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movement.
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with communist student
activists and anti-
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the Soviet Union.

The Nina
Andreeva
Affair

Part One: Unwavering
Principles Amidst a Wave
of Reform

Past & Present Collide

“If there was no Nina Andreeva, we would have had to invent
her.”" These were the words uttered by Soviet market reformer
Anatoly Chernyaev as he recalled the pivotal event of 1988 that
would ultimately clear the way for the restoration of capitalism
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union itself—the Nina Andree-
va affair. The events which came to comprise the Nina Andreeva
affair began to unfold with the publication of a Leningrad chem-
istry teacher’s letter to the editor in the newspaper Sovetskaya
Rossipa, scandalously titled “I Cannot Renounce My Principles”
in reference to one of General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev’s
speeches defending Marxist-Leninistideology. Andreeva’sletter
immediately caught the attention of all spheres of Soviet society
as aresult of her unyielding criticism of the newly liberalized me-
dia’sattacks on Soviethistoryandits renunciation of the ideologi-
cal principles upon which the USSR was constructed. Her call for
areform course rooted in economic planning and under the lead-
ership of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), as
opposed to market economics under the guidance of emerging
petty capitalists and liberal politicians, immediately received sig-
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nificant support from Gorbachev’s Marx-
ist-Leninist colleagues in the highest or-
gans of the CPSU.

While the liberal media’s attacks on Soviet
history were defended as expressions of
Gorbachev’s policy of glasnost, so too did
Andreeva’s supporters—and even some
western historians—rationalize her letter
as a legal manifestation of newfound social
openness. However, market reformers and
media representatives, like Anatoly
Chernyaev, immediately labeled Andree-
va’s letter an “anti-perestroika manifesto”
and accused Andreeva herself of unwaver-
ing neo-Stalinism, antisemitism, and polit-
ical conspiracy for utilizing glasnost to de-
fend the history of the USSR against what
she considered unilateral ideological sur-
render to the west. Party members who
supported the letter were not only coerced
into later denouncing it, but some were
even purged or demoted to superfluous po-
sitions as a result of their reluctance to de-
fend liberal policies from the criticism of
average people like Nina Andreeva. The se-
vere response of the market reformers—
those who were purportedly introducing
freedom and democracy to the Soviet peo-
ple—to a simple newspaper polemic indi-
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cates that the political nature of these ac-
tions directly contradicted their purported
democratic values. Their accusations, par-
ticularly of neo-Stalinism decades after
Stalin’s policies had been condemned by
the CPSU, did not represent an attack on
authoritarianism but an opportunistic at-
tempt to discredit an opposition that re-
jected the establishment of marketsand po-
litical pluralism as a legitimate Soviet re-
form path, and indeed, viewed such mea-
sures as precursory to the restoration of
capitalism.

The political turmoil embodied by the Nina
Andreeva affair and the emergence of a
market faction withinthe CPSU were made
possible by the political, social, and eco-
nomic stagnation that pervaded the latter
years of Leonid Brezhnev’s eighteen year
term (1964-1982) as CPSU General Secre-
tary. The USSR had been the first country
to implement national economic planning,
an economic system in which production is
planned in five year increments according
to the nation’s requirements for growth,
and despite its development amidst wars,
hardship, and political instability, econom-
ic planning became a successful mode of
economic growth and development in the
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USSR. The system’s provision of economic
benefits such as full employment alongside
steady growth and its eradication of busi-
ness cycle fluctuations comprised an appeal
that rivaled that of market economies for
citizens of the Eastern Bloc. Likewise, the
Soviet one-party system’s parallel develop-
ment afforded the CPSU the status of lead-
ing political organ of the USSR’s develop-
ment. However, the Brezhnev administra-
tion’s pursuit of policies unfavorable to the
improvement of planning methods caused
economic growth rates to stagnate.” Roger
Keeran & Thomas Kenny’s, Socialism Be-
trayed: Behind the Collapse of the Soviet
Union, provides a thorough analysis of both
the black market activity that resulted from
the state’s failure to modernize the plan-
ning process and the inner Party corruption
that developed as a consequence. Concur-
rent repercussions of outdated planning
methods, such as declining labor produc-
tivity, a lack of incentive to integrate new
technologies into production, and a focus
on the production of large quantities of
commodities rather than improving their
quality, further contributed to the growth
of black market activity, Party corruption,
and the popularity of market solutions.’

