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STIMULATING THE HOLDINGISATION
OF THE RUSSIAN ECONOMY IN 1991-2008.
OUTLINE OF THE PROBLEM

Since the beginning of the 90s of the XX centurgnf a mass of over one hundred and
forty million citizens of the Russian Federatioryoa few created a significant caste which
shaped the economic situation, and often also dliggal one of this country. The process
of creating oligarchy is labile, its dynamics cdates with the economic and political situ-
ation of Russia, as well as with the results ofglubal economs;

In all countries of the crumbling communist blothe system transformation meant not
only the changes in the area of politics, politicalture and mentality of societies, but it
was also the time of formation of a new socialtstcation. In the last decade of the last
century, at the junction of the private businesshich, in principle, only then began to
freely build the modern economy, based on privategrty and remains of the centrally
controlled economy — representatives of the poding the services of the previous and
current system began the process of economic tnanafion in the ownership sphére

The capital expansion of oligarchy took place kitsa and for the society, of which 1/3
was plunged into poverty and for the whole politeaonomic system of Russia. Revolu-
tionary and unfair redistribution of the nationaalth was demoralising for the whole class
of the representatives of business, but also feeral citizen of the fallen empire, who
sought the only possibility to improve his mateg#tus in ambiguous personal systems:
nepotism, corruption and cronyism. Political tramsfation not only did not begin the real
generational exchange on the level of governmkatpersonal carousel started in the mid-
80s gave surprising effects. Party officials vefiein came to the real wealth only in the
Russian Federation.

The Russian country has not kept up with the hpstsatization, which so large scale
would not be possible if not for the competenceoshéhe lack of systematic changes in the
field of economic legislation and the weaknesshef just shaping political system. All
changes, both in the economy and politics, weradtmpn decisions. The society was taking
the effects of the political decisions as the dftéqrivatization in the economic field. The

1 Dr Justyna Qidzka, Uniwersytet w Biatymstoku.

2 To prove the dynamics of the transformationshéf social group we can provide an example of
the obsolescence of the popular until recentlyrdgteation “new Russians” in the journalism and
replacing it with another one “new new Russians”.

3 B. Durka, 10 lat transformacii rosyjskiej gospodarfin:] Federacja Rosyjska 1991 2Q0éd.

J. Adamowski, A. Skrzypek, Warsaw 2002, p. 3598kholer, Historia Rosji[in:] Rosjoznawstwo
Whprowadzenie do studidw nad RpsPodrcznik akademickied. L. Suchanek, Cracow 2004,
p. 90.
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situation was so pathological that the completéigrgie in terms of culture, legally unreg-
ulated, was lobbing, which function was taken dwecorruption widespread in Russia.

As characteristic features of oligarchy we shoukshtion: the clan structure and con-
tinuous variation of its components. Groups andgualups (cliques) within the oligarchy
are conducting a constant dispute about the pgegeaccess to the mass media, the ability
to influence power. In particular countries of GahEastern Europe the scope of action
the generated position of oligarchy are differ&ytfar the strongest and the most prosper-
ous were the oligarchic Russian clans, which haenlgenerated from a broader circle of
participants of the economy privatization. In riglatto the strong position of the president
of the Russian Federation and the weak positidghefjovernment and parliament, actions
of the oligarchy aimed at the stabilisation of opwsition, and most of all expanding the
area of influences, mainly consisted of the fororatif a kind of “court” around B. Yeltsin
The representatives of this clan until the endhefd$econd term of president Yeltsin had
such an enormous influence on him so it is diffitalseparate which of the actions were
the sovereign decision of the head of the statd,vamch were the result of collective
arrangements of cotefie

