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Abstract 

 

Nikolai Baibakov: Soviet Economic Planning and its Legacy in the 

Russian Oil Industry 

 

Jay Lawrence Kaufman, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2011 

 

Supervisor:  Charters Wynn 

 

Nikolai Baibakov was a key individual in the Soviet Union.  His background as 

an oil engineer in the Baku region during the 1930s and his exploits as a deputy 

commissar for oil during the Second World War led to his appointment as the chief of the 

central economic planning organ of the USSR, Gosplan.  In this post, he shaped the 

economy of his country in accordance with the political priorities of its leaders, often 

despite contradicting domestic economic realities.  As a faithful communist, Baibakov’s 

advocacy of centralized planning in a command economy lasted his entire life, but it also 

cost him his job when Gorbachev started to steer the USSR in the direction of perestroika 

in 1985.  In the aftermath of the break-up of the USSR and the subsequent privatization 

of its industries under Yeltsin, Baibakov remained a committed advocate of centralized 

planning, especially for the oil sector.  His policies and ideological perspectives regarding 

oil as national security resource were vindicated under President Vladimir Putin at the 

beginning of the 21st century. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Russia has been at the forefront of the worldwide energy market since the earliest 

days of the modern hydrocarbons industry.  After initially exploiting only the low 

hanging fruit of the Baku region fields, the Russian Empire entered the emerging global 

market by means of concessions to the Nobel brothers in the late 1870s.  Since that time, 

despite revolution, devastating wars, social and economic turmoil, and radical economic 

policies, the energy resources of Eurasia have maintained a key position in the global 

market, and are the subject of historic geo-strategic efforts of states and corporations.  

With a manufacturing sector still in a shambles following the economic turmoil of the 

privatization effort of the 1990s, hydrocarbon export remains the key engine of economic 

prosperity for Russia.   

The primacy of energy exports as the foundation of Russia's contemporary 

economy is not due to geology alone.  Rather, there is a long history of political concerns 

driving the Russian oil industry.  As in other states that have sizable hydrocarbon 

resources, the exercise of political control over them has had more failures than 

successes.   In recent years some international finance journalists have begun to suggest 

the possibility of the “Dutch disease” taking hold in the Russian federation.  Yet to speak 

of the "Oil Curse" in terms of the huge Russian landmass seems absurd.  How can a state 

with such vast territory and long history have such a near single- track economy in the 

21st century?  The current state and composition of its economy must be seen as the 

result of Russia's 20th century history.  It is a legacy of men who set the conditions for 

this result.  One such man is Nikolai Konstantinovich Baibakov.  



2 
 

Nikolai Konstantinovich Baibakov had a career that spanned the majority of the 

Soviet period in the 20th century, and the posts he held were of key significance for the 

energy industry and the economy as a whole.  Having been trained as an oil field 

engineer in the early 1930s, he found himself quickly rising through the ranks of the oil 

and heavy industry commissariat to become its chief in the fall of 1944.  Later, he served 

as the head of the all union state planning agency responsible for the setting of demand 

and resource allocation in the centrally planned economy of the USSR, known as 

Gosplan.  His first term as head of Gosplan was under Nikita Krushchev in the mid 

1950s, and his second term began in 1965 and lasted until he was retired by Mikhail 

Gorbachev in 1985 over disagreements about the need for the decentralizing reforms of 

perestroika.    

For the head of Gosplan, determining projections for demand and allocating 

resources to meet it was a primary responsibility.  The fact that Baibakov held this 

position for so long had implications for the foundations of the post war Soviet economy.  

His background as an oilfield engineer, and his experiences during the war with Stalin, 

and in the Battle of the Caucasus, had to influence him and his decisions as the chief 

planner of the Soviet economy during his tenure.  His fundamental biases led to the 

orientation of the overall economy towards oil and natural gas, and when the Soviet 

Union dissolved in 1991, the vast infrastructure which remained proved to be the most 

lucrative economic legacy of the entire Soviet experiment. 

The purpose of this work is not to assert that the effort and assets dedicated under 

centralized planning towards the exploitation of hydrocarbon resources in the Soviet 

Union were misplaced.  Indeed, the failure to have exploited those resources would have 
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been highly irresponsible for any state.  Rather, I hope to identify and examine the trend 

in Soviet strategic economic thinking that led to investment in the energy industry that 

was disproportionate to the rest of the economy.  This thinking about oil as a key national 

security resource found expression in Stalin, and his choice of and directions to Baibakov 

regarding this resource, especially during the war, had an impact on the future chief 

central planner that would resonate for decades. 
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CHAPTER 1: NIKOLAI BAIBAKOV LEARNS OIL, 

STALINISM, AND WAR 

 

Nikolai Konstantinovich Baibakov holds a unique place in the history of the 

Soviet Union.  He was born several years before the October Revolution and passed 

away almost two decades after the dissolution of the Union.  He started his professional 

life as an engineer in the oil fields of Baku.  During the Great Patriotic War, he was one 

of Stalin’s commissars and played a role in strategic operations of key importance to the 

outcome of the Soviet Union's fight for survival against Nazi Germany.   In the course 

of his later professional life, he held numerous influential positions within the Soviet 

economic bureaucracy.  Due to the timeline of his life and his heavy involvement in the 

economic planning of the USSR during it, a biographical look at Nikolai Baibakov will 

serve as a wide lens with which to view a great swath of the history of the USSR. 

A simple list of the various positions held by Baibakov over the course of his 

career is impressive enough: oil engineer responsible for key innovations during the 

1930s, positions in the government oil and heavy industry commissariat during the Great 

Patriotic War, hand-picked by Stalin to be the People’s Commissar for Oil Industry, and 

twice named as the head of the central economic planning committee of the USSR, 

Gosplan.  Baibakov’s first term as head of Gosplan, which lasted for only two years 

during the Khrushchev era, was actually in the Gosplan of the Russian Soviet Republic.  
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His second term as head of Gosplan, for the whole of the USSR under Brezhnev, lasted 

twenty years, finally concluding in resistance to the perestroika of Mikhail Gorbachev.1  

Baibakov had a conservative faith in the system that he worked to perpetuate 

throughout his career.  Even for Joseph Stalin, thanks to whom Baibakov rose in the 

ranks early in his career, but who was quickly vilified after his death by the Soviet elite, 

Baibakov had only praise; even fifty years after Khrushchev's "Secret Speech" 

denouncing the cult of personality and high crimes of Stalin.2  In Baibakov's view, the 

ends justified the means, and to him this meant that centralized planning, in the form of a 

command and control economy, was the key to universal socialist justice.  This he 

learned directly from Stalin, and it made a great and enduring impression on him.  It 

formed the core of his faith in the justice and superiority of the system, and of centralized 

planning of the economy in particular.  He was eventually forced into retirement over this 

faith.   

By examining the positions he held separately and independently of one another, 

one gains appreciable insight into the particular efforts Baibakov made to fulfill his duty 

to his country.  The intent of this chapter is to do just that with regard to the span of 

Baibakov’s youth, education and early career which included his impressive efforts 

during the Great Patriotic War.  As we shall see, the path which opened for Baibakov led 

him to positions of great responsibility in the Soviet hierarchy during and after the war. 

In one of his autobiographical works, “From Stalin to Yeltsin,” Baibakov states 

that he was born on March 6th, 1911 in Baku, then a part of the Russian Empire.  His 
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parents, who were of Belorussian origin, had moved to Baku some years earlier so that 

his father could pursue work as a blacksmith.  Once there, Nikolai Konstantinovich's 

father found employment in his trade with the oil company “Brothers Nobel.” Baibakov 

was one of twelve children in his family, and he describes a hard but relatively happy 

lifestyle for his family in his early years.3  

In 1928, Baibakov began his studies at the Baku Polytechnical Institute, and by 

1931 he was already working, conditionally, as an engineer for the “Lenin” oil concern 

(LeninOil) in Azerbaijan.  Continued employment was contingent on his earning his 

diploma from the Azerbaijan Industry Institute in 1932, which he did, enabling him to 

serve as a permanent employee.4  

While employed at LeninOil in the early and mid 1930s, Baibakov earned a 

reputation as a technical innovator.  His work in the field included exploration for further 

oil and gas sources in the region and improvements in well operations.  As an example, 

through their work and ingenuity, Baibakov and his fellow engineers increased well 

output in 1934 from 139,500 tons in January to 141,700 tons in May.5  

In 1935 he was conscripted into the Red Army.  When he returned to the 

Caucasus in 1937, Baibakov found that many of his fellow engineers and superiors alike 

had been the victims of the purges of the Great Terror.  Many were imprisoned or simply 

shot, and still others were forced to move to the far reaches of the eastern part of the 

Soviet Union to explore for more sources of oil.  The purges, however, had a positive 

effect on Baibakov’s prospects, as the result was more “room at the top” for young and 
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productive engineers such as himself.  In 1938 he became the head of LeninOil, 

Azerbaijan’s biggest conglomerate of oil industries at the time.6  

In the years 1938 and 1939, Baibakov began to work in the greater Russian 

expanse himself.  He was working for a concern called Eastern Oil Production, whose 

task it was to locate and exploit the “Second Baku.”  He claims to have worked in this 

position for about a year, and that he was named its head, which took him from the 

regions between the Volga and Urals, to Uzbekistan and to as far east as Sakhalin Island.7  

By 1940, he was brought to Moscow and was working as a deputy of the People’s 

Commissar of Oil Industry.  In “From Stalin to Yeltsin,” Baibakov relates his first 

meeting with Joseph Stalin.  It took place in the Kremlin, and despite much coaching on 

the pomp and ceremony of meeting with the leader, Baibakov states that he overcame his 

initial nerves enough to deliver the required answers to the mundane questions asked of 

him.  His second meeting with Stalin, also in the Kremlin, played out similarly, and soon 

the young engineer-bureaucrat was relatively at ease with the prospect of meeting with 

the Soviet leader.8  Such meetings would become more and more commonplace, if no les 

dramatic, when Hitler’s war in Western Europe reached deep into the territory of the 

Soviet Union in the summer of 1941. 

