’s Russia List

“The Trugedy of Russia’s Reforms 1s nothing less than a tour de
force. Russia’s collapse in the 1990s shattered many cherished
political and economic models, but this book makes sense of the
catastrophe, relying on an impressive command of the facts and
setting it firmly in the context of Russian history and political sci-
ence theory.”

—PauL KLEBNIKOV
Senior editor for Forbes magazine and author of Godfather of
the Kremlin: Boris Berezovsky and the Looting of Russia
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PREFACE

IN THIS BOOK, we altempt to employ the perspectives of political scicnee and
contemporary history to explain some rather complex social phenomena.
These two disciplines typically converge in the academic field of area studies, in
which scholars who devote themselves to studying entire regions and their coun-
tries from a variety of perspectives endeavor o isolaie and explain the interre-
lationships among a country’s broad social movements, the distribution of its
national resources. and its political institutions. This task, weighty in its own right,
is complicated when it comes to isolating a particular set of policies that have
strongly affected almost all of these institutions in a country whose political
system and language have seemed rather distant—literally and figuratively—
and somewhat ineffuble to even the most engaged observers in the West. The
task is further complicated when the scholar sceks to convey the implications
of these policies during and after a profound transformation of the country’s
political, social, and economic systems.

In all their various branches, disciplines, and subdisciplines, the social sci-
entists who study particular countries try to employ standard methodologies
and terms of reference that will sharpen existing analysis and refine the accu-
mulated knowledge about the country. When scholars attempt to convey that
knowledge to thosc outside the discipline—be they students, policymakers, or
simply those who have a general curiosity or concern about the subject—
selecting language to communicate concepts and examples that are familiar to
both their colleagues and nonspecialists can be guite difficult. Hence our purpose
in this preface is twotold: First, we seek to provide a frame of reference for the
names of the people. political movements, and institutions addressed in this
book. The second and related purpose is to provide some background about
terminology that we hope will orient the lay reader to the frenctic period of the
Soviet Union’s dissolution and the re-emergence of the Russian state—a truly
historic, kaleidoscopic period. To our academic colleagues who are well acquainted
with what follows, we beg your indulgence for a few pages.

Many lay readers will likely encounter in this book Russian names and terms
that strike a familiar chord, despite the variations in the translations and trans-
Iiterations adopted by vartous Western media outlets and publishers. Because
we have wanted to convey the themes and actors in this book to as wide an
audience as possible, we have departed from the Library of Congress system of
transliterating Russian names, using instead the kind of spellings that lay readers
may have encountered in the major Western media. Inevitably this has led to
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some minor problems, especially regarding the standardization of spellings
used in the text and the bibliographic references. For ease of reference, we have
used, in most cases, abbreviations drawn from our own translations of the names
of Russian political parties and government agencies.

Regarding the problem of how best to render in English the terms that Rus-
sians use to categorize, for example, politicians and political movements, we
have tried to avoid straight translation and use words that best convey the mean-
ing to Western readers. Complications arise, however, because of the variety of
labels applied to different tendencies within a single broad category. For exam-
ple, the term “national-patriots is used by Russians for the broad category of
nationalistically minded conservatives; because the latter phrase is clumsy, we
usually use the term “national-conservatives.” Then, however, there are variants
within this category which we render, for example, as “left-wing conservatives”
because, like Gennadi Zyuganov, they are both socially conservative and in
some degree socialist; or as “right-wing conservatives” because, as with Alek-
sandr Lebed and Vladimir Zhirinovsky, their conservatism is combined with
economic views not so different from those found in Western conservative par-
ties; or as “‘radical imperialist conservatives™ because, for them, restoring the
USSR in a new form is the first priority; or as “conservative traditionalists”
because, like Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, they are neither radically imperialist, nor
particularly left- or right-wing, but focus mostly on reviving what they see as
the traditional virtues of the Russian people.

Returning to the broader level, we have decided to categorize informal mass-
based political groups with lower—case spellings. This practice reflects the cate-
gorization found in much of the Russian (and, to some extent, Western) media
at the time. Thus Soviet and Russian “democrats”™ comprise all segments of the
body politic that sought an end to one-party rule and the establishment of more
representative potitical institutions. Similarly, “communists” range from those
who have desired a return to the Soviet political order, with its specific institu-
tional apparatus, to those whose values could be described as traditional, social-
democratic, or conservative—descriptors that easily can be applied to many
members of, notably, the Agrarian Party to the Russian Communist Party to the
Commnunist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF). Conversely, for the period
up to about 1989, we sometimes refer to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) simply as “the Party,” thus reflecting the dominance of this political
institution during much of the period we cover. When we refer to “Commu-
nist(s),” we have in mind specific parties or members of specific parties.

Because this book covers a period during which three different sets of polit-
ical institutions existed in Russia, readers who are not experts will find the
changing terms rather confusing. We therefore spell out here, in simplified form,
when and how the changes took place, and how the names changed.

To begin, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) was a “socialist
federation” consisting of fifteen union republics, of which the Russian republic
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{the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic, or RSFSR) was its largest
constituent member; the RSFSR was further divided into regular regions (oblasti)
and nominally autonomous, ethnically defined administrative units, as was also
the casc to a limited extent within other union republics. The latter republics (in
Soviet parlance, Soviet Socialist Republics, or SSRs) included those along the
Baltic coast (Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia); the western republics of Ukraine,
Byelorussia (Belarus), and Moldova; the republics straddling the Caucasus
mountains to Russia’s south—Armenia. Azerbaijan, and Georgia; and, across the
Caspian Sea, the Central Asian republics of Kazakhstan, Kirghizia (Kyrgyzs-
tan}, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan.