Even the CPSU Politburo fell victim to cor-
ruption, as close relatives to Leonid Brezh-
nev were caught attempting to sell stolen
state property on the black market.* ° The
reluctance of economic planners to take
risks with new methods combined with
growing corruption within the Party fur-
ther fueled the arguments of Gorbachev
and market-oriented Party members like
Alexander  Yakovlev ~and  Anatoly
Chernyayev, that economic planning was a
bankruptsystemand that the CPSU’s hege-
mony over political power made corrup-
tion inevitable. However, the past accom-
plishments of the Soviet economy, as well
as the fact that inflation and the rapid
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growth of the Black Market consequences
of earlier market reforms, reveal that eco-
nomic planning required reform rather
than replacement.

In an attempt to revolutionize Soviet soci-
ety and revitalize its stagnating economy,
CPSU members embarked upon a massive
reform project initiated with the election of
Yuri Andropov as General Secretary in
1982. Despite his death a year later, An-
dropov led the CPSU along a path focused
on the modernization and democratization
of economic planning, largely through the
transfer of economic agency from bureau-
cratic organstolocalized workers’ councils.
He called for a system of decentralized eco-
nomic planning that would solidify eco-
nomic power in the hands of average work-
ers, incentivize technological integration
into the production process, and crack
down on corruption in the Party.” An-
dropov’s proposed policies rejected the ex-
pansion of market forcesinthe Soviet econ-
omy and prioritized planning in a way dis-
tinctly different from both the policy sug-
gestions of Brezhnevites and market-ori-
ented Party members, leading many to ob-
serve that Andropov was “not on the side of
Khrushchev nor on the side of Brezhnev.””

Out of this revolutionary reform tendency
and after the quick death of Andropov’s
successor Konstantin Chernenko, emerged
one of Andropov’s closest comrades,
Mikhail Gorbachev, as General Secretary
of the CPSU at the 27th Party Congress of
1986. Following Andropov’s reform lega-
cy, Gorbachev quickly took initiative on
several reform projects cut short by the un-
timely death of his mentor, such as a social
campaign against alcoholism, an economic
project to reduce workplace absenteeism,
and an internal political crusade against
corruption. Gorbachev’s initial reluctance
to consider the market as a viable solution
to economic problems convinced most Par-
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ty members, regardless of their own incli-
nations, that the Soviet Union would con-
tinue to reform within the framework of
economic planning.

However, market-oriented Party members
like Anatoly Chernyaev and Alexander
Yakovlev exerted progressively greater in-
fluence over Gorbachev and official policy
throughout the course of perestroika and
would eventually force the Party to deci-
sively determine whether the future of so-
cialist reform would rely on market mecha-
nisms or economic planning. Numerous
ideologically motivated western scholars
have attempted to portray the evolution of
perestroika as an inevitable trajectory to-
ward liberal capitalism, resulting from defi-
ciencies inherent to the theoretical frame-
work of socialist development, and frame
those who opposed market reforms as de-
tractors from perestroika itself. Robert
Kaiser, correspondent for the Wall Street
Journal and author of Why Gorbachev Hap-
pened, forms a narrative of perestroika with
his journalistic experiences in the USSR of
the late 1980s, arguing that the “Party con-
servatives” were lead by “a straight-laced
Communist puritan, a believer in the con-
tributions of earlier leaders from Stalin to
Brezhnev” and were incapable of working
toward reform in any capacity.” Secondary
source accounts of perestroika and the Ni-
na Andreeva affair, such as Archie Brown’s
The Gorbachev Factor, Ben Eklof’s Soviet
Briefing: Gorbachev and the Reform Period,
and Joseph Gibbs’ Gorbachev’s Glasnost:
The Soviet Media in the First Phase of Pere-
stroika in particular, echo the sentiment
that perestroika belonged solely to those
Party members whose market-oriented
policies would eventually lead to the
restoration of capitalism. Unfortunately,
both primary and secondary western
sources have generally recreated one sided
narratives of perestroika that rely on recol-
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lections from market-oriented reformers
and reject their opposition as neo-Stalin-
ists, echoing the claims of Party members
like Chernyaevand Yakovlev.Inspite of the
lack of thorough analysis surrounding plan-
ning-oriented reformers’ historical contri-
butions to perestroika, their stories, when
put in conversation through the recollec-
tions of Party members as commonly ex-
plored inwestern scholarship, provide vital
insight into the forces which brought about
the demise of the Soviet Union and create
the necessity for radically new historical in-
terpretations of perestroika and its conse-
quences.