It is, of course, an understatement to call the Great Patriotic War the defining 

experience of those Soviet people who fought and survived it.  Baibakov was serving in 

his post as deputy commissar when the war started for the Soviet Union in 1941.  As in 
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all modern campaigns, where supplies of oil are a supreme consideration for all parties, in 

the Great Patriotic War oil proved to be a decisive asset in the outcome of the war.  The 

Nazi campaign in the southern part of the Soviet Union was directed at this asset.  In 

particular, the Battle of the Caucasus was the main effort of Hitler’s regime to 

simultaneously seal the fate of the Soviet Union, and bolster its own reserves of oil for 

further campaigns. 

The German invasion of the Soviet Union started on June 22nd, 1941 and was 

named Operation Barbarossa.  The operation simultaneously had substantial military and 

political objectives, with the overall goal to conclusively defeat the Soviet Union by the 

end of 1941 and consolidate the gains they made during the winter of 1941-42.  The 

military objective was to envelop and destroy the bulk of the Red Army.  The political 

objective was to seize both Leningrad and Kiev.   

 



9 
 

Figure 1:  Operation Barbarossa: Wehrmacht Axis of Advance towards Kiev, 

Leningrad, and Red Army forces near Smolensk.  Web. Russia at War 1941-1945.  2011. 

 



10 
 

The assumption on the part of Hitler and his army general staff was that achieving 

all three objectives on time would so demoralize and devastate the regime and the people 

of the Soviet Union that they would have no choice but to sue for peace.  The Soviet 

Union would no longer be a potential threat in the east, nor would she be able to 

influence Hitler’s war aims in the west by helping Great Britain in any way.  Following 

the successful completion of Barbarossa, the Germans could plan and execute a follow-

on operation to strike farther east and seize the valuable agricultural and oil assets of the 

southern portion of the Soviet Union.  There was a definite racial component to the 

planning of Hitler and his general staff; namely, annihilation of the Jewish and much of 

the Slavic populations in the Soviet Union.9  

Operation Barbarossa was conceived as a three-pronged attack focused on each of 

the three stated objectives: Leningrad, Kiev, and destruction of the bulk of the Red Army 

(particularly in the Smolensk-Moscow axis of advance).  The 3.5 million man army 

arrayed for the effort was divided accordingly, with the bulk of the highly mobile tank 

and motorized infantry forces dedicated to the central effort whose objective was the 

destruction of the Red Army.  Despite rapid German advances toward all three 

objectives, and despite the devastating losses of men and equipment suffered by the Red 

Army, by the end of 1941, Operation Barbarossa was objectively a failure.  Leningrad 

was besieged and isolated, but by no means seized.  Additionally, the siege of Leningrad 

failed to substantially contribute to a broader sense of hopelessness on the part of the 

remainder of the Soviet Union.  Although Kiev would soon fall, the desired effect on the 

morale of the Soviet military and civilians was not strategically significant when it did.  
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An unexpectedly efficient system of mobilizing ample reserves to refit the Red Army 

allowed it to maintain fierce resistance all along the front.10 

The plight of the people and Red Army forces in the city of Leningrad was 

terrible while under siege.  Cut off from the mainland (the siege was primarily oriented 

from the west and north, but the city was also isolated from the east by Lake Ladoga), 

replenishment of all manner of supplies was scarce at best.  Here, the ingenuity of the 

Soviets manifested itself in the form of the construction of an ice road across the lake 

during the winter months of the years 1941-1944, known as the “Road of Life.”  The ice 

road was treacherous on its own merits, but it was also continuously bombarded and 

strafed by the Luftwaffe, and subject to long range artillery fire from the Wehrmacht.  

Critical supplies were brought in by truck and horse during the winter months of the 

siege, while tens of thousands of soviet civilians were evacuated from the city across the 

ice road.11   
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Figure 2: "Road of Life" in 1942, including the oil pipeline planned by Baibakov.  

Map.  The Battle for Leningrad: 1941-1944.  Kansas: David Glantz.  2002. 
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In this situation, Baibakov the engineer was able to contribute to the war effort.  

In an extended obituary in 2008, Byron W. King credits Baibakov with the idea of 

building an oil pipeline along the bottom of Lake Ladoga to keep the city (primarily the 

fighting Red Army forces) supplied. (Energy Bulletin)  M.J. Broekmeyer, in his book 

“Stalin, the Russians, and Their War,” notes that “In a very short time, between 26 May 

and 16 June 1942, an oil pipeline, thirty kilometers long, was laid across the bottom of 

the lake, enabling some four hundred tons of oil products to reach the city per day.”12  

In Baibakov’s own account of this action he only implicitly takes any credit for 

the idea with the use of “we”:   

They could not foresee such a method of supplying fuel to Leningrad which we 
found in the spring of 1942, which was precipitated when they interrupted 
communications with the city.  Under the ice of Lake Ladoga, at the bottom of the 
lake was laid a 28 kilometer fuel pipeline which saw the transfer of 400 tons of 
fuel per day.  It provided the fuel to the Leningradsky Front, and the city...The 
new fuel pipeline acted for more than two years without fail.13  

 

Creatively ferreting oil into the besieged Leningrad would not be the only 

wartime challenge for Baibakov.  Events in the summer of 1942 would demand his 

expertise and supervision near his hometown of Baku, and a supreme test of his judgment 

and creativity lay in store for him there. 

In early 1942, already engaged for far longer than he or his staff had planned, 

Hitler focused his attention on the southern part of the Soviet Union.  Simply put, the 

decision was made to suspend the original military and political objectives of the 
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Barbarossa campaign in favor of achieving the originally subsequent economic 

objectives: acquisition of oil and agricultural assets.  If the Germans could achieve the 

economic objectives of this campaign, they would have the targeted resources, and also, 

those same resources would be denied to the Soviets, facilitating their inevitable demise.  

So the attention of the Wehrmacht was turned to the south and east, and the stage was set 

for the Battle of the Caucasus.14  

For Baibakov, the Battle of the Caucasus was a real test of his professional 

competence and patriotic dedication.  Stalin realized that the outcome of the campaign 

would prove decisive for both the winner and the loser, and he was determined that if he 

were the loser, the Germans would get none of the benefit of the oil in the Caucasus 

which they sought.  If need be, Baibakov was his contingency asset to mitigate a negative 

turn of events in the Caucasus.  Baibakov’s actions during the Battle of the Caucasus 

highlighted his usefulness to Stalin in matters of oil and energy security.  It is therefore 

useful to review the strategic context in which Stalin dispatched Baibakov to secure the 

key objective of both sides: the oil fields of the Caucasus.   

In his 1971 strategic memoir, “Battle of the Caucasus,” Marshal of the Soviet 

Union Andrei Antonovich Grechko, who was a senior commander on the Soviet side 

(commander of the Novorossiisk Defence Area /47th Army as of 8 September 1942), 

gives a thorough (if heavily burdened by ideology) account of the battle in its entirety.  In 

doing so, he describes the geographic and economic significance of the Caucasus region 

to both the Soviet and Nazi war efforts. 
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In his introduction, Grechko asserts that “The battle for the Caucasus was not an 

isolated episode in the Great Patriotic War; it was closely connected with the military 

operations of the Soviet troops in other sectors of the front and with the titanic general 

war effort of the Soviet people.”15 To support his assertion, he cites three main critical 

attributes of the Caucasus which made their seizure a key objective of the Nazi forces: 

access to Iran and the Caspian Sea (access in this case referring to a future invasion, for 

the purpose of securing oil for the war effort), the oil and oil infrastructure in and around 

Azerbaijan, and the arable, productive land of the North Caucasus.16 With the zeal of a 

true patriot, Grechko describes how the introduction of soviet central planning and 

technical competence to the Caucasus region led to the huge increase in oil production in 

the 1930s.  Grechko claims that “From 1934 to 1940, in Baku district alone 235 new 

wells were sunk.  By 1940, 1,726 wells were functioning in the Caucasus, or about 73.5 

per cent of the country’s oil output.”17  These statistics support accounts in many 

obituaries of Baibakov (especially those written for the consumption of professionals in 

the oil industry) which claim that his work as an engineer and as the chief of LeninOil 

during this period led to exponentially greater output from the Azeri oil region. 

To further allay any doubt as to the primacy of oil as a consideration for 

undertaking Operation Edelweiss (the German name for the operation to seize the 

Caucasus), Grechko cites JFC Fuller’s (the “bourgeois British historian”) quotation of 

Ribbentrop about the need to seize control of oil in Azerbaijan: 
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Writing about the German summer campaign of 1942 the British military historian 
J.F.C. Fuller observes “…the sole way open was to strike at Russia’s economic 
power-the material basis of her fighting strength.  This, it was decided, could be 
done by depriving Russia of the Donets industrial area, her Kuban cornfields, and 
her Caucasian oil wells.” The Hitlerites made no secret of their plans to capture 
the Caucasus in 1942.  German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop declared that for 
Germany the oil wells were a military-political objective.  “When Russia’s sources 

of oil are exhausted,” Fuller quotes Ribbentrop as saying, “she will be brought to 

her knees.”18  

 

Grechko relates how the “Not One Step Backward” order issued by Stalin in 1942 

also underscores the economic importance of the region in the context of the war: 

On July 28, 1942 Supreme Commander in Chief J.V. Stalin issued Order No. 227 
which was read out to troops on July 30.  Stressing the seriousness of the situation 
at the front the Order noted: “…battles are in progress in the Voronezh area, on 
the Don, in the south and on the approaches to the North Caucasus; the German 
invaders are pressing towards Stalingrad and the Volga and intend at all costs to 
seize the Kuban area and the North Caucasus with its oil and other resources.”  
The Order bluntly stated: “To continue the retreat means doom to ourselves and 

our country, too…Not a step backward without orders from the High Command.  