The strength of Russian oligarchy of the 90s isfifiect of the weakness of the country
and the still strong position of bureaucracy, whigktem transformation has neither been
hurt nor altered. Clans were so omnipotent thay teplaced the voices of other subjects
on the political arena active in the sphere ofttteadly understood political culture. Polit-
ical parties and social movements were the voieated and sponsored by oligarchs and
eventually became the instrument of the inter-adfxnggles for influence. Similarly, the
function of a “tube” of oligarchs was fulfilled ke groups formed within the parliament.
Our Home Russia (an examples of “the party of pdweas formed as a representative of
a group of clans, even before the semi-officiabtaler of the power by tHamilia. At the
head of the party operating in the years of 199882Z000d Viktor Chernomyrdin, a person
who was the personification of the essence of tlgarehic system. He was the head of
Gazprom, an then the head of the government dRtissian Federation. Provenance of the
party leader decided about the shape of the palliicogram (enfranchisement actions as
the basis for economic transformations) and theqel compositions (representatives of
the nomenclature) of this group. The fate of theugrwas the projection of the fate of the
entire group of the so-called old Kremlin oligarchdter losing the affection of B. Yeltsin
the party had low election results and bad sureepnds. The threat of marginalization
meant this party even though it officially ceassiperation in 2000, has actually revived,
this time under the name of the United Russia hagatronage of V. Putin.

In the 90s the power focused on the supportiveesyst focused around Kremlin. The
impact of the president was based not on the fasetlpolitical hinterland, but on the
permanent maintenance of the shaky balance betfferent groups of interest and pres-
sure. The president was dependent on the natieadial oligarchy, which torpedoed all
attempts to reform the economy. This resulted @réal depreciation of the presidency and
the crisis of functioning of other power structurds a result of the weakening of the
government, the power focused in the hands of thsigient’'s entourage. As a result, the
democratic transformation of the 90s proved torleemplete and inconsistent.

4 G. PrzebindaRiekto z widokiem na nieb&racow 2004, p. 18.
5 Unofficial decision-making structures in Russiag($. TopolskiSita militarna w polityce zagra-
nicznej Federacji Rosyjskidiublin 2004, p. 37).
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V. Putin used the motto of moving the oligarchsyrpower in order to move the group
of businessmen, with informal influence, from thaditical sphere and the acquisition of the
wealth often illegally accumulated by them in Htetegic areas of the state (mainly raw
material, machine and financi&ljgnoring the warnings of the president from erigadn
the affairs of the Kremlin, Boris Berezovsky anaiimir Gusinsky criticised in their me-
dia the policy of the head of the state, in paftéicwith regard to Chechnya. They have also
burdened the president with responsibility for $iréking of Kursk. V. Putin has then used
the authority to limit their political influence driake a part of the wealth.

A typical measure in the fight against the oligaretere the allegations of a financial
nature. The result of the campaign against theaattys was for the Kremlin to recover the
estates, or to gain control of the estates of tlgawhs, and consequently depriving them
of their political ambitions, and even forcing thento exile. After the emigration of
B. Berezowsky and W. Gusinsky from Russia, the asllgarch manifesting political
ambitions was Mikhail Khodorkovsky. Initially, V. ufin had good relations with
M. Khodorkovsky. Before the election to the Dum&003, the oligarchs began the efforts
to maintain their influences. M. Khodorkovsky haen changed the course and started
supporting the opposition parties. The politicahaty of M. Khodorkovsky exceeded the
business lobbying and due to the financial posséslof the head of Yukos, it was received
in the Kremlin as an attempt to create a strongsjtipn to the government. The oligarch
did not hide the ambition to take part in the pitestial elections in 2008. V. Putin used the
trial with him to confirm his power in the countryle did it even though there was a risk
that the freezing of assets of Yukos can lead édnthreased concern in the West and the
decline of trust to Russia. The case of M. Khoduesky has brought several advantages to
the Kremlin: elimination of the influential oligaravith great political ambitions, strength-
ening of the position of Rosneft and oligarchs haeeived a clear message from the Krem-
lin — either political ambitions or the securityinferests.