Sovetskapa Rossiya’s publication of the con-
troversial Andreeva letter in March 1988
ignited a political struggle between two
emerging rival factions within the CPSU
over the nature of Soviet reform—the sup-
porters of the Andreeva letter led by Yegor
Ligachev and its opponents led by Mikhail
Gorbachev. The Andreeva letter’s instant
popularity within the Party and throughout
Soviet society indicated that its arguments
voiced the concern of many planning-ori-
ented reformers and their sympathizers.
Contrary to the claims of western histori-
ans and market-oriented reformers, An-
dreeva’s letter reiterated the necessity of
reform in the USSR but did so while bring-
ing attention to the contemporary media’s
liberal attacks on the historical achieve-
ments of Soviet culture and economy, the
west’s exploitation of these attacks for pro-
pagandistic purposes, and the ideological
confusion that had resulted throughout the
younger generations as a result. For An-
dreeva and her sympathisers, the letter’s
publication represented nothing more than
a free political expression protected by the
perestroika policy of glasnost.

Nevertheless, market-oriented Politburo
membersused the Andreevaletterasanop-
portunity to disenfranchise those who sup-

M°.5 / NOVEHR 2020



Nina Andreeva

Nina Aleksandrova Andreyeva (12 October 1938 - 24 July 2020) was a Soviet anti-
revisionist, chemist, teacher, author, political activist, and a social critique of Mikhail

ported the polemic, accusing the letter, its
author, and its supporters of neo-Stalinism,
antisemitism, and taking partin a conspira-
cy to reverse perestroika. Yegor Ligachev
recalls the events that lead to his demotion
and disenfranchisement, as well as the re-
pressive measures Gorbachev and his com-
rades utilized, which he describes as ele-
ments of a “political witch hunt” in his
memoirs, [nside Gorbachev’s Kremlin. Con-
trarily, Gorbachev and Chernyaev defend
the one-sided imposition of “openness” in
their memoirs, Memoirs and My Six Years
With Gorbachev respectively. These mem-
oirs, when analysed in a manner that does
not take for granted the market-oriented
interpretation of perestroika, reveal a
bleaker side of the reformers’ interpreta-
tionofdemocracyand openness—aninter-
pretation which left little room for dis-
agreement.

Gorbachev, Chernyaev, and other market
reformers’ response to Andreeva’s letter
manifested itself through two mediums:
the Soviet media and the CPSU Politburo.

PTACE, LAID, & BREAD

Gorbachev's restructuring policies.

Upon Gorbachev’s return to the USSR
fromadiplomatic trip to Yugoslavia several
days after the Andreeva Letter’s publica-
tion, Chernyaev and Yakovlev informed
him of the publication of what they termed
an “anti-perestroika ~ manifesto” and
pushed for a decisive top-down response to
the letter and its supporters.” Yakovlevim-
mediately published a response to the An-
dreeva letter in Pravda, titled “Pravda Re-
buts Antirestructuring Manifesto,” attack-
ing political opponents as perpetrators of
stagnation and declaring his assertions to
be the true Party line.

The market reformers’ assault extended
beyond the pages of Pravda. Following the
publication of Yakovlev’s article, Gor-
bachev had organized three Politburo
meetings intended on weeding out support
for the Andreevaletter and imposing extra-
judicial consequences upon those who dis-
sented. Political opposition to the market
reformers virtually ceased to exist by the
end of the third Politburo meeting, with
Party members like Ligachev having been
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demoted or fired for failing to reject the An-
dreeva letter. Gorbachev has published the
transcripts for these meetings in his book,
T'oowr Tpyouwix Pewenuu” (Years of Difficult
Decisions), providing historians with a pri-
mary source account of the meetings as
they transpired. Gorbachev’s transcripts,
combined with his unapologetic account of
the Nina Andreevaaffairin Memoirs, reveal
that the former General Secretary contin-
ued to justify his views as necessary to pro-
pel forward his interpretation of perestroi-

ka .