This is what the country summons you to do.” 

This order was a great morale builder and heightened the political consciousness 
of the soldiers; it made them realize the need to maintain rigid military discipline 
and resist the enemy with the utmost resolve.19 

 

Baibakov also recalls this famous order from the high command.  His account, 

however, leaves out the rosy euphemism of “morale building” and “the need to maintain 

rigid military discipline” that Grechko employs: 
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That was the time when the troops received the famous order from the Commissar 
of Defense No. 227, which became known as "Not one step back,” "fight to the 
death! " order- often behind the defenders they put detachments, which according 
to the order, were charged to shoot every man fleeing from the battlefield.20  

 

 

Figure 3:  Operation Edelweiss, Summer 1942.  Web.  Army Historical 
Series. 2011. 

 

In the context of this strategic challenge to the lifeblood of the soviet war effort in 

1942, Stalin invited the young deputy commissar Baibakov to his office in July of that 

year.  The message of the meeting was direct and Stalin’s point was unmistakable.  

Baibakov recounts the following exchange in “Forty Years in Government”: 
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In one of those hot July days, I was summoned to the Kremlin.  Stalin Looked 
calm and quiet, and used an almost matter-of fact voice: 
 
"Comrade Baibakov, Hitler is breaking out in the Caucasus. He announced that if 
he does not capture the oil of the Caucasus, then he will lose the war. Everything 
must be done to ensure that not one drop of oil will get to the Germans. Keep in 
mind, if it happens, it will be very bad for us. So I warn you, if you leave at least 
one ton of oil, we will shoot you. But if you destroy the infrastructure, and the 
Germans do not come and we will remain without fuel, then we will shoot you 
too." 
 
Plucking up courage, I asked: “Comrade Stalin, but what alternative?” 
 
“You are a young man ... do you have?” - Stalin at the same time pointed the 

finger at his temple (implying ‘intellect,’ or ‘brains’)- “Fly with Budyonny and 

address this issue on the spot.”  Semyon Budyonny commanded the Southern 
Front at that time.21  
 

Baibakov quickly departed for the Caucasus, flying there via Krasnodar, noting in 

his autobiography the relative peacefulness of the city; as symbolized to him by flowers 

along the sides of the roads.  It seemingly had no signs of the war raging not so far to the 

west.22  This serene setting would not last long, however, as Krasnodar fell to the 

Germans on August 12th, 1942, and was not liberated by the Red Army until February 

12th, 1943.23  

Baibakov got to work immediately, and with the engineers and workers assigned 

to him, he set about securing selected wells and the infrastructure in the Caucasus: "In the 

oil fields, we worked out how to disable some wells and methods of long-term 

preservation for other wells. We worked hard, knowing neither rest nor sleep, nor breaks; 

not one worker saw any rest for themselves or for others."24  
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In the online version of their obituary of Baibakov in 2008, the professional 

organization Oil and Gas Eurasia recounts his particular contribution to preventing the 

German seizure of oil infrastructure and sources: 

No one could have imagined that the Germans could pose such a threat to the 
Soviets’ main oil regions- Grozny and Baku…Nikolai Konstantinovich 

(Baibakov) especially distinguished himself…when he led a special team to plug 
the wells and demolish installations and structures that were not evacuated.  The 
enemy was unable to extract a single drop of oil from the holes cemented shut 
using Baibakov’s methods.  After the war the holes were re-drilled, producing oil 
once again.25  

 

In recounting the defensive preparations around Krasnodar in July 1942, Grechko 

recounts the efforts to secure the oil and oil infrastructure in the area to prevent it from 

falling into the hands of the invading Germans.  After crediting an exhaustive lists of 

commanders, junior officers, and local party officials for their efforts throughout his 

memoir, here, Grechko does not mention by name the man responsible for this key 

action: 

Oil extraction and refining are key industries in Krasnodar territory.  By August 1 
about 600 railway trucks of oil equipment and all stocks of crude oil for refining 
had been sent to Grozny.  All the enterprises of the Maikopneft Complex were put 
out of commission.  Wells, compressors, substations of the local thermal power 
station, oil pumps and Oil Refinery No. 5 with 80,000 tons of purified oil were 
destroyed.  Nothing was left to the enemy.26  

 

The desired effect was achieved when the German forces did reach Maikop (a 

town south and east of Krasnodar, and a key oil-producing region) on 9 August 1942.  In 

the words of Grechko:  
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Hoping to seize large quantities of fuel and oil in the Maikop area, the Nazi 
command sent a group of oil experts in the wake of 1st Panzer Army.  But the 
enemy got no oil in the Maikop area.  All stocks of oil, petrol, and kerosene were 
evacuated by the Soviet troops, wells were clogged up and equipment was partly 
evacuated and partly hidden in deep pits.27  

 

 

 

Figure 4: German advance (depicted in blue) towards Maikop, August 1942.  Map.  Bitva 
za Kavkaz (Battle for the Caucasus).  Moscow: Grechko, 1973. 
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We know that this strategically important task was carried out under the 

supervision of Baibakov because he claims so in “Forty Years in the Government” in no 

uncertain terms: 

With the front closing in, we organized the dismantling of several oil companies' 
infrastructure and oil equipment, which were sent to the east. By August of 1942 
we were able to evacuate to the eastern districts about 600 railcars with such 
equipment, as well as to remove the extracted crude oil for processing in refineries 
in Grozny.28 
 

The similarity of the details in these two accounts of the same key strategic action 

makes it quite unlikely that the two men are referencing different events.  It is therefore 

unclear why despite so many other names credited in his work (often very junior officers 

involved in tactical actions of nowhere near the strategic impact of the evacuation 

Baibakov executed), Grechko fails to name Baibakov in connection with this event. 

As a deputy minister in a key government central bureaucracy, Baibakov certainly 

knew the grave situation on all fronts in 1942, and especially of the critical need to keep 

Caucasian oil flowing to Soviet forces.  The prospect of failure to keep up the flow of oil, 

and more especially of letting it fall into the hands of the Germans clearly had a 

motivational effect on all levels of the Soviet population, from soldier to statesman.  This 

strategic understanding, coupled with Stalin’s non-subtle “motivation” to Baibakov 

personally drove him to accomplish this feat. 

Baibakov displayed acute judgment, no doubt influenced by the input of Red 

Army commanders of the joint North Caucasus Front, in deciding which wells and stocks 

to destroy or move, and when.  The second part of the task given him by Stalin was to 
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ensure that while no oil was to fall into the hands of the Germans, simultaneously no 

shortages were to be experienced by Soviet troops.  In this case where Comrade Stalin 

left Baibakov “no alternative,” the engineer managed to walk a fine line that 

accomplished both objectives. 

Some research has been done to counter the absolute claims of the Soviets that not 

one drop of oil found its way into German vehicles.  In discussing Operation Blau in his 

book “The Prize” Daniel Yergin recounts that when the Germans did make it to Maikop, 

the fifteen thousand or so members of their Technical Oil Brigade were effectively 

stymied in their effort to negotiate the mess of the wrecked infrastructure left behind by 

the Soviets under Baibakov.  They were able, however, to produce a measly seventy 

barrels per day for a short while from a few of the Maikop wells, by no means a measure 

of success for the operation, but enough to poke a small hole in the Soviet claim.29  For 

Baibakov, the fact that Stalin never heard of this admittedly small German 

accomplishment was a very good thing.  

Baibakov's poise, sound judgment and effort was rewarded in 1944, when Stalin 

approved the  Order of Lenin for Baibakov for his service to the Soviet Union, and then 

promoted him to the post of  People’s Commissar of Oil.  In “From Stalin to Yeltsin,” he 

claims that the promotion was a complete surprise to him.  The following is his 

recollection of the fateful meeting with Stalin: 

Now imagine, I stand and consider it, but he is standing on a ladder back to me, 
well worth it, something to read ... Stalin slowly turned around and put the book 
back. 
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“Oh, Baibako, young man,” slowly pulling it (he called me ‘Baibako’ he acted 
friendly, with some endearing arrangement). He repeated in a little more official 
tone: 
 
“Sit down, Comrade Baibakov, please, over there.” 
 
He went down with a ladder and shook my hand and smoking a pipe, began to 
walk around the office. 
 
"Comrade Baibakov, we assign you commissar of the oil industry.”30 
 

Baibakov then recounts how he sat there, stunned, thinking of the several men 

senior to him in his bureaucracy, of his young age (only 33 years old at the time), and of 

what he himself considered his own paltry experience to bring to the enormous 

responsibility of the post.  Mindful not only of protocol, but also with awareness of the 

gravity of his situation, Baibakov protested: "Comrade Stalin, but that before now no one 

even asked if I could ask?”31  Baibakov wanted to make it clear to everyone in the chain 

between him and Stalin, and especially Stalin, that he knew better than to jump the chain 

of command. 

The resulting exchange between Baibakov and Stalin sealed the deal for the 

promotion: 

“Comrade Baibakov, we know quite well the personnel in your department, know 

who and where to assign. You are a Communist, and should remember this ...” 

 

The conversation turned to the problems of the oil industry. 

 

“You know that oil is the soul of military equipment?” 
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"Comrade Stalin,” confirming, I said, “it's not only the soul of military equipment, 

but also the entire economy.”32   

 

Stalin agreed with Baibakov’s answers, and with this interview, Baibakov was 

invested, at a very young age, with personal responsibility for the “soul” of the war effort 

(significantly, an existential war effort for the Soviets).  Not only was he now responsible 

for fuel for the war, but what he considered the “soul” of the entire Soviet economy.  Of 

course it mattered not that Baibakov held this view, but that Stalin did also.  Stalin 

expected Baibakov to aggressively pursue his duties with a drive informed by that fact.  