The Yeltsinfamilia was the symbol of the moral decay. It was alscetihbodiment of
the downfall of the state and economy, and thdipaliand human weakness of the presi-
dent. It included, among others: Roman Abramovigleksandr Voloshin, Viktor Ju-
maszew, Tatiana Diaczenko, Vladimir Potanin, Vladi®usinsky. In reality, théamilia
was create by two oligarchic clans: Anatoly Chulzaid Boris Berezovsky, which instead
of fighting each other, have intensified their effon order to multiply their fortunes and
political influence. In view of the political andealth weakness of president Yeltsin, in the
focus of the interest of the Kremlfamilia was the president’s daughter — T. Diaczenko.
For a long time she was a close associate of thst kmown oligarch of the 90s, B. Bere-
zovsky, the media tycoon (the owner of, among athtetevision: ORT, TW — 6 magazines:
,Kommiersant”, ,,Niezawisimaja gazieta”, ,,Nowyjmsviestja”, ,,Ogoniok”). B. Berezov-
sky was a prominent figure not only among the bessncircles. He has also started his
political career. From 29.10.1996 to 5.11.1997 dbputy of the Security Council of the
Russian Federation responsible for the regulatidheoChechen crisis; from 29.04.1998 to
4 March 1999 the executive secretary of the Comneattiv of the Independent States. The
position of B. Berezovsky in the structures of podi not reflect his real impact on the
political decisions of B. Yeltsin, whose collapdsoameant the end of one of the most

6 On 25 February 2000, the press published the rfiQger of Vladimir Putin to Russian voters”
the announcement to condemn the clans and oligar¢he structures of power at the regional and
federal level; http://www.putin2000.ru/ (access:Ql.2010).
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spectacular career of the transformation yearseatity, familia came to real power at the
end of the Boris Yeltsin era, and the early 90seHavymed much more affluent clans oper-
ating on huge areas of the Russian territory. Ustiieably the strongest clan, also known
as the oil-gas lobby, is signed with the names iafdv¥ Chernomyrdin and Rem Wiachi-
riew. Gazprom is the company, which gave and givesaginable influences, sometimes
is a springboard to the political career, or pdgdie shelter at the end of this career (e.qg.
in the case of W. ChernomyrdjrR. Wiachiriew, Viktor Zubkow). The struggle for influ-
ence with the oil-gas clan was conducted by a gafugiloviki, symbolised by the trinity:
Korzakow — Barsukow - Soskowitc They have lost the rivalry mainly due to the lpbb
for the conduct of the Chechen war, which in consege led to delegitimize of the lead-
ership of B. Yeltsin. Territorially limited clansese groups led by Yuri Luzhkov (near
Moscow), A. Czubais (the group of “Petersburg ld#igt, which later became the backbone
of “Petersburg economists”), regional clans — MuRakhimov (Bashkortostan), Mintimer
Szamijew (Tatarstan), Kirsan llmynowa (Buryatia), Eduard Rossel (Urals).

B. Yeltsin was offered the access to own mediazaedunts by the oligarchs. In return,
they wanted to maintain tleatus quand resign from announcing the state of emergency.
This was dictated by no means by the concern ghoths about the institution of demo-
cratic elections, but most of all there was feanuthe destruction of the perfect symbiosis
of bureaucracy and business. Media activities ahglproved to be so effective that B.
Yeltsin, beginning the presidential campaign wité support of 2—3%, won the presidential
election in 1996. This election marketing miraahel @roof of extraordinary abilities of the
election campaign manager A. Chubais was, howexétemely expensive for the Russian
statél. The next stage of privatization and distributadrstate posts has began. For exam-
ple, the head of the company Interros W. Potantcalne the deputy, Sergei Kiriyenko
under pressure from the oil lobby became the Pkitinéster. The Russian society definitely
contested the behaviours of the Kremlin “court® tfitizens impoverished, and the specu-
lators and millionaires multiplied their wealth.&aconomic crisis was blamed by the Rus-
sians on Yeltsin and his entourage, this grouptivasght to be the instigators of the eco-
nomic collapse, who once again were trying to e@ahe fortunes at the expense of the
Russian stafé. In fact, the real power of B. Yeltsin was themymodest, and his transac-
tion of posting the actual part of power was forbga difficult situation during the election
campaign in 1996. As a result, the symbiosis ofgroand business was the essential ele-

7 Vice President, twice Prime Minister of Russia thinister of the oil industry of the USSR, as
well as the head of the board of Gazprom.