Neo-Stalinism and the “Anti-
Perestroika Manifesto”

Market-oriented Party members’ claim
that economic planning was an outdated
system allowed them to conflate its sup-
porters with the fabricated camp of neo-
Stalinism. Andreeva’s letter suffered some
of the earliest attacks meant to silence all
resistance tothe forces poised to overthrow
socialism in the Soviet Union. These mar-
ket elements in the CPSU and Soviet me-
dia, under the direction of Yakovlev,
attacked the letter for “white-

washing Stalinism” and

“trying to revise party

decisions” in an at-

tempt to spread the notion that “the rejec-
tion of restructuring...is fraught with very
serious costs...fortheinternal development
of [their]| society.” ' Although there was lit-
tle doubt in any Soviet citizen’s mind that
the USSR required significant political and
economic reform, the propagation of the
liberal path as the onlp course perestroika
could take necessarily marked the plan-
ning-oriented reformers as the conserva-
tive opposition, an obvious euphemism for
their supposed backwardness. The market
reformers’ western sympathisers quickly
echoed the same propaganda that accused
“conservative” reformers of “fiercely de-
fend[ing] Stalin” and “crediting [him] with
‘bringing our country into the ranks of the
great world powers.””"" Despite the fact
that Andreevamentionsone ofherrelatives
who was “repressed and rehabilitated [on-
ly] after the 20th Party Congress” and that
she stood in solidarity with those who felt
“the anger and indignation over the large-
scale repressions that took place in the
1930s and 1940s through the fault of the
Party and state leadership,” the market re-
formersdeclared her an enemy of perestroi-
ka and attacked her call for a bal-

anced appraisal of historyasa

pardon for state repres-

sion.'” The cause of

such vehement criti-



cism leveled

at Andreeva

and her like-

minded com-

rades could not,

therefore, origi-

nate as a response to

the reemergence of

Stalinist ideas. Rather, the

reaction of the market reform-

ers was an opportunistic maneuver in

the ongoing process of delegitimation and
wholesale rejection of the Soviet historical
experience.

Several weeks after the publication of the
Andreeva letter, a chorus of condemnation
aimed at the “anti- perestroika manifesto”
resounded across Soviet televisions and pe-
riodicals. Yakovlev’s comrades—deter-
mined to frame those who disagreed with
the course of perestroika as a hostile politi-
cal conspiracy—intensified the defama-
tion of the achievements of socialism in the
media and dramatically increased political
pressure on the letter’s supporters. At an
emergency Politburo meeting organized
for March 24—25th, Gorbachev, after
many months of neutrality regarding the
escalating tension between Yakovlev and
Ligachev, accused Andreeva of organizing
an “anti-perestroika platform” and claimed
that she publicized information that was
“known only by a small circle of people.”"”
Yakovlev was able to convince Gorbachev
of the supposed anti-perestroika narrative
on account of the letter’s publication being
a day before Gorbachev’s diplomatic mis-
sion to Yugoslavia and Yakovlev’s mission
to Mongoliaon March 14, 1988. Suspicions
against Andreeva, Ligachev, and others fur-
ther intensified when Ligachev held a
meeting with Soviet newspaper editors on
March 15, at which the attendees discussed
the Andreeva letter and—according to
western and dubious Soviet sources—Lig-

achev ad-

vocated for

its reprint-

ing in other

Soviet media

outlets."* These

suspicions and ac-

cusations ultimately

amounted to a campaign

of repression which attempt-

ed to silence the majority opinion of

the Party as well as the concerns of thou-

sands of workers who identified with An-
dreeva’s message.

While Yakovlev’s manipulation of Gor-
bachevandthe market reformers’attackon
their political opposition were ultimately
successful, closer examination suggests
that their claim that Andreeva’sletter com-
prised a premeditated, conpiratorial call to
action against perestroika was unsound.
Firstly, Sovetskapa Rossipa initially pub-
lished Andreeva’s letter in the polemics
section of their periodical, a section unfit
for political manifestos or Party declara-
tions of any sort. Itis unlikely any Soviet cit-
izen listening to the state media, a forum in
which the CPSU explicitly labels its state-
ments as the Partyline, would have thought
such a polemical letter could represent an
official shift in the reform policy of the Par-
ty. Yakovlev, nevertheless, publicly at-
tacked the article as an attempt to confuse
the masses and assert a new Party policy of
reversing perestroika in his Pravda article
“Pravda Rebuts ‘Anti-Perestroika Mani-
festo.””"” According to Ligachev, many Par-
ty members—those who would soon face
sanctions or dismissal as a result of
Yakovlev’s fear-mongering—actually
thought the letter “was a manifestation of
glasnost, of democratism” and that such
trends should be encouraged alongside
healthy self-criticism in the newly emerg-
ing Soviet society.'® Indeed, the letter’s in-
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formal prose and historical inaccuracies
suggest it was a manifestation of unabated
speech rather than a coordinated attack on
perestroika. For one, Andreeva incorrectly
attributes a statement about Stalin, uttered
by Polish writer and political activist Isaac
Deutscher, to Winston Churchill:

Hewasaman of outstanding personality who
left an impression on our havsh times, the pe-
riod in which his life ran its course. Stalin was
aman of extraovdinary energy, erudition and
inflexible will, blunt, tough and merciless in
both action and conversation, whom even I,
rearved in the British Parliament, was at a loss
to counter.'’

No carefully written and revised political
manifesto would contain such a mistake,
and it would be quite difficult to convinc-
ingly suggest that such mistakes could serve
an ulterior motive. Moreover, nowhere in
the letter does Andreeva call for the return
of old societal norms or for opposition to
perestroika, only for a reevaluation of how
to best carry out reform policies without
undermining socialism and the historical
experience of the Soviet Union. The fact
that Andreeva’s letter merely outlined
what she saw as the contemporary prob-
lems of perestroika and hinted at how to
overcome them, therefore, contradicts the
assertion that it attempted to encourage
opposition to reform in general.

Yakovlev’s comrades in the Party and me-
dia not only claimed that Andreeva’s
polemic was a premeditated attempt to
overthrow perestroika, but even more fan-
tastically, that there existed an anti-pere-
stroika conspiracy led by Andreeva and
Ligachev, aided by Valentin Chikin and
Victor Afanasiev, the editors of Sovetskapa
Rossipa and Pravda, respectively. Most
suspicion of such a conspiracy materialized
out of Ligachev’s meeting with Chikin and
other media officials following the depar-
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ture of Gorbachev and Yakovlev on politi-
cal missions. However suspicious this
meeting may have appeared at the time,
Ligachev, in his memoirs, explains that “in
general, such meetings were planned in ad-
vance, and Central Committee divisions
prepared for them by studying publica-
tions...so it was in this case...it had been
scheduled a week before the publication of
Andreeva’s letter.”’® This meeting’s dis-
cussion did not even focus on the Andreeva
letter, but briefly touched upon its publica-
tion amidst a number of other pressing me-
dia subjects that comprised the agenda. Ev-
ery Party member was, therefore, informed
in advance of Ligachev’s apparently insidi-
ous meeting which comprised part of his
duties as Secretary of Ideology, making it
very unlikely to have beenaspringboard for
a political conspiracy. Afanasiev, who was
later condemned by the Politburo for being
complicit in what Yakovlev saw as political
conspiracy, even demonstrated his politi-
cal neutrality by later publishing
Yakovlev’s article in Pravda attacking the
Andreeva letter. If Chikin, Afanasiev, and
Ligachev had truly conspired with Andree-
va against perestroika policies, why should
their purportedly suspicious activities be
the very duties that the reforming Party it-
self had delegated to them?

Many market-oriented Party members and
onlookers whobelieved the rumors of polit-
ical conspiracy further asserted that the
conspirators had planned for the letter’s
publication and reprinting in other major
Soviet periodicals at Ligachev’s meeting
with media officials. Yakovlev and western
historians assert that “although he waslater
to deny that he [Ligachev] had anything to
dowiththe Andreevaletteruntilafterithad
appeared, the weight of evidence suggests
that he was involved both before and af-
ter.”'” While Ligachev did praise the article
as a manifestation of a previously unvoiced
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A perestroika poster
from the era
(1985-1991); one of the
many produced during
the upswing of
perestoika, various
privatization legislations
carried out by the CPSU
under Gorbachev.

popular opinion, no meeting transcripts or
Party members who worked closely with
the Secretary of Ideology have verified this
accusation as anything more than hearsay.
In fact, Gorbachev, who at this point re-
tained adeep distrust for Ligachevand sup-
porters of the Andreeva letter, claimed to
have thought rumors of Ligachev’sintentto
reprint the letter to be ludicrous, stating
“therewillbe noneed foranyinvestigation”
when Ligachev himself insisted on one.”
Perhaps, in typical obscurantist fashion,
Gorbachev’s refusal to call for an investiga-
tionwasbutanother meanstolegitimize, or
prevent the delegitimation of, the claim to
conspiracy.