Baibakov did not disappoint. 
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CHAPTER 2: AFTER THE WAR 

As was the case for nearly all of the combatant countries of the Second World War, 

the Soviet Union had a difficult recovery to embark on in 1945.  The country had lost some 

20 million of its citizens in the war, most of them civilians, and the majority of the 

European parts of the USSR saw sustained heavy fighting and occupation for many years.  

Key areas of concern to the bulk of the Soviet people immediately after the war were very 

basic: food and housing.  While Stalin's post-war objectives did include recovery, the rate 

of recovery in terms of food and housing in the years after the war indicate that those 

objectives were somewhere behind his foreign policy aims in terms of priority.  The 

recovery of energy production, which took a big hit in the course of the war, would be 

necessary to Stalin's effort to exploit victory over the Nazis for geo-strategic advantage 

over the West.  In a centrally planned command economy, dominated by political 

priorities, and foreign policy concerns first, the stage was set for considerable tension. 

The demobilization of tens of millions of Soviet soldiers after the war, combined 

with the movement throughout the country of internally displaced peoples brought on a 

serious shortage in housing.  This shortage was slowly addressed, but not given the priority 

many expected.  As late as 1956, tens of thousands of Soviet families were effectively 

without housing, mostly in areas which had been occupied by the Nazis or saw heavy 

combat during the war.33  

The situation for agricultural production was even worse.  In the years after the 

war, food shortages were frequent, and complications due to rationing policies and poor 

harvest years led to great suffering for the Soviet population.  In 1946-1947, one of the 
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worst famines in Soviet history hit in the wake of a poor harvest, and was exacerbated by 

the regime's insistence on exporting grain to Western Europe.34  

Despite these hardships, however, the people of the USSR held felt pride at having 

won the war.  As if it were a manifestation of all of the pre-war propaganda about the 

Soviet system's superiority in all things, the victory over the Nazis proved to them that the 

impossible could really be attained.  Objectively, it was an entirely improbable victory.  By 

any militarily competent assessment, the Soviets should not have won, but did so with 

sheer numbers and selfless audacity against an enemy possessing technical and tactical 

superiority.  In many ways, the victory seemed to vindicate the system and its ruler, even 

while many Soviet citizens grew cynically impatient in the face of shortages.    

The successful conclusion of the war gave Stalin a means of cementing himself as 

not simply the leader of the Soviet Union, but as an icon of its self-perceived limitless 

capacity for accomplishment.  Stalin's force of personality was also strongly felt by those 

who worked in his direct sphere.  In an interview filmed by the BBC for their 2008 

television production “World War II: Behind Closed Doors,” Nikolai Baibakov recounts 

the July 1942 meeting with Stalin recounted in Chapter 1 and concludes: "He made a very 

big impression on me."35  The rise of the cult of Stalin in the post-war years could only 

intensify such an impression.  Baibakov’s own individual experience with Stalin’s brand of 

leadership could have reflected the attitudes of the millions of Soviets who fought against 

Hitler’s armies.   Stalin had expected Baibakov to do the impossible on pain of certain 
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death by execution, and Baibakov had done it, proving that the motivation provided by 

Stalin, if not genuinely inspirational, had been the deciding factor in winning the war. 

But the successful end of the war with Nazism did not by any means lead to an end 

to the strategic competition or adversarial relations with the West.  Having experienced 

such a close call with the Battle of the Caucasus, Stalin was keen to prevent the possibility 

of an oil shortage in any potential future conflict.  In 1946, with much of the Caucasus oil 

infrastructure in slow recovery, Stalin entertained the idea of seizing terrain in Iran for the 

purpose of securing the capacity for more oil production.  Daniel Yergin recounts this brief 

episode by describing how Stalin interrogated Baibakov on the question of the sagging 

production from the Caucasus fields immediately after the war.  The implication was that if 

Baibakov could not get the desired level of production out of the fields that the USSR 

possessed, then there was the possibility of securing more fields in Iran.  Indeed, Soviet 

soldiers were occupying territory in northern Iran, adjacent to Azerbaijan, until the late 

spring of 1946.36  Byron King, in his obituary of Baibakov, claims that it was in fact 

Baibakov who dissuaded Stalin from invading Iran that year by convincing him that more 

oil could be found and exploited in Siberia.37 

As head of the oil ministry during those years, Baibakov, in his effort to contribute 

materially to the post-war recovery, did in fact supervise a steady increase in oil 

production.  In 1946, Soviet production of oil stood at 21.7 million metric tons, allowing 

for the export of half a million metric tons.  Compared with US production for the same 

year at 237 million metric tons, the Soviets achieved 5.1 percent of the US annual 

production total.  By 1955, when Baibakov left the ministry for his new posting at the 

Russian republican Gosplan, the Soviets produced 70.8 million metric tons, allowing them 
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to export 8 million metric tons.  In comparison with the production total from the same 

year in the US (339 million metric tons), the Soviets had raised the proportion to 24 

percent.38  This reflects a more than tripling of production over the ten years of the post-

war recovery. 

Working under Stalin after the war was not as immediately or broadly dangerous as 

before the war, but it had its stresses nonetheless.  Baibakov recounts a particular post-war 

encounter with his boss at the time, Lavrentii Beria.  One evening his wife, Klavdia 

Andreyevna, answered a late night phone call from Beria.  He demanded to speak with 

Baibakov to instruct him to fly immediately to a remote oil facility in Ufa, where there had 

just been a very destructive accident.  The assessment and initial response to this accident 

required Baibakov’s supervision.  When she told Beria that Baibakov had a very bad case 

of the flu, he yelled through the phone that he should put on some galoshes and get on his 

way.  Given Beria’s reputation as the former head of the secret police, Baibakov did as he 

was told.39  

In the post-war years, Stalin kept the party elites in line by maintaining a high 

degree of uncertainty about the inner circle power relationships at the top, and by shuffling 

those elites amongst many different positions and ministries. (Gorlizki, 9) While this was 

the case for those at the very top of Stalin's ruling circle, it is interesting to note that further 

down the chain, one exception to this trend was Nikolai Baibakov.  Having been promoted 

to the position of the head of the oil ministry by Stalin in the fall of 1944 (after the war, 

Stalin exhibited a preference to move away from the use of the title "commissars" in favor 

of "ministers"), Baibakov stayed in this position until well after Stalin's death.  It was not 
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until 1955 that he changed jobs.  In that year, Nikita Khrushchev named him as the head of 

Gosplan for the Russian Soviet Republic, a position he would hold until 1957. 

Nikita Khrushchev was a reform minded leader of the USSR.  Following Stalin's 

death in March 1953, the relatively quick and quiet succession struggle that followed saw 

Khrushchev emerge as the new leader of the USSR.  The dismantling of the Gulag system 

and the rehabilitation of its prisoners began, albeit at a slow and carefully managed pace.  

Economic reforms were also on his agenda, primarily in relation to the nature of the 

centralization of the planned economy.  While Khrushchev had no overt desire to see the 

economic direction of the USSR go into a decentralized capitalist free fall, he did have it in 

mind to push more economic leverage down to the republican levels.   

Throughout the timeframe of Baibakov's tenure at the Russian Gosplan, 

Khrushchev implemented reforms in the economic planning and policy making realms 

which consistently took power and authority away from Moscow and pushed it to lower 

and more localized levels.  The pinnacle of Khrushchev's economic reforms, his most 

ambitious attempt, came in May of 1957 when he effectively eliminated the central 

economic ministries and replaced them with over one hundred Sovnarkozy (Councils of 

the National Economy).  In doing so, he effectively eliminated Baibakov's job from 

underneath him.40  In recounting this episode, Baibakov claims that he counseled against 

the move when Khrushchev asked his opinion.41  

With this in mind, it is understandable that Nikolai Baibakov is considered to have 

been the head of Gosplan for the USSR for twenty-two years, instead of just twenty, which 

would be technically correct.  Under Khrushchev, Baibakov was essentially the chief 
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economic planner, providing essential direction for the overall USSR by virtue of the 

primacy of the Russo-centric nature of the union.  But his title was that of head of Gosplan 

for the Russian Soviet Socialist Republic alone.  So although Baibakov was hand-picked to 

lead the biggest economy in the union, and therefore to direct the overall union priorities 

and allocation balances, he was technically not in an all-union post.  This was entirely 

consistent with Khrushchev's concept, allowing the party, with him as its head, to remain 

in control, but to limit the potential of any one all-union government agency to gain too 

much power or to succumb to "departmentalism." 

Following his two year long tenure as the head of Gosplan for the Russian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Baibakov was selected by Khrushchev to fulfill various other positions 

of economic consequence within the government.  In 1957 he was transferred to a similar 

position under Khrushchev’s new structure, and then in 1958, he was reassigned to chair 

the regional Sovnarkoz for Krasnodar and the North Caucasus region.  He remained in this 

position for five years, during which time he recalls working on many issues in the region’s 

economic profile, including coal mining and agriculture, with Khrushchev pushing him 

with his characteristic excitability on the need for greater increases in the production of 

sugar and corn. 

When, in 1963, Khrushchev informed him that his next assignment would be the 

ministry of chemistry, Baibakov resisted.  This made absolutely no sense to him.  He told 

Khrushchev that he would go where he was needed, but that as an oil engineer, he did not 

have direct experience in chemistry.  Khrushchev’s answer was simply that if Baibakov 
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could learn about sugar to be effective as a Sovnarkoz chairman, then surely chemistry 

would be feasible for him as well.42  By 1964, Baibakov was very pleased to be reassigned 

to the oil ministry under a reemerging Gosplan.   