8 Deputy Minister of the USSR gas industry, then gsam, R. Wiachiriew, former president of
Gazprom, adviser of D. Medvedev, then the deputhethead of the administration of President
Putin.

9 The fist Deputy Prime Minister of Russia, at timel @f his political career, the president of the
Boards of Directors oBazprom.

10 Until 1996 in the composition of the presidentidministration.

11 According to W. Panuszkin in exchange for suppbi. Yeltsin, the Kremlin promised the pri-
vatization of oil wells and metallurgical plantsr V. Paniuszkiniichait Chodorkowski. Wiiei
ciszy Warsaw 2006, p. 53.

12 |bid, p. 51.
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ments leading to the erosion of the legitimacyhef presidential authorit; The president
was disregarded, he became a controllable pergbhiamealth has seriously deteriorated.

B. Yeltsin became the political hostage of oligarghimarily because of their almost
unlimited possibilities to create the media realiblgmocratization of media and their pri-
vatization as a result led to the paradoxical sitmaof limiting the democratically legiti-
mised power and its dependence on the represesgativthe private business. President
Yeltsin's achievements as the architect of theesystransformation were overshadowed
by his ambiguous behaviours towards the oligarckins, chaotically and rapidly accumu-
lating all companies present in the economic acdribe country. His susceptibility to the
oligarchy claims made the term “privatization pregdn Russia gain a pejorative meaning.
The erosion of the legitimacy of the state powes waectly proportional to the rate of
enrichment of the group of oligarchs and irretrldyaleprived Yeltsin of opportunities for
the reconstruction of authority in the society.

V. Putin in contrast to B. Yeltsin was not a hostaq oligarchy. He did not owe it any
significant commitments during the election campalgshould be added that the election
campaign conducted by him, as well as its politayad election context significantly dif-
fered from the situation, in which B. Yeltsin hawfight for the election. The oligarchic
structure shaping the elements of the legitimaoggss of the first term of V. Putin con-
sisted of the inherited from B. Yeltsin “Old Kremlclan — familia”, the clan of Luzhkov
and the “Old Petersburg clan”, was supplementel thi# “New Petersburg” clan. Each of
these groups had a wide impact of influence orptiitical arena, starting from the influ-
ences in the Duma up to own political parties.

The initial stage of the operation “Successor’mtid proclaim the clans with the change
of the Kremlin policy towards them, because V. RPutias a person from the circles of
B. Yeltsin and “familia”. He collaborated with oligchs, was also their client — B. Bere-
zovsky conducted a campaign promoting V. Putindaime ORT in 1999/2000. Strengthen-
ing the position of V. Putin has led to the opemflict with representatives of the old
oligarchy. For V. Putin they were a great threatshse of the existing media assets. Heir-
loom after B. Yeltsin began to burden V. Putin, dhd confrontation with representa-
tives of oligarchy was inevitable, but also riskfhe open criticism of V. Putin’s actions
in media of B. Berezovsky and W. Gisski forced the moderators of the “succession”
operation to come against the recent allies anth@ar. After winning the election in
2000 m V. Putin took a much tougher stance ag#irsbligarch¥. Also M. Khodorkovsky
fell in disfavour, who began to compete with thesiitin politically, granting financial
support to the greatest opposition factions in Ehama. He sponsored, among others,
opposition parties of Yabloko and SPS. He was tdesn charges of fraud and evasion
of taxes, and the arrest was preceded by a massdé campaign against this oligarch
and a series of tax audits in the foundation “Opesia” and organizations cooperating

13 13 most powerful oligarchs of Russia in fear afnounists united the efforts, the campaign was
supported by the avalanche of money, American afistsi from the election campaigns in the
USA: R. Dresner, S. Moore, G. Hormon, J. Schumate.