Further, itis possible, but unverifiable, that
more liberal periodical editors were deter-
mined to attack Ligachev with accusations
they knew tobe false. The first and most sig-
nificant hysteriasurrounding the claim that
Ligachev published and reprinted the
polemic occurred after one of the consul-
tants who prepared the Andreeva letter for
publication, Valery Denisov, wrote an arti-
cle in the magazine publication Rodina ti-
tled “Backing Perestroika with Stalin.” In
his article, Denisov accused Ligachev of
having Chikin provide him with a photo-
copy of Andreeva’s letter, via a telephone
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conversation “with Ligachev [which| had
onlyjusttakenplace.””' Denisovlaterinthe
article claimed that Ligachev underlined
sections of the letter which he deemed most
important, consequently accusing Lig-
achev of having something to do with the
letter’s publication. If Chikin had truly
brought Denisov the letter directly after a
telephone conversation with Ligachev,
then it would have been impossible for Lig-
achev to have handwritten the underlines
in his copy of the letter. This logical incon-
sistency, among others in the article, sug-
gest that Denisov may have been echoing a
fabricated story provided to him by one or
more of Ligachev’s political opponents
rather than inaccuracies derived from a
poor memory. Atany rate, Denisov’s recol-
lections, as well as other sources based on
hearsay, fail to comprise the “weight of evi-
dence” that Brown claimsincriminates Lig-
achev in a political conspiracy.

Although Andreeva’s letter appeared in
Sovetskaya Rossipa’s polemical section and
hardlygives precedent toaccusations of po-
litical conspiracy, the memoirs of
Yakovlev’s constituency continue to main-
tainthat Ligachevattempted to obscure the
Party line, providing factually unsound pri-
mary sources for ideologically anti-Soviet
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historians. In agreement with Denisov’s
contradictory article, Anatoly Chernyaev
claims that Ligachevdid not merely edit the
letter, as Denisov states, but that he sent “a
team to Leningrad, where she lived, to turn
the letter into an article taking up a whole
newspaper column.””” There is no docu-
mentary evidence or consistent verbal
source to confirm that Ligachev and An-
dreeva had any interaction before or after
theletter’s publication. Transcripts of later
Politburo meetingsillustrate ahostile Party
atmosphere in which Ligachev and other
planning-oriented reformers were os-
tracised for simply voicing their support
fortheletter’sideological content. And yet,
Chernyaev further accuses Ligachev of
having “trumpeted the article at a Central
Committee meeting with newspaper edi-
tors, in effect saying “This is the new Party
Line.””* As Secretary of Ideology, Lig-
achev had no authority to make arbitrary
declarations on Party lines that were tradi-
tionally formed collectively, and Party
members must have been aware of the pro-
tocols surrounding this practice. Conse-
quently, Politburo members who support-
ed the letter democratically voiced their
opinions at routine meetings that soon be-
came arenas of denunciation and purges.
The market reformers’ accusations regard-
ing the distortion of the Party line amount-
ed to nothing more than a fear that their
conception of perestroika would come un-
der popular criticism from all levels of the
CPSU.

Despite the various contradictions con-
nected to the claim that Andreeva’s letter
constituted a premeditated political con-
spiracy, western historians continue to
echo the market reformers’ narrative of the
Andreeva letter. Archie Brown, prominent
British anti-Soviet Cold War historian,
continues to defend the claim that the An-
dreeva letter was “professionally rewrit-
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ten...in consultation with officials in the
Central Committee apparatus” and “was
anattack onthe main thrust of Gorbachev’s
reforms.””* Seeing as most of Brown’s
work was published before the end of the
1990s and, therefore, remains firmly with-
in the backdrop of Cold War ideology, it is
not surprising to find such claims, unsub-
stantiated by primary source evidence, pre-
sented as fact. Indeed, it is true that An-
dreeva sent her letter to be edited by mem-
bers ofthe Party Central Committee, aswas
typical for citizens who hoped to publish
extensive treatises in Party newspapers.
However, the duty of shortening and edit-
ing the letter fell to unnamed bureaucrats
who were employed to prepare polemics
for mass consumption in newspapers—ar-
ticles that “members of the Politburo and
Central Committee...[were| in no position
to study.””
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Robert Kaiser, a western historian who
travelled to the Soviet Union in the 1980s
and sawthese events transpire firsthand, al-
so reinforces the claim that “Ligachev had
used the occasion of Gorbachev and
Yakovlev’sabsence from Moscow tolaunch
what one Soviet official later called “an up-
rising against Gorbachev and perestroi-
ka.”*® Shockingly, Kaiser follows these
statements by stating, “my sources were
notthekey participants, but people withac-
cess to some of them. Their information
was incomplete, and could have been
wrong in some details.””” With numerous
contradictions between these rumor-based
assertions regarding political conspiracy
and the fact that Ligachev, Chikin, and An-
dreeva’s activities represented nothing out
of the ordinary in the Soviet media, it is not
surprising, though telling, that Kaiser
would admit to the lack of reliable evidence
supporting the claim that these commu-