In 1964, Khrushchev was ousted in a relatively quiet and peaceful political 

upheaval.  Finally, in August 1965, the new General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev, along 

with Alexei Kosygin, brought Nikolai Baibakov to the Kremlin to inform him of their 

decision to make him the head of Gosplan for the USSR.43  
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CHAPTER 3: GOSPLAN CHIEF UNDER BREZHNEV 

 

 In 1965, Nikolai Baibakov was once again installed as the head of Gosplan, this 

time at the all-union level.  From this point, Baibakov could be considered head of the 

highest central economic planning organ of the USSR.  It is for this office, and especially 

the longevity of his tenure in it, that Nikolai Baibakov is best known as a member of the 

Soviet political elite and champion of centralized planning in the Soviet command 

economy.  As mentioned earlier, Baibakov served in this position for twenty consecutive 

years, most of which time Leonid Brezhnev was General Secretary.  It is therefore in the 

context of the Brezhnev era that Baibakov's role as central economic planner is best 

examined.   

 A necessary starting point for appreciating the unique and highly influential 

position that Baibakov held is to first explore the role of Gosplan, the responsibilities of 

the head of Gosplan, and the many pressures and influences acting upon the holder of this 

office and his subordinates.  Historical context is key to understanding what Gosplan 

meant to the economy of the USSR during this time.  As a result of the reaction to the 

Kosygin reforms, in 1965, just in time for Baibakov to return to his former post as the head 

of Gosplan, that organization enjoyed a substantial reconsolidating of authority.44  As 

mentioned in Chapter 2, Khrushchev had attempted to disperse the responsibilities and 

authorities of the agency in an attempt to combat “departmentalism.”   

 The role of Gosplan in the Soviet hierarchy was both to plan demand and allocate 

resources for all aspects of the economy, but especially for the "commanding heights," 
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which of course included the oil industry.  The basic vehicle for accomplishing this, 

theoretically, was the composition of five year plans and the supervision of their execution.  

By establishing a projection for demand in a given sector of the economy, Gosplan was 

informing pertinent ministries of their role, and the ministries in turn could lobby Gosplan 

for changes by suggesting revisions in their given plan targets.  In discussing the 

conceptual formula for the development of a generic five-year plan, Alec Nove describes 

the relationship between Gosplan and subordinate ministries and industries: 

At the same time, a flow of information, requests, and proposals reaches Gosplan 
from many organizations.  Ministries press their own industry's interests and 
development schemes.  Ministries and managers provide a flow of zayavki 
(applications for inputs) which, as we shall see, are a key feature of the current-
planning process.45  

 

 From this, it is apparent that the formulation of economic policy, which in the 

Soviet case includes the prioritization and allocation of resources, is a product of a kind of 

collaboration between the resource provider (Gosplan) and the production target agents 

(industries and the ministries which oversaw them).  This is not to suggest, however, that 

Gosplan was not the final arbiter of adjustments to a five-year plan.  Without initiative 

from, and approval by Gosplan, no industry could effectively alter its output requirements.  

Since resources were controlled and distributed in accordance with centrally planned 

output requirements, Gosplan was the key institution in the matter: 

Indeed Gosplan stands at a nodal point of the entire system, since little can be done 
in any sector or by any ministry that does not have some material requirements 
calling for allocation or reallocation of a resource, and so for a redrafting of some 
plan or balance involving Gosplan.46   
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 In any human endeavor, a plan rarely escapes significant change in the course of 

coming into contact with reality, which necessitates adjustment.  In most political systems, 

economic realities, especially domestic ones, can and tend to have an impact on political 

realities and especially on short-term political goals.  One need only refer to the many 

political upheavals in the twentieth century (many of which were non-violent) that were 

the result of high unemployment rates or out of control inflation.  In the Soviet system, this 

was not necessarily the case.   

Especially under Stalin, domestic economic realities had little bearing on political 

goals.  The famines in 1933 and 1947 were both exacerbated by the political goals of rapid 

industrialization or recovery from war, which required the capital obtained by the export of 

grain, which was sorely needed for domestic consumption.  Under Stalin, political goals 

dictated domestic economic reality.  Here it is important to note that many in the Soviet 

elite during the Brezhnev era believed that Stalin had done what was necessary to prepare 

for, and win, an existential war, and so the fundamental worldview was not questioned.  

William Thompson elaborates on this theme when discussing the basic conservatism of the 

Brezhnev era elite: 

The ageing of the leadership could not but reduce the scope for introducing new 
blood- and new ideas...Their formative political experiences were the upheavals of 
the 1930s, which had forged the Soviet system and which had offered many of 
them stunning opportunities for upward social mobility, and the Second World 
War, which seemed to vindicate Stalin's policies of the previous decade and thus to 
demonstrate the essential soundness of the system.  This in itself would have 
tended to introduce a conservative bias into their outlook.47   
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  In this case, a "conservative bias" could be considered the institutionalization of the 

political-economic relationship, in favor of the political, which took root under Stalin.  

This institutionalization was a function of the victory over the Nazis, which was, from both 

the aggressor’s intent and the defender’s perspective, an existential war waged by a western 

power against both communism and Slavdom.  The validating effect of this victory should 

not be underestimated in hindsight.  Having accomplished victory in what could be 

considered the most extreme and gruesome example of the Clausewitzean concept of total 

war, it seems understandable that this generation of Soviet leaders would have wanted to 

stick with what worked.  Simply put, what had worked under pressure was Stalin's 

prioritization of political goals over economic realities. 

 So it is apparent that an institutional bias was in place during Baibakov's tenure 

which advocated the continuation of the concept of political-economic relationship largely 

in favor of the political.  Therefore an important aspect to the particular role of Gosplan in 

Soviet economic policy-making was the force exerted on it by the Politburo.  In the Soviet 

system, political priorities informed all other priorities; the political strategy of the state 

necessarily must have been reflected in the economic strategy of the state planning organ, 

Gosplan.  As it happens, there was little that Baibakov or anyone in Gosplan could do 

about that relationship, even had they wanted to: 

The official in Gosplan whose task it is to ensure that the iron-ore mining and steel-
making plans are internally coherent is a specialist technician, no more "political" 
than is the input-output table that he is using.  Yet, plainly, political choices are 
being made: on overall economic priorities, on the level of expenditures on 
housing, steelworks, submarines, secondary education, industrial location, the price 
of meat, wage differentials, etc.  It is within these basic political-strategic or 
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"macro" decisions that technical-economic choices are made in the Non-ferrous 
Metallurgy Ministry or in iron-ore mining.48   

 

Or, for that matter, in the hydrocarbons industry.  Herein lays a persistent problem for any 

central planner.  If the political priorities of the state dictate a particular enterprise in a 

given industrial sector, then resources will be allocated for that priority.  Determining the 

potentially infinite resources required to meet the material demands of the enterprise, 

however, is a practical impossibility.  Nove provides a hypothetical example in the oil 

industry: 

Suppose it is decided to expand the output of the oil industry in Siberia.  This 
decision calls for certain material inputs: machinery and equipment, road-making 
machines and materials, large-diameter pipe, perhaps a new railway line, houses for 
the workers, and so on.  But all of these impose 'indirect' requirements on the rest 
of the economy: equipment, pipe, and railway lines require steel, which in turn 
requires iron ore, coking coal, probably additional investments which in turn 
require building materials, machines (which require more steel), fuel (including 
still more oil), means of transport, which in turn require...and so on.  Needless to 
say the process of planning is not confined to the consequences of a decision to 
increase the output of oil, which is itself a response to requirements identified in the 
Soviet economy and outside it.  The new techniques, plus hard experience, have 
helped the Soviet planners to take the material-input implications of their own 
decisions more fully into account.  However, errors and omissions inevitably occur, 
and amendments have constantly to be made, as bottlenecks emerge.  The process 
is never completed.49  

 As is apparent from Nove's hypothetical example, the decision to undertake a major 

enterprise, reflecting a political priority, has innumerable secondary consequences for the 

resource base which must meet the new demand.  Furthermore, the unseen and unintended 

impact on other sectors of the economy will require adjustment to the overall five-year 

plan, to either the benefit or the detriment of competing enterprises (which may even 

reflect competing or changing political priorities) whether in terms of timeline, scale, 
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quality, or efficiency.  One could see how these effects might conceivably be contained or 

mitigated given the insularity of the Soviet economy:  

For the multithousand list of commodities must be produced by many thousands of 
enterprises, and each of them must in the end receive an instruction telling it what it 
must produce.  Furthermore, the productive process always involves inputs which 
must be provided by other enterprises, since industrial production is a joint effort 
by numerous sectors and productive units: materials, fuel, components, transport 
facilities, spare parts, typically originate in a large number of other productive 
units.  Their plans must include the specific requirements of their customers, and in 
fact most Soviet industrial concerns produce for other Soviet enterprises.50  

 

 From this, it is clear that in the case of the oil and natural gas industry, which has as 

a major component exports for the purpose of gaining hard currency or technological 

imports, there is a kind of zero-sum decision cycle, with directed allocation of resources 

from the domestically oriented industrial sector to the foreign oriented one.  And it is well 

established that the oil and natural gas industry in the USSR was oriented in a way that had 

foreign export as an important consideration.  As described by Marshall Goldman, the 

USSR employed three levels of downstream priority for its petroleum production: 

The first priority was to provide for domestic needs.  The next was to use 
petroleum exports to generate the money needed to pay for the Soviet Union's and 
Eastern Europe's hard currency imports from the capitalist world.  Anything extra 
available for export could then be used to promote the state's political goals.51  

If most Soviet industry was oriented towards sustaining other Soviet industries, and the 

economy was largely insular, but still needed hard currency, then it stands to reason that 

resource allocation would have been routinely decided in favor of the oil industry over 

others.  If one considers that a “profit” of sorts accrues to the state from the export of oil, 
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then it would be in the state’s political interest to keep that industry resourced, even at the 

expense of domestic economic needs.  More importantly, however, the measures of 

effectiveness for Soviet economic planners like Baibakov and his political leaders had little 

in common with western concepts of economic principles: 