14 1n May 2003, the National Strategic Council dirgchy the political scientist S. Bietkowski pub-
lished a report “The country and oligarchy”, whittks about the fact that the great business in
Russia has too much power, see W. Paniusekingit, p. 145.
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with it*S. In reality, M. Khodorkovsky was the only represive of the old oligarchy, who
had the personal potential to create a real cotigoefior V. Putin. For political ambitions
sanctions were issued to M. Khodorkovsky and héoeate P. Lebedev of penalty of
9 years of imprisonment, and in 2009 the proseautoe again reiterated the allegatiSns
The case of M. Khodorkovsky, recognized by Al gsoéitical prisoner could prove dan-
gerous for Putting for two reasons. His internaiguositions as a result of critical attacks
of the organisations fighting for human rights, gratal diplomatic notes of the selected
countries, condemning the use in the democratienegsolutions typical for non-demo-
cratic systems could be reduced. Second, thregtémirthe Russian economy could be the
negative reactions of companies with foreign cagitaluding the pacification of branches
of foreign companies, or the withdrawal of assisthing like that has taken place, what
clearly confirmed that in the new political realttye oligarchy ceased to be a major player,
creating the socio-political reality for other fasrof social and economic activities. It also
seems that for many years the oligarchy will be ety striving for the integrity of
the developed consensus, because the penaltydakibg the established framework of
cooperation has proven to be purely communisteérféihm and content.

B. Berezovsky elected in 1999 to the Duma, pratgstigainst the authoritarian policies
of president Putin a half year later renouncechtasdate and began public anti-Putin pro-
tests, and then engaged in the creation of theralilfussia, a democratic and liberal party,
opposition to the Kremlifi. Since 2001 he has lived on the “political exileGreat Britain,
in fact he has been saved most of all by the n#geés<ounter the prosecution claims about
the fraud. The Prosecutor’s Office continues tivstfor extradition, in 2006 the General
Prosecutor’s Office of Russia initiated a new pemtirg against him (allegations: plans to
seize the power in the Russian Federation), a@@®T the court issued a default judgment
on him (six years of work in the colony). The sfiedmmunity was also taken away from
W. Gustiski, the owner of a powerful holding Media - Mosto after the conflict with V.
Putin in 2000 was arrested for a few days. Thembeed to Spain, where he was arrested
based on the international arrest warrant. Releasdsil he is the object of extradition of
the Russian Prosecutor’s Office, and some of lsstagincluding shares of companies be-
longing to Media - Most) were claimed in the settét for the financial commitment to
Gazprom. There are also opinions that they weretloe of W. Gusiski for the oppor-
tunity to leave the Russian Federation.

Unquestionably, oligarchy after the departure o¥Bltsin has been striped of its polit-
ical and economic status. The extensive propagactitan has begun in favour of the “equal
distance of oligarchs from power”, and the poptyaoif this slogan has significantly im-
proved V. Putin’s results of the popularity polltsitially, the presidential plan to fight with
the oligarchy was even more radical. Because iiraed the settlement of the results of
privatization of the 90s. Fighting with the onestigeg rich on the unfair privatization was
not the populist slogan, but the carlfem fact, because of that it was possible to figith

15 0On 24 February 2005, the Federal Tax Servicéestahe next control in the established and di-
rected by M. Khodorovsky foundation “Open Russiatlan the cooperating with it 23 partner
organisations.