nists were trying to overthrow perestroika.

Western scholarship also claimed Andree-
va’s letter had antisemitic undertones that
reflected the entire “political conspiracy’s”
political disposition. Scholars like Brown
and Kaiser viewed the letter as an echo of
ideological tendencies prevalent during the
Cosmopolitan Campaigns of the early
1950’s. Whether these campaigns were in
fact facilitated by antisemitic policies or
not, as most western historians claim, the
term cosmopolitan to most Soviet citizens
was not simply a codeword for a citizen of
Jewish descent and Soviet law punished
Antisemitism withimprisonment. Andree-
va is no different than most Soviet citizens
in this respect, as she criticized the “cos-
mopolitan tendency...held by the ‘left-lib-
erals’” to deny the significance of one’s na-
tionality on the stage of historical develop-
ment.”” Andreeva anecdotally targeted
Leon Trotsky in her denunciation of cos-
mopolitanism not on account of his Jewish
descent, but because he was someone who
was denounced by the CPSU on grounds
unrelated to his nationality. She, immedi-
ately following her attacks on cosmopoli-
tanism, denounced “neo-Slavophiles” and
“traditionalists” who defend nationalist
conceptions of “peasant socialism”—a his-
torically antisemitic and anti Bolshevik po-
litical tendency.” Andreeva clearly be-
lieved that it wasimportantto not engage in
“any disparagement of the historical con-
tribution of other nations and nationali-
ties,” articulating her anti-cosmopolitan
positionfromthe perspective ofa planning-
oriented reformer, not as a Russian nation-
alist.”

Nevertheless, Brown accuses Andreeva of
blaming “Jews for most of Russia’s trou-
bles” based on his observation that “of the
several people of Jewish origin mentioned
in her article, the only one to escape criti-
cism was Karl Marx.””' Sovietologist Ben
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Eklof likewise charges the Andreeva letter
with being “packed with anti-semitism”
and “patriotic xenophobia” without elabo-
ration or even citing the letter’s content.*
Fortheanalysesofhistorians suchas Brown
and Eklof, anti-Soviet Cold War ideology
had sabotaged any vestige of the letter’s fair
appraisal and continued to perpetuate anti-
communism without sufficientresearchin-
to what had actually transpired.

The irony of the market reformers’ at-
tempts to frame Andreeva’s letter as a con-
spiratorial coup d’etat against democratic
reformwasthattheletter, discussionsonits
significance, and the openly divided opin-
ion within the Politburo, all represented
manifestations of glasnost. Not only did
Party members like Gorbachev and
Yakovlev suppress these consequences of
glasnost policy, but they themselves
bragged about how great the Andreeva let-
ter was a manifestation of new freedoms.
Gorbachev spared no time to point out, ata
Politburo meeting called after his return
from Yugoslavia, that “the publication of
Nina Andreyeva’s article was only made
possible by perestroika and glasnost.”** Al-
though he “strongly disagreed” with Polit-
buro members who supported the letter,
Gorbachev declared his intention of oper-
ating “within the framework ofademocrat-
ic process.””* Despite his crusade against
whathe considered tobe neo-Stalinism and
his call for communists to be true to their
principles, Gorbachev himself contradict-
ed his declared principle of glasrost by un-
democratically silencing Ligachev’s oppos-
ing ideological current within the CPSU.
Chernyaev echoed his sentiments at the
same Politburo meeting while later calling
for some of the harshest penalties against
Ligachev. The admissions from market re-
formers like Gorbachev and Chernyaev
that the Andreeva letter had been a mani-
festation of glasnost , and their concurrent
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decision to treat its supporters as rene-
gades, indicates that their political maneu-
vering was driven more by opportunism
than their own supposed principles.™
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