The rejection of market prices and market relations meant that Soviet planners 
effectively had no meaningful way of assessing the actual or potential gains from 
trade.  Nor were policy-makers interested in the gains from trade in the sense that 
an economist in a market system would understand the term.  On the contrary, self-
sufficiency remained a key value.  Trade with the Soviet Union's satellites and 
allies was pursued chiefly with a view to fostering greater integration for political 
reasons, while trade with the West was largely about securing goods and 
technologies that the USSR could not produce on its own-especially investment 
goods that would further increase self-sufficiency in the long run.52  

 

 The centrally planned command economy of the Soviet Union could be considered 

to have been “profitable” in terms of providing fuel for political objectives, especially in 

foreign policy.  Self-sufficiency, and the insularity it fostered, was a key measure of 

effectiveness for the Soviet economic worldview (self-sufficiency, or insularity, was in 

effect an economic representation of the familiar Russo-Soviet concept of buffer-zone 

defense-in-depth).  But even with this as a measure of effectiveness, there were systemic 

problems which hindered progress in general.  In describing the relative effectiveness of 

the centrally-planned economic system of the Brezhnev era, Thompson argues that: 

It was at its best when directed towards a single overriding goal, to which all other 
concerns were clearly subordinate – hence it’s fairly impressive performance 
during the Second World War.  Its major weaknesses mirrored (this) strength.  
While relatively successful as an engine of “extensive” growth, based on factor 
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mobilization, the system was singularly ill suited to “intensive” growth, based on 
increasing the efficiency with which the factors of production were employed.53  

 

 Given the ingrained conservative bias of the Brezhnev era elite, including 

Baibakov, and the corporately imprinted nostalgia for winning the Great Patriotic War 

against all odds with Stalinist policies of acute state control of the economy and of 

natural resources in particular, the Stalinist proclivity towards accomplishing economic 

goals through “shock work” surges would have seemed consistent with the patterns of 

progress, as defined by victory in the war.  This makes some sense.  After all, efficiency 

in any sense has ever been scarce as a characteristic of attrition warfare. 

 Here, it is interesting to note that in “From Stalin to Yeltsin” Baibakov recounts 

many events during his tenure as head of Gosplan which were dominated by agricultural 

considerations.  This was a predominantly domestic economic concern, yet it was 

continually welling up as a serious priority for the Soviet people, regardless of the foreign 

policy priorities of the state.  It is as if the more the Soviets tried to manage their 

economy from a central perspective, and focused on the political priorities in relation to 

the “commanding heights,” the more they had to focus on maintaining their own 

agricultural ability to sustain their domestic demands for food and thus meet the needs of 

their people. 
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Chapter 4: Legacy 

 

 The circumstances under which Nikolai Baibakov found himself embarking on 

what he considered early retirement in 1985 were not particularly to his liking.  In the 

months prior to his dismissal from his post at Gosplan, Baibakov recounts that he was able 

to do little more than fulfill a task as a board member on the anti-alcoholism campaign 

which Gorbachev initiated upon taking office.54  As a national leader, Gorbachev 

represented a younger generation than had been in control of the party and the government 

for the preceding decades, and he wanted advisors who reflected that generational shift.  

Baibakov had to go.   

With the arrival in power of Gorbachev and his generation in 1985, Baibakov was 
removed from high office, and although he was never publicly disgraced or 
dishonored, Baibakov had to satisfy his appetite for status with purely figurehead 
jobs, such as president of the board of trustees of the Gubkin Russian State 
University of Oil and Gas, and chairman of the All-Russian Association of Drilling 
and Service Contractors.55 

 

After stepping down from Gosplan, Baibakov held a seat in the Central Committee until 

1987.  It was at this point that he finally fully retired from government service.   

 His retirement activities also included the Russian Academy of Sciences, where he 

was very active in the oil department.  Following the break-up of the Soviet Union, in 1993 

Baibakov become the president of the Society for Russian-Azerbaijani Friendship.  He was 

quite happy to have this position in retirement, for he maintained strong feelings of 

endearment for the newly independent republic.  His personal ties to Azerbaijan were not 

simply because it was the location of his birth.  More important to him was the fact that he 
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had learned the oil industry there, that during the war the vast majority of the fuel for 

Soviet forces had come from there, and that he gained his rise in government service from 

his early employment and wartime actions in the region.56  

 During his time at Gosplan under Brezhnev, Baibakov travelled abroad frequently 

on state business.  These trips usually focused on helping aspiring socialist countries build 

their centralized economies, and often to fill an advisory role in the development of their 

oil resources under such a system.  In 1971, Fidel Castro asked Brezhnev to send someone 

to help in such matters in Cuba, and he specifically asked for Baibakov because of his 

background in oil, specific experiences during the war, and long tenure in economic 

matters for the Soviet government.57  Throughout the late 1980s and 1990s, Baibakov 

maintained his connection with Castro and the oil and economic advisory role that began 

in the early 1970s. 

 Many other opportunities to represent the Soviet Union presented themselves over 

the course of his Gosplan tenure.  State visits to India, Iran, Japan, Vietnam, and Mongolia 

were also part of his job.  In these visits, his purpose was to offer advice on either 

centralized planning or oil extraction and exploitation, or sometimes both.  In his 

autobiography, he counts it as a singular point of pride that he was in a position to 

represent the first socialist government in history to all of these nations, many of which 

aspired to the perceived accomplishments of developed socialism in the USSR.58  

 Having guided the Soviet economy for more than two decades as the chief central 

planner, Baibakov saw its crumbling under Yeltsin's privatization campaign as a terrible 
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injustice.  One of his criticisms sharply attacked the incompetence of the attempted 

transformation: 

The capitalist economy grows and becomes stronger with the accumulation and 
appropriation of surplus value; we also started with privatization, the redistribution 
of the final product- money, wealth.  And such an economy as ours, unlike a 
western model, cannot work to create wealth.  And that is because it is not even a 
private capitalist system; it is essentially feudal, semi-criminal.59  

 

 His perspective on the virtues of a command economy with centralized planning 

only stiffened in his waning years.  In a 2001 interview with Reuters, he argued that "the 

market and private initiative are the wind in the sail, but the plan and planning are the 

rudder which guide the ship of the economy to its goal."60  

 Several interviews in recent years reflect his persistent faith in centralized planning.  

One such interview, conducted in the course of a study on late Soviet-era elites, describes 

how dogmatically he held onto this faith: 

Others still (such as Baibakov) found it difficult to adjust to changing realities: 
asked about the economic results of the Brezhnev years, his response was entirely 
in terms of the "advantages of the system of developed socialism."61 

 

In another interview, a British correspondent who interviewed Baibakov noted that “He 

never reconciled himself to the reforms of the post-Soviet years, though he did remark, 

when Putin came to power, that he foresaw a return of the role of the state in the economy 

and a steady, if slow, improvement.”62 
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 On March 31, 2008, Nikolai Baibakov passed away in Moscow at the age of 97.  

While he lived to see the end of the USSR and the ignoble and turbulent period of 

privatization under Yeltsin in the 1990s, he also lived to see the resurgence of the Russian 

oil industry in the first decade of the 21st century.  He lived to see not simply a cyclical 

resurgence of the oil industry after another political calamity followed by a sharp economic 

crisis, but a recovery in which many of his economic principles were applied to actively 

consolidate authority and terminal control of the industry by the state.  The process began 

with a new president for the Russian Federation. 

 In 1999, President Boris Yeltsin named Vladimir Putin as the new prime minister 

for the Russian Federation ahead of the upcoming presidential election.  This was 

considered by many at the time as Yeltsin's naming of his successor.  The initiation of the 

second war in Chechnya and its popular support helped bolster Putin's political standing, 

paving the way for his election to the post of president in March of 2000. 

 One of President Putin’s main efforts during his first term was the rebuilding of the 

economy with the help of the Russian oil industry.  This industry had been largely 

privatized during Yeltsin’s tenure, as opposed to the natural gas industry, which had 

remained in the hands of the state.  The challenge for Putin and his government would be 

to rein in the economic victors of privatization, the oligarchs.  The most extreme example 

of this strategy is found in the arrest and imprisonment of Mikhail Khodorkovskiy in 2003, 

also known as the Yukos Affair. 
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 Some scholars have asserted that the seeds of Putin’s policy formulation can be 

seen in his dissertation on economic recovery in 1997.  Unfortunately, the thesis is 

unavailable, having been declared classified material shortly after his appointment as prime 

minister in 1999.  Nonetheless, some research has shown that there are elements of 

continuity between Putin’s academic work in the 1990s and his state-centric policies 

towards the energy industry in particular as president of the Russian Federation. 

In his essay about the Putin dissertation, Harley Balzer identifies several strains of 

thought which are certainly congruent with Nikolai Baibakov's thinking about the 

necessary role of the government in the economy, more specifically in relation to the 

“commanding heights”, and in particular, the natural resource sector.  Without delving into 

the details of Khodorkovskiy’s arrest and the Yukos Affair, Balzer explores the question of 

whether the extraordinary actions of the Russian state with Yukos were indicative of an 

emerging trend towards more centralization or not.  He starts off by asserting that the 

primary cause of the state’s actions in 2003 had at its core the question of the relationship 

between economic and political priorities, and “… that plans to sell a major stake in Yukos 

to a multinational oil company would have constrained the Russian state’s ability to exert a 

dominant influence in Russia’s oil industry.”63  He goes on to assert that  

…the political and economic circumstances of the Yukos affair are unlikely to be 
repeated in quite the same way.  But if another major challenge to state control of 
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the ‘commanding heights’ of Russia’s energy sector were to materialize, the 
government would not hesitate to intervene decisively.64  

 

Even if the extreme circumstances of the Yukos Affair are unlikely to be repeated, the 

precedent was set, and the drive towards more centralized control of the energy sector was 

underway. 