16 A new process of M. Khodorkovsky, began on 3 Ma&009.

17 A. Glowacki, A. S¢pien Kuczyhska,Rosja PutinalLodz 2008, p. 264.

18 |. Wisniewska Niewidzialna eka... Kremla. Kapitalizm pastwowy po rosyjsklOSW Viewpoint
no. 14, Warsaw, February 2007, p. 5.
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the political opponents of all orientations, cohtt@ opposition and build in the media the
image of the honest president. The oligarchs ngdononstituting the autonomous political
power reduced the plans of participation in thepsig of the political scene. The end of
careers of two giants of the media industry washiginning the a new agreement of V.
Putin with oligarch¥. The guiding principle shaping these relations thas the essence of
the oligarchic system remained unchanged, andebkiekd separation of the country and
business remained only in the declarative spheestrigtive activities involved mostly
oligarchs closely associated with B. Yeltsin, bot all of then®®. Some of them managed
to more or less maintain the position and assetkh@il Fridman, Oleg Deripaska, Viktor
Wekselberg, Aleksiej Mordaszow, Vladimir Potanigjignificant is an example of R.
Abramovich, the former partner of B. Berezovskyovitnthe years 2000—2008 became the
Governor of the Chukotka Autonomous District, bgeii@ast his numerous investments, per-
forming this function seems a bit exdticin 2001 he spent from his own funds 18 million
dollars to improve the living conditions of the aftditants of Chukotka. The true test of his
loyalty towards the new head of the Kremlin wa2@05 the sale of Sibnieft to Gazprom.
This is an example of re-nationalization of the pamy from the oil industry.

Loyalty of oligarchs appreciated by V. Putin gaaedible results. Because the president
has often made public declarations to stop theystgdf the privatization processes of the
past years and abandonment of the revision of thsirlt$%. A consensus satisfactory for
both parties resulted in, among others, the folwnatif the “lobbyists club” in place of the
Federation Council, that is the oligarchic-goverafiect of the staff policy (almost 1/3 of
the Federation Council are the managers of prigatapaniesy. Oligarchy (cautiously)
not focused around the Kremlin (outside the grocipsely related to V. Putin), and to
moved its activity the outskirts of the countryg.eto Yakutia, Ewenkia. Was the “process
of regionalization of interests of financial grolps

CONCLUSIONS

Transformation of oligarchy of the times of V. Rutis definitely noticeable. The
strategies of industrial-financial groups is diffet, they become the specialized units
with the precise profile of action — different frahe holdings of the 90s, in which all com-
panies were present, which were profitably posskssgardless of the industry in which
they operated. Also their actions are differengsth groups do not search for tax reliefs
or special privileges, but aim for the system clengomprehensive changes of the tax
legislation, customs, or the reforms of the pritesgpof managing the natural monopoifes
Unquestionably, oligarchs show the full willingnésscooperate with the transformation

19 A. Dubas, J. Rog@a, I. Winiewska,Rosja w kryzysie: rok pierwsz SW Report 2010.01.27,
p. 29.

20 E.g. Russnieft’ changed the owner: 30 July 200GNkerijew, president and the main shareholder
(7. in terms of the size of extraction, the Russidugompany), announced that he withdraws from
the business.

21 A, Glowacki, A. Sgpien Kuczyhska,op. cit, p. 263.

22 On 16 November in the speech, V. Putin had tarenthe integrity of the results of privatization
and protection of private property.

23 E. Paszyc, |. Whiewska,Wielki biznes w rosyjskiej gospodarce i politycezadow Putina The
,,CES Studies”, p. 13.

24 E. Paszyc, |. Whiewska,op. cit, p.5.
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processes of the media, adapting their activittheoKremlin requirements (guidelines of
the Kremlin strategists of the political communioatand creators of election technologies)
and thus guaranteeing the required information @@rdonnel policies at the price of the
possibilities to act in the economic splére

Around the person of V. Putin gathered the elitdwhe non-Moscow provenance, and
the crisis of 1998 and the change of the presidiémtved to redistribute and renationalisa-
tion of the most attractive assets. These phenorenditioned the broadening of the
amount of assets, held by the ruling elite, andseqoently strengthening the role of Putin
as a manager and an arbitrator of this environfhiéfite composition of the new oligarchy
includes, among others, Giennadij Timczefikdruri Kowalczuk, Sergei Furskienko
Sergei Czemizow, Igor Sieczin (wicepremier), Vlatlidakunir?®. President Putin pursued
a policy of strengthening the country in the ecoppmwhat has yielded most of all in the
significant improvement of the condition of thetstholdings and weakening of the position
of the private business, struggling with the ecoitoproblems, being the effect of the
global crisis. It should be assed that the foremansion of the foreign capital has not been
halted.