Beneath this territorial division, the “classic” Soviet administrative model
that existed until 1989 was based on two exactly parallel hierarchies—that of the
state and that of the Party—whose structures were replicaied in each of the union
republics but were controlled by the federal organs in Moscow. The state hier-
archy, which was politically weak but conducted most of the administration,
consisted of a pyramid of legislative councils, or soviets, the members of which
had been “popularly elected™ after running unopposed. Theorelically—and,
from 19849, to a considerable extent in practice—the executive governments at
each administrative level answered to these councils. At the highest level of the
union, the legislature was called the USSR Supreme Soviet; the executive branch
consisted of the Council of Ministers, headed by a prime minister, and the min-
istries that were subordinate to it. Many of the latter ran entire industries, includ-
ing their various branches in the republics,

However, parallel to these state structures was the exactly parallel and polit-
ically much more powerful Party hierarchy, headed by its general secretary; the
holders of this position in the posi-Stalin era were Nikita Khrushchev, Leonid
Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, Konstantin Chernenko, and, finally, Mikhail Gorba-
chev. At the top of this hierarchy stood the Party’s Central Committee and its two
main decision-making bodies. the Secretanat and the Political Bureau (Politburo).

In order to make sure that the central government’s decisions were imple-
mented throughout the fifteen republics that made up the theoretically volun-
tary union, this Party hierarchy prescribed all the basic policies to be adopted
by the hierarchy of soviets. It then monitored how well or badly the hierarchy
of soviets passed the relevant laws and implemented them. Where necessary, the
Party intervened; through its apparatus of trusted officials, it could do this easily
because. first, membership of the party apparatus and the legislative/exceutive
hicrarchy vverlapped heavily and, sccond. the main job of the committees that
made up the party apparatus was to steer and monitor, though not actually
administer, the differcnt branches of government.

By the time of Gorbachev's ascension to the post of general sceretary, enough
of a consensus had formed in the Soviet leadership that the accumulation of
economi¢ and social problems (which visibly manifested themselves during
the Brezhnev period’s “stagnation™) was reaching the point of systemic crisis.
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Gorbachev and his associates decided that this system was too bureaucratic and
inert to “get the Soviet Union moving again.” Hence in early 1989, they began
to create a new system in which the party apparatus would largely disengage
itself from government tand focus on ideclogical and strategic planning issues).
and the hierarchy of sovicts would start to take full responsibility for govern-
ing the country.

To launch this new system. first the old Supreme Soviet was abolished, and
then two-thirds of the members of a new superlegislature called the Congress
of People’s Deputies (CPD) were popularly elected—with a real choice of can-
didates. in many cases—and a third were nominated by big organizations, such
as the CPSU and the trade unions. The 2,250 members of the unwicldy CPD
parliament had sessions twice a year and elected a much smaller working par-
liament called the Supreme Soviet, to which the Council of Ministers was in
certain ways democratically accountable, In 19940, the same set of institutions
was sct up in cach of the union’s fifteen republics, including the RSFSR.

At this point. the problem of dual power started to arise. partly because the
RSFSR had a population more than half that of the whole country and there-
fore possessed potentially enormous political weight. Sitting in the same ¢ity
as the union’s government, Moscow, Russia’s government duly began to assert
its autonomy under Boris Yeltsin: first. Yeltsin was the leader of Russia’s par-
liament; then. from June 1991, he was its president. Which parts of Moscow
were under the RSFSR's jurisdiction, which parts under the union’s? What hap-
pened if Russia did not hand over to the union government all the tax and other
revenues the union thought were its due? The answers were not clear.

What was clear, though, was that Russia had parallel governments—the
Soviet Union's and Russia’s—competing for authority on a poorly demarcated
field. As Yeltsin's popularity rose and Gorbachev’s declined, Russia’s govern-
ment gradually got the upper hand, and the personal antagonism between the
two men sharpened. When the hard-line coup of August 1991 aimed to restore fuli
union control over all the republics, and ignominiousty failed, the USSR was vir-
tually doomed. Four months later, the presidents of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus
secretly initiated a process that quickly led to the splintering of the Soviet
Union on December 25. Its tifteen federated republics became fifteen independent
countries, even though most of them were fur from ready for independence.

In Russia, opposition to the Yeltsin government’s economic policies of “shock
therapy.” which were launched on January 20 1992, quickly became focused in the
country’s legislature—the Russian CPD and Supreme Soviet. A year and a half
of unceasing conflict between the executive and legislative branches—caused
at first by the former repeatedly trying 1o impose its policies on an unwilling par-
liament, and exacerbated by the unsuitability of the Soviet-era constitution, which
was constantly amended—ended in October 1993, when the Yeltsinites dispersed
the parliament by armed force. They then rammed through (in an apparently
rigged referendum} a new constitution that created the ““Russian Federation™
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and gave cxtensive powers to the executive—especially the president-—and few
to the new parliament, The latter, elected in December, was made up of a lower
house (the Duma) of 450 members, who represented voters largely through
their parliamentary factions, and an vpper house (the Council of the Federation),
whose members, much like the United States Scnate, represented Russia'’s
eighty-ninc *subjects of the federation”—its regions and ethnically designated
republics and other units—each of which had two deputies. The Duma’s pow-
ers differed from those of the Federation Council and, in general, caused the
government more problems.

In October 1993, Yeltsin also dissolved by decree the regional and lower
levels of Russia’s soviets and then replaced them with unicameral counterparts
of the federal legislative institutions. The chief executives of most of the re-
gions were now called governors, but the twenty autonomous republics (for
example, Chechnya and Tatarstan} continued to have presidents.

P.R.
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