 In 2003, the Russian Minister of Defense, Sergey Ivanov, asserted the importance 

of the state to “restore order” following the privatization debacle of the 1990s, and that a 

major step in that direction would be for the state to take a dominant role in the energy 

sector.  Furthermore, “The defense minister went on to claim that all of the current oil 

extraction in Russia is a result of Soviet exploration work: the USSR made enormous 

investments that are now the source of large profits for private companies.”65  The fact that 

these kinds of comments were coming from a minister of defense could imply a belief on 

the part of Putin and his senior advisors that the energy industry has a national security 

component to it, which would necessitate state control. 

 In analyzing the 1999 article by Putin on economic recovery for Russia, Balzer 

summarizes Putin’s policy trajectory in a way that seems to indicate a return to the 

political-economic relationship which existed under Gosplan during Baibakov’s tenure and 

before: 

In sum, Mr. Putin emphasizes the importance of the resource sector for Russia’s 
economic and geostrategic revival; notes the need for mixed forms of property 
without specifying the optimal mix; asserts the primacy of state interests; and 
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advocates fostering large, vertically integrated ‘national champions’ that behave in 
accord with those interests.66  
 
 

If Baibakov held the view that the state should exercise a decisive role (one might say a 

“visible” hand) in guiding the direction of the economy, it seems clear that the same 

mindset has guided the Putin policy approach.  This seems especially to be the case in the 

oil and natural gas industries, where clearly Putin has made state control of those sectors a 

priority of his administrations.  While the Dmitry Medvedev presidency has not seen as 

aggressive an approach to asserting state control over economic interests, there is little to 

suggest that the 20th century trend will not continue in this century. 

 
 Mr. Putin has stated in his writings that he views oil and natural gas as the primary 

pillars of the Russian economy for at least the first half of the 21st century.67  So long as he 

continues to hold office or have substantial influence in the Russian government, this 

policy perspective will likely remain in effect.  Just as in the Soviet era, political priorities 

will drive economic priorities in Russia in this century.  The political priorities seem to 

have remained consistent: self-sufficiency, foreign relations oriented on the creation and 

maintenance buffers, and the perspective of energy resources being a national security 

issue for Russia. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

Like so many other Soviet citizens of his generation, Nikolai Baibakov's 

experiences during the Great Patriotic War had a formative impact on him, which 

doubtless shaped his motivations and decisions in his subsequent career as an economic 

statesman of the USSR.  Having held such key and influential positions over the course of 

the majority of the life-span of the USSR, clearly Baibakov had a significant influence on 

the course of its economic, and by extension, social development over those years. 

 The contributions that Nikolai Baibakov made to the Soviet Union in his roles in 

government have earned him esteem and honors from citizens of the former USSR, and 

especially from Russians.  In 1997, a transport ship was renamed in his honor.68    The 

100th anniversary of Baibakov's birth was celebrated in March of 2011 in Moscow.  His 

granddaughter acted as MC, and the commemoration took the form of the opening of a 

new exhibit spanning his life and career, for which she is the curator.69  Among other 

dignitaries from the government and oil industry, the event was attended by the Azeri 

ambassador to the Russian federation, who recounted the many ways in which Baibkov 

contributed to the economic progress of the USSR, and particularly to the enduring 

infrastructure of the oil industry in Azerbaijan.70 

 Byron King was highly complementary of Baibakov in the online obituary he wrote 

in 2008: 

Russian oil production almost quadrupled in the late 1940s and into the 1950s. 
Through it all, Baibakov pushed for massive investment in the hydrocarbon 
industry. He argued that energy was the backbone of the Soviet Union’s planned 
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economy. Indeed, Baibakov was a man who fueled the Soviet Union and — both 
directly and indirectly — shaped the modern world.71 

 

 But perhaps the biggest honor paid to Baibakov has been an ideological one.  The 

aggressive reconsolidating of authority over the oil industry undertaken by President Putin 

in the first decade of the 21st century can be seen as a confirmation of Baibakov's faith in 

centralized economic planning. 

Towards the end of his life, and since his passing, Baibakov has been nostalgically 

referred to as the knight of centralized planning, and by extension, of the command 

economy principles of the USSR.72   Such a title can be seen as a reflection of the nostalgic 

perception of Baibakov as a kind of martyr for the true faith of the system; his professional 

martyrdom a last sacrifice in defiance of the drive towards the ultimately unsuccessful 

perestroika of Gorbachev.   

What is evident now is that centralized planning, and personalities that propagated 

it during the Soviet era, were the key elements of the ideological and the structural features 

which shaped the Russian economy.  Instead of being discredited, many of these political-

economic ideas have regained credibility in the Russian policy-making circles in the first 