V. Putin made the reconstruction of the hierarchyawer, put an end to the supremacy
of regional elites and local barons — governors@edidents of autonomous republics. The
establishment of seven federal circuits and paatrtheir heads the representatives of the
president allowed Russia to introduce the commgallepace and adapt the local regula-
tions to the federal law. He has successfully ohiced the elite of the regional power into
the area of the central power elite. Actions ingpbere of politics resulted in the activity
in the sphere of property. It is the Kremlin thatilles today about the vectors of activity
of entrepreneurs and the way of the distributiogadds.

REFERENCES

[1] Dubas A., Rogm J., Winiewska ., Rosja w kryzysie: rok pierwszfDSW Report,
27.01.2010.

[2] Durka B.,10 lat transformacji rosyjskiej gospodaifin:] Federacja Rosyjska 1991-2001
ed. J. Adamowski, A. Skrzypek, Warsaw 2002.

[3] Federacja Rosyjska 1991-20@H. J. Adamowski, S. Skrzypek, Warsaw 2002.

[4] Glowacki A., Sgpien-Kuczynska A.,Rosja PutinaLodz 2008.

[5] Furier A.,Dekada JelcyngSzczecin 2003.

[6] Paszyc E., Wniewska I.Wielki biznes w rosyjskiej gospodarce i politycezadw Putina
The ,,CES Studies”.

[7] Rogwa J.,.Wiladzy raz zdobytej nie oddamy nigdy. Rosyjska efitdzy wobec sukces;ji i
kryzysu gospodarczegdSW works, October 2009, p. 8.

25 Examples could be multiplied, see the examplthefditor “ Izwiestia” of R. Szakirow.

26 K. Kurczab-RedlichGtowg o mur Kremla Warsaw 2007, p.58.

27 Rapid expansion of companies controlled by G. Tiemko.

28 J. Rogaa, Wiadzy raz zdobytej nie oddamy nigdy. Rosyjska wliadzy wobec sukcesii i kryzysu
gospodarczegdOSW works, October 2009, p. 8.

29 A. Dubas, J. Rog®, |. Wisniewska,Rosja w kryzysie: rok pierwsz@SW Report, 2010.01.27,
p. 29.



Stimulating the holdingisation ... 205

[8] Wisniewska I.,Niewidzialna gka... Kremla. Kapitalizm p@mtwowy po rosyjskuOSW
Viewpoint no. 14, Warsaw, February 2007.

STYMULOWANIE HOLDINGIZACJI ROSYJSKIEJ GOSPODARKI
W LATACH 1991-2008. ZARYS PROBLEMU

We wszystkich pastwach rozpadagego s¢ na pocatku lat 90. XX wieku bloku
komunistycznego, transformacja systemowa oznacgratdylko zmiany w sferze polityki,
kultury politycznej i mentalniei spoteczéstw — byt to rownie czas tworzenia sinowe;j
stratyfikacji spotecznej. W Rosji, na styku prywajoeiznesu i pestwa powstata grupa oli-
garchéw, bez skpowania wykorzystucych typowy dla transformagych sé systeméw
symbiotyczny splot: uwolniangospodark, opart na wtasnéci prywatnej oraz pozostaici
gospodarki centralnie sterowanej. Przedstawielktgwtadzy i elity biznesu rozpoel pro-
ces przeksztatéegospodarczych w sferze wtasob Pozycja oligarchii w rosyjskim systemie
politycznym byta kluczowa dla legitymizacji przywziva pastwowego w latach 1991—
2008. Pozycja prezydenta oparta byla bowiem nidoorglizowane zaplecze polityczne,
kluczowe byto utrzymywanie chwiejnej réwnowagi egiey r&znymi grupami interesu
i nacisku. Instytucja prezydenta zostata na wiateoktabiona i uzaimiona od wplywow
oligarchii.

Stowa kluczowe:oligarchia, transformacja gospodarcza i polity¢cZrederacja Rosyjska.
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