decade of the current century.   
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	Baibakov's poise, sound judgment and effort was rewarded in 1944, when Stalin approved the  Order of Lenin for Baibakov for his service to the Soviet Union, and then promoted him to the post of  People’s Commissar of Oil.  In “From Stalin to Yeltsin,”...
	Now imagine, I stand and consider it, but he is standing on a ladder back to me, well worth it, something to read ... Stalin slowly turned around and put the book back.
	“Oh, Baibako, young man,” slowly pulling it (he called me ‘Baibako’ he acted friendly, with some endearing arrangement). He repeated in a little more official tone:
	“Sit down, Comrade Baibakov, please, over there.”
	He went down with a ladder and shook my hand and smoking a pipe, began to walk around the office.
	"Comrade Baibakov, we assign you commissar of the oil industry.”29F
	Baibakov then recounts how he sat there, stunned, thinking of the several men senior to him in his bureaucracy, of his young age (only 33 years old at the time), and of what he himself considered his own paltry experience to bring to the enormous resp...
	The resulting exchange between Baibakov and Stalin sealed the deal for the promotion:
	“Comrade Baibakov, we know quite well the personnel in your department, know who and where to assign. You are a Communist, and should remember this ...”
	The conversation turned to the problems of the oil industry.
	“You know that oil is the soul of military equipment?”
	"Comrade Stalin,” confirming, I said, “it's not only the soul of military equipment, but also the entire economy.”31F
	Stalin agreed with Baibakov’s answers, and with this interview, Baibakov was invested, at a very young age, with personal responsibility for the “soul” of the war effort (significantly, an existential war effort for the Soviets).  Not only was he now ...
	CHAPTER 2: AFTER THE WAR
	As was the case for nearly all of the combatant countries of the Second World War, the Soviet Union had a difficult recovery to embark on in 1945.  The country had lost some 20 million of its citizens in the war, most of them civilians, and the majori...
	The demobilization of tens of millions of Soviet soldiers after the war, combined with the movement throughout the country of internally displaced peoples brought on a serious shortage in housing.  This shortage was slowly addressed, but not given the...
	The situation for agricultural production was even worse.  In the years after the war, food shortages were frequent, and complications due to rationing policies and poor harvest years led to great suffering for the Soviet population.  In 1946-1947, on...
	Despite these hardships, however, the people of the USSR held felt pride at having won the war.  As if it were a manifestation of all of the pre-war propaganda about the Soviet system's superiority in all things, the victory over the Nazis proved to t...
	The successful conclusion of the war gave Stalin a means of cementing himself as not simply the leader of the Soviet Union, but as an icon of its self-perceived limitless capacity for accomplishment.  Stalin's force of personality was also strongly fe...
	But the successful end of the war with Nazism did not by any means lead to an end to the strategic competition or adversarial relations with the West.  Having experienced such a close call with the Battle of the Caucasus, Stalin was keen to prevent th...
	As head of the oil ministry during those years, Baibakov, in his effort to contribute materially to the post-war recovery, did in fact supervise a steady increase in oil production.  In 1946, Soviet production of oil stood at 21.7 million metric tons,...
	Working under Stalin after the war was not as immediately or broadly dangerous as before the war, but it had its stresses nonetheless.  Baibakov recounts a particular post-war encounter with his boss at the time, Lavrentii Beria.  One evening his wife...
	In the post-war years, Stalin kept the party elites in line by maintaining a high degree of uncertainty about the inner circle power relationships at the top, and by shuffling those elites amongst many different positions and ministries. (Gorlizki, 9)...
	Nikita Khrushchev was a reform minded leader of the USSR.  Following Stalin's death in March 1953, the relatively quick and quiet succession struggle that followed saw Khrushchev emerge as the new leader of the USSR.  The dismantling of the Gulag syst...
	Throughout the timeframe of Baibakov's tenure at the Russian Gosplan, Khrushchev implemented reforms in the economic planning and policy making realms which consistently took power and authority away from Moscow and pushed it to lower and more localiz...
	With this in mind, it is understandable that Nikolai Baibakov is considered to have been the head of Gosplan for the USSR for twenty-two years, instead of just twenty, which would be technically correct.  Under Khrushchev, Baibakov was essentially the...
	Following his two year long tenure as the head of Gosplan for the Russian Soviet Socialist Republic, Baibakov was selected by Khrushchev to fulfill various other positions of economic consequence within the government.  In 1957 he was transferred to a...
	When, in 1963, Khrushchev informed him that his next assignment would be the ministry of chemistry, Baibakov resisted.  This made absolutely no sense to him.  He told Khrushchev that he would go where he was needed, but that as an oil engineer, he did...
	In 1964, Khrushchev was ousted in a relatively quiet and peaceful political upheaval.  Finally, in August 1965, the new General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev, along with Alexei Kosygin, brought Nikolai Baibakov to the Kremlin to inform him of their decisi...
	CHAPTER 3: GOSPLAN CHIEF UNDER BREZHNEV
	In 1965, Nikolai Baibakov was once again installed as the head of Gosplan, this time at the all-union level.  From this point, Baibakov could be considered head of the highest central economic planning organ of the USSR.  It is for this office, and e...
	A necessary starting point for appreciating the unique and highly influential position that Baibakov held is to first explore the role of Gosplan, the responsibilities of the head of Gosplan, and the many pressures and influences acting upon the hold...
	The role of Gosplan in the Soviet hierarchy was both to plan demand and allocate resources for all aspects of the economy, but especially for the "commanding heights," which of course included the oil industry.  The basic vehicle for accomplishing th...
	At the same time, a flow of information, requests, and proposals reaches Gosplan from many organizations.  Ministries press their own industry's interests and development schemes.  Ministries and managers provide a flow of zayavki (applications for in...
	From this, it is apparent that the formulation of economic policy, which in the Soviet case includes the prioritization and allocation of resources, is a product of a kind of collaboration between the resource provider (Gosplan) and the production ta...
	Indeed Gosplan stands at a nodal point of the entire system, since little can be done in any sector or by any ministry that does not have some material requirements calling for allocation or reallocation of a resource, and so for a redrafting of some ...
	In any human endeavor, a plan rarely escapes significant change in the course of coming into contact with reality, which necessitates adjustment.  In most political systems, economic realities, especially domestic ones, can and tend to have an impact...
	Especially under Stalin, domestic economic realities had little bearing on political goals.  The famines in 1933 and 1947 were both exacerbated by the political goals of rapid industrialization or recovery from war, which required the capital obtained...
	The ageing of the leadership could not but reduce the scope for introducing new blood- and new ideas...Their formative political experiences were the upheavals of the 1930s, which had forged the Soviet system and which had offered many of them stunnin...
	In this case, a "conservative bias" could be considered the institutionalization of the political-economic relationship, in favor of the political, which took root under Stalin.  This institutionalization was a function of the victory over the Nazis...
	So it is apparent that an institutional bias was in place during Baibakov's tenure which advocated the continuation of the concept of political-economic relationship largely in favor of the political.  Therefore an important aspect to the particular ...
	The official in Gosplan whose task it is to ensure that the iron-ore mining and steel-making plans are internally coherent is a specialist technician, no more "political" than is the input-output table that he is using.  Yet, plainly, political choice...
	Or, for that matter, in the hydrocarbons industry.  Herein lays a persistent problem for any central planner.  If the political priorities of the state dictate a particular enterprise in a given industrial sector, then resources will be allocated for ...
	Suppose it is decided to expand the output of the oil industry in Siberia.  This decision calls for certain material inputs: machinery and equipment, road-making machines and materials, large-diameter pipe, perhaps a new railway line, houses for the w...
	As is apparent from Nove's hypothetical example, the decision to undertake a major enterprise, reflecting a political priority, has innumerable secondary consequences for the resource base which must meet the new demand.  Furthermore, the unseen and ...
	For the multithousand list of commodities must be produced by many thousands of enterprises, and each of them must in the end receive an instruction telling it what it must produce.  Furthermore, the productive process always involves inputs which mus...
	From this, it is clear that in the case of the oil and natural gas industry, which has as a major component exports for the purpose of gaining hard currency or technological imports, there is a kind of zero-sum decision cycle, with directed allocatio...
	The first priority was to provide for domestic needs.  The next was to use petroleum exports to generate the money needed to pay for the Soviet Union's and Eastern Europe's hard currency imports from the capitalist world.  Anything extra available for...
	If most Soviet industry was oriented towards sustaining other Soviet industries, and the economy was largely insular, but still needed hard currency, then it stands to reason that resource allocation would have been routinely decided in favor of the o...
	The rejection of market prices and market relations meant that Soviet planners effectively had no meaningful way of assessing the actual or potential gains from trade.  Nor were policy-makers interested in the gains from trade in the sense that an eco...
	The centrally planned command economy of the Soviet Union could be considered to have been “profitable” in terms of providing fuel for political objectives, especially in foreign policy.  Self-sufficiency, and the insularity it fostered, was a key me...
	It was at its best when directed towards a single overriding goal, to which all other concerns were clearly subordinate – hence it’s fairly impressive performance during the Second World War.  Its major weaknesses mirrored (this) strength.  While rela...
	Given the ingrained conservative bias of the Brezhnev era elite, including Baibakov, and the corporately imprinted nostalgia for winning the Great Patriotic War against all odds with Stalinist policies of acute state control of the economy and of nat...
	Here, it is interesting to note that in “From Stalin to Yeltsin” Baibakov recounts many events during his tenure as head of Gosplan which were dominated by agricultural considerations.  This was a predominantly domestic economic concern, yet it was c...
	Chapter 4: Legacy
	The circumstances under which Nikolai Baibakov found himself embarking on what he considered early retirement in 1985 were not particularly to his liking.  In the months prior to his dismissal from his post at Gosplan, Baibakov recounts that he was a...
	With the arrival in power of Gorbachev and his generation in 1985, Baibakov was removed from high office, and although he was never publicly disgraced or dishonored, Baibakov had to satisfy his appetite for status with purely figurehead jobs, such as ...
	After stepping down from Gosplan, Baibakov held a seat in the Central Committee until 1987.  It was at this point that he finally fully retired from government service.
	His retirement activities also included the Russian Academy of Sciences, where he was very active in the oil department.  Following the break-up of the Soviet Union, in 1993 Baibakov become the president of the Society for Russian-Azerbaijani Friends...
	During his time at Gosplan under Brezhnev, Baibakov travelled abroad frequently on state business.  These trips usually focused on helping aspiring socialist countries build their centralized economies, and often to fill an advisory role in the devel...
	Many other opportunities to represent the Soviet Union presented themselves over the course of his Gosplan tenure.  State visits to India, Iran, Japan, Vietnam, and Mongolia were also part of his job.  In these visits, his purpose was to offer advice...
	Having guided the Soviet economy for more than two decades as the chief central planner, Baibakov saw its crumbling under Yeltsin's privatization campaign as a terrible injustice.  One of his criticisms sharply attacked the incompetence of the attemp...
	The capitalist economy grows and becomes stronger with the accumulation and appropriation of surplus value; we also started with privatization, the redistribution of the final product- money, wealth.  And such an economy as ours, unlike a western mode...
	His perspective on the virtues of a command economy with centralized planning only stiffened in his waning years.  In a 2001 interview with Reuters, he argued that "the market and private initiative are the wind in the sail, but the plan and planning...
	Several interviews in recent years reflect his persistent faith in centralized planning.  One such interview, conducted in the course of a study on late Soviet-era elites, describes how dogmatically he held onto this faith:
	Others still (such as Baibakov) found it difficult to adjust to changing realities: asked about the economic results of the Brezhnev years, his response was entirely in terms of the "advantages of the system of developed socialism."60F
	In another interview, a British correspondent who interviewed Baibakov noted that “He never reconciled himself to the reforms of the post-Soviet years, though he did remark, when Putin came to power, that he foresaw a return of the role of the state i...
	On March 31, 2008, Nikolai Baibakov passed away in Moscow at the age of 97.  While he lived to see the end of the USSR and the ignoble and turbulent period of privatization under Yeltsin in the 1990s, he also lived to see the resurgence of the Russia...
	In 1999, President Boris Yeltsin named Vladimir Putin as the new prime minister for the Russian Federation ahead of the upcoming presidential election.  This was considered by many at the time as Yeltsin's naming of his successor.  The initiation of ...
	One of President Putin’s main efforts during his first term was the rebuilding of the economy with the help of the Russian oil industry.  This industry had been largely privatized during Yeltsin’s tenure, as opposed to the natural gas industry, which...
	Some scholars have asserted that the seeds of Putin’s policy formulation can be seen in his dissertation on economic recovery in 1997.  Unfortunately, the thesis is unavailable, having been declared classified material shortly after his appointment a...
	In his essay about the Putin dissertation, Harley Balzer identifies several strains of thought which are certainly congruent with Nikolai Baibakov's thinking about the necessary role of the government in the economy, more specifically in relation to t...
	…the political and economic circumstances of the Yukos affair are unlikely to be repeated in quite the same way.  But if another major challenge to state control of the ‘commanding heights’ of Russia’s energy sector were to materialize, the government...
	Even if the extreme circumstances of the Yukos Affair are unlikely to be repeated, the precedent was set, and the drive towards more centralized control of the energy sector was underway.
	In 2003, the Russian Minister of Defense, Sergey Ivanov, asserted the importance of the state to “restore order” following the privatization debacle of the 1990s, and that a major step in that direction would be for the state to take a dominant role ...
	In analyzing the 1999 article by Putin on economic recovery for Russia, Balzer summarizes Putin’s policy trajectory in a way that seems to indicate a return to the political-economic relationship which existed under Gosplan during Baibakov’s tenure a...
	In sum, Mr. Putin emphasizes the importance of the resource sector for Russia’s economic and geostrategic revival; notes the need for mixed forms of property without specifying the optimal mix; asserts the primacy of state interests; and advocates fos...
	If Baibakov held the view that the state should exercise a decisive role (one might say a “visible” hand) in guiding the direction of the economy, it seems clear that the same mindset has guided the Putin policy approach.  This seems especially to be ...
	Mr. Putin has stated in his writings that he views oil and natural gas as the primary pillars of the Russian economy for at least the first half of the 21st century.66F   So long as he continues to hold office or have substantial influence in the Rus...
	CONCLUSION
	Like so many other Soviet citizens of his generation, Nikolai Baibakov's experiences during the Great Patriotic War had a formative impact on him, which doubtless shaped his motivations and decisions in his subsequent career as an economic statesman o...
	The contributions that Nikolai Baibakov made to the Soviet Union in his roles in government have earned him esteem and honors from citizens of the former USSR, and especially from Russians.  In 1997, a transport ship was renamed in his honor.67F     ...
	Byron King was highly complementary of Baibakov in the online obituary he wrote in 2008:
	But perhaps the biggest honor paid to Baibakov has been an ideological one.  The aggressive reconsolidating of authority over the oil industry undertaken by President Putin in the first decade of the 21st century can be seen as a confirmation of Baib...
	Towards the end of his life, and since his passing, Baibakov has been nostalgically referred to as the knight of centralized planning, and by extension, of the command economy principles of the USSR.71F    Such a title can be seen as a reflection of t...
	What is evident now is that centralized planning, and personalities that propagated it during the Soviet era, were the key elements of the ideological and the structural features which shaped the Russian economy.  Instead of being discredited, many of...
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